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Abstract

This study amalyzes the need br charges b NATO arpower doctrine to reflect
current Post-Cdd War realties. NATO air doctrine does rot yet reflect the actialty of
todays qoerations, nor does t articipate the probade future enployment of NATO's
arpower. Out—of—area operations and PFP paticipation in NATO operations will have
profound efects an combined dctrine, training, organzatonal structures, exercisesard
employment of forces. NATO’s tactical doctrine revision process served the dliance well
during the Cdd War. But today, the international environmert has drasicaly charged:
both the reture of the threatard the use 6 NATO arrpower during canflict have charged.
The current doctrinal revision processhas pioven too slow ard cunbersome to provide
adequag directon for ar strategists duing ongoing operations. There ae many new
doctrinal areas hat must be thoroughy addessed sdhat NATO canchart a course for

the future that in the erd provides he lest, most effective mix of forces.



Chapter 1

Introduction

The unexpecederd of the Cdd War presemed both challenges ad oppartunities for
the Nath Atlantic Trealy Organzaion (NATO). The agarizaion that focused érty
yearss of effort aganst a single threat sudderty delated its very rea®n for exstence. If
NATO was to continue as an Alliance, what should be its new focus? Should NATO
became involvedin “out—of—area” geratons? Should NATO erlarge, respanding to the
desres of new countries wishing to join? Both out—of—area gerations ard erdargenen
presen many challenging issues dér NATO. The future of NATO's tactical air doctrine
will be affected by NATO's new role in Europe, by the results of NATO’s decision to
condud out—of— area opeations, by the immediate paticipation of Partnership for Peace
(PFP) countries in NATO operations, and by the probable enlargement of the Alliance.
NATO tacical ar doctrine does rot yet reflectthe realties o today s gperations, nor does
it articipate the pobale future enployment of NATO arpower.

Out—of—area operations and PFP paticipation in NATO opeations will have
profound efects an combined dctrine, training, orgarnzatona structures, exercisesard
enployment of forces. The integration of non—compaible forces s only one obvious area
that must be addressed. This thesis will investigate the future of NATO's tactica ar

doctrine ard how that doctrine might provide te best guideinesfor enploying, building,



ard training NATO air forces nto the 21stcertury. This thess reviews anl assesses
currently proposed rvisions, discusses @sble aeas br improvement, ard amalyzeshow
NATO airpower doctrine might best respand to the denands d the charging secuity

environment.

The Goal: Stability And The Spread Of Democracy

This is a time of trangition for Europe as well as for NATO. We do not know what
the world will look like in twenty years, but tomorrow’s sability may well depend on the
choices hat NATO makes bday The Cenra Europeanstates are strugging to make
denocracy succeed.Russa s fighting to implement ecaiomic reforms. Engagenent
anmong NATO, certral Europe, ard Russa, if accanplished with foresight ard vision,
could wel provide animpetus or positive charge aml erhanced titure secuity of all
members. NATO’s goal during this trarsitional petiod is to provide a $rategy for
projecting stahilit y throughout the region. The PFP program provides an oppartunity for
the spread & denocracy. PFP helps paticiparts manage deénse reforms plus esablish
and gsrengthen democratically controlled militaries. Additionally, PFP paticipation should
aid in national defense plaming, resource alocation, budgetng, along with patiamentary
ard pubic accantability. Many of these are ills which the former Warsaw Pact
courtries previousl relied upa the Sviet Union to accanplish.*

The NATO Alliance has proven its worth over four decades ashé foundaion for
stability in Europe® It offers communicaion chamels, heighters cafiderce anong
member nations, ard providesanoppartunity for continuedUS involverrent ard influerce

in European affairs. With the Alliance's traditional purpose of opposing the now ddunct



Warsaw Ract disrupted, NATO is now at a ciossioads: determining where ard when to
became involved. Since its incepion, the msson of NATO forces las alvays beento
protect ard deend the nmember courtries. The denmse of the Soviet Union ard the
Warsaw Pact provide an opportunity for NATO forces to project gability outside of
NATO's traditional borders with less fear of east—bloc confrontation. Stability in many
crigs situatons may be erhanced ly the use ® NATO's instruments o power, whether it
be by pdiitical or military persuasive means. For example, dunng the Gulf War NATO
forces deployed to Turkey. Alliance arpower helped ddlend and mantain the cohesion of
the coalition while smultaneoudy stabilizing the northern Iragi border. When Bosnia
erupted nto crisis in 1991, a nore forceul use d NATO's power might have restored
stability earlier, perhaps even diminishing the magnitude of crisis. In the future, NATO
may choose to use military force as a form of pesuasion to project gability into crisis
stuations. Alliance efforts durng the Gulf War and now in Bosnia indicate that NATO
will choose to do out—of—area operations when the interests of the members are a stake.
To do so and to project stability into southern and eastern Europe as well as North Africa,
NATO will have to further develop its capecity to operate out—of—area.® An out—of—area
operation includes any use of Alliance forces outside of the traditional NATO area. The
use & NATO's arpower for this pumpose recesgetes clarges b tacical ar doctrine.
Should NATO became involved n out—of—area gerations, this would not addessthe
separate quesion of erlargenert. The 1949 Wshington Trealy excluded out—of—area
operations, but provided specific provisions for NATO expansion. Expanding Alliance
membership can serve to extend security and gability. Even without the Soviet Cold War

threat, there are Hill many hazads b European stahlity. The war in the former



Yugoslavia, difficulties in Checlyna amd Geagia, ard ewven problems in Ukraine indicate
the stuaion on NATO'’s easérn border may be less tan peacealfl. Marny countries an
NATO's peliphery are facng ecaoomic, sccial, ard pditical difficulties that might erupt
into crisis. A resurgent, nationalistic Russa combined with turmoil in eastern Europe
preseis an unpredictable ervironmert with unique poblems for Europeansecuity. In
the past, the NATO dliance fulfiled vital functions in deerrence, crisis management,
peacekeepg, humanitarian assstarce, ard dliance ddense. It can continue to do o, and
its efectiveress canbe erhanced trough ergagenent with the states d certral ard
eastern Europe especially if new members help to increase NATO’s capabilit ies.
Enlargenert providesboth a curent ard long term challenge or NATO's tactical ar
doctrine. Through plaming actons, joint exercises,seninars, workshops, ard day-to—day
representation in Brussels and Mons, PFP members are currently participating in NATO
affairs.* NATO exercises since 1994 hve included PP members ard will continue to do
so. PFP countries ae neking doctrinal ard force ctanges n order to effecively function
within the alliance and NATO, as well, must adgpt. The paticipation of PFP countries
(with non—-campatible weapms systens, training, ard force structures) demands same
immediate change to employment procedures for arpower. Future operations may aso
have to conterd with a lrger defensive aea as lte NATO pelimeter expards trough
enlargement. Doctrine will have to respond to an ever, growing base and diversity of
military forces, as training, exercises, command structures, and employment procedures

are adysted or a brger NATO.



Airpower Doctrine And Why It Should Be Kept Current

In 1948, Gereral Curtis LeMay gated hat “Doctrine s of the mnd, a retwork of
faith ard knowledge einforced ly experierce whch lays the patern for the utilizaion of
men, equipment, and tactics. It is the building maerial for strategy.”®> Doctrine is
influerced by thearists, technologies, ard palitical, ecanomic, ard saial realties. It is
affeced ly combat experierces ad should reflect not only the past enployment of
airpower, but the articipated future use @& arrpower. Doctrine provides a gule or acions
during both peace ath wattime. It ses the lasis for decsions regarding training, systens
procurenmernt, weapas dewlopmert, ard organzatonal dructures — thus having a
profound impact on the capability of forces to engage in the next conflict. The USAF
Bast Doctrine manual summarizes curent thoughts albout doctrine:

Aerospacedoctrine is, simply deined, what we hold true alout aeospace
power ard the best way to do the job. It is based m experierce, our own
ard that of others. Doctrine is what we have leaned albut aespace
power and its applcaion snce he dawnof powered flight. While history
doesnot provide speciic formulas tat canbe appled without modificaion
to presen ard future situations, it does povide te lroad concepual basis
for our understanding of war, human nature, ard aepspace paer. Thus,
doctrine is a gude r the edercise of profesional judgnert rather than a
set of rules to be followed blindly. It is the starting point for solving
contemporary problems....Doctrine should be aive — growing, evolving,
ard meturing.’

NATO's curent tactcal air doctrine is almost exclusively a pioduct of Cod War
thinking, reflecing the use dtradtional NATO forces agaist a Warsaw Pactthreat Yet,
dueto an altered international ervironmert, NATO'’s arpower is no longer enployed n
this fashon. Menber states ae row operating out—of—areaand new members with widely

differing backgrounds are paticipating in NATO operations, providing challenges never

ervisioned by the Cold War doctrine. The curent doctrine has ceasedat function as a



uselll tool. It has became slowly reactve t© past everts, no longer seving as a
presciptive guide for the future enployment of arpower forces Cohesive doctrine
suppats the dewelopmert of more capale forces ard helps edablish unty of effort.
NATO's arrpower doctrine would be more helpful to plamers, strategists, ard operators if
it were to lead @ at leastaccanpary charges d airpower enployment, ard not simply

sewe o document charges aleadyundemway.

Preview And Methodology

It is evident that NATO will change as a result of new military missions, PFP
patticipaton, ard ewertual edargenernt. This thess investigates the relationshp anmong
NATO members, new misson areas,ard the F-P. It focuses a the future of NATO air
doctrine and strategy. Assumpions are made that NATO will continue to function as a
viable security organization, future dliance operations will include out—of—area missions,
and NATO will proceedalong the path toward ewertual erlargenert. Chapter 2 provides
a krief backgiound ard curent status d the aut-of—area ad enargenert issues. Chapter
3 discusseghe implicatons of out—of—area @erations on NATO tactcal ar doctrine.
Chapter 4 focuses a the efects d PFP incorporation ard ewertual erlargenert on NATO
air doctrine. And finaly, Chapter 5 provides caclusons am recanmendatons for both
curent and future charges b tactical ar doctrine ard future acions regarding PFP

paticipation in NATO.

Notes

1 “Study on NATO Enlargenent,” (Brusses, BE: NATO Publications, Septerrber
1995) p. 13.
2 1bid., p 5.
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® U.S. Air Force Manual 1-1,“Basc Aerospace Datrine,” March 1992,p. vii.



Chapter 2

Issue Background

The NATO Air Doctrine Process

The dewlopmert of NATO's tactical ar doctrine has ewlved over the years into a
formal and somewhat bureaucratic process. The Military Agency for Standardization
(MAYS) is the governing body for NATO's doctrine ard pubicatons. The Ar Board,
admnistered by the MAS, oversees he eforts o eighteendifferent working paries which
addessdoctrinal and airpower issuesanging from arlift to seach ard rescue o tactical
air doctrine®  The Tacical Air Working Party (TAWP) oversees NAO's tactcal air
doctrine which is embodied in seven man dlied tactical pubications (ATPs), and deven
stardardizaton agreenents listed below:

e NATO Tacical Air Doctrine— ATP 33,STANAG 3700

 NATO Offensive Air Suppat Opertions— ATP 27B STANAG 3736

e NATO Tacical Air Suppat of Maritime Opeations — ATP 34,STANAG 3703

e NATO Courter Air Opeations — ATP 42,STANAG 3880

e NATO Doctrine for AirspaceControl in Times d Criss ard War — ATP 40,
STANAG 3805

e NATO Air to Air Refueing — ATP 56,STANAG 3971

e NATO Doctrine for Recon and Surveillance — ATP xx, STANAG 70 (not yet
written)

 NATO Methods of Warning own Aircraft of Enemy Fghter Attacks — STANAG
3275

e NATO Quds for Fixed Wing Above Water Warfare/Air Defence Aircraft
Controller — STANAG 1183

 NATO Air Control Terms ard Defnitions — STANAG 3993



e NATO Minimum Qualfications for Forward Air Controllers — STANAG 3797

The TAWP meets a least once a year to improve procedures and interoperability
anong NATO forces egaged i tacical air operations.? Currently there ae no lower tier,
suppating doctrinal puldications; thus eachATP providesdoctrine, specfic procedues
ard same tactics for the enployment of NATO's air forces. Howewer, plars ae in work
to establish atiered doctrinal system with the new Allied Joint Operations Doctrine

(AJP-1) established as the “overarching keystone document.”®  ATP-33, renamed
“NATO Air Power Doctrine” would suppat AJP-1, with the specfic functional
docunents tiered keneah ATP-33. In addtion, future TAWP plars include writing
suppating tactical ar pubicatons to claify specfic procedues* For neaty fifty yeass,
the term “tacical ar doctrine” adequally descibed the plamed use of NATO's
airpower. in criss, air asset were to be enployed nainly in a facical versus an
operational or strategic role.” The renaming of ATP—33 ad the new AJP-1 puHicaton
indicates hat NATO is now beginning to recagnize a wder role for airpower.

Prior to 1970, the enployment of NATO’s arpower relied lely on national air
doctrines. However, when the Alliance adopted the strategy of Hexible Response, the
need ncreased dr ar, land, and sea drces b integrate efectvely togeter. Under
pressure from the Supreme Allied Commander in Europe (SACEUR), the MAS formed
the Tactical Air Working Party in order to dewelop combined tactcal air doctrine ard
common procedures for dlied air operations.® NATO's airpower doctrine is constantly
undemoing revison ard modificaton throughthe TAWP proces, but charge s dow ard
doctrine has yet to undergo the sveepng charges required to reflect post—Cold War

realties. The TAWP assgns eachdocument to a cusbdial nation, which coordinates



charge requess, managesrevision reviews ard distributes updaed dat.” The TAWP
charter gipulates that STANAGs and ATPs under their responsibility will be reviewed at
leastonce eery two yeas® Charges ae dscussed aTAWP neeings, ard then staffed
individualy by eachnation. Fourteenof NATO's sixteenmembers have TAWP dekgates
(Icelard has no forces ad Luxembourg’s interests ae represemed by Belgium).® The
Frerch also atend TAWP sessins and vote on airpower issues? Doctrinal charge b thus
an iterative, dow—moving process, and revisions have traditionally been relatively modest
in scqoe. Jant doctrine takes nonths to coordinate in the US ard the NATO process $
lengthered cansideraldy by the camplexities d coordinating anmong different nations.
Other NATO members may or may not develop joint positions on proposed changes,
depenling on their orgarizaiona sructures'* Final positions on doctrinal charge are
affected by national military traditions and capabilities, but dso by pdiitical and economic
imperatives. Most nations have denonstrated a eluctarce © acceptchargesin doctrine
that would ultimately result in increased costs, in turn limiting the scope of possible
charge!?

NATO's ar doctrine is thus a esuk of compromise ard negotiation anong the
NATO nations whch atend the TAWP ard choose to paticipae® It is also likely that
the arpower doctrine revision process will be dowed by the incorporation of new states
into NATO. More voices will t randate into more complexity and debate before consensus
can be ganed on arpower issues, urnless NATO takes action to streamline the doctrinal

revision process.
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Out—Of—Area Ope ations

The surprising ewerts of 1989 ad 1991 causl NATO to reewaluate its mission.
After much controversy ard delate, the NATO ministers deermined that it would put
more emphesis on the pditical aspects of the dliance rather than its military means.** The
London Dechration in mid—1990ackrowledgedthat the USSRwas no longer the nmain
threat; nevertheless, it vowed that NATO would ill have an important role to play. The
Alliance would continue to provide border security for its members, but would also
“expand its mission to promote security and stability across Europe”* To do this, forces
would have to be capale of operations outside he tradtional NATO areas.

At the November 1991 FPome Summit, NATO representatives reiterated their desire
for the arganzation to sewe as he pimary secuity appaetus or al of Europe. NATO's
new Strategic Conceptackrowledgedthe more uncettain secuity ervironmert preseimed
different risks for the Alliance. NATO would increasingly be “called upon to undertake
missons in addtion to the tradtional ard fundanertal task d cdlectve deénse o its
members....” In January 1994, the NATO ministers even offered to suppat missions
including peacekeepg or other operations under United Natons (UN) or OSCE (the
Orgarizaion for Secuity ard Coopertion in Europe) autority.® Howewer, at the sme
time, mounting budgetry presures caugd the Alliance to announce plans to transfer
many urits 1o the reseve ard shink conventional forces ly appoximately 25 percert.*’
NATO ground forces were to ke reduced from the thirty—two divisions of the Cold War to
only eleven active gound dwvisions (Wwhich included USard Ferch unts), ard NATO
would begin to rely more heanily than ever before on arpower."® Throughout the Cold

War, NATO ha bult a deerrent posture based on srong ddenses. The challenge now
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would be to maintain suficiertly capale forces b presewe secuity within Europe ard
project stability elsewhere. *°

Although NATO as an organization was involved in the Gulf War in a very limited
way, NATO'’s training ard expelierce n combined @erations would prove extrenely
helpful in combat. The Gulf War lessan for NATO was hat there was anncreasng reed
to be prepaed br suchout—of-area gemations.?® In Bosnia, NATO forces mantained
the ro—flight zone for several yeass. NATO ar srikesaganst the Bosnian Sembs in 1995
helped secue protective zones aml cantributed to the Dayon peace sétenert. These
operations were conducted mainly under the influerce d US enployment plars in the
alserce d relevant NATO doctrinal procedues. They are indicatve of the new use of
Alliance forces and especially NATO’s arpower, in today’s shifting security environment.

In out—of—areaoperations, NATO has pioven to be the anly Europeanorgarnzaton
capable of taking effective military action. The Western European Union (WEU) served
as a “technical coordinator” for limited mine—sweeping operations in the Gulf War and
also provided an initia respanse duing Opeation Sharp Guad erforcing enbargo
operations aganst Bosria®* Howewer, after the WEU was eplaced ly NATO's forces n
the Adriatic, it quickly becane evdert that the WEU did not have the campetercy or
capabilities of NATO.* The WEU, which wasoriginally edablished in 1948, has recenly
beenresurecied as a pntial secuity am for the EuropeanUnion; howewer, it is not
adequaely organized for military operations®® Its rine members ae dediated ©
collective defense and they have limited out-of—area capabilities® With insuficiert
infragructure, trained forces or suppat structures the WEU is not capale of sugaining

even medium-szed ait—of—area @emtions.?
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No other European security group has the ability to project power (and thus stabilit y)
like NATO. The Orgarnzation for Secuity ard Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) has fifty—
three members ard suffers from a cuniersome managenent process. With no secuity
courcil, the OSCE is incapalte of decsive acion. In addtion, the arganzaion does not
have the military forces or command structure to enforce its decisions.® Neither the
WEU nor the OSCE is an effective vehicle for mgor military operations or peacekeepg.
While both organzatons canpromote canmunication ard foster cooperation, NATO will
continue © be the “secuity framework of choice” for the near future?” With no
immediate Russian threat and NATO’s decision to project sability outside its traditional
bordes, the Alliance will increasingly become involved in out-of-aea operations.

Airpower doctrine must adaptto this realty.

The PFP And NATO Enlargement

NATO's tactical air doctrine is dready being affected by the posshbility of
enargenernt. PFP countries ae paticipaing in NATO exercisesand peaceoperations,
necessitating immediate modifications to specific ATP procedures. Eventud membership
in NATO could immensely affect NATO'’s core tactical air doctrine. In January of 1994,
NATO formally agreed upon the FFP concept in order to respand to those eastrn
Europeanstates amious or NATO membershp. The pupose d the PFP is to erhance
the growth of democracy and sability, to encourage civi-military reforms, intensify
cooperation, commurication ard good relations, as wel as b fortify common defnse?®
The piospectof evertual NATO membershp provides ncertives to reforming countries to

strengthen their denocratic ard legal institutions, liberalize their ecaiomies, respect
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humen rights, ard foster peace lirough peacekeepiy opertions.”® Currently, twenty—sx
courtries have joined the FFP. All of the cauntries o the former Warsaw Pact, aswell as
the sates d the former Soviet Union are members. The PFP roster includesAlbania ard
Sloveria, in addtion to Austia, Swedenard Fnlard.* It is a diverse goup with widely
differing reasons for joining PFP. Not al aspire to NATO membership and not al have
the capacity or ability to take pat in NATO military operations.

Eventud admission will be fostered and possibly acceérated trough immediate
patticipaion in NATO exercises ad ogperations, providing a imely incertive to addess
the gpplicability of current airpower doctrine. While enlargement will occur through a
gradua) deiberate piocess,there ae ro fixed, spedic requirements for inviting new
members to join.*! Prospective members must illustrate a commitment to democracy and
liberty, demonstrate internal stability, and the capability to contribute to dlied defense.®
An invitation for membershp requires cansersus arong the skteenNATO members, ard
eachcountry will be consdered on its individud merits. In the US, the Senate must
evertualy ratify by a wo—thirds ngjority the exension of American protecton to new
NATO members, to include ar nuclearguaentees®

Precedene does exst, though for NATO membership without strict adherence ©
Alliance principles or without the ability to contribute military forces to NATO
opertions.®* 1n 1949, ltaly, a former Axis power, wasoffered NATO membership aganst
initial Allied desires. However, the Allies finally agreed that rebuffing Italy would
“increase Ite cammunist influerce am discredit the presen Christan Denopcrat

government.”*®> Thus Italy was offered menbership to foster democracy and stability.
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Neither Luxembourg nor Iceland has the military capacity to contribute to NATO deense,
yet both are members 2

Resdution of dispuks fas ako not beena deérrent to NATO membershp in the past
Greeceard Turkey have long beenmembers, ard NATO has helped b improve relations
betweenthesetwo tradtional rivals, peihaps keepig them from gaing to war.®’ Thus it
is possible that NATO will acceptsame new members who do not have sizalde military or
air forces, who are not capable of defending the dliance, and who still harbor intrastate
rivalries.

Each PFP member has sgned NATO's Framewark Document, committing them to
the basic principlesof denocracyard nmutual secuity. Eachcountry submitted Individual
Patnership Programs (IPP$ which list that nation’s paticular goals ard plars for
coopertion with NATO.*® The IPPs addess érce nodemization, ar defnse reeds,
equipment shortages, and other military maters, generaly detailing a future course for
each courtry.®® Eighteen PFP courtries have afready estblished offices at NATO
headquaters, ard twernty have military representatives a the Partnership Coordination
Cell at SHAPE (Suprenme Headquders, Allied Powers Europe).*® Thus far, the primary
focusof early PFP military efforts have been in the area of peacekeepg ard humanitarian
asistarce. In 1994, three mgor peacekeepg exercises were conducted with PFP
paticipaton; atleas ten suchexercises were conducted in 1995

Upon joining, new NATO members nust accept the full obligaions of the
Washington Treaty, and they will receve the full obligaions of membership to include
sharing risks, responsibilities, and costs. Obligations include contributing to decision

meking, the dliance military force, command sructures, and infrastructure.*?
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Alternatively, NATO acceps the kurdenof aliance protection for new members, and this
in turn will affect NATO’s military strategies and airpower doctrine. There is some room
for dternate relations with NATO (variations on paticipation). French military
contributions to NATO operations depenl on internal pdlitical direcion ard are nade n
accadarce wih spedic Milit ary Agreements. The Spanish adso have a unique relationship
with NATO. Their paticipaton is overseenby Coordination Agreenerts which form the
basis for detiled plaming between Spansh ard NATO commanders. Sparish
contributions ae caried at throughindepemert, coordinated, or combined qemtions.*®

PFP force ntegration into tactcal ar operations poses anunmber of issues. The
nations concerned possess widdy diverse military forces. Additionaly, peacekeepy
operations could occur out-of—area, petaps to assst PFP nember states; thus, the
potential geographic area for NATO opeations is large and varied. Milit ary forces of PFP
courtries run the gamut from the small Latvian army to the Ukraine with its hundreds of
strategic ruclear weapms.** Consequetly, PFP members can be grouped pugHy into
four caegaies in relation to their likely effecton NATO tacical ar doctrine.

The first group consists of the wesemized rations, who have joined he FFP simply
to better orient thenseles b peacekeepg eforts am who gereraly do not aspre to
NATO membership.*® Finlard, Austia, Sveden ard Maka joined he FFP o better
coordinate with NATO for joint peacekeepg operations ard to focus a contributions to
humenitarian missbns*® With mostly western compatible military equipment and ample
expeliercein prevous UN peace nssions (Swedenalone hes akreadysuppled nore than
60,000 troops to the UN snce 1948) this group should not presert ary significart issues

for future NATO taciical air doctrine.*’
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The secod group includes hose cauntries far removed from NATO's borders ard far
from successfully implementing the principles of democracy and economic liberalism:
Turkmenistan Uzbekistan Kyrgyzstan Kazaklstan, Geagia, Armenia, ard Azetbaijan.
Some of these cartries ae deahg with issues bhuman rights aluses rampart crime ard
horrendous economic problems These courtries have no interest in joining NATO but
have joined the FFP in order to receve training, techical military assistance, and foreign
funds®® They will not likely stimulate many changes to NATO tactical air doctrine in the
near future, although their paticipaion may require same thought when incorporating
their (mostly ground) forces nto NATO peacekeepg operations.

The third group d countries includesthose that srongly desre to join the BJ ard
NATO in order to gan dekensive guaantees. Many courntries realze that NATO
membershp trarslates into increasedsecuity ard most importantly, accessd Westem
monies. These countries include: Hungaty, the CzechRepullic, Sovakia, Sovena,
Poland, Bulgana, Romania, Albania, Latvia, Lithuana, and Estonia. These nations are
most vocal alout their desie to join NATO. They are concemed alout a resumgert
Russanthreat worried hat if they are rot anong the first group of nations to be admtted
into NATO, they will end up on the wrong side of a “new iron curtain.”*® Poland, the
CzechRepullic, Sovakia, ard Hurgaty, ard pehaps $ovena, will likely be the first to
join NATO as full-fledged members. All have established civilian control of their
militaries, and al are currently participating or cooperating with UN peacekeepg eforts.
Poland ard the CzechRepultic have areadyhosted NATO-PFP exercises. Sovena is
trying despeately to distarce tsef from troubles n the Bakars, ard whle it sepaated

from Yugodavia with few military forces, it has a gable government with a fast growing
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ecaiomy. *°  Each courtry is also taking great steps brward in resdving internal ard
external tensons. Hungaty recerly concluded hlateral agreenerts with Slovakia ard
Romania, guaanteeing the inviolability of borders and the rights of ethnic minorities.>

Poland, the CzechRepulic, Sovakia, Hungary, ard Sovena presen potential
immediate changes to NATO tactical air doctrine®® NATO AWACs currently use
Hungaran arspace m order to suppat Bosnian peace perations, ard NATO may soon
find itself using bombing ranges located in Slovenia. Incorporation of these courtries into
training ard exercises geaty expards the territory ard airspacefor exercisesard training.
Poland alone is one of Europe’s largest nations in terms o its ge@raphic size aml
population.®®* The addiion of Poland, the Czech Repuliic, Slovakia, Hungary, ard
Slovenia will greatly expand NATO'’s area of responsibilit y.

In addtion to the almve cauntries, Bulgaia, Romania, ard Albania also presem
specal problems for close assaiation ard enployment alongside NATO ar forces. These
countries dso desire to join NATO; however, they have not progressed as far in political
or economic reforms.>*  Corruption ard sbw privatizaion efforts aflict Romania. Even
with recen signs o ecaomic growth, Albania is sill the poorest courtry in Europe™
Resurgent socialist parties, tension between civilian authorities and the military, and armed
forces porly equpped wih Soviet ammaments nmeke incorporation of theseforcesinto
NATO problematic.

The Baltic countries are smilarly sruggling with reforms. They have small milit aries
with many lingering problems In Lithuania, the former communist paty reganed

government control.® The Batics’ strong desire to join NATO, coupled with Russi’s
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equaly vehement desie to keep hem out of NATO. The Batics’ strategic coastl
locaion relative to Russa abo presetts a spedal challenge or NATO.®’

The final group consists of Belarus Ukraine, Moldova, and Russia, ard all could
constrain or limit the employment of NATO air forces. None of these nations have
expressed an immeiate desire to join NATO. Moldova desires a neutral status, while
Belarus wars cbser ties b Russa>® Ukraine is struggling with democratic reforms and
economic instability. Lingering border disputes with neighbors, quarels with Russia, the
presence of large military forces (to include nudear weapons), in addition to their close
proximity to NATO's eastern region make both Ukraine and Belarus potential areas of
concem for NATO'’s airpower.®

Russia should be considered separately due to its military potential and historical
threat to NATO. At various imes, Russan pditicians have expressed gave caicems
over NATO erlargenert, the sationing of NATO resources n easérn Europe, ard use 6
NATO arpower in areas adjcen to Russa’® Presdert Boris Yelsin wamed that
exparsion would “sow seedsof mistrust” possbly resuting in a “cold peace®
Endargered by wesem exparsion, Russa hes threaered CH (Conventional Forces n
Europe teaty) non-compliance aml derurciation of START 11.%? Defense Minister Pavel
Graclev gated n April 1995 hat NATO exparsion could caug Russia to foster military
action “in the nost threaenng dirrections,” also waming that Moscov might respand by
strengthening the military capabilities of a“CIS bloc.”® NATO strategists rmust caefully
consider the use 6 arpower in easérn Europe © awid ercouragng Russan insecuities

which might have unfavorable consequences on European sabilit y.
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In summay, NATO’s tactical ar doctrine will undergo extreme change in the next
few yeass. Already proposals have been made b completely revamp the tacical air
doctrine gructure, ard work has dowly begun on updatng present pulicatons. Future
tacical air doctrine mustreflectthe realties o the pst-Cdd War era. Airpower's usage
will no longer be limited to a paticular region aganst a specific foe with known
capabilities. NATO arpower can and will be used out—of—area, presenting new challenges
ard new missons for NATO’s ar forces. The paticipaion of outsde caintries in NATO
operations demandsimmediate change to specific procedures and tactics, as well as are—
examnation of the cae arpower doctrinal conceps. Doctrine affects basic decsions
regarding training, systenms procurenert, weapms dewlopmert, ard orgarizaional
structures — thus having a profound impact on the capability of forces. NATO must be
proactve, addessng the full implicaion of enployment issues &ore forces ae

committed.
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Chapter 3

Out of Area Implications for NATO’s Air Doctrine

Wartime experierces,the international ervironmert, available techologies,ard force
structures lelp shape aipower doctrine. Europe tes experierceddramatic chargein all of
these aeas m the kst five yeas. The er of the Cdd War ard the recett Gulf War
expelierce ae aleadyinfluercing doctrine. In addtion, modem weapary now offers a
degree of precision and long range targeting capability never before available to the air
strategist. Weapans costs are escahting while defense budges continue © declne. The
inventories of many NATO naions contain aging fighters and dder transport airplanes
while NATO is simultareously cuting forces ata faster rate than ewer before in its
history.! The cettral ard rorthern EuropeanNATO nations ae reduchng their acive
ground forces ly 45 pecert, mobilizade ground forces ly 25 pecen, ar forces ly 25
percert, ard reval forces ly 15 percert.? These ealties afect future arpower doctrine
while alo providing both constraints ard opportunities for the future enployment of
airpower.

Throughout the Cdd War, NATO expeced canflict with the Warsaw Ractto be short
but violert. Six Westem Europeancorps wee dedcated © a inear forward deense
counter the threatof a SQviet atack. Hopetully, anple waming time would pemit quick

depbyment of NATO reinforcenerts in order to blunt the expeced Warsaw Pact
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advance. EachNATO nation was asgined © defend a spedic secion of territory along
NATO's border, ard this imposed dstinctive requirements an eachnational force. Some
adllies had large artillery forces, others had maiy tanks or numeous infantry assets, and
eachaly deweloped hghly specalized employment doctrines. NATO acion to counter a
concertrated Warsaw Pact oppanent who wasadvancing over known terrain relied upon
tacical maneuver ard firepower. With a deénsive focus, NATO forceswere unprepaed
for sustined operations, for offensive canpaigns, or for extensive sweepig meneuvers?
Airpower drategists plamed mainly to enploy arpower in a suppating role to ground
and reva forces! Allied ar forces were trained for close air suppat ard limited
interdiction missions rather than deep strike. Most NATO dlies had no long or even
medium range bombers. NATO fighters were, for the most part, short range assets
desgredto hit targets rear forward hettle ines. Air defense held first priority, followed
by atack d the Pacts secand eclelon forces n orderto shape he cbse lettle. Airpower
doctrine relegated third priority to suppat of the emyaged gound forces®

Todays secuity environmert, with its pdentia for out—of—area gerations, should
influerce Cdd War arpower enployment plars. The Cdd War environmert has been
replaced ly an urpredictable, uncettain climate. In the future, NATO might find itself
facedwith hostile countries threaenng or acualy ushg weapams d mass destction
against dlied territory or interests. ® Conflict on the peiphery could spead into NATO
territory or refugees could flow into Europe, disrupting Alliance stability. The current
secuity ervironmert is characterized ly rapid pgoulation growth in less deeoped
countries, extreme religious and ethnic hostilities, and frugrations among minority groups

Increasng ecaromic dispaiity betweendeweloped anl deweoping cauntries surrounding
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NATO dso helps to foster instabilities.” These poblems are accetuated ly the inaklity
of many Third World governments to adequaely deal with the resulting conflict and
instability.?  In addtion, the poliferation of weapams o mass desuction may exacebate
these potential conflicts. By the year 2000, twerty nations will possess ballistic missiles,
thirty will have chemical weapons, and eight may be close to acquiring nudear weapons.®
Undoubtedly, NATO will be forced to deal with conflict in some form on its peimeter.
The erd of the Cdd War eralded NATO to expard its aeas ¢ interest NATO's
1991 “Strategc Concept dechred he acces to vita resources prevertion of terrorism
and sabotage, and halting the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction to al be within
the Alliance's interest.’® Future enployment of NATO arpower must take pdential
threas in eachof these agas mto accaunt ard pcssesshe alility to respond gppropriately
ard efecively at eachlevel of conflict. NATO forces night next ercounter an
unpredictable enemy in a long duration, low—intensity conflict. Intelligence could prove
more difficult in out—of—area operations as urknown opponents and relatively unfamiliar
terrain take their toll on Allied actions. Out—of—area operations may cal for offensive
actions ard airpower might be more effecively used m a stategic role. Doctrine should
addess hese scearios kefore forces eoounter themduring canflict. Currently, out—of—
area @ermtions are canducted in a elatively ad foc menner."* Today's doctrine does not
adequadly cover the range of threat scemrios in which arpower might be caled to act
Out-of—area gerations are a ealty for NATO'’s forces In 1992 abne, serious conflict
elicited the patticipation of 25 pecert of al nations, ard there is no reasm to think that

European states will not continue to be involved in out—of—area crisis stuations.*?
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Airpower doctrine is slowly charging to cover out-of—area catingercies arl the
probade enployment of NATO's ar asset. Howewer, while the TAWP cauiously
considers ard deletes charges ard new wording, arpower plamers in the field are
grapplng with the realty of new conditions in out—of—areaoperations. Many of the ATPs
are curently undergoing revision, but gamnering cansersus @ the rew docunents cauld
take ®vera yeas. ATP-33,for exanple, will no longer focus on tactical arpower. The
new document will become “NATO Airpower Doctrine” and it will cover the
enployment of al aspec o ar power, including canmand ard cantrol ard the plaming
and targeing of joint ar operations® Suppoting doccuments covering offensive ar
suppat, counter air operations, airspace catrol, ard other topics are al under review for
revision. And same topics d arpower doctrine are yet to be addessed. The following
section will discuss areas which deserve atention in the updae of NATO’s arpower

doctrine to reflect post—Cold War realties.

Potential Areas For Doctri nal Revision

The first aspectof NATO’s arrpower doctrine that must be addessedn respaseto
out—of—area operations is the defensive orientation of the Alliance. The NATO ministers
generaly view the dedensive focus as necessary in order to mantan aliance cohesion.
NATO wasfounded and maintained m the piinciple o defense, ard many nations might
not acceptan outright dechraton otherwise. NATO’'s Strategic Cancept carefully
specifies that the dliance will continue to reman defensive in nature, and this need not
necessaly conflict with the use 6 forces n out—of—area @eratons. While same might

arguethat ary use @ force n out—of—area @erations represens offensive acton, others
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would define offensive action in terms of the dojecives pusued o protected. Opeations
in Bosna could be termed “strategicaly defensive” in the sese that Europears desie to
contain the conflict ard keep t from spreadng into NATO territory. NATO operations in
Turkey during the Guf War were spediicaly defensive, ard ewen caalition operations
during the Guf War could ke labeled grategicaly defensive snce Iragi control of the low
of oil would threaten the economic gability of the European dliance. However, despite
thesedifferencesin verbiage, the enployment of forces atthe tactical or even operationa
level in out—of—area operations will not resemble the clear—cut “defensive” employment of
forces phmed aganst the Warsaw Pact Cdd War forces wee expressy tailored to
march to NATO’s barders but no further.*

Cold War arpower focused on suppat of friendly forces with only short range
incursions autorized acoss he forward edge 6 the tettle area (FEBA). The use of
airpower in out—of—area operations will t hus require new thinking. Some NATO nations
(Gemany, for exanple) mus make canstitutional chargesin order to fully suppat out—
of—areaopernations. NATO ar asset must be alde ard readyto perform the cae roles o
military power: deterrence, defense, compellence, and demonstration.”® To deuse crisis
situatons, NATO airpower should be capale of performing offensive stikes,
maneuvering abng a clarging front, or suppating offensive—type forcedertry operations.
Airpower may be used to seize ddended ports or other facilit ies out—of—area. Air assets
may be needed @ assst in blockade ad quaentine goerations or to control ereny ar
movements.

NATO's 1991 Stategic Concept reafirms the defensive nature of airpower. “The

Alliance is purely defensive in puipaose: none of its weapons will ever be used except in
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self-defense”*® But, out—of—area defensive operations will have to be redefined in light of
the rew threast likely to be ercountered. Opeations at the tacical level might be more
offensive in nature, while ill suppating a deénsive drategic objecive. Airpower's
previous defensive orientation needs to be reinterpreted or modified as NATO follows a
more active crisis management palicy.

With the reducton of ground ard raval forces, doctrine stould addess be useof
airpower in a more independent role. Currently, the TAWP is working on this issue as it
contenplates ndepemnlert ar acions.!” The increased prcision ard lethality of modem
air weapons may enable NATO arpower to gan the limited objectives typical of out—of—
areaoperations before ground troops ae ewen needed. Airpower also alows NATO to
commit military force with lower risk than a Smilar commitment of ground forces.

NATO has aleadybegunto use aipower samewhat exclusive d friendly actions on
the ground. NATO’s 1995airstrikesin Bosnia witnessed arpower in anindeperlert role
to compel the waring paties toward a peace seenert. The useof airpower in the Gulf
War in the initial air campagn helped “prepare the battlefield” and minmized risk to
friendly forces. Airpower can be used to sgnd NATO's pdlitica commitment, to
illu strate intent, or to show determination. In some Stuaions, it can coerce the enemy in
orde to achieve objectives. Airpower is inherently maneuverable, providing quick
mobility for the projection of NATO force. In addition, NATO and the West have
supeior airpower capailities. This provides an advantage against the threats that NATO
is likely to ercourter in out-of-area @eratons, alowing NATO to pit its strengths
agangt probable enemy weaknesses. Many out—of—area operations will still require the

use ¢ ground pewsonnel to erforce a obtain objectives; howewer, future doctrine should
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address the possihilities and potential benefits of usang arpower in a more independent
role.

The types of missions that airpower will be expected to paform during out—of—area
operations will also greatly differ from those that were anticipated during the Cold War.
No longercanNATO planto fight on a tradtional linearfront aganst a krown threat As
occurred in Bosna ard Somalia, out—-of—area @erations may include he protecion of
erclaves as welas he preserce d many, urrelated ard pehapsunidertifiade threas. The
TAWP recagnizes he rew out—of—area enironmert ard charackernizes t as a “less dese,
very fluid, non-linear battlefield with greaer difficulty in predicting contact between
ground forces’*® The pocedues an dactrine to cover these httlefield conditions have
yet to ke written.

For conflicts with a apidly charging FEBA or which have no clearcut battlefield
forward lines new methods of control must be aranged. ATP-27, “Offensive Air
Suppat Opertions,” currently specfiesthe deggnmation of a ire suppat coordination line
(FSCL) which will be used to control and coordinate the attacks of ar, ground, and sea—
based systens.®  Short of the FSCL, fires mugs be coordinated through the ground
commander, while attacksforward of the FSCL are coordinated through the degjnated
suppated canmander (normally the ar commander. Not only may the non-linear
battlefield invalidate the caxcept of an FSCL, but more fluid ground movement ard
longer-ramge weapary sugges that coordination betweenground, ar, ard naval forces
must be improved.

In addtion to plaming for conventional combat, NATO airpower forcesare already

involved in lower intensity tasks. Airpower doctrine does not yet fully address these types
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of missbns. Doctrine for peacekeepg ard peace—eforcenent must be thoroughy
deweloped, to include te esablishmert ard protection of free—fre zones ard saé havens
via airpower. These types d out-of—-ara @emtons also gereradly involve nore
restrictive rules of engagement. Airpower might be asked to protect civilians, separate
warring paties, ensure the safe ddivery of humanitarian supplies, or provide surveillance,
recanaissame, ard nonitoring of setlenernt ageenens. These difering missbon types
that NATO forces ae likely to ercounter in out—of—area @erations represemn challenges
for the future enployment of arpower. New a different command orgarnzatonal
structures, force training methods, ard systens procurenert ideas ray be appopriate. In
addtion to addessng the full ramificaions of the ron-linear battlefield, future arpower
doctrine for out—of—areaoperations must expard Cdd War thought to cover al probale
types d NATO missbns.

New technologies have greatly affected possibilit ies for the employment of arpower.
Out-of—area nmissons nmay be conducted at a higher tempo than ervisioned for arrpower
during the Cold War. High speed dat rates aml canmunications connecivity alow
information to passmore quickly than ever before. Targets canbe fed in reak-time right
into the cockpit and individud air assets can be directly controlled by senior—level military
strategists. In gereral, the canmander who is alde to act ard reactquicker will have a
battlefield adwantage®® AJP-1,“NATO Allied Joint Operations Doctrine,” gtates that

All commande's and authorities involved in the planning of dlied joint
operations must strive to keep he reacton time as short as possble.
Gereric catingercy plaming in peacaine, forward pacsitioning of forces,
equipment and supplies, timely establishment of communications and the

issue 6 waming orders are anong the nost essetial mears to achieve this
goal.®
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While greater information rates provide oppartunities for shorter spans of control and
perhaps new command and control structures, there will aso be oppartunities for high-
level micro—management. Technology is dlowing mare and more near real—time combat
data to be awailable at multiple control elenens (for exanple, AWACS, air operations
certers, home base, ard task force headquaters). Whenthings go wrong or whena hgh-
visibilit y mission encounters the unexpected, there will be a powerful urge by eachelenent
to provide control inputs. This leads to confuson and command problems New
organzatonal arangenerts, command ard catrol procedues, ard doctrina conceps
should suppat doctrinal concept of command ard execuion. In the pas, arpower has
primarily focusedon the principle o cerralized catrol through decefralized excuion.
In the future, this concept may need b be alkered for same out—of—ara siuations.®?
Airpower doctrinal procedues nust be estblished to effectively utilize e information
capabilit ies now made available by modern communications rates.

Modem, long range ftrget acqusition ard atack swtens increasethe tempo of
warfare, as well as accetuate the problems assaeiated with coordination betweenground
ard ar forces®® Improper coordination or rusted gerations could exacebate airspace
control ard sepaation issues,as wel as ncrease he risk o fratricide. In addtion, the
ability to target at night and during al kinds of weather serves to increase the potential for
higher tempo operations. Concern over collateral damage may limit some missions, but as
targeting systens becane more reliable, more precise, ard nore capale, the tempo ard
intensity of air operations will increase. Airpower doctrine does not currently address the
full ramifications of higher tempo operations. The TAWP is currently working on night—

time close ar suppat proceduesfor incluson in ATP-27,but other issuesshould also be
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addessed. For exanple, operations in Bosna have been complicated ky convoluted
command stuctures bcated wihin the UN, NATO, the US ard other paticipatng
nations. Pations of headquaters ard control fadlities have a times been located in
Napks,Gereva, Vicerza, Ancona, Zagreh ard Sargievo. New canmand stuctures nay
improve the speed and effectiveness of high tempo operations. Similarly, pre—planned
proceduesard respases,as wel as letter communications ard targeting methods, could
erhance he decsion making process.

NATO arpower doctrine has adways recognized the desirability of ar supeiority.?
Howewer, due b the eypeced sidden nature of a Warsaw Pact attack wih their
overwhelming forces, NATO recognized that air operations would probably commence
without complete ar supeiority. Cold War doctrine (ATP-33) stated that “air
supemacyis a degiable gaal but may not be feasble or ecaiomical to atain. Where ar
supremacy cannot be achieved, the object of ar power will be to establish and mantain a
degree of ar supeiority that may be limited in both time and space”® NATO strategists
hoped tat local ar supeiority could be initially gained over critical ports and lines of
communication, which NATO would rely upon during initial reinforcement movements.*
Thus doctrinal proceduesfor ganing ard maintaining camplete air supeiority were not
fully addessed.

The limited nature of out—of—area operations aganst less competent adversaries
alows airpower doctrine to place a rach greaer enphass on ar superority. Air
supeiority provides freedom of movement and security for friendly forces, facilit ating
other NATO air missbns?’ Against an inferior enemy who has lesser air capabilit ies,

there ae few reasms t risk giound forces lefore air superority is achieved. Actions in
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the Gulf War suppatedthe importance d air supeirority whenit helped mnimize iisks to
friendly forces. NATO's new AJP-1, “Joint Opertions Doctrine,” spedies aly that the
purpose of joint ar operations will be “to gan control of the arr and then to dlow friendly
forces b exploit this control.”?® 1t may be possble that air supetority alone could actieve
saome NATO objectives lefore other types d force ae evenintroduced. In ary ewert, ar
supeiority is a most desrable candition prior to the canmencenent of other operations.
Airpower—spedic doctrine should espaise he recessiy of acheving ar superority ard
clarify the intended means of dong 0. It may ill reman necessary in some crisis
situatons to take piompt acions before erenmy ar operations have been inhibited;
however, it is unlikely that NATO will be willing to commit ground forces in many out—
of—area @erations before complete air superority is acheved.

NATO air doctrine, due b its deénsive reture, has alvays neglected the area of
strategic atack. Strategic atacks ae defned by theirr effects. An attack which
contributes direcly to the achevement of drategic gaals would be dultbed a $rategic
attack. Dueto itsinherent long range and maneuverahility, arpower is uniquey suited for
direct attack n pursut of strategic efects. The deénsive aientation of the Washington
Trealy meart that Cadd War arpower plamers found it unaccepéble to even consider
conventional atacks deepnto Soviet territory, regardless d the efects or objectvesthat
might have beenobtained. Strategic atack phrs (to suppat deterrence) were completely
reserved r US nuclearforces. As a resuk, EuropeanNATO members did not develop or
field long range ar asses.

Until recertlly, NATO airrpower doctrine recagnized counter air, interdiction,

recannaissance, offensive air suppat, ard tacical transport as valid arpower missions,
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but, doctrine ignored the issue d drategic atack. In 1985,NATO acceped the ideaof
Follow—on Force Attack (FOFA) in respanse b Soviet plars to move their forces brward
in succeedig wawes agaist NATO defenses?® Although FOFA was never officially
incorporated nto NATO ar doctrine, it was te first significart deviation from airpower's
historical role in direct suppat of ground troop movements.*® FOFA involved atacking
Warsaw Pact secand eclelon forces lefore they ertered the nain defensive aea. FOFA
attacks wee not necessaly intended b acheve strategic objectives, but for the first time
NATO had begunto considerthe idea d eaty border crossng autority, pethaps wih the
idea d acheving longerterm effects than could be acheved throughtacical strikes.

With the erd of the Cdd War, NATO ar doctrine has begun to ackrowledgethe
importance d strategic atack. The rewest NATO draft doctrine (AJR-1A) recaynizes
that direct attack aganst key ereny cerers of gravity offers potential benefits much
greaer thantradiional ar missions flown in the tacical suppat role.® AJP-1 shtes hat
strategic targets may be conducted to “disable critical C* nodes degeade offensive
capabilit ies, and breachdefenses .. . conducted to atack ceters of gravity deepin ereny
territory . . . to produce stategic or operationa effects”** Induced ly recen expeiierces
ard new threat scemros, these deas a revolutionary in terms of NATO airpower
doctrine. The rewrite o ATP-27 wll address battlefield ar suppat, ar interdiction, ard
strategic atack®® Gemary, the cusbdial nation, is to propose a layout ard structure of
the rew puHicaton at their next amual meeing.>* The TAWP tes begunthe processof
updatng dactrine to include $rategic ideas Howewer, while NATO airpower is already
prosecuing strategic attacks in out—of—ara @emtions, spedic strategic dactrinal

concepts have nat yet been fully developed.
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Onre areaof continueddispute in NATO airpower doctrine concems the sippression
of ereny ar deenses GEAD). SEAD is air activity which “neutralizes, destoys, or
temporaiily degadesereny air defnses ly physical atack aml ekectonic warfare”*
USAF doctrine considers SEAD to be a missbn coequal with offensive arml deensive
counterair. SEAD condderations have “driven [USAF] arcraft design, routing, force
packagng, targeing ard tactics”®*®* NATO, on the other hand, relegates SEAD to a
sutordinate tasking.}’” ATP-33 satesthat “SEAD is not a pecalized nission in its own
right . . . The nmere presege d ereny ar deense systens o the lkettlefield does rot
constitute a requirement to cunter those systems.”*® NATO naions have continued to
resist the ackrowledgnen of SEAD as a sepate missbn, feaing that it would trarslate
into a requirement for them to buy SEAD platforms.®* To overcome ereny air defenses,
NATO dtrategists instead planned to ether rely heavily on USAF SEAD capabilities or to
practice threat avoidance via high speed, low—level flig ht in order to reduce the probabilit y
of radar ergagenent.*

Mearwhile, the importance d the SEAD missbn has beenrepeatdly denonstratedin
combat. During the 1973 Aab-Israel conflict, large rumbers of SAMs limited the
effeciveress of ar atack. By 1982 n Lebanon's Bekka Valey, the Israels had leamned
the value d SEAD ard they orchestated a sphisticated aml successfi SEAD canpaign
to courter eremy defnses:’’ Codlition operations in the Gulf War and in Bosnia relied
upon American SEAD doctrine.  During the Guf War, over 2000 hgh-geed
artiradiation missles (HARMSs) were launched agaist ereny air defenses, vaidating the
usefulness of SEAD.** The Guf War airpower sunvey claimed that “no single weapm

was as gnificart as he HARM.”** The HARM missle was the certral componert of
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efforts to dekat ereny ar deenses The missile effectvely suppresed ereny SAM
systems, alowing arcraft to fly above antiaircraft atillery dtitudes. Among the mgor
lessms leaned duting Deset Storm was the reed br PGMs, steath, C°l, ard SEAD.*
Some NATO members ague bhat exensve SEAD canpagns either seve to expard
political objectives beyond that intended or waste Allied efforts.*> Although the decsion
was catertious, recet NATO attacks agaist Bosnan Serb targets in Opeation
Deliberate Force wee preceded ¥ a canprehensve SFEAD effort, ard NATO's Air
Componert Commander directed that al sulsequen strike missons include SEAD
suppat.®® Even in the pemissie threat ervironmert over Bosria, NATO aicraft
required US SEAD protection to minimize their risk.

The denonstrated reed or SEAD canpaigns, the poliferation of the SAM threat
even anongst dewveloping cauntries, ard the reed © minimize casuailes duing out—of—
area opeations indicate that SEAD will continue to be a high priority in NATO
operations. With the hgher unt caost of individual weapms systens, the reed or force
protection increases. NATO courtries are unable or urwilling to afford stealth or other
tecmologies whch might precude te reed br SEAD, soit is likely that the requirement
for SEAD will continue in the near future. In some cases, the Alliance might by unwilling
to use awilable seath arcraft which could dbviate the requirement for SEAD. This was
the cag wten pditical faciors caugd Italy to refuse to alow F117 $eath aicraft to
base out of their country during the Bosnia campagn. This served to strengthen the
argumrert for SEAD. In practce, due b force potecion necesdies an US influerce,
NATO ar enployment has sanewhat ackrowledged e piority of SEAD; howewer,

doctrine has lagged behind. Recognizing this, European NATO naions have begun to
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independently develop SEAD capabilities. Span now has an EF-18 capaliity available
for ar defense suppression, ard the Roya Air Force ALARM missile developmert was
expedied in time for use n Deset Storm. Gemary’'s Electonic Combat ard
Reconnaissance (ECR) Tornado arcraft with HARM capability is now operational, and
Italy plans to purchase a smilar system.”” The dewdopmert of these sgtens, paticulardy
in light of shrinking deense hudges, sens to validae the rious need for SEAD.
NATO arpower doctrine should reflect the prevailing importance placed upa the SEAD
mission, ard procedues should be deweloped b reflect curent practicesin out—of—area
operations.

Out—of—area operations will require a new emphass on arpower suppat ard
infrastucture systems. NATO airpower doctrine has rever stressedthe needfor long—
haul mobility assets or large unt deployable suppat packages Cold War forces had
limited resources capable of bare-base arfield construction and few deployable
maintenance urits. NATO also did ot have depbyale C°I units that could peform in
ausere ernvironmens or trarspatation unts to move anmunition ard suppies over long
distarces:®

Out—of—area operations will almost certainly require upgradesin al of these aeas
As anexanple, depbyment of only one nodem fighter squadon for twernty—one days to
bare-base conditions requires extensive logistics suppat: 24 fighters, 587 pesonnel, 72
vehicles 1485 bns of munitions, 1.09M galons of fuel ard 472 bns of miscelaneous
cago.”® The depbyment of large rumbers of ground troops would currently require
extensive US lift resources Many heaw-lift airplanes would be necesary to suppkenmen

ground or sealfft trarspatation, espeally if NATO needed ¢ respand quickly to the
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crisis area.  Alliance paticipation in many conflicts, depending on the location and
available infrastructure, will depend on airlift done.®® Out-of—area missions will require
comprehensive logistics suppat which the Europears do not presertly have the capality
to provide. Thus many NATO out—of—area operations will be reliant on heavy US
involvement. With extensive US commitments throughout the world, it would probably
be wise for NATO to develop some dternative mohilit y capatilit ies.

Current arpower doctrine doeslittle to addess the reed or logistics suppat of out—
of—area @erations. The 1991 Stategic Concept cals for the dewlopmert of rapid ard
responsive reinforcement capabilities; however, airpower doctrine has yet to reflect these
wishes® The new AJP-1 gipulates that mobility assets, transportation networks, and
suppat infragructure will be required in order for NATO to respond “to a wide range of

possible contingendes.” >

Yet, arpower doctrine as reflected n ATP-33 ard other
pubications still fails to address strategic or operational transportation needs® To
adequadly addess ait—of—ara gerations, airpower doctrine must stressthe importance
of the mohility and sugainability requirements. Pre—pasitioned suppies, forward besing,
ard depbyale unts would help to suppat out—of—ara missions. Equipmernt stocks,
depbyalde command units, ard supply controls need b be in place ad operationa prior
to large scat aut—of—area @erations in order to reducethe confusion and complexity of
depbying asets.

Out-of—area operations may also require different organzatona structures br the
control of logistics suppat. NATO logistics have aways beena national responsbility

with eachaly responsible for their own supply needs Out-of—areaoperations which may

take placein many different locations with different force typesmight sugges the reed o
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egablish a nore pemarent suppat structure. Logistics coordination certers organzed ly
region might be one pcssble sdution. These nore pemarert organzations could plan
for depbyments, contingerties, ard help to manage the supply infragructure required for
out-of—-area @eratons>® Whatever the solution, NATO ar assets will be forced to
address the sugainability of forces to out—of—area locations. Airpower doctrine must
emphasize the importance of drategic and operational sugtainability, while also covering
major procedues aud cantrols for these nssbns.

In respanse to the aut—of—area ssue,NATO has begun to deweop rapid reacton
capabilities. In May 1991,the NATO ministers decded b creak a cops-szed NATO
Ready Reacton Force (RRP), composed d three epidly depbyale divisions™> In
addition to the ground component, the Alliance will create a subordinate Reacton Force—
Air.  The sulordination of the ar componert to the ground commander does not
necessaly dictate a speciic use ér arpower, but cetanly implies a caotinued tcical
mentality for airpower (land—suppating). By June 1992, plars caled for a “Reacton
Force Air Staff” which would manage SAM units, a conmand ard cattrol elenent, ard
appoximately 380 aicraft.”® These ai forces wee later broken into two cakegaies:
immediate response (hours to days) and rapid response (days to weeks) forces. By late
1994, the pbamed responsihilities of the Reacton Force Arr Staff had dwindled. There
would be no mgor peaceatne plaming office, ard air asets would be “pluggedin” to
whatever command ard cotrol amangenerts were idertified for each paticular
operation.>’ Employment plars would ako be deermined a1 a case-p-case bsis. The

Reacton Force Air thus provides separte air packagesto suppat out—of-area
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operations; howewer, with no peaceaime operationa command arangeneris ard little
wartime enployment plaming urdemway, force efeciveress nay be in queston.®

Plars for the Rapid Readibn Force ae overly anbitious. The Allied Command
Europe Rapil Readbn Corps (ARRC), which wasacivated n October 1992,is suppacsed
to be movable within sewen days of receving orders. Howewer, with recagnizeddeficitsin
lift, long range canmunications, ard sef—contained depbyalde control elerrerts, the RRF
is somewhat of an urrealizable capability.>® It is true that initill ARRC eémrerts deployed
rather quickly to Bosnia in mid—1995; howewer, many of the eknernts were akeadyin
placeard US depbyment asset were readly available. In gereral, national contingercies
suffer from deficiercies. Frarce’s Force d’Action Rapde caontains five divisions whch are
trained for out—of—area nissions, but without trarsport ard upply suppat, only one
divison of 9,000 soldiers is sudainable. The UK maintains three Ightly configured
brigades ath hes assetto move them but none to adequadly sustin them The out—of—
area brces ¢ other nations ae snal. Most nations have asserbled the personnel,
logistics suppat, ard lift capady only for brigade &Zze @ernations. Besidesthe lack d
mobility suppat, there ae poblems with C?l to control depbyed brces. NATO's RRF
thus promotes an impression of greater out—of—area capabilit y than actudly exists.*°

Addtionally, since troops assigned to the RRF are mutinational, implementation
ddays may occur or some mambers may refuse to participate in out—of—area operations.
Each out—of—area crisis will induae a national re—gppraisal of security interests and the
need for paticipation.*® NATO out—of—area operations can “consist only of capabilities

volunteered by the member nations — a codlition of the willing, sanctioned by the
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colectve agarizaion.”®® Thus, it is possble that the canplement of forces in eachout—
of—area crsis may be different. This may negatively impactforce efeciveress.

Even with the RRF identified, there is gill a need for realistic doctrine, training, and
exercises br out—of—area @erations. Airpower doctrine does not curently recagnize
possble enployment of RRF or task—aganzed brces. Doctrine must be developed ard
suppat sructures built for rapid reacton capaliities to become a redlity. Procedures
must also be put in placeto reflect the impactof voluntary paticipaton of national forces
in out—of—area operations. If the UK, Gemary, or even the US chooses efher not to
paticipate or to limit paticipation in the next out—of—area mission, NATO air strategists
should have same type d planin place o faalit ate the achievement of NATO'’s objectives.

The high probability of future out—of—area operations suggess a re—asessmert of
NATO's planning piocess. Crisis action planning procedures should be refined and
exparded upm. Crisis situations greaty complicate the once predctable Cold War
planning process. Crises generally require more immediate action. In a study puldished by
the Center for Naval Analyses neaty half of the twerty—three cass sudied snce 1983
indicated hat Jant Task Force canmanders hed less han 72 rours to planard prepae for
military crisis action. In these cases, military forces often had to take immediate action in
operations spaming the speatum from humanitarian assstarce © conventional combat
operations.®®

The initial stages 6 conflict gererally are characiernzed ly a khck d information,
which sewve to confuse he ciisis situaton. The greater time ard distarce fom NATO's
plaming stffs, the e)peced canplicatons in out—of—area @erations, restrictive rules of

engagement, and the problems inherent in conduding a massive mobility operation in the
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midst of conflict are problematic.®® Specfic doctrine ard crisis plaming procedues
should be developed and practiced — crisis activation is no time to become inventive with
the planning process.

Since eachout-of-area @eration might potentially involve a diferent cast of
contributing nations, the crisis planning cell neads to be flexible within known procedural
parameters. Without a wel—estblished crisis plaming processm place,NATO forceswill
be placed ata dsadartage. The rew AJP-1 piovides br anAllied Joint Force activation
and specifies the most basic planning responsibilities of its commander.®® Lower level
airpower doctrinal manuak reed o reflect criss acton plaming methods as well as

expard upa the procedual detils ard gructure d the aut—of—area paming proces.

Conclusion

Overal, the TAWP has dae a thorough job of highlighting aras ér doctrina
revison. Howewer, snce he dcctrina updae proces is so dow, NATO plamers have
beenforced b improvise dumg recen out—of—area @erations. There ae many patential
areas br charge n post-Cdd War airpower doctrine. Airpower canplay a largerrole in
criss respase, pethaps acing indepemertly to acheve objectves. Since aut-of—area
operations will place mw denands a airpower, doctrine must addess ew expeced
missions and employment of arpower. Finaly, the ability to suppat forcesin out—of—area
operations will be critical. NATO forces are no longer organized adong Cold War
defenses, and mutinational forces will probably be integrated at lower levels.
Coordination requirements will increase and even the TAWP recognizes that NATO

forces ed ckaer, more “unambigucus anl eady understood canmon doctrine,”°®
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Airpower doctrine is moving in the right direction to cover the aut—of—area danain,
but there is still a long way to go. The integration of PFP courtries into NATO
operations will complicate doctrinal issues. NATO planners need to clarify and updat
current outstanding out—of—area datrina issues as sm as pasble in order to ease PP
incorporation into NATO operations. Chapter 4 will discuss the implications of PFP

patticipaion on NATO arpower doctrine.

Notes

! Mark Lorel, “The Future of Allied Tactical Fighter Forces in NATO’s Central
Region,” Project Air Force Sarta Monica, CA: RAND, 1992) pp. vi—vii, 38—41.

. Richard, Kugler, US-Wed European ®@opertion in Out of Area Military
Operations National Defense Research Institute, (Sarta Monica, Ca: RAND, 1994) pp.
103-104. The davnsizing nations include Bitain, Frarce, Gemary, Belgium, the
Netherands, Demmark, ard Norway.

% lbid., p. 106.

*. Maris McCrabb, “The Evolution of NATO Air Doctring” School of Advanced
Airpower Studies Maxwell, AL, Air University, Unpulished papey 1995,p. 19.

°. Ibid., pp.43—-44.

® Gregory Schulte, “Responding to Proliferation: NATO's Role,” NATO Review; July
1995,p. 15.

7. John Galvin, “Conflict in the Post Cold War Era” in Low Intensty Conflict: Old
Thredas in a NewWald, eds Edwin Corr and Stephen Soan (Boulder, CO: Westview
Pres, 1992) p. 63; Edwin Corr ard Davd Miler, “United States Government
Organization and Capability to Deal with Low Intensity Conflict,” in Low Intengty
Conflict: Old Threats in a New World, eds Edwin Corr and Stephen Soan (Boulder,
CO: Westview Pess, 1992) p. 18.

8 Edwin Corr and David Miller, “United States Government Organization and
Capahility to Deal with Low Intensity Conflict,” p. 18.

° Galvin, p. 63.

1 “The Alliance’'s Strategic Concept: 7-8 November 19917 NATO Handbook
North Atlantic Trealy Organzaton (Brusses, BE: NATO Office d Information ard
Press, 1995) p. 237,paml. 12.

1 Kugler, US-\\é¢ European @opeation in Out ofArea Military Opertions p.
Xiii.

12 Max Manwaring, “The Threat in the Catenporary Peace Bvironmert: The
Challenge b Charge Rrspecives; in Corr ard Soan, p. 46.

13 Report of the Qugtodial Meeting,27-28 June 1995 Tactcal Air Working Party
Meeting Minutes, Wunstorf, Gemary, Secton 2 4.

45



Notes

1 Kugler, US-Wd4 European @opeation in Outof Area Military Operations pp.
106-107.

1 David LaSalle, “The New Strategic Concept and NATO Crisis Management,”
Depatment of the Air Force (Alexandria, VA: Defense Techical Information Certer,
1993) p. 27.

16 “The Alliance’s Strategic Concept: 7—8 November 19917 p. 242, Secton 36.

Y McCralb, p. 19.

18 Report of the Qugtodial Meeting,28—30 June 1995Secton 2.1.

19 ATP-278), p. 2-5, Secton 210.

20, David Fadok, “John Boyd ard Jbhn Warden Airpowers Ques$ for Strategic
Paralysis,” Masters Thess, School of Advanced Arpower Studies Maxwell, AL: Air
University Press, 1994) pp. 13-15.

2 NATO Allied Joint Publication AJP-1, “Allied Joint Operations Doctrine,” July
1994,p. 2-4,Secton 213.

22 The author is not suggesing that the “certralized catrol—decetralized execuion”
principle s no longer appopriate — mly that NATO plamers need to carefully
investigate the full implicatons of out-of-ara @erations on al aspect of airpower
employment. It may be that certain types of missions (those requiring very restrictive
ROEs, for exanple) could cal for a wery centralized canmand ard execuion structure.

23 Report of the Qugtodial Meeting,28—30 June 1995Secton 2.2.

24 McCralb, p. 19.

5. NATO Allied Tactical Publication ATP-33@B), “NATO Tacical Air Doctrine,”
Brussels, BE: Milit ary Agency for Standardization, November 1986, pp. 2-5 trough 2-6,
Secton 209.

%% bid., p 43.

2’ lpid., p 19.

8. NATO Allied Joint Publication AJP—1, p. 12—2, Secton 1203.

29 AVM Hawkin, “Follow—On Force Attack: Now ard in the Future,” Air War
College Research Report (Maxwell, AL: Air University, April 1990) p. 4.

%, McCratb, pp. 27-8.

¥ NATO Allied Joint Publication AJP-1(A) First Preliminary Draft, “Allied Joint
Opeations Doctrine,” Brussels, BE: Milit ary Agency for Standardization, 1995, Chapter
18, paia 1805;ard McCralb, p. 48.

%2 NATO Allied Joint Publication AJP-1, p. 12—2, Secton 1204—-1205.

%, Report of the Cusodial Meeting, 5-7 Decemberd 995, Tacical Air Working
Paty Cugodial Meeing Minutes, Furstenfeldbruck, Gemary, pp.3-4.

% lbid., p 3, section 3.

%, NATO Allied Tactical Publication ATP-33@), p. 4—2, Secton 406.

%_U.S. Air Force Manual 1-1,“Basc Aerospace Datrine of the USAF,” Volume 11,
March 1992,p. 192.

7 McCralb, p. 21.

% NATO Allied Tactical Publication ATP-33@B), p. 94, Secton 917.

46



Notes

%, David Stein, Kimberly Nolan, and Robet Perry, Proces and Roblemsin
Devebping NATO Tactical Air Doctrine, (Sarta Monica, Ca RAND, 1988) pp.12,16—
17; Hurt, p. 6.

%, David Stein, The Development dfATO Tactical Ar Doctrine 1970-1985(Santa
Monica, CA: RAND, 1987) pp. 45-49.

. Peter C. Hunt, “USAF Capability and Requirements for Suppression of Enerry Air
Defenses: The Impact on Multinationa Opeitions,” School of Advanced Arpower
Studies Maxwell, AL, Unpulished paper Februaty 1996,pp. 2—-3.

*2. Thomas Kearey ard Hiot Cohen, Gulf War Air Power Survey Summary éRort
(Wasglington DC: Government Printing Office, 1993) p. 229.

. Ibid.

. Kearey ard Cohen, pp. 229-230:ard Mark Lorell, “The Future of Allied Tactical
Fighter Forcesin NATO'’s Central Region,” pp.42-43.

. Political objectives in Bosnia were reflected in the UN resolutions. Some NATO
members agued hat SEAD missbns wert outside the boundaries estblished by the UN
misson which spediicaly caled for the piotection of sak areas,ard did not focuson the
elimination of ar defensive facilities located outside of safe areas. Others argue that the
principle o ecaomy of force b violated ky exensive SEAD efforts. For exanple, a small
package battack arcraft could be strengthered f the accamparying SEAD asse$ were
used or operational targeing as @posed b SEAD. NATO strategists needto come to a
consersus a this topic.

% Hunt, pp. 3-7; Lt Gen Mike Ryan “NATO Air Opeations in Bosnia-
Herzegwina: Delberate Force 29 Aigus — 14 Sepgnber 1995] 1995 Corona
Confererce sides. Opertion Dead Be pioceeded lie Delberate Force arstrikes. The
Dead Be qgoerations were conducted to disrupt ereny air defense systenrs in order to
reduce risk to friendly arcraft. Air ddense communications facilities, command and
control nodes eaty waming radars, SAM dgtes, ard SAM suppat fadlit ies were among
the Dead Ke targets. The resuks o this operation were very good.

*’. Charles Bickers, “Europe’s Wild Weased” Janes Defense Veéekly, 11 April
1992,p. 615;Hunt, p. 8.

8 Kugler, US-Wd European ®@opeation in Outof Area Military Opemtions pp.
xiv, 106-7.

9, Willard Naslund, NATO Arpower: Organiang for Uncetainty, (Sarta Monica,
Ca RAND, 1993) p. 14.

* lbid., p 14.

° LaSale, pp.37-39.

°2. NATO Allied Joint Publication AJP-1, p. 2—6, Secton 227.

3, NATO Allied Tactical Publication ATP-33@), p. 8—1.

> Nadund, p. 15.

%, Christopher Melhuish, “NATO Combined Joint Task Force,” Naval War College
(Alexandria, VA: Defense Techical Information Center, March 1995) p. 5; Richard,
Kugler, Commitmat to Purpos: How Alliance Partnership Won the Cold War, (Saita

a7



Notes

Monica, Ca. RAND, 1993) pp. 537-8;Kugler, US-\Wed European @opertion in Out
of Area Military Opeations pp. 108-9.

 LaSale, p. 33; Richard, Kugler, Commitmat to Rurpoe: How Alliance
Partneship Wan the Cdd Wa, (Sarta Monica, Ca: RAND, 1993) pp. 537-8;Kugler,
US—-\W\eg European @opemtion in Out ofArea Military Opemations pp. 108-9.

°’_Nadund, pp.28-32.

%8 Ibid.

%9, Melhuish, p. 5.

% Kugler, US-W\eg European @opeation in Outof Area Military Opemations pp.
108-9.

®' LaSdlle, p. 36.

°2 Paul Miller, Retaining Alliance Rellevancy: NATO and the @mbined JoinfTak
Force ConceptNational Security Paper No. 13, (Hollis, NH: Puritan Press, 1994) p. 52;
Melhuish, p. 14.

%8 Melhuish, pp. 7-8.

® Nadund, p. 21.

®® NATO Allied Joint Publication AJP-1, pp.4—1 trough4—4.

®. Report of the Qugtodial Meeting,28—30 June 1995Secton 2 4.

48



Chapter 4

Enlargement and the Implications for NATO’s Airpower

Since AFP members ae aleadypaticipaing in NATO exercises ad operations, there
is some need to make immealiate adgptations to arpower employment in order to
successflly integrate PFP forces. In the stort term, NATO ard the H-P nust overcome
differences n enployment phlosophy, incompaitble equpment, ard variarces n training
ard cuture. Over time, with continued paticipation ard coordination between NATO
and PFP countries, many of these differences will diminish. However, NATO enlargement
will still present new challenges for Alliance ar doctrine. Possibly because dargenert is
gtill years away, the topic has not been fully studied at NATO headquaters, by NATO ar
planners, or within the TAWP.

This chapter will not present ddinitive answers to the open questions regarding
enlargement, but will highlight many of the areas which need to be addressed. Since the
spediics d PFP erargenen have not yet beendetermined ty the North Atlantic Councll,
the discussions regarding implications for ar doctrine which follow will cover broad
concepts rather than specific doctrina revisions. This chapter will review immediate
considerations for enployment of PFP forces abngside NATO air assed, followed Ly long

term concerns for PFP integration into NATO. While much of the following information
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might apply to al PFP nations, this chapter will concentrate on those PFP nations most

likely to join NATO ard thus nost likely to have the greaestimpacton its ar doctrine.

Immediate Considerations Fa PFP Integration

With ongoing crisis and conflict operations, there is an immediate need to modify
NATO procedures and operations to facilit ate and enhance PFP paticipation. Cultura
issues, Cold War military philosophies, and PFP training and equipment incompetibilit ies
must be considered row to ersure the efective integration of PFP forces. Culural issues
includelinguistic differences, ethnic and interstate rivalries, and a history of conflict which
mug be takeninto accaunt when bolstering, suppating, or enploying PFP forces Onre
immediate problem is the lack of English language kills by many PFP pilots and aircrew
members. English is the nternationally acceped languageof aviation, ard the extrene
importance of reliable military communications dictates that a common language be
spdkenby all NATO ard PFP air personnel. In many Eastem Europeancourtries, scamlal
ard ethicalissuesave tainted the trarsition to civil control ard patiamentary oversight of
the military. In the CzechRepulic, a gioup o Slovak sddiers propagaed ehnic tensions
within the military and secretly orchestrated the downfall of a defense minister.* In a bid
to strengthen his own control over the military, Bulgaria’'s civiian deense minister
atempted to illegdly retire most of the senior officers® Problems like these ae
compounded by the etnic tensions ard religious conflict that exst in same courtries.
Furthermore, many of the PFP countries share an outdated, common military legecy due

to their involverert in the Warsaw Pact
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The Cold War Militar y Legacy

Effective integration with NATO forces will require both the PFP and NATO to
overcome or accanmodate deepy ingrained Cdd War military philosophies. Warsaw
Pact militaries were subordinate components of the Soviet forces, controlled and
dominated by the Soviet Union. As opposed b NATO forces,which were defensive in
nature, the Warsaw Pact countries had offensive forces with appopriate suppat
structures desgned b expedie the novement of unts into NATO territory.®  Each
former Warsaw Pact country had spedic tasks asgined for conflict with the West.
Poland’s forces were speciicaly desgned b wage waraganst West Gemary ard
Demmark. Czeclodovakian forces phmed offensive acton aganst Italy, ard Bulgaia
was to pit its strengths against the southern NATO nations.* Warsaw Pact courtries
lacked individud military doctrines of their own, relying instead upan the direction of the
Soviet Gereral Staff. The Soviets, in turn, did not share plars for the use 6 their forces
with their Warsaw Pact dlies.” The Soviets plamed, budgetd, ard mede al Warsaw Pact
procurement decisions directly from Moscow. Thus PFP courtries inherited militaries
with limited capabilities for autonomous action and virtudly no independent planning
abilit ies.

After years of corrupton and misnanagement, many Eastern bloc military
inefficiencies and outdated attitudes will be difficult to overcome Within Eastern
European courtries, the Cold War communist regimes mantained firm control over their
militaries. Milit aries were thoroughy politicized and a complex structure of incentives,
inducenerts, ard punishmens governed the kehavior of personnel. Party membershp

was a perequsite for adwancenernt while presige aml meterial goods wee routinely
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offered in excharge or loyalty. The dficer corps was asely monitored via loth formal
and informal chamels.” Since he eml of the Cdd War ard the cessabn of Soviet
sponsorship, the former Warsaw Pact countries are attempting to transform their militaries
into appropriate and effective instruments of power. However, a desp distrug ill exists
between the politicians and the military. Immediately after the fall of communism, open
debates questioned the competence and loyalty of the officer corps and civimilitary
relations began to break down.® The military was suspicious of new leaders who in
genera had no expeience or expertise in national security affairs. The new civilian
leaders, on the other hand, were wary of a military which had formerly served the
communist party.

Simultareousl, defense experditures in the former Warsaw PRact countries
plummeted. Forces wee cut back, benefits disappead aml norale fell. In Hungary, a
lack of funds has cut training and wounded marale: one-third of military officers earn a
salary below the national minimum wage standard while flight time has been drastically
cut® Procuremert in most courtries is esentially non—exstent, asbudges have dropped
over fifty percert (in real terms) snce 1989. Defense kbudget are further srained ty
CFE-mandated cus which require the expersive destuction of PFP feaw weapms.'°

The PFP courtries have been left with a legacy of military philosophy peculiar to the
Cold War. With an outdated stategy, inadequat command ard cantrol systens,
inventories full of obsolete Soviet equpment, ard o money to upglade @ modemize,
PFP militaries are srugging. In the midg of this trangition peiod, PFP nations are
attempting to demonstrate military reform and competency in order to earn NATO

membership. The effectiveness of NATO forces in the future will depend, in part, upon the
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West's ability to succesdilly integrate the F-P forces wiich are stugging to overcome
weaknesses left behind by the Cold War. Altering PFP employment philosophies and
improving confidence in military capabilities will r equire paience and dedication. NATO
exercises, training, eduction, seminars, joint operations, and day-to—day contact will aid
and quicken the PFP military reform process. Efforts to fully incorporate PFP air
resaurcesinto NATO enployment plars should be increased. The smner that doctrinal

issues are addressed and resolved, the smoother the transition will be after enlargement.

Training And Equipment

While the cultural and historical military philosophies of the PFP countries must be
overcome, exsting differences n PFP training ard equpmert must also be addessed.
Eastem European air forces ard their asseiated equpment are gerrally outdated.
During the Cdd War, amaments ot purchased diecly from the Soviets were
manufactured under local license. But Soviet distrug of their own satellit e states often
causedhiemto dery information on the their most modem weapms."* PFP militaries rely
on Soviet equpmernt, much of which is obsdete ard not interoperable with NATO
equpmert.'? Some PFP caurtries are driving to updag obsolete equpmert. Hurgary
recenly swappedSoviet deld for MIG—-29sard is procuring some US-made equmert to
updae the arcraft.®> Poland has initiated efforts to develop its own combat aircraft;
however, it will lik ely be decades &ore Soviet-made equpmert can be replaced by
NATO-compaible patforms.**

In addtion to the reliance a Soviet tecmologies, many PFP countries are despeately

in need d replacenert pats. Procurenent budges have wared, ard many nations camot
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afford to repar, replace,or modemize. In Hungaly, equpmert reserves ae diminshing
while two-thirds of al amaments reed b be replaced due d poor maintenance:®
Shortages in supplies afflict many countries, with ammunition stocks at serioudy low
levels.’® PFP air forces ae espedilly hard hit by the scacity of fuel supples. Many PFP
pilots fly less than 100 tours a year, which greaty degadestheir effeciveress in combat
as well as their ability to cross-train to NATO sandards Hungarian pilots have averaged
only seventy—five hours a year."”

While some Warsaw Pact satellit e countries had an array of airpower capabilit ies, the
smaller nations wee assgned ndividual arpower tasks. During the Cdd War, Hungaly's
Warsaw Pact responsibilit y was aerial combat. Over ninety percent of their recen training
has keendeoted to outdated Warsaw Pactair combat techniques,making the useof these
forces br other missbns questionable!® The Batic courtries have a kck d trained
officers arl insufficiert funds D increase o add training.'® NATO is dedcatd ©
incorporating PHP forces ard suppating their trarsition towards NATO membership.
Currently, NATO doctrine assumes dl forces have like capabilities. In order to
successflly integrate PFP ar asset, NATO procedues, training, and eercises nust take
into accaunt PFP shortfalls.  Air doctrine should sugges effective enployment methods

for the use of these available forces which have widdy varying capabilit ies.

The Cdd War Deployment Of Assets

The erd of the Cdd War left the Eastem Europears with their ammies ard air forces
still concentrated aganst the NATO threat. This leaves a widdy skewed force

deployment patern as ar bases and equipment piles are dill consolidated in western
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regions. With the Warsaw Pactdisbarded, PAP rations were left with great gapsin air
defense coverage?® Polish SAM sites and radar protection facilit ies are still concentrated
in wesem Poland, since the Poles found dbsdete ar defense equpmen too expersive
move.?* Other PFP nations have smilarly not had sufficient funds to re—station assets or
equpmert. The threat to Eastem Europe ro longer comes from NATO. The recen
agreenen betweenBelarus aml Russa should focus sane of their atention (and defenses)
easward. A lack d maintenance aml pats slortages lave further disrupted PFP air
defense capabilities. The number of Poland’s operational SAMs has fallen more than fifty
percert snce 198%% |In addtion, PFP ai defnse gstens are abo suppated ly
inadequat command ard cantrol systens amd outdated communications tecmologies. To

effectively deend NATO after erlargenent, these ssues mst be addessed aw.

Suggested Sdutions

There ae svera possible piopositions for the upgade ¢ PHP capaliit ies in order to
more closely conform to NATO dandads Besides the obvious solution of providing
Western funds for military modernization programs, international military education and
training programs could be further increased. Westem powers could arrange for licersing
ard co-producton agreenerts to ewvertualy replace dosdete Soviet equpment. Weapas
sadles programs might aso serve to increase PFP capabilities, or outdaed NATO
equpmert which is curently being replaced cald be trarsferred to PFP courtries® Al
of theseideas lave merit, but seweral drawbacks pevert their implementation. Providing
anple funds for PAP force nodemizaion does not have many political suppaters.

Weapas trarsfer or saks programs which seve to decease diance an former—Soviet
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paits aml equpmert could artagonize a exacebate financial problems within Russa.
The possibilities of damocratic reversals in eastern Europe which could leave Western
equpment in the hands of anunfriendly sate dscouragestrarsfer programs. In addtion,
providing equpmert or saks to PFP countries nust be cawefully considered b awid
provoking pre—exsting rivalries ketweenPFP states.

In the slort term, NATO ard the F-P nust overcome differences n enployment
philosophies and variances in training. Equipment incompetibilities and cultural
differences must be addressed to facilit ate the employment of PFP assets dongsde NATO
forces. The current paticipation of PFP forces in NATO operations will aid in
cooperation, coordination, and integration, but many differences will not be overcome in
the short term. Perhaps NATO ar planners will find that the former Warsaw Pact
orientation of forces calld be used 6 adwantage. The dfensive claractenistics d the PFP
militaries could suppkenmernt NATO capaliities in out—of—area operations.  National
expettise in one aea d arrpower might be expardedupon and exploited, insteadof trying
to develop expertise in unfamiliar mission areas.

In the short term, the PFP will continue to fly Soviet—made equipment which has, at
best, limited competibilit y with NATO. Soviet fighters cannot receve the full complement
of JSTARS daa (Joint Survelllance Target and Recognition System), identification of
friend or foe kecanes camplex, ard ewen refueing from Westem tankers is problematic
for those with Soviet inventories. PFP forces will probably not grow in quantity or
capability in the short term. It will be up to NATO to address military discrepancies in
orderto enploy the asset that the FFP canprovide n the nost effecive manner posshble.

Instead of handling incompatibilit ies as they arise in an ad hoc manner, NATO air doctrine
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plamers needto provide a vision for the slort ard long term enployment of PFP ar

forces.

Long Term Implications For PFP Integration

There are many possble paths towards ncorporating PFP countries into NATO ar
doctrine. The cument strategy is to treat the FFP retions as oit—of—area unil asked
individualy to join NATO, with eachPFP nation separately responsible for upgrading
their military and political processes. Alternatively, PFP gates could be divided into
sectors and assigned sponsoring nations to help develop ddensive capabilities. Or PFP
nations could be ercouraged © dewlop their forces ndividualy, with NATO
compatibility in mind, urtil a level of modernity is reacled hat merits NATO inclusion.
Besides the changes required of PFP forces, most of these courses of action will involve
saome charges © NATO's own air doctrine. The NATO ministers are dedcated b the
enargenernt concept puting off the sudy of edargenen implicaions only dekys the
ewvertual process. The integration of PFP air forces sbuld be deiberated upam now ard a
cohesive course br PFP integration deermined sothat the most effecive ard efficiert
methodology is embarked upan.

The first conceptthat must be addesseds the quesbn of whether all PFP countries
should be treated equdy. If NATO neglects the dexdlopmert of those FFP countries that
are nost likely to join NATO, these mtions mght not receve the training or acqure the
best possble force mix to later contribute to NATO defenses. Those H-P countries
nearest to NATO'’s borders and those who will eventudly join NATO will have the

greaest impact on ar doctrine. The Batic states, CzechRepultic, Poland, Hungatry,
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Slovakia, Bulgaria, and Romania dl fall within this group. Should NATO concentrate on
the near—term capabilit ies of these nations or continueto treat al PFP states equdly?

Another issue 6 be addessedd how arr doctrine should dealwith those countries
which have limited self—defense capabilities and/or no ar force. Each of the Baltic
nations, for exanple, have no ar force, but they are eagerto join NATO ard they are
strategically located. If ar defense capabilities are not developed by the Baltic nations,
how might NATO plan to defend Baltic territory if they are asked to join the Alliance? A
doctrinal aralysis of possible grategies might deermine that NATO could be dividedinto
spheres, with sponsaring NATO nations independertly assgned to help defend the Baltics
ard other PFP nations. Or pethaps Hugary could augnent Balic air defense while the
Baltics bolster Hungarian ground forces. Russia might view Hungarian or PFP activity in
the Batics with less tepidaion than a pemarert NATO depbyment.>* The important
point to remember is that an early investigation of possible srategies might facilit ate or
ease lte e\ertualinclusion of PFP territories nto NATO.

Any proposed clarge © NATO's ar doctrine regarding PFP should consider the
effecs on the former Soviet Union. The integration of PFP countries into NATO
operations or later into the formal NATO gructure could affect Russia’s palitical sabilit y.
NATO's pdicies am ar doctrine must not dewelop too aggessvely or ercourage the
growth of another Warsaw Pact—type dliance. Russian pdiiticians recerly expressed
agirations towards increasng tieswith former Warsaw Pactcountries. In March 1996,
Russia’s lower house d patiament voted to derounce he 1991 acca which led to the
dissolution of the Soviet Union.”® Russia initiated an dliance with Belarus, which stops

just short of meging the two governments®® Russia, though no longer a world
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supapower, continues to be the strongest military nation in Europe  They ill maintain
75 percert of the Sviet strategic nuclearforces,50 pecert of al maneuver divisions, ard
85 percert of its defense indugry.”” Russa camot disappearfrom NATO's scgpe. The
West must consider implicatons for Russa when evaluaing pdential arpower doctrine
ard enployment plars for the FFP.

NATO has always relied upon a canceptof forward deense. Forward deense duing
the Gold War meart that NATO would only grudgingly give up territory. NATO defenses
were gationed a the forward edge of the dliance’ s borders and any violation was grounds
for NATO retaliation, which could include a mclear response. In November 1991, the
allies agreed to relinquish the concept of forward defense in favor of a “reduced forward
presee’’?® Does this mean that NATO might be now willing to give up territory rather
thanresart to nuclearforce? Or does tis indicate that NATO is placng new enphass on
deployable assets, which might include longer range drike capabilities? The idea of
forward deense nay have becane obsdete altogether with the dissdution of the Soviet
Union. How will this concept change as new territories are added, especialy in light of a
reduced hreatfrom the east PFP defenses cauld be basedon a hub systemwhere clusters
of fighter bases sumund large enarkation ports, much as Rargein ard Aviano now
serve as hubs for opeations in Bosnia. Perhaps a Krakow mobility hub surrounded by
PRP fighter bases ard suppated ty NATO assets could serve asan Eastem extension of
this model Aid to PAP deénsesard the gationing of NATO suppies or forceson PH
soil could help to suppat areduced brward preserce, but the implicatons of the rew

conceptneed b be fully investigated.

59



Airpower doctrine should take a nore acive mle in addessng the threat posed by
weamns d mass astruction (WMD). With four members of the PFP now home to over
2,350 nuclearwarheadsard the greatkr threat of proliferaion on NATO'’s petiphery, the
issue d WMD camot be ignored. At the Jnuary 1994 simmit, the NATO ministers
dechred that WMD ard their delvery methods costitute a ‘threat to international
secuity ard is a natter of concem to NATO.”?° They promised to develop pdicies to
fight proliferation. The former Soviet repuldics (Ukraine, Belarus, ard Kazaklstan) are
plaguedwith a shortage of funds ard trained pewsonnel to adequadly maintain the ruclear
weapons on their territories®®  Even Russa is expeliercing a slortage d adequat
secuity ard sbrage spaceof the addiional weapams keing trarsferred to its sal.
Addtionally, growing pdiitical instabilit ies and internal conflict make an accdertal launch
or ewen proliferation to outside brces nore likely than ever before®® NATO and
espeally the FFP courtries mght ercounter proliferation problems that expard into
friendly territory. It isin NATO's best interest to address the proliferation problem before
it arises.  Airpower has many inherent capabilities that would be useful in
counterproliferation efforts. At little risk a cost to NATO, arpower can be used or
deterrence, defnse, defusng, or dedgructon® Since NATO has dictated that
counterproliferation padlicies be developed, NATO ar planners should investigate the
implications of counterproliferation palicy on ar doctrine for both NATO ard the F-P.

Incorporation of PFP courtries into NATO merits an investigation of the division of
responsibilit ies in the defense of NATO interests. During the Cold War, the ddense of
NATO was nainly accamplished by secor, with a germral focus paced o the cenral

area. The secbr division recettly lost favor within NATO as nany felt it was o longer
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necessyr in the alserce d the Cdd War threat Out—of—area operations and crisis
stuations will now generally see the formation of a task force-type organization. The
Comhbined Joint Task Force (CJTF) concept is well-suited for the integration of PFP unts
since eachCJTF is individualy tailored to the ciisis situation. In the long term, howewer,
airpower doctrine must deermine tow best to integrate FFP forces into NATO's
command stucture. The long term deense o NATO territory would cal for a more
pemarert command stucture. NATO territorial defense ater erargenert raises te
issue of how responsibilit ies will be divided up between NATO and new NATO members.
The incorporation of PFP nations into NATO will greatly expand NATO’s boundaries,
exposing a brger ard nore vulneralde area b atack. The FP countries currently have
widdy varying ar capabilities. Perhapsin the short term, it may be best to use mission
type tskings n order to effectvely utilize AP assets. In the long term, NATO air
planners must design a ddfensive program to ether utilize these existing PFP capabilit ies
or develop needed oes.

PFP incorporation into NATO will also require new airspace degjnations. Airspaces
are ordinarily designated to facilit ate command and control of ar assets, thus improving
effeciveress ad reducng the clarce d ar mishaps. With inadequat radar control
coverage n PFP states, Eastem Europeanarspace deheatons during crisis situatons
became more critical Extensive procedues br air sepaation during large scat canbat
ard integrated arspace cordination conceps should be deweloped for NATO ard PFP
forceswhich are flying incompaible airplanes. NATO ar doctrine stould ako addess
airspacecontrol stardardization for both overland ard overwater operations.®® Airspace

control is currently specfiedin two NATO pulications, ATP—40 Doctrine for Airspace
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Control) ard ATP-34 (Tactical Air Suppat of Maritime Opertions). Thes two
documents needto consistently speciy procedues br the caitrol of both NATO ard PFP
air asses.>

Additionally, todays modem, long—rarge weapary operated ky ground ard raval
forces eachinto the damain which was prevousl limited to ar and grategic systems.
This sigrificartly complicaies NATO targeting ard ar coordination.®®> Future NATO air
doctrine must addess aispace cordination issuesdr long range weapary, for dissmilar
forces,ard for the large ncreasen territory presemed by the FFP rations which are likely
to join NATO.

NATO has appopriately placed a eaw enphass on stardardizaion. Incorporation of
PFP nations, who have different capabilities, different systems, and differing doctrinal
philosgphies placesunique demands o stardardizaton. There ae same stardardizaton
requirements which PFP courtries Smply cannot meet in the short term.  Currently,
NATO is undergoing a review of dl publications in order to determine the minimum
requirements necessary for operational effectiveness. NATO will then need to complete a
country by country assessart, as wel as deelop educabn ard training programs to aid
the PFP nations develop standard, interoperable capabilities.®*® In 1992, NATO initiated
efforts to develop camprehensive seirdardization requirements for the A-P courtries. The
Standardization Organization was established and assigned responsibility for al
stardardizaion issues ath cdlaboration matters. Stardardization itens to be addessed
include paming, pdlicies, ard opemtional procedues®” These issues,howewer, are

currently worked ata hghlevel ard have yet to addess bwer force evel issues.
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NATO stardadizaion priorities nclude datrinal ard procedual commonality,
equipment interoperability, command and control compatibility, and combat suppat
adaptability. However, with over 1,200 NATO agreenerts ard publicaions in existence,
PFP compliance with NATO gandards will be expensive (in terms of funds maerials,
resources, training time, and other PFP assets). Complete sandardization will probably
not be possible in the medium term.*®  Stardardizaton is not a stict requirement for
NATO membership. Airpower is not spediicaly addessed ¥ the shrdadizaion
committee. Air doctrine plamers need b investigate the full implicatons of compliance
ard noncompliance with stardardizaion requirements. Stardardization efforts mght also
include te AP industia secbrs. Perhaps, if PFP factories could manufacture NATO
amaments, NATO members cauld purchase hem PFP could use hem ard the AP
would receve a cashinfuson to help modemize teir own forces. NATO slould
prioritize gandardization prerequisites in terms of immediate PFP paticipation as well as
in light of NATO enlargement.

Another areathat NATO air doctrine plamers stould dewte more thougit to is the
PFP planning piocess. The Partnership Coordination Cell located in Mons, Belgium was
established to plan the implementation of PFP military programs®® This planning airrently
occurs in the short term as the immediate details of exercises and exchanges are worked
out between NATO and the PFP. However, longer term planning nmus be coordinated in
orderto effectively integrate FFP asset into NATO ar operations. NATO members reed
to be more involved in the PFP's design processes. For example, the Alliance would suffer
if Poland builds arplanes that will not hold German pdlets or can not shoot NATO—

supplied missles. Many PFP initiatives are intended for the long term, and NATO
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plamers need to get involved ealy in the F-P decsion process ¢ ersure later

compatibilit y for dl types of ar missions.

Conclusion

In summay, PFP and eventud enlargement will influence future NATO air doctrine.
Although there are many initial obstackes b overcome, integration ard asset from the
PFP may offer NATO flexibilities and capabilities not previoudy available to arpower
strategists.  Air planners must vigoroudy attack differences in training, military
philosophies, ard urique culural issuesin orderto most effectively enploy PHP resources
alongside NATO air asset. Analysis of the long term implications of NATO erdargenen
will affect the future direction of air doctrine. It is important to establish broad concepts
for the future defense of NATO 0 that PFP capabilities can be srengthened and

deweloped row.
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Chapter 5

Findings and Conclusions

For 50 years NATO has served as a bedrock of gability. As we enter the next
century, NATO may continue to function as a gahilizing force in central Europe  With
the dissolution of the Cold War threat, NATO can now project power and stability into
areasthat might before have preMously caused amastwestconfrontation. Involvenmen
in out—of—area operations ard cooperation with the shtes d the FFP may sewve
promote Europe’s long term defense. Every attempt in the 20t certury to reshapethe
European continernt has keen hamstrung by a por compromise ketween competing
powers. NATO now enjoys a unique oppatunty that is time senstive. Positive
engagement with border states will enhance stability on NATO’s periphery.

The processby which NATO deiives its arpower doctrine positively affects m
airpower. The Tactcal Air Working Party provides a érum for reassessent ard aralysis
for the best use & arpower. Doctrinal revision simulates dscusson ard cooperation.
With the charging secuity ervironmert, NATO has decailed b revise nany Cod War
airpower docunents. The rew AJP-1, “Joint Opertions Doctring,” is a ketone
document, providing direcion in many areasthat doctrine had not addessed during the
Cold War. Howewer, the lower level airpower docunents do not yet reflect or expard

upon many of the chargesin AJP-1. The TAWP hes begun the long, drawn out proces
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of revising ar doctrine, but in some cases is gill at the stage of discussing format for the
new doctrind manuals. The most important contextud issues have yet to befully debaed
ard evaluated. The product of the TAWP should be a setof principles whch outline the
most effective enployment of airpower in combat When airpower enployment plars
must be improvised during out—of—area operations, occuring in the alserce d written
doctrine, this indicates tat the system may have becane admnistratively bogged daevn.
The TAWP process sered NATO wel in adequadly revising doctrine in the more static
Cold War ernvironmert. But today, the international ervironmen has diasicaly charged:
both the reture of the threatard the use 6 NATO arrpower during canflict have charged.
The curent TAWP processhas pioven too slow ard cunbersome to provide adequat
direction for arr srategists during ongoing operations.

Eight yeass agg NATO's pressing cancem was arattack fom the Warsaw Pact The
cumrent issue 6 how to include he ar forces d the former Warsaw Pact in NATO air
doctrine raises he wvery complicated ssue 6 the pupose d NATO in a pst-Cdd War
Europe. While NATO rustes b defne its rew role, the adwantage ¢ effectively edarging
the alliance can not be ignored. The cost is enormous in monetary terms, but the cost of
lost oppartunity may be even larger. The historic trend of isolationism by victorious
powers following canflict has rever proven effeciive. Countries ignored in times of peace
usualy do not prove o be effecive wafighters. Incorporation of the FFP courtries into
NATO's arpower framework could provide capabilities and flexibilities not previoudy
available to the dliance. The probable enlargement of NATO will have implications for all
Europeannations including states hat do not evertualy join the agarizaion." There ae

many areas hat need © be thoroughHy addessedso that NATO can chart a course
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towards efectve integration of PFP countries. Specficaly, a bold NATO staff must
addessa new world. Out-of—area gerations for NATO are aleadya pat of its dynamic
history. Whether this history will be written as a successdepends on an agyressve
adapgtion to new realties. Doctrine for the ergagenent ard integration of new countries
to the East must be investigated n—-deph ard delated mow. The franmewak which
replacesthe Warsaw Pact can be influerced an staped ly NATO. The qportunity
exists, abeit at a cest of money ard efort, to weaw a mw ard stronger blarket of
secuity across the Europeancontinert. At the erd of 1995 Dr Sheila Widnall, Secetary
of the USAF, summarized he importance d forward—thinking acton whenshe staited:
Without a vision we kecane increnertalists, adusting ard reactng to the

world ervironmert as t urfolds. With a \sion, we canbecane proactive,
articipate the clarging ervironmert, ard stape 1 to benefit our nation.

This is precsely what NATO desres to do — shape he ervironmert if at al possble o
provide a more favorable Europeansecuity environmert into the 21stcertury. NATO
strategists can aid the process kg fully addessng the implicaions of out-of-area
operations and erargenert, and ervisioning the kest use & NATO's arpower for

tomorrow’ s world.

Notes

! “Study on NATO Enlargenert,” p. 6.
?. Depatment of the Air Force, “Air Force Execuive Guidarce! Wastington DC:
Air Force Srategy Division, Decentoer 1995,p. 6.
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