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PERSIAN GULF WAR: DEFENSE-POLICY
IMPLICATIONS FOR CONGRESS

SUMMARY

The Persian Gulf War will influence congressional views on U.S. defense
policy for many years. In considering the defense-policy implications of the Gulf
War, a mgjor task for Congress is to determine in what ways the Gulf War is an
indicator for future conflicts involving U.S. military forces, and in what ways it
is an anomalous case unlikely to be repeated.

The Gulf War has led some Members to question whether U.S. military
force structure should be reduced as much as called for under the
Administration’s proposed FY1992-FY1997 defense plan. The war appears to
have reinforced support for high-tech weapons. The performance of the Patriot
antimissile system is being cited as a new argument for developing strategic and
theater ballistic missile defenses., The war demonstrated the growing
importance of space systems to the U.S. military.

The Airland Battle doctrine, which influences Army and Air Force budgets,
appears to have been validated by the conflict, though there is an issue as to
how severely the war tested this doctrine. The success of airpower in the war
has led some to argue that the United States in the future should rely more on
airpower to defend its interests. Some argue the war showed the need for new-
generation stealthy aircraft; others argue that it showed that new-generation
aircraft can be safely deferred. The war has increased interest in developing
new measures to prevent ground troops from being attacked by friendly aircraft.

This conflict increased interest in strengthening U.S. defenses against
chemical and biological warfare, Amphibious forces were not tested, but their
threat tied down a disproportionately larger enemy coastal defense force.
Associated naval operations demonstrated the limits of current U.S. naval
mineclearing capabilities, particularly in shallower waters.

The war highlighted the importance of special operations forces (SOF) in
U.S. military operations. Many observers view U.S. intelligence support for the
war as effective, but others have noted deficiencies in that support. The war
strengthened an emerging consensus that U.S. strategic sealift capability needs
to be improved,

The war appears to have validated many aspects of U.S. policy regarding
reserve forces, but may lead to a reassessment of the reserve roundout combat
brigades. It highlighted issues regarding women, minorities, and parents in the
military. The war appears to have validated the wartime value of the
Goldwater-Nichols act reorganizing the Defense Department. In the wake of the
war, members of the military reform movement may need to reassess some of
their views, but can argue that others were validated.

The war highlighted the U.S. defense industrial base’s growing dependence
on foreign-made components. The war may lead to changes in U.S. and foreign
policies on exports of weapons and military technology to the Third World.
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PERSIAN GULF WAR: DEFENSE-POLICY
IMPLICATIONS FOR CONGRESS

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

As the biggest U.S. military operation since Vietnam, the Persian Gulf War
will influence congressional views on U.S. defense policy for many years. The
war, moreover, occurred at a eritical moment for U.S. defense policymakers: The
conflict took place just as the Administration was presenting to Congress its
proposed FY1992 defense budget and FY1992-FY1997 defense plan, which are
intended to reshape the U.S, military for the post-Cold War era.

The Defense Department is now attempting to identify the military lessons
of the war, and many other individuals and organizations are doing the same.
This report is distinguished from these efforts by its focus on defense-policy
issues of interest to Congress that are now being viewed with fresh perspectives
afforded by the Gulf War. It is not strictly a "lessons-learned" report: The
emphasis is on identifying and framing policy issues rather than on providing
final "lessons" of the war, which in many cases have yet to be determined. Some
of the issues covered in the report grew directly out of the experience of the war.
Most of the issues covered in the report, however, predate the Gulf War, and in
these instances the aim of the report is to show how war may have altered the
debates on these issues.

Given constraints on length, not every potential defense-policy issue of
interest to Congress could be covered. But an attempt was made to cover a wide
range of issues, with a particular focus on choices that might have to be made
between competing defense programs in an era of declining defense funding.
The intent of the report is to assist Congress in its consideration of the
Administration’s proposed FY1992 defense budget and FY1992-FY1997 defense
plan,

Two other CRS reports deal with closely related matters -- Desert Shield
and Desert Storm Implications for Future U.S. Force Requirements, by John M.
Collins,! and The Persian Gulf War: Preliminary Foreign Policy "Lessons" and
Perceptions, by Mark M. Lowenthal.? Some issues not covered in this report
may be found in these two other works. In addition, a bibliography showing

1 CRS Report 91-361 RCO of April 19, 1991. 30 p.
2 CRS Report 91-260 RCO of March 18, 1991, 12 p.
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additional related CRS Reports and Issue Briefs appears at the end of this
report.

PERSIAN GULF WAR: MODEL OR ANOMALY?

In considering the defense-policy implications of the Gulf War, a major task
for Congress is to determine in what ways the Gulf War is indicative of
characteristics of future conflicts involving U.S. military forces, and in what
ways it is an anomalous case unlikely to be repeated. No two conflicts are
completely alike, and "lessons" properly identified from one conflict can be
misapplied to a subsequent, different conflict. The challenge is to learn from the
most recent war, but at the same time not assume and prepare for its repetition.

With the fading of the Cold War, the focus of U.S. defense planning is
shifting to conflicts in the Third World, and in this important sense, the Gulf
War may yield important insights for future conflicts involving U.S. military
forces. The Gulf War is also seen as a harbinger of the access of potential Third
World adversaries to sophisticated weapons purchased on the international
market.

In other important respects, however, the Gulf War may prove to be an
anomalous case. Analysts have pointed out that in future conflicts, the United
States may not, for example, (1) enjoy the benefits of international cooperation
against the adversary; (2) have anywhere near five months, free from enemy
attack, to deploy its forces, conduct in-theater practice, and perfect its war
plans; (3) enjoy substantial host-nation support, including large amounts of food
and fuel, and use of well-developed bases and ports; and (4) fight in desert
terrain against a large, heavily armed, dug-in ground force. A difference in even
one of these areas could produce a conflict substantially different from the Gulf
War. Recent conflicts in the Third World very different from the Gulf War
include the U.S. military intervention in Panama in 1989 and the U.S. tanker-
escort operation in the Persian Gulf in 1987-1988. It is also worth noting that
potential U.S. adversaries, observing the Gulf War, will presumably seek ways
to avoid a repetition of Iraq’s experience in the Gulf War.

A future conflict similar to the Gulf War can’t be ruled out. And many of
the defense-policy implications of the Gulf War will prove valuable in preparing
the United States for different kinds of conflicts as well. But the defense-policy
implications of the Gulf War, if applied in an unreflective, wholesale manner,
might actually reduce U.S. readiness for some kinds of potential future conflicts.
The Persian Gulf War has been called by some the first U.S. war of the post-
Cold War era. The challenge for Congress is determine what this might mean
-- and not mean -- for the FY1992 defense budget, the FY1992-FY1997 defense
plan, and future U.S. defense policy.

Prepared by Ronald O’Rourke, Specialist in National Defense, Foreign Affairs
and National Defense Division.
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DEFENSE BUDGET AND THE SIZE OF THE FORCE

What implications might the Persian Gulf War have for plans to cut defense
spending and reduce the size of the force over the next several years?

The Persian Gulf War promises to influence future defense spending by
informing debates on a number of key defense policy issues, including: (1) the
size of the force; (2) the pace of weapons modernization; (3) readiness and
sustainability; and (4) forward deployments.

Size of the Force

Operation Desert Storm occurred just as Secretary of Defense Cheney and
other senior defense officials were presenting to Congress the details of
Administration plans to reduce the size of U.S. military forces, terminate a
number of major weapons programs, close military bases, and restructure U.S.
troop deployments over the next several years in order to adjust long-term
defense plans to the changed international security environment and declining
budgets. The Administration’s plan calls for defense spending to fall by about
20% in real, inflation-adjusted dollars between FY1990 and FY1995, in accord
with a budget compromise negotiated with Congress in October 1990. To
achieve the necessary savings, the Administration is proposing a reduction of
about 20% by FY1995 in the overall size of the force.

In the wake of the Persian Gulf War, some Members of Congress have
questioned whether the planned cutbacks are advisable. Administration officials
acknowledge that it would involve more risk in the future to deploy as large a
force as was sent to the Persian Gulf, since fewer troops would be available to
respond to crises elsewhere on the globe. For the present, however, senior
officials seem disinclined to challenge last fall’s budget accord, and they appear
willing to accept the premise that the erosion of the Soviet threat in Europe
warrants a smaller force. No specific proposals to revise last year’s long-term
budget agreement have yet emerged in Congress.

Two factors could conceivably lead the Administration to argue for some
adjustments in the defense budget caps to accommodate changes entailed by the
Persian Gulf War. First, the Defense Department may have difficulty reducing
the number of personnel as quickly as it had planned before the war. A second
and more substantial problem may arise if the United States decides to maintain
an expanded military presence in the Persian Gulf region. The Administration
does not want to deploy large numbers of ground forces in the area, but an
enhanced naval presence could lead some to argue for smaller cuts in the size
of the Navy, which could have significant effects on the defense budget.
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Pace of Weapons Modernization

In light of budget constraints, the Administration has become increasingly
selective about weapons modernization plans. For the most part, however, it
has elected to continue developing the next generation of weapons while
terminating production of the current generation relatively early. The Persian
Gulf War demonstrated the value of American high-technology weaponry, so one
effect may be to give a boost to new weapons programs by making Congress
more patient with development problems. Some have suggested, however, that
the current generation of weapons worked so well that it may make sense to
forgo some new systems and to proceed slowly with development of others.

Readiness and Sustainability

Some Members of Congress have argued that a much longer warning time
of a major war in Europe should allow the military services to maintain a
"flexible readiness” posture, with some units kept at lower levels of readiness
than other quick reaction troops. The services, however, want to keep all active
duty troops at high levels of readiness, arguing that readiness is difficult and
expensive to restore if allowed to erode. The Persian Gulf War drew on U.S.-
based armored and mechanized forces generally considered to be assigned to
European contingencies, suggesting that high levels of readiness may be
important across a wide spectrum, though perhaps not all, of the force.

The Persian Gulf War, though a massive undertaking, was not nearly as
demanding as the major war in Europe for which the U.S. force posture had
been designed. It is not surprising, then, that few shortages of munitions, spare
parts, or other material appeared. At the same time, planners were reportedly
concerned about the status of some equipment stocks and took steps to step up
production rates of some munitions. Moreover, the rate at which some weapons,
such as Maverick air-to-surface missiles, were used may have been higher than
expected. The war may, therefore, suggest a need to reexamine stockpile goals.

Forward Deployments

Some Members question the high priority that the Administration is giving
to maintaining large force deployments overseas at a time when the Soviet
threat is declining, U.S. forces are shrinking, and basing agreements with host
nations are proving difficult to negotiate. The Gulf War demonstrated that the
United States can deploy large numbers of troops from the United States and
Europe to other regions. Light units deployed initially to the area, however, had
limited capability against armored attack. Moreover, over several years Saudi
Arabia had built a very large military infrastructure capable of absorbing allied
forces, which provided many of the same advantages as a large forward
deployment. Alternatives to forward deployment, therefore, may prove costly.

Prepared by Stephen Daggett, Analyst in National Defense, Foreign Affairs and
National Defense Division.
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HIGH-TECHNOLOGY WARFARE

HIGH-TECHNOLOGY WEAPONRY

What implications might the Persian Gulf War have for future investment
in high-technology combat systems?

The Persian Gulf War involved an extensive application of high-technology
weaponry. The list of high-tech systems used is long and varied. Among some
of the more notable are the F-117 stealth light attack plane, cruise missiles, a
variety of air-launched precision guided munitions, the Patriot antitactical
missile, and the Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS)
surveillance aircraft. Initial reports on the performance of these systems have
generally been very positive, Their effectiveness has been credited with
minimizing coalition and civilian casualties, reducing the number of munitions
and missions required to destroy enemy targets, and neutralizing Iraqi
command, control, and communications.

High-tech combat systems, however, present a number of challenges for
military planners. They generally have long, and often troubled, development
periods. Both development and production costs tend to be high, They often
require skilled, highly-trained personnel to operate and maintain them. As
Congress decides upon future investment in high-tech systems, it might
consider: (1) How much need is there for newer, more capable systems? (2)
Was the Persian Gulf War an adequate proving ground for high-tech weaponry?

The Need for Newer, More Capable Weapons

A major issue for Congress in the wake of the Persian Gulf War is whether
U.S. weapons and equipment have attained a sufficient level of technological
superiority that programs to develop newer and more advanced systems can be
canceled or slowed down. Canceling or deferring development of new systems
could have a significant effect on funding requirements for the Defense
Department’s Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) account,
which makes up $35 billion, or about one-seventh, of the overall defense budget.

Some in Congress, viewing what they see as the overwhelming technological
superiority of U.S, and allied forces in the Persian Gulf War, may argue that
projects for some new weapons systems can be safely canceled or deferred in
favor of upgrades to existing systems. They might argue that other projects
should be refocused away from concentrating on greater performance and more
toward achieving lower production and maintenance costs.

Others in Congress, concerned about the proliferation of ever-more-
advanced weapons in the Third World, much of it from Western countries, may
argue that programs for new and more capable high-tech weapon systems should
proceed as planned. Canceling or deferring these new stems, they may argue,
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would reduce or eliminate in future conflicts the U.S. technological edge that
proved so important in the Persian Gulf War.

The Gulf War: An Adequate Proving Ground?

Reports to date suggest that high-tech weapons worked well in the war.
But was the war an adequate proving ground for high-tech weapons, whose
reliability and effectiveness has been questloned by various critics in recent
years?

ngh-technology advocates maintain that the Gulf War was a challenging
proving ground for the U.S. military’s high-tech weapons. High-tech weapons,
they note, were successfully maintained in harsh field conditions that included
temperature extremes and frequent dust storms. They were used in demanding
night operations, and they had great effect against one of the most sophisticated
military forces the United States could encounter outside the Soviet Union.

Others suggest that the Gulf War was not a severe test of high-technology
systems, and that enthusiasm for them should therefore be tempered. The
relatively flat and open terrain, and the fact that many Iraqi targets were in
fixed positions, they note, made it fairly easy for high-tech weapons to lock on
or be guided to their targets. U.S. forces had months to practice using the
weapons under local conditions, and in the latter stages of the war pilots flying
at higher altitudes could often use them with little fear that the enemy could
effectively shoot back. Moreover, U.S. support personnel were able to repair and
maintain equipment in rear areas free from any concerted enemy attack.
Transportation links from the United States and Europe were also secure from
attack, and Saudi airports and harbors were far superior to those U.S. forces
could hope to encounter in most of the world. These factors did much to
alleviate the heavy logistics burden of high-tech weapons.

Some critics have pointed out that weapon performance reports are still
preliminary, and should be subjected to more detailed examination before firm
conclusions are drawn. One option already proposed is to have an independent
panel or government organization, such as the General Accounting Office or the
National Academy of Sciences, undertake such an effort.

Prepared by Steven R. Bowman, Analyst in Natlonal Defense, Foreign Affairs
and National Defense Division.
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FUTURE OF DOD’s SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS

What implications might the Persian Gulf War have for the future of DOD’s
science and technology programs?

A mgjor issue for Congress in the wake of the Persian Gulf War concerns
future support for the Defense Department’s Science and Technology (S&T)
programs.® Most of the technology contained in today’s advanced U.S. weapons
was developed through investments in S&T programs made in the 1960s and the
1970s.* The advanced weapons of the early 21st century will evolve out of
today’s DOD S&T investment. In an era of constrained funding for RDT&E
work, what spending level for S&T programs is appropriate?

Although funding for overall Research, Development, Test and Evaluation
(RDT&E) doubled in real terms during the past decade, DOD’s S&T programs
remained essentially flat. DOD is the only major Federal agency involved in
research and development whose basic research program did not grow in real
terms in the 1980s.

The overall RDT&E budget has declined 14 percent in real terms since
FY1986, and is expected to continue to decline over the next five years. Because
DOD’s S&T programs did not share in the Reagan buildup, some Members of
Congress have expressed a desire for maintaining real increases in S&T funding.
In FY1991, Congress increased the Administration’s request for S&T programs
by 15 percent, while decreasing the Administration’s overall RDT&E request by
2 percent. In FY1992, however, DOD proposes to reduce funding for S&T by 3

8 DOD’s Science and Technology program is considered a subset of DOD’s
overall Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation (RDT&E) program and
is characterized as 6.1 (basic research), 6.2 (exploratory technology
development), and 6.8A (advanced technology development), excluding the
Strategic Defense Initiative.

4 For example, powerful phased-array radar and other elements of the
Patriot air defense system (formally deployed in 1984) had their genesis in the
Army’s SAM-D S&T program in the mid-1960s. A single Patriot phased-array
radar can perform more tasks than the seven mechanical radars required by the
Patriot’s two predecessors (the Nike and Hawk air defense systems). The
stealth technology incorporated in the F-117 attack plane can trace its
development back to an S&T program begun in 1959 which later led to the
development of the SR-71 reconnaissance aircraft. In the early 1970s, to
discover new ways to avoid the kinds of aircraft losses inflicted by surface-to-air
missiles during the Vietnam War, Lockheed convinced the Air Force to apply the
technology generated in this program to a new attack plane. And the Joint
Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS) surveillance plane, which
peered deep behind Iraqi lines to detect and target columns of Iraqi troops in
both day and night, in good weather and bad, evolved out of a Defense Advanced
Projects Research Agency (DARPA) technology demonstration program begun
in the later 1970s.
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percent in real terms from the FY1991 figure, while increasing total RDT&E by
11 percent.

With overall funding for RDT&E constrained, if Congress seeks options for
maximizing the amount allocated to S&T programs, one option would be to
cancel or defer work on major weapons now in development. DOD’s RDT&E
budgets are still dominated by large systems development programs such as the
Air Force’s B-2 stealth bomber, Advanced Tactical Fighter (ATF), and C-17
transport plane, the Navy’s AX medium attack plane, and the Army’s Light
Helicopter (LH). If DOD and Congress choose to reduce these programs, more
funding could be made available within the RDT&E account for S&T programs.
Many observers, however, are concerned that canceling or deferring new
weapons would threaten U.S. technological superiority in future conflicts (see
entry on High-Technology Weaponry).

Another option would be to increase allied participation in some weapon
development programs and have the allies pay a greater portion of the
development bill for them. Some observers, however, are concerned that greater
allied codevelopment will make the United States too vulnerable to supply
disruptions in time of a conflict (see entry on the Defense Industrial Base).

An alternative approach would be to stabilize or reduce DOD’s S&T budget,
develop dual-use technologies in cooperation with the civilian sector, and use
more civilian technology in new or modified systems. One concern about civilian
products is whether they are rugged enough to withstand a combat
environment. The Gulf War should provide potentially important data on this
issue.

Prepared by John D. Moteff, Analyst in Science and Technology, and Michael E.
Davey, Specialist in Science and Technology, Science Policy Research Division.

BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE AND SDI

What implications might the Persian Gulf War have for ballistic missile
defenses and SDI?

One of the star performers of the Persian Gulf War was the Patriot
antitactical missile system. As a result of Patriot’s apparent battlefield success
against Iraqi-modified SCUD missiles, the U.S. domestic debate over ballistic
missile defenses (BMD) and the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) has been
reinvigorated. President George Bush proclaimed that Patriot was "proof
positive that missile defenses work," and he has refocused the SDI program to
provide protection from limited ballistic missile attacks, whatever their source.

Patriot’s role in Operation Desert Storm brought home three lessons for
ballistic missile defenses in general. First, Patriot’s qualified success as an
effective, albeit limited, BMD offers considerable support for the argument that
missile defenses can work. Second, threats of military retaliation may not be
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sufficient to deter a Third World nation from carrying out missile attacks.
Third, a defense against a missile attack can not rely solely on destroying a
potential enemy’s missiles and launchers on the ground. Despite extensive
intelligence gathering capabilities and numerous optimum opportunities to
attack Iraq’s missiles and launchers, coalition forces could not destroy them all.

The lessons learned from Patriot’s performance in the Gulf War for SDI in
particular are less clear, primarily because the BMD system envisioned in the
SDI would, for three reasons, be technically much more challenging. First,
Patriot uses a warhead to destroy or disable an incoming missile and therefore
does not have to be as accurate as an SDI interceptor, which must destroy its
intended target through direct impact. Second, Patriot missiles encountered
limited attacks by large slow missiles against known targets. An SDI system
would have to be able to defend the United States and its allies from incoming
missiles and smaller, faster warheads with perhaps no warning of where an
attack might occur. Third, while the Patriot system did not have to be perfect
(the low-yield conventional warhead on an Iraqi SCUD did not make it a
militarily significant weapon), a nuclear or chemical warhead would require
incomparably better performance of an SDI system.

Nonetheless, the primary effect of Patriot’s apparent success has been to
inspire a growing belief that the United States should deploy some BMD
capability in order to counter the growing threat from global missile
proliferation. The major policy debate now forming will be over how much BMD
capability should be pursued and whether the United States should continue to
adhere to the ABM Treaty (which limits the United States to 100 ground-based
missile interceptors against strategic ballistic missiles). One option would be to
abandon the ABM Treaty in favor of a large-scale BMD system, as well as deploy
some number of Patriot or Patriot-like antitactical ballistic missiles (ATBMs).
The other option would be to pursue an ABM Treaty compliant BMD system,
andfor deploy some number of Patriot or Patriot-like ATBMs, which are not
constrained by the ABM Treaty.

Generally, traditional advocates of SDI will favor the first path --
deployment of a relatively robust SDI system such as the GPALS (Global
Protection Against Limited Strikes) proposed by the Bush Administration.
GPALS would consist of fewer than 2,000 ground- and space-based interceptors,
and perhaps a few hundred ground- and space-based sensors. The objective of
GPALS would be to provide global ‘protection against accidental or
unauthorized, limited ballistic missile attacks from any quarter on the United
States and its allies, friends, and forces overseas. Combined with deep arms
reductions, GPALS could arguably provide some defense against a Soviet first-
strike attack against the United States.

To test and deploy a system such as GPALS, the 1972 ABM Treaty would
have to be abandoned or replaced by some new U.S.-Soviet agreement permitting
testing of space-based weapons and deployment of large-scale ballistic missile
defenses. The Bush Administration has recently begun to argue that given the
events in the Gulf War, the United States should explore seriously the feasibility
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of such defenses, which it acknowledges would involve going beyond the ABM
Treaty. Brent Scowcroft, the President’s National Security Advisor, has also
said that the United States must do everything possible to defend itself against
accidental or unauthorized missile attacks, and that the Administration would
prefer that any changes to the ABM Treaty be done in cooperation with the
Soviet Union.

Others, favoring the second path, are likely to counter that a large-scale
SDI system such as GPALS would be excessive and prohibitively costly. They
will likely argue that the Third World ballistic missile threat is much less
serious than is now perceived, that the threat of a Soviet first-strike is no longer
credible, and that a large-scale SDI system is therefore not warranted. Many of
them, however, will also argue that it would only be prudent to provide some
limited defense of forward-deployed U.S. and allied forces from attack by short-
range ballistic missiles. Such an ATBM system, regardless of the number of
interceptors deployed, would not be constrained by the terms of the ABM
Treaty. Although it does not seem to be a major concern, some might also argue
that an ABM system of 100 ground-based strategic ballistic missile interceptors
should be deployed as a precaution against limited, accidental or unauthorized
Soviet missile launches. Such a system would also be compliant with the terms
of the ABM Treaty.

Prepared by Steven A. Hildreth, Specialist in National Defense, Foreign Affairs
and National Defense Division.

MILITARY SPACE SYSTEMS

What implications might the Persian Gulf War have for military space
systems?

The Persian Gulf War was the first major military conflict in which the
United States and its allies could utilize a broad array of satellite assets.
Although satellites have played important roles in recent limited military
actions, the last major conflict, Vietnam, occurred too early in the Space Age to
test the utility of space systems to U.S. and allied strategic and tactical
commanders in time of war. In the wake of the Persian Gulf War, Congress may
consider two issues relating to military space systems: (1) In what ways did
military space systems prove valuable in the war effort? (2) What implications
might the war experience have for decisions about the development of new
military space systems?

Contributions of Space Systems in the Persian Gulf War

Satellites are often viewed more as strategic than tactical assets. Their role
as "peacekeepers,” monitoring arms control agreements or giving early warning
of missile launches, are relatively well known, while their use for
communications, weather, and navigation is less visible but equally vital. In the
Persian Gulf War, the full inventory of DOD and intelligence satellites played
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a significant role in the strategic conduct of the war, from providing
communications between the National Command Authority and Central
Command, to warning of Scud missile attacks, to watching troop movements.®

Their tactical value also was proven during the conduct of the war,
Satellites provided photographic, radar, and electronic intelligence not only to
top military leaders, but reportedly to those in the field, too. Satellite
intelligence formerly was said to be "for generals." Apparently in this case, it
was available, for example, to pilots prior to flying their missions. (See also the
entry on Intelligence Issues.)

DOD’s early warning satellites proved more useful than many expected in
detecting Scud missile launches. The satellites (called the Defense Support
Program) are designed to detect intercontinental ballistic missiles ICBMs) or
submarine launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), rather than shorter range
missiles like the Scud. Nevertheless, the DSP system reportedly was able to
detect Scud launches, transmit the data to the United States for confirmation
and analysis of the impact point, with the resulting information transmitted via
communication satellites to Central Command, all within 5 minutes, leaving 2
minutes to alert those in the impact area.

While early warning of short range missile attacks and some other types of
intelligence can be collected by alternative means (aircraft, for example), only
satellites can provide instantaneous, global communications and navigation.
Perhaps the most publicly praised example of military satellites in support of
the war was the NAVSTAR Global Positioning System (GPS) of navigation
satellites that allowed air, land and ground forces to precisely determine their
location and to navigate in a largely featureless terrain. NAVSTAR receivers
are also now being installed in some autonomously guided weapons (such as the
Standoff Land Attack Weapon and new versions of the Tomahawk cruise
missile).

The NAVSTAR system is not fully operational (only 15 of a required 18
satellites are in orbit and many of these are from an older test series), and DOD
had to purchase commercial receivers since supplies of special DOD receivers
were not available. Still, the system proved so vital that some troops wrote
home asking relatives to send them receivers (called SLUGGERSs). In a sense,
NAVSTAR may have proved one advantage of "dual-use" systems. Though
developed by DOD, NAVSTAR was always intended for use by the civilian sector
and commercial receivers have been available for several years. Thus, DOD was
able to "make do" with the commercial receivers. A potential disadvantage is
that the enemy might also buy commercial receivers and use the system against
the United States. (DOD designed the system so that the most precise data
would be available only to its users, with a less precise capability available to

8 All the information in this section is from open sources. See CRS Report
91-215 SPR, Military and Civilian Satellites in Support of Allied Forces in the
Persian Gulf War by Marcia S. S