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Preface

Arguably, the rise of air power has been the most significant change in warfare
during the twentieth century. While World War II demonstrated the tremendous
effect and potential of air power, its proper application was misplaced during the
Vietnam War. There, instead of adhering to the basic tenet of air power—
employing it as an indivisible weapon—political and military leaders parceled
out air power among various loosely connected campaigns. The indivisibility of
air power theory also fell victim to doctrinal battles among the services.
Fortunately, the United States military relearned the proper applications of air
power during the Persian Gulf War and more recently confirmed it in Operation
Allied Force, the American-led North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
campaign over Kosovo. Kosovo demonstrated that the services had bridged the
doctrinal divide and progressed toward doctrinal cohesion. Over the past thirty
years, the application of air power has received greater emphasis with respect to
its purpose, execution, and lower cost. The results have been most beneficial to
the security and freedom of the United States and its friends..

Superior technology has enabled the United States to emphasize quality over
quantity, talent over mass, firepower over manpower, and innovation over tradition.
We have learned that the complacency of our successes threatens our technologi-
cal superiority. We have also seen our weapons systems acquisition suffer from a
ponderous, nonproductive process that emphasizes cost over value, administration
over output, and the separation of operators from engineers. To defeat complacency
and regain superiority in acquisition, the Department of Defense implemented a
series of management reforms that supported continuous competition, concen-
trated research and development on high-leverage militarily unique technologies,
and broke down the barriers between operators and engineers.

The accelerating hardware and software revolutions of the 1990s greatly
impact the operational aspects of information management and information
warfare. To make them integral elements of the same overall system will require
cultural and structural changes as well as significant technology development.
The new technology contributes knowledge and speed to the problems of warfare.
It answers the basic questions: Where am 1? Where are my subordinates?
Where is the enemy? Our major difficulties are with information overload and
information processing. In addition, because American business and commerce
are so heavily dependent on computerized information processing, the nation is
highly vulnerable to information warfare. Fortunately, our younger generation is
fully up to these demands.
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Another of the twentieth century’s enduring lessons is that human performance
is central to the outcome of battles. One indispensable element is professional
military education (PME), which prepares personnel of all ranks for the increas-
ing demands placed on military operations in both peace and war. PME fosters
personal and professional growth and blazes the pathways to the future. The military
service academies and the Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) hold the key
for training leaders by teaching military values and culture. Increasingly, the lure
of attractive, non-military careers poses a serious challenge to military retention.
If we are to retain the “best and the brightest” young men and women, it is essential
to address the adverse effects of force reductions on morale and readiness, and to
ensure that quality of life issues are being met. Suggested improvements include
adjusting enlistment plans and offering beneficiaries of federal education grants
and loans to substitute military service for repayment.

Since the end of the Cold War, a forward military presence has become vital
to carrying out our national interest. This strategy enables the United States to
transition instantly from peace to war. In today’s world, with its new challenges,
we need to be “right around the corner” of any potential hot spot. The new enemy
is instability. As the United States faces new responsibilities with fewer forces
and resources, our challenge in the twenty-first century will be to maintain our
readiness to respond. To succeed, we must leverage technology with economics,
business, politics, and diplomacy.

Among the threats to our national survival today, and which demand attention
within the first five years of the twenty-first century, are geopolitical imperatives,
homeland defense, and developing a national security strategy. We must ensure
that the United States maintains its military predominance in space during the
twenty-first century. Our national investment in space is literally and figuratively
astronomical. For the United States Air Force, this fact poses both an opportunity
and a challenge. Operation Allied Force illustrated our growing dependence on
space assets. Moreover, because space operations are so expensive, the Air Force
must cooperate with other services, agencies, and nations.

iv




Contents

Preface .. i e et e

Opening Remarks

Gen. W Y. Smith, USAF Ret). . .. ... ..o,

Part1
Combat Lessons of the Twentieth Century

Gen. Larry D. Welch, USAF Ret.) . ....................

Part 11
The Education and Retention of Military Personnel

Maj. Gen. Donald R. Gardner, USMC (Ret,) ............

Retention: The Key to the Total Force

Lt. Gen. John B. Conaway, USAF (Ret)................

The State of Military Education

Rear Adm. Richard W, Schneider, USCGR (Ret). . ........

Luncheon Address
High Stakes in the High Ground

Gen. Michael E. Ryan, USAF. . ... ........ P

Part III
Advanced Weapon Systems and Technologies

Gen. Michael P. C. Carns, USAF (Ret) . ...............

Acquisition and Sustainment

Gen. Ronald W Yates, USAF (Ret.). . ..................

Navy Operations Changed by Technology

Rear Adm. Richard A. Riddell, USN Ret.) ..............

Part IV
Forward Presence, Forward Engagement

Adm. Thomas J. Lopez, USN Ret.). . ..................

.......... 3

.......... 7

.......... 27

.......... 31

.......... 47

.......... 55

.......... 61

.......... 67

v




Guideposts for the United States Military in the Twenty-first Century

Reception Address
Air Power Perspective
Gen. Joseph W Ralston, USAF . . ... ... ... ..o iiiiiiiinnn.. 75
PartV
Information Superiority in Military Operations
Adm. Harry D. Train I USN Ret.) .. ........... it 85
The Nintendo Generation
Gen. William W Hartzog, USA (Ret.) . .........ouuiiiininany 89
Intelligence Support to the Warfighter
Lt. Gen. Lincoln D. Faurer, USAF (Ret.). . .. ..........ciiiiinan.. 97
Part VI
Strategic Imperatives
Gen. Edward C. Meyer, USA(Ret). .. ....... ... vt 107
GlOSSaY ottt et et e e i 113

Photos and Illustrations

Gen. W.Y. Smith, USAF (Ret.) .. ... ... e 2
Gen. Larry D. Welch, USAF (Ret.). . ... oo oii i e 6
Boeing B-17inflight. . ....... ... . i 8
Pres. Lyndon B. Johnson. .. ..........ciiiin v, 10
McDonnell F-C armed with BLU-1B napalmbombs. ................. 11
F-16Cs of the 363d Tactical Fighter Wing . ............ ... ... .. ... 12
A-10inflight overthe Balkans ............. .. ... iiiiiiiiinn.n, 14
C-5 delivering supplies and troops, Port au Prince, Haiti ............... 20
Maj. Gen. Donald R. Gardner, USMC (Ret.). ........... ..., 22
QuanticoMarine Corpsbase. . ... ..ottt 20
U.S. Marines boarding the SS Mayaguez. .. ......................... 24
Lt. Gen. John B. Conaway, USAF(Ret.)............cocviviiiinn.n. 26
C-130 flying over the coastof Pamama. . ............ ... ... ... ... ... 28
Rear Adm. Richard W. Schneider, USCGR (Ret.) . .................... 30
Norwich University ROTCcadets. . . ...........oiiiiiniiiin., 32
Gen. Michael E. Ryan, USAF, Chiefof Staff........................ 38

Gen. John D. Ryan

vi




Contents

F-16C in flight during Operation Allied Force .. ..................... 41
B-2A Stealthbomber. . ......... .ottt 42
NAVSTAR Global Positioning System . . ..............coeeininan.. 43
Gen. Michael P. C. Carns, USAF (Ret.) ....... ... ..ot 46
F-15C armed with GBU-28bomb . . . ........ ... .. .ot 48
C-141 deploying troops and equipment . ............covvneenvenen.. 49
Artist’s concept of the X-33 spaceplane. ........... ... ...t 52
Gen. Ronald W. Yates, USAF (Ret.) ... ... 54
F-15C from the 1st Tactical Fighter Wing. . .. ....................... 58
Rear Adm. Richard A. Riddel, USN (Ret.). .......... ...t 60
Nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, USS Enterprise .. ................... 62
Adm. Thomas J. Lopez, USN(Ret.) . ......... oo, 66
US. Navy F-14 Tomcatin flight. . . ......... ... ... .. .. .. .. .. .. 68
U.S. Airmen from the 4100th Group in Bosnia—Herzegovina ............ 70
Gen. Joseph W. Ralston, Vice Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. . .......... 74
Chief of Staff, Gen. Hoyt S. Vandenbergin 1951 ..................... 76
KC-135 with F-16C escort over Serbia and Kosovo................... 77
F-16C taking off from Aviano Air Base, Italy. . . . .................... 78
B-1B from the 28th Bomber Wing . . .. ........ .. .. ... 79
F-4Cs dropping bombs over North Vietnam . . .. ..................... 80
Gen. GiuloDouhet . . ... ... .. .. e 81
Adm. Harry D. Train ILUSN (Ret.) . .. ... ... .o 84
Fleet Adm. Chester W. Nimitz, 1945. .. .. ... . i i 86
C—-130 delivering suppliesin Somalia. .. .......... ... .. cooiia... 87
Gen. William W. Hartzog, USA (Ret.). . .. ... ..ot 88
C—130s assisting during operationsinHaiti ......................... 90
B-52G taking off during the Gulf War .. .............. ... ... ... ... 92
Lt. Gen. Lincoln D. Faurer, USAF (Ret). . ................. SO 96
Figure 1: Today: Separated, Serial, Unsynchronized

TCPED/Operational Cycles . .........coviuiiiniinnnninnnnnn. 98
Figure 2: The Goal: Collaborative, Synchronized Decision Environment. . . . 99
MLAbrams tank. . ... ..ot e et 101
Gen. Edward C. Meyer, USA(Ret) ....... ... i, 106
A-10 prepared for a mission in the Middle East .. ................... 108
F-117 Stealthbomber. . ....... ... .. i i et 110




Guideposts for
the United States Military
in the Twenty-first Century




General W. Y. Smith is president of the Air Force Historical Foundation. He
served for thirty-five years in the U.S. Air Force, rising from jet fighter pilot
to four-star rank. Upon his retirement in 1983, he was selected as a Fellow
at the Woodrow Wilson Center for International Scholars at the Smithsonian
Institution. Subsequently, he became President of the Institute for Defense
Analyses (IDA), a federally funded research and development center. He
retired from that position in 1991. General Smith graduated from West Point
and holds MA and Ph.D. degrees from Harvard University. He saw combat
in the Korean conflict and was awarded the Silver Star, Distinguished Flying
Cross, and the Purple Heart, among other decorations. His subsequent
military assignments included a tour on the faculty at West Point and field
assignments in the United States and Europe. He was assigned to the
National Security Council staff at the White House under President Kennedy
and served as military assistant to two secretaries of the Air Force and as
assistant to three Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. His two final mili-
tary assignments were as Chief of Staff at Supreme Headquarters Allied
Powers Europe (SHAPE) and Deputy Commander in Chief of the U.S.
European Command.




Opening Remarks
Gen. W. Y. Smith, USAF (Ret.)

It is my pleasure to welcome you to the seventh biennial symposium spon-
sored by the Office of the Air Force Historian and the Air Force Historical
Foundation. This year we have generous financial support from The McCormick
Tribune Foundation, and we are very appreciative and grateful for that.

Over the years, we have encountered many reminders about the importance
of history. In The Tempest, Shakespeare told us, “What is past is prologue.” Lord
Byron observed, “The best of prophets of the future is the past” And George
Santayana said that “those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it.”

We at the Air Force Historical Foundation agree that history is important. We
believe our mission is to make history more useful to the success of the United
States Air Force and the other U.S. military services. We strive to do that without
becoming “prisoners” of history.

More than two years ago, as we began planning for this symposium, there
was great interest in the new millennium. A major question was how to meet this
new millennium and mold it to serve our purposes. The chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS) put out his Vision 2010 statement, an example of the think-
ing of the time. Subsequently, each of the services produced derivatives of that,
so there were several explorations of how to deal with the new millennium and
how to adjust it. Also in 1997, the possible impact of Y2K—the year 2000—
on a wide range of human endeavors was coming into prominence and many
serious individuals were beginning to think about how to meet the potential
problems. At the Foundation we asked: “How can we combine our interest in
history with our interest in the new millennium?” QOur solution was to address
the question: “What has the Twentieth Century taught the U.S. military that
would or should be useful in the Twenty-first Century?” Having agreed to
explore that possibility, our next challenge was how to identify the important
lessons that have been learned.

Our approach was to ask past and present U.S. military leaders to share
with the symposium attendees some thoughts and observations they consid-
ered important for the future. We organized six seminars and two special
addresses to do that. As our program indicates, the topics to be covered are
broad and far-reaching, but they are central to the future success of the U.S.
military services.
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Our speakers and panelists will first present their observations and then open
the seminars to questions. There are two ways to ask questions. One is to write
your questions on a card and hand it to junior officers, who will bring the cards
to the podium. A second way is simply to raise your hand and have the speaker
recognize you; you may ask your question from the floor.

Before we begin, I want to thank three people who have made this symposium
possible. First is Lt. Col. Maynard “Bing” Binge, the executive director of the
Foundation. He is dedicated, hard working, untiring, and unflappable. Ms. Sherrie
Johnston is our lady-of-all trades. She, too, has shown that she is innovative, hard-
working, flexible, and also untiring. We are very grateful to both of them. Finally,
I wish to thank our conference chairman, Lt. Gen. Abbott C. Greenleaf. He came
to our assistance when we really needed help and added an important dimension
to the planning and to the execution of the symposium. We are very much
indebted to him.







Larry D. Welch was born June 9, 1934, in Guymon, Oklahoma, and gradu-
ated from Liberal (Kansas) High School in 1952. He earned a BA degree in
business administration from the University of Maryland and an MS degree
in international relations from the George Washington University,
Washington, D.C. He enlisted in the Kansas National Guard in October
1951, serving with the 161st Armored Field Artillery until he enlisted the
U.S. Air Force. In November 1953, he entered the aviation cadet program
and received his pilot wings and commission as a second lieutenant. General
Welch served in tactical fighter units in Europe, the continental United
States, and Alaska before his arrival in Vietnam where he flew combat mis-
sions in F—4Cs over North and South Vietnam and Laos. After completing
the Armed Forces Staff College in July 1967, he was assigned to
Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington, D. C., under the assistant chief of
staff for studies and analysis. Upon graduation from the National War
College in July 1972, he was assigned to Tactical Air Command (TAC),
where he served in wing deputy commander for operations, vice commander
and wing commander positions. The general is a command pilot with more
than 6,500 flying hours. His military decorations and awards include the
Defense Distinguished Service Medal with oak leaf cluster, Distinguished
Service Medal with oak leaf cluster, Legion of Merit with oak leaf cluster.
Distinguished Flying Cross, and several other medals. He was promoted to
general August 1, 1984, and assumed the position of Chief of Staff, United
States Air Force in July 1986. Subsequently, he became president of the
Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA).




Combat Lessons of the Twentieth Century
Gen. Larry D. Welch, USAF (Ret.)

My assigned task this morning is to lead a seminar on the lessons of combat
in the twentieth century. While I accept the assignment, the subject is bigger and
broader than all of us, so you will understand if I focus most on the role of air
power, which includes air and space power. To escape the taint of parochialism,
I emphasize air power, which is more than Air Force. Air power is part of every
service’s business. In numbers of aircraft, the Army outclasses all; the Navy
measures power projection in terms of manned or unmanned air power; and the
air side of the Marine air-ground team continues to increase in importance. In
addition, you will not be surprised that I will dwell more on the last half of the
century. I share with many in this room the privilege of having served at a time
when America’s air power had matured to the point of realizing the potential long
seen by visionaries. In my last assignment, I took the opportunity to read the oral
histories of several individuals who formed that vision and who dedicated their
lives to making it happen. And I served with a number of the latter-day leaders
who made the right things happen. So, accepting the standard risk applied to
most of us of remembering things that did not happen, I am significantly more
secure in talking about the lessons of the second half of the century.

Combat lessons involve a complex, multidimensional set of issues. To frame
those issues, I will carry three themes through my comments: (1) the knowledge
about what to do with air power—purpose; (2) the capability of air power to carry
out the purpose—execution; and (3) the cost of execution in the blood of airmen
and the civilian victims of war.

This latter theme is increasingly important, as it strongly drives political will-
ingness to use military power to support national interests. I spent most of the day
yesterday with a group of business executives, academics, and senior retired gov-
ernment people reviewing a draft of our report, “Human Resources Strategy for
the Department of Defense.” The retired military there took exception to the first
line of the draft, which stated that our military force is made up of the highest
quality people in our history. One senior member suggested that we show our
people the first ten minutes of the film Saving Private Ryan and ask how
many would do that. That was not a pejorative comment about the courage and
dedication of our modern soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines. It was an expres-
sion of the difference in what we expect. By all of the measures I know, military
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World War II bomber—the Boeing B—17 in flight.

air power has been on a dramatically rising curve—particularly over the past
three decades—with more effective emphasis on purpose, execution, and lower
costs in the blood of airmen and civilians. Even so, the potential of air power is
such that we are just now in a takeoff position to move to the fuller potential of
air power effectiveness. In a nutshell, we have long been on the right heading, and
now we have the needed airspeed. To illustrate and discuss that set of claims, 1
will focus most on the lessons and results of the four most recent combat expe-
riences: the failure of air power to meet expectations in the Vietnam War; the
almost unconditional success of air power in the Gulf War; the last-minute save
after months of misapplication in Bosnia; and, finally, the outcome of the use of
air power in the conflict over Kosovo.

Using the three themes I have suggested, history seems to show that the appli-
cation of air power in World War I and World War II was often characterized by
confusion in purpose, uneven and often ineffective execution, and bloody results
for airmen and civilian victims of war.

When we characterize the role of air power in World War I as providing infor-
mation in support of the ground war, it sounds rather benign. Still, doing that and
everything that went along with doing that turned out to be a risky business for
airmen. According to Williamson Murray’s research, the Royal Air Force (RAF)
sent more than 1,400 pilots to France in the latter half of 1917. A year later, only
11 percent were fit for combat. The rest were killed, maimed, missing in action,
or sent home with a variety of disabling conditions. On balance, the likelihood of
surviving trench warfare was higher than the likelihood of surviving a tour as a
combat aviator.
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By the early 1920s, air power visionaries were fashioning a radically different
view of the role of air power in future conflicts—the vision that air power would
be primarily of strategic value, carrying the war quickly and decisively to the
heart of the enemy’s ability and will to sustain war—with the emphasis on the
will to sustain. Although expectations about the ability of air power to affect an
enemy’s will to continue the conflict have consistently been optimistic, that does
not suggest that advocates of the strategic impact of air power were wrong or that
they expected too much from air power. To the contrary, I believe they expected
too little. The underlying lessons of World War II seem to me to be three-fold:
First, it is a far more reliable purpose to work on the enemy’s ability to sustain
the conflict than to count on destroying their will. We seem to return to that les-
son again and again. Second, the versatility of air power impacts every aspect of
warfare, from the close battle on the ground to deep strategic attack. And third,
while the air war may seem far removed from the blood and grime of the ground
war, it was, with few exceptions, still very bloody for everyone involved.

Again, according to Murray’s research, in World War II, survival rates were
higher for U.S. Marines in the island-to-island combat in the Pacific than among
B-17 crewmembers, who were taking the strategic war to Germany. The U.S.
strategic bombing statistics for 1943 to the end of the war in Europe were 51 per-
cent killed in combat, 12 percent killed or maimed in operational accidents, and
12 percent held in German prisoner of war (POW) camps. Only 25 percent sur-
vived intact. Eventually, strategic attacks did succeed in grinding down the
German capability to continue the war. But, I find little historical support for
counting on destroying the enemy’s will. While the strategic war continued to
grind up both German targets and Allied aircrews, air power played a powerful
role in tactical support of the ground war, and there were, indeed, some impor-
tant lessons to be learned, especially the central lesson of North Africa: that the
piecemeal application of tactical air power is doomed to failure and that concen-
tration of effort works. Similarly, the lesson of the U.S. Third Army’s drive across
Europe emerged when the Ninth Air Force—operating on mission orders, not
piecemeal target orders—proved that focused air power could have a powerful
impact on the ground war.

Still, by the time of the Vietnam War, we seemed to have misplaced those
lessons on purpose and execution. In my view, the Vietnam War marked a criti-
cal turning point for air power. Vietnam was not a single theater of war; it was a
group of loosely connected campaigns with the services undergoing different
experiences and producing different lessons.

For the U.S. Army, the Vietnam War provided some very hard lessons. It called
into question the fighting doctrine and the preparation to execute the doctrine. It
did great damage to the noncommissioned officer (NCO) corps and the company
grade officer corps. One of the modern miracles of military leadership is that by
the time of the Gulf War, the U.S. Army had reorganized, redirected, retrained,
and reequipped itself to field the army we saw in Desert Storm—the most
effective army the world has seen.
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President Lyndon B. Johnson.

In contrast, the Vietnam War did little, if any, violence to the validity of air
doctrine. Instead, the problem was that we lacked the equipment and preparation
to underwrite the doctrine. Hence, subsequent generations of air power leaders—
with the lessons of Vietnam burned into their souls—were committed to ensur-
ing that U.S. air power would not fail again, and it has not, although the lessons
of Vietnam may not be as bright and compelling as they were before the Gulf
War. But then, it seems to be our nature to learn more from our failures than from
our triumphs. From among the many highly relevant lessons for the future of air
power from the Vietnam experience and extending through subsequent combat
experiences, I chose four for discussion:

The first is that no military operation can be directed successfully from a dis-
tance. While I am a fervent believer in civilian control and the authority of the
senior military leadership in Washington, their role is to establish the objectives,
authorize the forces, set the rules of engagement, and provide the political top
cover. Beyond that, no one removed from the battle space—no matter how bril-
liant and knowledgeable—can be immersed in the situation to the degree needed
to make the right battle space decisions and to justify entrusting to them the lives
of our combatants. I suggest that modern communications including video con-
ferencing can lead senior leaders to believe otherwise, to the detriment of future
combat operations.

When President Lyndon Johnson declared that not even an outhouse would be
attacked in North Vietnam without his approval, that was not the declaration of
an involved commander in chief. It was the declaration of a political leader who

10
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McDonnell F-4C armed with six BLU-1B napalm bombs. The F-4 was the
dominant fighter-bomber during the Vietnam War.

did not trust his military commanders. In contrast, years later, when President
Ronald Reagan had given the guidance and approval for the operation in
Grenada, an aide suggested a number of options for the President to observe the
operation. The President turned to Gen. John Vessey and said, “Where will you
be, Jack?” General Vessey said something like, “Mr. President, the troops have
their orders. They know what to do. If they need something from us, they will
ask. I will be home in bed.” The President then told the aide, “If you need me, I
will be upstairs,” which meant asleep in his quarters. We saw a continuation of
that attitude in the Gulf War. However, both the Bosnia and Kosovo operations
were of a different character, with more complications.

The second lesson is that certain air power tasks demand the best capability
that technology can support. While it is doubtless true that political restrictions
and miscalculations played a role in the failure in Vietnam, the more relevant
facts are that U.S. air power simply lacked the capability to underwrite long-
standing doctrine. In eight years of operations over North Vietnam, with
frequent interruptions, we never achieved general air superiority, and our oper-
ations were constantly driven by the air defenses. In the course of those eight
years, the Air Force alone lost the equivalent of twenty tactical fighter wings. As
to the air-to-ground business, while the environment made it virtually impossi-
ble to concentrate firepower on key mobile targets, such as the supply line to the
South, we were also not very effective against fixed targets for at least two key
reasons. One was that the lethality of individual weapons systems was so low
that it required masses of airplanes for days at a time to do anything militarily
useful against a militarily significant set of targets. The second was that the
enemy owned the night. It was a time to regroup and repair. Consequently, the
enemy’s ability to absorb and repair damage was greater than our ability to
inflict it.

11
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Armed F-16Cs from the 363d Tactical Fighter Wing streak across the
desert during the Gulf War, demonstrating U.S. air supremacy.

In contrast, during the Gulf War, we established air superiority within hours
and air supremacy within days. In the ground attack role, a single aircraft on a
single mission could destroy a militarily significant target, and night was the time
of maximum advantage for much of Air Force tactical air and U.S. armored
forces. Consequently, we were able to maintain a pace of highly lethal operations
that overwhelmed the enemy from the outset and that allowed no recovery.

The third lesson is related to and repeated from the North African experience
of World War II—piecemeal or gradual application of air power is doomed to
failure. In Vietnam, there was not a single air campaign directed at the theater
commander’s priorities. Instead, there were at least six different air campaigns
responding to the plans and purposes of six different authorities. Attacks against
North Vietnam were directed and controlled by the Commander in Chief, Pacific
(CINCPAC) and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). Attacks in Laos by Thirteenth
Air Force reported to either CINCPAC or the Military Advisory Command,
Vietnam (MACV), depending on the mission. In the South, Air Force operations
were directed by Seventh Air Force, Navy operations from Dixie station, Marine
operations in I Corps, Special Operations air reporting to who knows who, and
Air America operations from the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). It was a
mess of the first order and the combat pilots knew it.

Again, contrast that to the Gulf War, where all air power not dedicated to
defense of the fleet or the Marine air-ground bubble was directed in a single,
highly focused, deadly campaign in support of the theater commander’s objec-
tives. Ironically, the roots of that are found in the Rapid Deployment Joint Task
Force (RDJTF), established under Lt. Gen. P[aul] X. Kelley of the Marine Corps.
I was General Kelley’s air component commander. The primary mission focus of
the RDJTF was to stop a Soviet invasion of Iran north of the Zagros Mountains.
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The only hope of doing that was to focus every scrap of rapidly deployable air
power against that invasion, in hopes of buying enough time to get ground
forces in place.

I suspect that only a Marine could have established the rules and relationships
that formed the Joint Forces Air Component Commander (JFACC) with authority
over all Air Force, Navy, and Marine air, except that dedicated to fleet air defense
and the Marine air-ground bubble. But the concept stuck and matured. Incidentally,
to reinforce the well-known principle that where you sit is where you stand, in sub-
sequent years, the Marine Corps’s commandant, General Kelley, argued against a
similar set of principles for Central Europe, although he eventually agreed to it.

The focused direction continued through to the conflict in Kosovo. However,
for complex reasons, having to do with Coalition politics and miscalculation
about the adversary, we reverted to gradualism for several weeks. It would not be
unreasonable to believe that gradualism was significantly detrimental to the goal
of protecting those who were the victims of that conflict.

The fourth lesson is that human performance plays the central role in the out-
come of battles—air, land, or sea—regardless of the quality of weapons systems.
We sent crews into combat in Vietnam that, by the time of the Gulf War, would
not have been considered qualified to participate in a Red Flag training exercise
at Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada, or a Strike University exercise at Fallon Naval
Air Station, Nevada. The conventional wisdom was that if an aircrew could sur-
vive the first ten missions, there was a good chance they would become an effec-
tive combat crew. In contrast, in the Gulf War, we expected crews to be com-
pletely effective on their first combat mission, at night and against defenses
potentially an order of magnitude more formidable. We expected it because of
high training standards, and the crews delivered.

Again, the standards for human performance have continued to match the
capabilities of the weapons systems, and we saw combat crew performance in the
conflict in Kosovo that certainly met every expectation. I saw some combat film
of an electro-optical (EO) guided weapon attack that graphically illustrates that
performance. The target was a surface-to-air (SAM) missile site. As the weapon
approached the target, the crew realized that a church was inside the circle of
likely heavy collateral damage. In the few seconds available, the crew analyzed
the situation, reset the aimpoint away from the church, and destroyed the SAM
site without damaging the church.

Related to those four lessons from Vietnam through Kosovo, and reaching
back to World War II and the Korean War, are four basic enablers that underwrite
the enormous increase in air power capability and that have important implica-
tions for future development. They are: (1) the increased lethality per weapon
that comes with precision-guided weapons; (2) the ability to maintain an intense
operational pace around the clock thanks to night and all-weather capabilities; (3)
training quality that enables the human capability to exploit weapons systems
capabilities; and (4) command, control, and information to direct that capability
at the right set of targets at the right time.
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An A-10 in flight over the Balkans during Operation Allied Force, the
interdiction campaign against Serbian forces in Kosovo.

As to the implications of those lessons for the future, the bad news is that the
secrets of success I have just suggested are not secrets at all. Many of them are
both widely known and available. Precision weapons and night and all-weather
systems are for sale at the world’s arms bazaars as we speak. I can provide
you with catalogs and price lists. As for information, there are plans over the
next decade to launch some 1,700 communications and imaging satellites.
Consequently, reasonably secure, reasonably jam resistant, wideband communi-
cations will be available to anyone who has the money to buy the service.
Imagery with resolution, once available only from supersecret U.S. satellite
systems, will be for sale to anyone with the means to buy the service. And com-
petition will ensure that none of this will be all that expensive.

Still, the United States can have lasting advantages in exploiting the most dra-
matic changes in what drives the effective application of combat power. Until
Desert Storm, the “drivers” were clearly response time and lethality. Low lethality
per weapon meant that we had to mass air platforms to mass weapons on target
complexes.Hence, many of us spent a major part of our professional lives learn-
ing how to mass forces and to package the support needed for massed forces to
operate with acceptable effectiveness and survivability.

Now, with the high lethality per weapon, a single aircraft on a single sortie has
a high probability of doing something militarily useful to a militarily significant
target. That change has profound implications. To illustrate, in the Vietnam War,
if, because of lousy information or lousy command judgment, we wasted a
squadron’s worth of F-4 capability for a week or so, it was “no big thing,” since
the wasted target destruction potential was insignificant. But today, if we waste a
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squadron’s worth of F-117, F-15E, or F-18E/F effort for one hour, someone
should face a court-martial. And aircraft losses were almost inherent in massing
forces against a target complex day after day, and that was an accepted price. The
odds were considered inevitable. That is not so today.

In Desert Storm, our forces faced an air defense system that, on paper at least,
was more formidable than any air defense faced in Vietnam, but losses were
small relative to expectations. The air defense equipment in Kosovo was far more
capable than in Iraq, and the Serbian air defense system was far more compe-
tently manned and operated. Even so, with 35,000 total attack and support sor-
ties, we lost only two aircraft and no aircrews to those defenses. Hence, with each
conflict, the standard of performance gets ratcheted up, and the forces continue
to meet the standards. Ratcheting up the expectations is appropriate because, as
I suggested at the outset, we have not reached the pinnacle in clear purpose and
ability to underwrite the purpose. I have already suggested that we are just at the
takeoff point.

In the current national security strategy of shape, respond, and prepare, air
power will increasingly be the enabler of national security operations, providing
airlift, long-range air power, tactical air power, armed helicopters, and space-
based systems. Whether the need is to shape the world environment, respond to
challenges to U.S. and allied security, or prepare for the emergence of future
challenges, there are two particularly pressing needs: strategic agility and deci-
sion superiority. Both are enablers and products of aerospace power, and both can
provide lasting advantages for the United States over its adversaries.

Strategic agility provides the ability to shape the battle space before any
adversary can set the conditions of the engagement, whether it is armed conflict
or operations short of war. Strategic agility supports dominance in execution
throughout the battle space or operational space—air, space, land, and sea.
Inevitably, aerospace power will be the vital initial shaper, and the ability
for early shaping has powerful warfighting and deterrence or responding and
shaping influences.

Early response with aerospace power is limited only by priority and budget. If
we decide that we want precise, accurate, first hour response and are willing to
pay for it, we can have it with systems that operate through space. We already
have first day response with long-range air power and massive first week
response with combinations of long-range, land-based, and sea-based tactical air
power—manned and unmanned. Our most challenging limitation in strategic
agility is discrete contro! of events and influences where humans live—on the
ground. For that we need air and ground forces and full spectrum options
designed to provide a powerful first day response. We can have that; we have the
technology. We know how to do it. But, it will take strong will, strong leadership,
and a willingness to take higher near term risks to forge that capability.

There is no question that the nation needs that capability. It is a clear combat
lesson of the last decade. For the smaller contingencies, such as Grenada,
Panama, and Haiti, we had strategic agility. For Desert Shield, we were left with
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Operations other than war dominated the last two decades of the twentieth century,
as illustrated by this C—5 delivering supplies and troops in Port au Prince, Haiti.

only a very high-risk option—airborne units depending on tactical air effective-
ness for survival, but without the means to match the perceived combat capability
of the enemy ground forces. For Kosovo, we had no satisfactory full capability
option. Air power was able to avert disaster and eventually drive out the Serb
military forces, but at a very high cost to the civilian population and with yet to
be determined long-term impacts.

There are clear opportunities for continuing orders of magnitude increases in
capability to meet purposes. There is technology and need for more all-weather,
high-precision attack. There is an emerging technology and a need to find targets
under heavy foliage. There is a need, but not yet an emerging technology, to apply
air power effectively against ground forces in urban areas. There is a need, but
not yet a proven technology, for effective attacks against deeply buried targets,
using nonnuclear weapons. Still, air power is rapidly moving towards the capa-
bility to destroy almost any target we can find.

That brings us to the greatest remaining potential multiplier of effective-
ness—systems that provide decision superiority. That multiplier is the capability
to provide information and access to information tools that give combat com-
manders the decision superiority needed to sustain a pace of operations and
level of effectiveness that no adversary can hope to match. We are using John
Boyd’s formulation to stay inside the adversary’s OODA loop. The concept to
observe, orient, decide, and act was articulated by Col. John R. Boyd in the early
1970s, but did not become a reality until the early 1990s.

We saw the result of that kind of advantage in the Gulf War. However, that
conflict was against an adversary who had very little understanding of this criti-
cally important dimension of modern warfare, an adversary whose warfighting

16




Combat Lessons of the Twentieth Century

experience consisted of massing waves of Iraqi people and armor against waves
of Iranian people and armor. This was an adversary who had little conception of
how powerfully and completely air power has hurled that model of warfare into
the dustbin of history. In fact, modern air power, delivering lethal precision
weapons, directed with high battle space awareness, can make the armored vehi-
cle the most dangerous place to be on the battlefield. After experiencing this for
a few days in the Gulf War, the common response of Iraqi soldiers under attack
was to get as far away as possible from armored vehicles. Unfortunately, these
lessons are not secrets and we have already seen the trends in Kosovo, where the
Serbs exploited information, deception, and denial to significantly reduce the
effectiveness of air operations against their ground forces.

Therefore, we have the need and the capability to move to new levels of deci-
sion superiority, to provide a level of battle space awareness that can truly
empower commanders immersed in the combat situation at all levels. Precision
weapons and platforms that can get those weapons to targets were the great
enablers of underwriting long-standing air power doctrine. Information translated
to decision superiority and rapid execution of the right decisions provide the next
level of underwriting that doctrine.

Since the Vietnam War, air power—from all of the services—has moved from
promise to fulfillment and has led the way to a level of force effectiveness imag-
ined only by the visionaries. Today air power is in a takeoff position to contribute
to and exploit strategic agility and decision superiority that can raise the air
power contribution to new levels. The continuing task is to convert that vision to
new and expanded realities.
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Born in Memphis, Tennessee, Donald Gardner earned BS and MA degrees in
history at Memphis State University. He was also a distinguished graduate of
the Naval War College, having graduated from the Command and Staff
College, and the Amphibious Warfare School. General Gardner enlisted
in the United States Marine Corps Reserve in 1955, rising to the rank of
sergeant. Commissioned in 1960, he commanded a company in the
3d Reconnaissance Battalion in Vietnam during 1966 and 1967. He returned
to Vietnam in 1971 as the senior advisor to Tran Hung Dao 30, a naval
operation designed to resupply operations in Cambodia. He served in
many other assignments including ones in Bermuda and Europe. His other
senior assignments included Deputy Chief of Staff for Requirements and
Programs; Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North
Carolina; Assistant Division Commander, 2d Marine Division; and
Commanding General, 3d Marine Division. His last active duty assignment
was as Commanding General, III Marine Expeditionary Force and
Commanding General, Marine Corps bases, Japan. He retired from the
Marine Corps in 1994, after almost forty years of distinguished service.
General Gardner became the chief executive officer of the Marine Corps
University Foundation in 1999. He has co-authored the Joint Military
Operations Historical Collection.
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The Education and Retention of Military Personnel

Maj. Gen. Donald R. Gardner, USMC (Ret.)

Our Marine Corps traditions connect us to a proud legacy of past achieve-
ments and serve as a bridge to future success. In order to meet the challenges of
the future, Marines must possess a thorough understanding of the goals, values,
and institutional objectives of our Corps. One of the ways this can happen is in
the professional military education (PME) process. The process prepares person-
nel of all ranks in the active and reserve forces for the demands placed on them
by contemporary military operations in peace and war, and on measures to retain
them in the armed forces for extended careers.

In his Commandant s Guidance, Gen. James L. Jones, the thirty-second com-
mandant, stated, “Our educational institutions are an essential element of follow-on
training. During the educational process, Marines experience personal and pro-
fessional growth that not only enhances their value to the Corps, but also
increases their self-worth and productivity.” We extend these opportunities to all
Marines by capitalizing on advances in technology and the quality of our courses
to increase the span of our professional military education system. With the
recent changes to our distance learning programs, for example, we are reaching
an ever-growing population, to the great benefit of the Corps. We will continue
to build upon our success in this area, endeavoring to provide the advantages of
PME to the greatest possible number of Marines throughout their careers.
Further, we continue to emphasize the role of PME—whether resident or
distance learning—in our promotion process.

In 1985, after a thorough review of the military education system, the Marine
Corps began a series of changes designed to institutionalize the officer and
enlisted PME programs. Over the next several years, PME structure and curricu-
lum reviews were completed, outlining the professional development programs for
the Marine Corps’ noncommissioned officers (NCOs), staff noncommissioned
officers (SNCOs), and officers. These reviews, which are still ongoing, resulted in
the establishment of the Marine Corps University (MCU) in August 1989.

The Marine Corps University was established to reinforce the concept of PME
as a mainstream part of every Marine’s career. MCU is comprised of the NCO
School, SNCO Academy and affiliated academics, The Basic School (TBS),
Amphibious Warfare School (AWS), Command and Control Systems School
(CCSS), Command and Staff College (CSC), The School of Advanced
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“Marine Corps University.”
(Photo courtesy of Research Center Archives.)

Warfighting (SAW), and the Marine Corps War College (MCWAR),.

The university provides a focal point for all PME programs and the continuum
for PME in the Marine Corps. All resident and nonresident PME—from a corpo-
ral attending his or her first NCO school to a lieutenant colonel attending our
senior service school, MCWAR—is the domain of the Marine Corps University.

PME is the lifelong study of the foundations of the military profession. The
program is designed to equip Marines with the skills, confidence, understanding,
and vision to exercise sound military judgment in battle. All officers, staff non-
commissioned officers, and noncommissioned officers participate in this program.

The objectives of this program are: (1) to develop officers skilled in the
employment of combat forces and the conduct of war; (2) to instill in these offi-
cers the skill and knowledge necessary to make sound decisions in progressively
more demanding command and staff positions; (3) to improve the professional
backgrounds and military education of officers, subsequently improving oper-
ational excellence of both single-service and joint military forces; and finally
(4) to develop strategic thinkers and operational level warfighters. A discussion
of the five PME levels for officers follows:

Pre-commissioning Level. Conducted by the service academies, Reserve
Officer Training Corps (ROTC) units, and Officer Candidate School (OCS).
OCS is located at Quantico, Virginia, and integrates its program with those of the
other commissioning programs to meet the needs of the Marine Corps.
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Primary and Career Level. Conducted at Quantico by TBS, AWS, and
CCSS. These schools focus on developing proficiency in military specialties and
the tactical employment of military units.

a. The Basic School (TBS) is a six-month-long primary course attended by all
second lieutenants after commissioning. The course lays the foundation of
officer basics prior to initial military occupational specialty training and
assignment to the Fleet Marine Force (FMF).

b. The Amphibious Warfare School (AWS) is a nine-month-long career course
provided to captains. It is designed to enhance the skills and knowledge
needed to operate effectively on a Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF)
staff or in a command billet as a captain or a major. AWS provides the first
study of joint service operations.

¢. The Command and Control Systems School (CCSS) is a ten-month-long
AWS equivalent with a communications and information systems orientation
that emphasizes command and control functions within the MAGTE.

Intermediate Level. Conducted at Quantico by the ten-month CSC course,
and its follow-on advanced eleven-month course, the School of Advanced
Warfighting, is designed to prepare majors for MAGTF, departmental, joint,
and high-level service staff assignments. CSC provides its students phase I
professional joint education (PJE).

Senior Level. Conducted at Quantico, MCWAR is a ten-month war college of
advanced strategic studies that prepares graduates for follow-on assignment as
members of the CSC faculty, and for subsequent senior command and staff
responsibilities.

General Officer Level. Normally conducted within the Washington, D.C.
area. Education at this level is inherently joint in nature. Its focus is on theater-
level joint and multinational operations and highest levels of strategy.The
National Defense University provides general officer education.

As an alumnus of all of these courses, I am certain that this military education
framework enhanced my fitness for command and staff at the next rank. The
Marine Corps University curriculum has evolved from one emulating the U.S.
Army to one rooted in the Marine Corps’ roles and missions, in both Naval
Expeditionary Force and Joint Task Force operations.The university educates its
officers in the professional skills needed to function on the contemporary battle-
field and provides them with the knowledge necessary to place such operations
within a larger national security context.

The adjunct faculty and the permanent faculty, both military and civilian,
expose the students to extensive experience in relevant fields of study. These dis-
ciplines include military history, national security affairs, defense economics,
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U.S. Marines board the SS Mayaguez during the 1975 action.

area studies, and law. It is a unique opportunity for the student to develop. I cannot
imagine continuing one’s career and not continuing to develop. Education is a
neverending process.

Prominent Marines are alumni, including Maj. Clifton Cates, later comman-
dant of the Marine Corps; Maj. Roy Geiger, later commanding general, III Marine
Amphibious Corps and 10th Army on Okinawa; Lt. Col. O. P. Smith, command-
ing general, 1st Marine Division, Chosin Reservoir, Korea; and contemporary
leaders like Generals A. M. Gray, Carl Mundy, Jr., and A. C. Zinni, now com-
mander in chief of U.S. Central Command. My last school was the Joint Flag
Officer Warfighting Course. I have fond memories of my class, which included
Generals Hugh Shelton, Joseph Ralston, and Howell Estes.

Although students chosen for these courses come from every conceivable
occupational specialty, background, and experience level, they all have one com-
mon desire—to get to know the classmates with whom they will spend the rest
of their careers. Lifetime friendships that literally span the globe are forged in the
classroom, on the sports field, and in the social settings. Gen. Roy Spiekermare,
one of our Dutch classmates, went on to be the commandant of the Dutch Marine
Corps, and there are other examples. This kind of bonding contributes signifi-
cantly to one’s growth and development. The camaraderie fostered is never
forgotten in peace or war.
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In recent years, there was a decline of PME. One needs only to study the dev-
astating House Armed Services Committee report of the late 1980s. I attended
the Naval War College, the finest institution of its kind. Regretfully, the Navy still
resolutely refuses to send many of its officers to school. This is their loss and ours
when their students are not present. Not long ago, the National Defense
University seriously considered laying off their civilian faculty to purchase state-
of-the-art computers. This suggests a disdain for serious military education. We
can sometimes become anti-intellectual. For an elaboration of these thoughts, see
Lt. Gen. Don Holder and Dr. Williamson Murray’s article in the Joint Force
Quarterly entitled “Professional Military Education in the Next Century.”

Only the Marine Corps has upgraded its entire educational system with extra
emphasis on making it more intellectual. Perhaps we had the most improvements
to make, but I do not think so. The commandant’s reading lists for all grades rep-
resent a lot of thought and produce Marines who can think. The books are avail-
able, and this is not lip service.

In closing, we have a first-rate school system that is getting better. It prepares
future military leaders by providing them the most important foundation for any
leader—a genuine understanding and love of history. With this understanding
comes a perspective on the problems of the present. One can walk in the foot-
steps of Alexander the Great, Frederick the Great, Napoleon Bonaparte,
Stonewall Jackson, Alexander Vandegrift, and Douglas MacArthur—Ilearning
something along the way. The quality of our schools and the understanding of
history we impart there will determine the pathways to the future. Except for
placing the best individuals in command, no other assignment is more important.
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General Conaway was Chief of the National Guard Bureau, Washington,
D.C., when he retired on December 1, 1993. As chief, he was responsible for
the day-to-day operations of the National Guard Bureau, including supervi-
sion of the U.S. Army and Air Force Directorates, as well as advising the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). John Conaway was born August 23, 1934, in
Henderson, Kentucky. After graduating from Bosse High School in
Evansville, Indiana, in 1952, he attended the University of Evansville and
earned a BS degree in business administration in 1956. He continued grad-
uate work both at the University of Louisville, School of Business and the
University of Kentucky, School of Business. In 1975 he earned a master's
degree in management and human relations from Webster College. The gen-
eral was rated as a command pilot with more than 6,500 flying hours in over
twenty-one different types of aircraft, ranging from the C—47 through the
F-16. He was promoted to lieutenant general on March 1, 1990.
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Retention: The Key to the Total Force
Lt. Gen. John B. Conaway, USAF (Ret.)

The recent trend by the Department of Defense (DoD) and Congress to trim
benefits for military personnel acts as a major disincentive for retention.When
compared to the situation in the civilian sector, these reductions in the quality of
housing, pay, and medical care make military families feel that they are second-
class citizens.

Some relief is in sight, however, as evidenced by the recent congressional
passage of a 4.8 percent pay raise for the year 2000, followed by a similar
increase for the following year. In addition, Congress has raised bonus money for
many critical military specialties.

These incentives are vitally needed to retain key talented personnel in the
United States Air Force, especially pilots and information technology individu-
als. The competition for personnel comes from the airlines, which are planning
to hire more than 3,000 pilots annually through the first decade of the twenty-
first century. That projection relates only to the plans of the major airlines.
Similarly, the information technology field is fast approaching the same kind of
critical shortage that occurs with pilots. For example, there are 30,000 unfilled
information technology jobs in the Washington-Dulles corridor alone and many
times that number nationwide.

Numerous large-scale studies have concluded that more money cannot solve
the personnel retention problems for these specialties. Recent surveys by the
Rand Corporation and others show that more money is a critical issue within only
the Air Mobility Command.

On the other hand, in the highly mobile skills, for example aircrews, individ-
uals would prefer greater stability in terms of deployments than they have today.
That is why the Air Force has created the Aerospace Expeditionary Force (AEF)
and Expeditionary Air Force (EAF). The USAF plans to create ten AEFs, with
two of them on call for any given quarter every two and a half years or some sim-
ilar plan. Today many young people have working spouses, and it is important to
them to work together with their life’s partner. Also, the AEF does a better job of
incorporating the Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve into the rotations.
The Guard and Reserve have always been available to help the Air Force in com-
mitted rotations, as happens in Panama, Alaska, Europe, and Southwest Asia.
However, the main advantage of this arrangement is that it formalizes the coop-
eration for the Total Force.
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C-130 during the operation in Panama.

The Air Force and, indeed, all of the services have experienced major prob-
lems with retention of their enlisted forces. Specifically, more than one-third of
all enlistees in the DoD drop out before their enlistments are completed. The
Air Force alone loses approximately 25 percent of its new enlistees before they
complete basic training. Currently, the loss to the DoD is estimated to cost
several billion dollars a year for all enlistees who do not complete their initial
enlistments.

In the enlisted pay area, perhaps the most glaring problem relates to the erosion
of the sergeants’ pay. In past years, sergeants were paid at a rate that was seven
times greater than that of the enlisted force, but that has now dropped down to only
three times greater. While the pay of young airmen has increased, the sergeants’
increases have not kept pace. This is a definite disincentive for a military career.

A possible solution to recruiting more outstanding young men and women
might be to consider shorter enlistment tours for the enlisted force. Given the
very fluid civilian job market and technology revolution in which we find our-
selves, a three- or four-year enlistment for an eighteen-year-old today seems like
a lifetime. We may want to look instead at a fifteen- to eighteen-month enlist-
ment plan, followed by an equal amount of time in the Guard and Reserve with
full Montgomery G.I. bill benefits after their service is completed. This would
allow many more youngsters to serve who would otherwise never have enlisted
for the longer period. Another benefit is that it would also allow the services to
enlist a greater cross section of our population. Young people would have the
opportunity to try the military and learn a skill. Moreover, the post-service edu-
cation incentive may be as important as the short enlistment. Where would the
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funds come from? The cost of this education could easily be offset by the current
cost of attrition in the DoD.

Consider that the federal government currently spends about $15 billion a year
on loans and gr