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 Moderator:  Our next speakers are going to lead a discussion 
on long range strike.  Our speakers will make a short 
presentation and then will take questions from the audience. 
 
 I’d like to introduce our panel members today.  Lieutenant 
General (Ret) Bob Elder, former commander of the 8th Air Force 
which provides long range global strike, surveillance and 
reconnaissance, intelligence and tactical air control to 
combatant commanders; and the former commander of the Joint 
Functional Component Command for Space and Global Strike.  He’s 
now a member of the Research Faculty at George Mason University 
in Fairfax, Virginia. 
 
 Mr. Mark Gunzinger is a Senior Fellow at the Center for 
Strategic and Budgetary Assessments.  He most recently served as 
Senior Advisor to the Air Force for the 2010 QDR.  Before that he 
was Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Forces, 
Transformation and Resources.  He’s a principal author or co-
author of multiple defense planning guidances. 
 
 Ladies and gentlemen, Lieutenant General Robert Elder and 
Mr. Mark Gunzinger. 
 
 [Applause]. 
 
 Lt. Gen. Elder:  Originally I was going to sit there and do 
like the panel, but then I feel like I’m eating dinner so I 
figured it would be better to stand up here just for a couple of 
minutes. 
 
 Both of us came with a couple of slides to help kind of 
illustrate a few points, and this really is about trying to have 
a little bit of a discussion.  
 
 You notice the title of this presentation is Persistent Long 
Range Strike.  The reason for that is that we want to emphasize 
that when we talk about this family of systems that you’ll hear 
from Mark here in a little bit, we’re talking about a large 
family with a lot of capability. 
 
 The first thing that’s worth thinking about is what do we 
mean by long range strike in the big context of a campaign plan?  
If you look at this chart, you have to look on the two sides to 
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see it, but that chart comes out of joint doctrine.  It says this 
is what a campaign plan looks like, and it starts on the far left 
with Phase 0 and then works its way over to Phase 5 where 
basically everything has gone back to normal, at least so you 
hope.  There’s a deterrence phase, and then you have the size the 
initiative phase which is Phase 2.   
 
 Most of the discussion that you see in the press has been 
focused strictly on this global strike or this long range strike 
that is going to be the seize the initiative, small number of 
targets that we’d be able to go after, some small set of targets.  
That’s an important capability to have.  But in reality the types 
of platforms that we’re talking about actually span this entire 
phasing model. 
 
 When we talk about persistent long range strike we’re 
talking about platforms that not only can do those small surgical 
strikes but they can do that persistent combat ops.  We’re 
looking at ones that can be involved in regional shaping.  And 
when you talk about some of these platforms, and now I’m going to 
talk specifically about a bomber.  The ability of a bomber to be 
visible, show presence, and in fact create an effect not by 
dropping a bomb, but by being seen, is something that we don’t 
take enough into account.  It was well known during the Cold War. 
 
 One of the things that people forget is that when the Air 
Force was created, part of the reason for doing this was at the 
end of World War II the nation faced some choices.  They knew 
that the Soviet Union was working to develop an atomic weapon, 
and there was one thought that said well, we could go in, the 
allies could go in and we could just go occupy the Soviet Union 
and take over the country completely and eliminate this problem.  
But after all, they were our allies so that’s kind of a less than 
optimum solution to turn on your allies like that. 
 
 Another possibility was to go in and try to do some type of 
preemptive strike against the facilities where the nuclear 
weapons and the technology was being developed.  There was a lot 
of debate about whether this would be a good idea or not when 
they exploded their first device.  Therefore the preemptive 
strategy was kind of off the table because it was too late. 
 
 What we ended up with was a strategy of containment.  But 
part of this large strategy of containment developed into a 
notion of deterrence that said we’re going to go to great odds to 
avoid use of these weapons by either one of the countries.  So it 
became very important to maintain stability. 
 
 We forget about this, that during the Cold War a lot of what 
we did was about regional shaping and it was also about crisis 
stability.  We went to great odds to make sure that we didn’t do 
something that would provoke the Soviet Union into thinking that 
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they needed to use their nuclear weapons; and conversely, they 
did the same thing with us.  They wanted to avoid it. 
 
 You see today that we’re using bombers extensively now in 
Afghanistan for stability operations.  Of course when they’re 
primarily being used they’re dropping bombs, but they’re 
persistent.  They become very useful because they can stay over a 
battlefield for a long time.  And when there is a need for some 
type of an effect, namely dropping a weapon, it can be done but 
the other effects are in some cases just to be seen and threaten 
adversaries with the possibility that a weapon maybe on its way. 
 
 What you see extended through the whole phasing is this 
notion of this nuclear and conventional deterrence.  It’s 
interesting when you think about deterrence, by the way, to 
recognize that nuclear weapons actually are in some ways, they’re 
a weapon of, today at least, of the less capable country or less 
capable organization.  So if you have a very strong military like 
the United States does, it doesn’t make much sense to use a 
nuclear weapon.  But if you’re a smaller country and you think 
that some larger country might want to invade you, the nuclear 
weapon becomes very popular in terms of a way of trying to 
convince you that you shouldn’t invade. 
 
 Your own use of that nuclear weapon would not make sense, so 
you've heard General Cartwright talk about the fact that the 
weapon could be self deterring.  That’s where this notion of 
having a conventional capability that can also deter gets to be 
important.  That’s where some of these notions of what you can do 
visibly are important. 
 
 The last one that I kind of show up on the top there is this 
maritime surveillance and interdiction.  I think a lot of times 
we forget that the fact that a bomber can go a long way has some 
pretty significant capabilities, and so one of the things is that 
people say what can it do?  Just a few pictures to show you.  
These are actually relatively old, but the one that you see on 
the far left, that picture was actually taken from 40 nautical 
miles away with a pod and it was a demonstration where the Navy 
sent us out and said can you find this ship and actually identify 
it?  So we were able to do that.  The next step was can you 
continue to track the ship?  Of course you see that in the one 
that’s just off to the right to that.  So you say well, after 
you’ve done that and you've tracked it, what can you do?  One of 
the things you can do is you can help the Navy go figure out what 
they should do about it and go deal with it, which is one of the 
things that we do.  The other thing you can do is, you can do a 
show of force which is what the, of course we have to call it an 
acronym.  It’s called a RIG -- Recognition Identification Group 
Maneuver -- that you see there, and that’s the only color picture 
that we have that shows a B-52 flying over or alongside a ship to 
let them know that somebody’s watching them.  I think if an 
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airplane that big kind of flew past you you’d probably notice 
them. 
 
 The last one you see there was actually done in RIMPAC.  It 
was a demonstration that you could actually put a laser guided 
bomb on a ship and have some effect. 
 
 So there are a variety of effects that can be done in that 
way. So when we’re talking here, and what you’re about to hear 
from Mark, when we talk about a family of long range strike 
platforms we’re not just talking about a platform that is going 
to do that global strike mission.  We’re talking about a much 
larger kind of capability.  And we’re looking to try to use these 
capabilities not only for purely for fighting warfare, but on the 
one spectrum to do shaping and deterrence, and then on the other 
part to enable other instruments of national power or our friends 
to be effective.   
 
 I think it’s worthwhile to remind ourselves these weren’t 
necessarily done by bombers, but when you take a look at what 
happened in Bosnia, for example, what ultimately convinced 
Milosevic who was in Serbia himself that the Bosnian Serb leader 
needed to go to the table and try to reach some kind of a peace 
agreement was that the Serbs were actually helping the Bosnian 
Serbs until the NATO forces came in and took the NATO forces out 
of the air.  Subsequent to that, any time that the Bosnian Serbs 
massed, they were attacked by the air and as a result the Bosnian 
Serbs no longer could mass, the Croats and the Bosnians could, 
and they really were able to take care of those Bosnian Serb 
forces. 
 
 What really made Milosevic concerned was that they were so 
successful that he heard that they might want to go into Serbia 
and that’s when he told the Bosnian Serb leader, this is enough, 
you guys need to come to some kind of terms on this because I 
really don’t want them coming into Serbia. 
 
 So this notion that you can use military force in a 
different way than we typically think about it now, really 
history did exist before 9/11.  We just heard some of that in 
some of the stories.  And the platform that we’re looking for is 
not one that’s going to be there necessarily to do irregular 
warfare or to do precision strike, but to do this broader set. 
 
 So when you look at this replacement bomber, why is it so 
important that we do it?  First of all, if you believe that you 
have to have a bomber and you have to have these long range 
strike platforms, the fact is that the B-52 and the B-1 are going 
to be logistically unsupportable by 2040 and probably even 
earlier than that because of the fact that we’re flying even more 
now.  The B-52s and the B-2s are spending a lot of time in the 
Pacific doing what amounts to flexible deterrence options 
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operating out of Guam, and of course the B-1s are operating and 
supporting the fight in Afghanistan and now to a lesser extent 
still in Iraq. 
 
 So when you look at what a bomber does, and remember, you 
need the tankers to do this so this is also a little bit of a 
plug for getting the KCX by the way, is that if you're going to 
be able to extend any kind of a force you have to have the fuel 
to do that.  But you want to use these forces not just to be able 
to bomb something but also to have this shaping and deterrence 
force. 
 
 The old notion of SAC was peace through power.  Remember, 
it’s motto was “Peace is our Profession”, but the strategy was 
peace through power.  The idea was we want to convince an 
adversary that it’s not a good idea to go fight.  In fact LeMay, 
they asked LeMay what he did every morning when he got up.  He 
said basically my strategy was that I wanted to make sure that 
what I had done the previous day convinced my equivalent in the 
Soviet Union that today was not a good day to fight.  That’s 
really the kind of thing that you want to do with this. 
 
 This idea of supporting regional stability is important.  
The Navy understands this very well, but our ability to be 
anywhere on the globe, be it with a bomber, be it with a 
satellite, be it with a tanker, an ISR platform, and able to 
message that is a very effective message. 
 
 I talked about this briefly, but the enabling indigenous 
forces and also other instruments of national power.  Kosovo, as 
an example, we did not aid indigenous forces because there 
weren’t any indigenous forces to aid, but in this particular case 
this was a use of air power to support diplomatic actions.  So in 
this case we’re trying to force Milosevic to go to the peace 
table.  What we did with the bombing campaign that was done was 
basically undermine his economic and political support by going 
after these business leaders who really were the ones who kept 
him in power.  So it was not the traditional way of looking at 
it, but when the objective was in fact to get Milosevic to quit 
the genocide against the Albanians, it was a very effective 
tactic. 
 
 The next point on the slide, I really want to talk about the 
fact that there’s some discussion of why don’t we just use 
unmanned platforms.  Actually, if you're convinced that we’ll 
never have to deal with fighter aircraft, with electronic 
warfare, or with the cyber threat, and you just heard a little 
bit earlier here Major General Webber talking about that, I think 
there’s reason to believe that there could be some cyber, 
electronic warfare, and even air threats in the future that are 
going to affect these platforms. 
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 One of the good things about having a person in the platform 
is that it enables you to do a lot of things, to be able to work 
around things that happen with your systems.  That doesn’t mean 
that there aren’t places where remotely piloted vehicles or some 
other type of uninhabited systems are useful, but they work best 
in an uncontested environment and we’re not always going to have 
an uncontested environment.  So the manned aircraft is going to 
provide us this mission assurance. 
 
 The other thing they talk about is should we really be 
buying a penetrating airplane, or would we be better off with a 
standoff platform?  It’s a wrong question.  It’s not should you 
buy this one or that one.  The reality is that you want to have a 
capability to do both, particularly if you're trying to look at 
this from a deterrence standpoint.  You don’t want to make it 
easy for your adversary to try to figure out a way to undermine 
what your approach is going to be.  So the stealth is good 
because it complicates his ability to deal with you and certainly 
makes it more difficult to just move targets around, for example, 
because a penetrating platform is able to do its own basically 
target location.  But the standoff platform is good because it 
significantly complicates the ability of the enemy to deal with 
it.  And oh by the way, it has the advantage of when you are 
dealing with certain threats where you don’t want to put a person 
at risk you can use that unmanned platform. 
 
 So just a quick summary before I turn this thing over to 
Mark.  When we talk about these long range platforms, we’re 
really looking at not what is currently happening since 9/11 and 
certainly not what has happened since 2003, but we’re looking at 
how air power has been used since the beginning of the Air Force 
and really since the end of World War II and even into World War 
II.  We’re talking about platforms that are able to deter 
conflict and encourage regional stability.  That’s really going 
to be the primary reason to have these. 
 
 We also want to be able to have some ways to defend the 
homeland, and one of the reasons for pointing out how these 
platforms can be used for maritime defense is to show you that it 
really can be part of that.  We have a great relationship with 
the Navy in terms of doing that mission. 
 
 This idea of being able to have a platform that can enable 
say an indigenous force, if you're dealing with a situation where 
you have a friend who is being threatened by a nation that’s more 
powerful, when you can even just message and say we don’t even 
need to deploy and we can fix it so that the smaller country that 
you’re about to go after you will not be successful because you 
will not be able to mass your forces.  It’s a powerful message. 
 
 We have to maintain these cooperative relationships because 
as we talked about with the tankers, you’ve got to be able to 
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refuel these airplanes and even though you can fly these 
airplanes a long way, you’ve got to have a way to get the gas to 
them.  But the process of doing this is also a part of the way 
that we maintain stability. 
 
 Then of course we’re not just doing this because we don’t 
want to fight.  When the time comes you want to make sure that 
the platforms are established in a way that when the nation calls 
the Air Force is ready to go fight and win the nation’s wars as 
part of a joint force.  But we don’t want to buy it just for the 
one reason, we want to buy it for the whole point or the whole 
set of missions.  And really, when you take a look at the context 
of this and look at the types of things the Air Force has been 
able to do through its entire history, it has always been 
fighting and winning our nation’s wars, but really it’s been 
about protecting the nation and it’s been about protecting the 
nation’s global interests.   
 
 What differentiates us from other services is the fact that 
we operate not only at a tactical level or even at a regional or 
operational level, but we can operate tactically, regionally, and 
globally, and we do it in air, space and cyberspace. 
 
 So these platforms, this family of systems that we’re 
looking at doing is not only important to the Air Force but it’s 
important to the nation. 
 
 I look forward to your questions later. 
 
 Mr. Gunzinger:  Good afternoon.  I also thank AFA for 
inviting CSBA to attend this symposium.  Just remember, though, 
senior fellow does not mean old.  [Laughter].   
 
 I’d like to talk a little bit about sustaining America’s 
advantage in long range strike.  We just put a report out about 
seven or eight weeks ago that goes into some detail on long range 
strike and the family of systems, more detail than we can cover 
today.  But the key point is, we believe that long range strike 
capabilities -- not just Air Force but Navy as well -- is a 
capability that underpins the United States of America as a super 
power, and we are in jeopardy of losing that strategic advantage 
unless we take steps to begin to modernize and recapitalize our 
long range strike family of systems. 
 
 Now a family of systems is nothing that is new to all of 
you.  A family of systems for long range strike constitutes 
bombers, standoff strike, ISR, command and control, airborne 
electronic attack, all the things which we can put together in an 
operational concept to achieve an affect greater than any of 
those single systems.  It’s about using the power of 
combinations.  So that’s about what it is. 
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 What it is not, it’s again nothing new.  It’s how airmen 
have employed force for many many a decade.  So I do want to 
dispel that rumor that this is something new.  I also want to 
dispel the notion that we are advocating or anyone else is 
advocating, that I’m aware of, that family of systems is an 
excuse for building future long range strike capabilities that 
are dumbed down.  It’s not.  Future systems, if developed and 
fielded, will be incredibly capable.  More capable than systems 
we have today. 
 
 So with four minutes on the title slide, I want to point out 
that this is not an area that has suffered from a lack of 
analysis.  If I put on this slide every study -- be it internal 
Air Force, Navy, joint, DoD, and outside DoD -- you couldn’t read 
anything on this slide.  So we kind of necked it down. 
 
 The fact of the matter is while we have studied this issue 
to death, we have not been making the kinds of investments that 
we believe are needed to sustain our strategic advantage in long 
range strike for the next 20, 30 years and beyond.  Now we’ve put 
a lot of money into modernizing current platforms and so forth 
which is something that we’ve really needed to do, and buying new 
precision strike weapons and guidance systems and so forth.  But 
today our bomber inventory average age is 33 years.  And they are 
increasingly becoming incapable of handling the kinds of planning 
scenarios that the Department of Defense is thinking about in the 
future. 
 
 Of course the way you look at a problem will very much drive 
the kind of answers that you develop in any kind of an 
assessment.  The framework, the planning framework that 
Department of Defense has used since arguably the end of the Cold 
War, has been based on multiple simultaneous theater conflicts 
where basing would be available.  We could deploy our forces and 
employ them in relatively short ranges, supported by ISR, space-
based assets, airborne assets, air refueling tankers to achieve 
the kind of effects we wanted in the battlespace. 
 
 What we are saying in this study is we might want to take a 
look at a different framework for this problem where we might not 
have bases that are in close proximity to our adversary. They may 
not be available either for political reasons or for threat 
reasons.  Carriers may not be able to close to 200 nautical miles 
off the shore of a China or Iran that is equipped with ASCMs or 
precision strike ASBMs.  We might not have the luxury of space-
based or off board targeting support to penetrating systems.  We 
might not have command and control. 
 
 We think our competitors are developing capabilities to 
challenge the United States of America in every operating domain.  
A planning framework and a set of assumptions that is based on 
some of the things on this slide would be a better framework for 
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taking a look at the kinds of capabilities we need for the next 
long range strike family of systems.  Advanced stealth, increased 
range, persistence to be able to find increasingly mobile 
targets, and independence of action as well.  By that I mean a 
penetrating capability that can find, track and target mobile 
targets.  Today we don’t have that capability in sufficient 
quantity, which we’ll get to in a second. 
 
 Let’s take that framework and apply it to one of the 
variables that the Department of Defense has been looking at over 
the last three years.  Should our next bomber, next long range 
strike platform be a standoff platform or should it be a 
penetrating platform?  They’ve also been looking at the question, 
should it be manned or unmanned? 
 
 We think that we have sufficient standoff capability in 
terms of platforms.  The life of our B-1s, B-2s, B-52s extend 
well into the 2040s.  We don’t need a new standoff platform.  We 
do need new standoff weapons that are survivable, that can 
penetrate the kinds of threat environment we see being fielded 
today by China, by Iran -- or at least what Iran aspires to -- 
and so forth.  We’re not arguing that we don’t want or we don’t 
believe in standoff strike capabilities, we do.  But our 
penetrating strike capabilities, as you can see by that table, 
are fairly limited.  Against fixed targets we have, we say 16 B-
2s.  The truth of the matter is, we probably have 11 or 12 B-2s 
at any given time capable of strike operations.  We have a 
handful of cruise missiles -- Tomahawks, CALCMs, and so forth. 
 
 If you’re talking about moving targets over long ranges into 
denied areas, we don’t have capability for that today.  
Amazingly.  And if we’re talking hardened or deeply buried 
target, we have the B-2 that can carry the MOP when that is 
delivered, and we just don’t have penetrators that can carry 
larger weapons to kill very hardened and very deeply buried 
targets. 
 
 So we also want to make the point, and we did in our report, 
that you also have to think about these capabilities in the 
context of air campaigns.  In Desert Storm they averaged about 
961 aim points per day for the air campaign; and in OIF for the 
first 30 days of conflict it was about 20,000 aim points.  That 
was for Iraq.  If you scale potential aim points up to a country 
the size of the PRC -- not that I’m advocating we should go or 
will go to war with China, but if you scale it up the number of 
targets potentially could be, 40,000, 50,000, 60,000 or more.  
This nation simply could not conduct a serious air campaign 
against that size of a target set if we move to an all standoff 
force.  We can’t do it.  Furthermore, we couldn’t afford it, 
especially since standoff weapons cost multi-million dollars 
apiece. 
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 Affordability is a critical issue.  This is an ongoing 
debate, we understand, inside the building and outside the 
building as well.  What size should the next bomber be if the DoD 
and the nation decides to build a new bomber? 
 
 I’m a big believer in payload.  I’m an old B-52 guy.  
Payload is good.  But the fact of the matter is that the size of 
aircraft, its empty weight, drives its cost.  And using, again, 
the framework we proposed at the beginning of this briefing and 
in our report, if you’re going to be attacking a target set that 
is increasingly mobile in nature, the size of your future bomber 
fleet is very important.  So we are saying a larger fleet of 
penetrating bombers that can carry a smaller payload is probably 
better than a smaller number that can carry a larger payload.  
And we had some costs to illustrate that point. 
 
 So we advocate a set of new capabilities for the future of 
the long range strike family of systems and it’s based on our 
analysis, and this is not sponsored by DoD or the Air Force.  We 
think up through 100 optionally manned bombers would be 
appropriate to begin to recapitalize the bomber force with a 
20,000 pound payload driven by cost, fleet size, and of course 
future air campaign requirements, with about 4,000 to 5,000 
nautical mile tanker-to-tanker range. 
 
 We also believe it’s critically important to build the next 
bomber to one, buy capability over time; and two, to accept 
upgrades in its avionics, in its computing power, and to accept 
future weapons that are developed for it.  The next bomber could 
very well be with us 30, 40 years.  The B-52 is still with us, 
amazingly. 
 
 We also talked about carrier strike.  Today’s carrier air 
wings are optimized to conduct strikes, unrefueled, about 200 to 
450 nautical miles combat radius from the tanker, which isn’t 
terribly effective if you are talking about a conflict with a 
country like China and the kinds of anti-access aerial denial 
threats that they’re fielding which may force our carriers to 
operate, at least initially, a thousand nautical miles or more 
from the littorals. 
 
 So we think that developing a future ISR strike platform 
that can fly from a carrier with potentially 1500 nautical mile 
unrefueled combat radius will be a pretty important thing to do.   
 
 Airborne electronic attack.  We believe the program of 
record today is inadequate.  The EA-18Gs, the Growlers, the EC-
130s, F-16CJs, not optimized to fight in a non-permissive 
environment, to penetrate.  That’s not just our conclusion, 
several other organizations have concluded that as well. 
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 So we think it’s time to take a hard look at the airborne 
electronic attack capabilities that we’re fielding and ask are 
those the right investments, or do we need to change our future 
mix? 
 
 Finally, standoff attack.  Defer a new platform?  We don’t 
need a new standoff attack platform, but do invest in a new 
cruise missile, potentially one that could be carried on a 
multitude of platforms.  Don’t design a cruise missile that can 
go on a single platform.  We can harvest the economies of scale, 
buy more of them, and drive the cost down.  Again, cost is a 
factor. 
 
 For the sake of time we didn’t get into a number of other 
factors.  We do believe the next bomber should be designed to 
have nuclear weapons delivery potential.  That doesn’t mean the 
first aircraft that rolls out Block 10 or whatever, is fully 
nuclear capable and certified and so forth, but we do think it 
ought to be appropriately hardened and configured to accept block 
upgrades so it could carry nuclear weapons in the future as a 
hedge if needed. 
 
 So there are some encouraging words that have been coming 
out of the Secretary of Defense.  This is actually from about ten 
months ago, but he has said similar things more recently.  It’s 
not so much, we believe, that a new bomber and these other long 
range strike capabilities are opposed, it’s that DoD wants to 
ensure that we have the right requirements -- the right payload, 
the right range, bounds and so forth -- before investing $30, 
$40, $50 billion or more in major new programs.  And we applaud 
that. 
 
 But we do think that for the sake of this nation we need to 
begin now to recapitalize and modernize our long range strike 
family of systems.   
 
 One last word, it’s not just the military capabilities, but 
it’s also to sustain our industrial base.  Now over the last 40 
years at any given point DoD has had about 7 to 13 major new air 
platforms in development.  Today, that number is zero, and that 
is not something that industry can continue to sustain.  They 
can’t keep this army of standing engineers with the critical 
skills needed for future stealth and other things for next 
generation platforms on the payroll forever without a real 
project to work on.  So we think the time is now to make a 
decision to begin to develop these future long range strike 
systems. 
 
 With that, we’re ready for your questions.  Thank you. 
 
 [Applause]. 
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 Moderator:  Thank you, gentlemen.  We’ve got a few questions 
to start with. 
 
 You mentioned that using nuclear weapons makes sense for the 
smaller countries.  How do you explain Iran? 
 
 Lt. Gen. Elder:  Iran is a perfect example -- The other side 
of the thing, by the way is a small country is attracted to have 
a nuclear weapon as a way to hedge against a larger country 
coming in.  In this case the larger country that Iran is thinking 
about is probably not Pakistan or Iraq or Afghanistan, but 
probably a country that does a lot of things in Iraq right now, 
like the United States.  Or they’re worried that someone like 
Israel might want to launch some kind of an attack.  When you 
start thinking that way it becomes attractive.  It’s similar to 
the poison pill for people here who are used to dealing with 
board takeovers.  You set something up that says you really don’t 
want to try this because I’m going to make life as miserable for 
you as it is for me.  So that’s one of the things that makes it 
somewhat attractive. 
 
 Nuclear weapons are not weapons that you conduct war with, 
they are weapons that you threaten an adversary with that says if 
we go to war and my existence is threatened, I’m going to use it.  
That’s why the smaller countries, it becomes attractive.  
 
 So you have somebody like Pakistan, for example, feels that 
they needed to have a weapon to defend themselves against India, 
but once they did that then of course India felt they needed to 
have a weapon as well.  So once the other country has one, it 
basically drives you to that. 
 
 There’s a corollary to this that’s worth pointing out which 
says that if you feel like you're being threatened by a smaller 
country, let’s say you're a country like Japan and you're 
threatened by a country like North Korea.  Right now you say 
well, they’re not developing nuclear weapons, but the reason that 
they’re not is because we, the United States, extend our nuclear 
umbrella, as it’s called, over Japan.  But with the loss of the 
TLAM, which would have been kind of the weapon of choice in terms 
of the extended deterrence role in the past, now what you’re 
looking at are these cruise missiles that would most likely be 
launched by a B-52.   
 
 So the bomber mission from an extended deterrence standpoint 
gets to be very important just following this line of logic. 
 
 Moderator:  We had several questions on the ICBMs.  Can the 
ICBMs take over the long range strike mission?  And is it a bad 
idea?  IS there more life in the concept of it? 
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 Mr. Gunzinger:  In our report we recommend investing in 
conventional prompt global strike.  That does not mean we invest 
the Treasury in CPGS.  
 
 The fact of the matter is that could be a tool in the 
commander’s tool kit that’s incredibly valuable, but in small 
numbers.  If we’re talking about future systems, say a 
conventional ICBM or a boost glide concept or a conventional 
SLBM, we’re talking what, $30, $40, $50 million a shot.  Not an 
air campaign tool.  But against an extremely time sensitive 
target, a very high value target, sure.  But not something that 
could take over the long range strike mission, especially if your 
target set consists of 50,000, 60,000 or 70,000 aim points. 
 
 Moderator:  You mentioned looking at new bomber, replacement 
of a new bomber.  What characteristics would be needed to deter 
the non-state actors or the different enemies, the highly mobile 
type targets that we have?  What characteristics should we look 
for in a new bomber? 
 
 Mr. Gunzinger:  That was for attacks against non-state 
actors? 
 
 Moderator:  Yes. 
 
 Mr. Gunzinger:  That’s a tough question.  Independence of 
action I think is a very important characteristic for a new 
bomber, not being tied to off-board command and control, but 
having an independent ability to find, fix, track and kill 
targets that could be very fleeting.  That’s critically 
important. 
 
 I’m going to use that question, though, to pound on 
something else.  We talk about DoD’s current planning framework.  
To a large extent it’s based on conducting operations in 
relatively permissive environments.  It really is.  And when we 
look at the kinds of new capabilities that are in the program of 
record today, you can understand how they’ve been driven by those 
set of assumptions.  We’re saying in our report that increasingly 
the future security environment, operating environment, will be 
non-permissive in nature, and that includes for strikes against 
non-state actors that could be located in areas where advanced 
IADS and other precision strike capabilities are located.  
Furthermore, those non-state actors may have those capabilities.  
So we need a penetrating strike capability that’s survivable and 
capable of independent operations. 
 
 Moderator:  By 2040 we’ll have multiple capabilities to hold 
global targets at risk.  Further, our fiscal environment will 
force us to make tougher program decisions.  Do you think the Air 
Force can make a credible argument to gain support for a new 
bomber in light of these conditions? 
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 Lt. Gen. Elder:  We’ll have a number of ways to hold global 
targets at risk, but one of the things we have to ask ourselves 
is what do we want the future way of war to look like?  And one 
of the reasons why the little banner I had on the last, the 
summary slide is, if our goal is to every time we have a 
competitor that even poses a threat to us one way or the other, 
if we think that the way we want to deal with this is going to be 
to occupy the country, then you really don’t need global strike 
that much. 
 
 The real question is, is our real goal to enable the nation 
to be able to prosper and to be able to deal with international 
trade, those types of things.  That’s where this notion of being 
able to convince your adversaries and even your competitors that 
it’s a bad idea to fight you gets to be important.  So the harder 
you make it for the United States to be able to deal with an 
adversary, then the more likely it is that they’ll say shoot, 
we’ll take them on. 
 
 One of the things that the Navy’s been very effective at 
doing, and their maritime strategy is really a pretty good 
strategy for airmen to read.  The reason I point that thing out 
is that we spent a lot of time looking at how to do tactical 
operations which are primarily done on the ground, but regional 
operations today are primarily done by the Navy, but we’re 
perfectly capable with Air Force platforms of supporting the 
tactical fight.  We’ve proven that. 
 
 Air Force platforms are perfectly capable of supporting the 
regional fight.  We’ve proved it in the past.  We certainly did 
it in Bosnia and Kosovo and quite frankly, we did it in 
Afghanistan.  People forget that.  And oh by the way, what about 
Northern Watch and Southern Watch where we were able to basically 
use an air policing action for 12 years, were able to keep Saddam 
Hussein in check he wasn’t able, as we now realize, to be able to 
develop nuclear weapons and largely protected the Kurds and the 
Shia.  That was not too bad, actually, but we forget that it was 
done that way. 
 
 The one thing that differentiates us from the other services 
is that in addition to those we’re capable of also doing these 
global operations. 
 
 So if you try to pick a very narrow target set you can argue 
against the need for this, but if you recall the first -- not my 
title slide, but the first slide.  We’re talking about a family 
of systems that is not only going to operate in like an entry 
phase or a crisis response phase of some type of combat, but 
we’re actually looking at a set of platforms that is going to be 
there to maintain stability in the first place, and the goal is 
to maintain crisis stability and convince competitors that it’s a 
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bad idea to fight.  But at the same time, have the persistent 
capabilities that you don’t have an adversary that says well, I 
think I can gut out those however many they bought -- 25, 50, 100 
weapons, and I’ll suck it up and then once they’ve done that the 
United States won’t have anything else they can do and I’ve won.  
I really don’t think we want to set ourselves up to do that, and 
that’s why this family of systems is important. 
 
 Now there are certain targets, quite frankly, where the 
conventional prompt global strike is going to be the perfect 
platform, and that’s why we need to get it.  One of the things 
that does is if you can take that certain target set and you can 
hold it at risk, then you're in good shape.  But if you're going 
to try to be able to hold 500 to 1,000 targets at risk a day I 
don’t think we can afford to do it with a weapon system that’s 
that expensive. 
 
 Mr. Gunzinger:  One quick addendum to that.  I am confident 
that this nation’s military and civilian leadership understands 
the value of long range strike and are committed to making the 
right decisions to ensure that 20 to 30 years from now we will be 
able to hold the global target set at risk if necessary. 
 
 The program of record will not allow us to do that, and it 
won’t be 20 or 30 years from now.  It might be 10 or 15 years 
from now we will lose that ability. 
 
 Moderator:  How much of the acquisition cost of the LSR 
platform is tied to the nuclear option? 
 
 Mr. Gunzinger: I addressed that in our report and we took a 
hard look at that.  We recommend developing the next bomber, for 
example with appropriately hardened to deliver nuclear weapons, 
be able to sustain operations in a nuclear environment for that 
matter, because we always don’t get to make the choice whether or 
not nuclear weapons are used.  And we estimated working with 
industry and others that designing a next bomber to be nuclear 
capable, not fully certified, ready to drop a nuclear weapon, but 
capable of accepting future mods with appropriate hardening and 
wiring and so forth, would take about 6 to 8 percent of EMD.  If 
you figure EMD is somewhere between $10 to $12 billion, you can 
do the math.  It’s frankly, an affordable option for a hedge that 
we think is very important for the future. 
 
 Moderator:  Were the Air Force to pursue your 
recommendations, what would the offsets come in the expected flat 
budget climate?  Do you have any recommendations? 
 
 Mr. Gunzinger:  Well when I rolled the report out on the 
Hill a gentleman from the Army QDR office popped up and said how 
will the Air Force pay for the next bomber?  I merely thanked him 



LONG RANGE STRIKE – 11/18/10  
 

 

 
 Professional Word Processing & Transcribing 
 (801) 942-7044 

  16

and thought about saying BCTs, of course, but I didn’t.  
[Laughter].   
 
 We think it’s a mix issue.  Are we developing the right mix 
of short and long range strike capabilities for the future?  And 
frankly, it’s not just a bill the Air Force has to figure out how 
to pay.  It’s a bill that DoD, that the nation has to figure out 
how to pay.  I don’t personally believe that the defense budget 
is in for a significant increase any time in the near future, so 
it comes back to what’s the right mix of future forces?  Be it 
fighter, be it manned, be it unmanned, be it standoff, be it 
penetrating.  And balance the mix appropriately using a good 
framework, good planning framework with the appropriate 
assumptions.  I think that it will be affordable. 
 
 But there are also things we can do to increase 
affordability of say a future bomber, and that is, for example, 
following an acquisition process that’s more F-117-like than the 
full 5002 series.  I’m not an acquisition guy so I won’t get into 
it.  The point of the matter is, resolve the requirements, stick 
to them, avoid requirements creep, and down-select as quickly as 
possible.  And also have an idea of how many you want to buy and 
stick with that.  You’ll find that requirements creep will really 
help drive down the overall costs of a bomber program. 
 
 Every company I have talked to on this issue has said the 
same thing.  Avoid requirements creep.  Tell us what it is that 
you want, DoD, that you, Air Force want, and allow us to apply 
our ingenuity to build the best possible solution for you. 
 
 Moderator:  Do hypersonic missiles figure into the long 
range strike strategies? 
 
 Lt. Gen. Elder:  Essentially in the previous the Chief 
Scientist, Dr. Mark Lewis was a huge proponent of these 
hypersonic missiles and by the way, it’s interesting that we’ve 
basically, AFRL has demonstrated that they would work and that 
currently we’re talking about a 6.5 to mach 7 with the potential 
of going to mach 8 in the near future. 
 
 One of the things about these missiles so far, though, is 
that they don’t have the range that a current cruise missile has.  
So you’re not going to get that kind of range.  But certainly 
when you talk about this family of systems, if you do not have a 
penetrating platform that can get within the range of this 
hypersonic missile can operate and you can fire this thing off at 
mach 7 or 8, it’s going to get there very quickly.  And you're 
going to be able to deal with the fact that the changes in 
targeting and everything else. 
 
 So I would argue that from a standpoint of capabilities that 
the nation would like to have and certainly I would extend that 
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to therefore the Air Force would want to make sure that it has in 
its tool kit there, developing this hypersonic cruise missile 
would significantly enhance the capability of that penetrating 
long range strike platform. 
 
 Moderator:  What would be the role of any conventionally 
armed vehicle, the CAVs and persistent long range strike? 
 
 Lt. Gen. Elder:  You’re talking about in terms of the 
weapons itself? 
 
 Moderator:  Yes. 
 
 Lt. Gen. Elder:  It’s going to span that whole panoply of 
things we’re going to do.  The fact is that our goal, by the way, 
and our goal has been for over 60 years now, is that we don’t 
really want to release any nuclear weapons.  So if you have a 
platform, having a capability for these conventionally armed 
weapons is going to get to be significant. 
 
 When we used to have to fight our way in with say, when we 
thought we were going to be flying low level with the B-1s and 
the B-52s, they used missiles at the time.  In fact the Shram 
missile was the way that the B-52 was going to help fight its way 
in.  And one of the things that you have is when you can detect 
or when you have a pretty good idea of where the threats are at, 
if you can take those threats out you give yourself this ability 
to fight your way in.  Of course this is really all about 
survivability.  We tend to like to use the word stealthy, but 
what we’re really talking about is a platform that is capable of 
penetrating.  How it does that is going to be with a combination 
of stealth, electronic warfare, and some kind of way that it can 
help itself fight in.  So having those conventional platforms to 
help fight in is going to be useful, but most importantly, the 
most likely way that you’re going to use these platforms 
tactically is going to be conventionally. 
 
 At the same time if you're trying to persuade adversaries 
that they shouldn’t fight, you want to make sure you have a 
weapon that they know you’d be willing to use, and that weapon is 
going to be a conventional weapon. 
 
 Moderator:  With the upcoming procurements of F-35, the KCX, 
future ISR capabilities, how do we ensure that the bomber does 
not get edged out in the fielding? 
 
 Mr. Gunzinger:  To do what?  That’s the critical question 
you have to ask.  What are the planning scenarios for the mix of 
systems that we’re planning for the future?  Are they more the 
kinds of conflicts that we fought over the last 20 years?  Are 
they more like Desert Storm and OEF and OIF and so forth?  Or are 
they going to be different?  Are they going to be potentially 
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against a military competitor in the Pacific that is fielding 
some very sophisticated anti-access aerial denial capabilities?  
If so, you have to ask, again, is the mix that’s in the program 
of record appropriate?  How much will the F-35 help us for a 
conflict in the Pacific?  How about some of the other things that 
we see the Navy is buying, not that I’m picking on the Navy.  But 
will a 650 nautical mile combat radius F-35 off the deck going to 
be all that effective if a carrier has to stand a thousand 
nautical miles off the shore of China? 
 
 So we have to make sure that we have the planning 
assumptions and the scenarios right so we can develop the right 
kind of mix, future force mix, that will ensure that long range 
strike has the resources needed to field the future systems. 
 
 Lt. Gen. Elder:  If I could punctuate that.  One of the 
things that we need to do as airmen, and we may have a joint 
crowd here, but I’m talking about things that we need to do as 
airmen is we really do need to understand why the Air Force 
exists.  And we can be very good at supporting tactical 
operations on the ground and we’ve proven that in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, but there are a lot of other things we can do.  I’ve 
mentioned these things already, but I think it’s critically 
important that we develop a capability as an Air Force to offer 
alternatives to the President and future Presidents as well as 
the nation so that perhaps we don’t need to have a situation that 
we don’t like. 
 
 If you read Woodward’s most recent book, “Obama’s War”, 
there was a constant, really a thirst or a hunger for some 
alternatives or options, and the only option presented was we 
needed to put more forces on the ground, so that’s what we did.  
If your only option is to put more forces on the ground, then 
that’s the option you’re going to have. 
 
 But we have a wealth of history, and again, what we did in 
Southern Watch and Northern Watch, what we did in Bosnia, what we 
did in Kosovo, quite frankly what we did in Afghanistan where the 
Northern Alliance was able to defeat the Taliban.  It was not the 
U.S. Air Force, it was not the U.S. Navy.  It was the Northern 
Alliance.  But we enabled them to defeat the Taliban by basically 
taking away any kind of advantage that the Taliban had.   
 
 And quite frankly, if you take a look at what happened in 
OIF, if I can tell one more story for airmen here.  The original 
concept of the war, if you recall, there was going to be a pincer 
movement coming in from, a force was going to come in from Turkey 
and a force was going to come in from Kuwait.  The reason that it 
was done that way was because there was great concern that 
Saddam’s poison pill was going to be to start all the oil wells 
on fire like he did at the end of Desert Storm.  So the plan was 
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that we needed to put ground forces in there quickly so that they 
could protect the oil wells. 
 
 Turkey said you can’t come in from the north.  Somehow or 
another you didn’t hear a lot about oil wells starting on fire 
and the reason is that we basically worked with the Kurdish 
Peshmurga which is like their militia force and said you protect 
those oil wells.  They dropped in Rangers, which is like a type 
of SOF force to work with them, but then we used air power to 
hold off the Special Republican Guard because the Peshmurga could 
not have possibly fought the Special Republican Guard, but air 
power could.  As a matter of fact we dropped leaflets and we said 
form all your forces into squares and face the tanks inward, 
because if you don’t we’re going bomb you.  And they did.  Which 
allowed the Peshmurga to protect that area in the north. 
 
 Out in the west, and this was a great relationship between 
SOF forces and air, we knew that strategically you could not have 
a single SCUD missile go into Israel, so we went to great odds to 
make sure that didn’t happen.  There were SCUDs launched during 
the war into Kuwait, but you never saw any SCUD missiles launched 
from the west into Israel and that was a combination of SOF 
forces on the ground that were basically the eyes; and a blanket 
of air power overhead, that anything that looked like it might be 
launching a SCUD was taken out. 
 
 So we as airmen need to think, we definitely need to think 
about how we can better support ground forces and we do that 
every day.  We’re doing a great job of this.  
 
 But the other thing we need to think about is how can we 
help the nation maintain a peace that allows us to be 
economically viable?  That’s the one thing that we as airmen can 
do that really is an advantage we have over the other services. 
 
 The Navy, by the way, the maritime strategy, understands the 
role they play there.  We as airmen need to do the same thing. 
 
 Moderator:  General Elder and Mr. Gunzinger, thank you so 
much for your presentation today and taking time from your busy 
schedules to be with us.  We greatly appreciate it. 
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