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CHAPTER 6

TWO DECADES OF TACTICAL AIR COMMAND
DEVELOPMENT, 1964-84

“If we had asked the Congress in 1961 for $3 biliion to buy iron bombs, I am
sure we would not have gotten it,” opined Gen John P. McConnell, Air Force chief
of staff, in 1965, “Before that time . . . the national strategy was that we would use
nuclear weapons in places of our own choosing and whenever we wanted to.” In
line with this judgment, General McConnell was willing to accept a proposition
that the dependence upon a nuclear “trip-wire” strategy for the defense of Western
Europe had Ied to a neglect in fielding conventional military capabilities, including
tactical air power.!

Early Emphasis on a European Nuclear Defense

When the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATQ) allies could not meet
the Lishon Conference goals set in February 1952 for 96 divisions, of which 40
would be available from M-day through M-plus seven, further studies at the
Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) recognized that there
was danger that the allied structure would crumble before it could even take shape.
It was recognized that greater reliance would need to be placed upon the use of
nuclear weapons at the outset of Soviet aggression, This deterrent strategy was
formally stated in Military Committee Document 14/2 (MC14/2), Adm Thomas J.
Moorer, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, reminded a Senate committee that
“up to the mid-1960s, the NATO strategy could be described as a ‘trip-wire’
strategy. The concept was that the first Soviet tank that came across from East
Germany to West Germany would bring about an attack of nuclear weapons in
Western El.tropc:.”2

Noted Lt Gen James Ferguson, Air Force deputy chief of staff for research and
development:

When the national policy dictated reliance on massive retaliation, Air Force
development became heavily concentrated in the strategic/defense area. In fact, neasly
all of the available resources were consumed m satisfying these overwhelmmg
requirements ‘These were “lean years” for tactical developments, and parhicularly
conventional weapons >

At the end of fiscal year 1961 the worldwide Air Force tactical fighter force
bottomed out at 16 wings, only 3 basic fighter types were developed after 1957,
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namely the F-106 interceptor, the F-4, and the F-111.% Of these times in the late
1950s, Lt Gen Arthur C. Agan recalled that General LeMay as Air Force chizf of
staff wanted bombers, not fighters, and, whether knowingly or not, had loadedl the
Air Staff with SAC people who were not well acquainted with things like “air
superiority.” The going idea was that hostile air forces could best be destroyed on
the ground by bombing attacks at their airfields.

At the outset of the Kennedy administration in 1961 Secretary McNamara
formalized and codified a need for a shift of strategyboth in NATO and US definse
away from principal reliance on nuclear weapons to the development of more
nonnuclear strength, This shift in strategy was prompted by an awareness of Soviet
nuclear strength and an absence of “low level” military capability to respond to
minor provocations.S McNamara pressed two major themes on the NATO allies:

The firstwas realism — the need to match NATO's strategic assumptions and planswith

its de facto budgets and forces The second was the need for a balance 1n NATO's and

the Warsaw Pact’s over-all capabilities We argued that only the existence of a balanced

force could convince an aggressor beyond doubt that whatever effort he mipht .
make—would be matched by the Alliance We emphasized that only under these

conditions would it become obvious to the Soviet Umon that mlhta;y force of any kind

or at any level would be uscless as a means to secure political ends.

Ironically, in 196166 when he was considering increases in conventional
military capabilities, McNamara also increased the number of US nuclear weapons
stored and available for use in Western Europe by about 85 percent. In the early
1960s the largest NATO-wide reequipment was the Lockheed F-104 Starfighter,
adopted with a nuclear strike capability by the air forces of Belgium, Canada, West
Germany, Italy, Holland, and Turkey. The Mirage IVAs of the French Force de
Frappé and the Royal Air Force's Victor and Vulcan bombers were operational by
1965. McNamara said in early 1966:

As far as Burope 1s concerned, it has always been recognized that a massive Soviet
coiventional attack on Western Burope by large numbers of Soviet divistons maght
require the use of nuclear weapons — tactical nuclear weapons, for example We are
prepared to do that insofar as having the capability 1s concerned .

In the Berlin crisis of 1961 President Kennedy immediately angmented US
general purpose forces by mobilizing National Guard and Reserve forces. After
this crisis, apparently as an informal and certainly unpublicized planning objective,
President Kennedy accepted the objective of preparing forces for a “two-
and-one-half-war” strategy sufficient to mount an initial 90-day defense of Western
Eurcpe against a Soviet attack, make a sustained defense against an all-out Chinese
attack on either Southeast Asia or Korea, and meet a contingency somewhere else,
perhaps the Middle East. General Wheeler subsequently remarked that the
“2-12-war” concept was only “loosely expressed” and was never budgetarily
supported. For his own part, General McConnell said in 1968: “The military
strategy calls for the capability to respond to simultaneous contingencies; for
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example, conflict in Vietnam and Korea plus maintaining an adequate capability
for an initial defense of NATO.”

In the US augmentation of general purpose forces, Aw Force tactical fighter
wings increased in number from 16 at the end of fiscal year 1961 to 21 in fiscal year
1965. In the McNamara projection, 24 tactical fighter wings were authorized.
General McConnell said that McNamara personally selected the number 24,
saying, “That looks about right, 24 wings. . . . I do not know whether you need 24
wings. I cannot say whether you need 24 wings, whether you need 19 wings, or
whether you necd —wings. It is purely a matter of judgment.” As a matter of fact,
at the end of fiscal year 1966, the Air Force roster showed 27 tactical fighter wing
numbered “flags,” but the number of people and planes did not equate to this size
flag force.l® The expansion of the tactical fighter force was handled first by the
retention of old F-100s that had beensslated for retirement; the F-100s had a ground
attack capability, and they could be refueled in the air, allowing them to be rapidly

. deployed overseas. Project Forecast had suggested that Air Force needs for an air
superiority fighter in the 1970s would be met best by variants of the Navy-developed
F-4, “optimized for the air superiority role.” The Office of the Secretary of Defense
and the Air Force in early 1962 agreed that the Air Force would purchase anumber
of F-4s to meet the requirements for an air supcriorit{r fighter and to fill a void left
bythe decision to discontinue procurement of F-105s.11 Although the development
of the F-111 (formerly the TFX) would be complete and the aircraft would enter
the tactical fighter inventory, still more aircraft would need to be procured, and
the decision as to their characteristics involved a substantial rethinking of the
tactical air mission,

As a basic approach the Air Force had always argued that its fighters could
perform the four tasks of counterair, air superiority, interdiction, and close air
support. “If there is justification for specialization, it must be on the basis that it
can perform the job more effectively than an aircraft that can do multimissions,”
said General Momyer, Air Force director of operational requirements. Momyer
further argued that multipurpose fighters had been effective in World War I, in
Korea, and in Southeast Asia, when F-4s had gone into North Vietnam and also

. provided close air support in South Vietnam12 As it happened, Secretary
McNamara had been correct in his demands that the Air Force accept the
Navy-developed F-4 instead of procuring more F-105 fighters, but from this he
drew a belief that

the basic premise , . . that one aircraft would serve the requirements of both Navy and
Air Foree 15 absolutely sound and ought to be adhered to 1n our future aircraft design
to the greatest extent feazible. . 'The past behef is that the Navy required a different
airplane than the Air Force, and, therefore, you should have the F-105 for the Air Force
and the F4 for the Navy. We have no doubt that to be absclutely wrong. We should
never follow such a behef 1 the future ¥

Secretary McNamara strongly supported the development of the missions of
the F-111 with a high degree of commonality for both the Air Force (F-111A) and
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the Navy (F-111B). Admiral Moorer recalled: “During the time I was Chief of
Naval Operations, we could get any amount of money put in the budget for that
airplane even though it had a series of technical and performance difficulties from
the Navy point of view.” 4

Althongh the Air Force’s initial special operational requirement (SOR) locked
toward a nuclear-capable F-111 suited for flexible employments with a variable
sweep wing and afterburning turbofan power, the F-111A ultimately developed
into a low-level, all-weather, tactical strike aircraft, At the same time, the Mavy
continued to want a multipurpose fighter optimized for a fleet air defense
interceptor role, which the F-111B could not fulfill. > On the other hand, the Mavy
commenced development of a visual light-attack (VAL) aircraft which was
optimized for close air support with new integrated bombing systems, subsonic
speed, and large ordnance payload, and Secretary McNamara asked General
LeMay to consider taking this aircraft—to be designated the A-7—as a
close-air-support fighter. LeMaylet it be known that he was “unenthusiastic” about .
the slow-flying A-7, and Lt Gen James Ferguson provided a rationale critical of an
aircraft that could not fight:

The anplane [providing close air support] must be able to exist in the ar before st can
conduct ground operations If the airplane has no air-to-air fighting capability, it stays
on the bench until air superionity has either been granted or won by some other means.
In the last few years, we have not had to fight hostile air before we could attack on the
ground; but nevertheless, we might—within a matter of minutes—do just that In our
opinion, we must be constantly prepared to do so 1

Although there was complete agreement within the Air Force on the need to
get and maintain air superiority for successful ait-to-ground operations, there was
nouniversal agreement on the need for a specialized air superiority fighter. In 1965
parameters for an F-X tactical fighter were in work, and General McConnell
remembered: “We had a very difficult time in satisfying all the people who had to
be satisfied as to what the F-X was going to be. . . . There were a lot of people in
the Air Force who wanted to make that F-X into another F-4 type aircraft.” In
Vietnam on an inspection visit, Senator Symington said that he “could not find a .
single pilot who was not pleading for a true air superiority fighter.” Generals
Ferguson and Momyer, however, were said to believe that the United States ought
to have a multipurpose follow-on fighter. In the OSD Systems Analysis Office,
Alain Enthoven argued for the effectiveness of cheaper airplanes in large numbers
over high-cost specialized planes in scarce numbers. On 29 April 1965 the first Air
Force letter on the F-X instructed the Air Force Systems Command to initiate
studies on alow-cost, simple, visual air-to-ground attack aircraft with the capability
of visual air-to-air combat in the 1970-75 time frame. On 23-25 June 1965 Gen
Walter C. Sweeney, Jr., called together a Tactical Air Command Tactical Fighter
Tactics and Weapons System Panel at Langley AFB and endorsed the twin ideas
that enemy aircraft would best be destroyed on the ground and that what was
needed was flexible air power rather than a single-purpose fighter.!”
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In Washington in 1964 as assistant deputy chief of staff for plans and operations
at Headquarters USAF, Maj Gen Asthur C. Agan came to believe that the Air
Staff was so dominated by Strategic Air Command experience that things like “air
superiority” were not wellknown or stated. Agan assembled a colloguium of fighter
aces who had each shot down more than 15 aircraft to discuss the need for a new
air superiority fighter. He prepared a paper on “Air Force Doctrine on Air
Superiority” which General McConnell sent out over his signature on 3 May 1965
to all major commands and operating agencies. The paper, among other points,
bridged the hiatus between arguments for destruction of hostile air forces in the
air or at base airfields, thusly:

Enemy airpower 15 destroyed 1n two ways: 1n the air and on the surface Both methods
are essential parts of counterair operations and should be carried out concurrently.
Regardless of the tactical awr task or mode of attack, survival of the fighter aurcraft we
commit 1s at some time likely to hinge on asmr-to-amr capability, Consequently, if either

. arr-to-air oramr-to-surface attacks ars to succeed with attrition acceptable to us, we must
provide aureraft, armament, and traming which will succeed 1n anr-to-are combat against
the best enemy arcraft For amr-to-air combat we should seek advantages i such
performance parameters as acceleration, ¢chmb, maximum speed, cerling
mancuverabihty, sighting equipment, and armament capability. Depending on what we
actually achieve, we must adapt tactics to fight best agamst 4 given enemy.

The paper also pointed out what was resulting from the fact that the North
Vietnamese MiG forces in Southeast Asia were operating in a political sanctuary:

If political sanctuaries are permitted 1n the air battle, a large share of combat will be
air-to-air—at times and places of the enemy’s choosing. Thus, depending upon the
effectvencss of air cover, aircraft on strike missions near a sanctuary will require the
ability to drop their external ordnance and survive m air-to-air combat

The paper concluded:

Reconnassance, close support, or mterdiction may hold the key to a particolar facet of
tactical air operations, but 1f an enemy makes a determmed bad for air supenonty, the

. mdispensable condition for success in joint operations will be our ability to seek outand
destroy the enemy fighter forces 18

At the same time that Air Force thinking was turning toward a need for a
specialized air-to-air fighter, Secretary McNamara and Doctor Brown, the latter
then serving as director of defense research and engineering, demanded that the
Air Force procure some less expensive aircraft specifically for ground attack
support missions, and were particularly insistent that the Air Force look at the
Navy’s VAL —now designated the A-7A. The A-7 was to be a subsonic, single-seat,
single-engine, relatively long-range plane that could carry a large bomb load. In
Senate hearings, Senator Symington decried the news that the Air Force might
receive A-7s: “Very sad, as I look at airplane development, the tactical situation,
pretty soon we are going to have a plane that flies backwards so as to be sure to
support ground troops properly.”??
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General McConnell would later tell how he came to agree to accept modified
A-TAs under an A-7D designation with changes including more powerful engines,
albeit in a considerably lesser number of wings than the secretary of defense
programmed for the Air Force:

Wewere under considerable pressure by certam elements in the military and by certan
clements i Conpress because they sard we had never provided a capability or a
specialized awcplane for close support of the Army At that time, the Armywas comng
in with a strong close air support proposal which was the AH-56, the advanced
helicopter. In order to demonstrate that we did want to give the Army every possible
means of close support —and I know that we can do 1t better than they can, particularly
with the AH-56—-we opted for the A-7 mn sufficzent quantities to provide close arr
support for the Armyin an environment that did not have intensiva defanses. Close air
suppott for the Army in an infenswe defense environment would have to confinue to
be given by the P4 and in some cases, the F-111. At that time we thought we could buy
the A-7 airplane for less than half what an P-4 would cost, and for close air support of
troops in a relatively permussive environment i is a good aireraft—was, and stall1s Tt
has two drawbacks: One is that 1t takes a long runway for takeoff, longer than the F4E
does. It has a longer loiter capability, so that 1t can be in the vicinity of the troops fora
longer period of time. But in an environment of mtensve defense you can't loiter
anyhow. Now, when the price of thus awrcraft went up to $2.8 million, and 1n addition to
that OSD wanted to start substituting these awrcraft to the tune of . a 1-for-1 basis
with the F-111 and 1n my opnion 1t was getting me 1 a corner 20

In November 1965 in the preparation of the fiscal year 1967 appropriations
request, General McConnell personally recommended to the secretary of defense
that the Air Force buy a limited aumber of A-7D aircraft to provide close air
support in a permissive environment. The secretary of defense promptly
programmed several more wings of A-7s than McConnell asked for or believed
advisable. McConnell bought the A-7 because “it was supposed to be a reasonably
cheap modification. . . . We bought it for one purpose, and that was to be abls to
supply heavy payloads with long loiter time in direct close air support of the ground
forces.” But the modification of the A-7 for Air Force use ran its cost up
substantially, so that it was cost-competitive with the F-4E. The A-7 also turned
out to need a longer hard-surfaced takeoff runway than the F-4. It thus cost too
much and had to be based far back of front lines, When fiscal year 1970
appropriations requests were being put together, McConnell Iearned that he could
have expected to buy 120 F-4E aircraft for the money programmed to buy 128 A-7s.
At this time 74 A-7s were already in procurement, and McConnell attempted to
“eat those 74 A-Ts or otherwise dispose of them in some way” so that he could use
the ongoing funds to secure F-4Es, He attempted o get Admiral Moorer to accept
the Air Force A-T7s, but the Navy could not use the planes without retrofitting them
at a considerable expense. There was no way that the Air Force could support the
logistical support and training costs for only 74 aircraft. And since McCongell
could not find a taker for the planes he was compelled to seek a solufion
programming the Air Force for three wings of A-7s “as the best way out of a
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decision which, frankly, I wished we had never 1gotten into in the first place, but we
were sort of forced into it by circumstances.™

In the view of Gen Gabriel P. Disosway, who assumed command of the Tactical
Air Command in August 1965, the “philosophy that you are going to build one
airplane to do everythmg” might have been “all right” in World War II but was no
longer applicable in 1965.22 The Air Force’s deciston to request procurement of
the A-7—a specialized close-air-support aircraft —in November 1965 was
referenced on 24 November when Headquarters USAF released a statement of
work for parametric design studies for a more sophisticated higher performance
aircraft as an air superiority replacement for the F-4. “If you are going to get into
a fight with a sophisticated air force, then you have to have fighters to clean him
out before you can use the A-7,” General McConnell explained. On 8 February
1966 the commanders of the Tactical Air Command, Pacific Air Forces, and the
United States Air Forces in Europe recommended fo General McConnell that

. study for the new F-X fighter “must be optimized for the air-to-air role” and “that
any attempt to configure the F-X for an air-to-gronnd mission will result ina second
best aircraft, incapable of competing with modern hostile aircraft in aerial
combat.” On 23 March 1966 the Air Force awarded contracts to Lockheed, North
American, and Boeing for parametric design of two classes of fighters, one for air
superiority and one for air-to-ground attack.3 In addition to the F-X air
superiority fighter, the Air Force laid plans for an A-X close-air-support aircraft,
In June 1966 General McConnell directed the Air Staff to make analyses of what
areas of close air support were not being filled to the Army’s satisfaction. When
completed in August 1966, the analyses showed that the Army was generally
satisfied with close air support in Vietnam but that there was a gap in Air Force
capabilities that the Army was bridging with armed helicopters, namely the
escorting of troop-carrying helicopters and the delivery of suppressive fire during
airmobile assaults. There was a need for a follow-on Air Force close-air-support
aircraft since it was already evident that the A-7 was too costly and lacked desired
CAS performance capabilities, In September 1966 General McConnell directed

. 1mmed1ate and positive action to obtain a specialized A-X air-suppost aircraft for
the 1970s.2*

Although the Air Force was moving toward increased tactical fighter aircraft
specialization in 1966, the concept was not completely accepted. Dissatisfaction
with the F-111B version caused the Navy to begin working out proposals for a new
Navy VFAX fighter, which would desirably be a single plane that could accomplish
both attack and fighter missions, On 3 May 1966 Secretary McNamara directed
the establishment of a joint Air Force/Navy review team to set up commonality of
the F-X and VFAX, and in General McConnell’s words, “when you get two
services, one of them wanting the same airplane to do something else, you have a
hard time coming to agreement.” Eventually, on 1 December 1967, a joint
memorandum from the Air Force and Navy assistant secretaries for research and
development reported that the requirements of the two services could not be met
by one aircraft but that there could be a high degree of commonality in propulsion
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and avionics, McConnell also admitted that the “Air Force itself could not (uite
make up its mind about what exactly it wanted in the F-X. ., . Some people wanted
it to have an overall capability, others wanted it to have only an air superiority
capability.”® McConnell wanted the F-X to have “a superiority capability only.”
In May and June 1968 he explained the need for increased specialization to the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Armed
Services:

We believe that the basic requirement 1s for a balanced force consisting of a famsly of
weapon systems, cach designed to do one missicn extremely well, and one ormore other
nussions credibly well. To this extent, arrcraft in the force will retain, to some extent, a
multipuspose character designed to enhance flexibility 1n application to a vanety of
conflict sstuations, In view of this requirement, the force should mnclude arcraft
optinuzed for (1) Aur supertonity and capable of operatmg m the enemy’s defensive
environment with superior performance agamst first-line enemy aircraft. (2) Close air
supportwith capabilities for extended range or loiter, with heavy payloads, a highdegree
of weapons delvery accuracy, and lugh survivability, (3) Deep penetration and .
mterdiction and capable of performing a variety of day, mght, and all-weather attack
missions .. There are a lot of people m the Air Force who wanted to make the F-X
into another ¥4 type of awrcraft. We finally decided —and E hope there 15 no one who
still disagrees —that this arreraft 15 going tobe an awr superionity fighter. Its purpose will
be to gam air superionity over the enemy, and absolute awr supremacy over the
battlefield We do not want to degrade it for anything ¢lse 26

The marked increase in US general purpose and tactical air forces had been
sparked by the 1961 Berlin confrontation with the Soviet Union and was designed
in no small part to reduce reliance on the old MC 14/2 nuclear trip-wire strategy
defending NATO. After 1961 the Soviets relaxed tension in Enrope and in 1964
made a cut of possibly 15,000 troops in East Germany. Impatient with American
leadership, President Charles de Gaulle led the withdrawal in 1967 of French
military forces from the unified NATO commands. At the request of the French,
the NATO allies withdrew all forces from France, necessarily relocating NATO
headquarters in Belgium and its forces principally in the United Kingdom and the
Federal Republicof Germany. In December 1967 the United States recommended
a new strategy to the NATO Council of Ministers. This strategy became known as .
Flexible and Appropriate Response or MC 14/3. Adoption of this strategy was one
of the reasons given by France for withdrawing from the NATO integrated military
structure. The flexible response strategy called for conventional and nuclear
forces, doctrine, and planning which could deter Warsaw Pact aggression. If
deterrence failed, NATO countries wonld seck to defeat aggression at any level of
attack (conventional or nuclear), If direct defense failed, NATO allies would use
deliberately increased military force as necessary to make the cost and risk
disproportionate to the enemy’s objectives and cause him to cease his aggression
and to withdraw. In the event of general nuclear war, NATO countries would inflict
extensive damage on the Soviet Union and other Warsaw Pact countries. This
objective would be accomplished in conjunction with the strategic forces of the
NATO nuclear powers.2’
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The announced decision in NATO to emphasize conventional aspects of
defense placed a greater need for conventional forces on the NATO allies, For the
United States 196768 became a time of force readjustments in Europe caused
both by de Gaulle’s demand that all US forces leave France by 1 April 1967 and a
need toreduce the adverse US trade balance of international payments. Operation
FRELOC got US forces out of France as scheduled but involved establishment of
a new logistical support infrastructure running from the United Kingdom through
the Benelux countries to Germany—a line of commumcatlons potentially
vulnerable to a Warsaw Pact attack across the North German Plain. % During 1968
the US Army withdrew roughly 28,500 troops from Germany in Operation
Reforger, the package including two-thixds of the 24th Division, an armored
cavalry regiment, and combat support units—all remaining assigned to the US
European Command and pledged to be returned quickly in the event of impending
hostilities. Crested Cap was the Air Force’s companion package, returning four

. tactical fighter squadrons (4,800 military spaces) from Germany to the United
States for dual basing, and promising to return them when needed?

Injustification of the new NATO strategy and also the dual basing of Americans,
Secretary McNamara believed that the most likelykind of conflict in Europe would
be one arising from miscalculations during a period of tension rather than a
deliberately preplanned Soviet attack. It was possible that the Soviets might attack
following a concealed mobilization, but such a mobilization would need tobe large
and therefore would be difficult to conceal. As a result of political tension
providing warning, McNamara concluded that the United States could deploy
forces back to Europe in adequate time. The Joint Chiefs of Staff on the other hand
held that in view of the Soviet threat there was no military basis for the
redeployment of US forces from Europe to the United States. They also theorized
that the period of warning would be less than McNamara believed. Some of the
prospective confusion over warning surfaced in the spring and summer of 1968
prior to the Soviet march of a force, including five divisions, into Czecheslovakia,
Remembered Gen David A. Burchinal, deputy commander of the US European

. Command:

Now we had every political indicator and warmng w the world that the Soviets might
move into Czechoslovakia, no one said they would move, no one knew they were going
tomake the move, and so prior to that time we did not take any particular precautionazry
measures that that situation might have warranted. So while we say political warning
could exist or the indicators would exist, there 1s 2 grave question i our minds whether
that will serve as an adequate basts upon which the necessary pelitical decisions could
be taken to return, let us say, the dual based forces from the United States to Burope ¥

Even though Air Force planning had to provide a capability to operate wherever
directed by national authority, Maj Gen George S. Boylan, Jr,, director of
aerospace programs and deputy chief of staff for programs and resources,
admitted that the planners he knew were very sensitive to NATO requirements:

475

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

Atalltimes ..Ithink every US military planner must keep night in front of lum the
capabilities of the Sowviet Unton, and it 18 against this highest threat that the US Aur
Force might ultimately be called on to perform, Certainly, through our NATO
commutments, we face Soviet capabalities across Western Burope Therefore, 1t is from
this aspectof the threat that lgh performance capabilities must be acquired forweapon
systems A

In analyzing the European situation, however, Enthovenmade the case for clase
air support of combat troops—or air capabilities contributing immediately to
meeting a hostile attack in high-intensity conflict—as being of principal
importance. This would be more valvable than deep interdiction that would make
a contribution too late to affect short, high-intensity warfare. After the Air Force
tactical air forces had initially expanded from 16 to 21 wings in 1961-62, Enthoven
had recommended that the largest gains in tactical air capability could be managed
by improving weapons effectiveness and delivery accuracy, and by reducing
vulnerability rather than buying more aircraft. Enthoven was skeptical of the F-111 .
because it was expensive, apt to encounter heavy attrition in deep penetrations of
enemy territory, and could be committed to deep interdiction in Europe. In August
1967 Secretary MeNamara circnlated a draft presidential memorandum (DPM)
on Tactical Air Forces for fiscal year 1969 and for five years in the future. As a
planning guide, McNamara wanted “to fight indefinitely in Asia while holding
enough forces to fight in Europe” for a number of days that were not disclosed.
Presidential Advisor Henry Kissinger subsequently wrote that the NATO strategy
in 1969 was to stage a 90-day nonnuclear defense of Europe. In view of the
promised bombing accuracy of the A-7D aircraft, OSD projected the reduction of
Air Force tactical fighter wings worldwide from 24 to 23 wings. The Air Force made
areclama to this DPM without getting it changed. The DPM finalized on 4 January
1968 fixed the five-year Air Force tactical fighter wing strength at 23 wings, a
strength which the Joint Chiefs of Staff subsequently noted might be adequate for
the initial defense of NATO under optimum employment conditions but would
leave a considerable risk that there would be inadequate tactical air forces available
to assist any ally elsewhere or perform minor contingency operations. General .
McConnell strongly disagreed with the redirection:

In terms of amr-to-awr combat agamnst the Soviets, we clearly have to have supenonty,
because if you do niot 1solate the battleficld and gamn air supertonty, practically all over
the theater, and atr supremacy over any given segment of the battlefield at any one tume,
then you are not gomg to be able to fight The ground forees are gomg to get chewed
up by the enemy arrcraft %

Ordering TACAIR Resources for Realistic Detexrrence

In Europe the Soviet-led invasion of Czechoslovakia in August 1968 seriously
set back what had seemed to be a thawing of cold war relations and forced a
reassessment of Soviet nations and their intentions. The occupation of
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Czechoslovakia, as it turned out, marked the beginning of a gradual but sustained
augmentation of Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces in Eastern Europe. Both
manpower and new equipment — tanks, nuclear-capable rockets, and cannon and
air defense missiles—were added. On the worldwide scene, however, the Soviet
invasion of Czechoslovakia brought a ray of hope to Henry Kissinger, who would
become assistant for National Security Affairs to President Richard Nixon as the
latter assumed office in 1969. In 1956 Communist China had supported the Soviet
Union during upheavals in Poland and Hungary, but in 1968 China offered abusive
condemnation of the Soviet Union. On the philosophical level, Kissinger asked
through the National Security Council and got an interdepartmental group
examination of the assumptions of the Kennedy-Johnson concept of preparations
of general purpose forces for two and one-half wars. In his foreign policy report
to Congress on 18 February 1970, Nixon stated that he would harmonize doctrine
and capability by following a “l-12-war” strategy: maintaining general purpose
. forces adequate for simultaneously meeting a major Communist attack in either
Europe or Asia, and contending with a contingency elsewhere. While returning
from an Asian visit, Nixon first informally outlined the points of what would become
known as the Nixon Doctrine at a press conference in Guam on 25 July 1969, and
fully expounded the doctrine in an 1§ February 1970 address to Congress. He said:

The United States will keep all its treaty commatments We shall provide a shield of 2
nuclear power threatens the freedom of a nation allied with us, or of a nation whose
survival we consider vital $0 our security and the secunty of the region as a whole In
cases mvolving other types of agpression we shall furnish mubtary and economic
assistance when requested and as appropriate, But we shall look to the nation directly
threaten;d to assume the pnimary responsibility of providing the manpower for its
defense

In explaining the “112-war” concept, Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird and
Gen Earle G. Wheeler, director of Army plans, stressed the fact that Secretary
McNamara had demanded that the services prepare budget requests on the basis
of preparation of general purpose forces for two major wars and a minor war.

. “They would prepare their budgets, and the budget figures they had worked long
and hard on would mean very little because they weren’t really in the bali park of
what the country could support,” Laird said. General Wheeler added: “The forces
provided by the budget of past years could not support a 2-1/2-war concept, loosely
expressed. We, in effect, were kidding ourselves by having a strategic concept
which envisioned such a capability.” Under the new initiatives to support what was
called “A. Strategy of Realistic Deterrence,” Laird planned to indicate what the
country could support in military expenditures: “If we price out where we are in
our budget today, we are realistically in a position—if we discount the present
Vietnam situation—where we could support one major war and one minor
conflict” Now, he added, “The military departments and the Joint Chiefs of Staff
will be asked to develop programs and forces under the total fiscal guidance, and
to propose equal cost trade-offs which, in their judgement, will provide a more
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balanced program within the total resources available.” Whereas the Kennedy-
Johnson administration had placed heavy reliance on the use of the draft to meet
manpower needs, the Nixon administration expected to field an “all volunteer”
military force, and Secretary Laird expected to place heavy reliance upon reserve
forces as a part of what he described as a “total force” concept: “Members of the
National Guard and Reserve, instead of draftees, will be the initial and primary
source for augmentation of the active forces in any future emergency requiring a
rapid and substantial expansion of the active forces.”®

In March 1969 the Bureau of the Budget directed a $6-billion reduction in the
federal budget, and the Defense Department and Air Force met substantial
reductions. On the eve of his retirement at the end of July, General McConnell
faced “a sobering conclusion” that he was leaving the Air Force with “less airpower
than when I became its Chief of Staff 4-122 years ago.” This in part was a result of
the fact that the Air Force had been compelled to fight in Vietnam without
increased appropriations. McConnell said: .

I want next to make a few observations about the management of the Vietnam war.
Hopefully, this conflict can be regolved but the problems are grave; we face a determuned
enemyabroad and increasmgimpatience athome, When we are far enough downstream
from this conflict, I believe that the evaluation by thoughtful students will produce the
conclusion that:

(1) Itwas by far the most closely managed war ths country hasever fought. Secretary
Seamans pomted out that our 1970 budget expressed m 1964 dollars 15 about the same
as the 1964 budget This means that we have fought the war to a considerable extent at
the expense of modermzation. Although we have carefully husbanded our resourees in
the process, I will make no pretense that waste cannot be found, but on the whole, I
beheve the effort 1n Victnam and Southeast Asia has been well managed

{(2) It will also be found that the professional milatary performed admizably under
trying circumstances They were again given hmited objectives as i Korea—the only
previous conflict 1n which they had been politically restramed from attempting to gain
mulitary victory. Under these restrictions our commandets m the field could not take
advantage of some unantcipated tactical or strategic opportumitres While awrpower in
Vietnam has been used for close support more extensively than ever before, the overall .
limtations on 1ts use have prevented its being decisive. . . . The success of airpower 1n
achieving decisive results 15 predicated on proper employment to exploit ifs unrque
capabilities ‘These specific capabilities are range, mobility, zesponsiveness and tactieal
versatihity. The results of these capabiliites are mamfest most decisively when offensive
air forces strike at the source of enemy strength In the case of North Vietnam, my
preference would have (been] to destroy or neutralize his entire nuhitary, industrial and
logistics base, rather than conducting selective and precemeal attacks on road and rail
nets, and certam power production and mndustnal facilities. Permission o conduct
extensive operations agamst the complete military air defense environment of North
Vietnam was never granted and [that factor] contributed to constant degradation of
strtke effectiveness In the case of South Vietnam, our successes in sspporting ground
forces were realized m spite of procedures rather than because of them, Qur air
capabilitics of responsiveness and versatility were generally mimimrzed by the
cumbersome, time-consuming, and redundant proceduresfor obtaiming strike ¢learance
through military and civiban officials even i remote and uninhabited areas
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With reduced budgetary support, the Air Force envisioned an organization of
which Secretary Seamans said: “The Air Force that I see will be leaner, more
mobile, more streamlined, and . . . more volunteer oriented.” The Air Force
programs continued to muster 26 tactical fighter wing flags, but only 21 equipped
tactical fighter wings —4 wings of F-111s, 3 wings of A-7s, and 14 wings of F-4s.
Only 177 new planes in 1971 and 73 in 1972 were requested for purchase for the
Air Force. These were the smallest numbers of annual purchase since the days of
the Army Air Corps in 1935. The major factor in the sizing of the Air Force was
“economic,” but Secretary Seamans pointed out that there was very little ongoing
aircraft production under way that could be bought: “We are going through an
important aircraft development phase in the Air Force with the A-X, with the B-1,
with the F-15, and with the AWACS, and feel it is not a time to procure large
numbers of additional aircraft.”®” Although Secretary Seamans and Gen John
Ryan were faced with maintaining a transitional holding action during their

. administration of the Air Force (1969-73), they witnessed the test in combat of
F-111s and A-7s in Victnam, And as they were going out of office in 1973, the
Israeli-Arab Yom Kippur War provided new insight in tactical air warfare.

One of the first evaluations required of Secretary Seamans and General Ryan
in mid-1969 was to determine the future of the F-111, which was described as
probably “the most publicized airplane ever built.” As has been seen, the F-111
was projected in 1961 as an all-purpose tactical fighter for the Air Force and Navy.
Planning quantities of F-111s specified for procurement were 876 in October 1961,
1,726 in July 1962, 1,923 in May 1963, and 2,411 in March 1964. After this the
planned quantities diminished each year, and in 1968 the Navy dropped its planned
705 F-111Bs out of the program, leaving the F-111 to the Air Force exclusively, The
reduction in the planned guantity procurement caused large increases in the unit
costs of F-111s. For the Air Force, however, the F-111’s unique characteristics were
vital to the tactical air mission. The F-111 was capable of sustained supersonic
speeds, had an extended ferry range for worldwide deployment, could transport
nuclear weapons or a 40,000-pound bombload with a high degree of accuracy in
all-weather conditions, and was relatively inexpensive in maintenance costs (25

. percent less than the F-105).3 In April 1967 the commander in chief of Pacific
Command requested an increased capability to deliver bombs against targets in
North Vietnam during darkness and bad weather with accuracy. An Air Force test
of available weapons revealed that the F-111A was superior in this regard. The first
production F-111A was delivered to the Tactical Air Command at Nellis AFB,
Nevada, on 16 October 1967, and 428th Tactical Fighter Squadron began qualifying
a small group of pilots for a Combat Lancer evaluation of the plane in Southeast
Asia. Detachment 1, 428th TFS, was deployed with six F-111As to Takhli Air Base,
Thailand, on 15-16 March 1968. The aircraft demonstrated a clear ability to avoid
ground fire by flying low, and they delivered their bombs more accurately in all
weather and at night with their advanced radar and navigation system, But two
F-111s disappeared while flying over Laos, and it was not known why the aircraft
went down. F-111s were equipped with a terrain-following radar which altowed
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them to fly automatically over rough topography without colliding with the ground.
There was a possibility in Laos, however, that the radar might have not shown the
tops of jungle trees but rather set the altitude from the surface of the ground. The
cause of these losses remained unknown, but a third F-111 went down at a location,
where the pilots survived and the plane was recovered, This crash was caused by
a tube of sealant which was found to have been left in the pitch-roll control system
when the plane was built, Before F-111s at Takhli could complete their shakedown
flights, fatigue tests of an F-111 in the United States resulted in the premature
failure of the plane’s wing-box carry-through structure, All F-111s were restricted
from flight pending evaluation of the malfunction. Although the restriction was in
effect, the bombing of North Vietnam ceased, and there would not be any utility
in keeping the F-111 dgtachment in the theater. Accordingly, the detachment was
returned to the United States.3?

At night against poorly defined targets in undeveloped areas of North Vietnam,
the F-111A blind bombing system: demonstrated high potential target destruction .
capabilities, In the offing was an F-111D mode! with a Mark II avionics system,
including improved radar and navigation systems integrated with a versatile
cockpit display. The question confronting Secretary Brown in his last months as
Air Force secretary was what to do about the F~111 production line pending a fix
on the wing-pivoting apparatos break under static testing, The decision in the
secretary’s office on 11 October 1968 was to continue acceptance of F-111As with
unmodified wing boxes and to place flight performance limits on the planes
pending eventual incorporations of a fix, In continuing evaluations of the F-111,
Secretary Seamans and General Ryan wanted to go ahead with the plane. “Ibelieve
this plane, which has gone through a very tortuous life, is going to provide a very
great capability for the Air Force,” said Seamans. Ryan added: “I think the airplane
is going to be a tremendous asset to us. It will give us a capability for night and
all-weagooer interdiction which we do not have in the Air Force today in the tactical
forces.

In discussions of strengthening NATO conventional capabilities, the United
States had been holding out the prospect of placing two wings of F-111s at bases \
in England, These rearward bases would be less vulnerable to Warsaw Pact attack .
than continental bases, and from them the long-range F-111s would be able to
strike targets deep in Enrope at night and in adverse weather, In the winter, flying
weather over the North German Plain was almost always bad, adding to the
advantage of the F-111. Secretary Laird explained the international significance of
the F-111:

The F-111A represents awital part of our NATO deterrentin Europe . Wehave made
it clear to our allies for some titme that this long range all-weather striking power would
be part of the NATO forees both for nuclear and conventional operations Deletion of
the F-111 portion of the NATO force would weaken our milttary as well as 4po!1tical
position, both in the eyes of our allies and the offspring Warsaw Pact nations.
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Even though Air Force leaders continued to insist that the F-111, in Secretary
Seamans’s words, “represents a major step in modernizing our interdiction and
long range penetration capabilities,” the aircraft continued to have structural
problems. When the wing box difficulty was corrected, another F-111A crashed on
22 December 1969 because of a structural crack in a forged wing pivot fitting. All
F-111s were immediately grounded pending inspections for forging cracks, and in
the spring of 1970 many critics of the F-111 argued that the aircraft was a “lemon”
and that the program should be terminated. In congressional hearings, Gen James
Ferguson, commander, Air Force Systems Command, and Lt Gen Otto J. Glasser,
deputy chief of staff for research and development, came strongly to the defense
of the F-111, but, as a matter of interest, Glasser observed:

We have learned through our F-111 experience  that aircraft that are built for too
many purposes, that 1s too much of a multipurpose awrplane 1s not a good thing, In many
cases single purpose airplanes are best, and if an awcraft 15 to be built for more than
one purpose, the purposes showd be closely related. 2

The expertise of the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board and the Air Force
specialty teams were applied to the F-111, and all tests of wing pivot fittings failed
to reveal any flaws, indicating that the crash in December was an anomaly. The
F-111 program was nevertheless proving to be excessively expensive, and the Air
Force was compelled to curtail the costs chiefly by reducing expenditures for
avionics, The results were four models of F-111s. The F-111A was the basic,
original TFX, and the F-111E was arefined “A” model with improved engine inlets
and was used for the second tactical F-111 wing, The F-111D version incorporated
an improved but expensive Mark II avionics system, which had moving target
capabilities that significantly increased its air-to-ground effectiveness. The F-111D
equipped the third F-111 tactical wing, The F-111F was fitted with higher thrust
engines but equipped with less expensive avionics packages because of budgetary
limitations. The F-111F equipped the fourth tactical F-111 wing.*3

Demonstrating its capacity for nonstop flying earlyin 1971, an F-111A squadron
proceeded without refueling to Upper Heyford, England, This base would receive
awing of F-111s in support of NATQ. The first combat-ready F-111 wing, however,
was the 474th Tactical Fighter Wing at Nellis AFB, Nevada, in February 1972, On
21 September 1972 the 474th was directed to deploy two squadrons of 48 F-111As
to Takhli Air Base in Thailand for air operations against North Vietnam during
darkness and adverse weather. The wing was initially committed to low-level
operations into the high-threat areas of North Vietnam: it flew 806 single ship
missions, of which 729 were successful, resulting in an overall success rate of 91
percent. During Linebacker I in December 1972, F-111s dropped the first bombs,
striking MiG arrfields and other key targets around Hanoi. On the last two nights
of Linebacker IY, the F-111s concentrated agamst SAM sites, and— although other
planes were also hitting to cover the B-52s— on these nights the number of missiles
fired at the strategic bombers was reduced from an average of over 200 to less than
20 each night, F-111s were also the onlly aircraft to attack the long, narrow docks
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and warehouse areas at Hanoi; bomb damage assessment showed 100 percent of
bombs scoring on the docks and warehouses without collateral damage to
surrounding civil structures. When operations were pulled back away from Haaoi,
the 474th was fragged for medium-altitude bombing missions; 3,253 such sorties
were flown, of which 89 led other planes to targets in pathfinder work. Nearly all
of the medium-altitude strikes were successful. The wing had a total of six combat
losses with one crew captured and later refurned. F-111s normally required no
aerial refueling on strike missions; in fact, only six missions, all against rail targets
in far northeastern North Vietnam, ran short of fuel and had to hit tankers on the
way back to Takhli. During the last weeks of combat in Laos, F-111s were counted
to be highly successful in bombing at night and through clouds with offset airuing
on beacons and allowing close air support for friendly ground troops. This ground
beacon/radar offset bombing drew warm praise from General Vogt, commander
in Southeast Asia, when he was attempting in the summer monsoon of 1973 to prop
up the friendly Cambodian forces. F-111s were able both to bomb in proximity to .
friendly forces and to lead flights of less sophisticated aircraft to bomb enemy
forces endangering friendlies. Early in 1974 Gen George Brown testified that the
F-111 provided a “unique” capabilify to deliver conventional weapons accurately
at night and in weather against the toughest targets in North Vietnam.**

Since the A-7D close-support fighter was a modified version of the already
developed US Navy A-7TA/A-7B attack aircraft, it was initially expected that the
plane would be a well within the state-of-the-art program that would provide a
relatively cheap subsonic aircraft, able to carry a heavy advance load, and with
range enough to permit it to loiter leisurely while awaiting targets. Its secondary
role was to be acrial interdiction. Designed originally for Navy carrier-based
operations, the A-7 required time-consuming and expensive modifications to
adapt it to land-based Air Force usage. The initial December 1965 decision to
procure the A-7 did not envision the changes necessary to acquire a mission
effective close-air-support aircraft, and Gen Otto J, Glasser, Air Force deputy
chief of stafffor research and development, expressed a later Air Force assessment
that the procurement decision “might have been deemed premature from that
point of view.” After the configuration of the A-7D was determined and .
authorized, however, the program schedule was stabilized, and a very snccessful
flight-test program was completed in August 1970. The original buy projection was
for four wings of A-7Ds, but the projection was reduced to three wings when the
tactical fighter force was cut from 23 to 21 wings. A combat crew training squadron
for A-7Ds was opened at Luke AFB, Arizona, in the winter of 1970-71, and
thereupon deliveries of A-7Ds began to equip the 354th Tactical Fighter Wing at
Mjyrile Beach, South Carolina.?

The 354th Tactical Fighter Wing received an execute order at Myrtle Beach on
3 October 1972 to deploy its three squadrons of A-7Ds to Korat Royal Thai Air
Force Base, Thailand, for combat against the North Vietnamese. All 72 aircraft
were in place at Korat on 16 October, the same day that the wing flew its first
combat sorties. In the airlifted movement, nearly 1,600 people and 665 tons of
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equipment were moved by 43 C-141 sorties, 5 Boeing 707s, and 5 C-130s. In combat
the daily frag rate built to a sustained (.87 sortie rate, equating to 62 sorties a day.
With its long range, the A-7D could strike from Korat to just about anywhere in
Southeast Asia without aerial refueling, Almost from the first day’s flying, the 354th
began to get kudos from forward air controllers who directed close-support
missions and who liked the long-loiter time that the A-7 could stay aronnd and also
their bombing accuracy. Col Thomas M, Knowles I, the 354th’s commander, said
that when the FACs “designate a target and say, ‘hit my smoke,” we can hit the
smoke.” In combat employment, Colonel Knowles estimated the bombing
accuracy of A-7s to have been about 10 meters, or at least this was a usnal FAC
evaluation. Early in November, A-7s took over the work of old A-1s in escorting
search and rescue helicopters to pick up downed airmen. According to General
Vogt, old A-1s were extremely vulnerable to Communist SA-7 hand-held infrared
homing rockets—they were too slow and radiated too much heat, making it
necessary to take them out of combat. Normally, an A-~7 Sandy search and rescue
mission lasted 4 to 5 hours, requiring the A-7 to tap a refueling tanker two or three
times. In 12 days of Linebacker I the 354th Wing conducted 230 strike sorties; it
was able to bomb visually or only three of the strike days and the remaining efforts
were LORAN drops using F-4s as pathfinders. When Air Force air operations
ceased in Laos on 23 February 1973, the wing had flown 5,796 strike/attack sorties,
542 Sandy SAR sorties, and 230 Linebacker sorties. Two aircraft and one pilot
were lost in combat; the cause of the loss of one plane and pilot over Laos was
unknown, but the other plane collided with a FAC, and the pilot was captured and
later freed in a POW release. In summing up the wing’s experience, Colonel
Knowles stated that the A-7D was “the best [close-support aircraft] we have in the
active inventory today. . . . We confirmed that our training in the Tactical Air
Command provided us with a sound and effective wing team to conduct combat
operations,”*®

Over North Vietnam American airmen had learned to live with the early
generation SA-1 surface-to-air missiles chiefly by evading SAMs or by jamming
missile radars. Efforts to attack Communist air defense were not reliable, one
reason being that it was difficult to plot exact locations of electronic emitters. As
will be seen, the Air Force at the end of the Southeast Asian war was working on
a requirement to develop an advance location strike system (ALSS) employing
novel distance measuring ef_}uipment for exact targeting and strike direction
against electronic emitters?” Although the Soviet Union was generous in its
support of the North Vietnamese, the major flow of the most modern Soviet
weapons went to Egypt and Syria, who were being prepared to avenge their defeat
by Israel in the war that had occurred in 1967. Many of the major weapon systems
so provided had not been seen previously in combat, Since the land and air battles
that were going to take place i the Middle East were fought with many newly
developed weapons that would possibly be used in a war against NATO, and since
the deployment of combatants 1 some areas was comparable to those expectable
in Europe, the Arab-Israeli wars of June 1967 and the Yom Kippur War of October
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1973 stimulated much thought in the United States, including evaluation and
reaction that was perhaps keener than the evaluation and reaction to US
experience in Southeast Asia. %8

In the 1967 Middle East War the Isracli Air Force was able to destroy the Arab
air forces on the first day with a lightning-fast, low-level air attack against airficlds
in a preemptive beginning to the conflict launched while the Arab adversaries were
poised to attack, After this, the Isracli Air Force decimated Arab tank forces,
permitting Israeli armor to wage blitzkrieg assault. In the months after 1967, Egypt
and Syria built concrete shelters for their aircraft — chiefly MiG-21Js received from
the Soviet Union. The Soviets provided the newly equipped Egyptian and Syxian
T62 tank forces with an emplaced SA-2 and SA-3 surface-to-air missile antiaircraft
umbrella and a rolling air umbrella of mobile SA-6 vehicle-mounted antiatrcraft
missiles. The Soviets also provided mobile 23-mm ZSU-23-4 radar-equipped,
rapid-firing antiaircraft guns. The SA-6 was a technologieal surprise; its mobility
permitted it to keep pace with advancing armored forces, and the SA-6 .
incorporated a continuous-wave, semi-actively guided Doppler technique against
which existing US ECM jammers were impotent.

The Isracli policy of maintaining a reserve army against a much larger Axrab
standing army was similar in some respects to the situation faced by the Free World
in Europe with respect to the Warsaw Pact. The consequences of surprise attack
in the Middle East were more serious, however, since the Israeli ground forces
were maintained at only a fraction of their planned wartime manning and whereas
NATO forces were held at nearer full strength, Although it was evident to the
Israeli national command authority that Egypt and Syria were maneuvering and
that attack was possible, the Israelis had been criticized in 1967 for preempting,
Since the 6th of October was Yom Kippur, Israel did not mobilize. On this day a
combined Arabforce of over 2,000 tanks and 100,000 infantry swept simultaneously
into the Golan Heights above Jerusalem and into the Sinai desert against a
not-yet-mobilized Israeli force of about 400 tanks and 5,000 infantry. Maj Gen
Benjamin Peled, Israeli Air Force (IAF) commander, would later say that if the
Arabs started another war he felt that in the initial phases he would attempt to gain
air superiority by attacking airficlds and by locating and suppressing SAM sites, .
but with Syrian tanks coming down the Golan Heights and the strategic life of the
country in jeopardy, his only choice was to throw his air units into the beach to
delay the enemy and buy time to mobilize ground force reserves. These early Israeli
close-air-support operations had to take place in a heavily defended area under
very fluid and chaotic battlefield conditions. The Arabs’ dense, ground-based,
overlapping, surface-to-air missiles and antiaircraft artillery coreplied with the
Isracli army’s initial lack of knowledge about their own and Arab troop locations
made IAF close air support particularly difficult. In a later recapitulation of these
events in Washington, Maj Gen Harold E. Collins, Air Force assistant deputy chief
of staff for research and development, said it appeared that the Israelis
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made a basic presumption that the SAM's were not going to bother them all that
badly .. So they decided that they would go ahead in, and when they found that the
SAM environment was pretty tough, and parhicularly the fact that that SA-6 had

mobulity, that drove them dowm to the deck and, of csgursc, drove them into the AAA.

That 1s where they got a devil of a lot of their losses.
As chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Moorer drew several “lessons
learned” from the initial war days:

First, ready, in-being, deployed forces are essential to mamntarnng the termtonal
mtegnity of any area whose defense 15 required Additionally, the classic doctrine
that the priozity of employment of air assets must be given to garung and mamtanng
air supertority over the battlefield has been proven once again Teday, gamng air
supenonity includes defeating enemy SAMs 1n detatl Untid enemy arr defenses are
degraded, any application of aenal firspower will be costly, but the losses will go down
asairdefensesare takenout . Inthemnterim, ground forces mustbe capable of fighting
with reduced reliance upon close air support *1

Although the emergency commitment of the Israeli Air Force and the
mobilization of ground forces snccessfully stalled Syrian and Egyptian thrusts,
these forces had to be incautiously employed and losses were heavy. The Israeli
Air Force was comprised principally of the US A-4 Skyhawk, the F-4E Phantom,
and the French Mirage, the latter having little ground-attack capability but proving
useful for aerial combat. According to Minister of Defense Moshe Dayan, the
Israchi Air Force lost 102 aircraft, most of which were downed in the first three
days of hectic fighting, During this time, Israeli armored forces were thrown at the
enemy in tank columns which, unsupported by infantry and artillery, were easily
picked off by Soviet-provided, infantry-operated antitank missiles of the AT-3
Sapger type. These early happenings engendered two false but widely spread
conclusions: the one was that precision-gnided defenses had rendered tanks
practically obsolescent, the other that precision-gnided missiles such as SA-6s and
SA-T7s rendered tactical aircraft obsolete, The true facts were that Israeli tanks,
once they received combined arms support, rolled back the Syrians from the Golan
Heights and ultimately surrounded the Egyptian Third Army on the southern front.
As far as total losses of armor were concerned, a clear majority of the tanks on
both sides were destroyed by other tanks. A sizable percentage of Arab armor was
nevertheless destroyed as a result of Israeli air sorties. Destruction was particularly
pronounced in the later stages of the conflict when antiaircraft missile defenses
had been suppressed and the IAF brought into action urgently delivered US
weapons, such as the electro-optically guided Maverick and the TV-guided
Walleye glide bomb, which were reported to have recently achieved kill ratios in
excess of 90 percent 52

Distorted misperceptions concerning the losses of arrcraft in the Yom Kippur
War failed to focus upon the fact that political considerations prevented the Israeli
Air Force from preempting against Soviet missile defenses as it had intended and
therefore it had to be recklessly employed in the opening days of combat. When
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both Isracli and Arab aircraft were counted, some 46 percent of all kills were
scored in the air by other aircraft. Of the Arab losses of 480 to 514 aircraft, 55
percent were downed by Israeli fighters, while only 5 percent of 102 Israeli aircraft
were lost in air-to-air fights. Of 222 Syrian aircraft Iost in the war, 162, or 73
percent, were destroyed in aerial combat. The other Arab aircraft were shot down
by Isracli AAA, US-provided Hawk missiles, except for 58 said to have been
downed accidentally by friendly Egyptian and Syrian air defense missiles, Whereas
373 Arab aircraft were destroyed on the ground in the 1967 war, the Arabs’
concrete hangarettes were extremely effective in the Yom Kippur action, and only
22 Arab planes were destroyed on the ground. Only 5 percent of Israeli aircraft
were destroyed on the ground, possibly because the skies over Israeli airfields were
kept “clean” throughout the war, and not one bomb fell on Israel. The successful
maintenance of control of the air over Israel protected the IAF infrastructure. King
Hussein of Jordan explained to the Arab world that he stayed out of the war and
was unwilling to commit his forces because of Israel’s control in the air over the .
potential battlefield. The training of Israeli pilots for air-to-air combat ‘was
described by Air Force observers as “outstanding” — far superior {o Arab training.
The Arab pilots were described as “no qualitative match for the Israeli pilots.”
Most air-to-air combat occurred in the immediate battle area, The Egyptians had
afairly good radar coverage, and their controllers could tell when the Israelis were
coming, although not accurately enough to vector their airmen to long-range
interceptions. Accordingly, the Egyptians used defensive orbiting patrols over
point defenses that essentially were responsive to what the ground controller said,
as was the custom in Soviet doctrine, Israeli pilots customarily penetrated to their
targets at lowlevel and high speed, popped up and lofted their ordnance; the Arab
pilots were told to attack when they saw the Isracli pilots popping up, and by the
time that they got in to attack, it was too late. With airplanes as dense as the F-4Es
he was using for ground attack, General Peled insisted that speed was an absolute
necessity for survival. A Joint Chiefs of Staff survey team agreed that a lesson to
be learned from the Yom Kippur War was that a close-support airplane needed
to attack at high speed needed excess thrust for maneuverability to avoid SAMs
and sustain high speed, and needed a computer-aided bombing system for an .
accurate first-pass delivery. Another point raised by the JCS team was that
airborne FACs in slow-moving planes coutd not have survived in such an intense
air-defense environment>® The Air Force’s response to these assertions was that
there was a trade-off between speed and relative invulnerability (ability to take
hits) in an aircraft. Speed made it more difficult for a pilot to acquire a target. Thus
this trade-off was being reflected in the A-X (now the A-10) close-air-support
plane. The finding on the survivability of an airborne FAC was additional support
for the A-10, since it could— unlike a faster aircraft—find its own targets.>*
According to one evaluation, if the Israeli Air Force had been able to strike
immediately, it conld have eliminated SAMs on both fronts in a period of between
three to six hours, with an aircraft attrition of probably not much more than 1
percent. After the initial period of the war, the IAF in a brief concentration on

486

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

TWO DECADES OF TAC DEVELOPMENT

defense suppression destroyed more than six-sevenths of all SAM sites, including
four-fifths of the mobile SA-6s. The SA-2s and SA-3s were successfully jammed,
and in the last stages of the war, Israeli drones sometimes attracted as many as
three dozen SAMs per drone, depleting numerous sites of ammunition. SA-2s and
SA-3s were relatively immobile, and thus the Egyptian armor on the Sinai front,
after forging a bulge across the Suez, appeared to huddle under the antiair-missile
defense umbrella and to lose its momentum of attack, When some armor lost
patience and moved out, it was decimated by Israeli airmen. It was reported that
SA-2s and SA-3s accounted for less than 40 percent of Israeli aircraft destroyed
and that SA-6s and SA-7s accounted for only 10 and 4 percent respectively. More
than 5,000 Strella firings were said to have downed only four Israeli planes, Arab
antiaircraft (AA) accounted for over 40 percent of Isracli plane losses® In a
lecture to the Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) in England, Gen Chaim
Herzog discussed air-to-ground action on the West Bank of the Suez Canal, saying’
“The first mission of our armored force on the West Bank of the Suez Canal was
to knock out the surface-to-air missile sites, which it did effectively, That force
literally swept the area for the air force, and it was then free to attack at will.” Based
on this quotation, one Air Force officer inferred that prior to the elimination of
SAM and AA defenses, the IAF was not free to attack at will. In a bock written
after his lecture to the RUSI, however, General Herzog stated:

On the West Bank of the Suez Canal, an unusval example of mutual coordmation
emerged between the advancing ground forces and the Israel Arr Force, As the armored
forees on the West Bank of the Canal destroyed one surface-to-air missile battery after
another, the Israch A Force ganed a freer hand and became a major factor 1n
supporting the advancing Israeh forces *¢

Elsewhere, Herzog was careful to point out, the IAF was successful in dealing
with missiles on its own, thus contradicting a popular report that precision-guided
Soviet missiles had rendered IAF aircraft almost obsolescent.5”

“The effective use of airpower appears to me as the difference between
destruction and survival for Israel,” stated US Air Force Chief of Staff Gen George
S. Brown on 21 March 197458 As will be seen, the steady flow of US supplies to
Israel by C-141 and C-5A airlift between 13 October—14 November was one of the
decisive factors enabling Israel to continue {o baitle to a successful cease-fire, but
the immediate focus of evaluation was on the tactical air aspect of the Yom Kippur
War. A Royal Australian Air Force officer at Maxwell AFB, Alabarma, Air War
College, said the Yom Kippur War necessitated sweeping changes in air doctrine
in addition to new equipment. “In the light of the lessons learned from the Yom
Kippur War, defense suppression must now be elevated to rank with air superiozity,
interdiction, and close air support as one of the basic missions of tactical air forces,”
wrote Wing Commander Hans F. Roser.” But General Brown adopted a more
measured cadence, namely that “air superiority” included “defense suppression™:
“You have to gan air superiority, That not only means against enemy fighters, it
also means against encmy pussiles . . . We have just got to beat those defenses
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down. ¥ you ignore the defenses, you are going to pay a terrific price.”S? Gen
Robert J. Dixon, commander of the Tactical Air Command, expressed his insight
into the Yom Kippur War in a rebuttal to the generalization that missile defenses
brought an era where tactical aircraft could no longer survive over a battlefield,
Hisjudgment was “less startling but more credible.” Tactical air power would need
to “control the air-space, suppress the defenses, operate as a combined arms !
team ”®1 In what might be described as a wrap-up of Air Force thoughts on Yom
Kippur generalities, Maj Gen Robert P. Lukeman, assistant chief of staff for studies
and analysis, responded to a question as to how the Air Force would fight October’s
Middle East War, as follows:

Assuming USAF equipment and tramed personnel were to be employed, and given the
same general terrain, weather and military sitwation faced by the Israelss, the following
generalscenario may be constructed Furst, acomprehensive counterair campaign would
be launched to defend fniendly air space, and to destroy and suppress enemy
ground-based and amrborne air defenses The purpose of thus campaign would be to .
obtain air supenonty necessazy to preclude enemy air attack of friendly ground forces
and to permit freedom of action for USAF close awr support, interdictron,
reconnaissance and theater mixhft activities. Simultancous with the counterair
campaign, large numbers of immediate and preplanned close anr support sorfies would
be provided to friendly ground forces using the tactical amr control system. An
around-the-clock interdiction program would be mmtiated to destroy, delay, and harass
the flow of enemy troops and materiel to the front and to destroy/disrupt his command
and control elements Tactical air reconnamssance, both day and might, would be
accomplished and provided to the ground and air commanders on a timelybasis Tactical
amrlift would be employed to provide logsstical air support as required In support of all
these missions, USAF tactical electromuc warfare resources—self-screening electronie
countermeasures, BCM, support BECM —chaff, flares to counter infrared weapons, and
appropriate tactics, would be used to supplement direct suppression of defense and
direct attack of hostile control elements Finally, in order to insure optimum atlocation
of amr resources to all missions to be performed and to obtam flexible, responsive
command and control, all air activities would be centralized under the USAF
component of the US Army/Ar Force/Navy jomnt task foree,5

One of the more remarkable things about the Middle East War that desexrved
recording, according to Maj Gen Harold E. Collins, assistant deputy chief of staff .
for research and development, was the “capability of the Israeli Air Force,
predominantly a fighter force, to achieve air superiority over the Arab forces with

their emphasis on SAM defenses.”®® On the other hand, Dr Malcolm R. Currie,

director of defense research and engineering, pointed out that new means must be

found to protect close air support:

A mayjor lesson, reenforced by the Mideast War, 15 the necessity of conntering enemy
air defense systems which threaten our close air support aircraft We rely on close air
support much more heawvily than the Soviet Umon We must be certain it can operate
effectvely. Many of our current developments are applicable to suppressing forward awr
defense. We need to explore some new approaches and we need to fill in gaps i our
capability Above all, we need to make certamn that our total defense suppression
capability will do the Jt:;b.64
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A still different forecast was offered by General Herzog:

The prohferation of light, portable missile Javnchers in the front hines meant that close
air support would be the exception to the rule in the future, with the air force bemg
obliged to concentrate on 1solating the field of baitle, mamtaining supremacy in the asr,
and destroying the forces 1n and near the field of battle @

Already mindful that the Air Force would need to beat down, hostile antiair
defenses, General Brown on 2 November 1973 directed the T'actical Air Command
and the Air Force Systems Command to review some 112 research and
development items on the books that looked as if they would improve tactical strike
capabilities, particularly at night and during adverse weather, with emphasis on
defense suppression. As a result of this study an aggregate of 11 projects were
collectively named Pave Strike (“Pave” being the AFSC code word and “Strike”
the project) and mandated for special research and development management
emphasis. The emphasis on night and all-weather capability was in recognition that
military operations in the Middle East had generally ceased at night except for
resupply movements and shifts of troops and armor, There was also a belated
recoguition that winter weather in Northern Europe was usually inhospitable to
low-level air operations. There were three general categories of Pave Strike, First,
to detect and target hostile emitters. Here the distance-measuring equipment
techniques of the advanced location and strike system (ALSS) that had not gotten
to Southeast Asia would be developed into an expanded precision emitter locator
strike system (PELSS). Second, to provide strike force protection there would be
aneed to modify standard F-111As into EF-111As for electronics jamming ECM,
to provide a coterie of Wild Weasel F-4Es that would strike hostile emitters, and
to develop remotely piloted vehicle (RPV) modules to complement manned
activity in ECM and reconnaissance and as precursors laying chaff corridors,
saturating and diluting air defensesin advance of penetrating strike fighters. Third,
to perfect many more guidance systems for bombs and rockets, especiallylaser and
infrared sensors for the Maverick, which had been ordered for production in large
numbers but whose electro-optical television guidance might not be too vseful in
northern European weather In explanation of Pave Strike, General Collins
emphasized that its programs would not be immediately fruitful since all the
technology visualized had not yet been developed. Pave Strike would be
evolutionary, not revolutionary, butit was important for long-term security to spark
the technology it required,

A group of congressmen who visited the Middle East in late November 1973
returned to Washington concerned that the conflict demonstrated that the Soviets
achieved more effective military power by a proliferation of rugged, inexpensive
devices rather than through the use of expensive, sophisticated technology
Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo of New York was especially concerned that in
the fighting “we saw massive Soviet supplies used against our sophisticated type
equipment.” He said that the Israelis had lost heavily because they had met “a wall
of steel ” He alsobelieved the Soviets stressed quantity rather than quality: “Russia

489

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
e

IDEAS, CONCETFTS, DOCTRINE

is not dealing with sophisticated weapons and would not put $60 million into one
tank or plane. They would rather have 10 tanks or 10 planes of lesser quality.”%7 In
a colloquy early in 1974, Secretary McLucas argued that the Arabs had expended
agreat number of SAMs in comparison with the number of Israeli aircraft downed,
but Sen Milton R, Young of North Dakota responded: “Yes, but they {the Arabs]
can fire plenty of them. They are not too costly. The Israelis have lost three-quarters
of a billion dollars worth of planes, and we paid for them. The ratio is too heavy.”%®
As a matter of fact, the Soviets had provided Egypt and Syria with many items of
expensive equipment. The Soviet-provided armored personnel carriers (APC), for
example, were equipped for chemical-biological war and vastly exceeded the cost
of US APCs, The mobile ZSU-23-4 was also extremely costly as compared to the
US Vulcan. All systems had optical backup sighting to counter electronic jamming
ofradars. The SA-6 was not only modern and expensive but was a surprise entrant
in the conflict. In the early phase of the war, however, both Arabs and Israelis used
tremendous quantities of materiel and had very high rates of weapons .
expenditures. This trend toward rapid weapons expenditures placed a premium
on plentiful, “affordable” weapons, but Director of Defense Research and
Engineering Currie warned that the extent to which the performance of an
individual weapon should be compromised to lower its cost demanded careful
thought in each case.”? For at least a year before the Yom Kippur War the
Department of Defense had accepted an intention to go to a cost-quantity trade-off
in weapons procurement to permit a “hi-lo” mix of costs of new weapons, the low
end of the mix being designed to permit acquisition of larger numbers of weapons.
In this regard, the Middle East War of 1973 gave impetus to the acquisition of more
sophisticated weapons and also larger quantities of less costly but still usable
weapons.

Response to the Soviet/Warsaw Pact Threat

After 1968, when the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia both ended an illusion
of détente at the Elbe and marked a beginning of a cleatly visible Soviet buildup
of frontal attack forces endangering the North Atlantic Alliance, US national .
security policy gave the defense of Western Europe first priority after the defense
ofthe United States, This policy not only meant that the Soviet/Warsaw Pact threat
in large part dictated force sizing, but, in the case of the Air Force, the image of
Soviet/Warsaw Pact attack generated characteristics of the new tactical
fighter/attack forces. Thus when Lt Gen Alton D. Slay, Air Force deputy chief of
staff for research and development, was asked whether the Air Force ought not to
place greater emphasis outside Central Europe, and what the Air Force would do
if it received additional funding, he responded:

Our philosophy for a number of years has been if we prepare well enough for the big
war, we have encompassed what 1s required for smaller wars As an example, all of
equipment that we have, with few exceptions, 1s equally applicable, say, for the Horn of
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Afiica as for Bastern Germany. . .. Now 1if we have a large war in Central Europe, quite
cbviously we can’t handle much more, 50 to answer your second question, what would
we do with extra money, we would buy more of the same,”

After the invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968, the Soviets lefi behind 65,000 men,
including five divisions. In this same time span, they began a change of emphasis
in their military strength confronting NATO. Until this time Soviet/Warsaw Pact
forces were principally defensive. Their air power was defensively oriented,
trained, and equipped to intercept rather than to penetrate air defenses or bomb
deep within NATO territory. They had a great proliferation of missile defenses,
and their armies were disposed as occupation forces rather than in an attack
posture.”! Whereas the United States made force reductions under the Nixon
strategy to those required for one and one-half wars, the Soviet Union moved up
to a two-and-a-half war capability—expanding and modernizing the forces
confronting NATO at the same time they were augmenting the forces in the east
confronting China By 1971 Gen David A. Burchinal, deputy commander in chief,
European Command, said of the Soviets:

By almost any quantitative measure  such as divisions, tanks, artillery, submarines,
APCs—they have a signficant quantitative edge, This 15 true, T think, however, that we
are still retaining, overall, by and large, a qualitatrve edge and we do prownide a very
essential prece of this equation which is our tactical nuclear presence 1n Burope wiich
only the Unted States can provide.”

At this time the Warsaw Pact was building a formidable armored force in the
central region of Europe, defined in NATO as all of West Germany and the
Benelux countries. The three most famous approaches into Western Europe were
in the central region: the Fulda Gap in the north, the Meiningen Gap in the center,
and the Hof/Cheb Gap in the south. Stated a US Army briefer,

It1s evident that emphasis must be placed on countering the most apparent conventional
threat . Burope —Warsaw Pact armor and ground mobihty. The Russians are
overweight in tanks, If you can stop their tanks, you can blunt therr attack Therefore,
every means at our disposal must be used to kil his armored vehicles,

In a formal statement in July 1973, Secretary Schlesinger described the pact
forces opposite NATO as “indeed formidable,” but he nevertheless maintained
that the NATO force structure was sufficient to provide “a very limited temptation
in the Warsaw Pact to move against Western Europe and thus there is now in
Europe a fairly stable situation.”™ Schlesinger’s evaluation discounted what he
described as “a Pear]l Harbor complex” or a belief that the Soviet/Warsaw Pact
attack would come like a “bolt from the blue * He conceived that to make an attack,
forces as far away as the three Soviet western military districts would need to be
moved forward and that NATO intelligence sources would surely be forewamed
by all this repositioning of Soviet/Warsaw Pact forces.”

The US national strategy guidance provided by President Nixon through the
National Security Council in 1969 was predicated on the thesis that “within a period
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of 90 days after the initiation of a Warsaw Pact conventional attack on Europe,
either a political settlement would be reached, or the Soviets would reach the limits
of their conventional capability, or the war would have escalated to nuclear
conflict”™ In this period the Air Force’s criterion for the sufficiency of the
deterrent in Europe was to be able to sustain conventional conflict for 90 days while
maintaining a capability to escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.

Remembering the air power lesson of the World War IT Luftwaffe Stuka aircraft
that was admirable for close air support but had no other capabilities, a generation
of Air Force leaders had held to a doctrine that aircraft ought to be developed on
a principle of multipurpose usage. Thus all fighters and attack aircraft should have
varying capabilities for close air support. Ending his career as commander of the
Tactical Air Command, General Momyer had earlier opposed specialized aircraft,
but in 1971 he conceived that military requirements must be rationally developed
from the future threat toward Europe. He said:

We know from our recent experience over North Vietnam, and from the current .
situation 1n the Middle East, that the higher threat environments of the future will not

be limrted to Burope But that is the prineipal threat, and the other threats in other

areaswlt be refiection of it, on a smaller seale 77

In view of the “time limit” for a conventional conflict in Europe as well as the
probability that any conventional conflict in Europe would probably be of higher
intensity than any previous war in which the United States had been engaged,
Momyer conceived that the United States and other NATO allies must be

able to aggressively pursne air operations mnvolving concurrent amr superionty,
counterarr, mterdiction, and close air support if deterrence fails In short, we will
not be afforded the luxury of accomphshung tactical air nusstons one at a time 1f
deterrence fails and we are thrust mto a conventional war in Euvrope ™

The promised intensity of conflict in Europe, Momyer concluded, established “a
requirement for a Iarge number of airframes and tend[ed] to emphasize
specialization.””
At the same fime that the Air Force needed aircraft for high intensity and .

short-time-to-decision conflicts in Europe, Air Force leaders also faced a problem

of balancing quality agamst quantity. In Febroary 1972, Grant L. Hansen, assistant

secretary of the Air Force for research and development, was called upon to speak

to the subject of “goldplating,” which he defined as “having features which are not

absolutely necessary for the system to accomplish its intended mission.” There had

been some systems where this had been the case, Hansen said, but he added:

Thesmgle drving factin the acquisition of major weapons systems s that the capabshities
required forsurvival in warpresent hard engineening problems thatwe have never facad
before  The history of the cost and complexty of fighter aircraft systems illustrates
the problem. In Wozld War I, a fighter aircraft cost about $5,000 By World War IT, this
Tose to about $50,000 By the Korean War, the price had jumped to 500,000, and the
cost of fighter aircraft systems of the 1970°s [has] increased by roughly another factor
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of 10 If one were to project these trends, by sometime 1 the 21st century we would be
able to afford only one awrcraft Clearly, one aurcraft, no matter fiow capable, will be
inadequate for the simple reason that it cannot be more than one place at one time, ..

Obwiously, we must compromise between the extremes of capability and numbers to
develop new fighter atrcraft systems that will have, first, an acceptable exchange ratio
aganst enemy systems, and, second, a cost that will allow us to buy and operate enough
to achieve and maintan air superiority for the Unated States 1f war should ever come %

As deputy secretary of defense in the Laird tenure, David Packard received
responsibility for reforming Department of Defense procurement procedures, and
his studies convinced him that “by far the most important factor driving the cost
[of weapons] up is the capability we ask for in new weapons.”®! Laird and Packard
instituted new prototype development, “fly-before-buy,” and “hi-lo” policies to
drive down development and procurement costs, and Secretary Schlesinger agreed
in 1974 that “in many situations, large numbers of relatively uncomplicated systems
may prove more effective than equal cost but much smaller numbers of highly
complex delivery vehicles.” In 1975 Schlesinger stated that the Department of
Defense was bound by the high-low mix principle to get a proper combination of
sophistication and quantity. He informally defined the dividing line of aircraft cost
between “high” and “low” as being a unit cost of about $6 million per
copy— anything above that cost being “high” and anything below being “low.”%2
With continued cost increases, some critics would argue that the low part of the
mix had become so expensive that the “hi-lo” concept was violated, and Secretary
of Defense Brown would argue that the last 5 to 10 percent of capability should be
given up to secure the number of weapons needed®® Well acquainted with
problems of the defense of Western Europe as a result of a tour as CINC, United
States Air Forces in Europe {USAFE), immediately before becoming Air Force
chief of staff in July 1974, Gen David C. Jones agreed with both high-low mix and
mission optimization of aircraft;

The high-low mix and nission optimtzation go hand mn hand The planned mixof USAF
tactical fighters emphasizes atrcraft performance in specific misston areas This imission
optimization enhances proficiency and performance in each area while retaimng
mherent capabilities 1 the others It results in sigmificant cost savings when cotnpared
tothe coaits to develop, procure, and operate a foree composed entirely of multipurpose
aircraft

That the Air Force’s concern for developing optimum tactical air capabilities
was not academic in NATO was evidenced by a rapid modernization of
Soviet/Warsaw Pact air forces. As late as the 1960s the Soviet Union continued to
build large numbers of short-range defensive fighters, emphasizing quantity over
quality As aresult, most observers credited NATO with technological superiority.
The appearance of the high-altitude Foxbat/MiG-25 ended this trend, since this
plane was equvalent to the US Air Force’s never-procured F-12, and 1t was not
only developed but procured in respectable numbers® In the carly 1970s and
afterward, the Soviets vigorously modernized Soviet/Warsaw Pact frontal aviation,
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introducing MiG-21 Fishbed standard combat fighters, Su-17 Fitter swing-wing,
ground suppott planes, and MiG-23 Floggers in all-weather counterair and ground
attack versions, all in quantity. By 1975, in NATO’s northern and central regions,
3,000 NATO tactical aircraft faced 5,000 Warsaw Pact planes. Soviet and Pact
planes were dispersed at many fields under concrete shelters. Pact air defense and
fighter control electronics were modernized. One weakness continued to be a
Soviet doctrinal precept that air crews fought under ground controllers’ directions,
but Soviet fighter doctrine began to promote greater flexibility and became more
offensively attuned.
As early as 1972 a Senate Armed Services Committee staff visit to NATO was
said to have found all major Air Force officials thinking that it would be very
difficult to achieve and maintain air superiorityin a conventional war. An Air Force
response fo a congressional query in 1973 conceded that in an attack the Soviets
would have the important advantage of initiative and would have a mobile target
array, whereas NATOs airfields, ports, and lines of communications from outside .
Europe were “limited, well known, and susceptible to severe disruption or
destruction.”®® Given the numerical superiority of in-theater Soviet/Warsaw Pact
frontal aviation forces in 1975, General Brown, who had become chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, was hopeful that between M + 3 and M 30 day the Air Force
could deploy sizable tactical air forces—both land based and carrier based—to
NATQO and so hold on to general air superiority:

The loss of air supernronty m a NATO conflict would have a sevarely adverse impact on
the land battle . . Pact planners understand this. . . . Should they succeed, our
reinforcements to Europe would be slowed or stopped, which would wrtually render
mmpossible our reganing air supenonty The choice would then be erther relinquish
major segments of NATO terntory or resort to nuclear weapons 8

Early in 1975 General Jones made the case for the US Air Forces in Emope
fighting as an integral part of the allied air forces under allied control with a US
commander:

In a war in Central Burope, the mnttizl and principal task of Allied Air Forces must be .
to assist friendly forces m halting the Pact ground offensive This requares that NATO

air power become immediately and heavily engaged in close air support operattons,

whileattaiminglocal air superiorityasnecessary Lessimmediate critreal objectives, such

as achieving theater-wide arr superomnty, must await a reduced need for close air

support &

In November 1975, Jones reiterated:

There may be some documents that talk about air doctrines as to air superionty,
mnterdiction and all of that, but we should recogmze that as used in Europe, we operate
as part of Allied Aar Forces under Allied control with a U.S, commander. The plan 1s
to use the am in Europe to stop a breakthrough with very, very limited operations deep
i enemy territory or deep strikes for air superionty agamst hus arrfields. . Jamnot
saying there will not be some of that But, basically most of our air would be commatted
to battlefield support and battlefield air supenonty %
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In response to ancther question, Jones expanded the same theme.

1 There 15 some musimformation around as to what the Aiwr Force's supposed objectives
are [1n a NATO war]. There ars some who have said that we are not out to win an air
battle and do deep interdiction, going deep into East Germany and mnto Poland But
that 1s incorrect . .. The objective of NATO 15 to keep from losing NATO territory
Therefore, cur primary requirements over there would be to help blunt an attack,
particularly an armored breakthrough. In demng thatwe should be providing support to
i the Army both in attacking targets, and overhead in tiying to provide some degree of
local ar supemority —to keep the enemy from attacking our forces, providing
information, particularly in the area as to where posstble breakthroughs would be, and
hrttimg the enemy in the interdiction role but nght over the hill, nght behind his mam
forces as opposed to deep mn fus territory  Sowe see our primary requirement 15 to
prevent the loss of NATO ternitory, which 1s really the objective of the NATO alliance %

l When asked what proportion of the tactical air force would be used for air
: . supeviority, close air support, and then deep interdiction, General Jones
responded,

We do not break it out that way, We categonze it a hittle differently, We have our F-111s
that are called deep interdiction anplanes by most people, We donot plan to use them
for deep interdiction It 15 the best all-weather tactical airplane we have. As a former
commander of the 4th Allied Tactical Air Force in Burope, not only the U S Aur Force
but of our allies, I constdered it to be the No 1 plane we would use to blast a
break-through at mghtandin badweather ~ Weare extensively using it in radarbeacon
offset bombing and 1n other modes of employment near the front hine I do not say that
under certatn conditions we would not use it deeper behind the lines but primanly 1t
would be used mights andfor all-weather m the forward areas in battlefield
terdiction-not really close air support of a soldier 1n a foxhole but 1n the forward
battle area **

During his command in Europe, General Jones noted not only that the Soviets
had begun to export their latest and very best equipment to the Warsaw Pact
countries in quantity, but that these countries were changing their concepts of
tactical air employment. Jones said in March 1975:

. We are reasonably certain that they have now developed a high speed, low altitude
penetration capabihity and an all-weather ground attack capabihity; the Warsaw Pact
forces are improving the overall versatility and flexability of therr fighter/attack aircraft
These developments form a marked departure from eatlier austers Soviet amrcraft
capable of 9];erforrmng specialized missions with limited capability to perform secondary
functions

In 1977, General Jones remarked:

The Soviets have a new air force . The significance of this 1s that for the first time 1n
history, the U.S. Army and the U'S Aur Force are faced with an enemy who can put
thousands of tons of weapons down on oux air hases and on our supply lines in our rear
areas  In'World War II, there were few cases of enemy arr attacks on our troops, and
none in Korea and Vietnam. Therefore, our task 1s much bigger; the task of air defense
15 much bigger Our task of surviving—shelter for airplanes, being able to repair
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airfields—1s much bigger Theiraircraft, Iwonld say, are today quite equal to ours from
a technologeal standpoint %

More thoughts about the air superiority situation were provided by Gen George
S. Brown in 1978:

It 15 our estimate that the Warsaw Pact forces opposite NATO would be able to gamn
and maintain air supenority over their own ground forces at least in the mital stages of
aconflict . Thesuccess of Warsaw Pact efforts to extend arr supenonity over NATO
forces would depend on many factors not the least being the relatve strength of
opposing forces. Because of the larger number of SAM and AAA accompanying
‘Warsaw Pact ground forces, many of the Pact aireraft could be released from defense
countter arr nussions and launched agamst NATQ forces, Because of this, the Warsaw
Pact may be able to gain and mamntain awr superionty over some NATO forces at least
for a limited time dunng the mitial stages of the conflict.™

At its inception the NATO command organization arched over independent
forces of 15 national entities, each of which continued logistical support for their
own forces, which were most frequently kept in the owning country. US force
locations continued to remain in southern Germany as a result of the historical
location of these forces as World War I ended and occupation of Germanybegan,
Under the nuclear response “trip-wire” strategy extant to 1967, command and
control was sufficient ifit provided surveillance and warning of Soviet/Warsaw Pact
aggression. The flexible response strategy, emphasizing capabilities for sustained
conventional defense, stressed a need for a command and control establishment
far more versatile than required merely for warning, The steady improvement in
Warsaw Pact capabilities in 1969 and thereafter, particularly in tactical aircraft
able to attack at low altitudes, also demanded a knitting together of allied air
capabilities. In acting against external military aggression, the NATO nations were
pledged to work together in a common war effort; in peacetime, the only NATO
function for which national forces were under NATO operational control was that
of air defense. In the American establishment, the US European Command
(USEUCOM) existed primarily to provide the US contribution to the Supreme
Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) used in wartime; in peacetime, the
CINCEUCOM exercised operational command over assigned forces through US
service components: CINC US Air Forces in Europe (USAFE), CINC US Army,
Evrope (USAREUR), and CINC US Navy, Europe (USNAVEUR). Although
maintaining the integrity of NATO airspace and guarding it against attack were
peacetime missions of NATO, General Jones, upon becoming CINCUSAFE in
1971, found West Germany divided between two tactical air forces—the Second
Allied Tactical Air Force (2ATAF) in the north and the Fourth Allied Tactical
Air Force (4ATAF) in the south. There were also sixnational air forcesin NATO’s
central region. There was very litile interoperability between the 2ATAF that
supported the Northern Army Group (NORTHAG) with assigned British,
German, Belginm, and Netherlands forces and the Four ATAF that supported the
Central Army Group (CENTAG) with assigned US, German, and Canadian
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forces. With the concept of a short war almost immediately domnated by nuclear
weapons, a coordinated application of air power between 2ATAX and 4ATAF had
not warranted a great deal of priority. In 1961 the NATO Council had approved
construction of an integrated ground control system for air defense called the
NATO Air Defense Ground Environment (NADGE), comprising 84 sites in 9
NATO nations and including 2 sites in France, The NADGE system was under
construction in 1973 but, like the SAGE system in the United States, it had been
overtaken in its building by missiles and third-generation attack aircraft. The
NADGE system included many radar sites that were very visible from the air and
would be subject to destruction in the first minutes or hours of a war, Since
NADGE was a ground-based system there were many terrain-shielded radar gaps
through which low-level penetration could be made. The system, moreover, was
primarily designed for warning rather than centralized control of aircraft.?

Under pressure both to reduce US military manpower in Europe for balance
of trade reasons and torationalize NATO forces for effective conventional defense,
General Jonesin1971 conducted an in-depth review of USAFE and its subordinate
headquarters, namely, Headquarters Third Air Force at South Ruislip on the
outskirts of London, Headquarters Sixteenth Air Force at Torrejon AB, Spain, and
Headquarters Seventeenth Air Force at Ramstein AB, West Germany, This study
evidenced that USAFE was generously manned with support manpower in
relationship to combat manpower because it had been wisualized that Air Force
commanders would have to receive in 2 war emergency dual-based rapid reaction
and follow-on augmentation forces and make them operative soon after they
arrived in Europe. In 1972-73 Headquarters USAFE took over most staff
management functions and streamlined the headguarters of the Third, Sixteenth,
and Seventeenth Air Forces as operational functions, the Third Air Force being
moved to RAF Mildenhall, England, and the Seventeenth from Ramstein AB to
Sembach AB, West Germany. The latter move permitted movement of
Headquarters USAFE from Lindsey Air Station in the Wiesbaden area to
Ramstein AB in mid-1973. At Ramstein, USAFE was collocated with 4ATAF,
immediately facilitating closer working relations between US and allied air forces
and breaking ground for a conversion of NATO air forces from a deterrent to a
warfighting stance.%

In June 1974 NATO agreed to create Allied Air Forces Central Europe
(AAFCE) and to establish a wartime operations center, effective on 28 June over
2ATAF and 4ATAF These actions came in recogmition of three things—the
developing Warsaw Pact threat, the inherent flexibility of air power under unified
command, and the need for a capability to commit effectively any of the central
region air elements wherever needed in whatever strength throughout the whole
region. In explanation of the action, an Air Force spokesman explained its doctrinal
rationale:

The requirement to establish a single air commtander for an area of operatrons s based
on sound principles and doctnne established and proven dunng World War IIL These
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prineiples have been further validated by combat experiences in every conflict since that
tume, The inherent flexibility and wide ranging capabilities of airpower demand that
command and control be centrahized to assure optimum employment of these assets
and to assure a rapid capability to apply forces where and when they are most needed
To exercise effective command and control in modern warfare, the commander must
have near real time information on the situation status of forces and the ability to direct
and control hs forces.”

Gen John W, Vogt, Jr., became CINCUSAFE in June 1974 and also assumed
NATO command of Allied Air Forces Central Europe (AAFCE) at its
establishment. General Vogt set up an initial peacetime AAFCE headquarters at
Ramstein, and with US funds in a cooperative project the Federal Republic of
Germany commenced building a secure underground bunker facility at Boerfink,
West Germany, to shelter the Allied Forces Central Europe (AFCENT) and the
Allied Air Forces Central Europe. Instaliation of US equipment started in 1976,
and the facilities at Boerfink were officially transferred to NATO in June 1977.
Headquarters 4ATAF was appropriately collocated with Headquarters Certral .
Army Group at Heidelberg.9 General Vogt, one of the most highly respected and
experienced Air Force combat commanders and a World War II fighter ace,
immediately began the work of standardizing and “rationalizing” NATQ air power
in Central Europe. Vogt first wished to come up with adequate command and
control, then to standardize air doctrine, operating procedures, and as many facets
of air materiel as possible

At the establishment of AAFCE General Vogt was tasked with

the operational command of the assigned and earmarked air forces m the Central
Region and the development of the policy required for the centrahzed direction of those
air forces This was to mclude the establishment of a common, or at least a fully
compatible, air doctrine and procedures region-wide, improvernents i interoperability
and mutual support, and the tactical evaluation and standardrzation of traming of the
anr forces. 10

The background difficulty in rationalizing NATO air power layboth in dissimilar
equipment and in dissimilar concepts of employment within the several NATO air .
forces. On the equipment side, airplanes from the south and central regions could
not operate in NORTHAG and vice versa because of communications
incompatibilities American and British aircraft carried different bombs, with the
result that bomb shackles and lugs were different and planes could not recover and
rearm at each other’s bases, The Dufch air force had no all-weather fighters
capable of interceptions in extremely bad weather, but the Netherlands airplanes
had a very fine ground attack capability. On the other hand, the Netherlands have
a very small stretch of the forward edge of the battle area (FEBA). None of the
NATO allies considered that they could afford to acquire aircraft designed for
particularized missions like the US A-10. The United States stressed close air
support much more than any of its allies. The Germans were next, and then. the
British. Some of the smaller allies were almost fotally disinterested in close air
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support. With limited assets the allies wished to emphasize battlefield
interdiction — concentrating where the enemy was massing to exploit a
breakthrough —and to leave containment of a breakthrough to the ground forces.
The United States and 4ATAF were heavily committed to centralization of
TACAIR command and control; the 2ATAF believed that more decentralized
methods of operations—especially éwo aircraft at very low quick-in-and-out—
represented the probable realities of wartime. The Germans also hiked quick-1n-
and-out at low altitude and high speed since they were going to be fighting over
familiar territory when the crews were training. According to one report the
Europeans did not want to be forced into the US mold. Dr Stephen L. Canby
wrote about the NATO allies

They specifically contend that the U S expenience in Vietnam 1s of hmited relevance for
the Buropean context Inthe Europeanwiew, the nearly one-sided nature of that confliet
in the air, the constraints of Buropean weather, and nsufficiently varied scheduling of
U S sorties that unnecessarily exposed U.S, awrcraft induced the USAF to prefer a task
force mode of operations that may not be appropriate for Europe 101

Besieged by American persuasion in 1967, the NATO Council had accepted
MC14/3, “Flexable and Appropriate Response,” but there was a certain reluctance
on the part of some of the allies to give up the trip-wire strategy. In July 1973
Secretary Schlesinger reasoned that the Federal Republic of Germany was most
supportive of flexible response: “Others of our allies have been inclined toward
the trip-wire strategy for reasons of budget savings, or the argument that if the
American presence 1s there, the Russians will never start anything, so why spend
the money.”1%2 After a visit to Furope in February 1974, Sen Sam Nunn of the
Armed Services Commiitee described the allies as believing that NATO should be
prepared to fight conventionally for a relatively short time —measured in weeks
The concept lying behind this plan was that NATO should not prepare to fight the
Red Army in a long, conventional war that would destroy much of Western Europe,
as in Wozld War II, Rather, NATO should be prepared to fight very hard at the
outset of a conflict to stop any conventional aitack on the cast/west before it
penetrated very far A strategy of initial forward defense at its eastern border was
essential to the Federal Republic of Germany, and over the years of trip-wire
nuclear planning, the strategy and posture of forward defense was accepted by
NATOQ. The Americans maintained that the logical scenario for NATO to plan for
would be a longer period of observed pact buildup for attack—measured in weeks.
This plan would permit NATO mobilization and movement of American
reinforcement to Europe. The Americans also believed that NATO should be
prepared to fight for a fonger period conventionally than the ailies were willing to
Iay in logistics to support. Stated Senator Nunn, “These differences in strategic
assumptions tend to weaken overall NATO conventional capability because they
provide differing bases for force planning and resource allocation among the
NATO Allies.”1% In 1975 Secretary Schlesinger agreed that the Warsaw Pact was
inclining more and more toward a short war and a strong initial-attack strategy,
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dependent on a short mobilization and reinforcement. For this reason he ordered
increased combat-to-support ratios in US combat forces in Germany with the
increased combat strength to occur in forward deployment, in antitank weapons,
and in a more rapid air and sea reinforcement capability. At the highest level the
US national strategy guidance which had been predicated earlier on a 90-day
conventional war scenario was changed to state: “In order to maintain a
conventional deterrent, the United States must have the capability to conduct
sustained conventional combat for as long as the Soviet Union and its allies are
capable of fighting, "% In January 1977 Senator Nunn nevertheless reported that
the Department of Defense had continued to project a three-week’s warning of
attack against NATO followed by a conventional conflict of up to sixmonths. Nunn
said that there was still no common alliancewide agreement on these issues.1?5

One encouragement for a convergence of thought about air employments in the
NATO alliance antedated Allied Air Forces Central Europe and was putin motion
by the SACEUR, Gen Andrew J. Goodpaster, who in July 1970 requested the
NATO Military Agency for Standardization to establish working parties on. air,
ground, and naval warfare doctrine. Subsequently, NATO defined doctrine as
“fundamental principles by which military forces guide their actions in support of
objectives.” Doctrine covers a wide spectrum of affairs: at the highest level, “basic
doctrine” set forth broad principles of warfare in specific media (land, sea, or air);
the next lower level was “operational doctrine,” which amplified basic doctrine in
needed specific fanctional areas; finally, “operational tactics,” the lowest level,
dealt with employment of forces in specific combat undertakings, including how
to stop attack by a specific enemy formation. The first meeting of the NATO air
doctrine working party convened in Belgium on 21 June 1971, The draft of Allied
Tactical Publication 33, “NATO Tactical Air Doctrine,” was ratified by the NATO
nations and promulgated by the NATO Military Agency for Standardization on 10
Febrnary 1975. This manual was designed as the doctrinal cornerstone for
employment of air power by NATO air commanders. It accepted the Air Force
concept of centralized control of air resources as its key principle, and it was
considered particularly applicable to the organization of AAFCE, although
employment principles set forth were valid throughout NATO. During 1976 ATF
40, “Doctrine and Procedures for Airspace Control in 2 Combat Zone,” was
drafltcigl6 and circulated for allied approval; it became effective in September
1977.

The mandatory US secretary of defense report to Congress on rationalization/
standardization in NATO dated 28 January 1978, in the section on air warfare
doctrinal development, ended with the statement: “US leadership in this field
continues to drive NATO doctrine development programs.”% The American
effort to add commonality, where possible, to the NATO air effort probablyled to
assertions —including those of Dr Stephen Canby—that the Air Force was trying
to force common tactics on the European allies, over their resistance.!’® General
Vogt was quite clear on the fact that, “generally speaking, the American Air Force
is way, way out ahead of the European air forces in the ECM business.” He tcld a
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journalist, “And I think if’s understandable because we’ve been the outfit that has
been fighting in the missile environment, and we had to develop these things.”
Although the A-10 was scheduled to arrive in Europe, Vogt emphasized aneed in
NATO for dual-capability aircraft, an ability of a given plane to perform at least
two missions. He wanted the new US lightweight fighter to have both an air-to-air
and an air-to-ground capability. General Vogt was not at all opposed to
specialization on the part of some of the smallzr NATO nations, who might want
to tailor their limited number of planes to special purposes. When asked to define
the main role of the NATO air forces in combat, Vogt replied:

1tk the major, one of the major, if not the major role 1s gomng tobe to provide a mass
of fire power m support of the ground army to turn off heavy Soviet armor m great
quantities That to me 1s [ think our mam m1ss10n, our mam chalienge ButIwant to be
able to take on the air too, so that they can’t mterfere—that means neutraiize him
the arr at the nght pomt in space and time above the battlefield *®

Vogt expected the air battle to be

essentially one of maneuver, with a lot of airplanes muang it up and very much getting
back to the 01d World War I and Werld War II type of thing Where you have to spot
your encmy and identify him and get on s tail and shoot him down ... I expect n
Europe veryflnd battie situations, mobile units, Soviet armorwhich will be moving very
fast . . with the FEBA shufting back and forth, and wath the air sitnation above the
FEBA, pretty much determining the outcome of what’s happemng on the ground.
Because if he's able to get in with a ot of attack airplanes and work over cur forees, the
battle 1s apt to shift that way On the other hand, 1f I can get local air supenionty — not
air supenonty across the Central Front, but air supenonity over the battlefield—then
of course, we have achieved our objective. We can keep enemy air off the backs of our

guys and put a Jot of ground suppozt 1n to destroy the hca\;ywcapons and the armor of
the enemy. And that’s really what we're gomng to be domng *1°

One of the problems in the rearmament of NATO air forces was the surge of
Soviet/Warsaw Pact air forces in both guality and quantity of aircraft. By the same
token, NATO needed modernization of its second generation jet fighters both in
quality and quantity, In 1958-59 the Netherlands, Norway, Canada, and West
Germany had sclected the F-104 as the new standard fighter, and it needed
replacement by a new fighter which General Vogt described as “an airplane that
can do the close support mission, carry bombs and deliver them effectwvely, and do
an air superiority job when required. In other words, 1t has to be able to take on
Communist arplanes and cope with them, and outmaneuver them.”11! As Deputy
Secretary of Defense Packard had recommended, the Air Force in 1972 instituted
a lightweight-fighter prototype development program. In explaining what was
afoot, Secretary Scamans suggested that some of the NATO countries might want
such a plane since it would have utility in a European-type scenario where an enemy
would bring the air battle to the FEBA, But from the outset Air Force spokesmen
were reluctant to admit of a competitor for the F-15, which would be prepared to
fight for air superiority deep in enemy territory.} 2 In thus prototyping the Air Force

501

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

_—

IDEAS, CONCEFPTS, DOCTRINE

provided design goals for alightweight, highly raaneuverable, sustained supersonic
aircraft and left specifics to contractor design teams. On 6 January 1972 the Air
Force released proposals to industry, and five contractors submitted responses on
18 February 1972. After evaluation, two lightweight-fighter prototype development
contracts, each to build two aircraft, were awarded on 14 April 1972: one with
General Dynamics for a YF-16, and the other with Northrop Corporation for a
YF-17. Both designs incorporated new technology that greatly increased
maneuverability. In addition to maneunvering flaps, the YF-16 incorporated a
blended wing/body design which increased lift and provided additional internal
volume for equipment and fuel. The YF-16 used a single F-100 engine, which was
developed for the F-15, whereas the YF-17 required two YJ-101 engines that were
still in development. Both contractors understood that the average unit flyaway
cost goal of the lightweight fighter would be held at $3 million in 1972 dollars based
on a buy of 300 aircraft.!3

Early in 1973 Lt Gen Otto J. Glasser was adamant that the lightweight fighter
was “purely a technological endeavor,” “We have no intention in the Air Force of .
going into production for this airplane, of asking for a force structure for this
airplane,” he said.1* General Ryan said, “The lightweight fighter, as it is presently
conceived, is not a weapon system. Instead, it is more of a technology effort so that
you can try out these things to see if they do give you that increased performance.”
But Secretary Seamans was more sangnine, saying,

Certamly we would not even go to the expense of building a prototype if there were not
some chance of 1t bemng procured As I visualize it, we could eventually end up with a
mux of fighter aircraft, wath the F-15 for all-weather arr supertority, and with some kind
of lightweight fighter that could be used under more visual conditions, 1

In 1974 the Air Force added a line item to the fiscal year 1975 budget request
that called for an “air combat fighter” which would allow continued improvements
on the lightweight fighter if tests showed it interesting enough; but there were still
no announced plans for its immediate procurement.*'® About this time, Secretary
of Defense Schlesinger began to push for the development of the F-16, but General
Brown, as Schlesinger recalled, was “very, very cautious in moving toward the IF-16 .
... preferring to stay with the F-15."117 Brown nevertheless called a working group
of fighter talent—the best talent from Europe, the Pacific, and the Tactical Air
Command —to meet at Wright-Patterson AFB.138 A key factor in the Air Force
considerations was that F-4 fighters would need replacements in the 1980s and
F-15s would be too expensive to buy in such great quantities. On 13 Janunary 1975
the Air Force awarded a contract to General Dynamics to develop the F-16, one
reason for this choice being that the F-16 had the same engine as the F-15. Air
Force Secretary John L, McLucas said, “It is an engine that is already in our
inventory, so we won’t have to train technicians on the new engine,”**? Prodded
by Congress to buy a cheaper fighter than its favored F-14, the US Navy would
ultimately take the YP-17 prototype and develop it as the Navy F-18, The Navy
liked the YF-17’s two engines, among other features. The Air Force programmed
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a purchase of 650 F-16s to equip six wings. At the same time that the Air Force
opted for development of the F-16, a four-nation NATQ consortium team was also
in Washington looking at this plane. Secretary McLucas hoped it would appeal to
them, both because it would increase aircraft standardization in NATO and
because quantity purchases would reduce the plane’s ultimate costs. In June 1975
the Paris air show provided a fitting background for the NATO consortium of
Belgium, Denmark, the Netherlands, and Norway to announce an intention to
participate with the United States in coproduction of the F-16, and ultimately to
purchase 348 of the planes, in addition to the 650. In the words of Secretary
Schlesinger, the NATO allies recognized the happy circumstance wherein the
lowest price aircraft had the best performance.!®
General Jones commented:

If fiscal constrants were not a drving factor m planning our fighter force, we would
deploy the F-15 m sufficient numbers to meet the total threat. However, in the light of
projected fiscal constrants, current plans include development and procurement of the
less sophisticated, lower cost F-16 which will complement the F-15 1n performung the
air superionity role 2!

The Air Force deliberately made the decision not to equip the F-16 for all-weather
intercept and all-weather fighting, principally to get a cheaper airplane that would
be supportable in the quantities needed. The F-16 would be more dependent on
ground radar or AWACS control than the F-15, but it would be a superior
fair-weather fighter that could arrest the gap i force size between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact, It also was developed with good air-to-ground features. Said Lt Gen
Alton D. Slay, Air Force deputy chief of staff for research and development:

As far as the ground role 15 concerned, we view 1t as augmenting the F-111, the residual
T4 force, and the A-10, and 1t could cover the spectrum throughout that confhict .. It
1s not as survivable as the A-101n the close air support environment; so we don't say the
F-16 1s principally a close-support arrplane It 1s 2 multimission, reasonably priced
addition to our force It just replaces a portion of the F-4 force, and it replaces a portion
of the A-7D forxce

We started out getting an arr-to-arrfighter.  And we found that the things that made
the airplane good m an air-to-air role, such as power loading, low-wing loading, also
were extremely good in air-to-ground context . As an example of what the F-16 will
do close to the ground, 1 almost had a heart attack watching the F-16 do a sphit “5* from
2,700 feet It was fantastic as far 2s maneuverability1s concerned  So here we havea
fighter that has the load carrying capability of an P-4, just due to tts low-wing loading
and Iigh thrust, 1t has the turnmg capability .. actually better than F-86, in an
ar-to-ground environment And 1t just turned out that we got more than we paid forin
having a multipurpose capable airplane We aren’t always that fortunate 12

In Central Europe the NATO air defense ground environment (NADGE)
aircraft warning and control system was not even then completed in 1970 when
perceptions first appeared that the Soviet/Warsaw Pact air forces were becoming
potentially able to penetrate and attack at low level. Quite soon a large number of
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modern Soviet aircraft were being deployed to Warsaw Pact nations, and the
Fitters and Floggers in particular were very capable of all-weather attack. Altheugh
NADGE control centers could be dug-in and hardened, ground-radar installations
could not be so protected. Many of the radars had been in place for as maxny as 20
years, and it was inconceivable that the Soviets had not targeted them for
immediate attack. In 197G-72 NATO examined various ways to counter the threat,
which turned out to be adding more fixed radars to the system, deploying mobile
radars, or going to an airborne early-warning stance. The last prospect was
selected, and the issue was to make a choice between the Air Force’s E-3A
AWACS, the Navy’s E-2, or Britain’s Nimrod, The E-2 and the Nimrod were
designed basically for fleet sea surveillance and warning, and the E-3A AWACS i
was the best prospect, but it would be very expensive in unit cost and would have '
to be financed with substantial sums of money above existing national defense i
programs. Moreover, the Air Force was taking its time developing a standard

AWACS configuration. Maj Gen Richard C. Bowman, director of NATO and .
European Affairs in the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for

International Security Affairs, would recall:

As you know, even in this country, even with it being our own people, we had trouble
convincing many people [about the value of the AWACS] The airplane doesn’t drop
bombs, 1t doesw’t shoot machine guns and, therefore, if you haven’t got a good
understanding of the tactical air problem 1t 15 hard to picture just why a system that 1s
this expensive should be part of the program

The major NATO problems affecting AWACS was the large cost of the
program, but how to use the plane was a secondary concern, According to Gen
Lew Allen, Jr., the NATO countries primarily focused on a need for AWACS as
a provider of airborne early warning capability.!?* In American design, however,
AWACS had the electronics for both warning and interceptor control, and there
was good reason for the latter since the plane would be deployed as needed in
many parts of the world. The ability of AWACS to look down in the ground clutter
of Central Europe and put fighters on targets also would be a decided advantage.
But airborne control of fighters in the European view would still provide more .
centralized direction that was distrusted — especially by the British, who believed
that Alhed Air Forces Central Europe should only be an overarching and a
coordinating headquarters with minimum command and should leave real control
(tasking) to 2ATAF and 4ATAF.125

In 1974 two Air Force officers voiced answers to why AWACS should not be
limited to service as an austere NATO early-warning radar platform and leave data
processing and interceptor control to ground-control centers which were
hardened and presumably survivable. Lt Gen William J. Evans, deputy chief for
research and development, admitted this as a possibility in Europe but argued that
elimination of the suzveillance and command and control capability of the AWACS
would limit its usefulness “to only those areas which would have . . . gtound based
capabilities, and would, therefore, restrict its use for worldwide contingencies.”
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Maj Gen Lee M. Paschall, director of command, control, and communications,
and deputy chief of staff for programs and resources, pointed out that both
AWACS and the Tactical Air Control System (TACS) would be used in Europe.
The AWACS, for example, could not duplicate the large capacity for control
existing in the ground TACS. Paschall saxd:

When the two systems operate together, they complement each other The AWACS
provides continuty of control deep nto enemy territory, warning friendly fighters of
Itostile actions and the ground system of hostile arcraft approaching friendly territory
The ground system 1s then better prepared to counter enemy actions and to defend and
support ground forces and installations

Early in 1975 an experimental AWACS went to Europe and flew 21 sorties in a
month, interoperatng with the US Navy in the Mediterranean, the Royal Navy and
Royal Air Force n England, and USAFE in Germany. All facets of AWACS were
demonstrated in controlling aircraft and air strikes, runmng intercepts, and
down-linking tracks and information to the NADGE and to the TACS to
demonstrate what AWACS could accomplish in terms of providing detailed
information to NATO commanders on the ground. In the demonstration AWACS
was surprisingly able to pick up fast-moving automobiles on the speed-free
autobahns of Germany 127

In March 1975 Secretary Schlesinger went on record with the statement: “We
urgently need an AWACS capability in NATO Europe.” But ke added that the
acquisition costs for AWACS would be much easier for the US ta}gayer to
understand if the NATO community paid a fair share of the total bill.**® Under
such circumstances the question of how many AWACS the Air Force would buy
hinged in part on how many AWACS planes NATO would finance. The Air Force
calculated AWACS requirements on a basis of two for each orbit—one in orbit
and one on the ground preparing to relieve the one on station, Exclusive of NATO
AWACS, the Joint Chiefs of Staff stated that the Air Force’s “prudent risk”
AWACS requirement worldwide was 53 E-3As, but its “fiscally constrained”
objective was set at 34 aircraft In 1975 the Air Force hoped that NATO would buy
between 20 and 30 E-3As, or a force adequate for both of NATO’s flanks as well
as its center.*? In late 1975 the NATQ military committee declared that an
airborne early warning (AEW) force was “the only feasible means, in the present
state of technology, of providing the necessary enhancement of the defensive
capability of the alliance against the growing threat posed by the Warsaw Pact’s
new and sophisticated weapons systems, particularly agamst NATO forces at low
level.” The NATO defense ministers recommended airborne early warningto their
civilian superiors as a “priority one requirement.” NATO asked for firm cost data
on a buy of 20 to 32 NATO-configured AWACS.13°

As the NATO defense ministers met in an unusual session on 25 March 1977,
called solely to reach a final agreement on AWACS, there was an initial expectation
that they would agree to recommend to their respective legislatures the
procurement of 27 NATO-configured E-3As to be collectively purchased by the
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alliance, In the United States the Tactical Air Command had taken delivery of its
first production model E-3A on 23 March 1977. Only Iceland, which had no
military forces, had expressed no interest in buying into the AWACS force, but
Iceland would accept basing effective in October 1978 of a US E-3A contingent to
replace the EC-121s that had been covering the Greenland-Iceland-United
Kingdom (GIUK) gap into the North Atlantic for the previous 25 years, At the
meeting, however, the British were in a bad spot; they had put their Nimrod
program on a hold status because AWACS was best for the alliance. In NATO
armament prograros each ally as a matter of practice always attempted to get the
Jargest advantage for its industries, and AWACS was a program in which the
greatest economic return from the NATO-AWACS procurement would remain
in the United States. With unemployment running high in an economic downturn,
the UK defense ministry was under tremendous political pressure to gofor English
production of the Nimrod rather than buy into AWACS. The British nevertheless
emphasized that they would not opt out of the NATO program; they would put .
their Nimrods under NATQ control, and it wonld do the same things that their
part of the AWACS force would have done. This development sent the military
planners back to their drawing boards, figuring ont what the Nimrods would do,
how many NATO E-3As would be required, and how the cost could be worked
out. At a 5-6 December 1978 defense planning committee meeting in Brussels, the
NATO defense ministers finally approved what was now called the NATO
airborne early warning and control (AEW&C) program. The British contribution
would be 11 Nimrods, NATO would procure 18 E-3A aircraft —both Nimrods and
NATO E-3As to be interoperable with Air Force E-3As. The program called for
modifications to make 52 ground sites interoperable with AWACS aircraft and the
refurbishing of a main operating base (MOB) in Germany and some forward bases
for the force. The modification of the ground sites was considered important since
the procedure would be that the AWACS would send track information down to
the hardened sites and they would control interceptions. This was necessary in a
high-density attack environment since there would not be enough controllers in
the E-3As to handle the entire region. As it was approved in December 1978, the
NATO AEW&C program became the largest commonly funded project .
undertaken by the alliance.131

Although President Carter ordered in his Presidential Memoranda 10 a review
of national security policy immediately after taking office, his view on NATO was
best described as a reaffirmation of the long-standing strategy of US support for
the Atlantic Alliance, with—in the words of Ambassador Robert W. Komer, who
was bought in as adviser to the secretary of defense for NATO affairs—a few “new
wrinkles.” At a May 1977 NATO summit meeting in London, Carter stated that
the United States wonld make the alliance the heart of American foreign policy.
Carter told the Atlantic Treaty Association Conference in Reykjavik in August
1977, “The United States remains categorically committed to NATOs strategy of
forward defense and flexible response.” In the Carter view, the United States had
let US capabilities to help defend Western Europe lag during a decade of primary
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focus on Southeast Asia and had “some catching up to do.”"*2 In assessing the
sitnation in Europe, Secretary of Defense Harold Brown said:

In recent years the Soviets, having first established dmisional forces and supporting ar
units, filled them up to full strength and then, subsequently, upgraded thewr equipment

Although I think we probably still have an edge m some things, they are at least m the
same ball park with respect to guality of equipment. Cutrently, they are ghead i
numbers and close m quality of equipment. . . . To summanze the NATO sitvation, I
think that we need to domore and out allies need to do more if we are to avoid asituation
some years from now when the Soviets may feel themselves sufficiently ahead both in
quality and quantity of matenals to be encouraged esther to make a militaty venture or,
whatlgghmk 15 far more ikely in those circumstances to start acting i a bullying, political
way.

Just as the Carter administration reaffirmed previous US policy toward the

Atlantic Altiance, it also continued the strategy of preparing for one and one-half

. wars. Ia a response to a congressional question relevant to this strategy, the Office
of the Secretary of Defense observed:

It 15 true that Soviet non-nuclear capabilities have grown 1n size and sophistication, but
US and Allied capabilittes have changed as well. Most mportant, however, 15 the
changed situation tn Asta ‘White Noxth Korea 15 no less a source of danger than it was
a decade ago, the Smo-Soviet sphit and our changed relationship with the PRC [People’s
Republic of China] made 1t lesshikely that the North Koreans would receive any external
encouragement or support for a major military adventure Overall, 1t has become much
more difficult than 1n the 1960's to imagme a large-scale conflict on the mamnland of
Asia requiring US forces more or less simultaneously with the demands of a major ctisis
or conflict in Burope.

A harbinger of NATO emphasis under the Carter administration was reduction
in the fiscal year 1979 budget requests originating in the preceding administration
in favor of increases in tactical forces. The Department of Defense explained:

The bastc rationale for this modest shift in our prionties 15 our assessment (1) that an
adequate U.S strategie retaliatory postere can be achieved at some savings wath our
. proposed bomber/ALCM force, vice the previously programmed B-1 force, (2) that a
major, collective NATO effort, led by the Umted States, 1s necessary to counter the
Warsaw Pact's growing capabihity to conduct a brief, mtense conventional campaign 1
Central Europe, perhaps with only a few days advance warning to NATO; and (3) that
improving our capability for such a conflict 1 the Central Region was sufficiently
mportant at this time to justify some delays m modernization of our naval forces.

To increase the strength of forward conventional defenses, the Carter
administration’s fiscal year 1979 defense budget included provisions for improved
capabilities for rapid reinforcement. In 1977, in the first 10 days of war, the United
States could expect to augment its 525 divisions and 28 tactical air squadrons in
Europe by not much more than 1 division and 40 squadrons. The new plan was to
be able by 1983 to add 5 divisions and 60 tactical air squadrons in the same amount
of time; this by increased strategic airlift and repositioning of supplies in
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prepositioned overseas materiel configured to unit sets (POMCUS) stocks in
Europe.’®® The Air Force also would modernize its forces in Europe and add
additional units: a second wing of F-111s, a wing of F-15s in 1977, and the addition
of A-10s which were going to begin to enter the inventory and would be sert to
Europe soon. 7

The Carter administration’s priority to the Atlantic Alliance was reflected in
the Air Force by activities that Gen Wilbur L. Creech, the assistant vice chief of
staff who would become commander of the Tactical Air Command on 1 May 1978,
described as full support for the requirements of coalition warfare. Creech said,
“We are working hard to keep our people within the Air Force thinking about
coalition warfare and its special demands and opportunities.”1*® Lt Gen Howard
Fish, who was sexving as assistant vice chief of staff in 1978, summarized the Air
Force needs relative to NATO as:

Modernized forces, rapid deployment, adequate basing, high unit readiness, iereased
sortie rates, well-trained and motvated personnel, sufficient spares and mumtions, .
improved airbase survivability and greater coalition warfighting capability through

mcreased standardization and interoperabihty —zall these will be nesded to achieve a

cred1b}§9dctcmnt orwarwinning capability against the threat confronting us in Burope

foday.

Under the press to “think NATO,” already planned modernizations of US air
forces in Europe were accelerated, The first F-155 of the 36th Tactical Fighter
Wing were deployed to Bitburg Air Base, West Germany, in January 1977, and the
wing (72 F-15s) completed the move in midsummer 1977. In March throngh
midsummer 1977, an F-111F wing (84 F-111Fs) established itself at the Royal Air
Force (RAF) base at Lakenheath in England, In 1978 the integrated air defense
structure in the 2 ATAF area of responsibility was augmented by the movement of
the 32d Tactical Fighter Squadron (18 F-155) to Camp New Amsterdam, the
Netherlands. This squadron gave the Royal Netherlands Air Force some
familiarization with Air Force air defense procedures, and a second F-15 squadron
was planned for the base in wartime. As already noted, the first operational
employment of the E-3A AWACS of the Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom .
(GIUK) gap commenced in October 1978, and 14 E-3As were operational by the
end of the year. Production of A-10s ran ahead of projections, permitting the
United States to notify NATO of the deployment of these close-air-support attack
planes beginning in 1979 instead of 1981, RAF bases at Woodbridge and
Bentwaters in England were approved as collocated operating bases {(COBs) for
abed-down of sixsquadrons of A-10s, and the aircraft would be rotated to forward
operating locations (FOLs) in Europe to train over territory where they would be
expected to fight. The first A-10 squadron was activated at Myrtle Beach AFB,
South Carolina, in July 1977 and became capable in October, three months ahead
of schedule. During 1977 two A-10s made demonstration visits to Korea and six
went to Germany. The bed-down of 108 A-10s at Bentwaters/Woodbridge began
in January 1979, and the deployment of the last of two squadrons to Woodbridge
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was held up according to plan by the decision to begin to schedule A-10s and F-16s
directly for the Air National Guard beginning in the summer of 1979. All of this
happened before the last regular Air Force squadrons completed conversion.*?
In addition to these deployments to Europe, the Air Force was committed to very
rapid reinforcement from the United States. In 1978 the Air Force made a major
commitment to have active squadrons under way in less than 24 hours. Air National
Guard and Air Reserve forces could be mobilized for deployment within 72 hours
after notification. Flow plans and procedures were worked out to get these units
overseas in a hurry and to bed them down smoothly and efficiently. 24!

In the Carter administration’s emphasis upon the North Atlantic Alliance, the
Air Force was committed to sharpen its capabilities to “deploy rapidly, beddown
and fight immediately,” but preparations for battle by a miscellany of allies
continued to be difficult. In a spontaneous answer to a point-blank question putin
June 1978, General Fish cited five key readiness deficiencies, in these words:

I believe that one of the greatest of the deficiencies that we have 15 our command and
control capabilities as far as being survivable and secure. Coupled with tlus is an
sufficient capability to disrupt the enemy’s command and control communications, .
The second deficiency 15, of course, our capabilify to fight under chemical warfare
conditrons ... Third, I would say 15 more realistic traming on the ranges, particularly in
Burope . Our might and all-weather attack capability 1s deficient I would put that
high on the hst, We are working on eorrecting this defictency. . A fifth defierency 1
our lack of capability to provide adequate airhift for our objectives to get the troops to
Europe with their equipment

The prospect of operating effectively within a chemical warfare environment
admitted no ready solution, since the best deterrent for chemical warfare was an
offensive chemical capability, which the United States had foresworn. Provisioning
of airlift, fighter training, all-weather air attack paraphernalta, and antielectronic
attack capabilities were worldwide Air Force tactical air problems, and are
considered later as such. The problems of developing a NATO command and
control and base infrastructure, however, remained franght with alliance
divergencies. In 1978 Ambassador Komer pointed out that in his opinion nothing
had been done to integrate alliance communications in the 30 years of NATO, He
said, “It turns out, the telecommunication industry is a big operation in other
countries besides the United States. Getting the various industrial barons together
on some of these things is dot exactly easy.” 43 In response to a Soviet/Warsaw Pact
threat, the Air Force was committed to a rapid, all-out movement of air units to
Europe, where host nations would bed them down on collocated operating base
(COB) facilities. The COB program thus made available for use by reinforcing US
aircraft facilities excess to the needs of host nation at strategically located airfields.
Although access to COBs provided a variety of otherwise unavailable facilities,
these bases had little access to minimum essential facilities (MEF) — ammunition
and fuel storage for initial operations plus adequate ramp space for dispersed
aircraft parking, In March 1982 General Allen said that “great progress” had been
made in identifying needed COBs and needed essential facilities but neither the
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host nations nor the US Congress had been willing to fund the construction. Gen
Bernard W. Rogers, commander in chief, US European Command, reiterated:
“Unfortunately, because of the limited NATO funding available and a U.S.
reluctance to prefinance this effort, we are at present able to support with MEF
only a small fraction of the U.S, air reinforcements that deploy to COB’s.”™ The
COB situation affected the potential of the US for sustained-duration operations
in Europe as of 1982. Earlier —in 1980— General Allen and Secretary Hans Mark
had pointed to another problem affecting sustained air operations with the newer
models of aircraft, cansed by a long-time, underfunding of operations and
maintenance (O&M) accounts, Allen rationalized how this “inexcuseable”
situation had come about:

It was only a few years ago, that is i the carly part of the mud-seventies when the US
wasstill operatingon a trip wire strategy against our major scenario of war in Europe.. ..
In the 1973 time period that strategy began to chiange and it began to be clear that we
wanted those atrcraft to be able to fight for an extended period of time and not imagine .
that a nuclear war would start so quickly Therefors, we set goals for ourselves—fifteen
days, then thirty days, and later a longer time in terms of the sustamablity of the force,
These goals determine the war reserve spare kits, the base level suffictency Kits, and
other war reserve mateziat which we need. For various reasons in this perodwof timewe
have not taken the steps that should be taken to fill up those accounts We have just
never done 1t Aswe introduced new aircraft, we were late filling those accounts because
we wanted to develop good rates of consumption before we made a large mvestment in
spares—that also put us behmd, In other situations we Just made compronuses agamst
those sustamability factors. . .. I think it 1s a case where we have not done the job of
management that we should have done, !5

At the insistence of the United States and over strenuous objections of some
European governments, the Atlantic Alliance shifted away from reliance on a
nuclear trip wire to an emphasis of a conventional response to Soviet/Warsaw Pact
attack. Even so, there continued to be acknowledged reliance on what was
described as the “NATO Triad,” namely strong conventional forces, thezter
nuclear forces, and strategic force components. Secretary Brown justified the
presence of nuclear warheads in Europe, stating: .

A sizeable continuing NATO theater nuclear force 1s certamiy needed to offset Warsaw
Pactforces .. The Alliance strategy is one of controlling escalation and terminating a
conflict at the Iowest level of violence possible, and the threat of escalation using forces
heldin reserve contributes to this strategy. The Warsaw Pact must perceve ahigh degree
of risk and of uncertainty ag to the NATO response. As long as theater nuclear forces
are relatively survivable and can nide out attacks, and backed by highly survivable US
strategic forces . the temptations to the other side to strike first are mimmized 14

Althongh there were some 7,000 US tactical nuclear warheads in Europe in
1978, Gen Bruce K. Holloway, waiting after retirement, pointed out that there was
no doctrine for their employment.
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Fortunately, since 1972 assured destruchion has given way to a much wiser strategy of
fleubiity ~ However, there are still large gapsin the strategy, and even larger gaps n
the projected weapon and force structures that must match the strategy. The biggest
gap 15 the lack of a doctrmne for employment of tactical nuclear weapons . . . We have
long held that nukes are not “just another weapon” We have vigorously and
self-mighteously preached this notion.on moral grounds, and not without logie. However,
it 18 time to set aside this Sunday-school doctrine n favor of the kind of hard planning
that amalgamates the entire spectrum of weaponry The place to start 15 in Europe, 1n
the Buropean Command and mn SHAPE. In Washington, this shaft must be recognized
as necessary and encouraged. ¥

In a similar tenor was an article by Col David L. Nichols, who pointed out that
the concepts for the employment of nuclear TACAIR were “outdated.” “The
capabilities of TACAIR delivery systems have greatly benefited from advancing
technology,” he wrote, “but the mission concept has remained unchanged since
1952, when the first F-84 fighter-bomber was given a nuclear role in Europe.”'#
The mission concept was typically nuclear alert, whereby tactical fighters were held
ready for striking prebriefed quick-reaction alert (QRA) targets. Nichols agreed
that in some instances QRA aircraft would have greater accuracy and inflict lower
collateral damage than missile systems, Moreover, TACAIR on nuclear alert was
the only means whereby some of the NATO allies could share in a nuclear strike
role. But he urged that the QRA mission concept vitiated the potential flexibility
of TACAIR, its advantages in mobility, range, responsiveness, tactical versatility,
penetrating ability, firepower delivery, target acquisition/battlefield assessment,
and recovery and recycling. Nichols argued, “TACAIR should continue with the
alert role, particnlarly peacetime QRA; however, the overall alert concept needs
to be modified to allow more flexibility.”1%?

Early in 1961 photography by U-2 aircraft laid to rest President Kennedy’s fears
of a strategic nuclear missile gap with the Soviet Union by revealing that the Soviets
had given first priority to the deployment of intermediate-range nuclear force
(INF) missiles rather than intercontinental missiles,

Strategist Paul H, Nitze reminisced:

Foralong time, inadequate attention was given to the inereasing deployment of the INF
mssiles by the USSR in part because they were big, maccurate, hqud fueled and based
on soft pads They looked hke deterrent weapons, not the kund of weapons one would
want if one actually contemplated fighting, !’

In the planning of the 1950s it was perceived that in Europe theater nuclear
forces, by providing strong links between conventional forces and strategic forces
and a wide range of targeting options, greatly strengthened deterrence. During the
1960s the Air Force operated Matador and Mace ground-launched cruise missiles,
targeting them apainst fixed-enemy installations such as airfields, The Army ficlded
a short-range Pershing IA ballistic missile, targeting it against fixed, time-sensitive,
and heavily defended objectives. As was seen earlier, NATO wanted and the Air
Force requested development of a mobile, medium-range ballistic missile, but
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Congress refused to fund its development. The US Armyreceived approval for the
development of an extended-range Pershing II missile in the mid-1970s. This
missile was to be used in the eventuality of programmed nuclear strikes in support
of SACEUR, after which it would revert to general support of the Army in the
field. If based in West Germany, the range of the Pershing I would permit it to
attack targets in the Soviet Union with very little warning time; it would have an
carth-penetrator warhead option; its accuracy, combined with high-velocity,
near-vertical trajectory, offered an assured, quick-reaction, all-weather capability
for attacking enemy main operating bases (MOBs). The Pershing Il was perceived
tobe a prime candidate for executing a “mousetrap” counterattack in which enemy
MOBs would be knocked out while enemy aircraft were airborne during strikes
against NATO, thus denying them a place to land or forcing their dispersal to other
less-well-defended airfields where they would be easier to attack.

In 1977 the Army attempted to give the Pershing IT to the Air Force but the Air
Force did not want to pay for its development out of Air Force funding. The Air .
Force also preferred to proceed with the development of a less complex
ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM) which would be fielded in a ready
adapfation from a canister and booster launch design concept of the Tomahawk
submarine-lannched cruise missile (SLCM). General Jones conceived that the
GLCM (soon popularly pronounced “glikknm”) would take over the QRA nuclear
alerts from tactical fighters and free them to fight conventionally. Although either
GLCM or Pershing II could be used to attack many of the same all-weather fixed
targets, each had unique capabilities to make both attractive. The GLCM, for
example, had a stated range of 2,500 kilometers and could outdistance the
Pershing. In 1977 General Jones got a small amount of money included in the fiscal
year 1978 budget to work on a GLCM.1! As development of an already nearly
perfected submarine-launched cruise missile (slikkum) version of the nuclear-tvpe
GLCM got under way rather readily, the US Tactical Air Command could see
nothing immediately better for defense emitter suppression than a GLCM with a
conventional warhead. TAC asked that such be developed for a standoff defense
suppression. Said Gen Robert J. Dixon, the TAC commander, “We have not fornd
anything better . . . and we need a standoff capability desperately.”152 .

Before 1977, Soviet theater-dedicated nuclear missiles were at vulnerable fixed
sites, and each missile had only one warhead, but during the same year the USSR
began deploying new mobile, solid-propellant, 5,000-kilometer range SS-20s.
These missiles had three MIRV warheads, and each launcher was also provided
with a refire missile, also with three warheads. Ambassador Nitze remarked, “They
Iook like war fighting weapons. Unless they are limited or offset the entire Eurasian
land mass would live under an intolerable threat.”153 The Backfire bomber and the
Soviet/Warsaw Pact frontal aviation already threatened NATO, and in 1978 Gen
Alexander Haig, CINCEUR, noted Europe’s growing concern with the increasing
imbalance in longer range theater nuclear systems represented by the $5-20. Haig
regarded the increased survivability, accuracy, and affordability, “from (he
European perspective.”’>* During the carefir] allied examination of longer range
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theater nuclear capabilities, the United States offered options of drawing on
ongoing programs; Pershing I, GLCM, SLCM, air-launched cruise missile, a new
medivm-range ballistic missile (MRBM), and aircraft. In his analysis of the
requirement for allied response to the Soviet threat, Secretary Brown rationalized:

We do not plan our theaternuclear forees to defeat, by themselves, a determined Soviet
attack i Burope, and we rely mainly on conventional forces to deter conventional
attack. . It remans essentral, nonetheless, for NATO to maintain, or as necessary
acquire, the flexibility to Ieave the Soviets under no illusion that some way exsts, by
nuclear means, to gamn nulitary or political leverage on the Alliance US Central
Systems, of course, remam the ultimate deterrent, and are mextricably linked to the
defense of Europe Augmentation of NATO’s Iong-range theater nuclear forces based
m Burope, however, would complete the Allance’s contmuum of deterrénce and
defense, and strengthen the inkage of U.S. strategic forces to the defense of Europe
Indeed, mcreased NATO options for restramed and controlled nuclear responses
reduce the nsk that the Soviets mught percerve —however incorrectly—that because
NATO lacked credible theatermilitary responses, they could use or threaten touse their
own long-range theater nuclear forces to advantage. .. 'We must also be able to counter
the §8.20s and BACKFIREs from the theater, and place at nisk Pact forees and assets
deepin Bastern Burope and the western military districts of the USSR. Asone example,
we cannot permut 2 situation mn which the SS8-20 and BACKFIRE have the ability to
disrupt and destroy the formation and movement of our operational reserves, while we
cannot threaten comparable Soviet forces

In the Atlantic Alliance planning for the modernized theater missile
undertaking, the Federal Republic of Germany was willing to accept Pershing X1
missiles, but it was unwilling to be the only continental country to accept a new
long-range nuclear system. Consequently, longer-range GLCMs had to be
accepted by the other NATO allies. On 12 December 1979 the foreign and defense
ministers of the 14 NATO nations came to a two-track decision about what to do
about the Soviet threat, namely to deploy offsetting Pershings and GLCMSs; and
also seek negotiations with the Soviets to limit such theater nuclear missile systems
on both sides. In West Germany US Pershing IA missiles would be replaced
one-for-one by Pershing II missiles, and 464 GLCMs would be procured and
deployed in hard shelters in West Germany, the United Kingdom, Italy, the
Netherlands, and Belgium, the latter two countries reserving the right to have
additional time to consider whether to take the GLCM:s allocated to them. Since
the new theater nuclear systems would be deployed with US umits in Europe, the
United States agreed to assume most of their costs, except that there was a prospect
that basing costs would be paid back from the NATO infrastructure program, The
United States also undertook during 1980 to withdraw from Europe 1,000 nuclear
warheads that could be released in the modernization effort. In outlining the
agrecment, Secretary Brown summarized:

1 should stress, in designing this response, that one of 1ts purposes 1s to lay to rest any
questions about the credibility of the US comnutment to the defense of Europe. .. OQur

stratege, theater nuclear, and conventional forces are and will reman capable of
thwarting the purposes of any attacks on Burope and inflictmg heavy costs on the
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attacker. That 15 the essence of the flexible response embodied 1n NATO’s military
guidanee (MC-14/3) and our countervailing strategy, and 1t is at the heart of credible
deterrence %

The NATO decision of 12 December 1979 to make a nuclear missile response
to the growing Soviet theater-dedicated S8-20 nuclear missile threat was followed
by a course of events, some of which do not appear to have been anticipated. The
Soviet Union quickly increased the pace of its $S-20 buildup to a rate of one
additional unit every five days. In February 1982, the US Department of Defense
counted between 285-300 SS-20s in deployment, primarily directed toward
Western Europe. Talks in Europe on intermediate-range arms, led on the
American side by Ambassador Nitze, made no substantive progress. The Soviets
made it apparent that they would not take part in serious arms control talks until
they were thoroughly convinced that NATO was steadfast in its commitment to go
forward with the GLCM and Pershing IT. In March 1982, after the Soviets had
fielded some 300 SS-20s with 900 warheads and 900 refire warheads, President .
Leonid I Brezhnev announced a unilateral moratorium on the further deployment
of 85-20s in the European Soviet Union in the absence of “practical preparations”
for the deployment of GLCMs and Pershing ITs. Such a freeze was rejected becanse
it would have locked NATO into a position of permanent inferiority as far as
intermediate-range missiles was concerned, but the Brezhnev ploy further
aggravated popular unrest in the form of antinuclear demonstrations in Westarn
Europe. These burgeoning antinuclear groups tested the resolution of the Atlantic
Alliance: the Federal Republic of Germany, United Kingdom, and Italy were
unswayed, but Belgium and the Netherlands were willing to postpone receiving
their share of the GLCMs.157

Because the Air Force GLCM was a variant of the Navy’s Tomahawk and the
Pershing I was in some respect an upgraded Pershing IA, the Department of
Defense was optimistic about developmental problems. In March 1980 Secretary
Brown projected that with procurement beginning in fiscal year 1981, GLCM
would reach an initial operational capability in December 1983, The plan was to
deploy 160 in Europe by September 1985 and have 464 of them in hard shelters in
Europe by September 1988. All Pershing IAs were to have been replaced by .
Pershing ITs by September 1985, The total acquisition program cost at the inception
of the GLCM program in fiscal year 1981 was projected to be $1.5 billion, but by
fiscal year 1984, the cost was being quoted as being $3.6 billion. The Air Force’s
plan was that the Tactical Air Command would organize GLCM flights, each made
up of four tractor-erector launchers and each with four missiles that would be
assigned to Air Force units at NATO bases. The flights would go out into the fisld
on direction and authorization from SACEUR; they would be subordinate to
SACEUR through the Air Force component commander. As it happened, the
ground equipment, especially the security for alaunch control center and building
of the transporter erector-launcher, was more complex and costly than first
anticipated. These and other added costs concurrentlyneeded to get an early IOC
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combined with inflation to canse the substantial increase of the GLCM program.
In March 1981 General Allen could see no way to abandon the GLCM program,
since the West German government would not receive PershingIls unless the other
allies received GLCMs, The Air Force had accordingly not given anythought about
what could be done better with the $3 billion plus to be spent for the GLCM
program, but Allen added: “If the United States were to choose not to develop and
deploy GLCM, the money currently programmed for GL.CM would be spent on
other priority Air Force programs not currently funded.”?® Another Air Force
spokesman, however, had an alternate proposal for the GLCM. Lt Gen Kelly
Burke, deputy chief of staff for research, development, and acquisition, in February
1981 called attention to the fact that Air Force F-111s were a very potent
dual-capable asset, as were the tactical fighters belonging to West Germany, the
Netherlands, Belgium, and Italy that were standing on QRA. The F-111s would
remain on quick-reaction alert, and the NATO F-16s and Tornado tactical fighters
that would be becoming operational would also be dual-capable fighters. New
stockpiles of B-61 nuclear bombs with enhanced safety locks and security features
were being stored in Europe. Combined with F-111 accuracy, Burke said, the B-61
“would be adequate for a hardened silo or would destroy a fair sized city. ... The
dual-capable airplane is really the most cost-effective way to add force, because
the force is still available. . . for all manner of other missions; they are very flexible,
You can put them against any target anywhere.” Whereas the Air Forece had earlier
made the case for the GLCM relieving dual-capable fighters for conventional
operations, General Burke now described the GLCM as “a verynice complement”
to the dual-purpose plane, “particularly in the fact that it has very long range, it
has very high en route survivability, and it is accurate.”® “The modernization of
LRTNF [Long-Range Theater Nuclear Forces] is my No. 1 priority, to follow
through and get those GLCMs and Pershing ITs deployed,” declared Gen Bernard
W. Rogers, supreme allied commander Europe/CINC European Command, on
20 February 1981. He continued:

Under eurrent conditions with the status of our conventional forces, and partieularly
our lack of sustainability, we have bwlt ourselves a short war That 1s why the strategy
whichIcan:mplement today . isthestrategyof “delayed tuip” wire, delayed bya certain
number of days, depending upon warning time, tumely decisions by political authorities

.andscon . . When D plus X daycomes, we face two options nINATO under current
condifions We either have to escalate to theater nuclear weapons or we have to
capitulate, Neither one of those 15 viable 1n my view and that 15 why our objective m
Allred Command Burope 1s to get sufficient conventicnal forces to hold the imitial thrust
of the lead divisions of the lead armies until we can take under conventional attack the
follow-on dmistons of those lead armies that follow at about 70 to 200 kilometers
behind, '

With hard commitments Rogers estimated that the Atlantic Alliance nations
could develop the kind of conventional force he described by the end of the 1980s:
“Then, if attacked conventionally, we can force the decision to the other side to
escalate or withdraw.” Meanwhile, the two nuclear legs of the NATO Triad—US
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strategic nuclear forces coupled with NATO nuclear defenses—would have to
compensate for the third le%--NATO conventional power—in deterring
Soviet/Warsaw Pact aggression.

Fixed-Wing Air and Attack Helicopters in Controversy

The concept of US armed services roles and missions antedated the National
Security Act of 1947, when the Air Force became a separate service. General
Momyer recalled from years of study and experience,

The Aur Force position on this question 1s based on the promise that each service
contributes the particular forces forwhich 1t 1§ expert, and collectively, these forces form
aunified, mutually supporting combat team Byeach service specializing m s particular
area of responsibility, economy 1s promoted, duphication 15 ¢linunated, and, most
importanily, more effective combat power agamnst the enemy 1s realized. 12

Although the National Security Act of 1947 established the Department of the Air .
Force and the Air Force, it also provided that the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps

would continue to possess “such aviation as may be organic therein.”163 In 1963

the OSD general council gave an opinion in regard to the aviation composition of

the Armyin terms of the National Security Act of 1947, stating that “Army aviation

includes artillery spotters, observation and liaison aircraft and other similarly sraall

aircraft which it is more efficient to place under the control of the Army, but not

typical combat or significant transport aircraft.”16* A 26 November 1956 directive

by Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson that was later republished as

Department of Defense Directive 5160.22, dated 18 March 1957, made it clear that

the Air Force included “among its primary responsibilities those of furnishing close

combat and logistical air support for the US Army.” The directive also contained

a specific statement that US Army aviation would not provide an aircrafi to

perform the function of close combat air support. As has been seen, Secrelary

McNamara pressed the Army to give more attention to developing an orgznic

airmobility capability and stated that he was not applying such limitations to the

Army as the Wilson directive included. He said, however, that he would be sensirive .
to incipient “serious duplications” between the Army and Air Force. In March

1965 ke said:

The danger 15, I think, that the Army will move beyond the procurement of amreraft
chrectly related to its own mission and appropriately assigned toit, such as helicopters,
inte the procurement of aircraft to carry out functions such as elose air support or
transport of large quantities of materzel, which functions the Asr Force would be better
prepared to carry out That1s a danger It1s one we are sensitwve to 1€

Brig Gen William J. Maddox, Jr., US Army director of army aviation, explained
the US Army interpretation of the language of the National Security Act of 1947:

The prumary funchion of the Army1s.  to organize, tramn, and equip land forces for
operations on land, It1s the Army's position that the awation incorporated into its forces
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and planned for the future 15 intended to furthes its mission and not to Guphicate either
the 1ole or capability of any other service, Thus includes the role of close air support
which the Army shares with all the services . Under the Army’s land force chazter, it
18 logical to organize, train, and equip units for which a full-time need 15 apparent—for
example, maneuver units, artillery, heheopter ift and support forces. It 1s reasonable to
rely on other services for actions wiiuch are highly specialized or for which there 15 a
nonrecurzing need such as naval and air transport and tactical air support 166

In view of Secretary McNamara's expressed intention not to apply the rigid
limits of DOD Directive 5160.22, the Army assumed that the directive was a dead
letter. “The entire Howze Board — the air mobility concept,” said Lt Gen Robert
R. Williams, Army assistant chief of staff for force development, “was in direct
violation of that directive.” General Williams rationalized that weapon systems
were allocated not by what “a piece of paper said 20 years ago” but by consideration
in defense budgetary and programming and approval cycles and authorization
cycles:

Ifa . service wants to develop a new system, any major system, 1t 1s required to go
through a process in defense where a DCP [development coneept paper] is written, all
the services comment on 1t and finally at cach step 1t goes before the [Defense Systems
Acquisition Review] Counctl, of all the Assistant Secretaries, and has to be approved
by the Deputy Secretary of Defense 167

After that the proposal bad to be approved and funded by Congress.

The Marine Corps started the airmobility concept using H-19 helicopters for
troop lift; but enjoying the support of Secretary McNamara and President
Kennedy, who were interested in developing techniques to counterinsurgency, the
Army added the attack helicopter as part and parcel of its helicopter airmobility
program. Early in 1962 the Army deployed H-21 transport helicopters to Vietnam
and used them to transport South Vietnamese troops. A unit of utility helicopters
jury-rigged with weapons was soon sent to Vietnam, the original intent being for
these aircraft to escort troop helicopters to landing zones. Fire support in the
landing zone was still provided by US and South Vietnamese fixed-wing aircraft,
but the Army shortly perceived a need for both armed helicopters and fixed-wing
fire support in landing zones. The Cobra AH-1G gunship was built and deployed
to Vietnam The Army also began to field armed Mohawk fixed-wing aircraft for
experimental fire support and sent Caribou transport aircraft to Vietnam to
augment local ar movement, In 1965 Secretary McNamara theorized that the
Army might be moving beyond the procurement of aircraft directly related to its
mission. For that reason, he said,

I have overruled the Army 1n their request for purchase of what i1s known as the
BUFFALQO, as a successor to the CARIBOU to carry on a transport function that 1
beheve the Air Force can properly carry wath its C-130s and C-123s. Sumilaxly I have
refused the Army pernussion to buy the MOHAWEKS and other awrcraft which might
be used for close air-support functions 1%
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Although the Army considered that DOD Directive 5160.22 was inactive, it
officially differentiated between “close air support” and what was now called
“direct aerial fire support.” An Army statement explained the difference:

Close air support (fixed wing mission) calls for penetration of a hostrle environment,
delvery of heavy munitions on relatvely stationary targets, and protection of friendly
forees against hostile air attack. . . . Direct aeniat fira support 1s provided by the attack
helicopter, which 1s one of a family of ground firepower systems. All 1ts characteristics
(weapons, target acquisition, nature of is targets, mtegration of fires, command and
control) it shares in common with other Army weapons systems. Helicopter fires are
typical of all fires that take place at the line of contact, the flanks, and within the battls
position where a premium 1s placed on quick response, all weather capablity, anda ngh
oxder of accuracy in delivery of fires There is asmall area of overlap between close air
support and direct acnial fire support on the battlefield This overlap 1s considered
necessary and desirable, '

From the beginning of his tenure as Air Force chief of staff, General McConnell
sought solutions for roles and missions conflicts with the Army, and in the spring .
of 1965, the Army’s Gen Harold Johnson was said to have been tired of defending
armed Mohawks at great length with other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
The two generals conferred privately for six months before arriving at a meeting
of minds. A new directive, “Concept for Improved Joint Air-Ground
Coordination,” signed by General McConnell on 19 March 1965 and by General
Johnson on 28 April 1965 put into effect a revised tactical air-control system. "This
system provided continued centralized control of tactical aviation at Air Force
component commander level, but allowed decentralized execution of allocated
sorties by new direct air support centers (DASCs) at corps level. A year later on
6 April 1966, McConnell and Johnson signed another agrecment personally
worked out between them whereby the Army transferred the CV-2 Caribou and
tke CV-7 Buffalo to the Air Force which became responsible for intratheater
fixed-wing tactical airlift, For his part, General McConnell agreed “to relinguish
all claims for helicopters and follow-on rotary-wing aircraft which are designed
and operated for intratheater movement, fire support—except Special Air
Warfare —SAW—or Search and Rescue—SAR—forces and administration .
mission support aircraft.”170
In the immediate aftermath of the 6 April 1966 McConnell-Jobnson agreement,
General McConnell directed immediate and positive action to obtain a specialized
air-support aircraft for the 1970s. The US Army in 1966 started a development
program. for the AH-56A Cheyenne—an advanced aerial fire support system
(AATFSS) that would be specifically talored to future operational needs for higher
intensities of combat. There were to be improvements in basic aircraft
performance, including hover capabilities, payload, and endurance, and in
equipment capabilities to provide more operational flexibility at night and in bad
weather, in better navigation, and in longer standoff ranges for weapons firing 17!
In February 1966 General McConnell was asked what he thought about the
AAFSS, and he responded:
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Of course, what the Army mtends to do with the advanced helicopter that they are
tallung about 15 to use it for close support operations, which 1s tradifionally a misston
for the Air Force and [one] which the Ant Force has always done very well, I have no
problemswith armed helicopters i their use by the Armyin suppressing fire and moving
people around I do not think 1t 15 essential or necessaty to build an armed helicopter
with a capability for close support of Army forces, becauss this 15 already being done
for them by the Air Force and in some mstances the Navy In the first place, it will not
anywhere near stand up to the examination of cost effectiveness In my opinion, 1t will
cost too much to be able to stand up to cost effectiveness analysis 172

General Momyer later added that in the McConnell-Johnson agreement he was
sure that General McConnell had not visualized that “the helicopter was going to
be utilized and turned into the kind of firepower platform that we see in the Cobra
and the Cheyenne.” Speaking for himself, Momyer said:

AsJunderstand the functions assigned to the azmed sexvices, I consider the deployment
of the helicopter gunship as performing close air support, and the close air support
nussion 15 assigned to the Awr Force and, therefore, I concluded [sic] that it 15 a
duplication of our mission 17

After their inception in 1966 neither the Cheyenne nor the A-X programs
progressed rapidly The Cheyenne development program encountered repeated
technical problems, and the crash of a test aircraft during a high-speed run in 1969
caused the Army to terminate a fledgling production program. The Lockheed
Corporation, which was developing the Cheyenne, identified and undertook to
correct technical problems with the rotor system, but the development program
remained at a slow pace while settlement of prospective costs of correcting the
design failure was worked out.'™ The A-X program got under way with General
McConnell's decision letter in September 1966. Contracted studies 1n 1967
established the feasibility of what was wanted in the program: a not-too-expensive
airplane that could transport a heavy payload, could take off from an unimproved
field with short runways, could be very rugged, and could take a beating from
ordnance fired from the ground. The Army documented its close-air-support
requirements, and the A-X design proposal met the requirements, but the Army
did not request the A-X specifically, Gen William C. Westmoreland, Army chief
of staff, said that the Army “would leave the development of detailed specifications
of the airplane to the Air Force.” In 1968 the proposed A-X was getting too big
and too expensive and required more study before a supplemental concept
formulation package of studies would be ready in September 1969.17

Even in its conceptual state, the A-X generated some roles and missions
difficulties. At first, the Air Foree ¢irculated proposals that the A-X be especially
dedicated to Army control, this by assigning A-X units to particular DASCs and
allowing the air component commander/Tactical Air Control Center to use them
elsewhers only in emergencies. Under these circumstances it was reasoned that
the A-X should not be counted “above the ling” in the Air Force tactical wing
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strength, Maj Gen George S. Boylan, Jr,, director of Air Force aerospace
programs, rationalized in April 1969:

With the A-X, ... I think the Air Force operational procedure and doctrme which will
gude the employment of the amrcraft wiil restrict 1t to close basing, to basing in closa
proximaty to the ground forees, immediate response to the ground forces. I doubt that
you would find the A-X, in this operationzl concept, forward of the main battle area,
where the degree of exposure goes up

Oddly enongh, Army spokesmen rebuffed the proposition, advocating the A-X
or other fixed-wing, close-support aircraft to Army units as being contrary to
long-standing Air Force doctrine. The proposition offended the flexibility of
tactical air employment and the authority of the joint commander in a theater
organization, An Army memo fo the Air Force chief of staff on 13 January 1970
stated: “The joint commander should approve the apportionment of air effort on
a daily basis. The apportionment should be changed only by the joint commander.”
Brig Gen William J. Maddox, Jr., director of Army aviation, elaborated: .

Viewed very simply, dedicatingancxaft to close air support, and placingclose arrsupport
strikes under Army control would make these awrcraft more responsive to the ground
force commander, but there are other factors whieh rmlitate agamnst this approach for
conventional fixed-wing close air support arcraft —prime of which 1s that fixed-wing
close air support arreraft are multicapable |, For a full apprecation of close arr
support, responsiveness should be exanuned from the wviewpoints of both the jomt
commander and the frontline soldier These views will differ because the frontlme
soldier looks only for close air support against the targets to hus immediate front. The
jomnt commander, on the other hand, is concemed with a vanety of missions which
include asr superionty, interdictron and reconnaissance, as well as close air support. The
joint commander retains control of his fixed-wing close atr support assets because they
can contribute to other elements of his tactical air mission For instance, the A-X and
other fixed-wmg aircraft have the inherent capability to perform interdiction aswell as
close arrsupport. Undercertain conditions, mterdiction may take precedence over clese
aw: support To assign these aireraft to the Armywould reduce the responsiveness from
the viewpoint of the jomnt force commander.!”’

In the words of Sen Howard W. Cannon, “The Marines apparently do not have .
a roles and mission problem since they provide their own close air support.” In
addition to F-4 Phantoms, A-4M Skyhawks, and A-6A Intruders, the Marines were
in the post-Vietnam War years planning a buy of 114 AV-8A Harrer aircraft to be
operated from Navy amphibious ships and austere forward-area strips ashore ina
primary “ground loiter” close-air-support role. The Harrier had been develeped
in Britain and was operational in the Royal Air Force. It had swept-wing jet speeds,
and it could be employed in a vertical takeoff and landing (VTOL) performance.
But the Harrier’s combat radius was only 50 miles with the VTOL mode of
operation, and its combat time on station was very short. In addition, a typical
Harrier sortie could require 8,000 pounds of fuel and ordnance so that the logistics
requirements could be formidable for Harriers staging from short-f:)%pcditio:nary
runways that could not accommodate logistical air transport supply.*’® From the
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Air Force’s point of view, General Ryan considered that in the VTOL mode the
Havrier’s payload capability became too small. Ryan said:

We believe that 1t may provide satisfactory performance in the context of the Marme
Corps concept of operattons, which do not requare as much range and payload capability
as we do, but it does not appear to meet our close air suppert requirements

On 22 January 1970 Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard requested
Army Secretary Stanley R. Resor and Air Force Secretary Seamans to develop
within 30 days a position paper on the A-X and the Cheyenne which would address
their relationship in a close-air-support role. In turn, Lt Gen Robert R, Williams,
assistant chief of staff for Army force development, and Maj Gen Glenn A. Kent,
assistant chief of staff for Air Force studies and analyses, were tapped as action
officers. In Joint Chiefs of Staff usage, close air support was defined as air attacks
against hostile targets which are in close proximity to friendly forces and which

. require detailed integration of each mission with the fire and movemeat of those
forces.!80 But to come to closer grips with the A-X versus Cheyenne comparison,
it was necessary to elaborate. “I find,” said Secretary Seamans, “that I certainly
have Iearned a lot about close support lately. There are a lot of ramifications to it,
and to really understand it, it is necessary to get into a large number of specific
tasks, their locale on the battlefield, the method of command and control, et
cetera.” In a joint memorandum signed on 20 February 1970 the secretaries
recommended continued research and development of both the A-X and the
AMI-56A through at least prototype development. The memorandum also
addressed the complementary and competitive aspects of the two systems, and
since complete agreement could not be reached, the memorandum outlined the
mdividual service positions. The official Air Force position noted that DOD
Directive 5160.22 and “Unified Action Armed Forces” both assigned the close air
mission to the Air Force. Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (R&D) Grant L
Hansen. said, “It is therefore the official position of the Air Force that it needs the
A-X at the earliest possible date to provide improved capability for fulfilling its

. responsibility of providing that close air support for the Army,”151

In the argumentation about the comparative values of the A-X and Cheyenne
looking toward the preparation of a final memorandum from the Army and Air
Force secretaries to Deputy Secretary Packard submitted on 26 March 1970, both
the Army and the Air Force described the Cheyenne and A-X as both
complementary or competitive, as the case might be. Lt Gen Otto J. Glasser, Air
Force deputy chief of staff for rescarch and development, asserted: “I am
personally totally convinced, perhaps parochially so, that an A-X, which will do 80
to 90 percent of all the missions of the Cheyenne, and at one-third the cost, is the
thing to do.” If an attack helicopter were needed, Glasser recommended that “a
Huey Cobra with an A-X is a much more cost effective solution to the problem,”182
In the final paper, the Army included a list of 17 “Tasks of Combat Air Support,”
many of which the Air Force pointed out were general tasks of tactical
aviation—not close air support. In the end, the two secretaries agreed that the A-X
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and an advanced aerial fire support system (AAFSS) helicopter (not necessarily
the Cheyenne) were complementary. The secretaries greatly expanded the JCS
definition of close air support, breaking it out into eight separate tasks that were
listed in an enclosure to their 26 March 1970 report. These were:

Task I: —Support of Engaged Troops This ncludes the delvery of supporting fires by
airagainst enemytroops (and assoerated equipment and vehicles) ont to the established
fire coordmation or safety line. Aftacks are conducted during day, night and adverse
weather conditions agamst such targets as weapon positions (both ground-to-ground
and ground-to-air), bunkers and fortifications, enemy formations afoot, enemy
formations of armored and mechamzed vehicles, and suspected locations of enemy
troops, vehieles, and weapon positions

Task I — Support of Awrborne/Heliborne Assaults This includes:

(1) attack of enemy targets in preparation of landmg zones; and

(2) supporting fire durmg landing and extraction. .

Task III —FEscort for protection of arcraft/hehcopters (exclusive of thoss engaged m
actual insettion/extraction operations) from attack —both air-to-air and ground-to-aie

Task IV, —Prowision of fire support for air cavalty operations.

Task V: —Protection of Moving Formations of Troops (afoot or motorized not actively
in contact with the enemy).

Taske VII —Support of rescue missions, including extzactions of troops on Iong-range
ground patrols This entails protection of awr rescue aircraft from am-to-air
ground-to-ai enemy attacks and suppressive fire in support of those being rescued

TJask VIII —General Support of Battlefield Area This entails attack of enemy targets

beyond the established fire coordination or safety fine and mcludes Weapon positions

(both ground-to-ground and ground-to-arr), bunkers and fortifications, enemy

formations afoot, enemy formations in arxmor and mechamzed vehicles, enemy

command and control facthties and positions; nuclear delivery systems, roads and

bridges, combat support facilities, and suspected locations of enemy troops and .
supplies 1

These tasks were broader than the JCS definition of close air support, leading
Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard to tell the Senate Special Subcommittes on
Close Air Support,

The degree to which any of the tasks identified by the Secretary of the Army and the
Secretary of the Arr Force in their memorandum fit the definition of close air support
depends on the scenanio In final analysis, command and contzol procedures and jont
doctnne must remamn sufficiently flexible so that close amr support soriies can be
conducted in coordination with the fire and movement of friendly forces 184

Deputy Secretary Packard accepted the proposal for prototypes. At this
juncture the Cheyenne helicopter was once again in a research and development
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phase, with the Lockheed Company confident that its rotor control problems were
near solution. On 6 April 1970 Deputy Secretary Packard approved the
development concept paper for the A-X to be for the construction by two aircraft
companies of two prototype close-air-support aircraft each. When request for
proposals weat out on 7 May, six companies responded by 7 August, and on 18
December 1970 Secretary Seamans announced that the Fairchild Hiller
Corporation and the Northrop Corporation were selected as the contractors for
the competitive prototype phase of the A-X program.185
In 1970 in the course of House Appropriations Committee hearings on the fiscal
year 1971 budget, committee members asked many pointed questions about close
air support. In addition, Charrman George H. Mahon advised Secretary Laird that
the Department of Defense should thoroughly evaluate available hardware options
relative to close air support, including the Harrier, the Cheyenne, and the A-X,
before proceeding with substantial procurement of any close-air-support aircraft.
. Early evaluations in OSD indicated to Deputy Secretary Packard that the issues
affecting close air support were really wider than just three different aircraft, and
warranted the personal attention of senior management. In February 1971
Secretary Laird established a high-level close-air-support review group with
Packard as chairman and with representatives from OSD, JCS, Army, Air Force,
and Marine Corps. Gen William W. Momyer, commander of TAC, represented
the Air Force, On 8 March 1971 DOD Directive 5160.22, vesting close air support
in the Air Force, was canceled. Packard explained the cancellation as being part
of his “recent attempt to get rid of some directives that I consider unnecessary.”
He looked to the Joint Chiefs as advisers on roles and missions and said that there
had been no discussions with them on mission changes. He did not see “any
movement to change the roles and missions,” but he also said that he was “willing
and ready to make any adjustment that experience dictates advisable.” What he
wanted was to generate a better understanding of close air support essentially
through the examination of the capabilities of current and candidate aircraft m a
small number of scenarios that could represent the range of missions and threat
environients. Referring to the A-X, the Cheyenne, and the Harrier as “systems,”
. Packard said-

The point I'want to make 15 thatI do not think the problem of close air support 1s related
to whrch one of these systems 15 best, but to what 1s the best mix of these systems It may
turn out that we really should have all three— the A-X, the Cheyenne, and the Harner

Maybe we do not need all three . We are going to take a hrmted number of specific
sitwations and analyze them and see if a more objective approach will give us some
guidance as to which way we can go 1

From what Packard said, an Air Force doctrinal issues briefing concluded:
The Deputy Secretary of Defense has made it very clear that decisions to procure new

weapons and support systems are going to be made on their merits and not on the basts
of any legalistic assignment of roles and missions Further, the responsibilities of the
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services have become somewhat blurred by OSD policies for assigning weapon system
development programs.187

Since it was already known that the consensus of the OSD hierarchy, both
military and civilian, was that one type of aireraft would not meet diverse objectives,
the Department of Defense Close Air Support Report submitted to Congress on
22 June 1971 contained few surprises, although its findings were based on a variety
of analytical techniques and simulated approaches. Deputy Secretary Packard
provided the conclusions and recommendations personally and allowed individual
members to append their views. The conclusions noted that close air support was
a complex mission, Interaction with ground elements and other weapons was one
source of complexity. The diversity of probable scenarios, targets, tactical
situations, terrain, and weather conditions also complicated the evaluation
process. This complexity and diversity of close air support led to realistic
requirements for different types of systems:

One aircraft cannot do everything another aircraft can. The Cheyenne, Harrier, and
A-X center their capabilities in important sectors of the CAS spectrum® Cheyenne 1
discrete, responsive, highly mobile fires operating as part of the ground maneuverforee;
Harrier 1n rapid response to urgent firepower requerements dormg amphibious
operations, and A-Xn concentrating heavy firepower, matching selected mumtions to
different targets, at threatened sectors from dispersed bases. There were four
recommendations 1 Continue the Harrierprocurement plan 2 Continue the A-X and
Cheyenne development 3. Bxecute tests to resolve uncertamnties found during the study
so that necessary mnformation for Cheyenne and A-X production decistons and further
Harrier procurement would be available 4. Continue to refine the methodology for
evaluating and comparing alternative close awr support systems and arrving at
procurement decisions

General Momyer agreed with the conclusions and recommendations, but he did
not accept any intimation that the group was stating a need to procure all three
systems for future force structures until such time as extensive field tests were
concluded.

The Department of Defense Close Air Support Report had not been completed
when the fiscal year 1972 defense budget was sent to Congress, but the .
recommendations of the report were included in the budgetary request. In view of
the questions that had been raised about the three “duplicate” close-air-support
planes, Sen John C. Stennis, chairman of the Senate Armed Services Commitice,
announced formation of a special subcommittee on close air support to be chaired
by Sen Howard W. Cannon and to be charged to examine the total close-air-
support program as well as specific hardware issues. Testimony on close air
support commenced on 22 October 1971, and 21 witnesses were heard on seven
hearing days before testimony concluded on 8 November. The subcommittee also
had the advantage of testimony on the defense authorization and appropriations
hearings in the first half of 1971, as well as the findings of the Packard study, whose
findings the Cannon subcommittee concluded were based on inherently defective
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computerized systems analyses. In the Packard study, the Cannon subcommittee
observed,

the simulations basically were one-on-one studies, that is they pictured one auplane
attacking one tank defended byone anti-tank gun. . . Onutted were the effects of enemy
fighter aireraft, suppression of enemy arr defenses, SAM missiles, tactical electromic
counter-measures, and the faet that many aireraft will be matung multiple passes at a
host of enemy targets, while flying through a barrage of anti-aircraft fire 189

In fiscal year 1972 authorization and appropriations hearings it was the Air Force’s
position that until the Cheyenne and the A-X were successful prototypes there was
no way to compare their costs or capabilities. General Glasser noted:

I think they are complementasy and, of course, at the same t:me there 15 some overlap
Duplication 1s not always bad Some dupheation is highly desirable, Againl amnot able
to answer too explicitly n advance of completion of the development of the two

. awrcraft 10

Testimony in the Cannon subcommittee hearings generally repeated existing
Army and Air Force positions., But Admiral Moorer, speaking as JCS chairman,
took a more detached view:

In closing, I would hke to reemphasize that under the current state of engmeermg
knowledge, no single awrcraft can provide the capabilities necessary to satisfy the close
air suppoit tasks that may be encountered m future operational environments  For
this reason, I beheve that a mix of fixed wing aircraft and helicopters which pernuts a
varniety of operational and deployment alternatives to the spectrum of targets, tactical
situattons, terrain, and visibrhiy conditions that will be encountered by IS forces 1s
our best solution to the close air support problem,

Admiral Moorer pointed out that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were responsible for
the development of joint doctrine. Admiral Moorer further commented, “After
service tests and the development of service employment concepts are completed
as to new close air support equipment, it is anticipated that the JCS will require
joint testing for refinement and further mtegration into close air support joint

. doctrine.”™ And Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard concluded that
helicopters were necessary for air support under conditions of limited visibility.
He said:

One thing I have already alluded to 15 that under certain conditions of vistbility and
ceiling, you just can't use a supersonic atrcraft wnless you are gong to use a radar
bombing system which 15 not sufficiently accurate to be dependable Under those
conditions if you need close air support the only way you are going to be able to get 1t
15 with rotary-wing aircraft

Senator Cannon’s Special Close Air Support Subcommittee completed
hearings on 8 November 1971 and released its report on 18 April 1972, although a
declassified version of its hearings had been published earlier. The report endorsed
Air Force-Army and Navy-Marine command and control systems. It pointed out,
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however, that the Department of Defense “should redefine and assign the roles
and missions of close air support.” As the report was said to make clear, “in the
twenty-four years since the Key West agreement of 1948, a series of interservice
agreements and the evolution of helicopter technology have left the original
definition and assignment ambiguous and unclear.” The A-X program was judged
“well worthy of prototyping,” and the subcommittee recommended that an
evaluation of the A-X should include a flyoff with existing close-air-support
aircraft, especially the A-7D, and that the A-7D production line should be kept
open until the flyoff tests determined whether the A-X would take the place of the
A-TD. Senator Symington bad long been a critic of the A-7D and disagreed with
this recommendation. The subcommittee’s recommendations regarding the
Harrier and the lack of mention of the Cheyenne drew later clarification from
Senator Cannon. The subcommittee did not believe duplication between the
Harrier and the A-X “to be a valid issue,” but it said that the Harrier was an
experiment in V/STOL technology, resulting in a plane whose range and payload .
were so limited under VTOL conditions that no large procurements of it should
be justified. The subcommittee’s only mention of helicopters in its
recommendations was: “Assuming that questions regarding helicopter
vulnerability are resolved successfully, the subcommittee believes that there is a
valid requirement for a more capable helicopter.” Senator Cannon later said this
sentence was not a specific recommendation for the Cheyenne, 14

The Packard study report on close air support had recommended that the
Cheyenne, Harrier, and A-X programs be continued until operational testing
could be completed to resolve certain specified uncertainties about each. The
Cannon subcommittee report called for flyoffs between the A-X and existing
close-air-support aircraft. In December 1971, however, a General Accounting
Office (GAQ) report called attention to the fact that the Packard report did not
focus on testing the Cheyenne, the Harrier, and the A-X against each other, but
merely testing them against predecessors in their separate categories. The GAQO
also pointed out that there was no cohesive plan covering total defense
requirements for close air support. Instead, the sizes and tactical concepts of close
air support were proposed by the individual services planning independeatly, .
‘When asked about these concerns, Secretary of Defense Laird remarked thaf force
planning integration was handled each year in the planning, programming, and
budgeting cycle. “I think we are realistically working and attempting to define our
CAS requirements and are carefully building our knowledge as we go to provide
sound joint doctrine and operating procedures,” Laird said. Although Laird
considered that phase I of the Packard study provided “a good understanding of
CAS environments, targets, concepts of operations, and CAS weapon systems
required,” he directed the study group to provide a phase II repoxt on command,
control, and logistics and basing requirements for providing close air support
Laird stated:
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It 15 entirely in keeping with the Total Force Concept that existing zoles and miussions
be examined to determine which Service and which weapon system can contnibute the
greatest amount to a given task. It 1s also in keeping with the Total Foree Concept to
adjust existing roles and misstons to better use our existing and planned resources 195

The way in which flyoff tests of close-air-support aircraft would be handled
remained unsure in early 1972. Secretary of the Air Force Seamans told Senator
Symington that tests would be run on the two A-X candidates to select one of them.
Similar prescribed tests would be run on the Cheyenne. “On the basis of all these
tests, the Depariment of Defense will then make a decision whether to proceed in
production with the Cheyenne or with the A-X. . .. Not with both, ., , That is the
understanding that we have in the Department of Defense.”1?® General
Westmoreland, Army chief of staff, dramatically disagreed:

The Army considers the Cheyenne as an integral part of its ground combat forces, the

. same as a tank or a howitzer In fact, when the decision was made to develop the
Cheyenne, the Army traded off tanks and howitzers for the capability of rmsing part of
its fire support means a few feet above the terrain and prowiding 1t with a significant
increase in speed and maneuverabihty . Xf any trade-offs exst, they are between the
Cheyenne and otherland combat fire support means  andbetween the A-X and other
aircraft capable of performing the fixed wing close aur support mission There 15 no
competition and no viable trade-off between the fixed wing and rotary wing capability
The Department of Defense has repeatedly testified before this and other commuttees
that both ca;’)ablhtles are requred and that they are complementary and not
competitve ¥

The Army’s Cheyenne development program had been started specifically to
meet the stringent requirements of a European-type war. The Cobra attack
helicopter, while very effective in Southeast Asia, could not perform a full range
of tasks required of the Cheyenne, although Cobras equipped with the tank-kdling
tube-launched, optically directed, wire-controlled (TOW) missiles could be
deployed to Europe much earlier than the Cheyenne would be operational. There
was no growth potential in the Cobra without a major redesign effort. Stll, m 1971

. some estimates of the projected costs of one Cheyenne had increased to well above
$5 mullion, and the Army officially projected its cost to be $3.8 million. While the
Cheyenne had Iingered in development, alternative advanced gunship candidates
were being developed privately by two helicopter compamies. Sikorsky’s
Blackhawk started flying in August 1970, while Bell’s King Cobra was flying 1n
September 1971. Both were promised to be less costly than the Cheyenne. Because
of the Cannon subcommittee’s hearings, the Army had a flyoff between the
Cheyenne, the Blackhawk, and the King Cobra, after which in Angust 1972 it
announced the termination of the Cheyenne program and the initiation of a new
program to develop an advanced armed helicopter less complex and less costly
than the Cheyenne. Development contracts were awarded to two contractors each
to fabricate two flying prototypes to be evaluated in a competitive flyoff. Testing
of these two competitive prototypes was completed in September 1976, and
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Hughes Helicopters of the Summa Corporation won a full-scale engineering
development contract for the Army’s antiarmor helicopter of the future 18

Unlike other Air Force aircraft the A-X was designed specifically for froniline
close air support. The four basic characteristics of the A-X include lethality to
targets, responsiveness, survivability, and simplicity. The two A-X prototypes—the
Northrop A-9 and the Fairchild A-10—had their first flights in May 1972, and from
10 October through 9 December 1973 there was a flyoff testing of the two planes
at Edwards AFB, California. The A-10 was declared the winner. The question now
became one of meetingthe demands of the Senate Armed Services Committee that
there be flyoff tests of the A-10 and the A-7D. During 1972 Maj Gen Robert P,
Lukeman, assistant chief of staff for studies and analyses of the Air Force,
commenced computer analyses of the A~7D and A-X. Saber Armor-Alpha, astudy
published in March 1972, projected the A-X as much more survivable than the A-7
against the same enemy defenses. The problem was then extended to a projected
analysis of total force effectiveness of the A~7D and A-X in a study called Saber .
Armor-Charlie. The study team was led by an experienced fighter pilot, Col John
R. Bode, and in preparation for it, a board of fighter officers was assembled to
draw up operational concepts. After weeks of arguing about how each airplane
would be used, the group identified the one fundamental concept intrinsic to the
close-air-support mission. In the battle area, a very fluid, irregular line called the
forward edge of the battle area {FEBA) divided friendlies from enemies. Colonel
Bode demonstrated that the fixed targets behind the enemy lines could be
systematically attacked with prior planning.

‘We plan the mgress routes, and we often use non-visual systems We try to make high
speed, simgle pass attacks if we possibly can to hit those tazgets and keep moving. The
FEBA 1s very fluid. It has the characteristies that our friendly forces are always close to
it .,.That requires very ntimate integration with the fire and maneuver of the ground
forces That is not only the defimtion of the mission, but 1n my opinion that is the key
concept of the close air support mission . So that means that any airplane that is
bought... to do the close air support nussion has got to go throvgh a visval acquisition
phase, when the fighter pilot determines for himself where the fiendlies are andwhere
the enemy s, Besides that, the pilothas to specificallyidentify and locate a specific target
and fly the airplane so as to aun at that target That is particularly true of targets like .
tanks because for hard mobile targets like tanks, if you don’t aim at it, you don’t kil
it ... Ths requirement for visval acquisition and this requirement for aiming the
airplane at the target actually sets up the design of close air support aircraft It comes
out with different features from what you would get if you designed for the mterdiction
mussion or the air superiority mission, %

Each of the computer simulations of the Saber Armor calculations favored the
A-X over the A-7D, even though when there was a concern about how a factor
should be weighed, it was weighed in favor of the A-7. The data was submitted for
study by a Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) that meton 17
January 1973 and selected the Fairchild A-10 as the prototype winner. The Saber
Armor studies were also briefed to the Senate Armed Services Committee, which
in 1972 had recommended “a flyoff, a side-by-side flight comparison” between the
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A-X and the existing close-air-support airplanes. In March 1973 General Glasser
argued with Senator Cannon that there could be no meaningful flight test between
the fully operational A-7D and the only partly fabricated A-10, but the Senate
Armed Services Committee remained adamant and again in July 1973
recommended the flyoff. Senator Cannon insisted that the A-10 with its relatively
slow speed could not have the survivability that the paper studies claimed. He had
talked to many pilots back from Southeast Asia who told him that speed was
necessary for survival in a high-intensity environment 2% As a result of heavy Israeli
aircraft losses in the Yom Kippur War, congressmen were intensely interested in
bearing Secretary McLucas and General Brown relate the A-10 to such an intense
missile-defense environment, Said McLucas:

Ithink we can say that under the rubric of lessons learned in the Middle East, 1t dad not
change our views on the A-10 .. Our feelng 15 that the activity n the Mideast
demonstrates that weapon systems should not be considered in isolation from the rest
of your force; we would employ our force 1n a combined achon 20

General Brown pointed out that the A-10 was not going to hover over enemy
defenses; its targets would be at the FEBA. Brown added:

One thing that we do acknowledge 1s that the A-10 15 bult conceptually afong the lines
of the Stuka of World War I It is a hmited performance airplane for hmited purpose
It 15 not an arplane that you would send deep into enemy ternitory to do mterdiction,
awrfield attack, these sorts of things It 1s not fast enough . Soyouwould go to the F4
or the A-7 But to stay m the battle area and kcc%zworkmg, hammenng right up there
where the tanks are, 1s what the A-10 15 built for

In April and May 1974, a flyoff between the A-7D and the A-X was held at Fort
Riley/McConnell AFB, Kansas, where Army units were deployed in terrain and
formations representing a Soviet deployment and active Hlawk antiaircraft missile
crews attempted to track the aircraft. Four pilots flew each aircraft an equal
number of sorties, and the weapon systems evaluation group monitored the tests
and analyzed the results under the aegis of the director of defense research and
engineering, Following the competition DSARCHIA was held in July 197429 The
A-10 entered production soon after the competition and Maj Gen Harold E.
Coliins, assistant deputy chief of staff for research and development, explained its
characteristics, saying:

The A-10 15 speaifically optimized to perform the close air support mission and has
excellent maneuverability which wall enable 1t to operate under low ceilings and to
employ optimuzed attack profiles The arreraft wall carry up to 16,000 pounds of
ordnance for attacking ground umis Besides the Mavenick mussile and cluster
mumtions, the A-10 will be equipped with the GAU-8 30 mm gen for destroying hard
targets such as tanks, The suraivability features of the A-10  will allow operation of
the A-10 1n a high threat environment, The simplicity of the aireraft will allow low
mamntenance and support requurements as well as high sortie rates The A-10 can stage
from austere forward bases and be very responsive to requests for arr support 24
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Dr John S, Foster, Jr., director of defense research and engineering, in April
1973 asserted that there was no “unwarranted duplication” between the A-X and
the AAH. “Although there is some overlap in capabilities, they operate in different
ways and perform best under different situations; thus, they present a much more
difficult problem for the enemy to counter.”2% In August 1973 Maj Gen James J.
Hill, director of programs and deputy chief of staff for programs and resources,
advanced the idea that the role of the AAH was distinguishable from the role of
the A-10, the latter being “clearly a close air support role as we have defined it
within DoD.” Hill explained:

The AAH 15 bemg developed primanly to support airmobile operations and as a
helicopter eseort aireraft, provading light suppresswve fires from positions over friendly
territory against targets which threaten an air mobile assault at or very near the forward
edge of the batile area 1t will be capable of engaging armored targets which have
penctrated the FEBA, butitis not envisioned asan arrcraft that would survive if exposed
to the dense enemy firepower expected to exist beyond the FEBA 2% .

As Air Force chief of staff, Gen George S. Brown fostered improving relations
with Gen Creighton Abrams, his comrade in arms in Vietnam who became Army
chief of staff. In fact just before Gen Robert J. Dixon tock command of the Tactical
Air Command in October 1973, Generals Abrams and Brown told him they wanted
the agreements and good relations in Vietnam carried forward in peacetime 207
Ending the controversy that had waged so many years, the Army and Air Force in
mid-1975 agreed on the relationship of the attack helicopter and fixed-wing close
air support, with this announcement:

The attack helicopter 1s integral to the Army ground maneuver umit and 1s an
extension of organic firepower. It is to be employed with, or to the rear of, ground forces
along the forward edge of the bantle area (FEBA) to prowvide heheopter escort and
suppressive fire, to counter enemy armor at the FEBA, and to counter surprise enemy
armor penetrations behind friendly lines.

The Army and Air Force agree that the aitack helicopier does not perform CAS but
1s intended to complement Air Force CAS capabiliies The attack helicopter and Aur
Force close air support offer the ground commander a complementary capability 1n .
terms of a wider spectrum of fire support, enhanced responsveness, flexibility and
capabilify Because of the lumued ronge, speed and firepower of attack helicopters as
compared to Air Force fixed-wing CAS capabihities, the Aar Force does not consider
the attack helicopter as duphicating Air Force CAS.

A Force CAS resources are cerurally controlled by the Aw Force component
commander and respond to the theater-wide CAS requirements of the ground
commander—whereas attack helicopter elements aze mtegral to the Azmy’s combined
arms team and are under control of, and employed directly by, the various ground
commanders to which they are assigned Through centralized control of Aur Force
resources, the Aur Force provides a means to fully exploat the broader operational
capabihities of tactieal airpowesr.
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At Langley AFB, Virginia, where TAC headquarters was located, General Dixon
quickly established amicable relations with Gen William DePuy, commanding
general of the the Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), whose
headquarters was located at nearby Fort Monroe, Virginia Dixon recalled: “We
said at the beginning . . . that we think we have a tough job on our hands in the
air-land battle, and we are setting out to do that job. We have not mentioned roles
and missions yet.”?®® The two generals agreed that the Army did not have a
separate air force General DePuy said:

1 find 1t vexy difficult to think about the Army's helicopters as another tactical air
force .. We think about cavalry and we think about infantry, we think about
communieations, and we think about supply . It just would not work to take Army
Awiation out and put 1t in the Asr Force any more than we want to take the Air Foree
and putitbackn the Army 21

General Dixon agreed “The Air Force does not consider Army helicopters an
aviation force in the contest of a separate force. I think we have grown up. I think
we understand each other. I think the overwhelming size of what we have to do
takes first priority with us.”?11

US Navy and Marine Corps Tactical Air

During the hearings of the Senate Special Subcommittee on Close Air Suppost
in 1971 Sen Barry Goldwater argued that the Air Force, Army, Navy, and Marine
Corps were all operating tactical air forces despite soaring costs of tactical air
weapons.212 He thought it necessary to reiterate the purpose of the hearings: “It
is not an effort to eliminate anything; it is an effort to answer the question of
whether we need one, two, three or four tactical air forces. We started out with
one, we have grown to four.” Goldwater’s remedy for the four duplicative tactical
air forces, appended to the close-air-support subcommitiee’s report, was for the
Department of Defense to clarify the basic roles and missions of the services. He
said, “My concern is imbedded in duplication, a very costly duplication.”?!* Over
the years after 1971, senators frequently brought up the subject of the four tactical
air forees, asking whether there was any plan in the Pentagon for their coordination
and why could such common missions as air superiority and ground support be
centralized under a single air force.21

During the Senate close-air-suppozt hearings, Admiral Moorer had pointed out
that development of joint doctrine for united operations was a JCS responsibility,
and he had anticipated that joint testing would yield integration info
close-air-support joint doctrine.2> As a matter of fact on 13 February 1967 the
Joint Chiefs of Staff had requested the Air Force to develop a joint doctrine for
close air support in accordance with JCS Publication 2 and the chief of staff
Army/Air Force agreement of April 1965. The Air Force assigned the project to
the Tactical Air Command; by 1971 the undertaking had foundered after five drafts
of a manual had been circulated among the services without arrival at unanimous
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agreement.?!¢ In the aura of good feeling after the Army-Air Force accords on the
AAH and fixed-wing A-10 operations, Gen David Jones took the position that
there was some duplication in the tactical air forces fielded by the Air Force, Navy,
and Marines but that when the size of the Soviet tactical air forces was considered
there was a need for as large a total US force as possible. “We are coming closer
together and I think in the next few years we will do better than we have in the
past.”217 Gen George S. Brown in February 1976 responded to a question about
the four tactical air forces by saying:

Duplication between the tactical atr elements of the four Services 1smore apparent than
real. There is some overlap i capabilities among our various aircraft, but within the
Department of Defense, the four Services establish and maintain separate air clements
to perform therr assigned roles and missions, The tactical air elements of each Service
are tailored to meet spectfic Service mission requizements, some of which require very
specialized tasks. They collectively contribute to the total U.S aenal firepower

available 218 .

Brown stated the purposes of the tactical air elements in some detail useful to
an understanding of their separate taskings:

The Air Force has structured its tactical air forces to meet its primary
responsibihities, to include general air supremacy, air interdiction, air defense, close arx
support to ground forces, theater airhift, air reconnaissance, and to provide air forces
forjont amphibiovs operations and airborne operations. In a theaterof operations, the
Aur Force component commander (AFCC) centrally controls assigned or attached
resources and mtegrates all TACAIR operations Tactical airlift and tactical
reconnaissance missions, as well as combat fighter operations are employed to meet the
threat in concert with the overall land campaign Navy tactical air forees are tailored to
accomplish specialized operations, primarily onented toward supporting the combat
operations of a naval campaign, The responsibilities of Navy aviation melude sea
control, fleet defense, and local air supertonty n an area of navai operations, and for
sea projection operations, including support of amphibious assauits. Navy TACAIR
will be used to stuke opposing ait, surface, and submanne forces at extended ranges,
providing 4 defense 1n depth agamnst missile and torpedo aftacks,

The primaty mission of the Manne Corps 15 to provide Fleet Marine Forces of .
combined arms, including awiation components, with the ready eapability to project

combat power ashore agamst significant opposition. Such operations will melude the

seizure of defense of advanced naval bases and the conduct of such land operations as

may be essential to the prosecution of a naval campaign. The Manne air arm is integral

to the balanced an/ground team and 15 sized to Manmne ground force requitements

Army aviation is dedicated to the Army's primary function of conducting prompt
and sustained combat operatrons on Iand. The attack helicopter s organic to the Army
ground maneuver unit and 1s an extension of orgame firepower. The attack helicopter
does not perform close air support, but is intended to complement close air support
capabilities. The attack helicopter and Asr Force fined wing close air support offer the
ground commander a complementary capability 1 terms of a wider spectrum of fire
support, enhanced responsiveness, flexibility, and capability. In building tactical forces,
weshould base ourjudgements on the major threat —general war. That is the basis upon
which the primary funetions of our Services were developed and concomitantly how our
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forces have been structured The availabihty of naval awation cannot be assured to
support the airfland campaign 1n the advent of a major war it Europe. Each Service will
be performing its primary functions and will probably have little opportumtyterperform
collateral funichions 1n support of the other Services

Where General Brown’s description of the separate service taskings held good
during the 1970s, his prediction that there would be little opportunity for collateral
functions was not entirely applicable. In fact as the 1970s progressed, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff favored intermingling of collateral functions, as witness this
statement filed in 1983:

Military Service capabilities have been taiored to umque service missions while
contmbuting to the total mibitaty effort to support US national objectives The Jomt
Chuefs of Staff have increased emphasis on mntegration of unique combat capabihities
from other services mto traditional single service missions, thereby expanding total
combat capability The war fighting perspectives of the umified and specified

. commanders m the field are strong mfluences 1n this process as the JCS develop more
comprehensive joint doctrine and new weapons systems

The National Security Act of 1947 provided that the US Marine Corps, within
the Department of the Navy, should be organized to include not less than three
combat divisions and three combat air wings. This mandate recognized that the
Marine Corps had continuously developed the art of amphibions warfare. The
division/wing organization bespoke the fact that a forcible entry on a hostile shore
in the face of a determined enemy was one of the most difficuit of all military
operations. Maj Gen H. S Hill, Marine Corps deputy chief of staff for Air in 1971,
explained:

The key to success of such an operation 1s the rapid busldup of combat power ashore,
from an imitial zero capabthty, to full coordinated stnking power to defeat the enemy
Intially, attack aircraft are provided from the aweraft carrier stoiking forces and
subsequently from expeditionary arfields ashore supplemented with carnier awrcraft.
Dunng the early phase of an operation, close air support and naval gunfire represent
the only means of destroyng targets that oppose the Manne Corps nifleman, Naval
gunfire resources have been dimimishing steadily since World War I and aur supportis
. the only remamung candidate available to fill the growing deficiency n firn:pco\?\rcr.221

The Marine Corps division/wing ground/air team was designed and practiced to
provide immediately responsive air support to ground. As long as Navy carrier
aircraft were present they provided air superiority and interdiction, and Marine
aircraft were fully devoted to close air support 2

In a discussion of the Marine Corps in 1976, Gen George Brown pointed to its
role and mission as being well beyond amphibious warfare Its three active and one
reserve divistons and wings were important parts of the nation’s general purpose
fand and tactical air forces. Brown continued:

The Marmne Corps’ broader mission notwithstanding, our Marnine amphibious forces
constitute the only self-sustained, foreible-entry capabihty mthe U § arsenaltoday Our
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arrhfted forces could deploy rapidly, but are not as readily sustainable as amphibious
forces In addition, the ability to forward deploy afloat amphibtous forces will continue
tobe essential formeetimgshort-notice requirements for mhtary power in distant areas,

TheU.S. cannot pre-posttion landand tactieal airforces in every possible arcawhere
a crists may threaten its interests, nor can i1t count on himitless base nights m overseas
arcas, Qur capability to conduct amphibious cperations with a force of combined arms
offers the U S an advantage i a conflict, including a NATO-Warsaw Pact war where
the availabihity of such forces provides defensive depth, resilience and capacity for
opportune counterstrokeson the flanks of Europe, from the North Cape to the Hastern
Meditersanean.

As of 1978 in a NATO war, two Marine amphibious forces were earmarked by
formal agreement for NATO, and when assigned to the Supreme Commander
Europe would be the major element of his strategic reserve. There were no plans
calling for the employment of Marines in NATO’s Central Region; rather, plans
called for a strategically mobile (preferably amphibious, although Marines could .
deploy by airli;‘i’? force in a variety of scenarios from the Arctic to the
Mediterranean 22 In the Marine Corps the accepted doctrine and practice was
thatthere was a synergistic effect of the Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF)
functioning together as an entity and that to fragment the team would violale a
viable combat entity. As has been seen, the long-standing Air Force position was
that—in General Momyer’s words—“in a theater of operations i is absolutely
essential that there be one air commander in order that the air can be employed
where it is needed most; and you can’t have areas within a theater that are under
the various jurisdiction of different people.” Momyer urged that once a MAGTF
came into a theater, the Marine ground division should come under the theater air
commander responsible for total close air support.?® The Marine position on the
inviolability of the MAGTF offered some difficulty in conceptualizing NATO
reinforcement. Since there would be a serious shortfall of tactical air capability in
NATO at a war’s beginning and since the Marme air elements could be expected
to arrive in advance of the ground division, would SACEUR have operational
control over the air elements? Would SACEUR allow the Marine task force to
continue to possess air elements once the MAGTTF was ashore since the Marine .
air elements would be the only air assets in NATO that SACEUR did not own and
control? When Lt Gen Andrew W. O’Donnell, deputy chief of staff for plans and
policies, USMC, was called upon to answer these questions in 1978 he drew upon
the stated policy of Gen Alexander Haig as SACEUR that “national forces are
employed in a manner in which they are committed nationally or organized.”
O’Donnell was confident that Haig would support the Marine position. “He has
recoguized, as have all joint planners throughout the world, the entity that exists
inthe Marine air-ground feam.. . General Haighas stated that he would be remiss
if he would reduce in essence, the capacity of what he views as a viable combat
entity.” Under these circumstances the Marine Corps’s position on the command
of air elements during and after a deployment to NATO was as follows:
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The Marine Corps considers organic aviation assets deployed n advance of other
elements of a Marnine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) as advance combat elements
of that force Qur employment concepts envision the simultanecus deployment of
command elements of the MAGTF headquarters together with whatever combat
elements —arr or ground —are mitialty deployed The MAGTF commander wall report
to the NATO commander to whom ordered and will employ hus forces to accomplish
muisszons as assigned him by that commander Upon arrival of all elements of the foxce,
the MAGTF will continué to carty out assigned miissions as an mtegrated, combined
arms team1n accordance with approved NATO plans Those plans provide exphicttly for
retention of the mtegrity of the MAGTF We assume that formally approved Alhance
plans constitute sufficient guarantees that Marine forces wiil be employed in
consonance with those plans and with U 8 national doctrine for the employment of such
forces 226

In joint service negotiations it would continue to be the USMC position that the
MAGTF commander would retain ownership of his organic air assets both during
. and after amphibious operations. During joint operattons the MAGTF air assets
would normally be 1 support of the MAGTF mission, but the MAGTF
commander would make sorties in excess of the MAGTF direct support
requirements avatlable to the joint force commander for tasking through the air
component commander Similarly, the MAGTF commander would make sorties
for air defense, long-range interdiction, and long-range reconnaissance available
to the joint force commander for tasking by the air component commander. But if
the joint force commander considered it necessary as prescribed in JCS
Publication 2, “Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF),” he could exercise other
more direct methods of command and control over Marine air elements in his area
of operations 227
In the Xey West agreements of 1948 the Air Force had accepted collateral
functions for maritime operations to mnclude interdicting enemy sea power through
air operations, conducting antisubmarine warfare and protecting shipping, and
conducting aerial minelaying operations. But after 1948 the Air Force did little
about these mussions for several reasons noted by Maj Gen Robert N. Ginsburgh,
. USAF, Retired:

First of all, the supremacy of the US Navy was 50 great that it neither needed norwanted
Aar Force assistance in controlling the seas At the same time, the Air Foxce was not
interested m dverhing its efforts from concentration on 1ts primary functions And
finally, both Services questioned the capabihity of Air Force weapon systems to
contnbute sigmficantly to the sea control mssion

The first notable Air Force maritime employment occurred during the Cuban
missile crisis, when Soviet freighters carrying mussiles were en route to Cuba and
their exact location was unknown Then B-47 strategic aircraft were used in an
Atlantic Ocean sea search to Iocate these vessels. 22’ In 1968 Air Force EC-121s
commenced patrol coverage of the Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom (GIUK)
gap into the North Atlantic, because the ronte was habituated by Soviet Bears and
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Bisons from the Murmansk area and was the prime threat route for any penetration
against North America. 230

It 1970 when Admiral Zumwalt became chief of naval operations he judged that
the United States had “just slightly better than an even chance .. . of winning a sea
control war . . . with the Soviets.” “After 1970, Zumwalt added, “our chances for
success . . . diminished”?! Zumwalt asked the Air Force to broaden its
contingency plans to use B-52s for mining important waters, and this was approved
in 1971, He proposed early in 1972 and brought it up again at an OSD breakfast in
November 1972 that the Air Force’s tactical air wings ought to be made carier
capable so that the United States could have optimal basing in instances where
there was a lack of access to local airfields. Gen John Ryan, then Air Force chief
of staff, had a study of the proposal made and declined to pursue it. Zumwalt later
made this same proposal to Secretary Laird and Deputy Secretary Packard, and
both declined to touch it because of its jurisdictional complications. Later on.—1in
1978 —another different proposal questioned why US Navy aircraft assigned to .
aircraft carriers that were withdrawn from sea duty during periodic port overhaul
could not be detached to airfields in England. The Navy explained that its airciaft
maintenance support equipment was permanently installed in its aircraft carriers
and could not easily be put ashore; moreover, the Navy NATQO commitment
required that any ships in overhaul be returned to operations in 30 to 45 days.
Removal of critical air-wing-support equipment and Esersonnel would causz a
considerable delay in meeting the NATO commitment 232

“We believe the Air Force can help the Navy control the seas,” Secretary of Adr
Force McLucas said in a mid-1974 address. “Today, with longer-range aircraft,
radar and other sensors in all our tactical aircraft, and guided weapons, we should
be able to attack effectively even maneuvering enemy ships in virtuatly all of the
major sea lanes.”23 Early in 1975 both Adm James L. Holloway IIT, now chief of
naval operations, and Gen David Jones spoke favorably about the use of
B-52s—probably B-52Ds— in augmenting Navy-sea control capability. Equipped
with the Navy’s Harpoon antiship missile, Holloway considered that B-52s wonld
be a “beneficial adjunct” to the US Navy but not a completely dependable asset
since the major role of the B-52s was in the SIOP.~* On 2 September 1975 .
Holloway and Jones signed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) on “The
Concept of Operations for USAF Forces Collateral Functions Training,” This
memorandum envisioned that Air Force capabilities might be employed to
perform search and identification, electronic warfare, tactical deception, attack
against surface and air units, and aerial minelaying. Air Force resources would be
trained for these tasks that complemented and supplemented sea control
operations and for which an inherent Air Force capability already existed. Since
primary functions might necessarily preempt the availability of Air Foice
resources, the agreement recognized that a primary organic capability for sea
control would have to be maintained. In the performance of the collateral tasks
and training for them, Air Force forces would remain under the operational control
of appropriate Air Force commanders and operate in support of naval
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commanders.>® Under this agreement SAC, USAFE, PACAF, and TAC
commenced training crews of B-52s, F-4s, and F-111s in conjunction with the US
Navy. In the developing relationship, Navy spokesmen were careful to emphasize
that any collateral support received should not influence the structuring of general
purpose naval forces which were designed to carry out two principal missions: sea
control (which included both subsurface and surface threats) and power
projection, Thus, it was said:

The rationale for use of Air Force assets for certam marntime functions 1s primanly one
of providing an austere power projection 1n certam areas of the world where our naval
forces do not normally deploy and which 15 capable of quick reaction to Soviet surface
ship deployments dunng conditions of esther ensis or sustamed confhct 6

Admiral Holloway rationalized:

I thunk aurcraft have a number of advantages as an antisurface ship weapon system, in

. that they can move quickiy to the scene of an encounter; they can search for targets ...
The disadvantage 15 1n lack of staying power of an airplane It1s good for sort of a one
time shot and delvery of a weapon. You cannot keep long range arrcraft on station, for
examplé, in the [ndian Ocean susveilling Soviet surface task forces in times of tension
That can much better be done by our own surface and subsurface fleet w

In the late 1970s there was much favorable comment about the use of Air Force
collateral resources for sea control, but there were actually some grave limitations
on the Air Force side to the undertaking. Gen Russell E. Dougherty stated, “As
commander in chief of SAC, I found that I had a lot of capabilities that I could
share with other commanders that were very difficult to share.” He and Adm Isaac
C. Kidd, who was commander in chief, Atlantic (CINCLANT), recognized the
potential long-range surveillance and sea-attack capability of SAC and began to
exercise it. Dougherty said, however, that this was a “personality sensitive” matter
because there was “no systemic opportunity to do this as a matter of routine.”
Dougherty continued:

Also, because of the peculiar nature of the way we do things mn the Department of

. Defense, I could use my capability in support of lus [Adrmiral Kidd's] command, butif
I got out there and found that I needed something to help me do that job better, I
couldn’t come back and ask for 1t because it was a collateral mussion and could not
generate a requirement Collateral misstons by definition 1nside the Department of
Defense can't drive a requerement So Thad to use only the capabilittes [had developed
for other commands to be able to apply to his command, mine laying and long-range
survetllance. If I could do 1t with what T had in hand, fine If 1t required something new,
somcthug changed, something tobe procured, I couldn’t get 1t because 1t wasa collateral
mussion 25

As a matter of fact, B-52s had very little antiship capability, mainly because
neither gravity bombs nor limited-range glide bombs provided any standoff
capability such as would be needed for an effective attack against any kind of
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defended group of combatants of the Soviet navy. Explained Gen Richard Ellis,
CINCSAC, in 1981:

SAC has been tasked by the Jomnt Chiefs of Staff Jomnt Strategic Capabilities Plan to
perform three collateral missions: aerial mmelaying, conducting antisubmarine
warfare and mterdicting enemy sea power through air operations. . . . Given the
proper tactical situaton, our acnial mmelaying can be a most effective deterrent.
However, ourseapower imterdiction capability isseverely limited by the lack of weapons
with enough range to allowarrcraft survivability. Most importantly, todaywe would have
to remove forces from their SIOF commutments m order to accomplish these
nussions 27

In 1981 Adm John T. Hayward, chicf of naval operations (CNO), was very
concerned about the danger of Soviet Backfire land-based Navy bombers against
US fleet units at sea, especially in the North Atlantic. He wanted to work with Gen
Lew Allen to increase the number of AWACS aircraft to assure fleet protection,
but he was skeptical about counting on the Air Force for assets not under Navy .
control. He was concerned that in a crisis, most available AWACS would be
assigned to highest priority NATQO missions in the Central Region. Similarly, the
Navy was concerned about any proposal to augment antiship maritime support
B-52 capabilities, since in an emergency the national command authorities would
decide to generate a maximum nuclear SIOP force, and the B-52s would likely be
withdrawn from an antiship role.2*

During the Carter administration the emphasis laid upon strengthening
NATO’s Central Region had reduced funding for Navy and Marine Corps units
worldwide. In the Reagan administration, Secretary of the Navy John Lehman, Jr.,
actively promoted 2 “maritime strategy” different from what he described as the
“laid-back, Carter” strategy for protecting the sea lines of communication (SLOC)
to Europe. Lehman’s proposal was to protect the SLOC by offensively striking the
Soviet Navy near its heavily defended flect bases. In addition to a five-year plan to
build to a 600-ship Navy including 15 carrier battlegroups, Secretary Weinberger
in 1982 stated defense guidance that expanded the role of Air Force aircraft in
defending the sea-lanes against Soviet long-range bombers armed with antiship
missiles. Weinberger said, “Where geographically feasible, we plan to establish .
barriexrs composed of land-based interceptors, supported by long-range
surveillance systems, to detect and engage Soviet bombersbefore they can threaten
our naval forces transiting the sea lanes.”?*! Staff preparation between the Navy
and the Air Force developed areas of needed activity. The Navy essentially believed
that it had sufficient assets to deal with antisurface warfare requirements and
disconraged Air Force resource commitments to attacking ships, especially since
B-52s1acked standoff munitions, The Air Force was planning on increasing mining
capability in B-52H aircraft that were programmed for a new strategic projection
force. The most pressing area where the Air Force could help the Navy was in
antiair warfare. The new CNO, Adm James D. Watkins, considered the Backfire
and Soviet submarine-launched cruise missiles to be the biggest threats to the
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American aircraft carriers. Already Navy airmen were working very closely with
Air Force AWACS controllers. “The AWACS aircraft has pulled the Air Force
and the Navy closely together throughout the world, They are operating off Japan,
Okinawa, and periodically Iceland,” Watkins said. Even though he was favorably
impressed with what was being described as Air Force-Navy “interoperability,”
Watkins sought formal memoranda of agreement (MOA) with Gen Charles
Gabriel, who had taken over as Air Force chief of staff. Watkins noted: “I felt there
was need to put teeth behind some of the rhetoric of interservice cooperation.”2*2
Gabriel and Watkins jointly signed a basic MOA. on 9 September 1982, and on 25
October Secretaries Verne Orr and Lehman joined them in another endorsing
MOA called, “Joint USN/USAF Efforts for Enhancement of the Joint
Cooperation.” In Gabriel’s words:

The memorandum of agreement with the Navy acknowledges that we can do the job
better—together, Qur first efforts will be directed toward sca lane awr defense Weplan
. to have our skilis for domng this through a jont traming program and realistic joint
exereises Otherareas inwhich the AirForce can help mclude indications and warnings,
surveiilance and targeting; command, control and eommunications, aenal minelaying;
electronic warfare; delvery of Navy special operations force and aenial refuehing 29

The top-down endorsement of the basic MOA. or 25 October emphasized joint
training and interoperability and agreed to establish a joint training center and
“war at searange” at Key West, Florida, that would develop joint tactical doctrine
for maritime operations as well as combination air superiority, surface warfare,
and undersea warfare training for both services., In February 1983, General Gabriel
summarized the new Air Force-Navy relations:

Let me say this—with the new CNO, Admiral Watluns, we are gomg to do everything
we can to work closely together. .. ‘The F-15s and the AWACS will give cover 1o the
Navy wherever they need at. . . . We practice it m the Pacific and 1n the Atlantic all the
tume now and in the Med[iterrean} and Indian Ocean We can do that, We do have the
crossover We don't have the parochial blocks any longer s

. The Tactical Air Command — Training and Doctrine Command

In the aftermath of the roles and missions embroilment generated by often
parochial assertions incident to the Cheyenne-AX programs, General Brown as
Air Force chief of staff and General Abrams as Army chief of staff had hoped that
the mutual understanding and common outlook they had shared in combat in
Southeast Asia could be carried forward in peacctime, institutionalized, and
expanded into a continual working process within and between the Army and the
AirForce Brown and Abrams personallyimpressed these thoughts on GenRobert
J. Dixon while he was on his way to take command of the Tactical Air Command
on 1 Qctober 1973, Four days later, on 5 October, General Abrams wrote Gen
William E. DePuy, commander of the US Army Training and Doctrine Command
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{(TRADOQOC), with headquarters at Fort Monroe, Virginia, seven miles from
Langley AFB, Virginia, of his desire for Army-Air Force cooperation:

I have long beleved that since thers exssts m the Army and Aiwr Force a unique
complementary relationship to conduct warfare on the landmass, 1t 1s absolutely
essentral that a close relationship exist, at all levels, between the two Services, The
Atmy's Tecent experience in Southeast Asia has further reinforced my belief in the
essentiality of close working ties with the AwrForce. . . . The problem that George Brown
and Iboth face, is howto carty over this commonality of purpose which existed so clearly
10 Vietnam, as it has in other operational settings, into the entire fabrie of relationships
between the two Services. 2

On 16 October 1973 Dixon and DePuy met jointly and commenced a
TAC/TRADOC relationship that matured from a dialogue to a partnership. ‘The
steady growth of Sovief/Warsaw Pact forces threatening NATO, already evident
in number and capability in 1973, demanded that, in General Dixon’s words, “the
Army-Air Force air-land battle team get the most capability out of what we have .
and provide the most precise, analytical and coordinated information possible on
otr needs for added capabilities.”?*S In view of the 1973 threat Dixon and DelPuy
decided first to focus improvements of existing joint combat capabilities on
procedures to win the air-land battle. It was soon clear to Dixon and DePay that
the services in the past had tended to identify and present for DSARC review
systems individually. Instead, the effectiveness of each individual system was often
highly dependent on interface with other systems.*’ As a start, to begin to carry
on daily work, the TAC deputy chief of staff for plans and the TRADOC deputy
chief of staff for combat developments were made comanagers of a joint actions
steering committee, and at their first meeting they established joint TAC/
TRADOQC working groups to devise procedures for airspace management and
reconnaissance/surveiilance. Scon, working groups on electronic warfare, air
logistics, and remotely piloted vehicles (RPVs) were established. The working
group arrangement did not provide a structure for continuous and detailed
analysis. The air-land forces application (ALFA) directorate was accordingly
formed with five Army and five Air Force officers, headed by aleader who rotated
each year between services. Because ALFA was small it was authorized to form .
joint groups from TAC and TRADOC staffs to address particular problems
related to the ALFA mission of developing concepts and procedures to win the
air-land battle. By 1976 ALFA was working seven problem areas: airspace
management, reconnaissance/surveillance (including RPVs and remote sensoxs),
air defense suppression, electronic warfare, forward air controller/forward
observer, air base defense, and air logistics.>*® The Langley AFB ALFA was
actively supported by USAFE and USAREUR, and in 1976 these European
commands organized their own joint directorate of air-land forces application
(DALFA), located at Ramstein Air Base, West Germany, and charged to center
on current problems of how best to generate maximum combat power. DALEA
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focused on more immediate concerns than the longer-range ALFA, getting some
quick evidences of Army-Air Force cooperation in Europe.

Through a joint USAFE/USAREUR regulation, specific USAFE wings/
squadrons were abgned with USAREUR divisions/regiments. Units so aligned
cooperated with each other in daily planning and execution of close-air-sapport
training and planning for effective support of Army war plans. Since Army general
defense plans reflected expected enemy main axes of attack, a tactical air plan and
exercise called Creek Braille was practicable, The concept of Creek Braille hinged
on the ground commander identifying probable axes of attack; aircrews studied
maps and area photography, and visually identified key terrain features,
predesignated contact points, and preselected kill zones. Such preplanning, it was
reasonable to expect, would result in a rapid response to a familiar target area, an
increased possibility of effectiveness on a single ordnance pass, and an effechive
counter to hostile communications jamming, enbanced aircrew survivability

. through greater familiarity with the geographical environment, but decreased
reliance on a command and control system that might be degraded by enemy
action. Creek Braille was a technique and a prospective prudent response to
chaotic conditions hikely to exist in NATO’s Central Region during the first few
hours or days of a Soviet/Warsaw Pact attack.>*?

One of the first achievements of the TAC/TRADOC ALFA was the agreement
on airspace management produced by an airspace managemeat working group.
The issue of Air Force overcontrol of low-altitude Army traffic was resolved by a
flexible and simple establishment of a situation-dependent ceiling, where all air
traffic above the ceiling operated under positive control of the Air Force tactical
air control system and all Army traffic belowthe ceiling operated under procedures
established by appropriate authority, such as operations orders for particular
undertakings, Large-scale operations in the low-altitude regime were handled as
exceptions to usual rules if need be. The altitude ceiling was set by joint force
commanders, since terrain varied from place to place. The TAC/TRADQOC
arrangement for airspace management was accepted by both the Army and Air

- Force and was printed as a joint manual on 1 November 1976.2°°

. The success of TAC/TRADOQC in providing an agreeable system for aesrospace
management in a battle area was hailed by both General Jones, the JCS chairman,
and Gen Fred C. Weyand, the later Army chief of staff, as a harbinger of the
solution of air-land problems, General Weyand wrote:

I have read the joint manual of aerospace management and beheve it a major step
toward insunng the integrated efforts of our air and land foxces on the modern
battlefield, Bill DePuy 1s very enthusiastic about the prospects for success 1n addressing
other areas of mutual concern The progress made in resolving our airspace
management problem 1s proof that his enthusiasm 1s well founded 1

Inprojecting the TAC/TRADOC cooperative venture General Dixon expected
to begin with procedures, expand to include current and future concepts, thence
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joint requirements and priorities, and ultimately to address force structure.
General DePuy gave more emphasis to developing common procedures:

We are working on the procedures . . . for close air support, air defense suppression and
a lot of other things. It 1s not that this has never happened before, but I submat to you
1t probably has not ever happened before with the mtensity that it has nght now. We
are doing this because we have one objective General Dixon and I are not in the R. &
D. business, we are not 1n the force structure business That 1s done by others We have
anussion which 1s tomake the joint Air Force-Army team out there, the joint task force,
as effective as we can by lcarning how to do these things together, the techniques, the
tachies and the procedures.>?

In General Dixon’s view, the TAC/TRADOC “dialogue” developed into a
“partnership,” but it was nevertheless true that the partnership was better able to
develop procedures than to handle resulting quantification of requirements.
Analysis of systems, moreover, revealed that there were synergistic interrelations
of prices adding to the complexity of quantification. For example, effectiveness in .
prices of reconnaissance/surveillance affected defense suppression. As work
progressed, there were nevertheless desirable learning outcomes, In defense
suppression, for example, the joint working group took 40 Army and Air Force
systems that related to the defense suppression task and developed a picture of
what could be done most effectively with existing capabilities, but conld not
immediately address what was needed or duplicative because the group lacked a
means of systemic quantification, On the other hand, joint suppression of enemy
air defenses (J-SEAD) procedures manuals were conceived and published, and
specific bits and pieces of joint work were addressed and quantifiable. After the
Yom Kippur War General Brown had directed that programs be looked at in
defense suppression and that those with the most promise be brought forward as
soonas possible. The existing Wild Weasel system used in Southeast Asiahad many
known deficiencies, and as a result an F-4G Wild Weasel optimized to detect,
identify, locate, attack, and destroy enemy threat radars in Eastern Europe was
put into development. The J-SEAD study essayed a rough, initial, joint
quantification of the effect the programmed F-4G Wild Weasel would have, Before ‘
this could begin, however, the conferees discovered that there was no single source
document that had the details on Warsaw Pact gronnd-based air defenses needed
for analytical purposes. They therefore built and published a handbook on Warsaw
Pact ground-based air defenses (code-named Hydra). The resulting study showed
that the advanced F-4G Wild Weasel would effectively reduce total fighter losses
in the US ¥ and 77 Corps areas of Central Europe by an undisclosed figure,
simultaneously increasing the number of fighter sorties to be available at the end
of the first three days of hostilities. >3

The TAC/TRADOC examination of J-SEAD also yielded new thinking on the
subject of the airborne forward air controller (FAC) and his survivability in a
European defense environment. At Air Force level in 1976 there was thinking that
a new, more-survivable FAC-X aircraft was quite possibly going to be a two-seat
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A-10%* There was general agreement that the O-2 and OV-10 aircraft used by
airborne FACs to find targets, identify them, mark them for attack, and to direct
strike fighters would be grossly vulnerable in Europe. The TAC/TRADOC joint
study proposed to address the problem by a new concept of operations that moved
the airborne FAC to a rear position on the battlefield, changed his role to that of
a coordinator of air strikes, and placed greater reliance on Armyforward observers
to acquire and designate targets. This concept was refined in concert with USAFE
and USAREUR, and in November 1977 it was tested during more general
maneuver exercises of Army attack helicopters and A-10s at Fort Hunter Liggett,
m California, This joint air weapon system (JAWS) exercise used four Army scout
helicopters, one of which lifted the Air Force ground FAC to an elevated view, The
airborne Air Force FAC was in an OV-10 a number of kilometers back of the FEBA,
where he acted as a communication link between the FAC in the scout helicopter
and the four strike A-10s. The airborne FAC passed on target information, air
defense locations, and the battle situation. In JAWS the abilities of Army strike
helicopters and A-10s were demonstrated to be cc)nglementary in attack as well
as a complication to the enemy air defense problem. S

The TAC/TRADOC joint reconnaissance/surveillance study group was called
upon to perform a mission area analysis, quantifying joint capabilities and needs
m 1980, 1584, and 1994. One past obstacle in guantifying reconnaissance/
surveillance had been in defining analytically how to relate reconnaissance/
surveillance to success in other mission areas and to determine precisely how
reconnaissance/surveillance relates to the outcome of the air-land battle. To
counter a Warsaw Pact offensive it would be necessary to destroy enemy forces
before their contact with friendly forces, to have situation assessment and decisions
in near real time, to identify elements posing the greatest threat, and to concentrate
friendly firepower. The task was to get reconnaissance/surveillance to air and
ground commanders who needed it to get their forces directed at the right place
at the right time to stop an enemy advance. The existing 30 Air Force and Army
systems conld find and report groups of things, but with limited firepower there
was a need for discriminate applications The critical demand for
reconnaissance/surveillance was thus to identify the enemy’s combat momentum,
which was essentially a combination of massed firepower and movement. The
essential task of reconnaissance/surveillance was timely location and reporting of
combat momentum, 250 In the European maneuver, NATO forces were ontmanned
and undergunned. They could not fight on a one-to-one basis and win. They had
to maneuver effectively both on the ground and in the air. But to maneuver
effectively, there was a need for information that was timely, useful, and given to
the right commanders at all echelons. There was also a need to locate targets with
essentésa% timeliness and accuracy to bring Air Force or Army weapons to bear on
them.

As it happened, the main TAC/TRADOC contribution to the Air Force-Army
reconnaissance/survedlance planning was the development of a joint mission
clement needs statement (MENS) since the reconnaissance programs undertaken

543

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEFTS, DOCIRINE

in the early 1970s strayed into some blind alleys, resulting in delays that eventually
demanded expedited attention in 1977 at the Air Force-Army Washington staff
level®® In Southeast Asia the Air Force had used remotely piloted vehicles
(RPVs) for reconnaissance purposes basically to reduce manned aircraft attrition
in high-threat environments. By uwsing photographic RPVs over Hanoi, for
example, the Air Force successfully reduced losses of photo aircraft and crews.
The RPV equipment that was used in Southeast Asia was innovative and plagned
with reliability and recovery problems, but it was made to fulfill an emerging
combat mission by what was described as a Band-Aid approach—fixing defects
and making improvements as needed. The Army and the Navy also experienced
failures in RPV programs in the late 1960s that left them somewhat unenthusiastic
about such techniques. The Air Force had some enthusiasm for RPVs, provided
they could meet basic requirements of reducing manned aircraft in high-threat
environments or of achieving significant cost advantages over comparably manned
aircraft systems or providing a means of acceptable operation in politically .
sensitive areas or missions. In 1974 the main Air Foree development RPV program
was Compass Cope, or the twin prototype fabrication of two models ¢f a
high-altitude, long-endurance RPV that would be outfitted for signal intelligence
(SIGINT), battlefield surveillance, precision emitter location strike system
(PELSS), ocean surveillance, communications relay, or atmospheric sampling as
needed. The Bocing Company fabricated a prototype YOM-94A and the Teledyne
Ryan Company built a YQM-98A, The Air Force RPV program also included a
tactical expendable drone system (TEDS) that would fly one-way missions to
confuse, saturate, and degrade Soviet/Warsaw Pact defenses. A low-medium
altitude multimission RPV (MMRPV), designated AQM-34, would be needed to
fill reconnaissance, electronic warfare, and air-to-ground strike control
requirements. > In addition to RPVs, the Air Force reconnaissance programsalso
included the upgrading of RF-4C aircraft to provide a quick-strike reconnaissance
(QSR) capability that would be needed to counter a Warsaw Pact offensive. 267
In September 1977 the Air Force realized that its ongoing reconnaissance
programs were based on what was described as “a Vietnam War/Korean
War/World War II mentality.” There were problems in all-weather surveillance, ‘
getting the right information to the right user, and saturating communications lines.
Under the direction of Gen Alton D. Slay, deputy chief of staff for research and
development, Air Force and Army staff representatives undertook what they
expected to be a “landmark effort which will have a long-term effect on the
composition and employment of all reconnaissance resources of the United
States.” The study was approved by the Army and Air Force chiefs of staff on 1
December 1977 and was reflected in changes to the fiscal year 1979 budget and
adjustments to the Army-Air Force five-year development plans. In addition, a
coordinating committee was established at the general officer level within the staffs
of the Departments of Army and Air Force to correlate reconnaissance programs
of the two services. The resolution of reconnaissance/surveillance brought marked
reductionsin RPVs. General Dixon explained, “RPV technology and development
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has not matured to the point where RPVs can effectively perform all portions of
the time sensitive reconnaissance mission. . . . Believe me, if we could get an
efficient RPV — efficient in the overall sense —we’d press to have it produced.”26!
Even before the reconnaissance study, the secretary of the Air Force canceled
Compass Cope because it could not be justified as cost-effective: expected attrition
in landing and takeoff posed excessive costs, and it conld not be expected to have
the lift capacity required for weight of the precision location strike system (PLSS).
General Slaysaid, “I was never able ... tomake what I considered a real compelling
case for our analysis on the cost effectiveness of Compass Cope.”?%? The Air
Force/Army Reconnaissance Force Study recommended that additional AQM-34
Iow-to-medium altitude remotely piloted vehicles not be procured, the rationale
being based on the limited operational utility of the reconnaissance RPV and the
high total cost and the complex recovery problems associated with current RPY
operations. Additionally, the study concluded that the Air Force should look
. toward the Army, looking at a simple, cheap RPV for operation in and about the
FEBA to save manned reconnaissance aircraft, rather than to continue to buy and
operate bigger, more expensive RPVs.263
The major recommendation of the Air Force/Army Reconnaissance Force
Study reflected a need for recce architecture conversant with the hostile threat to
NATO and the prospective NATO strategy to deal with an enemy attack. “Itis not
feasible to match the Soviets man for man and tank for tank. However, it is possible
to fight outnumbered and win provided you know when and where to employ your
forces, and if they are employed against those elements of the threat, which if
destroyed or depraded, reduced drastically the overall combat capability of the
enemy,” said Brig Gen Charles R. Canedy, deputy director of Army requirements
264 These were “critical modes,” and they were

and an Army aviation officer.
command posts, communications centers, fire direction centers, weapons, prime
movers, and jammers. The study proposed to reopen the U-2R production line at
Palmdale, California, with stored tooling and produce 35 TR-1 high-altitude
reconnaissance aircraft to be used as platforms for all-weather battlefield
surveillance in the form of the precision location strike system. The PLSS was an
. advancement of the advanced location strike system (ALSS) being built for
Southeast Asia requirements at the time US mvolvement in the war wound down.
In the description of Maj Gen Richard C. Henry, director of development and
acquisition and deputy chief of staff of Air Force research and development, the
PLSS was admittedly complicated and expensive. “But every time we march up to
the brink and address that system, we find that that is the only way that we know
how to deliver weapons on target with execution accuracy,”265 The TR-1and PLSS
programs were strongly supported by both Army and Air Force, and procurement
of the first two TR-1s started in fiscal year 1979. Produced at the Advanced
Development Projects Division (Skunk Works) of the Lockheed California
Company, the TR-1 program encountered an almost immediate cost overrun
because its costs were shared with Lockheed’s discontinued L-101 transport
aircraft. The TR-~1 was capable of long loiter standoff surveilance from altitudes
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above 60,000 feet; its modular payload changeable-mode concept permitted its use
with a variety of reconnaissance sensors or to act as an airborne relay for the
PLSS. %66

Even though the PLSS was only partly in production and mostly still being
designed in 198183, both the Air Force and the Army placed a high priority on
the TR-1 and the PLSS. The Air Force planned to establish two TR-1
reconnaissance orbits and one PLSS Triad (three orbiting TR-1s) to cover the
Central European borders. These orbits would provide critical indications and
warning during peacetime and target detection and identification for battlefield
management and strike execution during hostilities. The three sensor-equipped
TR-1s would pick up any electronic radiation site from across the bordler,
triangulate its location, and send the information back to the central processing
ground station. The ground station, either in West Germany or England —and
perhaps in both places, with the second station playing backup—would process
the emitter location and provide the information to strike aircraft or friendly .
artillery for attack suppression. “It is our doctrine to key upon the command,
control and communications elements of the Soviet-Warsaw Pact forcos
recognizing that they are highly centralized in their control,” explained Brig Gen
Richard D. Kenyon, the US Army aviation officer and the deputy chief of staff for
operations and plans.267 The TAC commander, Gen Wilbur L. Creech, described
the PLSS:

A cntical element of our overal] approach to defense suppression 1s the Precision
Location Strike System (PLSS) Now, PLSS essentially is a system that provides . a
precisclocation on each enemy threat emitter through electronic intercept by high-fiyg
TR-1 awrcraft The great beauty of the system 1s that 1t allows us o keep track of those
vatious threats 1n real time, and to develop the strategy for countering them, .. Our
strategy will call for us to kull some, disrupt others, and very importantly, to avoid the
rest ..In this sense, PLSS 1s to the ground threats as AWACS 15 to the air threats 268

Second Echelon Attack/AirLand Battle

In 1972 Col Kenneth L. Moll of the Air Force Directorate of Doctrine, ‘
Concepts, and Objectives conceived of a project for putting together an Air Force
future concepts workbook detailing where the Air Force should go and how to get
there. Mol suggested among other things that criteria should be devised for
measuring and comparing different concepts. When the project ran on without
completion, Maj Gen Leslie W. Bray, Jr., who was the director of Doctrine,
Concepts, and Objectives, suggested that a series of seminars like those used in the
curriculum of the Air War College “back off and reexamine afl of the concepts and
doctrines for the employment of airpower that have been evolved and been handled
down tous.” The first week of the seminars concentrated on land and naval warfare,
and from the discussions of the past emerged anew concept which General Bray

was going to call “tactical counterforce.”?°” Bray wrote:
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Tactical Counterforee has as its objective the destruction or disruption of major ground
forees that threaten, but are not engaged with, friendly ground forces The targets are
enemy firepower clements located beyond the forward edge of the battle area, Because
1t strikes directly at enemy land forces rather than hines of commumcation, Tactrcal
Counterforce differs from current perceptions and from the traditional emphasis of
mterdiction. . . . Isolation of the battlefield —interdiction, as 1t 1s commoniy percerved
today—would continue to be another essential funchon of tactical ar. But Tactical
Counterforce adds an enlarged dimension to current perceptions of interdiction 270

In the NATO Central Region, Bray pointed out, Warsaw Pact forces were
poised on two fronts - designated “initial” and “reinforcing.” The initial spearhead
divisions were expected to break through NATO defenses and the reinforcing
second echelon would exploit the breakthrough; this was the standard Soviet tactic
of mass assault.

It might be possible to use Tactical Counterforce against the fast-moving spearhead
umnits before they came into contact with the friendly ground forces, but this 1s hikely to
be a brief, transitory phase. In the latter and continuing stages of the attack, the
spearhead umits would be operating within the reach of fmendly ground forces; ar
attacks against these vmts would fall wathin the purview of close air support. But the
bulk of the Warsaw Pact forces (the dniving part of the wedge) would be deployed
beyond the reach of friendly ground forces and outside the area covered by close amwr
support If a large number of these elements of enemy firepower (tanks, artillery,
personne! carriers) could be rapidly attnted by Tactical Counterforce, the montentum
of the attack would be blunted, Friendly ground forces, with close air support, could
cope much more easilywith the reduced pressures exerted by the spearhead and residual
forees, thus significantly improving the prospects of halting the attack. !

On the basis of experience with aerial interdiction in Southeast Asia, it had been
fashionable to demean the significance of air attack in any so-called choking off of
enemy movement toward a ground front. On the basis of systems analysis, Alain
C. Enthoven, for example, argued that deep interdiction in Europe would not be
productive.

It would be wvartuaily impossible to disrupt the flow of essential war materiel from rear
areas to the front by means of a conventional bombang campaign aganst raifroad
centers, bridges, and roads Systems analysis studies indicated that even 1f flow capacity
could be reduced by as much as 90 percent, the remarming capacity would be enough to
remforce and resupply an 80-division Warsaw Pact force Moreover, an mterdsction
effort of this magmitude would require forces far in excess of even those recommended
by the Services This point 1s important, because half an interdicion campaign 15 not
worth much 22

Possibly on the basis of such interpretations, Admiral Moorer, while JCS chairman,
burst out:

God forbid that we base our future on the total concept of operations as they have been
conducted m South Vietnam. I think one of the unfortunate cutcomes of this is that
there has been placed m the minds of many people some guestion as to the utility, for
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instance, of airinterdiction 1 a combat environment. And here agamitwouldbea grave
mistake, I think, to draw conclusions with respect to the effectiveness of air mterdiction
solely on the basis of the way 1t has been conducted in Southeast Asia 2P

In his exposition on tactical counterforce, General Bray noted that becaunse of
emphasis in Vietnam, Korea, and World War II, “interdiction today has coms to
be identified almost solely with reducing the flow of men and materials.” Bray had
in mind the use of new technology to track and destray enemy forces. “Indeed, if
airpower can find and strike enemy forces as effectively as is suggested by the new
technology, this independent capacity should be given marked emphasis, It might
well emerge as a significant and perhaps decisive factor for countering enemyland
forces in the future.”2™

During the 1970-73 years the US Army was trying to restructure itself from the
Vietnam experience, and the Army staff recognized that there was no
well-articulated military policy. Of the possible wars of the future, a mechanized
war in NATO Europe, although the least likely war, was the most important in .
terms of national survival and Western civilization. An analysis in TRADOC of
more than 1,000 tank battles made it apparent that the smaller side did not
necessarily lose to the numerically superior enemy. The 1973 Middle East War,
moreover, demonstrated there was a “new lethality” in defense weaponry, Using
terrain as a combat multiplier, the defender needed to see deep to find the
following Soviet/Warsaw Pact echelon, move fast to concentrate forces, strike
quickly before the enemy could break the defenses, and finish the fight quickly
before the second echelon closed.?™ As the Army studies were progressing, the
Air Force concept of interdiction as an attack against the Soviet/Warsaw Pact
second-echelon forces fitted well. Lt Gen Robert R, Williams, US Army assistant
chief of staff for force development, believes air superiority offers a deterrence to
the enemy air force in Europe, With massive armor, he continues, the Army can
drive back the enemy and hold them there.26

In 1976 General DePuy sequenced American responses to a massive Soviet
aftack.

The first thing we really need to know 1s where 1s that attack going to take place That .
1s one of the first areas where we are dependent on the Air Force. . 'We need tosee

back where the second and third echelon are, and we need to see back there before it

happens.2”’

While the US ground forces were racing to the scene of attack, DelPuy
continned,

wewould hope ..thatthe US AirForce wasworking on his second echelon so that that
particular problem did not arise on the battlefield, It 15 doubtful that the Air Force
would chimmate the second or {hurd echelon, It 1s highly desirable that they do it a lot
of damage 278
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On 1 July 1976 the Army issued a new version of Field Manual 100-5, Operations,
that placed great emphasis on the concept of “fight outnumbered and win” by a
combination of use of terrain as a defense multiplier and the “new lethality” of new
antitank weapons, Emphasis was on winning the first battle—a firepower battle
along the forward edge of the battle area. The 1976 version of FM 100-5 set in
motion a pointed doctrinal debate by critics who insisted that it was based upon a
concep%;ion of firgpower/attrition and gave no real attention to amaneuver concept
of war.

In 1977 Gen Donn A. Starry replaced General DePuy as commanding general,
TRADQC, and he brought a close interest in tactical doctrine sharpened by his
most recent assignment as a US Army corps commander in West Germany. In
Starry’s eyes the focus of FM 100-5 on the central batfle along the FEBA
overlooked the enemy’s massive second-echelon exploitation forces which, by
Soviet doctrine, would roil through the first echelon and exploit any gains it had
made. A Soviet/Warsaw Pact combined-arms army deployed in a depth of about
100 kilometers, its first-echelon divisions were about 30 kilometers deep, its
second-echelon divisions about 50 to 60 kilometers back, and the reconnaissance
elements of the second-echelon army were about 120 kilometers to the rear,
Overall, Starry said, the enemy wanted a pre-attack preponderance of force of a
minimum of 3 to 1 and preferably 6 to 1. On what he came to describe as the
“extended battlefield,” Starry demonstrated that a US Army corps commander
would find it “essential for friendly air to keep enemy air off his back,” would need
“aerial reconnaissance and surveillance because he does not himself have the
means to see the second echelon divisions or the second echelon army,” and would
have to depend on tactical aur to interdict the movement forward of enemy second
echelons since—except for the nonnuclear Lance missile — a corps commander’s
“organic fire support can reach only about as far as he can see” In the way of
“observations” from the description of the extended battlefield, Starry said:

Counterair, electronic warfare, and air defense operations must be carefullyintegrated
and correctly employed 1n order to defeat the weight of airpower that the enemy can
bring to bear on us Finding the second echelon dwisions and armues 15 so critical to the
corps commanders that timelness of response and responsiveness of coverage of the
air reconnaissance system must be established and guaranteed beyond doubt
Breaking up the mass and slowing the momentum of second echelon forees 1s entical
to the ground commander fighting the first echelon The air commander must
concentrate on this task, for the ground commander hasn't the organic resources erther
to find or to fire at the second echelon Forces fighting the first echelon must have the
additional target servicing capability of aenal firepower to win against a breakthrough
Therefore, it 15 imperative that we completely integrate fixed and rotary wing antiarmor
systems, and learn how to direct them 1n battle under command of a team leader, with
whom they have trained extensively =0

Toadd clarityto the new Army fighting concept, General Starry chose “AirLand
Battle” to describe it, since he conceived that the battlefield had a deeper
dimension in time as well as distance, in air as well as on ground. A brigade
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commander looking beyond his forward line of own troops (FLOT) had to
influence events up to 15 kilometers behind the enemy’s rear, a division
commander up to 70 kilometers, and a corps commander up to 150 kilometers.
These distances translated into time from the FLOT to the onrushing enemy
attack--12 hours for the brigade, 24 for the division, and 72 for the corps. In
describing the new strategy, Gen Edward C. Meyer, Army chief of staff, talked of
the old NATO defense strategy as fight and fall back, and said that as a change
NATO forces would oppose an initial enemy attack, would not break away, weuld
keep to the enemy’s side, and would attack his flanks. Gen George Blanchaxd,
commander in chief, US Army Forces, Europe, added:

That still doesn’t say that you don’t have to move some baitalions 1n front of

penetrations Butthe doctnine addresses thataswell. And the great thing of the mobility

of the battlefield, of the armored battlefield, 1s that you are allowed, 1if you will, to do

that kund of actwvity, to attack, counterattack, in a somewhat different way than we think

of from the traditional World War I counterattack involving a whole corps or a whole .
dmsz;ﬁn. It 1s a counterattack even at the company level, throwing off balance, if you

wll.

Blanchard agreed with a questioner’s comment that intelligence requirements
for the new strategy were higher than ever before, He said:

I think your comment 35 a good one, because intelligence requirements which have
always been lugh become even hugher . and the ability to see across to the other side
becomes essential. In fact, the total capability of NATO ntelligence-wise, not just the
United States, has to be integrated into the type of fusion capability that we are
attempting fo gam through our allied concept, as well as through our US concept And
the ability to perform what we refer to as farget acqusition becomes extremely
important on the battlefield, both to the Army and Arr Foree forces. 282

Although the July 1976 edition of Army Field Manual 100-5, Operations, was
able to encompass the incipient AirLand Battle concept, the 1976 marmal
continued to remain under attack, especially by the loose coterie of congressmen,
civilian defense analysts, and mostly junior military personnel described as the
military reform movement. One charge was that ever since the American Civil War .
the US military strateges were based upon attrition of the enemy rather than
maneuver, and that the Soviet Urion was obviously better able to endure a
head-to-head war than the United States.?8® Under General Starry's initiatives, the
air-land concept gradually took form in 1977-80. TRADOC presented the
extended battlefield concept at the Army Commanders” Conference of October
1980, and General Meyer approved it at that time. After this, TRADOC developed
briefings about AirLand Battle that were widely presented in Washington and
throughout the Army. The congressional reform caucus was favorably impressed.
At Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, work proceeded on revisions of FM 100-5, the
principal author being Lt Col Huba Wass de Czega, an officer assigned to the
Command and General Staff College. The draft revision was published in
September 1981 and was subjected to an extended review in the Army prior to its
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publication in August 1982.28* The codified doctrine placed primary emphasis on
maneuver, counterattack, and the ability to keep the enemy off balance. Wass de
Czega said that the purpose of second-echelon attack was not so much to whittle
down the enemy troops before they reached the front as to throw off their timing.
“The idea is to throw his timetable off so that we have a maneuver advantage,” he
said. “If you have the capability to make the long shots now and then, you loosen
up the other side. But you can’t count on those long shots, and they are not your
bread and butter shots.”28

The name AirLand Battle implied that there was cooperation and agreement
between the Army and the Air Force, but in fact the doctrine was a unilateral
development of the Army. Army leaders pointed to a memorandum of
understanding between Generals Meyer and Gabriel signed in April 1983 as
evidence of Air Force endorsement of the AirLand Battle, but to more critical
viewers the official agreement merely committed the Army and Air Force to
cooperate in “jomt tactical training and field exercises based on Airf.and Battle
doctrine.” One member of the AirLand Forces Application Agency, Maj James
A, Machos, said of the Meyer-Gabriel MOU, “It does not acknowledge AirLand
Battle doctrine as the sole governing principle for joint training and exercises, nor
does it concede unequivocal primacy of AirLand Battle doctrine over established
Air Force doctrine.”?8¢ Another unnamed Air Force official said: “When we say
we agree with the air-land battle concept, what we are saying is that we agree that
the concept is a good concept for the Army.”287

Both during the drawing of the concepts and later when appearing in the
published field manual, the Army’s AirLand Battle doctrine occasioned
discussions of Air Force TACAIR. Because of the vast numerical superiority of
the Soviet/Warsaw Pact forces, Edgar Ulsamer, an 4ir Force Magazine senior
editor, pomted out, there would be a subtle change in air superiority doctrine:

If mtelligence 1s nght, NATO ground forces could achieve local supenonty against the
first assault echelon ‘The second, equally decisive, “if” 15 whether US and other NATO
tactical airpower would be able to deal with the Pact’s second echelon before 1t could
engage NATO ground forces at the forward edge of the battle area. This, then, leads to
the third requnrement for a successful defense by NATO forces—the rapid achieverent
of local gggsupcnontyovcr the mam battle area to permit interdictions of Pact foliow-on
attacks

Elaborating on Ulsames’s diagnosis, Robert S Dotson, an Air Force Reserve
officer employed as a national security budget examiner in the Office of
Management and Budget, added the prediction that the main air-ground battle
would be against the Pact’s second echelon and, in the exposition of this matter,
coined a new term, battleficld air mterdicion (BAT), In explaining the new term,
Dotson noted that AFM 2.1, Tactical Air Operations— Counter Air, Close Air
Support, and Air Interdiction, did “not differentiate within the air interdiction
function relative to the forward edge of the battle area (FEBA).” He meant the
term battlefield interdiction to refer to that portion of the air interdiction function
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in support of friendly ground forces beyond the range of weapons organic to those
gronnd forces.?8?

At the Air War College, Col Robert D. Rasmussen almost immediately ncted
that the dividing line between close air support and interdiction had always been
the fire support coordination line (FSCL) that had originally been called the bemb
safety line. Detailed integration of air missions with the fire and movement of
friendly forces was required for close air support within the FSCL for the safety of
the friendly forces; detailed integration of air interdiction missions with the fire
and movement of friendly forces outside the FSCL was not necessary because the
safety of friendly forces was not involved. Rasmussen protested that fragmentaiion
of the air interdiction into BAI and long-range interdiction ought to be stopped.
“There isno need to fragment it, and the results could be degrading not only to the
clarity of roles and missions but, more important, to combat effectiveness,” he
wrote. “There was no reason to subject interdiction strikes beyond the FSCL to
cumbersome procedures necessary for friendly troop safetyin the case of close air .
support.”2%0

Rasmussen particularly objected to the fact that the draft of AFM 1-1, Functions
and Basic Doctrine of the United States Aiwr Force, in progress in 1978 had “broken
off a piece of the interdiction mission, given it a separate title, and then essentially
applied to it the definition of close air support in requiring it to be coordinated
with the ground commander’s fire and maneuver.” Nevertheless, the 14 February
1979 edition of AFM 1-1 provided:

That portion of the aiwr interdiction nussion which may have a direct or near-term effect
upon surface operations —referred to by the term “battlefield amr intexdiction”—
requures the air and surface commanders to coordmate therr respective cperations to
msure the mast effective support of the combined arms team »

In NATO’s Central Region, Army and Air Force organizations recognized a
generic relationship of all operations in direct support of land forces as “offensive
air support,” the generic classification including close air support (CAS),
battlefield air interdiction (BAI), and tactical air reconnaissance (TAR).
Battlefield air interdiction was subject to joint Army/Air Force planning but did ‘
not require the detailed integration of CAS; it was flown beyond the ESCL and up
to the reconnaissance and interdiction planning line — normally 80-100 kilometers
beyond the FSCL. Published in 1980, Allied Tactical Publication 27(B), Offensive
AirSupport, highlighted the distinctions earlier accepted in the Central Region and
gave international doctrinal status to BAL??2 In December 1982, the US Army, US
Readiness Command, and Tactical Air Command published a goint operational
concept entitled “Joint Attack of the Second Echelon (JSAK).»%%

Upon the emergence of battlefield air interdiction as a viable concept, two
Royal Air Force officers proposed in separate articles in 1979 and 1980 that BAT
would be less risky and more productive and could fulfill the same role as close air
support in helping to blunt and stop an armored thrust. They urged that the CAS
mission had become too complex and had a disproportionate risk/reward ratio.2%*
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In rebuttal, Maj Michael O, Beck, chief of the ALO/FAC Training Section, TAC,
urged that both CAS and BAI were essential since TACAIR was in Beck’s
description a “force multiplier” in support of a ground army. Using Airf and Battle
parlance whereby the capability to identify and deal with a Pact target was called
“servicing” the target, Beck wrote:

The value of TACAIR. to the ground commander can be summarized by the term a force
multiplier CAS serves toreduce the stress on the battlefield by boosting the service rate
of the engaged forces BAI, on the other hand, serves two separate purposes: BAI
decreases the enemy’s armval rate through disruption and dispersal, and it enhances the
overall friendly service rate through in-depth attntion. Both missions are essential. If
the enemy’s arrival rate exceeds the combmed fnendly air/land service rate at the hine
of contact, the defender will be driven back or overrun. Likew:se, if the service rate at
the line of contact does not match orsucceed [sic] that of the enemy, the enemy’s arrival
ratewll be of little consequence; a breakthrough will occur anyway..  Insummary, the
effective use of air power 1s now, as 1t has been 1n the past, dependent on the dynamics
of the battiefisld In order for TACAIR to make an effective contributton to this joint
battle, the flexibility and capabihty to perform both CAS and BAI must be preserved
and perfected 2

Although much of the discussion of BAI concerned destruction of enemy force
capabilities, Gen Edward C. Meyer, Army chief of staff, pointed out another
temporal aspect of Army-Air Force systems in second-echelon attack,

Their mission 15 not just klling tanks Their mission 1s also makung certain that the
remforcing armored forces are erther slowed or destroyed, and I say slowed, because
slowed 15 equally unportant. If you are up i the front ines fighting and if you can keep
the c&emy from closing atl of his forces on you at the same time, that 1s important to

you

In the AirLand Battle focus, Army forces had vital interests not only on their
immediate forward line of own troops but well out ahead of the FLOT, A US corps
was expected to fight in an assigned area of influence and to get the necessary
information to fight in the corps monitored area of interest out beyond the area of
influence. The actual geographical size of these areas depended on situational
factors (mission, enemy, terrain, troops, and time available) and the reaction time
that a particular troop umt needed to counter battlefield developments. The corps
in the AirL.and Battle concept was the focal-point fighting unit, with any field army
organizahon being available for logistics and support. The normal combat reaction
time for a corps was 72 houss, a time guideline that translated into a distance
guideline of 150 kilometers beyond the FLOT for the area of influence and 300
kilometers for the area of interest.2*’

In a theater the air commander had historically had the responsibility for
interdicting air strikes against targets beyond the Army FSCL, being responsible
for the location, identification, and attack of such targets. The ground force
commander provided information from his sources and kept the air commander
knowledgeable about Army interests in specific targets, but the air commander
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made decisions to attack, appraised results, and reported results. When asked for
a background appraisal of the AirLand Battle concept of army corps as the focal
points of operations with far-out areas of influence and interest, General Momyer
suggested that:

The Corps 15 seeking to be sclf-sufficient for any target array that has an influence on
the Corps commander’s strategy and tactical operations If carried fo its logical
conclusion, it means the Corps commander 15 directly concerned with any enemy
formation no matter how far away, 1f it could eventually impact on the operations of lus
Corps—an absurd 1dea, I think one would agree 63

Another air officer’s appraisal demonstrated that the luxury of allowing each
corps commander to “call kis own shots” would fragment the theater air
interdiction effort, replacing the theater perspective with several narrow, possibly
conflicting, corps perspectives. Both General Momyer and Major Machos of the
ALFA argued the case for a field army or army group over the multiple corps to
provide overall guidance and continuity to ground operations. Momyer said: .

The Armydoctrine 1s deficient in not having a headquarters, field army, above amultiple
Corps deployment. These Corps cannot be directed out of the theater headquarters
which has a full-time job of planming and directing the theater campaign as well as the
day-to-day actrvitics of coordinating the efforts of all the major forces.

Although the April 1983 Air Force-Army memorandum of understanding did
not mean that the Air Force was adopting completely the Army’s AirLand Battle
concept, senior Air Force officers concluded that the services working together
under the MOU would improve the effectiveness of joint operations and help to
iron out doctrinal differences between the Air Force and the Army. Af a tactical
air conference on 11-15 April General Creech wrapped up with the admonition
that the Air Force should “take a positive approach” to the AirT.and Battle concept
and should welcome more Army input to the interdiction process. He insisted,
however, that the AirLand Battle and its extended battlefield concept caused no
change in the fundamental application of the principles of air power. The only
reason for the detailed coordination of close air support was for the safety of .
friendly ground troops. BAI was a form of air interdiction (AT); it implied a closer
target, and the Army should have more interest and voice on BAI targets, but BAT
should not be “mixed up” with CAS. Handling Al targets was an Air Force
responsibility.’?° Earlier than this conference—in June 1981—General Creech
had already expressed confidence in the ability of air-to-gronund optimized F-16s
being able to handle BAT as well as CAS, but he worried about what he considered
to be relative inattention to long-range interdiction capabilities that were going to
be needed. With the exception of the F-111s, the shortfall in long-range offensive
interdiction appeared “very, very serious.”>

In February 1983 Secretary Weinberger indicated that he was looking to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff for an evaluation of “means for improving the development of
joint doctrine which may be required as more sophisticated target acquisition and
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attack systems become available to field commanders 3% Although the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were kept briefed as a body, the initiatives for organizing, training,
and equipping a compatible, complementary, and affordable total force that would
maximize joint combat capabilitics to execute air-land combat operations were
worked out by six months of joint Army-Air Force effort and approved and issued
in a Memorandum of Agreement by General Gabriel and Army Chief of Staff Gen
John A, Wickam, Jr,, on 22 May 1984, The MOA included 31 initiatives bearing on
the air-land combat team and pledged the two services to an annual
review/updating of the agreements to confirm their continued advisability,
feasibility, and adequacy. The subjects handled as initiatives were (1) area
surface-to-air missiles/air defense fighters, (2) point air defense, (3) countering
heliborne assanlt threats, (4) tactical missile threats, (5) identification, friend or
foe (IFF) systems, (6) rear area operations centers, (7) host nations support
security equipment, (8) air base ground defense, (9) air base ground defense flight
training, (10) rear arca close air support, (11) mobile weapon systems, (12)
ground-based electronic combat against enemy air attacks, (13) airborne radar
jamming systems, (14) the precision location strike system (PLSS), (15) joint
suppression of enemy air defenses (J-SEAD}, (16) combat search and rescue, (17)
rotary-wing support for special operations forces (SOF), (18) a joint tactical missile
system, (19) Army and Air Force munitions RDT&E, (20) night combat, (21)
battlefield air interdiction, (22) a joint target set, (23) theater air interdiction
systems, {24) close air support, (25) air liaison officers and forward air controllers,
(26) manned aircraft systems, (27) a joint surveillance and target attack radar
system (J-STARS), (28) the TR-1 program, (29) manned tactical reconnaissance
systems, (30) intratheater airlift, and (31) cross-service participation sister service
programs essential to the joint conduct of air-land combat operations. In signing
off on the MOA, Generals Wickam and Gabriel viewed their action “as the initial
step in the establishment of a long-term, dynamic process whose objective will
continue to be the fielding of the most affordable and effective airland combat
fOl'CBS.”303

Electronics: Key to the Advancing Tactical Air Command Air Program

“The eighteenth century was the era of land wars, the nineteenth of the sea The
twentieth was the era of airpower, but war will be shaped in the twenty-first century
by the electromagnetic combatants, The Air Force must be ready.”™ This was the
prediction of Maj Gen Gerald J. Carey, Jr., in 1980, closing his career in command
of the Air Force Tactical Air Warfare Center at Eglin AFB, Florida, In the deserts
of the Yom Kippur War, Casey pointed out, the ¥sraeli Air Force —“one of the
finest air forces in the world” —was very nearly beaten by Egyptian ground forces
moving under an umbrella of mobile air defense and surface-to-air missiles. He
said, “The Israeli Air Force was devastated until Egyptian momentum stalled, and
the Israeli ground forces were brought to bear against the SAMs.>%° Although the

555

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
e

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

Israelis lost 150 aircraft in the first three days of combat in 1973, they exploited
electronic combat in 1982 in the destruction of Syrian SAM sites in the Bekéa
Valley, followed by the wholesale devastation of Syrian MiG-21s and MiG-23s with
minimal loss of Israeli F-155 and F-16s, In this textbook air battle, the Israelis used
remotely piloted air vehicles to spoof and photograph Syrian SAM concentrations
to provide real-time intelligence, An astute British defense expert who was very
proud of Britain’s successes in the Falkland Islands nevertheless commented; “We
fought yesterday’s war in the Falklands, The Israelis fought tomorrow’s wai in
Lebanon.”% Lt Gen Kelly M, Burke, USAF, Retired, added: “Lebanon was the
war of the future—a war in which electronic combat was a central and dominant
theme.”3%7 To Secretary of Defense Weinberger the British demonstration of zew
technology in the Falklands and the Israeli success in defeating the Syrian Air
Force so easily demonstrated the “decisive effectiveness of high technology
weapons. 08

At the peak ofits activity in Southeast Asia in fiscal year 1968, the US Air Force .
possessed 32 numbered tactical fighter wings, As US involvement in Southeast Asia
wound down, the Air Force tactical air structure was programmed to include 23
regular wings of F-4s, F-111s, A-7s, F-100s, and F-105s in fiscal year 1971. For fiscal
year 1972, however, the Air Force tactical force size was reduced to 21 active wirgs,
this because of dollar and manpower constraints and adjustments in the national
strategy which placed added emphasis on assistance to allies as opposed to direct
use of American air power. The reduction in active tactical air wings also reflected
Secretary Laird’s “total force” policy of increased dependence on reserve forces
The rapid and smooth transition of Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve
units into active service in 1968 had been, in the words of Gen John D, Ryan, “a
proud chapter in Air Force history.” Said Secretary Seamans in 1971, “The Air
Force that I foresee will be leaner, more mobile, more streamlined, and . . . more
volunteer oriented.”® Also in fiscal year 1972, Lt Gen George S. Boylan, Jr., Air
Force deputy chief of staff for programs and resources, explained that the Air
Force was moving away from the old concept of a single “fighter-bomber” to
perform all combat missions and felt that “only specialized aircraft, such as the .

F-15 and A-X, can meet the critical demands of mission effectiveness at the
extreme ends of the performance spectrum.” Force structure limitations precluded
specialization for every role. A year later Boylan asserted:

If doflars were mno restriction, manpower was no restriction, the optimum fighter
structure probably would be basically three types of aircraft. One aireraft, 1n sufficient
quantity, for air superiority  unencumbered by any other equipment or mission, one
for mterdiction probably optimized along the hnes of the F-111 having very
sophisticated sensors, navigation equipment that would permut 1t to fly through bad
weather or duning night and perform precision attacks on targets relatively distant from
the front lines Then the third would be an aircraft designed or optimized for close arr
support This awrcraft . . would be unencumbered with the very sophisticated sensors,
the equipment, the range and weight that 1s required i the mterdiction mission.*1
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Although General Boylan reported that the Air Force favored specialized
tactical aircraft, the limits on active tactical fighter wings, first at 23 wings and then
at 21 wings, led to an effort to program the A-X “below the line” —that is, not
among hgh-performance-capable tactical aircraft. In 1969 Boylan stated that it
wasthe Air Force’s positionthat the A-X should not be chargeable within a23-wing
strength, In 1970, however, the Air Force considered the A-X so important as to
be included in the ongoing 23-wing active force. “One major advantage of the A-X
is that because of its estimated low cost, it may give a well-sized force, even within
tight fiscal constraints,” it was said. In 1971 when the €actical active air structure
was reduced to 21 wings, General Momyer was still hopeful that the A-X would be
“additive” to the force structure,311

Although the Air Force was authorized only 21 active tactical fighter wings from
fiscal year 1971 through 1975, it actually had 26 numbered tactical air wings on
active duty, but each at reduced aireraft strength, Air Force studies had long
revealed the desirability of according a tactical wing a unit equipment strength of
72 awrcraft, divided into three squadrons each with 24 UE aircraft. With a 24 UE
squadron, 1t was possible to put up 4 flights of 4 atrcraft at an average use rate of
between 0.9 and 1, which gave a daily capability to the squadron of some 16 combat
sorties and at the same time provided a formation and total fighting force of
optimum capability against an enemy. The 26-wing force structure was made
fiscally possible by reducing squadrons to less than the desirable strengths 312 Of
the 26 tactical fighter wings, 15 were in the continental United States, 8 were in
Europe, and 3 were in the Pacific. These actual peacetime deployments were
driven Jargely by political agreements and understandings, the need to provide a
credible n-place deterrent force, and finally by resource availability. Each year
based on secretary of defense guidance the US unified commanders determined
the force levels required to execute the national strategy in their theaters, US
fighter force requirements to conduct close air support were calculated on the basis
of providing five sorties per day per engaged maneuver battalion. On the basis of
command inputs and their assessment, the Joint Chiefs’ joint strategic operations
plan (JSOP) each year reported “prudent risk” and “minimum risk” force
requirements.>3 In 1974 the Air Force set a goal of 40 tactical fighter wings—26
active and 14 m reserves—with 2,880 aircraft (72 combat-coded per wing) by
198034 Early in 1975 in consideration of the fiscal year 1976 budget, Secretary
Schlesinger agreed to program a five-year growth of Air Force active tactical air
wings to 26 wings, this through the “hi-lo” mix of less expensive A-10s and F-16s
into the tactical air inventory that would hopefully allow these wings to be equipped
with 72 UE aircraft each and still be within fiscal constraints, Ten reserve ANG
and AFR wings would be supported, thus providing a modernized tactical force
of 36 wmgs. The 26 active wings programmed were concewved as necessary to
promote deterrence without mobilization, respond in crises, and blunt an initial
thrust while awaiting mobilized reinforcements from reserve assets. The Air Force
objective force was a larger number of wings than fiscally attainable, and the 26
active wing force contained greater risks than the objective force. It nevertheless

557

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
- |

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

represented to the Air Force the best balance between combat ca%abi]ity to pursue
directed strategy and existing fiscal and manpower constraints.3

Although Secretary Schlesinger’s “hi-lo” mix fiscal constraint cleared the way
for the beginning of the Air Force tactical strike program toward 26 active and 10
reserve wings, it also locked the Air Force into a binding posture, one that was ill
conceived in terms of Soviet challenges. The assumption had been that the
TACAIR modernization would continue US technological superiority, but it
began to be evident in the early 1970s that this advantage was fading. General Dixon
said in 1978, “We are out-numbered. We have had the technical advantage over
the years. I am told by experts, and I have my own view, that the technological
advantage is vanishing,”31¢ Periods of darkness and bad weather had historically
provided a sanctuary for resupply and reconstruction of combat elements, and
winter weather in northern Europe had always been characterized by poor
visibilities for aerial operations. In the north German plain region around Hanover,
throughout January, there are only about 8.5 hours of daylight in each 24-hour day, .
and during those days the cloud ceiling is 1,000 feet or higher for only 6.3 hours
with an average visibility of three miles. Therefore, the winter weather at low levels
in Germany is almost always difficult. In the 1970s the Soviets and Warsaw Pact
forces equipped and trained for night and all-weather combat and combat-support
operations, Their tanks and helicopters were equipped with sensors and
night-viewing devices. At first, Air Force Studies and Analysis took some comfort
from its study of weather conditions and offered consolation that winter weather
in northern Europe was cellular, Thus, in the words of Maj Gen James A. Welch,
Jr., assistant chief of staff for studies and analysis,

One can look at the very cellular nature of the bad weather and the good weather and
find that the cells of bad weather are in fact somewhat smaller than the size of the large
armored breakthrough So that we can attack some part of the armored breakthrough
tost of the time even though you cannot aitack all of 1t most of the time 317

This rationale was not too comforting. Since NATO had 900 kilometers of
border to defend, the Soviet/Warsaw Pact nations could select their time, point of
concentration, and choice of weapons, and would be less dependent on air support .
than the NATO forces, who would count on air support for mobile firepower. A
joint analysis conducted by the Army TRADOC and the Air Force TAC in 1979
determined that the Air Force’s most prominent deficiency in the close air support
and battle interdiction mission area was its inability to detect, attack, and destroy
hard mobile targets at night and in bad weather. “Everything we see about the
Soviets indicates we had best be prepared to meet them under all weather
conditions,” Gen Lew Allen said in 1080,318

In the early 1970s the avionics in the F-111 and A-7 gave capabilities to deliver
ordnance against fixed targets at night and in bad weather and combmed with
ground beacons to allow some capability to deliver conventional munitions on
battlefield area targets. The Air Force, however, could not plan to send A-7s and
F-111s against armored vehicles, and in the growing emergency in early 1978 it
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requested an appropriation to fund a night and adverse weather attack program.
One question occurring in Congress at this time was that since everyone had known
about Europe’s weather for centuries, why had someone not laid night/all-weather
attack requirements on the A-10 and F-16 programs? Dr William J. Perry, under
secretary of defense for research and engineering, answered this question first.

When the F-16 and A-10 arrcraft were designed a mght/weather attack requirement was
uncertain, since the threat was not perceived to be solethal norwas the threat perceved
tobe lsngent on promulgating a battle during might or poor weather conditions as 1t 1s
today 1

Perry also mentioned the pressure to hold costs down on the F-16 and A-10.
The F-16 had a ground-mapping radar and an accurate inertial navigation system
(INS) which provided it with some night and adverse weather capability agamst
fixed targets It was also able to maneuver sharply within visnal range of targets in
marginal weather where higher performance airplanes would not be effective,
Perry said later of the F-16:

We kidded ourselves a Iittle bt on the F-16 thinking we were buyimig an inexpansive
airplane What we were really building was an incomplete airplane. .. One of the
reasons this awrplane is mexpensive is because we satisfied ourselves that we could
operate it as a dogfight airplane 1n an air supenonty role, which means it would deal
with other airplanes erther with a gun or with a short-range heat seeking air to air
mssile ¥

The design of the A-10 was determined in the same era when there was pressure
to keep cost moderate. “The A-10 was specifically designed for performing close
air support,” said General Dixon. “The concept was to keep the system as simple
as possible for forward base operation and high sortie rates.”*?! The A-10’s
maneuverability and weapons provided for close air support under adverse
weather that would otherwise restrict such operations, but it had no autonomous
navigation capability other than pilot dead reckoning to reach a target area. The
Air Force had always considered that a self-contained navigation system would
improve the aircraft effectiveness, but the improved capability—at the time the
A-10 was decided upon—did not seem to justify the increase in cost. In March
1968, however, General Dixon reporfed a recent demonstration of an A-10
equipped with an INS and flown at England AFB, Louisiana. In low-level flight the
INS significantly increased the A-10s first-pass effectiveness and substantially
enhanced its ability to divert to a secondary target. Additionally, the INS allowed
the pilot to devote more attention to external surroundings, which was
advantageous for survivability in high-threat environments.’2 The A-10 was
equipped with a 30-millimeter rapid-firing antitank GAU-8 cannon and
electro-optical Maverick missiles, Although the television-guided Maverick got
good results in tests against high-contrast targets at White Sands, New Mexico, and
the Israelis used them to good effect in scoring 40 hits out of 49 firings in the Sinai
desert in the Yom Kippur War, the requirement for optical guidance of the
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Mavericks with TV heads did not work very well in the limited visibility
circumstances of Europe. Deputy Secretary of Defense for Research and
Engineering Robert A. Moorer admitted.

Telewision Mavernick does not work very well in Burope, I think that 1s one case where,
1 my opuion, R&D has failed and it farded because we did not test that weaponina
realishicenvironment .. Thatwasa mustake, and from that, I think the lessonwe should
have learned s that we must test those soplusticated weapons in a realistic operational
environment 35

Lt Gen Thomas H. McMullen, TAC vice commander, told a NASA Tactical
Aircraft Research and Technology Conference in December 1980:

As we are now equipped we fight the next war only part time Our night and bad
weather capability 1s imited 1 both quality and quantity. As I see 1f, these two areas

(and I note they are two areas), they rather than new speeds or altitudes, are the new
frontiars for TACAIR .

As it happened in 1978 and 1979, the Air Force had the need for night and
all-weather attack of moving targets fully in mind but lacked substantial resources
to handle them in a hurry. “It would be prohibitively expensive for us to build alf,
or even most, of our aircraft to operate all night or in bad weather,” remarked Gen
David Jones in 1978.3% Of such night and all-weather capabilities for the A-10,
General Dixon said; “If we had unlimited resources there would be a requirement
now—as it is, we have to work on this and see whether we need and can manage
to squeeze it into a force structure which is already budget Iimited.”326 Another
reason for not rushing to a solution fix was that new technology that had not existed
in the early 1970s was becoming available and needed proper evaluation.®” In
addition to the electro-optical television head Maverick, which was excellzntly
accurate under conditions of high pilot visibility, the Air Force had under
development an imaging infrared (IIR) head Maverick for use in low visibility and
at night and a laser head Maverick that would home in on laser-illuminated targets
In 1978 the Air Force canceled its part of the laser Maverick and concentrated on
development of the TIR Maverick as the weapon of choice for low-attack A-10s .
either by day or night. Despite adverse journalistic zgublicity regarding the
Maverick program, this decision still held good in 1983.3

To fly to a target in bad weather, accomplish target acquisition, and determine
weapons release powmts under such adverse conditions, attack aircraft would have
to have sensoss to provide for terrain avoidance, navigation to the target areas, and
target acquisition, and night/adverse weather weapons that were effective. The
mission, withal, was so complex that it appeared possible in 1978 that a two-man
crew might be needed, one person to pilot and one to work the sensors and
weapons. On the other hand, antomatic techniques--some of them on-the-
shelf —might be added to a single-seat airplane, taking the load off the pilot and
allowing one man to perform night/all-weather attack. Industry saw an opportunity
to come aboard with proposals, such as a two-seat A-10, a two-seat F-15, and, of
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. course, the Navy’s two-seat F-18. In fiscal year 1980 budget requests offered in
early 1979, the Air Force asked for an appropriation to study an “Enhanced
Tactical Fighter” (ETF)—the use of an existing aircraft with state-of-the-art
avionics and munitions for night/all-weather attack. The two leading candidates
were the F-15 that was already in a two-seat training version and the A-10, which
Fairchild Aviation was plugging strongly. The precise mission element needs
statement (MENS) for the ETF had no firm grasp of ultimate mission requirements
or ¢ost, however, with the result that Congress refused to fund the ETF3% gtill
hoping to keep the A-10 in production, Fairchild bailed back one of the planes
from the Air Force and modified it with a second seat and sensors for tests at
Edwards AFB, California, carried out by the Air Force Systems Command and
Tactical Air Command. General Creech, the TAC commander, gave Farrchild
“high marks” for using its own funds for the test plane, but he could not see putting
it into production. The real need for the night/all-weather ETF was for

. second-echelon interdiction, and the A-10 continued to be too slow for
penetration, best qualified even at night to operate along the FEBA in close air
support. The tests did show, however, that an existing plane augmented with
sensors would be affordable enough to be secured for clear nighttime or nighttime,
under-the-weather operations. On the other hand, General Creech said that the
development of an ETF for in-weather operations would not be soon “do-able”
for reasons of costliness. Early in 1982 when speaking on the fiscal year 1983 Air
Force budget request, General Allen would not be swayed from a decision to end
A-10 production:

The A-10 55 an excellent weapon, and the GAU-8 1s a super gun 'We have never had a
gun that has the effective accuracy that that gun has, nor the antiarmor kifl capabilities
that those mumtions provide Further than that, the A-10 armed with a Maverick,
represents an addition to those capabilities which makes 1t one of the finest specialized
arrcraft for antiarmor kill that has ever been built So, we are very pleased with the
arrcraft and we continue to be impressed with this armor-kulhng capabihity However,
we have met the basic inventory objectives It 15 a specialized arrcraft, 1t 1s an
antiarmor aucraft It was designed largely for high-armor concentrations of the sort

. encountered 1n the central region of Europe, although it has application ¢lsewhere. We
have concluded thatwe have now met the inventory objectives and fimished production
with the 1983 requests 330

In one sense the enhanced tactical fighter scemed in 1979 to have been officially
terminated by Congress, and Lt Gen Kelly Burke, deputy chief of staff for research
and development, turned to an effort to meet the same requirement by a different
approack, namely finding a means to take advantage of the large number of
single-seat fighter aircraft that the Air Force was going to wind up owning. The
Air Force was going to have to be more pragmatic, to attempt to do more with less.
“Capability improvements to our aircraft, therefore, are to help redress existing
aircraft inventory shortfalls rather than to allow reductions in future force
structure,” Burke explained.?3! One potential candidate for procurement was the
LANTIRN (low-altitude navigation targeting infrared for night) system that could
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be used to provide a portion of the A-10s and F-16s with a night, under-the-weather
capability in the 1983-85 period. Burke continned:

It appears to us that the confluence of technology 15 such that we can, in faitly short
order, develop this LANTIRN pod which will let those single place aireraft have avery
good mght/under the weather capability at lowaltitude wrth multiple kills per pass, and
greatly add to our air to ground capability with those existing amplanes. . , Not all
weather, it 1s night/under the weather We just don't know how to do that against mobile
and imprecisely located targets. But mght erunder the weather, down to a fewhundred
foot ceiling, couple of miles visibihity, we can do it 2

Another aspect of LANTIRN was that it increased day capabilities to find
targets. 333 By 1981 the development contract for LANTIRN broke the system
down into two pods: the LAN navigation pod enabled an aireraft to go in at very
low altitude and come out the same way; the TIRN targeting pod enabled a pitot
to deliver ordnance at mght with essentially daytime accuracy. A givenattack might
require one or both of the pods, which being smaller at any rate had lower drag .
than a single pod. In 1981 General Creech ticked off advantages of operating A-10s
and F-16s at night with LANTIRN, Operating at night provided more firepower
with the same number of aircraft, denied the adversary the sanctuary of darkness,
provided NATO ground forces the possibility of air support that they would need
at night, provided a sanctuary for friendly air operations, and exploited a
technological edge as an offset to quantity on the other side.33 Some in Congzress
questioned the Air Force’s move away from specialized aircraft: in 1982, Sen
Alfonse M. D’Amato of New York complained:

Ishould pomnt out that the IR Maverrek . coupled with the LANTIRN pod capabulify,
will change the A-10 from a day-only tank killer to a mght and adverse weather tank
kiler .We believe that will basically double the effectiveness of the A-10 1 that it
will permit it to operate during the night when, we believe, Soviet tachies require those
tanks to move.

The F-16 had started out to be good in the air-to-air role and the characteristics
that made it good in this role, such as power loading and low-wing loading, also
made it good in air-to-ground context. Lt Gen Alton Slay said in 1976, when .
speaking the praise of the F-16, “Youneed to be able to get well ahead of the power
curve when you are delivering ordnance to get back up to make a re-attack, to turn
fast, to be able to stay low.”*>% Lt Gen Thomas Stafford, the 13th test pilot to fly
the F-16, also marveled at it: “It is amazing, this little airplane that weighs half of
an F-4 can carry the same bomb load as the F-4 twice as far using less fuel. It is the
only airplane we have ever designed to pull nine G’s Thatisalotof G’s to pull #3537
As an interceptor, however, the F-16 could not compare with the F-15, the latter
with long range, far more powerful radar, and medium-range radar-guided
air-to-air ATM-7 Sparrow missile. The F-16 had a smaller radar and a short-range
AIM-9 Sidewinder infrared heat-secking missile; its lack of a radar-directed
missile meant that it wonld yield first shot to an adversary with radar missiles. There
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was a linitation to the Sparrow in that the F-15 had to keep its radar pointed at
the target until the missile reached it; in Red Flag training at Nellis AFB, Nevada,
little inferior F-5 “aggressor” planes not infrequently came in behind F-15s intent
on tracking other targets. In fiscal year 1977 Congress appropriated the first funds
to finance development of a joint Air Force/Navy “Sparrow follow-on missile” that
came to be called the AMRAAM or advanced medium-range air-to-air missile.
Suited either for the F-16 or F-15, the AMRAAM had a fire-and-forget radar
aboard the missile itself, and it allowed a pilot to engage two or three targets at a
time and to fight successfully while cutnumbered. With the AMRAAM an F-16
pilot could fire on, say, a MiG-23 before the MiG could intercept the F-16. If the
F-16 got into a dogfight, it could easily turn the MiG inside out.**® In fiscal year
1982 budget hearings, General Creech urged support for AMRAAM,; and in 1983
hearmmgs Maj Gen Robert Russ, deputy chief of staff, operational requirements,
Air Force, declared the AMRAAM to be the “No. 1 priority air-to-air program
for the TAC air forces.

In the F-15 development and test phase the plane demonstrated a conventional
weapons delivery air-to-ground superiority to both the F-4 and A-7 aircraft. In 1979
and 1980 both Generals Allen and Creech maintained that it was highly desirable
to keep the McDonnell Douglas Corporation F-15 production line open with a buy
of additional aircraft beyond the current program quantity of 729, to be procured
prior to the program cutoff in fiscal year 1983, Whereas the focus of attention in
the 1970s had been upon Western Europe, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and
the beginmng of the Iranian seizure of American hostages in Tehran in late 1979
made the Carter administration interested in the non-NATO world. General
Creech was particularly impressed with the problem of distances in Southwest Asia
and found the prospect of a “missionized F-15” particularly attractive in that
regard.

1 think 1t [the F-15] 1s an outstanding airplane for the Rapid Deployment foree and it is
particularly attractive 1n the Perstan Gulf and Middle East because of its range In fact,
range m the Persian Gulf area takes on a whole new importance that one does not feel
1n Central Europe, for example, although range 1s important there, becauss the
distances are awesome Saudi Arabia 1s bigger than the United States cast of the
Mississippi 340

Creech referred to the missiomzed F-15 as “an mterestmg case,” but in 1980 he
felt compelled to give all-out priority to getting LANTIRN for the F-16 and
A-10.31 This same year, the Air Force had also received funding for a mission
analysis looking toward the development of an advanced tactical fighter (ATF)
that was wanted for service in the 1990s. The “gestation period” of a new fighter
program was conceived to be from 10 to 14 years, and the ATF was expected tobe
“next-generation” technology, not an upgraded version of an F-15 or F-16.342

In 1980 the Air Force projected a tactical fighter wing structure for the end of
1981 as being 12 reserve wings (10 in the Air National Guard and 2 in Air Force
Reserve) and 26 active wings broken down with 1 in Alaska, 3 in the Pacific, 8 in
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Europe, and 14 in TAC. It was still not expected that the Air Force would reach
its full 26-wing goal of 1,872 aircraft until 1984, and considering assigned aircraft,
General Creech figured wotldwide TACAIR strength as being 34 wings (23 active
and 11 reserves).**? In view of the marked increase in the Soviet threat, Creech
urged that the tactical air wing program should surely be increased to the 40 wings
projected earlier and by the mid-1980s should include at least 5 additional active
wings. Both Creech and Allen thought highly of the competency of the Air National
Guard and Air Force Reserve units. Gen Lew Allen said that one of the “finest
things” done in recent years was the formulation and enforcement of the total force ‘
concept, where, he said, “we fight together as Active and Reserve forces.” But
mobilization was always a serious dislocation to the nation and it was becomianﬁ
“very difficult to respond to any conflict these days without mobilization.”
Creech said in 1981;

Twould fully expect a Guard or Reserve unit gomg into combat, given the same kind of
equipment, would fly better than anactive squadron Thiss because the pilotsare much .
more expenienced and, for that matter, the maintenance people are as well They are

first rate 3%

Nevertheless, the active forces had to bear the burden of forward deployment |
and also had to be available in sufficient numbers in the continental United States '
to provide training and support to the forward-deployed forces. 346

The revitalization of the American defense program by the Reagan
admimstration commencing in 1981 faced some difficulty in regard to tactical

forces This was explained by Lt Gen Kelly Burke:

Within our force planning we gave highest prionity to stratege force modernization,
followed by readiness and maintainability, and finally, to tactical force modernization
and growth. . . . We recopmze the overriding requirement for strategre force
improvements, but we cannot 1gnore the global threat and very sigmificant
enhancements n Sovict conventional forces over the recent years . Inthisregard, B-1
and MX are critical programs At the same time, we cannot neglect tactical aircraft
modernization and force expansion programs because of the evolving Soviet threat3%

Despite the priority to strategic forces, the Reagan administration also looked .
with favor on tactical power. The security guidance policy recognized that the
Soviet threat was global and that the United States must be prepared to meet the
threat globally in a sustained, conventional manner. Deputy Secretary of Defense
Frank C. Carlucei emphasized the “vital interest” in Southeast Asia and the need
for conventional US responses to Soviet activity there. “Unless we are prepared to
put troops on the 3§n:)lmd, I don’t think the Soviets are going to believe we are
credible,” ke said 3*8

Earlyin 1981 the Reagan administration announced that the Air Force hadbeea
forced to procure aircraft inefficiently and that the objective now would bz to
accelerate aircraft programs while reviewing force requirements. In the planning
for arcraft procurement approved in 1981-82, the Air Force was authorized fo
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mcrease to 40 tacticak fighter wings (26 active and 14 reserve) in 1986 and then to
44 tactical fighter wings in 1990.3* By early 1981 the McDonnell Douglas
Corporation had turned out a demonstration missionized air-to-surface F-15
Strike Eagle that was very attractive to the Air Force. In thinking about possible
employments in Southwest Asia, General Creech was attracted to the range and
capabilities of a missionized F-15 which could be deployed there, initially
performing in air-to-air combat, if necessary, and then serving in an air-to-ground
attack mode. In a missionized configuration the F-15 would also be prepared to
perform deep mterdiction and counterair strikes against enemy airfields like an
F-111 wonld do.**® General Creech was especially enthusiastic about what he
described as a dual-capable aircraft that could deliver either tactical nuclear or
conventional munitions, and the Air Force asked funding in fiscal year 1982 for a
derivative fighter based on the F-15, As it happened, however, General Dynamics
had been working on an F-16XI. with a redesigned “cranked arrow” wing that
would provide substantially more internal fuel and payload lift Congress would
not approve funding of an enhanced F-15E in fiscal 1982 until such time as a
derivative F-16E could also be tested. >

After give and take with Congress in 1981 in regard to fiscal year 1982
appropriations requests, the Air Force got a mew perspective for the future
requirements of tactical aviation. For fiscal year 1983, Lt Gen Kelly Burke
explained:

‘We have argued amongst ourselves, and in give and take with the Congress, to push
back that new fighter quite distantly because the major changes that have come along
in our business m the past few years have not been m auframe or amrcraft engine
mprovements  but i electronics There 15 a dramatic improvement in electronics
So, the trend —and I think 1t 18 & correct one—1S to keep airplane designs longer and
update the electronies portions of 1t to go with the older engine and old aurfframe That
bagieally 18 what we are doung We are proposing to buy about 250 fighters a year. We
are proposing to modermze them mostly in the electrome sense and not tactical
development of the new airplane 52

The advanced tactical fighter (ATF) would be pushed back to the mid-1990s;
it would be a “new technology fighter and a step ahead of the Russians.”>>3 In
making a decision on the enhanced fighter, General Gabriel said he was going to
look for “the most affordable and effective capability we can get at the cheapest
price.” Essentially he wanted the “E-model” F-15 or F-16, whichever chosen, to
“get back in the second-echelon area . . . back before the follow-on [enemy] forces
begin to fan out and come to the front, say, 200 kilometers back. . . . That is the
arca that right now, at nighttime, low-level, only the F-111 can handle. We can’t
get back there with anything else,” he continned.>* In comparison with the F-16E,
the F-15E had a significant advantage in range that particularly fitted it for service
in Southwest Asia or the Pacific. On 24 February 1984 General Gabriel announced
that he had selected the F-15E as the new dual-role derivative fighter for air-to-air
and deep-interdiction missions. It was going to be a two-seat aircraft, with
provisions to employ AMRAAM and LANTIRN, plus aweapons load comparable
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to that of an F-111. The Air Force planned on 392 F-15Es, enough to equip 12
squadrons and 2 training squadrons. In addition, new F-16s with improved
air-to-air and air-to-ground capabilities would be bought, the program objective
of the F-16 being increased from 1,388 to 2,651 to support a force modernization
and equipment of 40 tactical wings. An advanced tactical fighter would remain in
development for service in the mid-1990s. Air Force evaluation of the “cranked
arrow” wing F-16XL would continue as z possible advanced version of the F-16
Fighting Falcon.35

In 1982-83 the US military services each undertook visionary efforts to foresee
their individual and collective programs at the turn of the ¢entury, around the year
2000. The US Army led the way with “AirLand Battle 2000.” It was a security
classified future concept of the world environment during 1995-2015 and the
requirements of battle that would drive Army training and equipping, AirLand
Battle 2000 saw future battlefields becoming more fluid, shorter in duration, and .
more difficult for the commander to control. The study was said to urge a style of
waging war in which agility, deception, maneuver, and tools of combat were used
to face the enemy with a succession of dangerous and unexpected situations more
rapidly than ke could react to them.35¢ Like the Army, the Air Force regularly
reviewed its strategies and capabilities fo meet an anticipated Soviet threat, and,
conducted in 1982, Air Force 2000 envisioned the way that the Air Force should
adapt itself to the world in two decades. After the Air Staff completed Air Force
2000, it began working with the Army Staff to meld the respective concepts in a
new study called Focus 21.%7 These studies were classified, but Air Force leaders
gave some public indication of the look of the future. In Europe, where the Scviet
threat was most severe, the numerical superiority of Warsaw Pact air forces was i
expected to remain, and the Soviets were expected to continue to attempt to narrow
the US technological Iead in key areas. The main requirements of the tactical air
forces would be to gain air superiority over the battle area and to provide offensive
support to the land forces. The Air Force and the Armywould need to work closely
together fo effect an organizational integration of combat capabilities. A joint
AirLand Battle doctrine would be necessary as a first step in countering the threat .
from the Soviet and Soviet-surrogate forces. Priorities needed to be established
for fighting battles, especially in the first hours. Success of a forward strategy for
NATO depended upon the development of a rugged and common command,
contrel, communications, computing/information and intelligence (C*%)
capability to aid in establishing the unity of effort and most effective application of
force against the enemy. The whole question of antijam communications, General
Lew Allen emphasized, had to be the focus of enormous attention in all plans for
AirLand Battle3*® As matters stood in mid-1964, General Creech, in context of
six years as TAC commander, described planning relationships with the Army as
“going magnificently” and “at an all-time high.”**° Keyed to the background
year-2000 plans, an Air Force “Fighter Road map” existed on the lines sketched
above and outlined the force size, mix, and capabilities needed into the future 6°
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CHAPTER 7

THE AIR FORCE IN THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT

Shortly after his retirement as chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen David
C. Jones wrote:

Although most lustorybooks glonfy our military accomplhishments, a close examination
reveals a disconcerting pattemn unpreparedness at the start of a war; mmitral fanlures,
reorganizing while fighting; cranking up our mdustrial base, and ulhimately prevaiiing

. Ly wearing down the enemy—by bemg brgper, not smarter. . . . Although the current
threat to our secunty s great, there 1s kittle likelthood that we will have the time to
regroup 1f we do not meet the threat effectively at the outset of any major conflict We
can no longer afford the degradation of our defense capabilities that comes with less
than effective organization

In April 1982, in his last weeks on active duty, General Jones did not feel that he
could leave office in good conscience without speaking out strongly about defense
organizational defects. Jones said in April 1982:

Histonically our military organization has tended to lag behind the changing demands
of the defense environment. QOrganizational change has come more often than not i
the aftermath of wartune falure than as a result of forward planning, . . . We got by in
the past because of our industral base and the factors of time and space which allowed
us tomobilize that base In the world wars we had the buffers of geography and of allies
who could carry the fight until we mobilized and deployed After World War I we
depended largely on our nuclear superronty to cover imbalance 1n conwentional
capabihities and deterdirect clasheswith the Soviets . Vietnamwas perhaps our worst
example of confused objectives and unclear responsibilities The organizational

. arrangements were a nightmare, for example, each serviee fought its own air war, Smee
that time we have been concerned with how to react more effectively to contingencies,
but have not as yet devised a way to ntegrate our cfforts to achieve maxamum jomnt
effectiveness without undue regard to service doctrine, mussions and command
prerogatives . . Becavse of our past successes with superior resources m wars of
attnihon, our military 1nstitutions have not been forced to resxammne established
doctrine or to break down the institutional barriers in the interests of achieving greater
foree effectiveness through imagnative combinations of the resources and doctrines of
the separate services. We have bureaucratized our militazy mstitutions —and the great
strength of a bureaucracy s 1ts ability to protect and preserve instituttonal interests and
sclf-image agamst the demands of a changing environment We are comfortable with
the past because it 1s the future, not the gast, that challenges outmoded concepts,
doctrines and orgamizational arrangements,

General Jones’s demands that the United States look to the organizational
deficiencies that prevented combining the forces of the four armed services into
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the greatest possible joint warfighting capability kindled a lively interest in
organizational complexities that generated perhaps more discourse than action.

Continuing Complexities of Defense Organization

In his address to Congress that contained the proposals enacted as the Defense
Reorganization Act of 1958, President Eisenhower had defined a central issue:
“Separate ground, sea, and air warfare is gone forever, If ever again we should be
involved in war, we will fight in it all elements, with all services, as one single
concentrated efforts.”> As military assistant to President Eisenhower, Gen
Andrew J. Goodpaster had participated in the preparation of Eisenhower’s
defense reorganization proposals that became law in 1958, Thinking back in 1982
to these times, General Goodpaster recalled that it had taken “the urigue
experience of an Eisenhower administration and the unique confidence of the
American people in his military judgment to accomplish the reform measures of .
1958, and even those did not go as far as he desired.” Still speaking of Eisenhower,
Goodpaster said:

1 think as President he said that on many, many, many oceasions, the loss of effectiveness,
and the effects of duplication came from over-concentration i the service role When
stung from time to time, he would deplore the paroclualism that was being shown.
Always his emphasis was on looking at these problems from the perspective of the
national need, the provision of secunty agamst the overall threat that we were
confronting. On the question of the integrated pornt of view, 1t was his hope, though he
acknowledged some doubt, that through the changes that were put into effect 1n 1958,
the emphasis on the corporate duties of the Joint Chiefs of Staff would become
overriding. . . . I think that the system has not measured up to s hopes 1n that regard 4

It was General Goodpaster’s opinion that the “corporate duties” of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff visualized by President Eisenhower had not had priority and that
the Joint Chiefs had not contributed to an effective US national security policy,
strategy, and posture. The service chiefs had been heavily burdened with service
responsibilities; their military advice and plans, he said, “lacks the timeliness and .
responsiveness it should have, reflects too much of ‘weapons push’ and service
proponency rather than an “operational requirements pull’ based on overall
strategy. Joint advice on budget formation and resource allocation, though a heavy
burden to the whole organization, is not of such an order or of such a quality as to |
influence these decisions in a sufficiently major and useful way.”™ The 1958
reorganization act had vested “full operational command” of US forces assigned
to unified or specified commanders, their line of command proceeding from the
president, to the secretary of defense, through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
umified or specified commander. In this function the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not
initiate but transmitted the instructions of the national command authorities (the
president/secretary of defense). The service departments and service chiefs did
not possess command authority but were charged to train, organize, and support
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the force units assigned to the operational command of unified/specified
commanders. It was General Goodpaster’s opinion predicated upon his position
as supreme allied commander in Europe in the 1970s that the information and
recommendations of unified/specified operational commanders needed “to be
strengthened and reflected in overall military planning and resource allocation.”®
Gen Russell E. Dougherty, who had served as chief of staff SHAPE and also
CINCSAC shrewdly pointed out that even though the service departments and
chiefs “provided, prepared, procured” and the umfied/specified commands had
“operational command” it was nonctheless true that “he who pays, controls.”
Dougherty said:

That to me 15 one of the most serous weaknesses i our system We have developed a

system that 15 designed for bookkeepers and accountants and have lost a lustoncal and

strategie perspective on how to correlate forcestoachieve objectives, eather by defensing

orbywayof contaimmng and defeating an enemy We have abdicated to the bookkeepers,
. we think along that line 7

Making another point General Goodpaster said:

Ifthe services would  realign their forces to do the jobs m the field as scen by the
people that bear the responsibility there, I think that this would be a more efficient, a
more effective directed pattern of programs and effort than if the tmpetus comes from
the weapon systems themselves 8

When President Kennedy took office in 1961 his Democratic party platform had
pledged him tomake a complete examination of the organization of the US armed
forces, and to this end in the summer of 1960 Kennedy asked Sen Stuart Symington
to head a study committee looking toward national defense reorganization. The
report of the Symington committee received by President-elect Kennedy called for
avery lugh degree of centralization of authority in the Department of Defense, and
in the years to follow both Symmgton and Roswell L. Gilpatric, who served on the
committee, changed their opinions.’ As deputy secretary of defense from 1961 to

‘ 1964n, Gilpatric recalled that he concluded that there was “a value in having the
sentor service officers, the men who have risen to the head of their respective
services, be mn juxtaposition to the Secretary of Defense through bodies such as the
Joint Chiefs,” He believed and so wrote in 1964 that the Joint Chiefs ought to
continue to be “a planning body.” “When it came to issues of resources allocations,
force strengths, missions,” Gilpatric said, “I felt that the chiefs should not have any
say 1n that process, nor should they be in the line of command from the President
and Secretary of Defense down to the unified and specified commands.” Gilpatric
remembered that President Kennedy called the Joint Chiefs to the White House
tomeet with the National Security Council early in 1961; the subject of the meeting
was what to do about Communist military advances in Laos and Gilpatric said that
Kennedy got five different views from the five Yoint Chiefs. Gilpatric also recalled
that the Joint Chiefs split three ways in advice to Secretary McNamara during the
Cuban missile crisis of 1962. According to Gilpatric, President Kennedy
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nevertheless did not want to pursue anybasic changes in the National Security Act,
because he did not want to take on the two chairmen of the Armed Services
Committees, Sen Richard Russell and Congressman Carl Vinson.10

As seen earlier, Sectetary McNamara studied the 1958 defense legislation and
opted for secretary of defense actions that were far short of the Symington
committee recommendations. It seemed to McNamara that two major deficiencies
needed action. He said:

First, some of the combat ready forces had not been placed under the wvnified and
specfied command structure Second, the Jomt Chiefs of Staff had yet to be provided |
the organizational and management tools they needed to give the most effective
day-to-day operational direction to the combat forces 1t

McNamara therefore created the US Strike Command in 1961, Actions were
already under way to form the Defense Communications Agency (DCA) and
McNamara expanded its charter. The Defense Supply Agency (DSA) was formed .
to supervise the procurement of common items of supply for the several services.
Service intelligence functions were consolidated under a new organization, the
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA). There were other actions such as assigning
the Air Force responsibility for space research and development, a responsitility
previously distributed among the three services. Another similar action was the
assignment to the Air Force of the principal responsibility for managing missile
ranges, a responsibility previously shared with the Navy.'> The intelligence
reorganization produced one voice speaking for defense in the US Intelligence
Board, which produced national intelligence estimates. When there was
dissatisfaction with the unitary intelligence estimates and intimation that DIA
might be split up and returned to the services, Gen George S. Brown liked the DIA
as “a reasonable organization,” He said in February 1976:

Personally, I think it would be a nustake to tear that house down and go back where we

were years ago.. . . You know, you just look at the bomber count—we spent baflions of

dollars in air defense for this country when there wasn’t any Soviet bomber fleet, We

spent billions on messiles when there wasn’t a missile gap If there was a nissile gap, it .
was because we had so many and they had very few, which was preciscly the reverse of

the picture that was put out.”®

After the Bay of Pigs incident in 1961, Gen Maxwell Taylor recalled that
President Kennedy was “very dissatisfied with the Joint Chiefs of Staff
pexformance.” Taylor said that Kennedy’s primary complaint against the Joint
Chiefs with regard to the Bay of Pigs “was that although they didn’t think it would
work, they never came to him and said so, because theyweren’t asked. The question
wasn’t put to them, so there was no response.” After the Bay of Pigs, Taylor said
of President Kennedy: “He felt that he would be more comfortable if he had a
military man in the White House, someone beyond the military aide type, who
could assist him in coping with the military questions in the fature after the Bay of
Pigs.” In 1961-62 General Taylor served as militaryrepresentative to the president,
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maintaining Haison to the president with the Pentagon and with the CLA. During
this time Taylor recommended and Kennedy agreed that the Joint Chiefs should
provide him with unfiltered advice but that it should not be purely military since
all problems were affected by political, economic, and psychologicat factors as well
as military ones. This idea was incorporated intc a National Security Action
Memorandum in 1961, The position of military representative to the president was
not filled again when General Taylor was named chairman of the Joint Chiefs in
1962 Viewing his experience in retrospect, General Taylor concluded that the
Joint Chiefs had never satisfactorily carried out their responsibility to serve as the
principal military adviser to the president, the National Security Council, and the
secretary of defense. Taylor said, “The fact is that the Chiefs have traditionally
been loath to volunteer advice to higher authority, particularly if its substance
would impinge seriously upon service interests, In my day, the slogan in the JCS
was just answer the mail and nothing more,”™ He also recalled that President
. Eisenhower had understood staff work and was completely comfortable with the
National Security Council. Taylor nevertheless concluded that Eisenhower gave
the Pentagon less personal attention than did Presidents Kennedy or Johnson, both
of whom elected to use the National Security Council as a vehicle for ratifying what
had already been decided upon m the closer confines of the Qval Office. Both
Presidents Nixon and Ford made more use of the National Security Council, but
General Brown, who served under the two men, reported different reliance on
military advice. Brown said President Nixon “had his mind on other matters, and
the national security affairs were carried on pretty much according to existing
policy and with the momentum they had gained. So the Joint Chiefs’ relationship
with President Nixon was rather pro forma. We didn’t have much personal contact
with the President ” Brown said that President Ford used the National Security
Council frequently and regularly in formal session: “The Joint Chiefs of Staff were
represented at each and every one of those mectings, and either I or the acting
chairman was expected to participate fully in the discussion, We had extensive
personal contact both socially and in a business way with the President,” Brown

. recalled.l’

The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel

“I inberited a system designed for highly centralized decisionmaking,” said
Secretary of Defense Melvin R Lawrd of his initiation to the Pentagon at the
beginning of President Nixon’s administration. Laird continned:

Our centralization of decision making 1n so Jarge an organtzation as the Department of
Defense leads to a kind of paralysis. Many decisions are not made at all, or, if they are
made, lack full coordination and commutment by those who must implement the
decisions, The traffic from lower to higher echelons may be inhibited, relevant and
essental imputs for the decision maker can be lost 16
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According to Air Force Secretary Robert C. Seamans, Jr,, the problem of
overcentralization was endemic within the Air Force as well as within the OSD,
And his swan song to the Senate Appropriations Committee in the spring of 1969,
Gen John P. McConnell, retiring Air Force chief of staff, also had bewailed high
centralization and the burden of providing more and more information to
upper-level decisionmakers, McConnell said:

In runming flymg wmts, I never had any trouble When a squadron commander goofed,
he was fired. In our procurement and development arcas, I can’t find anyone to fire
Too many people at too many levels have had too much to say about the program 7 I

During 1969 the Nixon administration sought to rejuvenate the National
Security Council (NSC) and to make it a much more meaningful organization than
it had become in the Kennedy-Johnson years, when many of the matters handled
by President Eisenhower’s NSC had been decided by the president and a single
cabinet officer or group of government officials. In July 1969 President Nixon .
assembled a distinguished Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, headed by Gilbert W.
Fitzhugh, chairman of the board of the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company.
Nixon assigned the panel a very broad charter to study, report on, and make
recommendations on the organization and management of the Department of
Defense, including the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the defense agencies, and the military
services. According to one congressional staff person, the Bive Ribbon Defense
Panel was not incumbent, since “every incomieg defense administration belizves
itself duty-bound to show that it has a new approach, one that will be vastly superior
to the old ways, more conducive to economy, efficiency, and responsibility.”15 Adm
Thomas Moorer, the Joint Chiefs of Staff chairman at the time, had a diffevent
explanation for the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, saying, “This was a study
motivated by disagreement between the Secretary of Defense and Henry Kissinger
[the presidential national security adviser], the prime target being the Joint Chiefs
of Staff who had nothing to do with the study in the first place.”’® Required to
report within one year, the panel embraced its mission with enthusiasm
engendered by a realization that its investigation was the first broad-scale study of .
defense orgamization since the commissions on the organization of the executive
department chaired in the 1940s by former President Herbert Hoover. The panel
had a large research staff which plumbed sources and conducted interviews both
within and cutside of government. At the outset of the work, President Nixon told
the panel that what he was looking for was criticism. “I think it’s important to
remember that, because our reportis critical, and it's not balanced for that reason,”
cautioned Fitz]m‘gh.20

The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel completed its task within the year as specified,
and after delivering copies of the report to President Nixon and Secretary Laird,
Fitzhugh released the document at a news conference in the Pentagon on 27 July
1970, He spoke candidly of defects in the Department of Defense. Fitzhugh said:
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The problems we found are not with people, 1t's with the organizational structure itself
Frankly, we think it’s an impossible orgamization to admimster We are amazed it works
at all, 1t's so big and cumbersome under the present organizational structure The
basie difficulty we found was a diffusion of responsibility. There 15 nobody below the
level of the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary that has the purview of the whole
operations of the Department, The same people have an intexest in everything, so that
they are all bogged down with too much detail work, too many responsibilities, there
ate too many man killing jobs, and ncbody really has the responsibility for anything. ..
Everybody 1s somewhat responsible for everything, and nobody 15 completely
responsible for anything, So there’s no way of assigning authority, responsibility and
accountabihity, You cant hold anybody accountable There is nobodyyou canpoint your
finger tof anything goes wrong, and thers s nobody you can pin a medal on 1f 1t goes
right, because everything 1s everybody's business, and . what 18 everybody’s busmess
15 nobody’s business 2

. The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report — although perhaps infiuenced by the
12-month limit on its time of preparation —was the most exhaustive examination
and commentary on the organization and operations of the Department of
Defense. The report would continue to be cited and for this reason its nine-page
executive summary carried thought for both immediate and future reflection.

BLUE RIBBON DEFENSE PANEL REPORT
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

- The purpose of this summary 1s to provide a quick review of the sxx-chapter report
resuftmg from theyear-longstudy by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel The Panel'sreport
offers recommendations i a number of areas imcludmg organization, managsment of
materie] resources, management procedures, personnel management and conflicts of
mnterest This summary covers the major recommendations of the Panel in the area of

. the orgamzation of the Defense Department and several of the more sigmficant
recommendations m the other arcas

As a result of 1ts examination of the Defense Department, the Panel found that

— Effective civilian control 15 impaired by a generally excessive centralzation of
deaision-malkang authonity at the level of the Sccretary of Defense The Secretary's
ability to selectively delegate authority and decentralize management, while sl
retaming personal authority on major policy 155ues of the Department, 18 senously
wthibited by the present organizational structure

~'The President and the Secretary of Defense do not presently have the opportunity to
consider all wiable options as background for making major decisions, because
differences of opmion are submerged or compromised at lower levels of the
Department of Defense
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—There are too many layers of both military and crvilian staffs, and staffs are too large
m the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Military Departments extending
down through the ficld commanders, the Jomnt Chuefs of Staff and the Umfied and
Component Commands. The results are excessive paper work and coordination, delay,
duplication and unnecessary expense

— The present arrangement for staffing the military operations actvities for the
Prestdent and the Secretary of Defense through the Jount Chiefs of Staff and the Military
Departments 15 awkward and unresponsive; 1t provides a forum for inter-Service
conflicts to be myected mto the decision-making process for military operations; and it
nhibits the flow of information between the combatant commands and the President
and the Secretary of Defense, often even in crisis situations.

—The Joint Chiefs of Staff could moze effactively parform therr important statutoryrole
as principal militaxy adwisors to the President and the Secretary of Defense if theywere
relieved of the necessity of performing delegated duties in the field of military
operations and Defense Agency supervision .

- The present combatant command structure does not facilitate the solution of many
ser1ous problems which materially affect the security of the nation. For example, recent
advances in technology require much closer coordimation 1n planmng for and employing
the forces of the Continental Air Defense Command and the Strategic Air Command
than canreasonably be expected with two separate commands Also, the present Umified
Commands do not bring about umfication of the Armed Forces, but rather are layered
with Service component headquarters and large headquarters’ stafis

- There 15 substantial room for improvernent and greater integration of management
throughout the supply, mamntenance and transportation systems of the Department
The most entical need for improved effectiveness 1s mn the support of the Umfied
Commands.

—There 15 no organizational element withn OSD with the capability or the assigned
responsibility for objectively making net assessments of US. and foreign muhtary
capabilities.

— There 1s no adequate organizational element within OSD that 1s charped wath the
responsibahity for long-range planning for the structuning and equipping of forces or for
other simular purposes,

- No formal mechanism exists within OSD to assure adequate coordination among the
varrous ¢lements of the Department

— The present functional assignments of Assistant Secretamies of the Mihtary
Depariments contnibute to duplication between the efforts of the Military Department
Secretanats and the Service imbitary stafis, and also between the Military Departinent
Secretapats and OSD

—The policies of the Departmenton development and acquisition of weapons and other
hardware have contributed to sersous cost overruns, schedule slippages and
performance deficiencies. The difficulties do not appear amenable to a few simple
cure-alls, but require many interrelated changes in organization and procedures
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— Operational test and evaluation has been too nfrequent, poorly designed and
executed, and generally inadequate.

— Procurement procedures do not sufficiently reflect the national need to maintain an
adequate, but not excessive, industrial base

— The promotton and rotation systems of the Military Services do not facilitate career
development 1n the technical and professional actvities, such as research and
development, procurement, mtelligence, communications and automatic data
processing

- The acquisition and retention of officers and enlisted men 1n the Armed Services are
becoming increasingly difficult for a number of reasons, including (1) personnel policies
with respect to compensation, promotion and retirement, and (2) the negative attitude
of segments of the public

. ~ While policies on cqual employment opportunity for militazy and covilian personne’
and for contractors appear adequate, implementatron responsibihitics and functional
assignments are fragmented and diffused and have imparred the achievement of
effective results

--The statutes and regulations regarding conflicts of interest are ambiguous, conflicting,
and mequitable, and are not uniformly enforced.,

To effect substantial improvement i these conditions, the Pancl makes the following
recommendations

1. The functions of the Department of Defense should be divided into three major
groupings

(a) Mihtary Operations, mcluding operational command, intelligence, and
communications (herein calted Operations),

{b) Management of personnel and materel resources (herem called Management
of Resources), and

. (c) Evaluation type functions, including financtal controls, testing of weapons,
analysis of costs and effectiveness of force structures, etc (herein ealled Evaluation)

2 Each of these major groups should report to the Seeretary of Defense through a
separate Deputy Scerctary Appointees to these three positions should be drawn from
crvilian hife, and should rank above all other officers of the Department of Defense
except the Secretary. One of the three should be designated principal deputy The
Genezal Counsel, the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy), the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs), and the Assistant to the Secretary of
Defense {Legislative Affairs) would continue to repost dixectly to the Seeretary of
Defense. The staff of the Office of the Secretary of Defense shouid not exceed 2,000
people.

3 The Deputy Secretary of Defense for Management of Resources should be delegated
responsibility for the following functions:
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(a) The Milhitary Departments, which should continue under the immediate
supervision of therr Secretaries;

(b) Research and Advanced Technology;
(¢) Engineering Development,

(d) Installations and Procurement (a modification of the present Installations and
Logstics);

(e) Manpower and Reserve Affairs,
(f) Health and Environmental Affairs;
(g) Defense Supply Agency; and
(h) Advanced Research Projects Agency .
There should be an Assistant Secretary of Defense for each of the functions (b) through
(f) inclusive, who reports and provides staff assistance to the Secretary of Defense
through the Deputy Secretary of Defense (Management of Resources) The position of
Director, Defense Research and Engineening, should be abolished, and hus functions
reallocated between the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Advanced
Technology and the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Engineermg Development

Functions (g) and (h) should continue to be constituted as Defense Agencies, each
under the immediate supervision of 2 Director

‘The Advanced Research Projects Agency should be delegated the responsibility for all
research and exploratory development budget categories Funds for such research
should be budgeted directly to this Agency, and the Agency should be authonzed to
assign o1 contract for wozk projects to laboratenes of the Defense Department or 1
the private sector, as appropziate.

4 The Deputy Secretary of Defense for Operations should be delegated responsibility
for the following functions .

(a) Military Operations,

(b) The Unified Commands,

{c) Operational Requirements,

{d) Intelligence;

(&) Telecommunmeahons {and Automatic Data Processing),
(f) International Security Affaiss;

() Defense Communications Agency; and
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(h) Cowvil Defense Agency (if Crvit Defense 15 to be retamned 1n the Department of
Defense)

Three new major Umfied Commands should be created. (1) A Strategie Command,
composed of the existing Strategic Air Command, the Joint Strategic Target Planning
Staff, the Continental Aur Defense Command, and Fleet Ballistic Missile Operations,
(2) A Tactical (or General Purpose) Command, composed of all combatant general
purpose forces of the United States assigned to orgamzed combatant umits, and (3) A.
Logstres Command, to exercise for all combatant forees supervision of support
activities, mncluding supply distribuhon, maintenance, traffic management and
transportation, No Commander of a Unified Command should be permitted to serve
concurrently as Chief of his Military Service,

The responsibilities now delegated to the Jomnt Chiefs of Staff by the Secretary of
Defense to serve as military staff in the cham of operational command with respect to
the Unified Commands, and all other responsibilities so delegated whech are related to
. mihitary operations and the Unified Commands, should be assigned to a single senior
military officer, who should also supervise the separate staff which provides staff
support on mikitary operations and the channel of communtcations from the President
and Secretary of Defense to Umfied Commands, This officer should report to the
Secretary of Defense through the Deputy Seeretary of Defense (Operations) This
semor mulitary officer could be erther the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as an
mdwidual, not ex-officio, the Commander of the Tactical Command, or some other
senior melitary officer, as determined by the President and the Secretary of Defense

There should be an Assistant Secretary of Defense for each of the functions (¢) through
(), mclusive, who reports and prowvides staff assistance o the Secretary of Defense
through the Deputy Secretary of Defense (Operations) The Defenss Communications
Agency and the Crvil Defense Agency would each be under the immediate supervision
of a Director

All mtelligence functions of the Department of Defense and all communications
functions should report to the Secretary of Defense through the Deputy Secretary of
Defense for Operations

. 5. The foHlowing steps should also be taken

{a) To provide the staff support on military operations, and the channel of
communications from the President and the Secretary of Defense to the Umnified
Commands, an operations staff, separate from all other military staffs, should be
created,

(b) The responsibilities now delegated to the Jont Chiefs of Staff by the Secretary
of Defense to serve as mulitary staff in the cham of operational command with respect
to the Umfied Commands, and all other responsibihities so delegated which are related
to military operations and the Umified Commands, should be rescinded, and
constderation should be grven to changing the title of the Chief of Naval Operations to
Chuef of Staff of the Navy

(c) All stall personnel posstions in the Organization of the Joint Chuefs of Staff and
in the headquarters military staffs of the Military Services which are m support of
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actwvities, such as military operations, which are recommended for transfer to other
organizational elements, should be ehminated

(@) The Organization of the Jomnt Chiefs of Staff should be hmuted to include only
the Jont Chiefs of Staff and a reconstituted Joint Staff litmited i size to not more than
250 officers augmented by professional civilian analysts as required.

(e) The Unified Commanders should be given unfragmented command authority
for their Commands, and the Commanders of component commands should be
redesignated Deputies to the commander of the appropriate Unafied Command, 1
order to make 1t unmistakably clear that the combatant forces are in the cham of
command which runs exclusively through the Unified Commander;

(f) In consohidating the existing area Unified Commands mto the Tactical
Command, major organizational and functional advantages will be obtained by:

(1) Merging the Atlantic Command and the Strike Command, .

(2) Abolishing the Southern Command and reassigning 1ts functions to the
merged Atlantic and Stnke Commands,

(3) Abolishing the Alaskan Command and reassigning its general purpose
function to the Pacific Command and 1ts strategic defense functions to the Strategic
Command, and

(4) Restruetunng the command channels of the sub-unified commands,

(£) The responsibilities related {o civil disturbances currently delegated to the Army
should be redelegated to the Tactical Command, and

(h) The Unified Commanders should be given express responsibility and capability
for maling recommendations to the Deputy Secretary of Defense for Operations, for
operational capabilities objectives and for allocations of force structures needed for the
effective accomplishment of the missions assigned to their Commands

6. The Deputy Secretary of Defense for Evalvation should be delegated the
responsibility for evaluation and control-type actrities, in¢ludmg: .

(a) Comptroller ncluding internal audit and 1nspection services),

(b) Program and Force Analysis (a modification of the present Systems Analysis
Unit),

(c) Test and Evaluation,
{d) Defense Contract Audit Agency; and
(¢) Defense Test Agency.
There should be an Assistant Secretary of Defense for each of the functions (a) through

(¢) nclusive, who reports and provides staff assistance to the Secretary of the Defense
through the Deputy Secretary of Defense for Evaluation
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The Defense Contract Audit Agency should be continued as a Defense Agency, under
the immedzate supervision of a Directos.

A Defense Test Agency should be created to perform the functions of overview of all
Defense test and evaluation, destgming or reviewing of designs for test, momtoring and
evaluation of the entire Deafense test program, and conducting tests and evaluations as
required, with particular emphasis on operatronal testing, and on systems and
equipment which span Service lines The Defense Test Agency should be under the
supervision of a civiian Director, reporting to the Secretary of Defense through the
Deputy Secretary of Defense for Evaluation

T The number of Assistant Secretaries m each of the Military Pepartments should be
set at three, and except for the Assistant Secretaries (Frnancral Management), they
should serve as senior members of a personal staff to the Secretaries of the Military
Departments without the existing kmitations of purview imposed by formal functional
assignments, The Assistant Seeretary (Financial Management) should become the
Comptroller of the Military Department, wath a military deputy, as 1n the current
organtzation in the Department of the Navy

The Secretaries and Service Milstary Staffs should be integrated to the extent
necessary to eliminate duplication, the functions related to military operations and
mtelligence should be elinunated; hine type functions, ¢ g., personnel operations, should
be transferred to command organizations, and the remamnmg elements should be
reduced by at least thirty percent (A study of the present staffs indicates that the
Seeretaniats and Service staffs combined should total no more than 2,000 people for
each Department )

8 ClassIFk activities (Army), Freld Extensions (Air Force), and Comimands and Bureaus
(Navy), all of which are line, rather than staff in character, which are now
organizationally located under the direct supervision of staff elements m the
headquarters mihitary staffs of the Services, should be transferred to existing
command-type organizations within the Services

9 The Defense Atomic Support Agency should be disestablished, Ifs functions for
nuclear weapons management should be transferred to the operations staff under the
Deputy Secrstary of Defense for Operations, and its weapons effects test design
function should be transferred to the Defense Test Agency

10 The admmistration functions presently assigned to the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Administration) should be assigned to a Director of Pentagon Seivices,
reportmg to the immediate office of the Secretazy of Defense Heshould be responsible
for operating the facilities and providing admumstrative support for the Washington
Headquarters,

11, A Net Assessment Group should be created for the purpose of conducting and
reporting net assessments of Umted States and foreign military capabilities and
potentials This group should consist of individvals from appropriate umits in the
Department of Defense, consultants and contract personnel appornted from time to
time by the Secretary of Defense, and should report directly to hrm

12. A Long-Range Planmng Group should be created for the purpose of prowding staff
support to the Secretary of Defense with responsibility for long-range planning which
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integrates net assessments, technologreal projections, fiscal planning, ete. This group
should constst of mdividuals from appropniate umts m the Department of Defense,
consultants and contract personnel appointed from time to time by the Secretary of
Defense, and should report directly to him

13. A Coordinating Group should be established in the immediate offiee of the Seeretary
of Defense. The responsibilitres of this Group should be to assist the Secretary of
Defense and the Deputy Secretancs of Defense 1n coordinating the activities of the
entire Department 1n the scheduling and follow-up of the various mter-Departmental
Iiaison actwities; to staff for the Secretaty the control function for improvement and
reduction of management imformation/control systems needed withm the Department
and required from Defense contractors; and to assure that each organizational chatier
of the Office of the Secretary of Defense 15 of proper scope and coordinated and
accordance with the assigned responsibility of the organzation, The responsibility for
the Department's Directive/Guidance System, currently assigned to the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Administration), should be assigned to thus group The

coordinating group should be headed by a ewvibian Director, who should also serve as .
cxecutive assistant to the Secretary of Defense

14, The Army Topographic Command, the Naval Qceanographic Office and the
Acronautical Chartand Informatron Centershould be combined into z unified Defense
Map Service reporting to the Secretary of Defense through the Deputy Secretary of
Defense for Management of Resources

15. A new development policy for weapons systems and other hardware should be
formulated and promulgated to cause a reduction of technical risks through
demonstrated hardware before full-scale development, and fo provide the needed
flexibility in acquisttion strategies The new policy should provide for

{a) Exploratoryand advanced development of selected sub-gystems and components
mdependent of the development of weapon systems;

(b) The use of government laboratonies and contractors to develop selected
sub-systems and components on a long-term leve] of effort basss,

(¢) More use of competitive prototypes and less rehanes on paper studies; g

(d) Selected lengthening of production schedules, keeping the system m production
over a greater peniod of time,

() A general rule against concurrent development and production efforts, with the
production decision deferred until successful demonstration of developmental

Prototypes;

(f) Continued trade-off between newweapon systems and modifications to existing
weapon systems currently 1n produchion;

(g) Stricter hmitations of elements of systems to essentrals to eliminate
“gold-plating”,

(R) Flesability 1n selecting type of contract most appropnate for development and
the assessment of the technical mshs mvolved;
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(1) Flexbihity mn the application of a requrement for formal contract definition, m
recogmition of 1ts mapplicability to many developments,

(1) Assurance of such matters asmamtamability, rehability, ete., by means other than
detailed documentation by contractors as a part of design proposals,

(k) Appropriate planming carly m the development cycle for subsequent test and
evaluation, and effectve transition to the test and evaluation phase, and

(1) A prolubition of total package procurement
16 The effectiveness of Program or Project Management should be improved by:

(2) Bstablishing a career specialty code for Program Managers in each Milstary
Servies and developing selection and training enterta that will insure the availability of
an adequate number of qualified officers The criteria should emphasize achieving a
reasonable balance between the needs for knowledge of operational requirements and
CXPEIISNCE 1 management,

(b) Increasing the use of trained eivilian personnel as program managers,

(e} Providing authority commensurate with the assigned responsibility and moze
direct reportng lines for program managers, particularly those operating in matrix
organezational arrangements, and

(d) Grving the program manager directive authority, subject to applicable laws and
regulations, over the contracting officer, and clanfying the fact that the contract auditor
acts in an advisory role

17 Increased use should be made of parametric costing techmques for developments
and procurements to improve the quality of original and subsequent estimates, and to
help offset the difficuliics of estimating the costs of unknowns

18 A scparate program category* should be established for test and evaluation,
especially operational testing, and the responsibility for overwew of atl Defense test and
evaluation efforts should be assigned to the Defense Test Agency.

19, Specialist careers should be established for officers 1n such staff, technical and
professional fields as research, development, mntelligence, communications, automatic
data processing, and procurement

20. In order to improve the process of acquesition and retention of mulitary personnel,
the Executive Branch should develop, and submut to the Congress for its constderation

as necessary, a total military personnel program which coordimates and reconciles all
the scparate considerations, particularly mncluding, (1) military compensation and

* Program categones arc those categones of actrties used for nternal planning and management i the Department, .5, strategc
offensive forces, strategic defensive forces, research and development, intelligence, sle.
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relrement, (2) personnel policies on promotion and rotation, and (3) acquisition
programs, such as Reserve Officers Traming Corps.

21. The duration of assignments for officers should be increased, and should be as
responsive to the requirements of the job as to the career plan of the officer, Officers
continued on an assignment for this reason should not be disadvantaged i opportuntty
for promotion

22 Execative Orders and Department of Defense Directives with respect to matters of
equal employment opportunity for Department of Defense nulitary personnel, ervilian
employees and contractors, as set forth m the existing comprehensive programs for
insuring equal opportunity, should be administered from a sufficiently high
orgamizational level in the Department to assure cffective implementation, and the
procedures for assessing penaltics for non-comphance should be reviewed and clarified

statutes, should amend the regulations to clanfy them, and should make certain

23 The Secretaryof Defense should recommend clarifying changes in conflict of interest
admimstrative changes to msure umform enforcement.2 .

The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel report was 237 pages and contained 113
specific recommendations. Fitzhugh remarked that 90 percent of the
recommendations could be carried out without legistation, which meant that
Secretary Laird could select ideas that he liked and use them. Many of the
recommendations dealing with procurement already bad been put into effect by
Secretary Laird and Deputy Secretary Packard in the year that the report was in
preparation, Three of the 14 members of the panel filed dissenting opinions,
emphasizing disagreements about the proposed downgrading of the services,
service secretaries, and service chiefs. These matters, together with the
recommendation for three principal defense groups of military operations,
resources, and evaluation, drew most rhetoric, Admiral Moorer, then chairman of
the Joint Chiefs, later remarked that the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel report was 0
“sobad that five of the members [actvally only three, although two other memkbers ,
were compelled to Jeave the panel early] dissented. . . . Nothing of substance was
ever accomplished by this study. But you will find it as a reference in every
subsequent study,” Moorer added. In mid-August 1970 it was reported that
Admiral Moorer insisted on and got a no-holds-barred session for the Joint Chlefs
with Laird and Packard. Moorer was said to have told Laird that the services,
service secretaries, and service chicfs could not be downgraded; that strategic
direction of the armed forces could not be workably separated from planning and
from individual service responsibilities; that the unified command structure was
satisfactory and did not require creation of super commands for tactics, strategy,
and logistics; and that the Joint Chiefs of Staff machinery was highly efficient, had
been perfected over the years, and should not be tampered with, Later on Moorer
would caution that his service as JCS chairman at a time that the United States was
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heavily involved in a very unpopular war had convinced him that “organizations
and procedures in the military command structure must be set up in such a way as
towork particularly well in wartime rather than during an extended period of peace

when the priorities of public interestin the military invariably get turned around. »23
In a public commentary on the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, Secretary
Laird concurred in general with the panel’s objectives, but preferred to implement
new management concepts at a measured rather than precipitous pace. He
remarked that he wanted “to avoid the tendencies toward increased staffing and
overhead ...inherent in many of the specific Panel recommendations.”?# In a blunt
talk in Los Angeles, Deputy Secretary Packard disavowed the recommendation
for the three deputy secretaries of defense. He said: “The report greatly underrates
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.” He added: “We intend to give the Service Secretaries
and their Services more responsibility so that they can do their jobs.” Of the 113
g recommendations of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, Packard reported
" acceptance of 48, conceptual implementation of 33 others, continued
consideration of 21, and rejection of only 11. The 11 rejections out of hand had to
do with the organization of the recommended major new unified stratcglc tactical,
and logistics unified commands and assignments of deputy secretariats. 21971
Secretary Laird implemented a number of changes in organization that were i

part attributable to the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel. These included
establishment of the Office of Assistant Secrctary of Defense (Intelligence) and of
the Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense (Telecommunications), of the deputy
director (Test and Evaluation) within the Office of the Director, Defense Research
and Engineering; and establishment of the Ceatral Security Service, Defense
Investlgatwe Service, Defense Security Assistance Agency, and Defense Mapping
Agency
Although it was reported that Laird and Packard agreed at the meeting with
Admiral Moorer and the Joint Chiefs in August 1970 that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
ought to be left alone and not tampered with and that means ought to be found to
' decentralize authority to the service departments, these matters were kept under
)}

study during 1971, In the end, Laird announced that he did not share the Blue
Ribbon Defense Panel’s view that US military command structure was “unwieldy
and unworkable in crisis and too fragmentary to provide the best potential for
coordinate response to a general war situation.” Experience in the first three years
of the Nixon administration nevertheless demonstrated that improved
management and control of forces was greatly needed. Deputy Secretary Packard
and Admiral Moorer analyzed the problem and effected some solutions. In the
command structure effected in 1958 the chain of command ran from the president
to the secretary of defense to the commander in chief, unified and specified
commands, In this same year, however, Secretary of Defense Neil McElroy
directed that orders would be transmitted “through the Joint Chiefs of Staff ” Thus
the Joint Chiefs were an agent for transmitting orders; General Taylor pointed out
that they had “a staff function” and no command authority over the CINCs The
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Blue Ribbon Defense Panel recommended that for clarity McElroy’s direction
should be rescinded.??

In 1972 Secretary Laird acknowledged that “limited advantages may perhaps
be realized by separating the Joint Chiefs of Staff from the operational matters”
but that “the total impact of this action must also be considered.” The old
procedure was kept in effect; however, in a revision of the Worldwide Military
Command and Control System (WWMCCS), it was provided that critical,
time-sensitive, instructions would go from the national command aunthorities to the
chairman of the JCS who, acting for the JCS, would have authority to pass
instructions directly to the operating forces. The role of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
thus remained one of agency, not of command, and only the president or the
secretary of defense could originate orders to the unified and specified
commanders. 2

Even before the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel met, the Department of Defense
bad begun to examine the US unified and specified command structure, .
particularly in view of President Nixon’s new Nixon Docfrine and Strategy of
Realistic Deterrence. On 1 January 1972, as will be seen, the US Readiress
Command replaced the US Strike Command and the STRICOM’s geographical
areas of responsibility were reassigned. The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel

recommended a very strong increase in the anthority of unified commanders,
namely:

The Unified Commanders should be given unfragmented command authonty for their
commands, and the commanders of component commands should be redesignated
Deputies to the commander of the appropriate Unified Command, in order to make it
vnmustakably clear that the combatant forces are in the chain of command which runs
exclusrvely through the Umified Commander.??

Secretary Laird did not accept this recommendation, pointing out that unified
commanders had maximum authority, Laird ruled;

Commands maxxmum authority possible consistent with statutory requirements, This
includes the authonty to exercise operational command over all forces assigned to the
command. The Umfied Commanders have the authonty to exercise those functions of
command involving the control of assigned resources, composition of subordinate
forces, assignment of tasks, designation of objectives, and full authontative direction
necessary to accomplish the mission of the command In consonance wath the National
Secunity Act of 1947, as amended, each Military Department 15 responsible for the
admintstration of its forces assigned by that department to the combatant commands,
The Defense Depariment 1s operating under this system at the present time %

The current Unified Command Plan gves the commanders of Unsfied and Speafied .

Although congressional legislation provided the basic structure of national
defense organization, every president had retained the authority to take military
advice where he chose. “We can play with organizational charts all we want to,”
commented Sen John C. Culver, a key member of the Armed Services Committze,
in 1978, “but what ultimately determines the process is what is congenial to the
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decision maker—that particular president’s preference and most comfortable
mode of operation.”31 n 1971-72 the handling of an appropriate response to
increasing North Vietnamese aggression in Southcast Asia posed unusual
complexities to the niceties of defense chart-books. In early May 1972 Admiral
Moorer asked Chief of Naval Operations Adm Elmo Zumwalt to produce for
President Nixon a concept for mining Haiphong and other North Vietnamese
ports, this without the knowledge of Secretary Laird, who was strongly committed
to Vietnamization and opposed to the commitment of additional US forces to the
war.32 When the increased US activity occurred, Secretary of the Navy J ohn H.
Chaffee said that he would have opposed the Hanoi and Haiphong minings, but
b had had “no inkling” that suchwas planned. Secretary of the Air Force Seamans
said that he first knew about the increase in air raids to take place against North
Vietnam when he saw accounts of it on television. A little later, Seamans ruefully
admitted that even thoughhe had attempted to remain abreast of overall Air Force
operations to perform s basic responsibility for managing resources and for
acting as an adviser to the secretary of defense he never learned of diverted B-52
bombings mto Cambodia uatil long after the fact. Embarrassed about being kept
in the dark about Cambodian bombing, Secretary Seamans stated:

1 think a way should be found for the service secretaries to be more mvolved 1n
operational activities T thinkt 15 undesirable to be a service secretary and not know of
something of this importance 1s gomgon . 1think the chain of command must bekept
simple and straightforward, and I do not think the service secretary ought to be 1n the
cham of command but 1 think that he should be involved m impostant opetational
matters 1n a timely way >

After this, DOD regulations charged service chiefs to keep service secretaries
informed on matters before the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but when he was queried about
such matters Gen George Brown, JCS chairman, responded in 1976: “Today, the
Service Secretaries are responsible for procurement, maintenance and training of
forces. Once the forces are trained and equipped, they are turped over to the
unified and specific commanders, who in turn operate under the Secretary of
Defense.”*

Personnel Cuts Affected Unified Commands and Organization

In the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 Congress affirmed the validity and
necessity of aunified command concept. With the advice and assistance of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the president, through the secretary of defense, was authorized to
establish unified or specified combatant commands for the performance of military
missions and to determine the Army, Navy, and Air Force force structure to be
assigned to the combatant commands for the performance of military missions.
The importance of the structure was emphasized by the fact that the president
personally approved and signed the Unified Command Plan, assigning missions
and responsibilities to commanders in chief. The command plan was expected to
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1 January 1973 the Nixon-Laird administration revised the Unified Command Plan
for the first time since 1963, and these worldwide command arrangements

continued under scratiny during the 1970s. In September 1977 President Jimmy
Carter asked for an “unconstrained examination” of the national military
command structure. The study, prepared by New York banker Richard C.
Steadman, when released in July 1978, addressed the subject of the Unified
Command Plan at some length but contained no “ultimate solutions” since it was
thought possible “to draw up four or five alternative UCPs, each one about a3 good
asthe other.” The report concluded, however, that “changes to the UCP areusually
controversial, producing split opinions among the JCS,»35

The National Command Plan organizational doctrines existing in the 197s ran
back to World War H. Each unified commander was

commander thus melded the “operational command” flowing from the national
command authorities through the unified commander and the “service
supervision” originating in military departments, This organizational doctrine was

NATO organization, the US European Command was located in Stuttgart, the US
Army Command in Heidelberg, the US Air Force Command in Wiesbaden, and
the US Navy Command in London. Europe also was divided into regions (Noxth,
Center, South, and Flanks), with Iand, naval, and air organizations for each region.
In 1972 there were 37 headquarters in the Allied Command Europe, and the
United States participated in 24 of them 3 With the dissolution of
USCINCMEAFSA effective on 1 T, anuary 1972, the area of responsibility of the
US European Command was extended to include the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, .
and the Middle East to the eastern border of Iran, This was intended fostrengthen
the planning capability for defense of the southern flank of NATO and for
countering increased Soviet presence inthe Mediterranean and Middle East areas.
Also on 1 January 1972 the scope of responsibility of the Pacific Command was
expanded to include the Indian Ocean to 62 degrees east longitude, those South
American countries formerly holding membership in USCINCMEAFSA, the
Aleutian Islands, and a portion of the Arctic Qcean, As has been seen, the US
Pacific Command included component commands— ARPAC, NAVPAC,
PACAF—and subunified commands—the Military Assistance Command,
Vietnam (MACYV), the Military Assistance Command, Thailand (MACTHALI),
and US Forces Korea. Both Generals Westmoreland and Abrams were clected as
COMUSMACYV toserve as their own Army component commander. To overcome
the deficiencies of the subunified command orgarizational structure,
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COMUSMACYV designated specified component commands as executive agents
for common-user logistical support in specified corps areas in Vietnam and named
the COMUSMACYV for air as the executive agent for MACV air operations. In
the 1 January 1972 delineation, the area of responsibility for the US Atlantic
Command was expanded to include the international waters around Africa and
South America. The Atiantic Command had no Army or significant Air Force
forces assigned (one small Air Force umt was designated the Iceland Defense
Force). The US Southern Command (SOUTHCOM) remained primarily
responsible for defending the Panama Canal, offering military assistance activities
in Latin America, and planning contingency operations that might be required m
Latin America. The US Alaskan Command was assigned a geographical area of
responsibihity, but its principal mission was to participate in North American air
defense.37
In 1973 Secretary James Schiesinger took note of the soaring costs of military
manpower and ordered actions to review the superstructure of the Defense
Department, field organizations, and major military command headquarters with
a view to decreasing headquarters staffing. As a corollary activity, Schlesnger
wanted to achieve a greater degree of force interdependence among the services
without “going into the delicate area of roles and missions at this time.” Schlesinger
remarked, “At this stage, I would predict that the JCS and the mﬂ1tary services will
not wﬂhngly or readaly volunteer for any traumatic experiences.”® The assignment
of review of the defense superstructure was given to William Brehm, assistant
secretary of defense for manpower, who had close contact with Gen George
Brown, Brehm said, “When I talked with General Brown, I found that he was very
positive about the whole idea of conducting the review, particularly after he
became chairman [of the Joint Chiefs of Staff],”> The Air Force’s approach to
reducing staffs was to streamline headquarters personnel in many cases to people
absolutely needed for operations and matters of actual control of forces and to
concentrate functions such as chaplain, legal, finance, comptroller, and civil
enginecring. Thus, the headquarters staffs of the Third Air Force in the United
Kingdom, the Seventeenth Air Force in West Germany, and the Sixteenth Adir
Force in Spain were cut back by over 50 percent.40
At the urging of Secretary Schlesinger that the Army obtain more combat
capability from the manpower resources, Gen Creighton Abrams developed
planning to increase the Army’s 1341/3 active divisions to 16, chiefly by shifting
manpower spaces from support to combat units. Abrams’s plan involved closing
seven Army headquarters around the world, including US Army, Alaska, and the
US Army Southern Command. The question of closmng the Army Pacific
component command in Hawaii drew the most questions, and to these inquiries
Abrams retorted “The way things work, it has nothing to add and 1t is too far away
to subtract.*¥! Secretary Schlesinger would not agree to closing the Army Pacific
Command unless General Brown was accepted as JCS chairman. “General Brown
did support 1t » remembered Brehm, “and this was important inmaking the change
come about.2 ARPAC was disestablished effective 31 December 1974, at which
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time a CINCPAC support group, headed by an Army major general began to

provide some of the functions of an Army component commander such as liaison,

advice, and assistance to PACOM, the Navy, and the Air Force component

commanders. PACOM exercised operational command over Army units through

subordinate unified commanders, the most important Army units being in Korea.

In Korea, effective on 1 July 1974, Headquarters Eighth Army, the United Nations

Command, and US Forces Korea were merged into US Forces Korea, which

served as a PACOM subordinate unified command with a four-star Army officer

in command.*?

The Army’s decision to eliminate Army componeat commands in the Unified

Command Plan was said to have been applauded in the House Military

Appropriations Subcomumittee, and it was suggested that the Air Force and Navy

might want to do the same. At that juncture, however, the Air Force already had

made larger headquarters staff cuts than had the Army, though the Army’s cats

were more dramatic. General Brown called for some caution m regard to reducing .
Air Force support for unified commands, “We can do lots of things in peacetime,”
he warned, “but we do not want to disrupt an organization that can support combat
action.”* In the Pacific, nonetheless, the Air Force followed a policy of reducing
1ts presence as tensions diminished. In fiscal year 1974, Headquarters Fifth Air
Force in Japan was reduced in size when Headquarters Pacific Air Forces
(PACAF) took over a number of functions not directly related to operations and
matters of actual control of US Air Foree forces on Okinawa and in Korea. As it
turned out, moreover, the commander, Fifth Air Force, commander, US Forces
Japan, and as such had many functions other than purely Air Force business, In
the command shuffles in Xorea in 1974, there was some argumentation in the Air
Force that Headquarters Fifth Air Force ought to move to Korea. But such a move
would have severed the peacetime interface between Headquarters Fifth Air
Force/US Forces Japan and the Japanese Self-Defense Forces. General Brown
also said: “In my view. . . if it were in Korea and hostilities were to start, the first
thing we would have to do would be to get the headquarters out of the way and get
it back to Japan.” Thus Headquarters Fifth Air Force remained in Japan in new .
facilities built for it at Yokota. In the command reorganization in Korea in 1964,

the commander of US Air Forces Korea/314th Air Division reported to the

commander of the Fifth Air Force, who was responsible to CINCPACAF as

CINCPAC’s Air Force component commander for the status of forces and training

of air units m Korea. In time of war, the commander of the US Air Force

Korea/314th Air Division would report immediately to the CINCUNC/

COMUSKOREA, as the senior US officer in Korea, and would become the air

component commander for him.*

In 1974 the Joint Chiefs of Staff worked on a revision of the Unified Command

Plar that Secretary Schlesinger also undertook to find ways “to gain management

effectiveness by reducing headquatters and support units, and at the same tire

improving command and control of combat units.”*® QOn 28 February 1975
Schlesinger announced disestablishment of the Continental Air Defense
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Command (CONAD) and the Alaskan Command (ALCOM) as unified
commands. CONAD was replaced by a specified air defense command. Ina novel
command arrangement, ALCOM was replaced by the Alaskan Ar Command,
whose commander gained a three-star billet and became the senior military officer
in Alaska, the DOD coordinating authority there, and the commander of the
Alaskan North American Air Defense region. As a part of this reorganization,
Schlesinger announced that the concept of a joint task force would receive added
emphasis in Alaska. In the event of a natural disaster, emergency, or hostilities, the
Alaskan Ajr Force commander would command a reinforcing task force
organization. and would report directly through the J oint Chiefs of Staff to the
national command authorities. 4 The Air Force did not plan to identify specific
units to reinforce Alaska but instead to pull units for the purpose from available
and combat-ready sources in various parts of the United States,*®

When the Army had disestablished the US Axmy Pacific Command, General
Brown had opposed a similar disestablishment of the Pacific Awr Forces until work
onrevisions of the US Unified Command Planjelled There were some arguments,
for example, that US Forces Korea ought to be made into a unified command for
Northeast Asia or at the very best there should be an arrangement whereby the
commander of US Forces Korea would remain under PACOM in peacetime but
in times of crisis would report directly to Washington. In July 1974 Gen Louis L.
Wilson, Jr., took command of PACAF and began to look to its future, In the
drawdown of US forces in the Western Pacific, PACAF would retam the Fifth Air
Force in Japan and the Thirteenth Air Force in the Philippines. In the Philippines
the Thirteenth Air Force would have only one base —Clark Air Base on Luzon.

General Wilson was impressed with PACAF's remoteness from the Western
Pacific—it was closer from Hawaii to the United States than to Korea or the
Philippines. He wanted to relocate PACAF headquarters in the Western Pacific,
but he could find no place for it. At this same juncture, Secretary of the Air Force
John L. McLucas and Gen David Jones accepted “Tight Belt West” plans that
PACAF should be disestablished and that the Tactical Air Command should
assume the majority of Air Force management and support functions, conducted
through senior Air Force commanders in the Pacific. General Jones stated:

The Tactteal Arr Command has histoncally been the doctrnal “parent” of our tactical
air forces, 1n the sense that among other responsibilities, TAC s the prncipal point of
contact and coordination with the Army’s Training and Doctrine Command, develops
and tests combat tactics, trans all our tactical arrcrews, and has operational controlover
the majority of the USbased tactical air forces We propose to move toward broadening
TAC's direct role 1n tactical airpower world wide by extending its responsibilitics to our
tactical Aur Force units m the Western Pacific 4

This “application of the single manager concept” promised to free approximately
2,000 headquarters and support personnel assigned to Headquarters PACAF. In
December 1974 Secretary Schlesinger anmounced that he had approved the
recommendation to disestablish Headquarters PACAF, but that this would not be
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done pending review of the entire Unified Command Plan, As it happened, Gen
Robert Dixon, the TAC commander, was not in favor of the plan to have TAC take
over the functions of PACAF, although he did not fight the project. General
Wilson was also not in favor of the disestablishment. He noted that in the spring
of 1975 somebody put the proposal to bed; he didn’t know who, At any rate, it was
apparently decided that TAC would write some basicpolicies and regulations, and
the rank of CINCPACAF would be fixed at licutcnant general 0
Said Air Force Secretary Thomas C. Reed in February 1976:

Because there 15 a fintte amount of money, because the Soviet threats are VerIy severe,
and because the difficulties of penetrating to the Soviet targets are very difficult, we
have had to make some very hard chorces. The Aur Foree has faced up during the past
2 years to cutting out a great many things that are important. As the Department of
Defense spokesmen said in their various appearances thisyear, we are past the pomnt of
cutting out fat, of cutting any support, we are now 1nto substantive meat 51 .

In addition to other cuts, the Awr Force in 1975 redesignated the Eighth Air Force
on Guam to Barksdale AFB, Louisiana, whers it replaced the Second Air Force, ~
whose designation was retired. The Air Force kept the 3d Air Division on Guam.
At about this same time the Air Force Communications Service at
Richards-Gebaur AFB, Missouri, was merged with the Military Airlift Command
atScott AFB, Illinois, In 1976 Air Force Headquarters Command at Bolling AFB,
Washington, D.C., was abolished. In 1977 the Air Force resisted a proposzl to
subdivide the Air Defense Command (ADCOM) among several other commands,
including dual tasking of TAC’s tactical fighters with an air defense/interception
mission, but ADCOM’s aerospace defense resonrces were transferred to other
major commands within the Air Force in 197952 The reductions m Army
organizational structure affected by General Abrams also affected PACOM
activities and command interrelations with the Air Force at the field army-tactical
air force level, Some maintained that the Army component, US Army Pacific,
should be reestablished; this headquarters was needed to provide more senior
Army representation in military diplomatic activities in the large PACOM area
where ground forces played important roles in many countries. General Abram’s .
acceptance of a new Army doctrine that the Army corps would be the highest
echelon for tactical maneuver and strategy decisions in effect eliminated the
Army’s group/field army; the Air Force found the “corps concept” to be
short-sighted as it eliminated joint force interface at the component level of
command,3

Secretary Brown and the Steadman Report

When President Jimmy Carter assumed office in 1977 he gave special attention
to his selection of a secretary of defenss. “The Pentagon needed some disciplins,”
he reminisced, “and I wanted both a scientist with a thorough knowledge of the
most advanced technology and a competent business manager, strong-willed
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enough to prevail m the internecine struggles among the different military
services.”? President Carter selected Harold Brown, who had served as director
of Defense Research and Engineering and secretary of the Air Force during the
Johnson-McNamara years, And so, Brown returned to high office in the
Department of Defense after an eight-year absence and found that many old
problems were still around. Brown remarked:

If Government officials [would] stayin the executrve branch long enough to have tolive
with the problems they have made, it would lead to more responsible behavior on therr
part. They would be more careful about making the same mustakes again I hoped that
I had avorded that by being away 8 years, but I find that in coming back I recogruze not
only the same general problems but also some of the same problems in the same
programs

In regard to the needs to be faced in trying to organize the top military echelons,
. Brown conceived the problems revolved around planning and executing the
operation of military forces in peace and war, how to get the best military advice
- into political-military decisions made generally by civilians, and how best to
structure, equip, and train military forces. “Organization as such,” Brown said,
“cannot deal fully with any of these problems by itself, though poor organization
makes each of them more difficult ” Brown observed that in his judgment since the
late 19505 no president or secretary of state had found defense organization
safisfactory either in terms of planning and operations or of military advice. The
question then was why had not Defense Department administrations —especially
his own—put forward a plan for reorganization. He answered:

Any such change requircs a major expenditure or investment of political capital It
requires good relations with the Congress, and 1t requires strong Presidential
backing ... Such changes are best proposed either by a departing or recently departed
administration, which cannot be accused of self-aggrandmzement It requires also
mformed support by an mcumbent admmstration 5

President Eisenhower’s message that “separate ground, sea and air warfare is gone
forever.” In an address at the commissioning of the USS Eisenhower in 1977, Brown
predicted that future operations would involve “coordinated efforts of land, air,
and . . . naval forces, in elements functionally configured . . . led by officers who
understand the functions and qualities that our armed services share, as well as the
particular capabilities and traditions which enrich each of them.”>’ Brown
reiterated on another occasion-

g Early in his administration, Secretary Brown revealed his agreement with
9

Almost all modern military operations are joint operatrons and have been so since
World War II Reconnaissance, target acquisition, and designation are now very largely
done from the air, or even from space, the ranges of manned and unmanned attack
vehicles, ballistic or aerodynamie, launched from land or sea, are much larger than they
were before, the land and sea battles are now very stronglyinfluenced, if not dominated,
by control of the air; and awr and sea forces need land bases. . ., For all these reasons,
the operational commands charged with planning and executing combat operations
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requirea muchcloser integration of the different services than was necessary in the past,
even 10 World War I 58

Secretary Brown recognized that improvement wasneeded but believed that an
effort should first be made to achieve it without new legislative or massive
reorganizations, the dominant theme being an emphasis on jointness. He believed
there was no way a committee like the JCS could function in the chain of command,
and so he used his chairman of the Joint Chiefs— Gen George Brown succeeded
by Gen David Jones—as his agent to the unified and specified commands. “I
practically never issued an order directly. .. almost always the . . . chairman sent
it out. Tt was his responsibility to consult as much as he felt necessary with his
colleagues.”® One of Brown’s eatly innovations was to require each CINC to send
him every 90 days a personal letter describing the situation in the writer’s
command. In September 1977 President Carter signed a memorandum calling fox

an “unconstrained examination” of the national military command structure, and .
Secretary Brown was ready with a study director and a study plan. The “Report to
the Secretary of Defense on the National Military Command Structure,” prepared -

under direction of New York investment banker Richard C. Steadman, took the
better part of sixmonths before it was ready to be released in July 1978, The report
did not recommend spectacular changes as the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel had
done; for the most part it contained practical recommendations for making the
system work better. The report noted:

What emerged . was a consensus that, by and large, the system had been generally
adequate to meet our national secunity needs in peacetime, crisis, and wartime We did
find, however, a general perception of some fundamental shortcomings which may make
1t theapable of dealing adequately with our future needs,®

The main thrust of the report looked toward strengthening the JCS chairman,
particularlyin providing national advice on program/budget and constrained force
issues, and toward enhancing the role and effectiveness of the JCS joint staff. The

report concluded that jomt staff work could be improved, without structural
change, by soliciting more guidance from senior officers prior to staffing; by having
fewer requirements for service consensus, which resulted in watered-down .

compromises; by more analysis of alternatives; and finally by assigning more
capable officers to the joint staff. At the end of the Steadman report an admonition
was appended:

In the event that these measures are not mmplemented, or if they should not prove
effective . . . then solutions of a more fundamental nature directed at resolving the
mherent tensions i the current organization, such as separating the jomt advice and
command functions from those of sexvice admimstration, would become necessazy. This
might be accomplished by establishing a body of National Military Advisors entirely
independent of Service responsibilities, although this would be drastic and
controversial !
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As it happened both Secretary Brown and the Steadman repost showed great
concern about the status and prospects for US unified commands overseas.
Secretary Brown wanted to give unified commanders greater control over his
component commands that responded more to service headquarters m the
Pentagon. This included initial planning for contingencies that ought to originate
in the unified commands. The unified commanders needed to have an increased
role in determining military requirements and budgets. Both Brown and Steadman
were critical of the command chain in the Vietnam War. Brown said:

In the Vietnam war . . the Jomt Chiefs as a group really had very hitle to say That
wasy’t enough to wan the waz, but without it 3t would have been even worse Certainly,
the command chain in Vietnam, during the Vietnam war, was the most fouled up thing
m recent history, in part because the Joint Chiefs refused to face up to the 1ssue of how
you orgamize command i the field for the most efficient operations.

. A major portion of the Steadman report was given over to a command by command
) evaluation of the US unified and specified commands. The report also focused on
US experience in wartime/crisis handling since the defense reorgamzation of 1958.
The report offered only general observations about DOD management of the
Vietnam War:

First, and most 1mportantly, however imperfect our command arrangements may have
been, few would make the case that the nature of the command system had any
appreciably negative effect on the conduct of thewar . Second, 1n thinking about the
future we should take little comfort 1n the fact that we were able to work with a
Jury-rigged command structure 1n Vietnam Third, Washington certainly was too
decply invelved 1n the details of actually running the war, particularly the air war i the
north On the other hand, we believe that Washington faifed to use the analytical tocls
available to evaluate wrth both overall policy and operational performance Neitherthe
reasonableness of stated objectives and the strategy for obtammng them, nor the
cost-benefit analysis of various tactical options was subject to mgorous serutiny
Moreover, Washington did not exereise independent judgment when evaluating
requests from commanders tn the field There was a tendency to give the commander
whathewanted  .Ifthe USeveragain isinvolved in a protracted war, its basic premises,
‘ its strategy, and its tactics should be subjected to nigorous analysts ;n Washington %

In addition to the broad impression of the Vietnam War, the Steadman group
studied 10 large and small crises: Middie East War (1967); sinking of the USS
Liberty (1967); capture of the USS Pueblo (1968), Middle East War (1973); Cypress
War (1974); Evacuation from Cambodia (1975); evacuation from Saigon (1975);
seizure of the SS Mayaguez (1975); Beirut evacuations (1976); and the Korea
tree-cutting incident (1976). The study concluded that crisis built around CINC’s
contingency plan “seemed to run more smoothly than those that were
predominantly conducted ad hoc.” There was, however, a notable tendency to
bypass command channels, since communications advancements made it possible
for aremote decisionmaker to talk directly with on-scene coramanders The report
cautioned:
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In sum, military commanders must be aware that any use of military forces will be of
interest to the command authonties and that employment of these forces maybe closely
directed from Washington The cvilizn leadershup, on the other hand, should be aware
that by-passing the cstablished chamn of command does cause problems and may add
some nisks.

Although unified and specified commanders prepared contingency plans, the
Steadman report indicated that individual theater readiness or contingency plans
were not collectively reconciled on a unified basis. The position of under secretary
of defense for policy, created at Secretary Brown’s behest in 1977, had been given
staff responsibility for the interaction of foreign policy and defense policy, for
planning, and for helping the secretary of defense evaluate the advice of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on military strategy and operations. Secretary Brown also had felt
aneed for a small operational staff— possibly best to be shared with the chairman
of the JCS —to review the adequacy of military contingency plans.%® The Steadman .
report recommended that the under secretary for policy should assure that
national security policy and objectives were provided and reflected in JCS/Toint
Staff plans for contingencies/crises, conventional wars, and tactical and strategic
nuclear wars. Under a new planning gnidance for contingency planning issued by
Secretary Brown in 1979, the under secretaryfor policy was charged with reviewing
JCS guidance for contingen%y planning as well as the plans themselves on the
secretary of defense’s behalf %

In areflection of his service in Washington both as chief of staff of the Air Force
and the chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen George Brown noted that Secretary
Harold Brown “had me doing the things Steadman recommends” but that “the hig
difference is that I was not provided with any staff help; therefore I had to discuss
these very important programmatic and weapons systems Eroblems and draw on
things I knewbefore I got the job, with no help from a staff.”7 Insearch of advisory
and evaluation talent, General Brown as early as 1978 drew upon a study group of
five retired flag officers — Gea William V. McBride, US Air Force; Gen Walter T.
Kerwin, US Army; Adm Frederick H. Michaelis, US Navy; Gen Samuel Jaskilka, .
US Marine Corps; and Lt Gen Charles A, Corcoran, US Army—and one civilian,
William K. Brehm. The group was known as the Special Study Group of the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and in 1978 it evaluated Nifty Nugget, which,
as will be seen, was an influential mobilization and deployment exercise of 1JS
forces that resulted in substantial changes in the US Readiness Command, In 1580
the group evaluated follow-up check exercises called Proud Spirit, In these
exercises the group’s primary task was to determine the effectiveness of military
operations planning and execution and of DOD erisis management under
simulated major mobilization and deployment conditions. Following the
evaluation of Proud Spirit for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen David Jones, who had
become JCS chairman, asked the group to analyze the overall JCS organization
and procedures. He also asked the group to confer with the senior chiefs, the
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CINCs, and other senior military officers to obtain their impressions and
suggestions, and then to prepare a report for him,%

After a study involving a comparison of their own experiential views (three of
the five military members had served lengthy tours as vice chiefs of their respective
services) with the views of officers currently serving in highest positions of military
leadership, the group members hammered out findings and recommendations in
a long succession of meetings. Work that began in the spring of 1981 culminated
in an unclassified report dated April 1982, The study group proposed several
initiatives to increase “jointness” and “improve joint activities.” Each initiative was
judged important in its own right, but the steps had to be viewed collectively to
appreciate their essential impact. The group also stressed that

mmtiatives taken by the JCS to increase “jointness” and improve Joimt actrvities will have
maarmum impact only if the cvilian leaders — the President, the Secretary of Defense,
and other Defense executives, both now and 1 the future —actively support the
improved JCS organization, and sohiert and use its products Such support goes beyond
pro forma mectmngs, 1t requires a basic change m approach on the part of the crvilian
leadership from the general pattern of the last 20 years or more The Charman must
have a strong voice 1n defense councils, both formally and informally, representing the
Joint community, meludmg the CINC's The advice of the Service chiefs, asa corporate
group alongwith the Chairman, must be actively solicited on the wade variaty of national
1ssues towhich they can contribute m unique ways.5

The recommendations of the group were: (1) Establish the position of vice
chairman in the grade of general/admiral to act for the JCS chairman in the
chairman’s absence. (2) Refine the process of focusing the attention of the JCS on
issues of major national significance and strengthen the chairman’s authority to
resolve other issues. (3) Require the Joint Staff to prepare the service chiefs for
JCS meetings and to support the chiefs generally in the resolution of joint issues
they address. (4) Change the practices and policies that resnlt in overemphasis on
the consensus-seeking “committee” approach to the development and approval of
joint papers. (5) Improve the preparation and experience levels of service officers
assigned to the Joint Staff and other Joint activities such as Unified Command
headquarters. (6) Involve the CINCs and their staffs in Joint Staff activities. (7)
Strengthen the Joint Staff through an organizational realignment that improves
workload distribution. As part of the increased emphasis on preparation of officers
for joint duty, the study group strongly endorsed a recommendation made by Gen
Russell E. Dougherty, USAF, Retired, for the National Defense University’s
(NDU) Board of Visitors that a special NDU resident course be set up for all newly
selected general and flag officers of the line to increase their sensitivity to and
knowledge of Joint matters. The study group also recommended a special study of
the unified command concept to determine how the role of the CINC could be
increased in planning and operations, particularly in the relationships between the
unified command headquarters and the component command headquarters and
betw%%n the unified command headquarters and the Joint Chief of Staff/Joint
Staff,
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Reorganization Proposals Foster Service Interdependency

In congressional hearings in early 1982, Gen David Jones skipped much of the
usual chairman’s thick posture statement because, he said:

I think the most important 1ssue facing us today in national security 1s the 15sue of the
orgamzation of the military. We do not have today an orgamzation that can use .. .
essential resources as efficiently as it should .. We have made some progress, but the
system 1s remarkably resistant to change The system we have developed 1s a patchwork
which grew out of our World War II e:_t’?enence and only has endured a few changes
smce the National Security Act of 1947,

General Jones was completing four years as JCS chairman, and he said his
perspective was quite different from when he had served as Air Force chief of staff.
Jones stressed that the Joint Chiefs were a committee and that committees were
“notoriousty poor for running things,” particularly when they were expected to act a
unanimously. Jones’s specific recommendations were to make the JCS .
chairman —rather than the JCS — the principal adviser to the national command
authorities, especially on issues where fundamental service interests clashed; to
give the chairman more oversight of the readiness of the joint commands; to give
the chairman a more direct hand in the selection, promotion, training, and
assignment of people in joint positions; to provide for a deputy chairman; and to
eliminate the service staffs’ ability effectively to “veto” the content of joint advice.
Although most of these specific recommendations dealt with the chairman, Jones
emphasized that he was most interested in strengthening the joint system. “We
have combat commanders in the field. . . . They don’t have enough say in what is
going on, whether it is in resource allocation or new programs. So it is the joint
system that I would like to see strengthened,” Jones emphasized. When asked for
apersonal example where his reforms would have resulted in a better product from
the JCS, Jones replied: “During the Vietnam war there was a great fragmentation
of air effort. We fought multiple air wars in Southeast Asia with only a loose
coordination rather than an efficient central direction,””2
In an article in 4rmed Forces Joumal International published on 31 March 1982, .
Gen Edward C, Meyer, chief of staff, US Army, agreed with General Jones, but
urged still more reform:

My own personal judgment s that the changes urged by General Jones, while headed
in the nght direction, do not go far enough to correct what ails the JCS.. . . We must
find a way to provide better balanced, sounder, and more timely advice from senior
Service professionals m addition to strengthening the Chairman and the Joint Staff ™

Meyer subsequently stated that he wrote the article becanse “I consider the way
in which we develop our forces and the way in which we provide the advice on those
force developments to be a very elemental issue,”” In the article and in subsequent
congressional hearings, Meyer ticked off the basic changes he thought necessary:
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First, I believe we need to separate the service chuefs from the day-to-day operations of
the Joint Staff. They would no longer be membess of the ICS, , ., Second, in lieu of the
current JCS, I'would propose that we create a body of sentor officers who would deat
on a day-to-day basis with the kind of critical 1ssues and the allocation of resource 1ssues
that are essentral if we are to have abalanced military foree, ., . Third, I believe we have
to increase the role of the chairman so he 15 the provider of suhtary advice concerning
mter-service capabilities and requirements, and the provider of advice on operational
matters. . .. Fourth, we need to mcrease the role of the unified commanders so that they
are involved in contingency planming, as well as the determination of requirements ...
Fifth, I believe there needs to be a decreased role for civilians below the level of the
Secretary of Defense in providing military inputonnational security matters . Ibeheve
the sulitazy must be charged with doing a better job so that military advice 15 betterand
therefore more acceptable to senior civilians. . . . Finally, there would be an improved
opportunty for the service secretaries and service chiefs to work the vary eritieal 1ssues,
today, of the nght orgamzation, the right equipment and the mght tactics so that we have
effective forces on the battlefield of the future ™

General Jones's rather unprecedented departure from custom in criticizing the
existing JCS organization before the House Committee on Armed Services in
February 1962 provoked extensive debate during the hearings of the committee’s
Investigations Subcommittee held in April-August 1982, The hearings more fully
developed the views of Generals Jones and Meyer and brought testimony from the
other service chiefs. Adm Thomas B. Hayward, chief of naval operations, reported
that he was deeply offended by the slanderous criticisms of the Yoint Chiefs. “While
Tam a naval officer first,” Hayward said, “I am also well aware of my obligations
and responsibilities as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I find scant difficulty
in fulfilling my service obligations and those of the JCS objectively and
simultaneously,” “Reorganization,” Hayward urged, “1s simply not necessary. In
fact, I have grave reservations that reorganization along the lmes proposed
would . . . be the first, dangerous step toward a general staff which the Congress
clearly has not supported in the past, and which I do not support now.*” Gea Lew
Allen, chief of staff of the Air Force, agreed with the key feature of strengthening
the role of the chairman of the JCS, but Allen opposed any change that would fail

to ensure that the service chiefs remained an integral part of the joint process Allen
testified:

I beheve 1t 15 imporiant that the Service Chiefs continue to perform the dual roles of
head of a Sexvice and a member of the JCS because they provide the essential inkage
between joint strategic planning and the resultant force programming, equipping, and
traiming performed by the Services. These two rales are not in conflict —on the contrary,
these two responsibilities must be integrated to msure the Service can effectively and
respansively satisfy joint requirements It 15 mncongruous to state that a chief has the
time to concentrate on Service-related programming and budgeting 1ssues—but not on
the joint strategre planning 1ssues which define and shape those same service programs

Effective jomnt planning cannot be done 1n a vacuum by a purely advisory group, free of
the responsibility to implement or support those plans Military advice 18 trusted most
from those who are responsible and prepared to provide the capabilities to implement

that adviee,”
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At the end of the three months’ hearings, the House Armed Services
Committee’s Investigating Subcommittee drafted a bill which increased the
authority of the JCS chairman somewhat, provided for a deputy chairman, and
proposed to establish a senior strategy advisory board of 10 retired officers at the
rank of general or admiral who should have served a term on active duty as a
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, They would meet no less frequently than once
a month and provide their advice and recommendations to the Joint Chiefs, the
secretary of defense, and to the president on matters theywould deem appropriate.
In the Investigations Subcommittee, Rep Samuel S, Stratton of New York
resolutely justified the senior strategy board:

My 1dea would be to limut the board to a group of retued mulitary experts |, I think
whatwe need 1s to tap the expenence of people ike General Jones, Admiral Hayward .
and someone like Admiral Moorer—people of that stature. . . . We have all kunds of
acquisitzon people and research people and weagons development people, but nobody
knows a damned thing about how to fight a war. 8

The subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee reportedits bill which .
it designated as the JCS Reorganization Act of 1982. The bill passed in the House
readily, but it died without action in the Senate at the end of the 97th Congress.”
In the summer of 1982 while the House hearings were under way on the
proposed JCS Reorganization Act, Secretary Wemberger asked the newly
appointed chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Army Gen John W. Vessey, Jr., to have
the Joint Chiefs examine the proposals of General Jones and others relative to
reorganization. “We agreed we would do that personally,” Vessey later said, “and
not engage staff officers.” In the fall of 1982, the Joint Chiefs submitted their
recommendations to Secretary Weinberger, some that would require changes in
law and some that could be implemented without legal changes. In their
discussions, the Joint Chiefs recognized three fundamental relationships that kad
to be cultivated: with the president and the secretary of defense, among the chiefs
themselves, and with unified and specified commanders in the field, “In the past,”
Vessey noted, “the relationship of the chiefs to the President at times had been
only through the Secretary of Defense,” this despite the fact that by law the chiefs
were the president’s military advisers.3? The chiefs persuaded President Reagan .
to meet with them regularly, around a table or over lunch, where they freely made
known their defense philosophies. The president’s “Star Wars” proposal,
emphasizing strategic defense initiatives, was said to have arisen from a February
1963 meeting with the Joint Chiefs. The new Air Force chief of staff, Gen Charles
Gabriel said: “This group of Chiefs is closer to the President than any I have
seen.”8! General Vessey met with Secretary Weinberger as a daily practice, and
once a week the chiefs all met with the secretary to discuss a previously agreed
upon agenda, With Secretary Weinberger, General Vessey attended meetings of
the National Security Council (NSC); Vessey additionally asked the individual
chiefs to stand in, 1 quarterly rotation, for him in meetings with the secretary znd
the NSCthat he was unable to attend, this in lieu of an authorized deputy chairman,
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General Gabriel said of this practice: “It has been most revealing to me and a great
education to be exposed to the N.S.C. and what goes on over there at those levels
with the President.”® To strengthen relations with the unified and specific
commanders, Vessey asked each to come to Washington and tell the chiefs about
thewr contingency plans. Vessey remarked: “We found some things that were not
xight, things of great strategic importance to the United States that had not been
tended.”®
The legal revision that the Joint Chiefs of Staff wanted was to modify the line of
command runmng by law from the president, to the secretary of defense, to the
unified commanders, with the Jomt Chiefs serving only a staff function for passing
command orders Their recommendations that the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff should be placed in the line of command and that the Joint Staff should be
enlarged were proposed to Congress in April 1983, General Vessey was said to
have gone somewhat further, endorsing an effort that would put the chairman in
the National Security Council and perhaps change his title to something like “chief
of defense staff”® Early in 1983 Rep Ike Skelton of Missouri worked in close
collaboration with Gen Maxwell Taylor on a bill which was designed to reform the
JCS. Numerous provisions of this bill were incorporated in a House Armed
Services Committee bill that passed the House with broad bipartisan support in 17
October 1983. This bill, House Report (HR) 3718, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Reorganization Act of 1983, established the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
after the secretary of defense in the chain of combatant commands, made the
chairman a member of the NSC, eliminated numerical restrictions on the size of
the Joint Staff, and dirccted the secretary of defense to ensure the independence
of the Joint Staff. It also gave each service chief and unified or specified
commander an opportunity to comment on Joint Staff reports The bill was
referred to the Senate Commuttee on Armed Services, where, as had been the case
a year earlier, there was no action on it.°
In a very penetrating analysis of the future of the Joint Chiefs of Staff appended
to his testimony before the House Armed Services Investigating Subcommittee m
1962, John G. Kester, who had served a number of years in the Pentagon and then
most lately as a special assistant to Secretary Brown in 1977 and 1978, pointed out
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had eriginated in World War II to model the chiefs
of staff organization after Britain’s high command. Kester reminded his readers:
“The JCS are a product of hustory, not of logic. If we did not atready have the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, it is not clear that it would be necessary to mvent them,”$¢ Early in
1964 proponents of reorganization of the US Jomt Chiefs of Staff gained
ammunition when, in Great Britain, Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher announced
a sweeping reorgamzation of the British military hierarchy that would create much
stronger central control of the military services. Gen David Jones expressed dislike
for the British decision to centralize weapons procurement, arguing that this went
teo far in taking decisions away from the services that actually would use new
weapon systems But overall, in the joint command plan, Jones said “In the joint
arena, I think what they've done is the way we ought to go.”%” The controversy for
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and against reorganization of US defense was played out both in the public press
and on the floor of Congress. Former Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger
demonstrated that in the existing organization. He argued:

The general rule 1s that no sexvice ox may be gored. . . The unavoidable outcome s a
structure 1 which logrolling, back-scratching, marnage agreements and the like
flounsh It 1s mportant not to rock the boat This mmplies a built-in difficulty m
formulating and executing military operations. . . . Tn all of our mulitary institutions, the
time-honored prineiple of “unity of command” 1s mculcated Yet at the national levelit
1s firmly resisted and flagrantly 1solated, Uity of command 1s endorsed if; and only i,
itapphesat the sezvice level, Themevitable consequence s both the duphication of effort
and the ultimate ambiguity of command %

Ex-Secretary of Defense Harold Brown and Gen David Jones were quoted. as
saying that the US command system had failed in cxisis and war, Brown was quoted
as saying, “Certainly, the command chain in Vietnam, during the Vietnam war, was
the most fouled-up thing in recent history, in part because the Joint Chiefs refused
to face up to the issue of how youn organize command in the field for most efficient .
operations. We had problems in Korea in organization, and Vietnam was an
organizational nightmare. All four services were in logistics in Vietnam, each
service ran its own air war.”®

In 1984 the US Navy and Marine Corps took the lead in opposing greater
defense centralization. “It’s a terrible, terrible move, terribly pernicious,” said
Navy Secretary John F, Lehman, who was said to have lobbied strenuously aga’nst
the House bill. “It wowld very seriously diminish civilian control of the military.”
He said that to put the JCS chairman on the National Security Council as an equal
to the secretary of defense would seriously threaten traditional military subservice
to civilian authority °® “I recognize a Trojan horse when I see one,” commented
the former Marme Corps commandant, Gen Robert H. Barrow. “This is a
dangerous proposition we are talking about here.”* Retired Adm Thomas H.
Moorer responded that the JCS should not be blamed for failures in Vietnam:

Itwas not the Joint Chiefs of Staff who made the decision never tomvade North Vietnam

or overthrow Ho Ciu Minh . Tt was not the Joint Chiefs of Staff that put a 30-mule

buffer zone along the Chinese border and thereby pernutted the Chinese supplies tobe .
assernbled 1n large quantitres, and then shde mnto Hanor at mght 2

Neither the Reagan administration nor the Republican-controlled Senate
Armed Services Committee was reported to be enthusiastic about HR 3718, though
the committee chairman, Sen John Tower, said he was interested in pursuing JCS
reform as a part of a larger package for reorganizing all of DOD. Thus, unablz to
get consideration of its measure, the House Armed Services Committee attached
an amendment to the fiscal year 1985 defense authorization bill to restructore the
JCS by placing the chairman in the national military chain of command, allowing
him to select the Joint Staff, making him a member of the National Security Council,
and giving him unilateral authority to advise the president on military matters.”>
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Late in September 1984 a Senate-House conference committee hammered out
a consensus from their respective revisions of the fiscal year 1985 defense
authorization measure. The conferees agreed that the far-reaching aspects of JCS
reorganization ought to await a more mature consideration of changes in other
parts of the Defense Department. The conferees nevertheless adopted some of the
provisions that the House wanted: These included empowering the JCS chairman
to act as spokesman for the unified and specified commands, allowing him to set
the agenda for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and allowmg him to select the officers to
be assigned to the Joint Staff. The conferees also approved language highlighting
the importance of the defense reorganization issue, especially for changes in the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense. In the 99th
Congress that would take office in 1985, Sen Sam Nunn, the ranking Democrat on
the Senate Armed Services Committee, expected that the reorgamzation and
strengthening of the Joint Chiefs would be a matter drawing keen attention.*
General Jones, for one, was not completely discouraged about the prospects for
reorganization, “What we have been able to do over time 15 create a constituency
in Congress. We have created a climate so when there 15 an admimstration that
really wants reform, there is a constituency on the Hill to do it,” he said.®
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“Airlift is an exceedingly important function of the Air Force,” Air Force
Secretary Hans M. Mark remarked in 1980, “but it is one of those functions which
is so all pervasive that people tend to forget about it,” For his own part, Secretary
Mark viewed an airlift enhancement program as second in importance only to the
modernization of strategic nuclear deterrent forces.!

In its beginning in World War II, airlift was an adaptation of existing civil air
transport aircraft to military usages in worldwide airway links. The Air Transport
Command’s Hump operations into China and the Military Air Transport Service’s
Berlin airlift, and its support for the Korean War—while notable operational
undertakings —were makeshift operations and in no sense an application of ready
forces according to an established plan. The MATS airlift of the 1940s and 1950s
was conducted with arcraft similar to the commercial air transport industry and
was designed primarily to provide logistical resupply, often of articles that had been
neglected in forward deployment plans. Air transport customanly provided an
emergency means of overcoming shorts in logistics. This point-to-point air
transport operation was aptly described as “the eraser on the logistician’s pencil.”2

New Concepts and Requirements

In the 1950s in the Emergency War Plans premised on general nuclear war, the
Strategic Air Command was accorded the first and overriding priority for MATS
airlift to support its restrike capability. Airlift for Tactical Air Command’s
nuclear-capable elements came next, The remainder of airlift capability, if any,
would be allocated to the Army. There were no formal provisions for limited war
situations requuring massive ground force deployments, although it was assumed
that in an emergency MATS would draw om its own resources and civil air
transports for limited war airlift. The principal commitment of military funds to
strategic bombers and ICBMs precluded the possibility of much increase of
MATS capability through modernization of the airlift forces. After the Korean
War, the Arr Force used MATS to tighten its logistical accounts by rapid
transportation of high-value parts and equipment, and MATS also had some
success in persuading the Army and Navy to follow the same procedures. In 1958,
however, the mstitution of the Airlift Service Industrial Fund required the military
departments to pay for formerly gratis MATS airlift, and it became more difficult
for MATS to “sell” its services. Already in a lesser priority to combat air forces,
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MATS was jealously regarded by many civil air carriers who wanted government
business. At an intratheater level, MATS was circumscribed by the long-standing
existence of tactical troop-carrier aviation? As has been seen, in the late 1950s
congressional committees were very critical of the failure of the Air Force to
prepare MATS adequately for a wartime mission not in competition with civil
carriers. Later on, Air Force leaders would generously credit the House Special
Subcommittee on National Military Airlift, and especially its chairman, Rep L.
Mendel Rivers, with supplying the impetus beginning early in 1960 for the
modernization of MATS. Congressman Rivers maintained this interest in airlift
when he became chairman of the House Committee on Armed Services, insisting
that the Military Air Transport Service be given the added prestige of a
redesignation as the Military Air Transport Command, This was accomplished by
congressional action in 1965 in the form of an amendment to the military
procurement avthorization bill, and on 1 January 1966 the name of MATS was
changed to the Military Airlift Command (MAC).*

Although the Xennedy and Johnson administrations were committed to a .
military strategy of flexible response, it was by no way simple to determine how
force —other than air power —could be easily projected to contingency conflict
areas. As Alain Enthoven noted from a systems analysis viewpoint, “It was not
easy . . . to get comprehensive and accepted estimates of how many forces we
wanted to move, where we wanted to move them, and how fast.” As this problem
came under scrutiny, the most significant study was performed in 1963-64 under
theleadership of the JCS Special Studies Group, and entitled “Rapid Deployments
of Forces for Limited War,” dated 10 July 1964. The study was predicated on the
World War II-Korean War experience where in the first few months the enemy
swept over a lot of territory that had to be retaken. If the free world had had an
ability to reinforce rapidly, it could have checked the aggression and ended the
wars more quickly. The study postulated countering enemy assaults in Europe,
Korea, and Southeast Asia, comparing three strategies: (1) a “forward” strategy,
emphasizing a capability to put fully equipped fighting men into action in a few
days; (2) a “defensive” strategy, emphasizing only enough immediate capability to
maintain a foothold; and (3) an “intermediate” strategy somewhere in between, .
The forward strategy required rapid deployment, the defensive strategy slow
deployment, and the intermediate strategy a medium rate of deployment. In terms
of the cost of a major conventional war, the study estimated that a forward strategy
would save more than $10 billion. It reached a general conclusion that the optimum
solution for rapid deployment would include prepositioning of equipment and with
high-speed-ship sealift and airlift which inclnded a projected C-5A transport plane
that was still under study. These conclusions were confirmed in a joint Air
Force/Army AIRTRANS 70’s study, dated September 1964, and a Weapon
Systems Evaluation Group Study, dated Febrvary 1965.° Secretary McNamara
summed up the studies, saying: “All of our studies show that the length and cost
of awar, as well as the size of the force ultimately required to terminate it favorably,
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' are importantly influenced by how fast we can bring the full weight of our military
power to bear on the situation,” All things considered, McNamara favored a
“strategy of a mobile central reserve supported by adequate lift capability and
balanced prepositioning . . . as the preferred alternative for meeting the rapid
response objectives.” McNamara’s plan for strategic mobility included emphasis
of strategic airlift, the use of “forward floating depot” ships in which balanced
stocks of equipment and supplies were maintained on stations overseas, and
procurement of a new class of fast deployment logistics (FDL) ships that would be
committed to a rapid deployment mission at all times.
When Gen Howell M, Estes, Jr, assumed command of the Military Airlift
Service in July 1964 he approached the challenge of developing what he conceived
to be a kind of combat airlift without precedent, since it had never existed and did
not then exist. The classic lesson of strategic mobility, he wrote, was that there was
“no classic lesson—except to be ready for anything, anywhere, at any tme.” He
advanced athesis that modern combat airlift was fundamental to strategic mobility
. by which US armed forces could maintain a “kind of universal spatiotemporal
readiness.” He behieved that the kind of stratepic aitlift that he envisioned was “as
much conceptual as technological.” Historically, the constraints on airlift had been
combinations of at least nine factors: speed, range/payload trade-off, flexibility of
employment, cubic capacity, load ability, self-sufficiency, terminal base
requirements, full dependency, and direct operating costs. In airhft history, no
single aircraft had made a significant improvement in alleviating the self-limiting
constraints on strategic airlift, but at the outset of his command Estes conceived
that the C-141 would begin a transition to the kind of strategic airlift he envisioned
and that the giant C-5A would to a very great extent minimize the airlift limitations
. of the past Estes predicted:

Ttwall for the first time permut the MAC force to respond without qualifications to total
airhft requirements, meluding the maximum demand —the dvision-force move And 1t
will come much closer to putting anrlift 1 a cost competitive posifion with surface
transport 7

. As Estes was ending his command of the Military Airlift Command in 1969, he

took another look at the purpose of strategic airlift, drawing upon Sun Tzu’s axiom,

“There hasnever been a protracted war from which a country has benefited.” The

basic functions of a modern combat ailift force were to help prevent any type of

.{ war if possible and to help bring it to a swift conclusion if deterrence faled Estes
wrote:

The role of modern combat aithift, then, is to airhft combat forces and all their battle
equipment, 1 the size and mx required —with the greatest speed —to any pomt in the
world, no matter how remote or primitive, where a threat arises oris hikely to crupt."3
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The strategic airlift force had to be so constituted and geared as to move sizable
forces if necessary in opposite directions and keep them resupplied until surface
lines of communication were operating at capacity. Estes maintained:

Given the capability to satisfy this maximum demand, the aizlift foree can with lesser
efforts operate jomntly with seahft or prepositioned equipment or both, or 1 tandem
with fast deployment logistic ships, once the mitiat rTapid-reaction requirements have
been folfilled. But the basic requirement 1s mvanant to rush integral, combat-ready
fighting forces anywhere, including the battle area itself, without a prelimimary massing
of logistics, within hours of the time a deciston to commit has been taken; and to
remforee and sustain them for as long as aichift 15 the only practicable way to do itd

As early as 1950, Gen William H. Tunner had proposed unsuccessfully that in
the interest of economy and efficiency the Air Force ought to unify all air transport
organizations, ending the historical distinction between tactical troop carrier and
strategicair transport aviation. In 1964, the Tactical Air Command and the Military
Air Transport Service were called upon to prepare new doctrinal manuals for troop
carrier and airlift aviation, and a doctrine development committee in MATS
proposed the time was right to end the distinction between tactical and strategic
airlift. The committee proposed: “With the present and future capacity of MATS
to perform all phases of the airlift mission, the concept of airlift need no longer be
fragmented, but can now become an entity.” In a letter to the Air Force on 23
September 1965 forwarding a proposed single airlift manual, General Estes agreed
that multipurpose C-130, C-141, and soon the C-5A ended the distinction between
the “two-manual” approach consideration of “assault” and “strategic” airlift. Estes
wrote:

Airhft is an instrument of national and muilitary power i 1ts own night, as well as an
essential supporting clement to strategie and tactical combat forces. . .. It 1s my opinion
that the full functional capability of athift must be addressed as an entity 1 order to
exploit the flexiality of awrlift forces, Such capability cannot in any way be considexed
dvisible.”

On 7 January 1966, Maj Gen Arthur Agan, assistant deputy chief of staff for plans
and operations, wrote Estes that Gen John P. McConnell, with advice from the Air
Staff, wanted separate assault and strategic airlift manuals to be prepared by TAC
and MATS working together to avoid duplication. Consequently, AFM 2-21,
Strategic Airlift, published in September 1966, focused on intertheater airlift, but
an introductory chapter did note that strategic airlift could augment tactical airfift
forces. In fact, in limited wars, MAC'’s forces could introduce combat forces
directly into battle areas and deliver supplies to deployed forces.

A new AFM 2-4, Tactical Air Force Operations — Tactical Airlift, was published
in August 1966, It conceived that either strategic or assault airlift could augment
the other, but that there normally would be an “interlock” or “interface” wherein
strategic airlift would generally deliver goods and people to arear base and tactical
airlift would then deliver them, on a sustained basis, to the Army brigade level
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(battalion/company level if required), where the Army would redistribute with
organic assets.'! Later on, General McConnell would explain his distinction
between strategic and tactical airlift. He conceived that strategic airlift provided
the ton-mile capabilities allocated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to move rapid
deployments of men and materiel into an objective area. Tactical airlift had to
satisfy a theater commander’s needs that would depend upon many changing
variables such as distance of forward movement, availability of surface
transportation, tactical mobility requirements, and amounts of routine and
emergency resupply and personnel movements.*
In view of the strategy of flexible response, the Air Force Aeronautical Systems
Division looked to a transport aircraft to replace the old C-124 and C-133 cargo
aircraft that had been long in service. The result was the C-141 Starlifter, selected
for development in 1961. Based on planning in cooperation with the Army, the
C-141A was configured to carry 98 percent of an airborne division for distances of
up to 5,500 nautical miles at a speed of more than 440 knots. The first arrcraft rolled
' out of the Lockheed factory in August 1963, and the first flight occurred on 17
December 1963. In its design phase, the C-141 was well conceived, but quite soon
the problem of a heavy logistic support plane was back before the Aeronautical
Systems Division, since the Army now wished to be able to get infantry divisions
airlifted and a still larger “outsized” cargo transport was needed. The result was a
capacious C-5A Galaxy design with advanced-technology engines providing the
lowest specific fuel consumption of any Air Force power plant and therefore also
providing a very economical airhift operating cost. As a result of studies which led
to approval of the C-5A program and the letting of a novel total-package
procurement contract to Lockheed in August 1965, it was determined to be more
I cost effective to reduce procurement of C-141s from a planned 20 to 14 squadrons
and to procure a planned 6 C-5A. squadrons with 96 unit equipment planes and a
! total buy of 120 of the giant but versatile transports.3 The decisions to invest in
large and expensive C-141s and C-5s called into question the likely vulnerability of
such aircraft in combat environments. Secretary McNamara examined the danger,
but he concluded that the large transports would be no more vulnerable than
. merchant ships that would move in by sea. The chief hazard to the planes would
be in protecting them on the way to combat area airfields and assuring control over
the place they landed. These were limitations, but there were similar Limitations
* on sealift associated with submarine attack or other attacks at sea. 1t

It happened that the development of the Department of Defense plans for
strategic mobility began to be affected in 1964 by increasng US military
commitments in Southeast Asia. In fiscal year 1965, the airlift force of 517 MAC
aircraft and 260 MAC-committed Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve
aircraft was almost exclusively propeller-driven with the exception of 28 C-135 jet
aircraft, these being aircraft that Secretary McNamara had diverted to MATS
solely to provide an interim modernization of the airlift capacity pending delivery
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of more capable aircraft, In 1966, General Estes freely admitted that Southsast
Asia was the only contingency operation he could handle.

We don’t really have the capability today to meet the needs of one contingency
cperation to the extent we would like to. . . much less two, I we had another contingency,
JCS would simply have to make priority determinations as to how the avarlable anlift 1s
gomngtobeemployed .. Further, we would certainly have to do such things as actvate
the Reserves, federalize the Guard, activate CRAF [Civi! Reserve Aur Fleet]). I

As C-141s with their greater range, speed, and lift entered the MAC operational
capability, the active airlift force of propeller-driven aircraft shrank. The C-141
would become the strategic air cargo workhorse airlifter of the Vietnam War; in
the peak year of 1968 MAC mustered 224 C-141s and 170 propeller types into its
active airlift force. The first three C-5s began operational service in 1970, and by
that time the C-141 force was at full strength, The only other aircraft still in the
active MAC airlift flect were three dozen propeller-driven C-133s that were held
on to handle outsized cargo, 16 .
Asapart of the plans and preparations for strategic mobility, a MAC wing/Army
diviston affiliation program commenced in 1965, including exchanges of lia‘son
officers and development of closer working relations between Air Force and Army
units. MAC also entered on a very large body of studies, some in-house, but more
in conjunction with OSD and the Army field forces. As an example of the studies,
General Estes conceived that too much previous thought had been given to the use
of major, sophisticated airfields. This had been the case in Big Lift, the highly
touted “massive” reinforcement of NATO forces, with a full division deployed
from Texas with little more than toothbrushes to marry with equipment already
prepositioned in Germany. Estes conceived that airlift aircraft of the future were
not going to enjoy sophisticated airfields like the Rhein-Main complex, but would
fly troops and a major portion of their equipment to closer distribution points to
the front lines. Thus it was important—and planning began—to learn how to
unitize cargo carried by C-5s to permit full volume and weight utilization and still
permit a cargobreakdown suitable to Armytroops in forward areas. Another study
was a tandem point examination of how to marry men and equipment delivered
overseas by sea shipment with airift to move them into the forward areas.’’ .
The MAC strategic mobility planning fitted into the larger mobility studies of
the OSD Systems Analysis Office, which by 1968 had developed a computer model
that tied together some 3,000 separate mobility factors relating to the cost,
capabilities, and limitations of each major component of US mobility forces.
Assuming a certain fleet of ships and aircraft, certain readiness standards, and
certain world deployment schedules, the best operational strategy could be
computed. Under some circumstances, it was best to operate the FDL ships and
C-5s in tandem; that is to have the FDL ships carty loads to ports and then have
the C-5s fly the loads from ports to the combat zone. The analyses also suggested
that a balanced mix of airlift, sealift, and equipment positioning to meet US
deployment objectives consisted of 6 C-5A squadrons, 14 C-141 squadrons, and
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30 FDL ships; prepositioned equipment in Europe and the Pacific; a civil reserve
air fleet; and 460 commercial cargo ships. This was the posture that would support
a two-and-one-half war strategy and provide the capability of simultaneously
reinforcing NATO for ces and rapidly deploying general-purpose forces to counter
a major conventional attack in Asia, as well as meeting a minor contingency in the
Western Hemisphere.'® Congress accepted the Air Force’s requirement for
C-141s and C-5As, although there was a reduction in support for the Galaxy as it
became evident that the program was experiencing cost overruns. Congress also
initially accepted the FDL ship concept; the development and prospective
procurement of 30 of these ships to be managed with the same “package-
procurement™ concept as was going to give trouble with the C-5A. Nevertheless,
the FDL ship program was increasingly subjected to criticism from industrial,
maritime, and congressional sources. Ship-building interests did not hke the
novel-design demands of the FDL ships which in effect were more akin to aircraft
manufacture than ship building; the House Armed Services Committee was not

. convinced that FDL ships would not be used m competition with the private
merchant marine; and there was also a growing disenchantment with American
involvement in Southeast Asia and a feeling that the FDL ship would make it easier
for a president to involve the United States in foreign military adventures, In 1968,
during hearings on fiscal year 1969 military appropriations, the procurement of the
fast deployment logistics ships was disapproved in Congress on the basis of a Jack
of immediacy of need for the vessels in lght of the stringent US fiscal situation, At
this same time, the giant C-5A cargo airplanc was becoming in some circles “a dirty
word,” mainly because of a large predicted cost overrun. The need for rapid
deployment and systems to provide it came under a cloud since it appeared
possible that the capabilities might result in, as Sen Richard Russell saud, the
United States assuming the function of policing the world. 1

Strategic Aixlift Support of Southeast Asia

In a generalized description of Military Airlift Command experience in support
. of US combat in Southeast Asia (SEA), a MACbriefer appearing before the House
Armed Services Subcommittee on Military Airlift stated: “What was a
transportation agency in the 1950’s, is rapidly becoming a strategic combat arlift
force for the 1970’20 Although strategic airlift requirements in support of
Southeast Asia were built up relatively slowly, MACbegan the SEA support period
with 21 squadrons of C-124s, 3 of C-133s, 7 of C-130s, and 3 of C-135s. Of the new
aircraft to be available, the C-141 began flying into SEA in August 1965, and by
1968 the last of 284 C-141s was produced. MAC received its first C-5 on 17
December 1969, and the first C-5 mission was flown into Vietnam in Augast 1971.
The old C-124s took 95 hours to make the trip from Travis AFB, Califormia, to
Saigon and return, and at a mission utilization rate of 6.7 hours per day that came
out to just over 13 days for one trip.2! As the commander of MAC, General Estes
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said he wanted “every bit of airlift that I can get.”?2 Even in peacetime operations,
MAC was programmed toincrease its flying hours in a surge capability for national
emergencies. In October 1965, the flying rate of MAC C-130s, C-135s, and C-141s
was 5 hours a day per aircraft, with three crews per aircraft. The experience of the
AirForce and MAC with the operation of large aircraft had always shown that the
pacing item was not the ability of the airplane to meet high utilization demands,
but it was the ability of the other parts of the airlift system to support the airplane
itself, The principal pacing item was the aircrew and maintenance capability khat
generated the flying hours. Other constraints could occur in terms of load and
offload capabilities, perhaps weather, and of course enemy action. if it wetre
encountered. To meet the airlift demands of Vietnam, beginning on 1 Octcber
1965, MAC increased the flying rates of most of its aircraft from 5 to 6.5 hours per
dayby 1 April 1966 by going to a planned 48-hour workweek. On 1 July 1966, nearly
a year after OSD established the surge requirement, MAC reached its objective
of eight hours per day, This rate required four crews per aircraft, plus other
manpower and resources; fortunately, the additional manpower was available .
becanse of the earlier than planned phaseout of certain Strategic Air Command
B-47 and KC-97 units. As MAC viewed this experience of increasing its surge rate,
certain facts became predictable. It was to be expected that economic constraints
would preclude peacetime manning to support maximum attainable wartime
utilization rates. Obviously, MAC would not be in so fortunate a position as to
receive aircrews and maintepance personnel by transfer from the Strafegic Air
Command, nor would the Air Force be able to afford the time required to train
the additional new personnel needed for an appropriate airlift surge rate.?*

At the onset of MAC’s enlarged commitment to SEA support, the command
was the gaining command for Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve units
equipped with old propeller-driven transport planes, including such miscellany as
C-97s,C-119s, C-121s, and C-124s, Although MAC drewupon the voluntaty efforts
of some of these units to take over cargo needs that permitted the transfer of the
more productive MAC aircraft to the cargo needs of Vietnam, most of the Guard
and Reserve transports, as Air Force Secretary Harold Brown said, were “jusf no
good for strategic lift.” As MAC was going to an all-jet force, the Reserve and .
Guard planes had peculiar support and en route base requirements that were
becoming unavailable and economically infeasible. The Reserve and Guard
squadrons, morcover, could not compete favorably with commercial airlift
available for hire because their old aircraft were so expensive to operate. Initially,
the Air Force intended to deactivate many of the Reserve and Guard squadrons
and to convert a few of them to C-130 tactical air transport usages, but General
Estes—faced with the prospect of possessing jet cargo aircraft whose flying-hour
potential was considerably higher than the manpower MAC could expect to be
authorized in peacetime —asked that Reserve units should be established to be
associated directly with MAC C-5 and C-141 squadrons. The 1966 MAC planting
for the Reserve associate program visualized that the associate groups would use
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MAC aircraft and maintenance equipment and train with the MAC squadrons in
peacetime. During emergencies, the Air Force Reserve personnel would avgment
! MAC so that high utilization of the more productive jet equipment would be
possible. General Estes submitted the associate unit plan to the Air Force in 1967
and after it was held up for a reevaluation of the whole Air Force Reserve program,
the MAC associate program was approved by the Air Force and OSD. The first
Air Force Reserve associate unit was activated at Norton AFB, California, on 25
March 1968 and in the next several years a Reserve associate unit complemented
each of the 17 MAC active duty aislift squadrons. And eventually, 50 percent of
MAC-authorized C-5 and C-141 crews would be air reservists, available in
emergencies. The associate crews demonstrated their willingness to perform: the
first C-5 to land in the Middle East in the 1973 crisis, for example, was manned by
aReserve aircrew 2

In addition to the Reserve associate program, other C-97 and C-124 groups

provided voluntary fill-in flights to Vietnam. Twelve Reserve aerial port squadrons

. and six Reserve mobile en route support squadrons were assigned to MAC in 1966,
and two additional Reserve en route squadrons were activated at Norton and
Dover AFBs in 1968 to guard against multiple contingencies in addition to SEA
Personnel not needed mn the associate program were used in forming the support
units. During the Combat Fox airlift to Korea, incident to the seizure of the USS
Fueblo by North Koreans in January 1968, 5 of the 19 Air Force Reserve C-124
groups were called to active du% primarily to backfill regular channel airlift
requirements into Southeast Asia,

The expansive requirements of the Southeast Asia conflict caused MAC to
make heavy demands on CRAF, the contracted arrangement dating back to 1952
that provided civil augmentation of mulitary air transport capability m time of
emergency. Whereas the CRAF program in the decade after 1952 envisioned that
it would be activated 1z 1ts entirety in an emergency, the Air Force took steps in
1963 to convert CRAF to conditions of cold war, limited war, or contingency
operations, whereby the civil anrlift augmentation force would be capable of
selective, discrimimate, and flexible responses In a change in policy, the Air Force

. took CRAF out of a wholly standby status and provided for portions of the
capabihity to be used in daily augmentations of the mihtary airlift force. Under this
new concept, MAC negotiated peacetime contracts with CRAF carriers as
agreeable between MAC and the carrier, while emergency stages I, II, and III
required the carrier to commit airlift, by model and series, as appropriate to the
emergency. The CRAF was composed of four segments- international long range,
mternational short range, domestic, and Alaskan, Its major and most critical role
was to augment the long-range mulitary strategic airlift capability wathdrawn from
worldwide airlift operations when the military airlift was needed to support an
emergency. It was the presidential, congressional, and defense policy that
commercial airlift should be procured on a basis that would support a more viable,
modern, civil air transport mdustry.28
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At the time of the SEA force buildup, MAC airlift modernization was in its
initial stages, and it would not be until August 1968 that the new C-141 force would
become fully operational. As a result, MAC leaned heavily upon civilian
augmentation, especially for the movement of passengers, a task best suited to
civilian aitliners. In view of the substantial growth of commercial air transportation
between the Korean War and the SEA force buildup, conditions never warranted
activating the compulsory contract features of CRAF; in the crisis period
immediately following capture of the USS Pueblo, the carriers were asked to
volunteer more expansion airlift to avoid declaring a Stage I CRAF emergency.
Theyresponded by providing nearly twice as much cargo arrlift as in the preceding
months. In the domestic CRAF, MAC contracted the LOGAIR and
QUICKTRANS services to transport high-value cargo items between the Air
Force Logistics Command and the Navy Supply Systems Command, CRAF aircraft
also carried approximately 98 percent of defense mail. Although international
CRAF {lights transported cargo, the commercial carriers as a rule were reluciant
to purchase aircraft suited to a full range of national defense cargo airlift needs, .
since such awrcraft probably would be inefficient in commercial competition. Much
military equipment could not be fitted through civil aircraft doors. In the beginning
of the C-141 development, the Air Force had expected that this plane would be
procured by commercial air carriers as a cargo carrier. The commercial carriers,
however, considered that the tail-loading feature of the C-141 was a weight penalty
for economical usage and did not try a version of the Starlifter. And, of course,
there was no commercial usage economically feasible for a C-5 Galaxy. In
Southeast Asia, the MAC operation was required to operate in a larger number of
airfields than could the CRAF commercial aircraft. The Vietnam experience
clearly demonstrated the divergent path taken by the military and civil aviation in
the development of aircraft Nevertheless, it was evident that civil airlift would
continue to be needed to replace military airlift in routine-type functions
throughout the world in tumes of emergency. But commercial airlift would not be
routinely suited for the kind of unit deployments that MAC envisioned from the
SEA experience.2’

In the strategic aitlift operations into Southeast Asia, MAC’s review and .
modifications of aerial port/route structures yielded dramatic results. In the early
stages of the conflict at the begmning of 1965, all MAC passengers and cargo bound
for SEA went out of the aerial port at Travis AFB, California, bound for either
Saigon or Bangkok. This created a tremendous loading problem at Travis and a
redistribution problem in SEA. As SEA workload increased and the C-141s came
on line, MAC operated regularly info 10 airfields and serviced an additional 16
airfields in SEA on an as-required basis, the objective being to deliver as close to
the customer as possible. Whereas MAC aerial ports had formerly been at
coast-out airfields i the Umted States—east coast for Europe and west coast for
the Pacific—the longer-range MAC aircraft permitted a “multidirectional port
concept.” Routine channels over the northern Pacific were established betwzen
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aerial ports of embarkation (APOESs) at Dover, Delaware; Charleston, South
Carolina; and later McGuire AFB, New Jersey. In 1965, APOESs were also opened
at Kelly, Norton, and McChord AFBs to support specific destinations in the
western Pacific. The expansion of the multidirectional APOEs relieved airlift
congestion and reinforced the source-to-user airlift concept. To minimize
maintenance, refueling, and support requirements in SEA, MAC airlift inbound
to SEA refueled at Clark Air Base in the Philippines, ‘Yokota Air Base in Japan,
or Kadena Air Base on Okinawa, completed their mission into SEA, and then
recovered at Clark, Yokota, or Kadena This pattern reduced MAC ground time
and refueling needs at the forward aurfields.?

During the heavy resupply into SEA, MAC operated approximately 73 flights
(44 military and 29 commercial contract) per day into Southeast Asia with an
average ground time of 1.8 hours, Tables 2 through 4 summarize MAC operations
Worlc%wgwde in 1961-74 with the principal activity of course being 1n the Pacific-Far
East.

. In addition to the high-volume logistical airlift, MAC combat airhft also came
into play in SEA and the Far Eagt, flying integral battle units and their equipment
into war areasin a de facto state of war. Between 23 December 1965 and 23 January
1966, a fleet of 88 C-141s, 126 C-133s, and 11 C-124s flew 231 missions in airlifting
the 3d Infantry Brigade, 25th Division, from Hawaii directly to Pleiku Air Base,
the far interior of Vietnam, The operation was called Blue Light and, although
initiated on only five days’ notice, it went very smoothly, For one thing the MAC
1502d Air Transport Wing (renamed the 61st Military Airlift Wing) had been
training with the 25th Division for some time, The missions were flown asscheduled
fhghts over predetermined routes and although Pleiku Air Base facilities were
rudimentary, the arfield was relatively secure, The Blue Light airlift gave first tests
to the new C-141s, and these aircraft were fully used beginning on 17 November
1967 in Operation Eagle Thrust, wherein 391 airlift missions, in 8 noncontinuons
increments, hfted 10,024 troops and 5,357 tons of equipment of the 101st Airborne
Davision, minus one brigade, from Fort Campbell, Kentucky, to Bien Hoa Air Base,
Vietnam Twenty-two C-133 missions flew outsized equipment and 369 C-141

. missions lifted personnel and cargo. Using engine-running offloads at Bien Hoa
during Eagle Thrust, the C-141 sorties were accomplished with an average offload
time of 7.4 minutes, thus reducing ramp congestion and potential exposure to
ground fire, C-133s were on the ground an average of about two hours. Eagle
Thrust was leisurely flown in an elapsed time of 42 days; had such been required,
General Estes remarked that evea in this end-1967 time frame he could have
massed his resources and completed the mission in two and a half days. Although
Blue Light and Eagle Thrust hold implications for the future, Estes observed that
they were not definitive laboratory experiments: “For one thing,” he pointed out,
“a good part of the massive logistical base had already been fairly well established;
and, fo;oanother, the concept of the operation did not call for minimum closure
times.”
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TABLE 2
Military Airlift Command Passenger and Cargo Movement
(Ton-Miles)
Percent
Fiscal Year Military Commercial Total Commerctal
1961.. . ..... 1,069.7 2817 1,3514 208
%62 .,.. . ..... 1,084,0 5329 1,616 9 330
1963 .... . .... 11688 5850 1,7638 337
1964 ..veer vennns 1,140.1 5171 1,657.2 312
1965 . ..i... . 14493 7223 21716 333
1966 ... . ..... 2,0614 13175 3,378.9 39.0
1%67 .. . . .. 3,163.9 22754 54393 41.8
1968 .. ..... .. 4,783.0 2,6522 74352 357
1969 .. ....... .. 4,369.7 2,792.0 7,617 390
L7/ DO .3,7399 22912 6,031.1 380 .
197100 oo cue.. 32284 1,548.5 47769 324
972 ... ..., 2,760.2 18875 4,647.7 40,6
1973... . ... .. 24881 1,0213 3,510.0 201
1974 . viies cunn. 1,932.2 5595 24917 225
Sevree; Headquarters MAC,
TABLE 3
Consignment of Military Air Cargo: Fiscal Years 1960-75
Tons
Consigned
Commercial
Fiscal Year MAC Airlines
1960, .. ... et e eree e aienan .e.. 151206 17,581
1961 .... reer e ee e ees . e o. 133291 26,409
192.. .. .... e e e 108038 73,669 .
163.. . . os L. .. e ieaes . .115282 69,077
1964 ... 0 0wl o e e ee o . L 1537158 43,683
1965 ......... e e e e s .. 187325 66,067
1966 . v te eseseise senses s chews .ol 236,252 102,106
1967 . o e e e e e e e e 397,297 201,805
1968 vve v e e ver 516,006 163,073
1969 .. ... .. .. Nebee = anes Y il 147,603
1970 ....... e e e aeeas veer  eo 554,652 103,991
1 469,614 57,143
172.... « L. f erer e raeas . ..383,648 133,350
1973 ..... O 7 114 84,674
1974 ..ol . . e e et e e 4 e el 262,219 28,728
975 .. .. . ... er e e akes v 254572 18,752
Source Headquarters MAC,
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TABLE 4
MAC International Civil Airlift Procurement: Fiscal Years 1960-75
(In millions of dollars)

Revenues

Fiscal Year Passengers Cargo Total
1960 s e e e ee ee e e 479 419 898
%61 ... . . . . 538 556 1094
1962 [N e e s 72 1048 1820
193 .. . e . 1009 1036 2045
1964 . 0 viiiiin e ee ae . . 987 881 1868
1965 e e eee e s 1087 1226 2313
966 . .. .. . 188 3 166 2 354.5
1967 e e e 268.8 3257 594.5
1968 . ev e see . . . 3326 2449 5715
1959 .. ... .- . . 3361 1900 5261
1970 e . . 3206 1205 411
971 ... .. ve s 2941 451 3392
1972 Ceerreses e s 2220 1463 3683
1973 ... e e aeesr .. 1550 774 2326
1974} e .. . 1190 272 146.2
19755 . . 1730 310 2040

1F1xcd buy for cargo was $30,000,000 but only $27,200,000 utilized for movement of cargo. Unused dollars were converted for

movement of passengers durmg fiscal year 1974
ZFut:ed buy for cargo was $20,500,000 which 1ncreased to $31,000,000 through expansion during fiscal year 1975,
Seuree Headquarters MAC,

Later MAC airhfts in the Pacific-Southeast Asia were much more vrgent. On
25 January 1968, MAC received an alert that a major force deployment reactive to
the Pueblo incident would require movement of tactical air units from multiple
onload points to diverse offloads in Korea. In Operation Combat Fox, beginmng
on 28 Jamuary, MAC supported the move of TAC fighters and C-130s and Aar
National Guard fighters from the United States, as well as moves of Pacific
Command forces intratheater, into Korea, MAC C-124s, C-130s, C-133s, and
C-141s flew more than 80 missions to Korea from the United States, SEA, and
Japan. As seen already, President Lyndon Johnson directed a mobihzation of five
Air Force Reserve C-124 squadrons, which filled in regular channel airlift
requirements, and conamercial airlift was also called upon for assistance. Between
29 January and 17 February, MAC’s deployed airlift control elements (ALCEs) at
Osan, Kimpo, Kunsan, and Suwon, Korea, and at Misawa, Japan, and handled
1,036 aircraft, 13,683 tons of equipment, and 7,996 troops. Although Combat Fox
was windmmg down, the Jomnt Chiefs of Staff alerted MAC on 12 February 1968 to
begin deployment of additional forces to Vietnam within 48 hours to counter the
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Tet offensive, The requirement of MAC Operations Order 9-68 was an
airlift—code-named Bonny Jack—of an Army brigade from Fort Bragg, North
Carolina, to Chu Lai and a reinforced Marine regiment from EI Toro to Da Nang,
As seen, MAC made a special appeal to commercial carriers, which responded
with sufficient additional airlift to keep the backlog at MAC ports within
acceptable limits while the combat airlift was in progress.?

In April 1972, when most US forces had been removed from Southeast Asia and
it was necessary suddenly to redeploy air units from the United States to meet the
North Vietnamese Easter offensive, the new capabilities of the Military Airlsft
Command were strikingly demonstrated. On 5 April Gen Creighton W. Abrams,
Jr , urgently requested additional forces, and the Tactical Air Command started
Constant Guard, a series of air deployments that numbered I through IV. As
Constant Guard kicked off, a squadron of F-105Gs, two F-4 squadrons, and several
EB-66s departed for Thailand, while 38 C-141slifted 854 men and 400 tons of cargo
in the move, and 4 TAC C-130s moved en route maintenance teams and their
equipment. Constant Guard II was a simitar move of two more F-4 squadrons to .
Thailand. Constant Guard II was the largest single move in the history of TAC,
and four squadrons of F-4s moved to Thailand. In nine days, MAC C-5s, C-141s,
and commercial carriers moved 3,195 personnel and 1,600 tons of cargo. In
Constant Guard EV, two C-130 squadrons were moved to Tarwan, and MAC also
took over the Pacific intratheater lifts so that the tactical C-130s could give full
attention toin-country work. During this period, MAC also provided airlift support
to SAC B-52 and tanker forces moving back to Guam and Thailand. Before the
Easter offensive, giant C-5s had not operated in a combat environment, but on 3
May the US Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV) asked for an
emergency lift of six 49-ton M48 tanks from Yokota in Japan to the
rocket-hazarded airfield at Da Nang m Vietnam. Xn expedited procedures, nearly
all tie-down chains were removed during taxi, and as the C-5 cargo door opened
and ramps were extended, the tank drivers started their engines. The tanks drove
off under their own power, and the offloading sequence was timed at seven
minutes. Ground times in the dangerous area were 30 minutes or less. Immediately
after this Iift, the C-5s moved 42 24-ton M41 tanks and eight 7.5-ton M548 tracked .
vehicles to Da Nang and Cam Ranh Bay. Altogether in 1972 the C-5s flew 303
missions into Southeast Asia. 32

Early in 1975 when the Republic of Vietnam was collapsing under a North
Vietnamese assault, this time not opposed by American air attack, MAC C-141s
and C-5s rushed mulitary assistance and lifted refugees from Vietnam. MAC flew
Operation Babylift, the airlift of some two thousand orphans, most of them
destined for homes in the United States. This humanitarian effort was
unfortunately marred by the crash landing of a disabled C-5A shortly after takeoff
from Tan Son Nhut Airfield on 4 April, killing 155 persons, mostly children.3 The
C-130 and C-141 transports evacuating South Vietnam in 1975 carried
antiradiation devices to warn of surface-to-air missiles, but the employment of
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unarmed C-141s and especially C-5s in a combat situation raised some questions
in Congress. In November 1975 Gen Paul K. Carlton, MAC commander, was asked
how far forward the C-5 was going to operate. General Carlton answered:

It depends on how much carrying the freight to that pomt 1s worth to the JCS .. We
have already used the aurplane both m Saigen and Danang . . i very high nisk zones
We have operated under the threat of the SAM . as well as air-to-ai, wnder very
unusual circumstances such as the second Tet offensive when we hauled tanks mnto
Danang. We don’t expose 1f unless the nisk 1s worth it. We treat 1t very carefully and
conservatively, but to answer your question, if the nisk is worth taking to win the battle,
we will take 1t, Just like we will with any awrplane. . . . The JCS makes the deciston on the
use of the C-5 under almost all circumstances of risks >

A New Maturity of Strategic Airlift: The C-5A Story

In the Department of Defense analyses of the impending revolution in
worldwide force mobility so avidly sought after 1960, the gigantic but highly
versatile C-5A Galaxy air transport was expected to provide a significant
technological breakthrough. General Estes wrote in 1966:

Although the C-5  does not radrcally breach the state of the aeronautical art, 1t will
to a very great extent minimze the aielift hmtations of the past It wall for the first ime
permut the MAC force to respond without qualification to total airhift requirements,
including the maxunum demand —the division-force move Anditwrll come much closer
to putting airhift m a cost competitive position with surface transport >

For a time in 196970 and for a number of reasons the C-5A became “a dirty word,
a lightning rod for pent-up resentments,” and these resentments “put the need for
rapid deployment and the systems that would provide it under a cloud.”? Speaking
tothe problem of whether the Air Force had made a mistake in procurmgthe C-5A,
Gen David C. Jones was going to say that the Department of Defense, the Air
Force, and possibly the Congress had “collectively made an error” but it was not
in trying the C-5 since it was a “fine airplane . . . a good aircraft.” The errors in the
C-5 program were found in the total program package in research and
development and up through the procurement of aircraft to meet certain
unattamable specifications, plus an Air Force “reluctance to come to Congress and
say we have a problem and we ought to change our whole program.”’

The Air Force’s specific operational requirement (SOR) for a CX-HLS aircraft
that became the C-5A originated with Malitary Air Transport Service visvalizations
of an aircraft large enough to move all Army equipment, thus ending the practice
of “tailoring” combat units for air movement, often with a substantial loss of
firepower. The major features designed into the C-5A enabled it to reach any part
of the globe with minimum refueling stops or, if necessary, without stopping, with
aerial refueling. Its high-flotation, 28-wheel landing gear would permit it to land
on 4,000-foot unpaved fields. Its cargo deck was truck-bed height when the landing
gear was made to kneel, and for vehicular loads the aircraft could drop each end
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of the cargo deck to provide ramps for easy exit or access. The aircraft had special
avionics to permit it to follow terrain at low altitudes and to pinpoint targets for
airdrop at night or in adverse weather. Although General Estes did not think the
C-5 would strain the state of the art of aeronautics, this position was not shared by
others later, In 1971 Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard, who inherited
the C-5 problem, declared that “the Air Force asked for more features on the C-5A.
than were really necessary. . . . There were a lot of things that I think everybody
now realizes were not really necessary for this plane, and they added significantly
to the cost,”® On the other hand, the Air Force considered that the characteristics
desired in the C-5A were justified by long airlift experience. Secretary Seamans
said of the C-5: “It was based on all the operational experience derived from more
than a decade of airlift usage in Berlin, Beirut, the Congo, Korea, and extensive
development exercises in the field.”>?

In the development and procurement of new aircraft, the Air Force always had
followed a procedure of completing a research and development phase amounting
to about 20 percent of the total systems acquisition cost. The Air Force then .
negotiated the production requirements for aircraft, associated data, and
equipment at alater date as best it could with the single contractor who had done
the development work. This procedure virtually eliminated effective competition
for 80 percent of the total acquisition costs involved, Moreover, the Air Force could
not make a firm imtial computation of the eventual total cost of a system. A new
contractual concept to be used for the C-5A (and which would have been used for
the fast deployment logistics ship) was put forward, namely a total-package
procurement that envisioned that all development and production and as much
support as was feasible would be procured under competition in one total package
containing price and performance commitments. Three contractors--Boeing,
Douglas, and Lockheed — competed for the aircraft and two— General Electric
and Pratt and Whitney—for the engines. A total-system responsibility clause held
the contractor responsible for the complete system performance, including the
government-furnished engines, and the contractor was to be held responsible for
taking any action, inclnding correcting discrepancies, that might be required to
obtain the guaranteed performance. Gen James Ferguson, commander of Air .
Force Systems Command, would say in 1970:

The nature of this contract was one which placed mafor dependence on the contractor
formanagement decisions afterwe told him what we wanted in the way of performance
The terms of the contractor were such that the Aar Force had hittle control over the
development Putting it m oversimphified terms, we would meet um at the end of the
runway and take a look at the first amplane "That 15 shightly overstated That 15 the
essence of 1t *¢

In the aeronautical procurement environment of the early 1960s, there was a
“buyer’s market” since there was strong competition for the fewer aircraft systems
that were being projected. In the bidding for the C-5A contract, General Electric
successfully competed for the engines, and the Lockheed Company was the low
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bidder for the C-5A airframe; the contract award was announced in September
1965 with production to begin in fiscal year 1967, The Air Force liked the prospects
! of Lockheed building the C-5 because the company had a good record in building
i the C-130 and C-141 mihtary transports. Even in September 1965 it appeared that
Lockheed’s management had underestimated costs and bid unrealistically low, but
the management apparently conceived that the C-5 would be a scaled-up version
of the C-141 and would present few production problems. This was not to be the
case, and 1965 was right at the point where the US inflation trend was going to
accelerate rapidly by virtue of the pressures for additional armaments for
Southeast Asia. Lockheed had not included in. its proposal a line item to cover its
estimate of the impact of inflation, although it Iater appeared that the company
had envisioned and provided for from $100 million to $150 million in inflation costs
in the long eight-year program, In addition to increasing costs, the contractor also
had to go back and make engineering changes to provide the airplane which he
had contracted to dehiver. These changes involved additional costs, and they also
. were going to affect the serviceability of the production plane. To meet aircraft
weight requirements and payload specifications, Lockheed removed weight from
the wing. This involved some degree of risk of weakening the wing, and it turned
out that the result severely affected the lifetime of the C-5A.%

When Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird took office as a member of President
Nixzon’s administration in 1969, he already had learned that the C-5A program was
facing substantial cost-overruns, a matter which he also apparently thought had
been attended to by Air Force officials in the previous administration.*? Early in
1969 the Air Force figured the cost of the C-5A program, originally set at $3.1
billion not including spares in 1964, had climbed to a projected $4.348 billion, the
gross unit flyaway cost increasing from $18 million to $26.9 million.*® In the Joint
Strategic Objective Plan 72-79, the Joint Chiefs of Staff stated a requirement for
six squadrons of C-5s and 120 awrcraft. The 120-awrcraft fleet would include 96 unit
equipment aircraft, enabling the basing of 32 unit equipment planes at Dover and
Travis and 16 unit equipment aircraft each at Charleston and Kelly, The other
planes would have been used for training and command and support, This program
was already in doubt because of the cost-overrun projection when, on 13 July 1969,

. a C-5's wing cracked prematurely during the static load test. It was going to be
impossible to incorporate a major redesign for improved wing-fatigue life since the
earliest aircraft that could be caught in production would be the 75th, Therefore,
MAC accepted the first production C-5 for operational use 1n December 1969 with
the realization that the wing would restrict the aircraft to a maximum gross weight
of 728,000 pounds instead of 769,000 pounds.**

During 1969, the maturation of National Security Study Memorandum 3
outlined a national strategyless demanding with regard to rapid deployment of US
general-purpose forces, and Secretary Laird also took the increased cost and
coupled wing problem of the C-5 in consideration. It was reported that Laird made
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the decision to reduce procurement of C-5As to 81 aircraft in all, allowing for four
squadrons of these planes, Laird said:

We belreve that these four squadrons of C-5As, together with 14 squadrons of C-141s
in the active foree and a Covil Reserve Aur Fleet of about 450 four engine jet amreraftwall
be sufficient to meet our basie needs for imntertheater arrlift movement

With the reduction of the C-5 buy, the Air Force decided to operate the aircraft
primarily from 3 major CONUS ports—32 at Travis, 22 at Dover, and 16 at
Charleston—and 11 for training, command, and support. With the reduced force
it was believed that initial deployments could be as rapid as ever, but the total
amount of tonnage would be less.*® The Military Airlift Command began
operational use of the C-5A in June 1970, and in September 1970 it achieved in‘tial
operational capability with delivery of eight aircraft to Charleston AFB, In April
1972 when the planes were used during the Communist Easter offensive in
Southeast Asia, 57 C-5As had been produced; 6 were in a flight-test program, 5
were used for training at Altus AFB, Oklahoma, 16 were assigned to Charlesion, .
18 to Travis, 10 to Dover, and 2 had been destroyed in ground accidents.*’
Ashelooked back at the C-5A program, General Ferguson was quite sure that
total-package procurement had been a mistake. If he were to do it again, he would
have elected to contract for the development of the C-5, and then to look at the
result and the cost of the program, and then to negotiate a confract for the
production. In clearing up the contract with Lockheed, Deputy Secretary of
Defense Packard was willing to let Lockheed settle for a $2OO -million fixed loss,
which allowed the company to avoid bankruptcy and made the acquisition cost for
the 81 aircraft about $4.5 billion. On 1 February 1971 Lockheed agreed to this
settlement, mcludmg anew contract that allowed trade-offs in production as they
seemed necessary.® The question of what to do about structural weaknesses of the
C-5A went on before and after the contractual arrangements, and the problem
seemed even more serious after 29 September 1971 when an outboard engine on
a C-5A preparing for takeoff actually pulled free and tumbled back several
hundred feet. In mid-1970 an ad hoc scientific advisory board committee chaired
by Dr Raymond Lewis Bisplinghoff completed studies of the C-5A and concluded .
that with special care the plane could fill the strategic capabilities required of it.
‘Whereas the service life of the plane had been expected to be 30,000 hours, the Air
Force could expect to get 7,000 hours without extensive modifications. Additional
structure tests revealed much the same conclusions as the Bisplinghoff committee.
There were a number of ways to decrease wing fatigue such as through lighter
loads, proper distribution of loads, and appropriate flight and fuel profiles. These
inexpensive measures promised to give a C-5A over 20,000 hours of service life and
did not preclude using the C-5 for higher loads and other mission profiles if these
capabilities were needed, Such usage, however, would tax the plane’s service life
at a more rapid rate. Since the unmodified C-5As in 1972 were being projected to
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fly less than 1,000 hours a year, the Air Force delayed a decision to undertake an
expensive retrofit of new and stronger wings.*

i The Israeli Airdift of 1973

Early on the afternoon of Saturday, 6 October 1973, Arab armies of Syria and
Egypt, massively equipped with Soviet-built tanks, artillery, and aircraft, attacked
Israel from across the Golan Heights and the Suez Canal, The Israelis had known
the Arabs were preparing to attack, but they did not preempt lest they appear the
aggressor. Moreover, Israel was confident that a war could be ended in a matter
of days, and it had stocked military consumables on such a basis. As already noted,
however, the Israclis were badly surprised and compelled to expend materiel
profligately to afford themselves time for mobilization, In Washington on the first
day of the war, Gen George Brown, Air Force chief of staff, heard intelligence
estimates that the Israelis were facing a high-rate-of-consumption war for which

. they were not prepared and that they would be out of major consumables in about
seven days. Acting on his own initiative, Brown made a decision to prepare two
F-4 fighter squadrons for immediate delivery of their aircraft to Istael and to begin
moving ammunition to aerial ports of embarkation, When he had done this, he
informed Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger of his actions.*? The Israchi
airlift — code-named Nickel Grass — commenced on 6 October, but according to
the MAC commander, Gen Paul K. Carlton, Washington authorities, anxious
about US oil supplies from the Persian Gulf, found it difficult to determine how
supplies would be delivered from the United States to Israel. The result was several
false starts. At first MAC was going to move all supplies to an east coast port, where
the Israelis would take delivery. Then MAC was directed to plan to haul to the
Azores, where Israeli E1 Al air carriers would pick up. Deputy Secretary of Defense
William P. Clements, Jr., stated frankly that if there was any way to supply Israel
without using MAC, he wanted to do it; he called a meeting of CRAF airline
presidents and gave them a tough lecture. The presidents responded that they were
willing to go if Clements would send MAC to lead the way, but that they would not

. fly alone, since by so doing they would lose every base right in countries not friendly
to Israel. They wanted a declaration of national emergency and a promise of
indemmnity for all assets lost. Secretary Schlesinger was disappointed but not really
surprised when the European allies did not accept the American view of the
seriousness of the challenge to Israel; as a result, the United States did not ask for
the use of European air bases for the airlift, but rather on 13 October elected to
begin military flights through Portugal’s Lajes Field in the Azores into Lod airfield
inIsrael. By this time the Soviets had begun an airlift resupplymg Syria and Egypt 1

Both in the planning and operations, Nickel Grass was directed from a very high
level through the Joint Chiefs of Staff but with no central top-level command post.
General Carlton said:
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The concept of operating within an established command and control structure was
isolated —the Aur Force didn't set up a command post to handle our actraty; yet, we
were working for the Ax Foree, We found ourselves taking instructions primanly from
JCS/J4 Logsstics. Command and control, or rather a lack of i, caused mdecision.>2

Inviewof the political complexity, MAC got no use from the European Command’s
command and control system that could have provided an interface with the TUS
Navy in the Mediterranean. Instead, MAC worked directly with the US Sixth Fleet
through the JCS to arrange codes, safe passage procedures, and diversion plansin
case of hostile interceptions. In fact, the Navy tracked MAC transports from ship
to ship from Gibraltar through the Mediterranean, keeping a ship on station every
300 miles and an aircraft carrier every 600 miles. Early on in the airlift, MAC
needed to position airlift control elements and equipment, and movement of very
small loads of a couple of thousand pounds incident to the airlift control element
(ALCE) deployment and resupply was most feasibly done by C-130s belonging to
USAFE and TAC. Midway in the operation, when Soviet threats caused the United
States fo go on a military alert, all C-130 assets were withdrawn from MAC control, .
Thereupon, General Carlton had to use C-141s to move very small loads for en
route support, which, he said, “didn’t make sense” and in the end ;n’oved tobe “a
powerful argument” for consolidating tactical airlift under MAC.53

To General Carlton a “vital lesson” of the Nickel Grass airlift was that “the C-5
wasn’t a lemon.”>* Air Force Secretary McLucas agreed that the C-5 was a good
system. McLucas remarked:

I think a couple of years ago people were looking at this as an airplane that had
experienced ternble techncal difficulties and was costing more than it was supposed to,
Now X think as a result of the Mideast expenence we sce it as an airplane that was very
capable and did do the mission for which it was designed,>

When the national command authorities ordered an emergency resupply
operation to Israel on 13 October, a MAC C-5 was en route within nine hours,
loaded with 193,000 pounds of cargo. More MAC flights were staged from Dover
AFB. The average nautical mile distance from the United States to Lod airfield
via Lajes was 6,450 miles. All US equipment reaching Israel before the cease-fire .
arrived by air, and by the time the first resupply ship from the United States arrived
in Israel on 2 November, nearly a week after the 24 October cease-fire, 566 MAC
missions—421 C-141 and 145 C-5— had delivered 22,395 short tons of cargo for a
total of 144.45 million ton-miles. On 29 of the C-5 missions, vitally needed M48 and
M60 tanks were airlifted, a task that conld only be accomplished by the C-5. The
following table shows the US aitlift/sealift in perspective:
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TABLE 5
United States Airlift/Sealift
(85,108 Tons)

70

;]

Time of

Decision
50

Cease-Fire
Signed 40
. Orally
Ratified Sealift (74%) a0
Cease-Fire

20

10

N

Thousands of Tons

Hostilities
Began | /
& 14 21 30 1 20 ao 10 20 30 [
Qctobar 78 12 November Dacomber January 74

Source House, Hearings on the Posture of Military Airtift before the Research and
Davoelopment Subcommuttee on Armed Services, 94th Cong , st sess , 1975, 31

From 13 October to 14 November 1973, the C-5 utilization rate averaged 2.69 hours
. per day per aircraft, while the C-141 utilization rate was 5,14 hours. The C-5A
averaged 74 tons of payload per mission, the C-14127 tons. In addition to the MAC
airhift, the Israelis made good use of their Boeing 707/747 airliners for handling
cargo, comprised of mostly ammunition and bombs loaded and unloaded through
passenger doors. There were 140 Israch missions that lifted 5,500 tons for 34.30
million total ton-miles.>
Although it proved possible to mount Nickel Grass with only Lajes Field as an
en route base, the limited facilities at Lajes and an about one-an-hour-refueling
capacity at Lod forced a limitation, of the MAC airlift flow eastbound to 36 C-141s
and 6 C-5s, with a similar number returning westbound. The use of an alternative
route in the North Atlantic for returning aircraft could have enhanced the
efficiency of the operation. In his discussions of Nickel Grass, General Carlton
revealed that his transports took more tons of fuel out of Israel than they took cargo
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in. Fortunately, the Israelis had plenty of fuel; otherwise, it would have been bad
news and the operation would have ground to a halt in a hurry. Carlton said:

This is a lesson everyone has to keep 1 mind —that destinations shou!d be kapt withm
a radws of amlift arrcraft, not simplywithin its range. Normally, you will want to make
fast turnarounds there and not denude the people you're supporting of a critreal
resource >

In talking about a strategic base for MAC, Carlion envisioned an airfield that could
deliver a million gallons or more of fuel a day, equivalent to handling one strategic
airplane every ten minutes. In the expedited delivery of fighter aircraft to Israel,
KC-135 tankers proved the key to mobility. The tankers supported rapid delivery
of F-4s and A-4sand in one case took eight Air Force F-4s nonstop from the United
States to Israel, Within 15 hours after departing the United States, some of these
F-4 aircraft had been accepted by Ysrael and were flying combat missions. Aerial
refueling also would have been advantageous to MAC, C-5s were capable of air
refueling, and MAC put five aerial-refueling-qualified crews at Dover, but aerial .
refueling was not used because of a fear of the results of aerial refueling maneuvers
on the C-5’s wing, Later it was evident that aerial refueling would have put less
stress on the C-5 wing than the extra takeoffs and landings in the Azores. In the
Isracli operation, General Carlton figured that with aerial refueling MAC could
have delivered the same tonnage in 44 fewer C-5 missions, 57 fewer C-141 missions
than MAC flew, and saved about 7 million pallons of fuel, including the fuel
required to operate the tankexs. There were, Carlton said, two apparent reasons
aerial refueling had to be shared by MAC: “One of them is if you can’t get there
any other way. .. . The other is when you start to download cargo in order to get
morerange on the airplane to meet the range you have.”8 Without the requirement
to land at Lajes, C-5s and C-141s could have replaced fuel reserves with added
cargo loadings. Immediately after the Israeli operation, MAC began to train all its
C-5 crews for aerial refueling operation. MAC also stated a requirement fhal its
C-141 fleet be retrofitted for aerial refueling, The Air Force fleet of KC-135
tankers, moreover, had been designed principally to mate with SAC bombers and
TAC fighters; the KC-135 was inadequate for refueling C-5s or C-141s, and there .
was now a requirement for a wide-bodied aircraft as an advanced tanker cargo
aircraft.>

‘When sea shipments began to reach Israel, the MAC airlift was counted
completed on 14 November 1973, though there were two more flights after this.
Much later, a General Accounting Office study of the Yom Kippur War concluded
that equipment on the ground determined the results of the war and that US airlift
had no direct cutcome on that conflict. The report noted that only a small amount
of outsized equipment was delivered prior to the cease-fire. On the other hand,
Air Force Chief of Staff Gen David Jones pointed out that the Israelis had asked
for first priority to ammunition and spare parts. The outsized items that were
airlifted were used to benefit Isracli morale. The outsized deliveries also
demonstrated that the United States had the capability to deliver such equipment
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to Israel, Ample demonstration of the morale-building aspect of the airlift was
provided by Prime Minister Golda Meir’s dramatic outburst at the sight of the first
tank arriving by C-5: “For generations to come, all will be told of the muracle of the
immense planes from the United States.”%°

Airlift Consolidation and Specified Status for MAC
Said Secretary of Defense Schlesinger in February 1974;

I believe that the mobility of our forces 1s extremely important From the first day I
walked into the Pentagon, I have been focusing on the subject, prior to any downturn
i the cconomy, and prior to any war in the Middle East This area has an enormous
mpact on our abilty to help deter conventional conflict 1n Europe.5*

As has been seen, one of the Air Force’s Corona Harvest recommendations

predicated upon experience in the SEA conflict was that steps should be taken to

. achieve a single airlift command as soon as possible. The principal arrlift resources

under consideration were the strategic airlift of MAC and the tactical airlift of

TAC, but there was also a “support” category that included leased civil aviation

services in the Navy’s QUICKTRANS and the Air Force’s LOGAIR systems, as

well as congeries of C-118s, C-131s, T-20s, T-39s, C-97s, and so forth, assigned in

ones and twos around the country for administrative support and proficiency flying,

During the Middle East airlift of 1973, General Carlton found his task more

difficult because he did not have clear title to the tactical C-130s, and the Arab oil

embargo and cartel so greatly increased the cost of aviation fuel as to demand

changes in support airlift. After much debate within the Department of Defense,

Secretary Schlesinger issued a program decision memorandum on 29 July 1974,

with amendment on 22 August 1974, that directed the consolidation of all airlift

forces in the Department of Defense under a single manager by the end of fiscal

year 1977, by which time the Military Airlift Command would become a specified

command. The amendment made it clear that the directive included Department

of Navy Fleet Tactical Support and Marine Combat Support Transport aircraft,

. the A612r Force being directed to assume this airlift support starting in fiscal year
1977.

On 29 August 1974 Gen David Jones informed every Air Force major activity
of the decision to centralize defense airlift in the Military Airlift Command,
specifically directing that all tactical C-130 aircraft and associated support in TAC,
Alaskan Air Command, USAF South, USAFE, and PACAF would be transferred
in place to MAC, A McLucas-Jones explanation of the meaning of the changes
pointed out that they expected the consolidation to result in added tactical
orientation for MAC, as well as additions of tactical planes to airmobility forces.

As we have modernized our aircraft over the years, we have realized that the line
between tactical and strategic aslift has blurred appreciably For example, our C-130s
have a strategic capability and can be used in this role (as, ndeed, they have m the past).
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Similarly, our C-55 and our C-141s have a tactical capability Therefore, we are
transferrmg all tactical arhft aircraft to MAC—except, of course, for those in the
Reserve forces, which will come under MAC’s operational control if called up. The
result will be one command responsible for both strategic and tactical anlift roles and
for management of resources between them %

In addition to this, the MAC charter was broadened by picking up responsibility
for support aircraft. At this time, the Air Force ordered over 400 of the old support
aircraft phased out. The more efficient T-35/C-135 support aircraft were retained
but placed under MAC as the single manager. This streamlining promised to
release over 6,000 manpower spaces and to reduce fuel consumption by roughly
150,000 gallons per day. The elimination of more than 400 support aircraft had a
drawback since it posed a loss of continuation. pilot proficiency; to offset this loss
partially, the Air Force elected toincrease T-39/C-135 utilization rates and to make
proficiency training the primary mission of these aircraft. Initially, however, the
planes were placed at operating locations throughout the United States, where
they were available to provide a by-product airlift, Each command/separate .
operating agency was authorized to request MAC airlift on a priority basis through
a central airlift scheduling facihg where MAC consolidated the requests for their
most effictent accommodation.

In making the decision for the consolidation of airlift in the Mulitary Airlift
Command, Generals Jones and Carlton saw the need to “recognize and preserve
the image and spirit” of the tactical airlift force. To this end, Carlton prepared a
program designed both to retain the “tacticalness” of the C-130 units and to
improve the tactical orientation of the C-5 and C-141 units.®® One point of
contention arose almost immediately in October 1974 when representatives of
MAC and USAFE met to develop a plan for the “as is/where is” transfer of the
resources of the two C-130 groups kept on temporary duty status in Europe.
USAFE wanted to keep tasking authority directly to the individual flying units and
crews, this to be exercised through an airlift control center (ALCC) collocated with
USAFE headquarters at Ramstein Air Base. The arcraft were used to provide
essential day-to-day tactical airlift for the European Command, such as airdrop
training of US Army forces in Europe, deployment and redeployment of Air Force .
and Army tactical units for Central Europe to training/gunnery ranges in Southern
Europe, and necessary carrier, mail, and priority support airlift within the
European theater. MAC would not accept the level of detailed control USAFE
wanted, but the debate generated a theater airlift manager concept, whereby a
designated senior officer would exercise operational control of theater airlift for
the Air Force component commander and also manage airlift for MAC.56 Gen
William G. Moore, Jr., who succeeded General Carlton as CINCMAC in 1977,
was a tactical airlifter who had commanded the 834th Air Division in Vietnam,
General Moore found some residual problems of force integration still lingering,
particularly a “big MAC, little MAC” syndrome where many of the C-130 people
felt they did not get the same level of support as the C-5/C-141 people. Because of
distances involved, Moore also found it hard to get desired working relations with
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the theater air component commander. He needed a strong, on-the-scene
command; accordingly, Moore reestablished the 322d and 834th Airlift Divisions
at Ramstein and Hickam to ensure full airlift support in Europe and in the
Pacific 57

“Becoming a specified command,” said General Carlton, “followed very
logically from airlift consolidation,”®® Said General Moore of MAC designation
as a specified command,

It was apparent that the commander of MAC had too many bases durning contngency
operations For instance, duning the Israeli Awlft, General Carlton found himself
taking directions from too many sources It became very apparent that MAC had tobe
the Aur Foree anlift spokesman in forums involving the JCS and umified commanders %

General Carlton said that resistance to MAC's bemg designated a specified
command directly responsible to the Joint Chiefs of Staff came from the theater
commanders who wanted to own their own airlift fleets. As a matter of fact, the

. Air Force —while somewhat reluctantly agreeable to airlift consolidation—
opposed designating MAC as a specified command. The inflnential Directorate
of Doctrine, Concepts, and Objectives argued that such would begin a splintering
of Air Force forces by mission, for example, a reconnaissance or a strike/attack or
an mterdiction specified command might be in order, Others argued that unified
or specified commands should be combat onented, whersas MAC’s business was
logistical, Some pointed out that the JCS, through the joint transportation boards,
already could assure equitable application of airlift. On 13 March 1975 Air Force
Secretary John L. McLucas accepted Air Staff recommendations and told
Secretary Schlesinger that MAC should not be designated as a specified command
but should remain an Air Force major command. The Joint Chicfs of Staff, less the
chairman, concurred in the Air Force recommendation not to establish MAC as a
specificcommand. But Gen George Brown, JCS chairman, wrote aseparate memo
to the secretary of defense recommending:

Aurlift resources are major assets for furtherance of our security policy, and the
importance of awrlift as a factor in planning for combat operations will be heightened

. by the consohdation of tactical and strategic systems. Under these circumstances, the
MAC Commander should receve his strategic direction directly from the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, who are charged with this responsibylity under the law,

As the discussion continued, MA.C proposed that it would be a specified command
reporting to the JCS and secretary of defense in all matters concerning war
planning, contingency operations, and JCS exercises and a major command
reporting to the Air Force secretary and chief of staff concerning peacetime
operations and the budget. On 9 June 1976 Deputy Secretary of Defense Clements
reaffirmed the decision tomake MAC a specified command. The unified command
plan (UCP) was appropriately changed, and on 16 December 1976 the president
approved the UCP change, which finally went into effect on 1 February 1977.7
According to General Moore, who as incumbent handled the change from
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COMAC to CINCMAUC, the transformatfon from major command to specified
command was “a very smooth transition” since the procedures actually had been
evolving for a number of years and the change had been clearly evolutionaryrather
than revolutionary.”

The Modern Airlift Era
Secretary of Defense Harold Brown stated in 1979:

Given a destred schedule for the deployment of forees, the mobihty forees required for
mitial deployment can be determined relatively easily, Likewise, given daily
consumption rattos, the mobility forces required for sustaiming support can be
determined Itis much mozre difficult to make a judgement on how much capabihity to
buy for the third function—movement 1n response to unpredictable shiffs 1n the
demands of combat—because this involves estimating how frequently exigent tactical
situations will develop 7

Estimating Mebility Requirements Proves Difficnlt

In 1981 the congressionally mandated mobility study made by the OSD and.ICS
was prefaced with the twin observations:

One of the major problems of any mobility analysis 1s that the results are very heawly
mfluenced by assumptions . Ancther problem of mobihity analyses s that they tend
to focus on the scenaro This 1s necessary to do the analysis but acts to obscure the
military requirement for flexibility.”?

Upon his arrival in office, Secretary of Defense Schiesinger’s interest in airlift
was directed toward its potential enhancement to US remnforcement of NATO.He
wanted to be able to move a US division by air to Europe in 7 days instead of being
confined to moving it in 19 days. He said, “I believe that we should expand our
airlift so as to enhance our NATO reinforcement capability. That, in turn, should
give us ample capacity for Pacific contingencies and the ‘off design’ cases.””
During hearings on the posture of military airhft in November 1975, Brig Gen .
Jasper A. Welch, Air Force assistant chief of staff for studies and analysis, recalled
that the thrust of mobility planning was still focused on Europe, Welch said:

While our mobility forces give us the ability to project combat forces any place in the
world, we naturally concentrate on priorifies ' Western Europe—where the ground
forces of the United States and the Soviet Umion are in the most approximate
confrontation.”s

With the strategic airlift force current in 1975, Welch computed that 14 days would
be needed to move the 70,000 tons mcident to one infantry division to Europe. With
enhancements to airlift being requested and, Welch said,
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with an imtegrated scalaft, airhift approach, we expect i the 30-day peried to be able to
delver essentially all of the Active Army Forces and their closely associated and
affiliated Resexve umtsj,_}:»tus all of the Air Force equipment and vnuts which we plan for
deployment to NATO

Gen David Jones said;

Today we have a capability to move about 180,600 tons to Europe m a month with our
aurlift That 15 a2bout half of what we belteve 15 necessary to get the fighting element
over We are not trying fo get a capability to deploy everything by air The total
requirement m a Buropean conflict for mitial movement and mitial supples 1s over 3
mullion tons Sowhat we try to dois to get a capability for about 370,000 tons by arr, and
the remamder by sea in that time period 78

Plans for the NATO airlift were coordinated with the European allies. In response
to US queries, the allies stated in November 1973 that they had sufficient airlift to
support their individual needs. In January 1975 US representatives held briefings

. and discussions with senior political and military representatives of NATO on
strategic airlift, NATO officials agreed to press on with improving the reception
capability of NATO airports and hoped to use NATO civil aircraft to speed US
troops and equipment from the airports where they landed to the battle areas
where they would be needed as fighting umts,”

At a meeting of NATO heads of government in May 1978, President Carter
reaffirmed that “the US is prepared to use all forces necessary for the defense of
the NATO area.” In fulfillment of this policy, Secretary of Defense Harold Brown
announced a plan to speed reinforcements to Europe, this entailing a capability to
triple US combat planes in the theater to 1,900 within a week and to increase US
troop strength from 200,000 to 350,000 within two weeks. A key part of the plan
would be to match up Army battalions with supplies and equipment in
prepositioned overseas materiel configured to unit sets (POMCUS) storage in
Europe. Brown said that the NATO-Warsaw Pact confrontation was “by far the
most demanding contingency we consider[ed} in our planning” but that there were
other areas in the world “such as the Middle East, the Persian Gulf, or Korea”

. warranting consideration mn mobility planning, “Although we do not plan the
capability for simultaneous all-out deployment to one of these locations and to
Europe, our planning must account for the possibility that war in any one of them
could lead to war in Europe ” The two key areas in which mobility forces would
have to be improved would include an ability to deploy additional US ground and
air forces to Europe rapidly and an ability to deploy and support forces in limited
contingencies without reliance on intermediate bases or overflight rights & In
October 1978 the United States conducted a first full-scale simulated
computerized mobilization exercise in manyyears. Called Nifty Nugget, this 21-day
marathon mvolved 24 military commands and 30 civilian agencies and examined
the planned remforcement of US combat units in Europe. The exercise was said
to have demonstrated that after many years of talk, the United States was not
prepared for a mobility reinforcement of NATO. There was no central mechanism
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for implementation and coordination of complex mobilization and deployments
and of the activities of the Military Airlift Command, the Military Sealift
Command, and the Military Traffic Management Command. The airlift part of the
exercise suffered from a lack of coordination; moreover, plans called for many
more aircraft than could be made available, particularly when contingency plans
for more than one area had to be implemented simultaneously 3!

Before 1979 the major concern of US defense mobility planning was a rapid
reinforcement of NATO, but regional developments during 1979 broadened the
spectrum of mobility requirements, The danger of the marked Soviet buildup of
power against NATO continued to grow, but the collapse of a friendly government
in Iran in January 1979 led to a chaotic revolution headed by the Ayatcllah
Khomeini and the seizure of US hostages in the Amezican embassy in November
1979.In September 1979 it was revealed that a Soviet combat brigade was stationed
in Cuba, and in December 1979 Soviet military forces initially invaded Afghanistan,
In 1979 the United States also began to know “with considerable confidence” that
in the 1970s the North Koreans bad been engaging in a major military buildup that .
was not geared to defensive considerations, The full geopolitical importance of the
Middle East was impressed upon the US government when President Carter in his
State of the Union message in January 1980 stated: “Any attempt by any outside
force to gain control over the Persian Guif region will be regarded as an assault on
the vital interests of the United States and such an assault will be repelled by any
means necessary, including military force.”$2 Robert W. Komer, under secretary
of defense for policy, had been designated to head a DOD mobilization
deployment steering group in the wake of Nifty Nugget. With the emerging power
vacuum in the Persian Gulf, Komer pointed out that the United States was
confronted with a three-front problem, instead of a two-front, or one-and-one-half
front problem.

In addition to our wvital interest in Europe, our vital interest in Northeast Asta, we now
have the problem of what to do to deter or defend Persian Gulf o, parhicularly if the
Soviets decided to take advantage of the enormous strategic gamns they could achieve
by meddling around 1n that particularly vulnerable area &

Komer’s studies suggested that “we onght to try to finesse one of the three fronts .
since we couldn’t possibly handle three fronts simultaneously.”8*
In January 1979 Secretary Harold Brown’s presentation of US mobility forces
for the reinforcement of Europe banked heavily on programming to preposition
military equipment in the NATO countries. A year later, Brown's solution for
NATO reinforcement still hinged on prepositioning. He said:

The Rapid Remforcement Program will produce at M+14 a total of US ground
firepower greater than 15 1n the entire German Army and twice the number of air
squadrons that are m the Luftwaffe” .. The timely provision of this massive
remforcement depends in the first mnstance on our ability to prepesition unit sets of
equipment 1n Burope, fly troops over to them by passenger mrcraft, and deploy our
fighter squadrons to protected and well-stocked allied bases 8
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Although prepositioning had advantages, it was not an entirely satisfactory solution
to mobility shortfalls, even in Europe. Some items, such as helicopters and air
defense systems with heavy use of electronics, were not suitable candidates for
prepositioning. Moreover, no one knew how a crisis would develop. The United
States might well want to shift forces to some place other than Europe’s Central
Front. No one knew where contingencies outside the NATO area might occur,
Brown stated:

It 15 possible that we would not get help from our NATO allies; there probably will be
little or no prepositioned equipment and supplies, and, at least in some cases, wewould
be less willing to divert crvil ships and aircraft from thewr normal busmess Finally,
operational problems will be greater, In particular, we may be operating over longer
distances wath few Or no intermediate bases, and reception facilities may be limited
Impzoving our capabibties in such circumstances 15 an mmportant objectve of our
program In particular, we want to have the capabiiity to deploy qurckly (and support)
at least a small foree to distant locations without reliance on foreign bases or overflight

@ e

The emerging power vacuum in Southwest Asia demonstrated that US defense
interests were no longer regional but had become global. Gen David Jones, the
JCS chairman, expressed the Joint Chiefs’ views:

In the 1950s, 19605 and evenn the 1970s, although with greater risk, we could afford to
deal with 1ssues on a regonal basis In the 19505, 1 Korea we could literally decimate
our military capabihiies in much of the rest of the world and get by wath it In the 1960s,
we could fight a war in Vietnam and rob Peter to pay Paul and get by with it Now we
need to address events on a global basis, and when we look at the greatest
danger—-several events occurning simultanecusly —we have what the JCS have stated
fora long tume —a strategy/force mismatch, the mability to protect all our mterests with
the forces we have available We also have a geographic asymmetry, in that we have vital
nterests close to the Soviet Union and far from us while they have no truly wital interests

far from them and close to us, So they have a geographic advantage, particularly i
Southwest Asta ®

According to Ambassador Komer, who said that he had “interfaced” with the Joint
. Chiefs and Joint Staff “very actively” to work out a Persian Gulf policy, the Joint

Chiefs in 1980 were “terribly concerned that any major US-USSR regional clash

anywhere in the world might quickly escalate to global war.” Komer continued:

And the JCS have been fascinated by what 1s called horzontal escalation —that if we
are attacked someplace where we are vulnerable, Iet us say the Persian Gulf, instead of
trying to contest the enemy where we are weakest and he 15 strongest, we should, 1n
effect escalate by attacking lim someplace else where we are strongerand heisweaker ®

Maxwell Taylor was often well informed on defense policy. In an interview in June
1950, he was emphatic that the Middle.East was the wrong place to have a military
confrontation with the Soviet Union since the United States no longer had the
means to sustamn military operations of any significant size on the periphery of the
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Soviet Union. In the Middle East, however, it was important for the United States
to sustain sufficient force to present the Soviets with a present risk of escalation.3?

In part because of the identification of serious deficiencies in the ability of the
United States to deploy combat forces to NATQ that became apparent in Nifty
Nugget and in part because of uncertainty over how to deal with other potential
contingency areas, the Department of Defense military appropriations request for
fiscal year 1981 asked for funds for a new airlift modernization program. In
restructuring mobility objectives, the Air Force required funding for a new C-X
airlift aircraft that would both project into a theater and meet intratheater airlift
requirements, In the spring 1980 Department of Defense appropriations hearings,
the House Armed Services Committee rejected development money for the C-X,
questioning the pertinency of a new airlift plane that could carry only one XM-1
tank. The Senate had a better opinion of the C-X, but both the House and the
Senate wanfed the Department of Defense to give more attention to mobility
planning. As enacted on 8 September 1980, the Department of Defense
Authorization Act of 1981 required the secretary of defense to conduct an analysis .
of the mix of aircraft, sealift, and prepositioning required for the United States to
respond to military contingencies in the Indian Ocean area and other areas of
potential conflict during the 1980s. It also provided that no funds could be obligated
or expended for a full-scale engineering development or procurement of the C-X
or any other new transport aircraft until the secretary of defense certified in writing
to Congress that US national security required the C-X; that the military cargo to
be airlifted to the Indian Ocean was sufficiently well defined as to identify a
deficiency of mulitary airlift; that the military cargo was sufficiently well defined to
provide justification and design for a new airlift aircraft; and that plans for a new
airhft aircraft were sufficiently advanced as to make full-scale engineering
development both economically and technically feasible.”

New Perspectives on Airlift Aircraft

In the first few years of the 1970s the volume capacity of Military Airlift
Command’s channel and special assignment airlift declined sharply with the .
reduction in support for Southeast Asia In fiscal year 1975, it was only about 30
percent of the 7-12 billion ton-mules of fiscal year 1968, the peak year of Southzast
Asian activity. These figures pointed to a major airlift problem: in wartime there
was a much larger requirement for airlift than could be used in peacetime. In
peacetime, moreover, the Department of Defense divided its limited passenger
and cargo business between aircraft of the Military Airlift Command and the Civil
Reserve Air Flect. MAC's peacetime flying hours were necessary to maintain a
crew proficiency suitable for a desired surge for emergencies, and MAC was
customarilyunder congressional pressure to find a productive use for MAC’s flying
hours in peacetime, at the same time providing an incentive necessary for CRAF’s
commercial carriers to acquire significant numbers of wide-bodied jet cargo/
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convertible aircraft for nse in military augmentation. In the post-Vietnam years
each of many mobility studies undertaken showed that there was an impending
shortfallin bothintertheater and intratheater airlift, particularly for “outsized” and
“oversize” cargo. Outsized cargo was the air cargo that exceeded the loading
capacity of C-130/C-141 aircraft and required use of C-5 aircraft. Typical outsized
cargo items included the Army’s M60 tank, 155-mm howitzer, and CH-53
helicopter. Oversize cargo required the loading capabilities of a C-130/C-141
aircraft and could not be carried in commercial aircraft without modification,
Typical examples of oversize items were the UH-1B helicopter, standard Army
6-ton truck, and a 6,000-pound forklift. In 1975 the Air Force considered in regard
to airlift capabilities:

The greatest need 15 for capacity i long-range awcraft to move vehicles (particularly

the smaller personnel carners and trucks) which we call oversize cargo Secondly, we

could use a somewhat greater capacity for the outsize tanks, guns, and recovery and

repar vehicles which only the C-5 can anrlift today We have ample passenger and bulk
. cargo capacity 1n the arreraft of the Crvii Reserve Air Fleet 9

In hearings on the posture of military airlift in November 1975, the Air Force’s
arrhft enhancement initiatives sought means less costly than procuring new
transports for strategic arrlift. The options included increased utilization rates for
the C-5 and the C-141 aircraft; aerial refueling of the C-5 and the C-141 through
new engines for KC-135s and obtaining a new fleet of advanced cargo/transport
aircraft; stretching the cargo capacity of C-141s, using tactical C-130s to augment
the strategic airlift force with eventual replacement of C-130s by more versatile
advanced medium-short-takeoff-and-landing transport (AMST); and by
motwvating CRAF carriers to obtain and operate oversize-capable wide-bodied jets
in their commercial inventories. In 1975 MACintended to move military passenger
traffic primarily by contract with CRAF airlines, Since the level of military cargo
requirements was below that which could be handled by MAC in programed
training, MAC expected to use its cargo capacity generated as a by-product of
training before contracting with the airhmes for substantial peacetime cargo

service,

. In any prospective military airlift augmentation, General Carlton said in
November 1975, CRAF was “a great national mobility asset. It has done yeoman
service for us down through the years. It is the cheapest way to do the job, if the
vehicle available will meet your requirements.”™ As the MAC commander,
Carlton considered that he was responsible for any necessary mobilization of both
the military and civilian airlift fleets. The military flect had an adequate number of
big C-5s and C-141s but an absolute minimum number of crews and supplies to
make their flying hours go up to the 12 hours per day that would be desirable. The
cvl fleet bad lots of crews and supplies and was operating aircraft from 8 to 10
hours every day, but the commercial passenger planes were unsuited to military
cargo lift. In the carly 1970s the Air Force had hoped that commercial cargo
demands would result m the CRAF carriers buying wide-bodied cargo jets that
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would be available for government service. But the demand for commercial
carriers capable of handling oversize cargo did not materialize. Beginning in (974
the Air Force sought appropriations to compensate commercial carriers for
modifying aircraft for freighter use; while the carriers were reported to be
interested in this enhanced CRATF program, Congress rejected it in fiscal years
1975 and 1976°* When the enhanced civil cargo fleet did not materialize, the Air
Force launched a new idea in fiscal year 1980 and submitted it to Congress in early
1979. This time, Gen Lew Allen proposed to subsidize the cost of cargo
modifications when the aircraft were being constructed. Allen strongly urged that
the enbanced CRAF would be “many, many times cheaper” than any other way of
providing expanded strategic airlift, but in March 1981 he ruefully stated that the
enhanced CRAF program had been, for reasons unknown to him, unable to work
up much support. The airlines had been unwilling to buy any wide-bodied,
cargo-capable aircraft. “It has been a source of enormous frustration that we have
not, among us all, found the key to moving ahead with [the enhanced CRAF],” he
said.”> In May 1982, Allen remarked that the people who went to war in the future .
were going to go on commercial CRAF airliners but that there was still no
arrangement whereby the airlines would convert their passenger airplanes quickly
to cargo-capable airplanes, which meant strengthening floors, putting in larger
doors, and doing other things that increased weight and operating costs in a
commercial employment.

A vital factor in airlift avgmentation was to realize the full potential of existing
resources. At the time that the C-141A production was on the line, it was evident
already that the new plane had enough power to lift more cargo than the cubic
content of its short fuselage could accommodate. The plane had been kept short
to facilitate its operation from advanced shorter airfields. These facts were fully
disclosed in congressional hearings in 1965, when it had been declared feasible to
stretch the C-141s still in production by inserting plugs in their fuselages; at this
time, the Air Force with Secretary McNamara’s sapport would not accept the
proposal since it asserfed that C-141 production might be delayed for a year, the
time required to make and test the changed version. The Air Force had hoped that
commercial aviation would buy a civil cargo version of the C-141A, but airline .
companies would not accept a plane that would not be able to carry maximum cube
ordinary cargo using the power that was available.”” Based on its performance in
operation, the C-141A “cubed out” before reaching ifs full weight carrying
capability: the size or bulk of most cargo that could be airlifted in the C-141A
exhausted the usable cargo volume before the aircraft reached its maximum
allowable load. The lift in the Arab-Israeli conflict of 1973 clearly showed that the
C-141A fleet was volume constrained. In fiscal year 1975 Congress authorized a
technical feasibility prototype modification, adding 23 feet to the length of a C-141
fuselage, and also adding an aerial-refueling capability, The resultant C-141B had
13 pallef positions, 3 more than the C-141A. The modification program was
completed in mid-1982, and of it Gen Robert E. Huyser, CINCMAC, said: “Cther
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than CRAF the C-141 stretch pro%ram is the most cost effective airlift
enhancement progratm in being today.””8

Strictly speaking, the C-5A wing modification was not an enhancement to airlift,
but it was essential to the preservation of the plane’s strategic outsized-delivery
capability. The life of 2 C-5A was projected to be 8,000 hours without wing
modification, a severe reduction to a design goal of 30,000 hours. Even with
reduced peacetime flying, the service life of the C-5A would run out in the
mid-1980s. The unmodified wing was not hazardous in flight but certain restrictions
were nevertheless practiced. The theoretical 200-foot terrain-following
employment was abandoned, since at such altitude the rough air buffeted the
vilnerable wing. The high-flotation landing gear was not used for any landings in
plowed fields according to original design, since the rougher any landing, the worse
the condition of a wing. The greatest strain was on what MAC called the “GAG
cycle—the ground-air-ground cycle,” so the rough field-landing capability was not
used.*® In December 1975, the Air Force began to design a modification to the
C-5A wings that, in the end, involved a major rework of wing beams as well as
surfaces. Replacement of the C-5A with a comparable field-landing capability,
however, would have cost three times as much as the proposed modification, The
modification program was finally set up whereby the wings would be modified as
each C-5A went through scheduled inspection and repair as necessary (IRAN).
The first production aircraft entered the Lockheed-Georgia facility in January
1982, and all 77 surviving C-5A aircraft were scheduled to have been modified by
the end of fiscal year 1987190 Whereas 1t had originally been thought that the C-5A
would be compatible with a small, austere forward airfield environment, this did
1ot prove practicable even for a modified-wing aircraft. C-5 tests on unprepared
surfaces at Harper Dry Lake and on matting at Dyess AFB were terminated
because of runway and aircraft damage, Air Force Secretary Hans Mark wrote:

The results of these tests plus the operational expenence we have gamed over the past
12 years have shown that the C-5 15 not compatible with the small, austere arfield
environment because of the arcraft size and operating characteristics I know that
oniginally we thought C-5s should be able to do that but we were wrong. 11

The Air Force had bought KC-135 aerial-refueling aircraft to support Strategic
Air Command’s long-range bomber missions, and these planes had successfully
extended the range of tactical aircraft in Southeast Asia, During the Israeli airlift
in 1973, aerial refueling of C-141s and C-55 could have greatly benefited the hauling
of cargo and also reduced congestion in the Azores and time-on-ground refueling
at Lod airfield in Israel. It was obvious that aerial refueling of transport aircraft
would speed a NATC deployment and preserve NATO fuel reserves, since the
transports would not need to refuel at offload points. Whereas a reskinned and
reengined KC-135 would continue to be effective in refueling bombers, experience
showed that a wide-bodied transport/refueler would be needed to satisfy the fuel
needs of C-5s and C-141s. In 1973 the Israelis flew a Boeing 747 with about 140,000
pounds of cargo nonstop from the United States to Israel, and Gen David Jones
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notes that that cargo capability could have translated into fuel to take fighters or
transports directly into the Middle East. General Jones pointed out, “Operating
from the US territory, either from the United States heading east or Guam heading
west or southwest, we can refuel fighters, and we can take fighters en route to any,
virtually any base in the world without support,”1%? Air Force Secretary Thomas
C. Reed added: “It is the concern about the unreliability of overseas bases that
principally drives the Advanced Tanker Cargo Aircraft [ATCA}].”Y% In an early
estimate, the Air Force specified that about 65 of the ATCA would be appropriate
for a European reinforcement scenario. By taking advantage of available
commercial wide-bodied aircraft, the Air Force could have the new tanker/cargo
plane with very little development effort. The mid-1975 lull in commercial aircraft
purchases, moreover, provided a very competitive atmosphere for buying military
transport aircraft off the shelf. In bidding for ATCA, McDonnell Douglas offered
the Douglas DC-10 and Boeing offered the Boeing 747, both of which met the
tanker/cargo criteria. In December 1977, the Air Force’s source selection
considered the DC-10 had more cost advantages and accepted it for purchase as .
a KC-10. As a notional number, the Air Force asked for 41 KC-10s, and Lt Gen
Thomas P. Stafford recorded his surprise when the Ford administration upped
the number to 92 aircraft. When President Carter took office the number first went
to zero, but Secretary Harold Brown on reclama aceepted a small program with
20 KC-10s. Before going further Brown wanted a better understanding about the
feasibility of new engines for 615 KC-135s held by the Air Force. Although KC-10
planes could transport both fuel and cargo simultaneously, the refueling task was
the major activity, and the planes were assigned to the Strategic Air Command as
the single manager of a common user force. The refueling mission would be most
usual. In 1982, the first eight KC-10s were in service at Barksdale AFB, and the
Air Force program had settled on a 60-aircraft buy, each at a given price with
discounts in the latter purchase years. In an interesting logistical support
arrangement, the Air Force also bought into the billion-dollar pool of spare parts
for the DC-10 existing worldwide and underwritten by the owners and operators
of these planes.1®
At the same time that Project Forecast recommended the CX-Heavy Logistics .

Support Aircraft that became the C-5, it also recommended a vertical short takeoff
and landing (VSTOL) aircraft. By 1970, however, the Tactical Air Command could
see no early availability for technology to admit a VSTOL plane. Moreover, the
Army’s inventory of thousands of helicopters had reduced the operational
requirement for a frontline Air Force airlift vehicle. “We take a realistic view and
admit,” said an Air Force briefer i Janunary 1970, “that the C-130 and its
replacement should be operated more rearward to avoid heavy enemy fire, and
that aircraft of lesser cost must handle the far-forward requirement.”105 At this
time, the House Military Airlift Subcommittee accepted the TAC
recommendations that while VSTOL was currently impractical there was
nevertheless “an urgent requirement to develop a STOL aircraft with greater
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payload and operational capability than the existing C-130.” The subcommittee
added that this should have the “highest priority” in the Air Force budget for fiscal
year 197210 In response to Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard’s case for
increased use of prototyping to cut weapons development costs, the Air Force
Systems Command did a prototyping study in 1971 for an advanced medium STOL
transport (AMST), and in January 1972 requests for proposals were released
calling for bidders to proposc a technology demonstrator according to desired
tactical airlift parameters. In January 1973 Boeing and McDonnell Douglas were
given contracts to build and test two prototypes each. From the start of the AMST
undertaking, the Air Force had trouble getting funds to keep the prototype
development going—so much trouble in fact that the companies involved put
sigmficant amounts of their own money into the effort in the expectation that they
would produce a plane that would have a substantial civil usage, Using a “sort of
cut and paste” approach— a cockpit of a DC-10 and the landing gear of a C-141—
McDonnell Douglas got its YC-15 on a first flight well ahead of schedule in August
1575, and Boeing’s more sophisticated YC-14 flew a year later. The US Army was
actively supportive of the AMST, and the Combined Arms Combat Developments
Activity at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, concluded in August 1977 that a
tank-carrying AMST offered the Army the “most flexible and efficient tactical
airlift system.” MAC also was a strong supporter of the AMST, considering it
responsive to all intratheater airlift needs as well as to the mobﬂigg and flexibility
of forces engaged at or near the forward edge of the battle area.!

The flight-test program of the YC-14 and the YC-15 was completed in August
19717, and the Air Force wished to proceed to source selection of one or the other
planes in anticipation of a contract award in April 1978. But the program continued
to be in financial trouble' the AMST had started off with a projected average
flyaway cost of $5 million per aircraft; with inflation the cost had grown to about
$10 million; and by 1982 with continuing inflation it could be as high as a $20 million
airplane, In December 1977, Secretary of Defense Harold Brown directed that the
AMST be dropped from President Carter’s fiscal year 1979 defense budget
request. Brown estimated that the AMST program would cost $9 billion in
procurement money. Brown explained:

Wedecided that because we really had no confidence thatwe would spend the $9 billion
of procurement money that would be needed to procure a flect of those, that we would
cancel the program Now it may be that the contractors will still go ahead and develop
something for a commercial use and we would then be willing to consder that But our
uncertamty about the justifiabilsty of the procurement requirement caused us to
conclude 1t was not farr to lead the contractors on further.2®

A little later, Brown would add that the cancellation of the intratheater airlift
AMST was based on an assumption that in a most likely European conflict a
sophisticated transportation network would compete favorably with the “speed
andresponsiveness of tactical airlift.” At the same time that he dropped the AMST,
Brown directed the Air Force to work with the other services, particularly the
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Army, on a study of the entire intratheater mobility problem. The study also would
include all airlift and resupply-type operations and every conceivable way of doing
the job, such as additional POMCUS, additional prepositioned supplies within the
European theater, more use of strategic airlift, even CRAF, and moving tanks on
tank carriers instead of by air. With zero money in the fiscal year 1979 budget, Gen
David Jones saw very little prospect of resurrecting the AMST, but he added: “We
have not foreclosed some day in the future having a widebody tactical airlift.”1%
In 1979, with Gen Lew Allen as Air Force chief of staff, the Air Force still insisted
that it was essential to produce anewwide-bodytactical airlift aircraft tokeep pace
with Army requirements, batit felt unable to consider adding the beginning of such
in its fiscal year 1980 budget requests because of other higher priority claims on
prospective appropriations. The Military Airlift Command agreed with the Air
Force’s view, In January 1981 Gen Robert E. Huyser, CINCMAC, said:

1 have said before Congress that if we had all the money in the wosld and I was not

phiysically constrained on how much I could spend on auhft . . . I would pick a larger .
AMST than was tested, and I would pick a modern updated C-5 type awrcraft—two

airplanes o

The tactical airlift modernmization study, ordered by Secretary Brown, showed
that the AMST was the most cost-effective method of meeting intratheater airlift
needs as stated by the using services, but it also admitted that the AMST had not
been fullyjustified in terms of alternate intratheater transportation means. An odd
thing nevertheless happened to the AMST before the project died. In 1978
Secretary Brown directed the Air Force to look at the AMST for an airmobile
employment of MX intercontinental missiles, As already seen, this concept was
discarded, but not before a good look was given to the McDonnell Douglas YC-15,
particularly its propulsive lift technology. The potential was there to build a larger
plane that would have a long-range deployment capability without compromising
the excellent tactical performance demonstrated in the AMST prototypes.''! As
it happened, the growing chaos in the Persian Gulf and the Soviet invasicn of
Afghanistan late in 1979 focused Department of Defense and Air Force priorities
back on intertheater airlift, Intratheater airlift, remarked Gen Lew Allen, was still .
important, but the first priority problem was intertheater airlift. In October 1979
the Air Force laid a purely intratheater AMST to rest with a decision to pursue a
C-X, an aircraft larger than the C-141, smaller than the C-5A, and capable of both
strategic and tactical missions. Since the C-X was in part derivative from AMST,
there were those who said the Air Force abandoned the AMST to make roor for
the C-X. This was rebutted by Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Research
and Engineering Dale W. Church who 1n June 1980 pointed out that the AMST
program “was on the rocks and about to go before the idea of a C-X was even
created ¥112
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Organizing for Strategic Mobility

When the US Strike Command (STRICOM) was established with headquarters
at MacDill AFB, Florida, on 19 September 1961, it was intended to provide an
integrated, mobile, highly combat-ready force to augment existing unified
commands or to serve as a primary force in the Middle East or Africa.
CINCSTRIKE also was designated as CINC Middle East, Africa, and South Asia
(CINCMEAFSA). A small US Navy component —the Middle East Force —was
deployed in the Persian Gulf-Indian Ocean area. There were two joint task forces:
JTF-7, commanded by an Air Force major general, centered on the Middle East
and Sonth Asia and JTF-11, commanded by an Army major general centered in
Africa. On 1 January 1972 Strike Command was reorganized as the US Readiness
Command (REDCOM). The new REDCOM was a unified command with a
primary mission of providing a general reserve of combat forces to reinforce other

‘ unified or specified commands. REDCOM lost geographical responsibilities
outside the United States and the US Navy and Marine component units. Iis
command comprised the US Army Forces Command and the US Air Force
Tactical Air Command and was responsible for exercising these forces for joint
operations,'?

Each year in the late 1960s, REDCOM conducted four Army-Air Force joint
readiness exercises, and a concept of arapid deployment of forces to Europe began
to emerge when it appeared that POMCUS equipment in NATO could not be a
total solution to expeditions reinforcement. This occurred because the Army conld
not store equipment for all units in Europe and suddenly found it had nothing to
go anywhere else. According to Gea Volney F, Warner, CINCREDCOM, a
concept of a rapid deployment Army force began shaping up around the 18th
Airborne Corps (82d and 101st Airborne Divisions), which would not position
materiel equipment in Europe. Nifty Nugget revealed that there was a great lack
of coordination for emergency movements: MAC airlift was 20 percent
underutilized; many of the deploying units were counting on the same airlift or

. sealift; in one scenario commanders wanted to make a major change in the flow of
units overseas but the MAC computer system would not accommodate the change;
in another scenario units arrived at a port and the ship for them was not there.
Because of these identifications of defective organization, the Jomt Chiefs of Staff
following Nifty Nugget established the Joint Deployment Agency as their
transportation management extension at MacDill AFB; assigned CINCRED the
additional mission as director of the Joint Deployment Agency; and charged the

d agency with pulling together the lift of the Military Traffic Management Command,

’ Military Airlift Command, and Military Sealift Command in conjunction with

1 supported forces to ensure that overseas CINCs could receive reinforcements in

desired sequences and in the time required. 14
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Although REDCOM was moving toward a conception of more rapid
deployment, General Warner thought the command was just “bumping along”
until the Middle East situation became a catalyst for vigor. As Soviet military sales
of T62 and T72 tanks in the Middle East increased arms there by 400 percent,
Warner saw a marked change in world affairs. He said, “The day that the 82d could
charge off and cope with that problem on its own is probably over. The day that
the Marines could doit on their own is over. The time for anointing a single service
as the Rapid Deployment Force is over.”115 After the fall of the shah of Iran and
the identification of a Soviet combat brigade in Cuba, Secretary Harold Brown
directed in Qctober 1979 the establishment of a joint task force. In March 1980 he
established Headquarters, Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF), as a
subordinate of the US Readiness Command to conduct planning and training for
Southwest Asia. In August 1980 he directed RDJTF to focus exclusively on
Southwest Asian contingencies.*6 Units from all services were earmarked for
inclusion in the RDJTF, under the command of Marine Lt Gen Paul X, Kelley,
thus conceptualizing a combination of the formerly divided RDFs, one a Marine .
force moved by the Navy and the second an Army force deployed by the Air
Force 117
Since rapid response was the key to successful employment of a US rapid
deployment force in most scenarios, Secretary Brown posited “that we must kave
more airlift, complemented by fast sealift, to meet the global challenges to our
national interests.” 18 In the winter of 1979-80, however, Brown did not agree that
the additional airlift would need to be a new C-X: it could be an existing aircraft {
like the C-5 or a suitable modification of a plane like the Boeing 747. Since it would
require a lot longer to take the AMST design and build a big airplane around it,
he really leared toward a C-5 or B-747 but he had promised the Air Force there
would be at least paper competition between the two alternatives.® Ongoing
airlift studies made it evident that there was a very real shortage of intertheater
airlift for new Army weapons, which were projected to be larger than ever before.
Although a C-X would be able to operate from short airfields, Secretary Brown
doubted that it would be used for intratheater airlift very much, except perhaps
after initial deployments had been made. Brown also pointed out that lengths of .
combat area airfields might not be as important as runway widths, which affect the
ability of a transport to taxi and offload quickly.12? !
In planning for a C-X the Air Force rationalized that 85 percent of all transport
aircraft were designed and built in the United States and that commercial
industries were best qualified to design a military airlift plane. General Huyser,
CINCMAC, considered this a wise decision, and he also wanted to take advantage

of the new technology that was developed by Boeing and McDonnell Douglas in 1
their AMST programs. Secretary Brown continued to insist that the Air Force must
keep the option open to accept some modification of an existing aircraft. Even 1

though the Air Force’s specifications for the airlift plane it wanted numbered 2,400
pages, Brown said that if cost and schedule savings were enough a decision would
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follow that some of the requirements could go unmet, To both senators and
congressmen, kowever, it appeared that the Air Force had not made an adequate
case for a C-X, especiallyin the aftermath of the many problems that had occurred
with the C-5. The Research and Development Subcommittee of the House
Committec on Armed Services strongly favored strategic mobility but
recommended the deletion of C-X funding since the C-X did nothing to address
near-term lift deficiencies. In the Senate Armed Services Committee, there was
objection that the 2,400 pages of specifications indicated that the Air Force did
not know what 1t wanted, or else the Air Force was attempting to get anew airplane
without looking at the option of using a modified plane,*** As already noted, the
Department of Defense Authorization Act of 1981, enacted on 8 September 1980,
required the secretary of defense to submit a comprebensive report on US military
mobility requirements to Congress and stipulated that no funds for a C-X would
be forthcoming until the secretary of defense certified its necessity for national
security.

The clarification and formalization of US strategic mobility requiretnents really
started in mid-1980 during the congressional hearings and was anchored in the
congressionally mandated mobihty study (CMMS) of April 1981, In June 1980 Sen
John Stennis, chairman of the Armed Services Committee, requested Secretary
Brown’s testimonial assurance on the need for the C-X and on mobility as it
concerned the Persian Gulf. Stennis wrote Brown:

The Comnuttee needs to know whether or not a rigorous plan has been developed to
allow our forces to be properly supported if they are called on to deploy to the Persian
Gulf regron Dowe yet know how best to spread the logistics load among airlift, sealift
and prepositioning —gwven the special requizements 1n that part of the worid?™>

On 5 June 1980 Secretary Brown revealed to the Semate Armed Services
Committee that the United States was developing an option to reduce deployment
tine mto the Persian Gulf area by prepositioning combat materiel in a force afloat
at an Indian Ocean anchorage, probably at Diego Garaa. In presenting the C-X,
Brown addressed the overall strategic mobulity picture.

Analysis of scenarios for NATOQ, the Persian Guif, and Korea show that prepostitoning
and seahft are vexry important, both for follow on force buldup and sustaining support
We cannot afford to preposition combat equipment everywhere and although shippmg
15 the least expensive way to satisfy the heavy requirement 1n a protracted conflict, sealsft
1s slow; 1t 15 measured in weeks rather than days We can ponto more detai] . later
on, but the key 15 gettng there very quickly. This may be the determunng factor and
aithft has that advantage

‘Whao 1s there first may be more important in deterning a conflict than who can get there
with the most forces over a longer time So, to meet time and transportation
requirements, and to prevent the expensive loss of terntory in the first few days of
conflict, we must rely on airhift Its key mission 1s to project and sustain combat forces
until other means of transportation can follow on, but thers are many threat situations
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where airhift 15 the only means to prowide a rapid response either as a result of
geographical location of the threat area or the speed with which the threat develops.

Our organic anhift assets are the C-5A and the C-141. In time of war and national
emergency, these assets would be augmented by the Civil Resexve Awr Fleet. Our airhfe
must be adequate to meet requirements of a NATO-Warsaw Pact confitet in Burope
smmultanecusly with a lesser non-NATO contingency.

Recent events have underscored our need for flexible, early, and rapid remforcement
As we modernize Army and Matine Cotps equipment to meet the continued Soviet
budldingof conventronat forces, even though we plan to mimiaturize some of 1t to provide
flexibility which comes wath heavy equipment, our auchft requirements will exceed our
capability, especially the capabilify to transport outsized cargo.

We need about [deleted] the organic awhit capability that we now have if we are to

respond simultancously 1n Europe and elsewhere

Let me talk about the aircraft characteristics and this wall be my final pont. I believe

the following are desirable for needed improvement of our auhift force .
Ouz studics have shown our current shortfall for mtertheater airhift of outsized and

nonoutsized carpo For intratheater airhift the situation 15 not as obvious i terms of

shortages 1n overall capacity, but our current fleet of intratheater airhft, the €130, 1s

aging and 1t can’t carry outsized equipment. In fact, by 1986 these airhft shortapes,

particularly mtertheater anlift, will be such that the major portion of Army firepower

equipment cannot fit 1n anything except the C-5 The C-5 wing modification will kesp

the capability and it is very valuable in the present inventoty, but it won't reduce our
shortfalls

Completing all our atrcraft modification programs to enhance the present force will still
leave our capability sigmificantly short of mobility requirements

There 15 o quick solution to the outsize ift requirement Even a C-5 dervative would
take several years.

We have twobroad alternatives to remedy this shortfall by providing additional outsized
cargo cartying capability: one 15 to buy an aircraft of new design; the other 15 to buy an
existing or modified version of existing aireraft, with the C-5, and the Boemg 747, as
examples .

A new design would have the advantage of better adaptability to operation in and out
of small, austere fields. That would mcrease the number of arr bases open to us and
reduce crowding on larger ones A fallout of this capability, which Y don’t put very heavy
weight on, 15 that it would improve our miratheater capabihify. On the other hand,
modifying an existing design would produce a somewhat eatlier operational capability
with correspondingly lower development costs and risk, It would also reduce
dependence on en route bases for this particular portion of our air deployment
requrrements.

The balance between these two forees, 1in my judgment, depends on details of overall
cost and capability which we won’t have untit we have firm evaluated contractor
proposals after the first year of the program Sowe have not made the choice between
these alternatives, nor should we at this stage Instead, we are asking for detailed
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proposals from ndustry for both alternatives and will make the choice after we receve
and evaluate them, at which tme we will have a much better handle on system cost and
capabilities Int the intenm, we will continue the operational evaluation of the C-5’s
ability to operate from small, austers air bases.

To summarize, we have a criticai need forntertheater airhift of outsized cargo Weneed
to get started by requesting bids on alternatve designs for C-X tins year. What Iond of
aireraft 1o exact terms we will decide aftera thorough review of the cost, schedule, and
performance data generated by the contractors and firm proposals in response {0 our
request for proposals »

During House hearings, Gen Volney F. Warner, CINCREDCOM, supported the
C-X as a Middle East necessity because it would operate into 70 percent of the
avarlable airfields whereas the C-141B could operate into only 43 percent of them.
Tomeet the requirements of airlift users, Warner said that the C-X must be capable
of deploying outsized loads directly into an area of operations, be air refuelable,
be capable of performing intertheater airlift when required, and have night and
weather capabilities to permit airdrop and air landings into austere areas under
adverse conditions. The airdrop capability needed to be an integral part of the
aircraft design.'?

The congressionally mandated mobuity study was forwarded to Congress by
Secretary of Defense Weinberger on 30 April 198L. The study was done by OSD
and the JCS with support from the Air Force and the other services. It analyzed
four scenarios and concluded that the United States was short of all forms of
mobility: airlift, sealift, and prepositioning. With specific regard to airlift, the
congressionally mandated mobility study recommended that on a baseline of 1986
the United States should set as a minimum goal the possession of a combined
intertheater airlift capacity of 66 million ton-miles per day over intertheater
distances. The study recommended an increase of 25 mullion airlift ton-miles per
day, of which at least 10 milhon should be of outsize airlift capacity.t?

On November 1980 Deputy Secretary of Defense W. Graham Clayton approved
a C-X mission element need statement with an added promise that the secretary
of defense would have final say on the choice of a C-X or a derivative transport.
Bocing, McDonnell Douglas, and Lockheed made proposals for the new airplane.
At the same interval, the Air Force asked the same three companies to recommend
an imaginative and mmnovative way to provide cheaper airlift. In the C-X
competition Lockheed proposed that the Air Force should take advantage of the
ongomng C-5 program and procure C-5N models (later designated the C-5B) that
would have the new wing and other retrofitted changes that had been made in the
C-5A. On 24 April 1981 Secretary of the Air Force Verne Orr advised Congress
that the improved C-5 did not meet the requirements of the C-X. Orr nevertheless
disclosed that he had “deep concern” about coming to Congress with another
all-new weapon system and had not made up his mind about the C-X cven though
there was “a tremendous amount of enthusiasm” about the plane among his
military associates
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When I look at the out-year costs of the MX and out-year cost of the [B-1] bomber,
which I'put at a higher prionty than I do the C-X, when I consider there are some othey
airlift alternatives which may be weighed, I have decp concern about coming before
Congress with another all-newweapon system. I haven't resolved that 1n my mind, %

Qtr announced on 28 August that McDonnell Douglas was the C-X source
selections choice, but the Air Force continned to study the C-5 and also a
Boeing-747 option to the new airlifter that was called the C-17. The proposal that
the Air Force buy passenger jets for conversion to cargo usages was economically
permissive, but the B-747 freighter and its deck stood 16 feet above the grourd and
required special equipment to load, unload, and even fuel it. Such equipment was
not likely to be found in small airfields. ¥ civil airliners were to be used, the Air
Force rationalized that they might as well be CRAF planes. In November 1981, the
chiefs of staff of the Army and Air Force and the Marine Corps commandant
informed Congress that theywere in accord on the selection of the C-17,and on 7
December Secretary Weinberger certified to Congress that “the national security .
requirements of the United States for additional military airlift capability meant
initiation of the C-X program.” Meanwhile, sentiment in Congress was against a
C-X research and development undertaking, and on 22 December 1981 Deputy
Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci told Secretary Orr that he had decided to
postpone selection of an aitlift aircraft pending a new Air Force systems analysis
study of alternate Proposals. This analysis endorsed the C-17, but for a short-term
solution the Air Force indicated that it would accept a program procuring the 44
KC-10s which it had an option to purchase plus CRAF enhancements. In the long
run, however, the Air Force wanted C-17swith a 1988 initial operational capability
(I0C) since the aging C-130 and C-141 fleet would be needing replacements.
Under the pressure of forming defense budget requirements for fiscal year 1983,
Secretary Weinberger asked the Air Force to consider the C-5 and C-17 under the
assumption that either aircraft conld pe funded at the fastest prudent pacs, as
justified by a more urgent national requirement for mobility. Until this time, the
Air Force had considered that the advantage of earlier availability of a C-5B was
more than offset by better military utility and the potential of the C-17 as the
ultimate replacement of the C-130 and C-141 force. Under Weinberger’s promise .
of faster funding for airlift, Secretary Orr noted that the C-SB would be
operationally available about three years earlier than 2 C-17, Accordingly, in view
of the CMMS conclusion that an airlift shortfall was serious already, Orr felt that
the Air Force had to go with the most expeditious short-term fix, which was
announced on 26 January 1982 by Lt Gen Kelly Burke, Air Force deputy chief of
staff for research, development, and acquistion, The solution was to procure the
remainder of the 44 KC-10s for which the Air Force had options and 50 new C-5Bs
which Lockheed would produce on a firm fixed price proposal. This combination
of aircraft would cost an estimated $11 billion and would provide the quickest
near-term answer to the shortage of strategic airlift. 12 Secretary Orr said that his
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overriding consideration i1 the choice between the C-5 and C-17 1s the
conclusion —documented in the CMMS and numerous other studics over many
years—that a sigmficant shortfall exists now! Conscquently, the objective 15 to increase
arrhft capability as quickly as possible Hence, a good program soon was chosen over &
somewhat better program later.

To Secretary Weinberger the decision to procure the C-5s and KC-10s reflected
the high priority that the Reagan administration was giving to projecting US
military power worldwide rapidly. Air Force officials, nevertheless, remained
staunchly supportive of the C-17. Gen James R. Allen, CINCMAC, wrote
Weinberger on 5 April 1982 that the capabilities represented by the C-17 were
needed both to alleviate remaining intertheater shortfalls and to satisfy initial
intratheater requirements as a replacement for the aging C-130s and C-141s. The
new C-5s would increase outsized capability by over 60 percent and the KC-10s
added flexibility. Together they could deliver 1,870 tons of cargo a day to main
operating bases in Southwest Asia, but this created an additional intratheater
requirement of 1,235 tons a day for the already overworked C-130s that could not
lift outsized cargo.!® In testimony in June 1982, Deputy Secretary Carlucci said
that the C-5/C-17 assessment was not an “either/or” proposition. The United States
needed intertheater airlift immediately and the C-5 would provide that; the United
States also needed an intratheater capability, but this requircment was not as
urgent. Carlucci said that the C-17 would make an excelient replacement when the
C-130s and C-141s began to phase out in the 1990s.130

On 29 September 1983 Secretary Orr and General Gabriel jointly released the
US Air Force Airlift Master Plan. The plan was based on analytical and trade-off
studies and provided force structure recommendations geared to the year 1998
and to the next century. The overall constraining factor in the master plan was the
CMMS recommendation that the US airlift capability should be at least 66 million
ton-miles per day. The master plan therefore outhined a requirement for 180 C-17s
by 1998 to compensate for retirement of 180 older C-130s, retirement of the 54
oldest C-141s, and transfer of remaining C-141Bs to the air reservist forces. Active
duty and Reserve forces would retain 114 C-5s. The CRAF program would retain
a mummum of 11.3 million ton-miles per day, plus a minimum of 144.9 million
passenger-miles per day. Over the longer term into the next century, the plan
envisioned the replacement of the 180 C-141Bs in the reservist forces by 40 C-17s.
To maintain the CRAF contribution at a constant level, the master plan stated that
it “may be necessary for the military and civilian sector to jointly develop a
new-technology advanced Civil/Military Aircraft (ACMA).»131

According to Secretary of Defense Weinberger, the Reagan administration
inherited an obsolete defense policy that was “discredited by its fadure to recognize
and cope with the deterioration in the global military situation.”'3

The 1122 war or the short war . . that you would have a short, sharp conventional
exchange, followed by a rapid escalation to nuclear, are not likely or probable paths for
us to follow It1s necessary  for us to mamntan our deterrent, not to try to be
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superior to them or anything of that kind, but to maintam a deterrent capability of
resisting aggression in mose than one part of the globe together with our allies 132

In the first year of the Reagan administration, services were instructed to equip
and traina part of the total force for rapid response and flexible employment. The
five-year objective for mobility forces was to develop the Rapid Deployment Joint
Task Force to Southwest Asia within four to six weeks and continue preparations
to deliver six more divisions in 10 days, to fall in on the POMCUS, and join the
four US divisions there quickly. NATO reinforcements also included positioning
60 Air Force tactical air squadrons within 10 days. In the current capability of 1981,
the strike force nominated for Sonthwest Asia would be an airlifted “show of force”
that would serve, in General Warner’s words, “to showwe have the will to put them
on the ground quickly so that if the Soviets bump up against them they will kave
the first US-Soviet confrontation we have had since 1917713 For viability the
Southwest Asia force would depend upon airlifted supplies, then prepositioned
supplies from Diego Garcia, and eventually ship delivery. In recognition of the .
need for a full-time major commander to develop detailed plans for a wide range
of possible contingencies in Southwest Asia, the Rapid Deployment Joint Task
Force (RDJTF) was chartered as a separate joint task force, reporting directly to
the national command authorities through the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Its commander
was given operational control over selected Army and Air Force units and assigned
operational planning responsibility for Southwest Asia. On 1 January 1983 the
RDJTF was upgraded to unified command status, and its commander was
designated as the commander in chief, US Central Command (CINCCENT). The
primary mission of the new command —with its headquarters remaining at Machill
AFBE;vas to deter Soviet aggression and protect US interests in Southwest
Asia,

The RDITF/USCENTCOM was a four-service headquarters, with Army and
Air Force components assigned and assurance that the Navy and Marines would
operate In support when the task force deployed into an existing unified
command’s area. The Air Force designated specific units for inclusion, the
composition and size of the force to be tailored to particular contingencies. The
units identified were a SAC strategic projection force, four tactical fighter wings, .
and support forces including airlift, reconnaissance, and air rescue forces. The
combat readiness of all these units was improved where necessary by drawing spare
parts and munitions from other units. Of the capabilities of the RDITE in mid-1562,
Deputy Secretary Carlucci said: “Cur assessment is that with adequate warning
time and with the capability for air interdiction the RD¥TF would represent an
adequate deterrent to the Soviets in Southwest Asia.”%® SAC’s Strategic
Projection Force supported RDJTF in accordance with a Memorandum of
Agreement affirming policies and principles and by the establishment of a SAC
operating location at MacDill AFB. According to one scenario, the commander
RDJTF/CINCCENT would receive an alerting message from the JCS for a
deployment. He immediately would ask MAC for airlift and SAC for command
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and control aircraft, these being expected to land a MacDill with their banks of
radios that gave global communications.

In the Southwest Asia scenario, the SAC Strategic Projection Force of B-52H
ajrcraft was planned tobegin operations in advance of the tactical forces since they
could be deployed within 24 hours and begin employment within 48 hours. Utilizing
night, low-altitude tactics the B-525 would strike targets such as airfields and lines
of communication. Upon deployment of tactical forces, the B-52s would be
available in a support role. Under command relations, CINCSAC continued to
command the Strategic Projection Force, but when it was deployed in support of
the rapid deployment force (RDF) it came under the tactical command and confrol
of the air component commander of the RDF, who had the authority and
responsibility to develop plans and direct the targeting and tasking of the B-52s.
Although the Strategic Projection Force supported the RDF, it also would stand
alone in support of any theater commander since the force’s B-52Hs (selected for
Jong-range and low-altitude cap abilities) were a fast, globally deployable capability
that could respond cuickly to national tasking. Until general-purpose forces counld
be deployed and employed in significant numbers, the SAC Strategic Projection
Force could be the first response to contingencies at great distances from
peacetime operating bases.s2” Gen W. L. Creech, as commander TAC, was also
the air component commander of REDCOM. He met periodically with
CINCREDCOM and the commanding general, Army Forces Command, for
necessary activities. The Tactical Adr Command had a full-time study group that,
in Creech’s words, “does nothing but worry about where we will bed down the
RDF. We know all the potentialities, we know which bases can accommodate
fighters, we know how much POL they have, we know the lengths of runways, even
how much water is available, where we might bed down crews and maintenance
people and the like.”**8 TAC also conducted training deployments to Egypt and
Saudi Arabia, as wellasrecurring Red Flag exercises specially designed for RDJTF
designated units 1%

The function of the Military Airlift Command in rapid deployment was
primarily one of lifting the forces specified rapidly. In General Huyser’s last
appearance before the House Military Appropriations Subcommittee in June
1981, he discussed the strategic significance of airlift.

1appreciate the opportunity ..o discuss with you the aurhft capability and what thmk
1t does for the Rapid Deployment Force, which 15 to put the Ran Rapud and make 1ta
big R. 1 think thatin the past this has not been given proper attention or proper prority
Therewere tumes m the last yearwhen I felt that we finally were gomg to get around to
understanding, that if we are going 1o have forces, that they are of little utihity unless
they can be properly projected and ona timely basis .. Iwould like to remind you of
the things rapidity gives to forces Tn my opion, it offers the all ymportant factor of
having the potential to be a deterrent force, 1f you are there soon enough with enough.
1 guess 1t 1 the old statement of “he who 15 there fastest with the mostest 15 goIng todo
the bestest * Secondly, I think 1t has the potential for contaiming conflict, if there are
conflicts, to a manageable size. Thirdly, 1 think 1t reduces the number of forces required
if you are timely enough Fourthly, I think 1t gives you the opportunity to get into a
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winnmg posture, So, I think these are four things that rapidity adds to the fighting
forces T

In an interview published in J anuary 1982, Gen James Allen, who had become
CINCMAC at Huyser’s retirement, emphasized the same strategic significance of
The nation’s highest Pronty 1s to restore and maintam the strategre balance vis-a-vis,
the USSR, In my Judgment, the second prionity should be to improve our capability to
project well equipped, hiphly framed, combat-ready land and arr forces to overseas
theatess, Within tius priority, there needs to be a balance between deployable combat
forces on the one hand and airhift deployment capability on the other If we had 2000
C-17s and nothing to carty in them, the overall deterrent capability wonld be mnimal,
Conversely, the best #quipped and trained CONUS-based forces aren't gomng to deter

the Soviets if we don’t have a manifest capability to deploy them when and where
needed, !

Although the Air Force appeared to continue to regard the Military Airlift .
Comtnand as a logistical Support-service activity, actions taken in the 1970s for
increased organizational savings provided MAC with diverse warfighting

the Air Force Communications Service (AFCS) operated worldwide, frequently
at deployed locations with small detachments. To save people and money AFCS
was phased out and its functions transferred to MAC, The savings accrued to the
Air Force, but MAC’s worldwide stature was enhanced through integration of the
airlift and communications missions 42 In March 1983 the Air Force again sought
savings by merging Special Operations Forces (SOF) that had been assigned to
TAC with MAC’s Aerospace Rescue and Recovery Services (ARRS). This move
Wwas expected to result in economies on both sides since the ARRS and SOF both
employed C-130s, the one for rescue and the special forces for AC-130 gunships
and MC-130 support aircraft. Both forces had helicopters in relatively small
numbers. It also was anticipated that low-level tactics developed for MAC C-130s

air force—the Twenty-third Air Force, Unlike MAC’s Twenty-first and
Twenty-second Air Forces that commanded airlifters from McGuire and Travis
AFBs, the Twenty-third had worldwide responsibilities for special operations,
Iescue and recovery, aeromedical airlift, weather reconnaissance, air sampling,
drone recovery, space shuttle support, support for SAC missile sites, and the
CONUS operational support forces.143

As it happened, the expansion of the Military Airlif¢ Command mission to
include special operations forces, although parsed for efficiency of administration
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USCINCLANT joint task force which controlled the Marine forces on the
northern part of the island and the Army forces to the south, MAC airlifted Army
units to the island and then set up and controlled the airfield at Point Salines. It
provided logistical resupply from a base of operations in Barbados. A new
CINCMAC, Gen Thomas M. Ryan, Jr., described the overall performance of
MAC units as “absolutely outstanding.” He saw one of the significant aspects of
the Grenada operation as involvement in almost every mission area for which MAC
was responsible: Special Operations Forces” AC-130H gunships and MC-130E
Combat Talons, weather, security police, audiovisual, acromedical evacuation, and
a combination of C-9, C-130, and C-149 airlift. Ryan said, “Everybody got a piece
of the action and everybody performed very, verywell.” Ryan asserted that MAC’s
mission had shifted from one of essentially strategic logistical airlift to a mission

based upon a national recognition of the tie-in between MAC and other US combat
forces:

It's become mereasingly apparent to the leadership of this country that while we develop
more capable conventional forces, we must concurrently develop the mobility resources
to quickly deploy those forces into battle and, once deployed, resupply them. Since
conventional forces have assumed a greater role n detexrence, as we attempt to ratse
the nuclear threshold, then the backbone of that detexrrence must be the means of
deploying them So, I think the expression “MAC—The Backbone of Deterrence”
accurately describes the current nission and goal of the command,'#
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CHAPTER 9

THE AIR FORCE IN SPACE

Inthe aftermath of the Soviet Sputnik, Air Force Chief of Staff Thomas D. White
viewed the new realm of space as a continyum of the long-familiar atmosphere —
the whole being describable as acrospace. To exert control over the land and the
sea it had proven necessary to control the air. “We airmen who have fought to
assure that the United States has the capability to control the air,” White told the
National Press Club in November 1957, “are determined that the United States
must win the capability to control space.”! As already seen, White subsequently
amended his perception to note that the axm should be to exercise controlin space
rather than of space; this control was perhaps to be managed by a blockade of an
adversary’s entry into space. Air Force leaders also viewed desired space vehicles
in terms of the old higher, faster, farther criteria applied to aircraft. The principal
objective of the Dyna-Soar X-20 program undertaken in 1957 was to develop an
experimental space glider and to demonstrate the feasibility and practical value of
a pilot-controlled, maneuverable reentry and recovery from orbit at a time and
place of a pilot’s choosing. The Air Force’s view was that man’s discretion would
be necessary for operations in space and that military superiority in space would
be essential to an international enjoyment of space for peaceful purposes.

Discourse and Decisions on Manned Military Spacepower

President Eisenhower’s willingness to keep space peaceful caused him to
sponsor in 1958 the formation of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA). In his successful race for the presidency, John F.
Kennedy voiced a belief that the United States was lagging behind the Soviets both
in space and ballistic missiles Early in his administration, Kennedy’s National
Aeronautics and Space Council, headed by Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson,
recommended a NASA program to begin with suborbital and earth-orbital
Mercury flights, followed by Gemini orbital flights to include rendezvous, docking,
and extravehicular activity, and concludiag with Apollo flights landing Americans
on the moon. Kennedy approved the program, arguing that the lunar landing
objective “would be a sufficiently difficult goal, and its achievement before the
Russians would repair the US image and restore confidence in American
technological superiority,”2 According to D eputy Secretary of Defense Roswell L.
Gilpatric, the Kennedy administration was determinednot to provoke an armsrace
in space. “An arms race in space will not contribute to our security,” Gilpatric
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stated in 1962. “I can think of no greater stimulus for a Soviet thermonuclear arms
effort in space than a United States commitment to such a program. This we will
not do.”? Looking backward after twenty years’ reflection, Gen Bernard A.
Schriever recalled that the Kennedy administration’s desire to attain an
accommodation with the Soviet Union brought on the undebated effect of stifling
military innovation. “Let’s not have too much technology,” Schriever said that the
new administrators urged, “becanse it might force us into new systems prograsos.
We were stifled and inhibited by policy, not technology and know-how.”

In the Defense Department, Secretary Robert S. McNamara established two
fundamental criteria for the military space program, First, it bad to mesh with
NASA’s program in all vital areas so that the Department of Defense and NASA.
programs, taken together, would constitute an integrated national program,
Second, projects supported by the Defense Degpartment had to hold a distinct
promise of enhancing military power and effectiveness. McNamara was quite
critical of what he described as the ongoing practice he found on taking office —of
sexvice initiation of “large projects with ratherill-defined purposes.” n 1963 both .
Secretary McNamara and Dr Harold Brown, then director of Defense Reseaich
and Engineering, were far from convinced that there was a defense requirement
for man in space, and this skepticism translated into questioning about the X.20
Dyna-Soar, Earlyin 1963 McNamara got an agreement with NASA. that the Gemini
astronauts would perform some military space experiments, and, as has been seen,
in December 1963 McNamara canceled farther development of the Dyna-Soar.
He simultaneously announced that the Air Force would commence development
of a manned orbiting laboratory (MOL) that would allow the Defense Department
to determine whether there would be a role for a military man in space.

Als0in 1963 the Air Force had sought approval for an Aix Force space program,
spelling out the two basic objectives of, first, augmenting by use of space systems
the existing military capabilitics of US terrestrial forces and, second, developinga
militarypatrol capability for the protection of US interests in space, The Dyna-Soar
had been a “key element” in the planned military patrol capability, and with its
cancellation the principal Department of Defense undertakings in space were
primarily support missions for terrestrial operations. Secrefary McNamara also
favored devoting amajor part of the defense space budget totechnological building .
studies and equipment developments that would comprise the building blocks of
any future system that might be needed for operation in space, For the Air Foice
a Titan IIT missile booster put in development in 1961 for the purpose of launching
Dyna-Soar was continued as a McNamara favored “building block” for a planned
lift of the MOL and other possibly unforeseen usages.7

The feasibility of the building-block approach was tested in 1963-64 when
President Kennedy was concerned that the Soviets were fielding an orbital bomb.
He then directed development without delay of an active antisatellite capability.
In just about a year the Air Force turned out Program 437, comprising a Thor
missile booster and already-on-hand gnidance. Practice firings placed simulated
nuclear warheads within a lethal five-mile range of targeted space debris, and the
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satellite interceptor was counted as operational in 1964.8 The Air Force seems also
to have continued to look with some favor on the Bambi (ballistic missile boost
intercept) concept of a satellite system capable of infrared homing on hostile
missiles or satellites in their vulnerable boost phase; but Secretary McNamara
dismisse;i the Bambi as “nothing more than a paper study of a very esoteric
system.”

Both the Program 437 interceptor and the Bambi, in its original concept, would
have used nuclear warheads in space. In 1970 Air Force Secretary Robert C.
Seamans, Jr., was queried about the dangers of intercepting Soviet satellites with
nuclear weapons. He made reference to the 1957 United States treaty pledging
that the United States and other United Nations member nations would not orbit
weapons of mass destruction.

We have an internattonal agreement not to use nuclear warheads [in a satellite
mterception employment], not even to test them except underground, Thiswould open
up Pandora’s box a%am, and certamly give other countnes latitude, say the Sowviet Umion,
for further testing, 0

Although the major focus of attention in the early 1960s was on manned space
flights, the major Department of Defense applications in space were principally in
support of terrestrial forces through the use of satellites for strategic intelligence
surveillance, communications, navigation, weather, and other similar activities.
Before 1961 the Defense Department freely acknowledged that it was developing
photographic reconnaissance satellites that would replace the U-2 effort that was
terminated in May 1960 with the Soviet shoot down of an American U-2, On 11
August 1960 Discoverer 13 successfully returned a photo-capsule, thus beginning
the development of increasingly sophisticated surveillance of the Soviet Union,
The Kennedy administration ordered complete secrecy on the subject, even though
the Soviets initially complained and proposed a Umted Nations ban on
reconnaissance from space. The Soviet Union started launching its own recon
satellites in April 1962, and thereafter these surveillance flights came to be
regarded by both sides as a stabilizing influence. In the antiballistic missile treaty
of 1972 the USSR and the United States agreed not to interfere with “national
technical means of verification” —a joint euphemism for the spy satellites.

President Carter made general reference to photoreconnaissance in a 1978
speech, and by 1980 US Air Force Secretary Hans Mark acknowledged that the
space satelites had proven their worth as national technical means of treaty
verification, arguing that strategic missile warning and surveillance “stand out as
being of vital importance to national security.”!! In addition to surveillance,
navigation and communications satellites provided vital support to terrestrial
operations. The Navy’s Transit family of navigation satellites reached full
operational status in July 1964, allowing missile submarines to position themselves
for accuracy within some 200 to 300 feet, close enough for the Polaris missiles to
be effective against countervalue targets.!? In another space application the Air
Force began development of satellites for a defense communications system. This
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initial defense communications satellite program (IDCSP) got 19 satellites placed
into near-synchronous equational orbit with communications to about 30 terminals
deployed worldwide, The system provided sustained communications support to
Southeast Asia and Seventh Fleet operations, and to the departments of defense
and state during the Arab-Israeli conflict. In addition it furnished a previously
unavailable capability —the transmission of high-quality photographs in a matter
of hours rather than days.1?

Although the capabilities of unmanned satellite applications were quickly
offering potentially revolutionary support augmentations to military operations, a
major US emphasis was still being applied to the possibility of manned space
projections. “If you cancel the DYNASOAR, you cancel the Air Force,” General
White had warned. At his retirement as chief of staff, White made a short talk,
stating:

Thexe was a time once when the people who controlled the known ground of the earth,

controlled the wozld Then the people who controlled the sea, controlied the world.

Today people who conirol the air control the world, and I predict to you that tomorrow .
those who control space will control the world 1

In early 1965 an article in the Journal of the Armed Forces declared: “It is all
but incredible that after 7 years of space research no manned military project has
reached the hardware stage.”’> Gen John P, McConnell, who became Air Force
chief of staff in 1965, was readily willing to admit that the United States had “made
a mistake in not developing a weapons system which we could use in space,” but
he added:

I thunk we are putting as much emphasis on space . . . as we can with the money that's
available to us. Janticipate thatwe will continue to place appropniate emphasis onspace

Taminclined toagreewith Genera! White that in the fardistant future if we go to miitary
usagclssof space, and this 15 way down the road in my opinon, that ke probably will be
right

In March 1965 Alexander Flax, assistant secretary of the Air Force for research

and development, fended off a gquestion about whether the building-block

approach to space weapons development might not be too slow or too conservalive .
by demonstrating that technological innovations of revolutionary portent came as

reactions fo a threat that would be countered or a clear application that would

provide a great advantage. Flax added:

Qur problem in attempting to take the imtiative in this space weapons area 15 in secng
a clear application that will obvicusly give us a great advantage, ora threat that must be
countered  Neither the people who look at the military side of this picture nor those
who look at the techmical side of the picture come up with a clear-cut application or
threat of that nature, so that althongh we have numerous speciahzed military space
programs, we have not seen anybag new one that looks like we must embark on =t nght
away. I think our proposed orbital laboratory program 1s mntended to sce what 2 man
can do that we cannot d6 1 the vnmanned systems, This may not n fact furn up
somethmgwe do notanticipate, Butwe do not at this time have adefinite enoughanswer
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to yustify gomg ahead on more than just the elements of the building blocks of the
7
system !

The Air Force had started preliminary investigations of a space laboratory in
1958, well before Secretary McNamara’s directive in December 1963 to design and
use an experimental MOL to demonstrate to an outboard pilot how could he add
to the capabilities of military space systems. As defined by the Department of
Defense in December 1963, MOL included a Titan III booster, a somewhat
modified Gemini capsule, and a canister laboratory about 10 feet in diameter and
25 feet long in which two crewmembers would work at experiments for up to 30
days before reentering the Gemini capsule and recovering on earth. During 1964
the Air Force worked with 17 contractors studying experiments and subsystems to
be incorporated in the MOL. In January 1965 the Department of Defense issued
new and expanded instructions on the MOL, including a mandate for the Defense
Department and NASA to compare configurations of the Apollo system with the
Gemini/MOL configuration plan. The fiscal year 1966 defense budget included

. $150 million to fund initial MOL development efforts, and given early approval in
1965 to proceed with full-scale development the Air Force’s estimate was that the
first-manned orbiting laboratory could be launched in midfiscal year 1968.18
In-depth DOD-NASA analysis recognized that major NASA systems such as
Apollo could not effectively accomplish the desired MOL mission for the basic
reason that the respective missions were too dissimilar, When this conclusion was
made, President Johnson announced on 25 August 1965 that he had authorized
the Department of Defense to proceed with the development of the MOL. Johnson
then explained why the United States should explore outer space: “We dare not
leave this area of our universe to become a monopoly in the hands of those who
would destroy freedom. We must therefore obtain and maintain a leadership for
the free world in outer space and we are trying to do that,”*?

As the MOL program gained approval, a manned space policy committee with
equal representation from the Defense Department and NASA was formed in
January 1966 to review arcas of duplication between the MOL and Apollo
programs. Despite this coordination, MOL was soon, and repeatedly, accused of

. bemng a duplication of NASA activities, especially when NASA outlined an Apollo
follow-on to the lunar landings that would use the NASA Saturn booster and
Apollo capsule for an orbital Apollo applications program, subsequently renamed
Skylab. 2 In fiscal year 1966 the Air Force was unable to commit all of the $150
million appropriated for MOL, leading Secretary McNamara to conclude that the
program was attempting to proceed faster than technology could support. For the
MOL in fiscal year 1967 the Air Force initially requested $395 million, but it was
evident soon that the schedule for development was going to slip nine months and
only $230 million would be needed. Dr Harold Brown, now secretary of the Air
Force, asked Secretary McNamara for the $230 million. “We were told,” Brown
said, “that 1if we asked for $395 million first and then could justify only $230 million
we could not calculate very well. 21 McNamara thereupon allocated $150 million
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for fiscal year 1967 since he concluded that techuology counld not support miore
than this, When Brown reargued the matter he was told that he could reprogram
Air Force funds if the MOL development warranted a larger expenditure, But
Brown could see no way to use other scarce Air Force funds for MOL.? In fiscal
year 1967 the Air Force completed design work, including the design of a necessary
launch complex at Vandenberg AFB, and 12 MOL astronaut pilots were selected
from among Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps air officers, In fiscal year 1968
Secretary Brown was holding to an end-of-the-calendar-year-1969 date for first
operations of the MOL, but he really doubted that this would be possible. In fiscal
year 1969 the Air Force requested $600 million for major component development
of the MOL and completion of the launch complex at Vandenberg AFB. With. the
MOL program in full-scale development, Brown predicted an initial launch of a
two-man crew in mid-1971.2

After the mid-1960s competing US national requirements for support of the war
in Indochina and for social concerns brought reduced support for national space
endeavors. In his second term, President Johnson maintained interest in both the .
Apollo lunar landings and MOL, but several leading American scientists were
beginning to argne that unmanned space technology could explore space far
cheaper than a manned spacecraft. In the spring of 1968 an amendment to
eliminate the MOL very nearly came up on the floor of the Senate. Althcugh
President Johnson reduced the NASA appropriations, he continued to support
Apollo as a national goal. And the first lunar landing promised by President
Kennedy came six months into the administration of President Richard M. Nixon,
when Neil Armstrong and Edwin Aldrin, Jr., setfoot on the moon on. 20 July 1969.24
The fiscal year 1970 defense budget prepared by the Johnson administration
contained $576 million for the MOL. While a member of Congress, the new
secretary of defense, Melvin R. Laird, not only had strongly supported the project
but at one time had filed a mandatory report to the effect that the project was not
beingfunded at arapid enough rate. In Febrnary 1969 Laird conducted a thorough
review of the MOL program, which could be reduced to two hardware gualification
launches to qualify the Titan ITIM/Gemini B structural hardware and four 30-day
manned flights. The elimination of one manned flight reduced the fiscal year 1970
requirement from $576 million to $525 million. The schedule called for the first .
unmanned Jaunch in early 1971 and the first manned flight in early 19722 In his
1968 election campaign, however, President Nixon had pledged to curtail NASA
operations until the national economy could afford more funding, and in the spring
of 1969 the House of Representatives had pressed for spending limits on
government activities. Earlyin June Secretary Laird needed to cut back the defense
budget, and he had a choice of reducing or terminating numerous small but
important efforts or one of the larger, more costly programs. With the concurrence
of President Nixon, Laird decided to cancel the Air Force’s MOL program. The
deputy secretary of defense, David Packard, announced the decision on 10 June
1969. Laird explained his reasommg:
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We were and still are confident that man's presence m oxbit can enhance the
effectiveness of equipment and speed its development for both manned and unmanned
vse in future systems. Man 15 vnique 1n hus talents, ability, and adaptiveness, as recent
NASA fiights have clearly demonstrated, but the cost of putting and sustammmg lim in
spaceisvery ugh . The potential worth of the unique experiments planned for MOL
plus the information expected on man's utility in space was not as valuable to Defense
as the aggregate of other priotity programs, . . ., Since the MOL program was initiated,
majoradvances have been made by both NASA and DOD in automated techmiques for
unmanned satellite systems. . . . These expertences as far as unmanned satelhites are
concerned have given us confidence that the most essential Department of Defense
space russions can be accomphshed with lower cost unmanned spacecraft.

Secretary Laird stated that his decision to cancel the MOL did not reflect on
the Air Force or the contractors of the program, which was, in his judgment,
“practical and achievable.” The Air Force then began to terminate the MOL within
24 hours after being so instructed; at this time, the launch facility at Vandenberg
. AFB was almost complete, and the Air Force elected to complete it for use in
launching Titan IT¥-type mussiles for other purposes. Other technological items of
interestto NASA were turned over for possible support of NASA’s planned Apollo
applications (Skylab) flights, which in 1973-74 would send three-man astronaut
crews to work in a minispace station, the longest mission lasting 84 days. In terms
of funding, $1.37 billion had been appropriated and obligated on the MOL
program, and Secretary Laird estimated that the program would have cost an

additional $1 billion or more in fiscal years 1971 through 197427
Althongh the decision to cancel the MOL was made at the highest levels, the
Air Force apparently was not wholly dissatisfied with it In the 1970 proposed
program, the original amount allocated for military astronautics was about
one-third of the total Air Force research, development, test and evaluation
(RDT&E) program, and the manned orbiting laboratory accounted for one-half
of the military astronautic request. Secretary of the Air Force Seamans made the
point that the Air Force needed to press on with the F-15 fighter and C-S airlift
programs, as well as with improved air defenses. He said that “increasingly severe
. budgetarypressures ... and the rapid progzess we have made with unmanned space
. vehicles, have finally resulted in the conclusion that the cost of a manned system is
too great to be borne at this time.”?® A year later, Grant L. Hansen, assistant
secretary of the Air Force for research and development, had much the same
reasoning about the cancellation of the manned military space experiment. Hansen

said:

Itsafact of ife . thatourawcraft fleet has gotten so behind the times that we have
to have a great concentration of effort 1 that area to be able to get a modern fighter
and bomber and aitborne carly warnmng system and combat air support aireraft Oneof
the things we are sacnficing in order to be able to afford to do those things. s the
further exploitation of capabihities 1 space for the things in the future?
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A New Air Force Policy of Space Applications

In the aftermath of the cancellation of the manned orbiting laboratory in
mid-1969, Air Force policy shifted almost immediately from space in the abstract
to the attainment of space applications. “Relative to priority in our efforts in
space,” stated Assistant Secretary Grant Hansen, “space is really not a progiam
in the Air Force. It is a place where we do things and each project which utilizes
space competes for funds on its own merit,”>® Gen James Ferguson, commander
ofthe Air Force Systems Command and as such generally responsible for Air Force
space projects, agreed with Hansen on the meaning of space.

I think perhaps, the word has been distorted in the sense that space 1s [considered]
separate from the rest of the environment in which we operate What we are searching
for are ways of performmg our assigned misstons more effectrvely. There are certain
advantages in operating m space ¥

In this “space applications” policy concept, the national space doctrine became
generally expressed in the Pentagon in a single sentence: “Space is not a mission; .
it’s a medinm.»32
In mid-1969 President Nixon charged a space task group headed by Vice
President Spiro Agnew with conducting a study of post-Apollo activity. Secretary
Laird was a member of the group and Secretary Seamans nsually served as Laird’s
representative. In September 1969 the group made public three alternatives the
nation could undertake, ranging downward in potential expense from a lunar base
and manned flight to Mars to the least expensive option of an earth-orbiting space
station and a rewsable transport system to shuttle between the earth and the
orbiting station. Until this time all recoveries from space had been directly down.
from orbit in a parachute mode. Secretary Seamans especially liked the space
shuttle concept: “The shuttle will be able to come back from space much like an
airplane, landing on a landing strip, and have considerably more maneuverability
so there would be much more flexibility in bringing a package back from space at
any time desired.”? At this same time, the Air Force was also greatly interested
in decreasing the costs of putting typical payloads into orbit, desirably by
developing “a launch vehicle which we can recover and refurbish and use again .
and not throw it away every time.”> In February 1970 the NASA Apollo
applications program was trimmed down. On 7 March 1970 President Nixon’s
space policy emphasized applications in a carefully worded statement: “What we
doin space from here on in must become a normal and regular part of our national
life and must be planned in conjunction with all of the other undertakings which
are also important to us.”* In this milien the Air Force got a go-ahead for
development of an early warning satellite system, with two satellites over the
Western Hemisphere and one over the Eastern Hemisphere, using infrared
sensors to detect missile launches. Secretary Seamans nevertheless emphasized:
“Our space activity is not an end in itself, but a means for accomplishing functions
in support of existing forces and missions.”*® Because of national fiscal stringencies
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President Nixon did not give a go-ahead for NASA’s development of a space
shuttle or space transportation system (STS) until Jannary 1972 and then only
because it would be of value to the Department of Defense and because it promised
drastically to reduce launching and operational costs through reusable vehicles.3?
“The high cost of space operations,” Secretary Seamans observed in 1972, «, ..
still prevents us from developing a space capability in all areas where we think
satellites could enhance our national defense.” For this reason the Department of
Defense was very interested in NASA’s space transportation system, Seamans
expected the shuttle to be used to orbit the majority of DOD payloads, thus
replacing expendable launch vehicles. Seamans added:

The shuttle offers the potential of improving mission flexbikty and capability by
on-orbit checkout of payloads, recovery of malfunctioningsatellites for repasrand reuse,
or resupply of payloads on oxbit thus extending therr hfetime, Payloads would be
retrieved and refurbished for reuse and improved sensors could be installed dunng
refurbishment for added capability %

. The Air Force was designated as DOD’s executive agent for the space
transportation system which was to be developed and tested by NASA. An
agreoment that was originally signed on 17 February 1970 and revised in August
1972 established a NASA/Air Force space transportation committee to report
jointly to the NASA administrator and the secretary of the Air Force to maintain
a continning review of STS to ensure that it met DOD and NASA requirements.?
Air Force responsibility for the STS as the DOD executive agent was placed in the
Directorate of Space under the deputy chief of staff for research and development,
through a shuttle program element monitor. The Air Force Systems Command was
designated as the implementing command of the DOD shuttle program with a
system program office established under the space and missile systems
organization (SAMSO) in Los Angeles. A SAMSO deputy for launch vehicles
managed the Air Force program activities.¥ In early projections, DOD planned
to transition all of its spacecraft from launch on expendable boosters to launch on
the NASA space shuttle during the period from FY 1980 through FY 1985; the

) change expectedtoresultina cost per launch of about half of that paid for launches

. with large expendable boosters.*1

In an address in Augnst 1975 Brig Gen Henry B. Stelling, Jr., Air Force director
of space, predicted that for both the United States and the Soviet Union space
systems were going to support virtually all military forces and could strongly
influence the outcome of conflicts. He said there were four basic reasons for using
military space systems:

Uniqueness—some functions essentially can only be done from space, such as near
real-time warning of a ballistic nussile attack, Economics —some functions are more
cheaply done from space, such as long-haul communications, Funictional Effectiveness—
some functions are more effectively done from space, like meteorology; and Force
Effeciveness Enhancement —some space functions greatly enhance the effectiveness of

terrestrial forces.?
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The first three functions had been dormant, but Stelling predicted that in the late
1970s—“the Shuttle decade” —force effective enhancement would become
increasingly important.3 In an article published in late 1974, Gen Jacob E. Smart,
who had served with NASA following his retirement from the Air Force, pointed
to the “wide-range of tools” being provided by space-related technologies, but he
questioned whether the United States was facing up to the challenges and
opportunities of the space age. Smart wrote:

Presently there are multiple agencies of the US government engaged n space related
activities, each pursuing programs to fulfill its own mussions. Thus of course 13 proper
but pomnts up the question: Poes the sum of the mdmdual agency’s perceived roles
adequately fulfill the total national need? There is no central policy comng from the
top, guiding and coordinating these efforts 4

Smart said “we are witnessing the swift development of a new form of power which,
like the air, land, and sea powers, wilt have applications that are political, military,
economic and sociological ™ In a further development of this same theme, Col .
Morgan W. Sanborn pointed out the view of space as a medium to be used for the
enhancement of terrestrial forces that led back to the early days in which aviation
was cuf up without any common doctrine. There was no real organization or
employment doctrine for space. In the Air Force, the Air Force Systems Command
wasresponsible for the checkout and launch of DOD satellites, and it also operated
certain space systems because it had the needed engineering talent to do so. The
Acrospace Defense Command (ADC) operated space detection and tracking
systems. The Strategic Air Command operated a meteorological satellite program.
The Navy, along with the Air Force, was developing a Fleet Satellite
Communications System, while the NAVSTAR (now global positioning
system— GPS) program was being designed to support all three military services
as well as civilian users. Sanborn wrote:

The point1s that space has become an amalgam of systems and users ... The need for
ascparate space command within the AswrForce . .. seems obvious. This command could
well develop 1nto a space foree when future requirements demand such a specialized

and large-scale effort, % .

According to Secretary Seamans in March 1970, the Air Force was “very much
concerned about the presentation of our . . . satellite capability, because of its
importance to our military posture.”*” On 19 October, 20 October, and 1
November 1968, the Soviets successively launched three cosmos satellites, the
latter two making fiy-by rendezvous with the first. Subsequently all three were
observed to be accompanied by fragments. It was determined that “Soviet technical
capabilities would permit them to develop any of several types of antisatellite
systems during the next ten year period if they so desire.”® The Soviets again flew
satellite intercepts in 1970 and 1971, The US-USSR Antiballistic Missile Treaty of
1972 prohibited interference with reconnaissance satellite verification of treaty
compliance and it prohibited the development, testing, or deployment of
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space-based ABM systems and their components*® In the Department of Defense
satellite programs of the early 1970s it was evident that the greater part of program
costs were not actuallyin space but in ground reception modes. Thus by increasing
the size, power, and capabilities of satellites it was possible to achieve economy in
the operation of forces. Thus, phase IT of the defense satellite communications
system consisted of only four high-power satellites in stationary equatorial orbits,
each weighing almost 10 times as much as the smaller phase I satellites, The two
phase II satellites launched in 1973 gave the DOD better long-distance capacity to
the Pacific and Europe and the launching of the other two satellites completed the
system in 197550
At first the Air Force viewed the Soviet antisatellite activity with concern but
not with dismay. In 1972 Lt Gen Otto J. Glasser, deputy chief of staff for research
and development, said it would be a “pretty tough problem” to knock out all
satellites “simultaneounsly, or anything like simultaneously.” “Of course you
realize,” he concluded, “that the minute any one of them is attacked that this raises
. everything else to a very high state of alert, so that all is not lost in one Wagnerian
cataclysm.”?! Soviet space activities, nevertheless, continued to give concern,
especially the rate of Soviet military space activity in comparison with that of the
United States. The total number of Soviet launches surpassed that of the United
States in 1971 and the rate of separation increased. In the first half of 1973 the
USSR launched 42 satellites and the United States launched 9; in the first half of
1974 the USSR put 50 payloads into orbit compared to 15 for the United States.
The Soviets stressed that their cosmos satellites were for scientific purposes, but
there was no doubt that they also were for military data gathering, navigation, or
position fixing. On 2 March 1977 the United States had 381 payloads in space; the
remaining 3,842 objects in space consisted of 438 payloads of other nations (chiefly
the USSR) and 3,404 pieces of debris, That the Soviets maintained a much higher
rate of payload launches than the United States could indicate an inferiority of
their satellite technology’s longevity, on the other hand, it also showed a depth and
high degree of Iatmch capability to reconstitute satellite resouzces or replenish
errant satellites.>? In 1976 the USSR resumed testing of capabilities to inspect and
destroy satellites, using three target satellites and four interceptors. In 1977 the
. same activity was repeated; single interceptors were flown in 1978 and 1980, while
two were flown in 1981. In 1981 an intercept flight was made for the first time in
large-scale Soviet maneuvers, which included missile launches and the launch of
two other satellites for reconnaissance and navigation.>® At the resumption of
Soviet antisatellite activity in 1976, the Department of Defense intensified its
studies of the effects of laser radiation and nuclear effects with a view to providing
hardening to reduce damage to critical satellite components. In 1979, however, Lt
Gen Thomas Stafford, Air Force deputy chief of staff for research, development,
and acquisition, reported that the satellites were designed to perform their
functions with stringent weight allowances that prohibited inclusion of
burdensome defensive measures, These defensive measures would have negatively
impacted a high level of survivability. To make the spacecraft ultimately hard and
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mmvulnerable would be a task that was beyond the scope of present expendable
boost vehicles technology and even to the space shuttle when it became available.>*

A presidential-level study of US military space policy began during the
administration of Gerald Ford and was continued in the Carter administratior. In
the last year of the Ford administration, Congress passed the National Science and
Technology Policy, Organization, and Priorities Act of 1976. This act established
larger responsibilities in the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP)
within the Executive Office of the President, and this office began to play the
dominant role in formulating space policy under President Carter. A series ofjoint
studies involving the National Security Council, the Department of Defense, the
Office of Science and Technology Policy, and NASA addressed the fragmentation
of US space activities and sought a coherent national space policy. On9 May 1977
Air Force Chief of Staff Gen David C. Jongs signed out a Jetter to all major
commands entitled “Air Force Space Policy.” Referring to the growing US reliance
on space operations, which was accompanicd by a growing threat to the free use
of space, the letter affirmed that activities in space relating to the development of .
weapon systems, military operations, and defense of the United States — conducted
in accordance with national policy and international law— were among the prime
Air Force responsibilities.

On 20 June 1978 President Carter issued a presidental directive 37 (PD-37) on
national space policy. The directive established a policy review committee within
the National Security Council (NSC) to provide a forum for considering space
policy news and providing for a rapid referral of space issues to the president.
Specifically, NASA was directed to pay virtually all the costs associated with the
space shuttle; the Department of Defense was chartered to design survivability into
space systems, develop an antisatellite (ASAT) capability, and to “bump” civilian
payloads from scheduled shuttle flights if national security required. NASA
rejected any claims to sovereigaty over outer space and any limitations on the
fundamental right to acquire data from space. It held that purposeful interference
with space systems should be viewed as an infringement npon sovereign rights. It
also stated that the United States would pursue activities in space for self-defiznse
and would thereby strengthen national security, improve deterrence from attack,
and help monitor arms control agreements. Concerning space systems .
sumvabﬂlty, PD-37 stated: “Identified deficiencies will be eliminated and an
aggressive long-term program wﬂl be applied to provide more assured survivability
through evolutionary changes.”

The heavy emphasis on military space in PD-37 caused consternation within the
civilian space community. Consequently the NSC Policy Review Committee: for
Space recommended and on 11 October President Carter signed PD-42, “US Civil
Space Policy.” The thrust of this directive was summarized byits third tenet, which
stated that the United States would not be committed to a high challenge such as
Apollo. As resources from shuttle development phased down greater attention
would be given to new space applications and explorations.’
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Building a Space Command and Space Doctrine

Although General Jones had signed out the Air Force space policy declaring
operations in space to be among the Air Force’s primary responsibilities and
President Carter had issued two directives on national space policy, Lt Col Charles
H. MacGregor and Maj Lee H. Livingston, two Air Force officers who were
completing three years of lecturing on space at Air University schools in the
summer of 1978, declared that “our civilian leaders in the Department of Defense
scem to understand the significance of military space systems better than the
professional military.” The two authors charged most Air Force officers with
“professional parochialism”—an interest in airplanes and with attitudes that are
“either indifference or a profound conviction that military space programs are
merely flashy gadgetry.” There was no single organization with primary space
responsibilities: the Air Force Systems Command (AFSC), Air Defense
Command, Strategic Air Command, and Defense Communications Agency all
“had a piece of the pie.” “Space systems,” MacGregor and Livingston wrote, “have

. no high-ranking spokesman, no single manager to orchestrate our efforts, below
the OSD.” In January 1977 the Air Force director of space had conducted an Air
Force space symposium to exchange ideas and concepts between the operating
commands and the systems and development community, but MacGregor and
Livingston charged that only the Air Defense Command was familiar enough with
space systems to provide substantive requirements for future operational
capabilities. The two men argued a need for a separate space command, plus an
active participation of the operating commands in formulating requirements and
shaping an evolving doctrine for space.’” In a talk to an Air Force Association
symposium in October 1978, Gen James E. Hill, commander of Air Defense
Command, proposed that there should be a single peint to deal with US space
defense matters. “We are today at the point,” he said, “where we must develop the
doctrine and we must foster the visions which will give us securityin the nnbounded
reaches of space.”>® Shortly before his retirement in 1979, General Hill wrote to
the Air Force chief of staff that “unless we make an explicit organizational decision
which assigns to a single organization the Air Force responsibilities in space

. operations once and for all, we will be faced with serious, negative, long-term
impacts on resource management and planning >

As it happened the formal mission statements for the Air Force in DOD
Directive 5100.1 (June 1969) and in JCS Publication 2 (October 1974) had not
mentioned space as a separate area of military operations. DOD Directive 5160.32
(September 1970) had been more specific in addressing space operations since it
provided: “The Air Force will have the responsibility of development, production
and deployment of space systems for warning and surveillance of enemy nuclear
capabilities and all launch vehicles, including launch and orbital support
operations.”® An Air Force space mission organizational planning study
completed in February 1979 concluded that there was consensus within the Air
Force that it should actively seek designation as the executive agent within DOD

689

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
e

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

for space and that it should improve its organizational structure to conduct space
operations, this without any consensual agreement on timing or direction, When
President Carter’s PD-37 charged the Department of Defense with developing
capabilities to monitor the situation in space, protect US and friendly space assets,
and deny space as a sanctuary for potential enemies, a memorandum from the
assistant secretary of defense for C°I to the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and the chief of staff of the Air Force directed that the old NORAD space defense
center would become ADCOM's space defense operations center (SPADOC).
The NORAD space surveillance system operated a center in the Cheyenne
Mountain Complex in Colorado Springs, Colorado, and maintained a catalog of
all man-made objects in orbit. The OSD memo announced that SPADOC was
viewed as a centralized management and operations center relative to spacs; Lt
Gen Charles A. Gabriel, Air Force deputy chief of staff for operations, plans and
readiness, demurred however and noted that when SPADOC achieved the
capabilities visnalized by OSD the Air Force would allow SPADOC to be the
military focal point for DOD management of US space activity. For the time being, .
the Air Force was unwilling to impose authorit¥ on the individual space system
owners and operators without their agreement.®

Air Force Manual 1-1, Functions and Basic Doctrine of the United States Air
Force, printed on 14 February 1979, for the first time identified space operations
as being of the nine basic operational missions of the Air Force. It provided: “The
Air Force mission in space is to conduct three types of space operations: space
suppott; force enhancement; and space defense.” The space support operations
incIuded Iaunch and recovery activities, on-orbit support, and satellite surveillance
and control. The vse of space systems was said to multiply the effectiveness of
surface, sea, and aerospace forces by conducting global surveillance, serving as
penctration aids, providing global communications capabilities, enabling
operation of worldwide command and control systems, producing precise
positioning and navigational data, and preseating detailed and timely
meteorological information.52 During 1979 the Air Force also heeded the
recommendation of the space misston organizational planning study that the Air
Force should acquire military capabilities in space. The chief organizational
changes were in the Air Force Systems Command, where a need to isolate space .
systems from the acquisition of the MX missile demanded that the old space and
missile systems organization (SAMSO) be divided. An Air Force space division
was shredded out to be headed by an AFSC deputy commander for space
operations. The space division’s mission would be to develop new spacecraft and
also to pioneer means by which payloads could be flown on the space shuttle. The
Air Force also planned to construct a consolidated space operations center
(CSOC) near SPADOC. The center would have a mid-1980s operational capability
to serve as mission control for space shuttle flights related to national secuxity, This
center would control various safellites in orbit. Given these reorganizations, one
camp of Air Force thinking urged that the space organization was sufficient;
another camp said that more changes would need to be forthcoming, but it was too
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soon for major changes; and a third camp reasoned that a complete reorganization
was long overdue. In the summer of 1980 the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board
examined national space activities and Air Force orgamization for space
operations. This report commended the Air Force for an outstanding job of
evolving experimental space systems into reliable operational systems, but it
concluded; “Given current capabilitics and potentials of space systems, the AF
organization for operational exploitation of space is inadequate. . . . There is
insufficient emphasis on an inte%rated force structure in which space systems are
included as essential elements,”®3

As secretary of the Air Force in January 1980, Hans Mark considered
“enhancement of our ability to conduct operations in space” to be “exceedingly
important” for the Air Force, Having considerable experience in space technology,
Mark sometimes felt that no one listened to him because he advocated innovations
in the space program. On a visit to the United States Air Force Academyin January
1980, Mark challenged the institution to apply its academic expertise to a study of
a military space doctrine.%* In his analysis of the Air Force organization for space,
Lt Gen Richard C. Henry, commander of the AFSC’s Space Division, explained
the difficulty in separating acquisition from operations, the former being a normal
AFSCresponsibility and the latter operational function normally being the duty of
a unified or specified command. Henry demonstrated that all spacecraft in orbit
were highly technical in their construction and support. “There is,” he wrote,
“nothing routine about either launching or supporting spacecraft on-orbit and we
still need to rely heavily on engineering talent for both functions.”S5 The Air Foree’s
talent of mostly young engineering officers was concentrated in AFSC, a group of
men fresh from college who did not remain long on active military duty, Henry
argued:

The 1s5ue centers on our mability to define the line between acquisition and operations,
It 1s very clear 1n a mission such as space defense Yet, 1t 15 not so clear in the other
TSSION axeas where space systems are primanly in a supporting role to our operating
forces: i commumications, navigation, nmeteorologyand thelike . . Wehave amodicum
of capability. We think we know what to do We think we know how to do it We don't
yet, however, have the wherewithal —the direction —to get there .., What 15 important
1s that we move out 1n thinking our way through the basic strategy and doctrne for the
military use of space The alternatve 15 to be captured by the technologsts and the
systems they develop I sometimes think that we are in that situation today %

Although the first applications in space may have been experiments tailored and
supported by engineers, Lt Gen Jerome F. O’Malley— Air Force deputy chief of
staff for plans, operations and readiness—could see a dawning of space
operational activities. On 1 November 1980 he was addressing the Air Force
Manned Space Flight Support Group assembled at the Johnson Space Center in
Texas to work on the military applications of the space shuttle. O’Malley said:

I'behieve the use of space by nulitary forces is at & point paralleling the position of air
power after WW 1 . The potential for space to become a more hostile environment
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1= mcreasng, Itisincreasing for the very reason that air became an arena for hostilities
first, because space systems provide mereasingly important support—some would say a
decisive edge—~to miltary forces; and second, the technology for space conflict 15
available. ¥

O'Malley argued that the Air Force must give organizational recognition to space:

We must apply the same considerations to space systems as we do for other operations
We must design space assets, and siructure their supporting organization 1n a manner
responsive to the needs of operational forces —and integrate them mto these forces ~to
allow field commanders to be confident that space capabilities will be there when they
are needed

O’Malley was reminded of the maxim of Giulio Douhet: “Victory smiles npon those
who anficipate the changes in the character of war, not upon those who wait to
adapt themselves after the changes occur.” “We would do well,” O'Mzlley
concluded, “to remember these words,”®

In response to Secretary Mark’s challenge at the United States Air Force .
Academy, the academy established a working group with expertise in astronautics,
management, political science, and doctrinal development. An interdepartmental
special topic course in space doctrine was organized and taught to cadets during
the spring 1981 semester, and a USAFA Military Space Doctrine Symposium was
convened and held on 1-3 April 1981. Solicited papers were published in The Great
FErontier: 4 Book of Readings for the Military Space Doctrine Symposium, distributed
a month prior to the symposium, The 246-person symposium was organized into
three roundtable panels on US space operations doctrine, US space organization
doctrine, and USSR/international space operations and organization doctrine.
Each panel attempted to find consensus to questions posed to it. A pervading
thought of the symposium directors was that it would be possible to learn from the
past, decide where the Air Force must be in space by the year 2000, and articulate
the doctrine that would assure a successful and logical progression toward the goal.
In the end one panel member was outspokenly critical that “a gathering of ‘space
cadets’ as was repregented here is tantamount to ‘preaching to the choir’.” He
recommended that future symposia include actual operational elements of the Air
Force beyond the space community.”? And since consensus was not reached on .
many pivotal organizational issues, participants recognized that the symposium
served more as a stimulus than a response. The panel on space operations doctrine
faltered when no commonly accepted definition of doctrine resulted from
roundtable discussions, although, as will be seen, a weak consensus did emerge on
specific characteristics that doctrine should possess. The chairman of the space
organization doctrine panel provoked his group with an opening statement,
contending that organization for space was nof the problem; rather, what should
we do in space was the precedentissue. There was a consensus that in the long run
a dedicated space organization structure was inevitable, but there was also
agreement that an optimum organizational structure would depend upon a clear
conception of space itself, whether it would be a medinm (place) or a mission.”
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Early in 1981 an Air University air power symposium and the Air Force
Academy Military Space Doctrine Symposinm concluded that there was no space
doctrine, that a space doctrine was needed, and that the Air Force needed to get
its doctrinal house in order. Lt Col David E. Lupton pointed out after some
reflection

These conclusions were not totally correct because there was a space doctrine, one that
governed the employment of space forces even though it had not been officially
published The symposia attendees were correct m thew enticism, however, because the
doctrine, m effect, was a nondoctning' that space should be a sanctuary, free from
military forces It 15 doubtful that many of the attendees at either space doctring
symposmum would have accepted that the best way to employ space forces was not to
have space forees

Lupton conceived that differences of opinion on possible space organization and
what technologies to fund had resulted from differing fundamental beliefs that
never had been broken out openly. He described four belief structures or schools
of doctrinal thought relative to space. The first school had followed a “sanctuary”
or “free skies” doctrine for space in which it was seen that space surveillance
systems for mutual inspection of treaty compliance had a tremendous stabilizing
influence on international relations and was too important to jeopardize by an
intrusion of weapons into space. A second “survivability” school was similar to the
sanctuary school but suggested that space applications—communications,
meteorology, and surveillance —were effective in peacetime but could not serve
wartime functions because of thewr inherent vulnerability, A third cluster of
thinking was a “control” school, which suggested the value of space forces by using
air power or sea power analogies and argued that the capability to deter war was
enhanced by the ability to control space. A fourth school harked back to the old
military axiom that domination of the high ground ensures domination of lower
lying areas. The “high pround” school argued that global-coverage characteristics
of space forces, combined with directed-energy or high-velocity-impact kinetic
weapons, provided opportunities for radical new national strategies, including a
space-based ballistic missile defense.”

At the opemng address of the Air Force Academy Military Space Doctrine
Symposium, Gen Bernard Schriever expressed confidence that the new
administration of Ronald Reagan had a policy of realism toward the Soviet threat,
that policy determinations that had stifled and inhibited developments in space
would no Jonger stand in the way. “It seems to be a very propitious time to get going
in space,” Schriever said.” As viewed in short retrospect by Dr Robert S. Cooper,
director of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, the Reagan
administration brought an intensified reaction to Soviet space activities that began
to surge with the fielding of Soviet antisatellite and ocean surveillance capabilities.
Cooper said:

Up until a few years ago we had chosen not to build an antisatelhte system . . because
nothing that the Soviets were domg 1 space was so threaterung to our forces on the
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surface that we believed we needed to deny them the use of any speafic spacecraft. . . .
We were willing to fight all battles with the Soviet Union leaving their spaceeraft m a
sanctuary.”

In the late 1970s especially, Soviet writings viewed space as a military arena to be
dominated to achieve victory in modern superpower warfare. The large Soviet
space launch rate was estimated to be 85 percent military related, and there were
arecord 97 successful launches in 1981. The Soviets had considerable redundancy
in their space vehicles, shorter lived satellites with more frequent replenishment,
and a capability for rapid satellite replacement. “All of that space activity,” Doctor
Cooper said, “leads one to believe that the Soviets have some grand scheme or
ulterior motive; they want to gain some kind of sovereignty in space.””0

In May 1981 Lt Gen Kelly Burke, Air Force deputy chief of staff for research
development and acquisition, welcomed the capability of the space shuttle as a
high-volame multiuser transport, but he also summarized the risks inherent in the
existing US space program, Burke said: .

With or without the shuttle the US mihitary space program faces the following risks:
—Loss of existing capability through failure to provide adequate redundancy or
robustness of current systems. —Inabidity to quickly replace or backup key clements of
existing systems lost cither through natural disaster, normal wear out of on-orbit
systems, or enemy action —~L.oss of technologrcal lead 1n key areas which, if fislded by
the Soviets, would threaten our space infrastructure. —Inability to deter, defend, or
retaliate effectively agamst actions hostile to our space mfrastructure 77

Upon taking office in January 1981 President Reagan’s team, as already seen,
applied more interest to the prospects of discovering a space-based strafegic
defense against rapidly growing misstle forces. Said James P. Wade, Jr., assistant
to the secretary of defense for atomic energy and acting principal deputy under
secretary of defense for research and engineering in March 1981:

My observation 1s that wath a newteam coming aboard youwill see an increased interest

and emphasis on measures associated with active defense. . I believe personally the

program has been underfunded over the past several years, in the sense of pushing

technology and trying to understand what 15 the maxamum potential i terms of where .
1t could be applied and how and soon could 1t be applied to military problems,”

In an 18 September 1981 statement to Congress, President Reagan spoke of
reordering the priorities of the space program, and his fiscal year 1982 NASA
budget request was $600 million less than President Carter’s. The space shuttle
was exempt from cuts, and on 10 July 1981 former Secretary of the Air Force Mark
was sworn in as deputy administrator for NASA. Soon afterwards, Maj Gen James
A. Abrahamson, a fully trained astronaut in the old MOL program and asuccessful
program manager for the F-16 fighter, was appointed associate administrator of
NASA for the space shuttle program, The first space shuttle flight by the Colurbia
already had been accomplished successfully on 12 April 1981, and in reference to
it President Reagan told Congress “the space shuttle did more than prove our
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techno!]%gical abilities It raised our expectations once more. It started us dreaming
again.”

During 1981 and into 1982 centralization of management of space activities
within the Department of Defense received much attention from senior
management. A space operations committee was established within the Office of
the Secretary of Defense, chaired by the secretary of the Air Force, and a
department wide studylooking toward production of a comprehensive DOD space
policy was commenced under the chairmanship of the under secretary of defense
for policy, Dr Richard D, DeLauer, who had been a program manager in the space
program. Doctor DeLauer charged Dr Robert S. Cooper to act as the princ%pal
focus for review of space rescarch and development across all mission areas.8 In
November 1981 Edward C, Aldrich, Jr., under secretary of the Air Force, spoke
of “the direction we appear to be moving toward in establishing a policy for the
DOD role in space.” He said:

The way m which we operate our space assets must be more coordinated and integrated
in the future as we expand our space operations and commence routine launches of
mulitary satellites with the Shuttle. The night answer may be some form of a “space
command” for the operation of our satellites and launch systems The Air Foree 15
moving 1 that direction &

In November 1980 General (O’Malley had spoken of the need to recognize that
space was no longer a research and development environment only and to make it
an operational medum also. Late in 1981 the Air Staff formed a directorate of
space operations within the Office of Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans
and Operations. The Air Force also elevated commander in chief, North American
Aerospace Defense Command (CINCNORAD) to a four-star level,
commenstrate with his responsibilities for space, missile, and aircraft defense of
North America.

The Air Force Institute of Technology established a course in space
operations.52 In 1982, in preparation of the fiscal year 1983 budget’s five-year
defense projection, the Air Force stated its objectives in space: “Enhance space
order of battle. Develop more survivable and enduring systems at all Ievels of
conflict. Provide more evolutionary (rather tham revolutionary) improvements.
Exploit the $TS to its fullest. ”®3 Brig Gen Bernard P. Randolph, director of space
systems and deputy chicf of staff for research, development, and acquisition,
explained:

The top two objectives address the fact that we in the Asx Force consider space in terms
of more military capability than we have used 1n the past, therefore, we wash to enhance
our space order of battle, buy more, 1f you will, to assure that we have the necessary
support, and assure that these systemswe £ut on orbit as part of our space program well
survive throughout the length of conflict.

Early in 1982 the General Accounting Office (GAQ) advised Congress to limit
funds for the Air Force’s planned consolidated space operations center (CSOC)
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until the Department of Defense came up with an overall plan for military
exploitation of space. The report said that CSOC “could be used as a nucleus for
a future space force” or a “future space command” and that it ought to be planned
with that in mind. ¥

Whether “space” was a “mission” requiring the organization and functioning of
“space forces,” disparate and coequal with land, sea, and air forces, or whether
“space” was a “place” was apparently actively debated in 1982. The outcome was
that space was a place and not a mission and that “space systems compete with
other types of systems in establishing the most effective means of accomplishing a
given mission.” To the Air Force, space continued as part of the operational
medinm where it could perform missions and specialized tasks,56

Space defense and an ASAT comprised a unitary Air Force mission, and the
F-15-launched ASAT, working in cooperation with the Cheyenne Mountain
SPADOC, wasunder development; but other ongoing space systems supported all
military services. The backbone of military space communications in the late 1980s
would be the military strategic and tactical relay satellite (MILSTAR), which .
would provide worldwide coverage for the strategic and tactical requirements of
the Army, Navy, and Air Force. The NAVSTAR GPS navigation system would
produce precise signals, allowing worldwide location to within 16 meters. The
signals would be available to commerciat users as well as the military services. A
defense meteorological satellite program (DMSP) would provide instant weather
information, even showing thunderstorms in progress.

On 4 July 1982 President Reagan selected the occaston of the welcome home
ceremonies for the final test-flight of the space shuttle to announce an awaited and
revised national space policy. Magor portions of the space policy paper were said
tohave borne security classifications, but a five-page fact sheet outlining the policy
was issued by the White House. The basic goals of the national space policy were
to strengthen national security, maintain US space leadership, exploit space for
economic and scientific benefits, expand private investment and involvement in
space, promote international activities in the national interest, and cooperate with
othernationsin maintaining the freedom of space. The policy emphasized the close
coordination between NASA and the DOD, while keeping the civil and military .
space programs separate. Antisatellite capability was endorsed as a specific
program for development with operational deployment as a goal. The policy also
called for survivability and endurance of space systems for times of crisis and
conflict and the development of attack warning, notification, verification, and
contingency reaction capabilities to threats to US space systems. Early in his
administration, President Reagan had abolished the Presidential Review
Committee on space established within the National Security Council by President
Carter; the new policy provided that space policy would be implemented by
interagency mechanisms and a senior interagency group on space that would
provide ;orderly and rapid referral” to the president for decisions on space policy
matters.
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On 21 June 1982 a few days before his retirement, Gen Lew Allen, Jr,,
announced the planned formation of a space command to be effective on 1
September 1982 with headquarters in Colorado Springs, Colorado. Air Force
Space Command (SPACECMD) was formed as planned on 1 September 1982 with
the mission of managing and operating assigned space assets, centralizing
planning, consolidating requirements, providing operational advocacy, and
ensuring a close interface between research and development activities and
operational users of Air Force space programs. The commander of Space
Command also was to serve as CINCNORAD and CINCADC. The commander
of the Air Force Systems Command’s Space Division was assigned the added duty
SPACECMD’s deputy commander. In a related reorganization, the Air Force
established the Air Force Space Technology Center at Kirtland AFB, New Mexico,
subordinate to the AFSC Space Division. Within this framework it was conceived
that the Air Force Space Technology Center would work on basic technology;
Space Division would be responsible for research, development, launch, and
checkout; and the operational space commands then would assume in-orbit
control, management, and protection responsibilities. SPACECMD immediately
took over the space defense operations center already operating in the Cheyenne
Mountain Complex; ground breaking occurred in May 1983 for the consolidated
space operations center, which was to have the missions of controlling operational
spacecraft and managing DOD space shuttle flights.5?

In the autumn of 1982, Gen Charles A. Gabriel, Air Force chief of staff,
explained the military significance of space “Spaceis the ultimate high ground. ...
The magnitude and direction of the Soviet mulitary space effort demands that we
meet these challenges, employing the full range of acrospace assets in our nation’s
defense. . . . The nation’s highest defense priority—deterrence—requires a
credible warfighting capability across the spectrum of conflict”° Air Force
Secretary Verne Orr developed the same theme:

As 1n the 1920's when we were just learmng about the possible uses of airpower, today
we are still learning how space based capabilities can contnibute to our national defense
posture And while some might view that space can be kept a weapons-free sanctuary
free of military systems, history tells us that each time new technological opportunities
present themselves, nations mvariably employ them to avord being placed in an iferior
defense sttuation Our nation will contmuwe to pursue avenues to foster the peacefuluse
of space consistent with the President’s national space pohey We and the Soviets are
now. highly dependent on space for many military support funetions, ¢.g., warning,
commumcations and command and control. Fhis dependence will undoubtedly grow.
As a mimmum then we must ensure that our space systems can operate i a hostile
wartime environment, survive and continue our defense requirements As national use
of and investment 1 space increases, protection of our resources will be essentral

Because such protection mtroduces the possibihity of space-to-space, space-to-carth,
and earth-to-space operations, 1t 110 our national interest tobe prepared to accomplish
them Prudent preparations, such as ASAT, also give us a hedge aganst technological
surprise, atd ensure we are not placed in a permanent position of disadvantage by Soviet
mtiatves ?
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In explaining why the Air Force had established Space Command, General
Gabriel pointed out that it was

mostly . . a consolidation of what we had in being, A new way to organze with the
operational beacon as opposed tojust [a] technologrcal driver, The operational will now
be the drver ... What we have done 15 pull t%ether the operational and
technical —technological push was what we had before.

Maj Gen Bruce K. Brown, vice CINCNORAD/assistant vice commander, Space
Command, pointed out that several factors converged in 1982 to cause the Space
Command’s activation;

These factors mcluded the Soviet threat n space, our Nation's increasmg dependence

On space systens, an ever mereasing national space resource commutment, and the need

to take full advantage of the space shuttle to enhance man's presence in space. Lastly,

onJuly4, 1982, Prestdent Reagan announced that the most important goal of the United

States space program was to sirengthen national security, As a result, we now have a
policywhichunderscoresthensedto mochlrForccspacggprogmms outof the research .
and development community into the operatsonal world,

As early as 1977 drafting of a military space doctrine manual to be controlled
as AFM 1-6 was begun in the Doctrine and Concepts Office of the Air Force
Directorate of Plans (HQ USAF/XOX). The first drafts of this manual proposed
that space forces be provided by an Air Force component commander to work
within a joint force directed by a unified commander with authority from the
national command authorities (NCA) through the Joint Chiefs of Staff.% The
space manual had been projected for completion in 1981 so that it would be
available to provide policy direction for the military space program but it was
delayed, one reason being an argument over whether space was a medinm or place
or amission, This argument was resolved, as explained by Maj Gen John H. Storrie,
director of space, Air Force deputy chief of staff for plans and operations. Storrie
explained:

The bottom hne is space 1s a place, 1t 15 not a misston. We are gomg to contmue to do

those things in space that we do i the atmosphere and on the ground and on the seas .
We are not going to go out and do those things in space just becaunse the technology 1s

there ... We are gong to do them because we can do them better from space, or we

can do them more cost-effectve. ¥

Despite these decisions, the Air Force looked upon its Space Command as the
initial step that could lay the foundation for the eventual integration of space
systems into the unified/specified command structure. In early 1964 the joint
statement of Secretary Orr and General Gabriel on the fiscal year 1985 Air Force
posture strongly recommended a unified command for space, saying;

‘We have developed the various space programs based on technological advances and

mussion requirements, However, no single mihitary orgamization exercises operational
authornty over military space systems in peace, war, and the transition period from peace
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towar To make ourspace systems more effective and responsive, and toensure a clear
chamn of command from the NCA tocombatant forees, we proposed a umfied command
for space This new command would excrcise operational command over US mihitary
space systems which provide support to the combatant forees of the unified and specified
commands In the future, space-based systems may bacome available which will add a
truly new dimension to conducting warfare, Afier an extensive review of command
arrang:ments forspace, the AirForcerecommendsaumfied space command be formed
soon.

In support of the Air Force advocacy of a unified command for space, Gen
Bernard Randolph, Air Force director of Space Systems and C2, deputy chief of
staff for research, development, and acquisition, argued that:

First of all, 1t 15 the character of space systems to support a number of users Itis very
difficult to say that a space system was an Air Force, Navy, or Army system because .
the way we work the space systems in the main 15 1n fact jomntly. ..I don't think the
countzy can afford multiple organizations m space Spaceisjusttoo expensive  Fhe
Aur Force strongly supports the 1dea of a unified command We designed the kind of
things that command would do to support all the fighting forces .  There 1s no such
thing as a unique Navy or Air Force system Almost every space system applies to all
the sezvices,

Although a US Navy spokesman agreed that the Air Force should take the lead in
antisatellite programs for space defense, the Navy in 1983 organized a Naval Space
Command of its own and appeared generally opposed to a unified space command.
“] am having a hard time in my own mind defining what the mission of 2 unified
command is in space,” said Vice Adm Gordon R. Nagler, director of command
and control, Office of Chief of Naval Operations. “For example, today the Air
Force command in space is both acquisition and operations. I am not too sure if
that is not in conflict a lttle bit*”® Adm James D. Watkins, chief of naval
operations, doubted the need for a unified command. Watkins was quoted as
saying, “I would also worry unless there were significant improvements to be
gained ” Navy Secretary John F. Lehman, Jr., flatly disagreed with the need for a
unufied space command.” In March 1984 Admiral Watkins testified that he would
not oppose a unified command at a right time. He said:

I think that a unified command should be a command that has the potental to fight a
war and if it 15 gong to be a command established during a massve R&D program, then
I don't really understand 1t So I thunk there 15 confusion as to the need for a umfied
command at this particular tme 1%

In 1934, however, the Department of Defense accepted a unified US space
command with Air Force, Navy, Army and Marine Corps participation as “the next
evolutionary step.” On 30 November 1984 a Department of Defense press release
announced the activation of the new unified US Space Command
{(USSPACECOM), The announcement said that the new unified command would
“better serve US interests and the needs of our allies worldwide by providing an
organizational structure that will centralize operational responsibilities for more
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effective use of military space systems.” % The Joint Chiefs of Staff established a .
joint planning staff for space (JPSS), a directorate on the Joint Staff, to develop
transition plans.]

At the same time that the preparation of AFM 1-6, Military Space Doctrine, was
perplexed by the question of whether space was a medium or a mission, there was
a question as to whether the manual was to be a compendium of fundamerial,
unencumbered principles of space combat operations or a statement of restricted
objectives in space. Ina paper prepared for the Air Force AcademyMilitarySpace
Doctrine Symposium in 1981, Lt Col Dino A. Lorenzini, who was assigned at the
Naval War College, urged: “Military space doctrine should address . . .
fundamental possibilities for space warfare now in the hope that we can plan more
deliberately and prepare more decisively for the uncertain events that lie
ahead.”103 In an article published in 1982 Lorenzini additionally proposed that two
versions of space power doctrine might well be issued. An unencumbered version
would be a “basic” space power doctrine relevant to the practice of warfare in
space; a constrained version would be an “operational” doctrine taking into .
consideration national overall space policy decisions. 1% At the National Defense
University, Col Casper J. Schichtle, while assigned as a senior research fellow,
prepared a reseazch report on space policy and organization which touched on
space doctrine. His review of the January 1979 draft of the proposed ATM 1-6
brought his criticism that the Air Force was bound to a peaceful use of space
whereas the Soviets were headed in another direction. He urged that the Air Force
pubhish AFM 1-6:

As a body of principles governing military activities in space for the foreseeable future,
1itshould be a natural flowdown from stated national space policies In additzon, itshould
contain all but the most sensitive military space Eslans and signify the defense
estabhishment’s desire to “come out of the closet 1

When AFM 1-6, Military Space Doctrine, was officially published on 15 October
1982 its first and longest chapter discussed, “National Space Policy, Executive
Guidance, and Legal Constraints,” and a lengthy bibliography basicto the chapter,
was appended. The major thrust of the doctrine was that space systems would be .
consistent with national policy. As explained officially by Secretary Orr and
General Gabriel the basic philosophy of the new space doctrine was to preserve
free access to and transit through space for peaceful purposes for both military
and civilian users. To do this, forces would need to be maintained that were capable
and ready. Then, if conflict became unavoidable, the United States would be
prepared to use the force necessary to secure resolution at the lowest level and on
terms favorable to the United States. The basic military objectives in space as
defined in the doctrine were:

To mamtain freedom of space, To merease effectiveness, readiness and survivability of
military forces, To protect the nation's resources from threats m, through and from
space; and T? 0%)rewznt space from bemg used as a sanctuary for aggressive systems by
our snemies
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In addition to AFM 1-6, the Air Force conceived that the Space Command would
take a mext step by creating more specific “operational space doctrine.”%’
Secretary Orr defended AFM 1-6 as being a “strong emphasis” on doctrine and
strategy for space. “The doctrine,” he said, “provides a basis for determining
strategy and will give focus and direction to the development of future space
systems.” 198 On the other hand, there was an apparent feeling in the ranks of young
Air Force space enthusiasts —who were being called “space cadets” —that AFM
1-6 was so bound by national and international agreements as to provide
incomplete forward-looking guidance for future conflict in space.1%

President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative

Even before Ronald Reagan’s clection to the presidency he was known to favor
a shift away from the effort to find US security in constant buildups of a strategic
offensive military system. During a meeting with Reagan at the beginning of 1983,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff raised the question of the lack of emphasis on ballistic
missile defense (BMD), the lack of a clearly stated BMD goal, and no strong
commitment of the nation’s scientific talent to BMD. The Defense Department for
several years had been passing up promising BMD proposals because of overall
budget constraints, even though there had been “remarkable advances™ in possibly
pertinent technology. The chiefs were said to be “in total community” on examining
a BMD initiative, and Reagan “showed considerable interest,” ordering that the
idea be developed further.!1® At the end of a speech devoted to promoting the
fiscal year 1984 defense budget, Reagan on 23 March 1983 first sketched his
Strategic Defense Imtiative (SDI) He said that he was ordering “a comprehensive
and intensive effort to define a long-term research and development program”
aimed at defending the United States and its allies from ballistic missiles. The day
following Reagan’s speech, the White House announced that Secretary
Weinberger would be responsible for an interagency study, with advice from
outside the government, of what BMD technologies seemed most promising and
how they would be used. The study was to be in the president’s hand by the autumn
of 1983, when the fiscal year 1985 defense budget would be under review. A White
House spokesman explained that BMD would not be turned into a crash program
but could be “a sketched-out crash program.”111

The study recquest by President Reagan was accomphished under a seaior
interagency group-defense policy, chaired by Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Thayer. A defensive technologies study team, headed by Dr James C. Fletcher of
the University of Pittsburgh and including over 50 of the nation’s top scientists and
engineers, was formed both to assess the feasibility of achieving the BMD goal and
to structure a research program for it. The principal finding of the Fletcher study
was that, despite the uncertainties, new technologies held great promise for
eliminating the threat of ballistic missiles to the United States and its allies. In the
autumn of 1983, President Reagan’s BMD projection, known properly as the
Strategic Defense Initiative but popularly called “Star Wars,” began to be
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integrated into the fiscal year 1985 defense budget in notional steps visnalized by
the Fletcher panel. There was to be a research phase to the early 1990s when a
future president and Congress could make a decision for full-scale engineering
development looking in turn to sequential deployments of defensive systems, The
Fletcher panel emphasized the importance of strong control management for the
SDJ, and accordingly, effective on 16 April 1984, Secretary Weinberger named Lt
Gen James A. Abrahamson as director, Strategic Defense Initiative Organization
(SDIO). The director of SDIO was chartered to report directly to the secretary of
defense; he would prepare an integrated SDI objective memorandum that would
be coordinated with service Program Objective Memorandums but would not be
available for trade-offs to meet service or defense agency needs except upon
decision of the deputy secretary of defense. General Abrahamson remarked:

So our job 15, with a small staff, somewhere around 80 people or so, to ensure that we

have good central planning and good central direction, and then to encourage really

cffective ways to minimize the bursaucracy and make the most creative use of the talent

that is there 1 each of the Sexvices to proceed with the program, So what it means s .
thatwe will have anthority for very direct and accelerated commumications and direction

down to each of the Service elements. Wewill have authorityto use different contracting

techniques .. to trytostreamline thatoperation so that we can operate 1n an agpressmve

way to move this technology ahead Sowe have a central office, but fwe are] relying on

the talent that 1s already out 1n the Services.112

In the same months that the Strategic Defense Initiative was in projection, the
Air Force was progressing with an Air Force space plan that reflected an intention
to exploit the military potential of space, focus technological development, and
redress deficiencies across all mission areas in space. In testimony in suppori, of
the Air Force portion of the fiscal year 1985 defense request in March 1984,
Secretary Orr and General Gabriel spoke formally of the SDY, noting that the
program would involve all three services’ space programs and gather together
money from them. The Air Force continued to voice support for a unified space
command, stating:

This new command would excrcise operattonal command over US space systems which .
provide support to the combatant forces of other umfied and specified commands. In

the future, space-based systems may become available which will add a truly new

dimension to conducting warfare b

As of 1984, however, the Air Force endorsed “a Space System Operation Strategy
that fully integrates space systems into the military force structure and provides
sufficient survivability of our critical space systems to allow the US time fo provide
central support to our forces.” 1™ Secretary Orr and General Gabriel explained:
“We emphasize space systems’ survivability because effective military operations
in the modern battlefield are increasingly dependent on satellite surveillance,
warning, communications, meteorology information, and navigation.”*15

In revising AFM 1-1, Basic.Aerospace Doctrine of the Umited States Air Force, as
it was finally published on 16 March 1984, the Air Force summary of changes from
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the 1979 edition noted: “Space is a place, not a mission, and is described as part
of the operational medium where the Air Force can perform all of its missions and
specialized tasks.” The 1984 manual read:

Space 15 the outer reaches of the aerospace operational medium In fulfiling U.S

nattonalsecurity objectives, the Air Foree has the pnimary responsibility for maintaining
the United States’ freedom to act throughout the aerospace. Space, s a part of that
medium, provides an unlinuted potential and opportunity for military operahions and 2
place where the Air Force can perform or support all of its missions and tasks 116

In the congressional budget hearings in March 1984, Secretary Orr and General
Gabriel were in no hurry to extend military operations into space. The purpose of
the F-15 ASAT program was defined as deterrence:

‘The purpose of the F-15 ASAT program 18 t0 remove an asymmetry which exists
between the US and Soviet military space capability. The current unilateral capability
of the Soviets to threaten or negate US space systems with an ASAT could contnibute

. to instability durmg a crisis. The primary mission of the F-15 ASAT 1s to assure our free
access toand transit through space by deternng Soviet attacks agamnst ourspace systems.
If deterrence fails, our ASAT would EI‘OVldG us the capability to “respond in kird” to
Sowviet attacks on our space systems

The F-15 ASAT program was only one part of a comprehensive effort to reduce
the valnerability of US space systems. The Air Force rationalized:

No satellite system can be made totally invuinezable to all threats any more than an
arplane orship can be made totally nvulaerable, The objective 15 to ensure the satellite
system can provide servace £ our combat forces through a predetermined level of
confhict 18

In the Air Force’s space systems architecture satellite survivability was a major
consideration, and there were five major areas for increasing survivability:
maneuver, hardening/shielding, possession of orbital spares, ability to replenish
rapidly, and abulity to fire back at attackers. The low-earth-orbit reconnaissance
satellites were most vilnerable, and, as General Gabriel pointed out, both US and

. Soviet communications satellites in geosynchronous orbits at altitudes of 19,000
nattical miles above the earth along the equator were outside the range of the
Soviet ASAT orthe F-15 ASAT that the Air Force was projecting. In 1984 General
Gabriel stated that the Air Force had no plans to select a capability to attack the
high-altitude geosynchronous satellites that were so important to both the Soviets
and the United States. Gabriel said:

Iwouldnot .recommend that we build such a system I would zather both sides not
have a capability to go to gecsynchronous wath an ASAT In fact I would like to be able
to agree with the Sowviets that we do not have any ASAT: if we could verify it properlgn
Because we are an opeén society, we need our space capabihities more than they do, 1!
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CHAPTER 10

THE NEVER-ENDING QUEST FOR
AIR FORCE DOCTRINE

“Basic air doctrine,” stated the first edition of AFM 1-2, United States Air Force
Basic Doctrine, in 1 April 1953, “evolves from experience gained in war and from
analysis of the continuing impact of new weapons on warfare. The dynamic and
constant changes in new weapons makes periodic substantive review of the

. doctrine necessary ” Immediately following these sentences, however, the manual
promised: “The application of this doctrine to the roles and missions of the United
States Air Force will promote the effective employment of air power i military
operations.”! Gen Hoyt Vandenberg signed the foreword of the manual, The April
1954 and April 1955 editions of AFM 1-2 signed for anthentication by Gen Nathan
Twining did not include the sentence specifying a need for “periodic substantive
review” of the doctrine 2 On the basis of the promise in the April 1953 edition that
adherence to the prescribed doctrine wonld promote the effective employment of
air power in military operations, Maj Rudolph P. Wacker, an Air Command and
Staff College student in 1967, concluded that “there was apparently ne doubt in
any air staffer’s mind that this early doctrine was infallible if applied. . . . The
obvious implication was that we had applied all our past experiences and new
weapons systems and had created an infallible doctrine.”

Recognition of a Need for Dynamic Doctrine

. Thebasic text of the 1953 and 1954 editions of AFM 1-2 was virtually unchanged,
and these manuals clearly reflected air experience in World War II, The main
thrust of these manvals was that air power could be employed against the
heartland of a nation and in peripheral areas of conflict; that weapons of mass
destruction should be used in heartland attacks; that control of the air was essential
in peripheral actions and desirable in heartland attacks; and that the final selection
of targets must be based on military factors but that an enemy’s emotional response
to air attack must be considered for its psychological impact on his national will.?

The 1955 version of AFM 1-2 also stressed the lessons of World War IT but
reflected additional thinking from the Korean conflict and the cold war. The
manual demonstrated the applicability of air power to deterrence but its main
concentration was on kow to apply force if deterrence failed. Air power’s greatest
opportunitieslayin direct attacks against the enemy’s heartland (his war-sustaining
resources) but it could also conduct operations in his periphery (his air and surface
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efforts). This manual concluded with the admonition: “The paramount
consideration for the security and well being of the United States is the timely
provision of adequate air power.”

In the early 1950s Maj Gen Lloyd Hopwood’s reformation of the Air Command
and Staff School (ACSS) at Maxwell AFB gave good attention to Air Force
doctrine in the curriculum for field grade officers to Air Force doctrine. Hopwood
encouraged student thesis analysis of extant Air Force doctrine and also personally
delivered a lecture on air doctrine, which Lt Gen George G. Loving, Jr., who had
been a student in ACSS in 1955-56, would remember many years later as being
“gxtraordinarily good” and a “real influence on me.”5 As has been seen, the Air
Forcein the aftermath of the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 elected torelicve
the Air University of the responsibility for preparation of Air Force basic doctrine
and to retain the function in an air doctrine branch under the deputy director for
policy, Directorate of Plans, At this juncture there was said to be a school of
thought on the Air Staff that air doctrine written in the AFM 1-2 manuals was .
immutable, inflexible, and so fundamentally sound as to require neither further
justification nor analysis, but the Air Staff did not object to the Air Command and
Staff School studying air doctrine.”

Especially in 195859 Air Command and Staff School student analyses of air
doctrine were quite critical, In his paper assaying the effects of intercontinental
ballistic missiles, Maj William ¥, Smith (whose subsequent career would culminate
with four stars) demonstrated that the 1955 AFM 1-2 emphasized offensive action,
basing its conclusion on five characteristics of aircraft that made them
incomparable offensive weapons: range, speed, flexibility, mobility, and
penetration ability, Smith showed that a ballistic missile lacked the manned
aircraft’s principal advantage: flexibility. On the other hand, missiles were powerful
offensive weapons for reasons other than those which made the aircraft a unique
offensive weapon. Since Soviet ICBMs would open the United States to attack,
Smith urged that AFM 1-2 was deficient in the scant attention it gave to defense.
He wrote:

‘The point here ts not that the present air defense system 15 completely mmadequate. The .
point 15 that present teachings of the Air Force do not satisfactonly stress the urgent

requirement for a sound defense. In neglecting this facet of doctrine, present USAF

doctrme neglects a vital portton of the Aix Foree’s war nussion.®

Smith recommended that “studies be initiated immediately to develop a
‘symmetrical’ air doctrine that would refocus Air Force thinking to give defensive
actions a priority equal to that given offensive ones.”® A consolidation of other
student theses on Air Force basic doctrine pointed to the main announced
objective of air power as being control of the air, to be attained by offensive air
strikes on enemy bases, This meant in operations in peripheral areas, air control
would demand air strikes on Soviet bases.
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Our emphasis, springing fromt our doctrinal position, has been on the deterrent effect
of nuclear striking power and an air force designed to attamn control of the air This
emphasis, which dictates USAF operational requirements, 1s 2 natural result of our
doctrine position, As a result, current theater commanders, faced with the prospect of
Iimited wars of many categores, are not adequately equipped to plan for and conduct
the wide range of actions necessary 1 this type of a conflict and must overcome by
mgenuity the handicaps placed upon them by the inflexibility of our doctninal position. ™

ColRoyR. Walker offered still another recommendation in an Air War College
thesis i April 1959, even though he recognized it was not likely to be adapted.
Walker contended that AFM 1-2 be rescinded and not be replaced by any similar
publication. Instead, the secretary of defense should require the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to consider and recommend a national military doctrine for approval by the
secretary of defense and the president. Following this, force doctrine— Army,
Navy, and Air Force —should be written on a team principle within the parameters
of the national military doctrine.'*

As has been seen, the Air Staff refused to approve a suggested Air University
revision of AFM 1-2 designed to reflect the impact of new weapons and defense
reorganization, but a revised version of United States Air Force Basic Doctrinte was
issued under Genr Thomas D. White’s authentication on 1 December 1959. This
version contained very few changes from its three predecessors, the most notable
exception acknowledging developments in missiles and space by replacing the
words “air power” with “aerospace power.” The new version described aerospace
as the operational medium of the Air Force, “the total expanse beyond the earth’s
surface.” To the list of predominant characteristics of aerospace forces—range,
mobility, flexibility, speed, and penetration ability—was added “firepower
delivery,” manifested in accuracy, fast reaction, high rates of fire and launch, and
the capability to employ maximum power weapons if necessary. Aerospace forces
were to take advantage of every opportunity to exploit these characteristics. Thus
it was said

Employment of Air Forces in the acrospace must be considered in terms of effects that
are possible of achhevement on the surface of the earth 1n both general and linuted war,
and effects to be achieved n space-oriented operations agamst hostile space vehacles,
or in other operations not having a direct effect on earth areas and populations 2

The manual replaced the old words of necessity — gaining a “dominant position in
the air” — with a new objective of getting “general supremacy in the acrospace.” Its
new concluding admonition was:

The aerospace 1s a medium m which freedom to operate during war will be of wital
mulitary significance That nation, or group of nations, which mamtains predominance

m the aerospace—not only in its mulitary forces but also m its scrences and
technologies —wnll have the means to prevail in conflict B
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The 1959 manual outlined a military scenario ranging from general through
limited war, cold war, and peacetime explorations of aerospace to advance man’s
knowledge. Since national survival was paramount, preparation for general war
must have precedence, although forces for general war were expected to have
imited-war applications. The problem of identifying and preventinlg “wars of
pational liberation” soon to be met in Southeast Asia was not foreseen.** The 1959
manual was the first basic doctrine publication to touch on space. Writing in 1973
Lt Col Donald L. Cromer pointed ont that the basic doctrine manual series failed

to address where a space doctnne fits m let alone what tt should be . Leaving the
subject as an imphed patt of doctrine runs the nsk of misinterpretation, as well as
requiting each indwidual or office to create hus own doctrnal basis for space plannmng
and employment The fact that we do not have a codified space doctrine stands as mute
testimony of this premise b

Although the Air Force had mentioned keeping its doctrine “dynamic,” the .
editions of AFM 1-2 issued in the 1950s were reminiscent of the state of past or
present military art in that technology was driving doctrine rather than doctrine
directing technology. Reminisced Eugene Zuckert, who became secretary of the
Ajr Force in 1961:

Frankly, I donotsce quite the same degree of inventiveness i our conceptsanddoctrine
that we have demonstrated in technology and 1n military adaptation to technological
change. .. We can’t afford to let military science, which governs the use of weapons,
fall behund the physical seiences that create those weapons. More than that, military
science, which cludes doctring, ideally should sty well ahead of technology to give
technology meaningful directron.!®

Especially in 1961, as already noted, Zuckert maintained that some Air Force

leaders “were still approaching top-level problems of national security in terms of

the concepts, doctrine, and study methods of the early 1950s.”17 Zuckert evidently

was enforcing a new rule that Air Force doctrine should be designed to support

national policy and strategy, which was different from the view of a pure military

aerospace doctrine based upon the absolute capabilities and limitations of .
aerospace forces in peace and war. In terms of President Kennedy’s flexible

response strategy, AFM 1-2 placed excessive emphasis npon massive retaliation

and mass destruction and did not give adequate emphasis to the application of

precisely measured power in limited or general war.

In the recognized Air Staff breakout of responsibilities for doctrine
development, the task fell to the deputy chief of staff for plans and operations and
was subdivided between the director of plans (HQ USAF/XPD) and the dixector
of operations (HQ USAF/XOF). Asit happened, Maj Gen Jerry D. Page, who had
been responsible earlier on at Air University for preparing the April 1955 edition
of AFM 1-2, was director of plans in 1963 and his office was the office of primary
responsibility (OPR) for Air Force Regulation 1-1, Responsibilities for Doctrine
Development, dated 20 March 1963. For the first time this regulation clarified the
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responsibilities for developing basic Air Force doctrine, operational doctrine, and
unified doctrine, The regulation made Headquarters USAF/XPD responsible for
preparing and disseminating basic doctrine and gave official guidance to the
meaning of “basic aerospace doctrine™ as follows:

Basic acrospace doctrine sets forth the fundamental pranctples for employment of the
US aerospace forces to support national objectives 1n peace and war, Directed toward
the overall Air Force posture, it provnides: (1) The fundamental reference authority for
this employment, and thereby serves as the basis for all Air Foree manuals dealing with
the tactics and techmiques 1 employment of aerospace forces (2) Information for
mulitary instruction n vanous schools throughout the Air Force and in other military
services (3) Matenal for public and mternal mformation programs (4) Positions
supporting budgetary and procurement programs, and negottations with other
services 18

.. The regulation provided that operational doctrine was “directed toward
i specific capabilities” and “developed in relation to specific categories such as
tactical and strategic air operations.” The responsibility for developing and
submitting this doctrine was allocated to SAC, TAC, ADC, MATS, and the other
operating commands, and the responsibility for monitoring the doctrine was
assigned to Headquarters USAF/XOP. Unified doctrine was to be prepared for
joint activities as directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This directorate was
responsible for determining the appropriate Air Force organization or command
to develop doctrine required by JCS, and Headqguarters USAF/XPD was
responsible for monitoring the approval process through the Joint Chiefs. In a
further allocation of responsibilities, TAC was made responsible for participating
with the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps in the development of doctrine,
procedures, tactics, techniques, training, publications, and equigment for joint

operations that were the responsibilities of one of those services.!

Although AFR 1-1 was “official guidance,” an ACSS student noted that the
guidance was “sufficiently broad to permit vast interpretation in its formulation.”
“On the basis of this guidance, the basic doctrine could be presented in any number

. of ways: from a gigantic collection of tomes which happens to detail every
foreseeable eventuality of employment, to a single page commander’s concept of
the ‘don’t shoot *til you see the whites of their eyes’ caliber.”2?

In 1963-64 Air Force Project Forecast made a comprehensive study of Air
Force structure projectable into the 1965-75 time frame, and General Page headed
the project’s policy panel that sought to identify the goals of national policy that
would influence development decisions within the Air Force. The findings of this
panel became the grist for a new Aur Force basic doctrine manual that would be
written under Page’s direction by Lt Col Richard C. Bowman, Lt Col George H.
Sylvester, and Maj William E. Simons. Page explained to an nterested interviewer
that he felt strongly that “something new was needed.” Although there was a
precedeat for doctrine to emerge from the scholarly efforts at the Air University
professional schools, he considered that “there was a general lack of imagination
and insight in the recent efforts from that quarter.” As a consequence, Page said
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his group undertook the job unilaterally, got the blessings of General LeMay onit,
and published AFM 1-1, Aerospace Doctrnne, United States Air Force Basic
Doctrine, on 14 August 196421

Even a cursory glance through the August 1964 edition of AFM 1-1 reveals its
radical departure from the AFM 1-2 manuals of the 1950s. A discussion of the
requirement to suppott national objectives with a strategy of flexible response drew
emphasis throughout. This discussion posited a spectrum of conflict wherein
national leaders would select the best use of strategic and tactical forces. “The
guiding principle in all crises is to Limit the use of force to that compatible with
particular conflict issues.” “Defeat of the enemy,” the manual said, “is the
attainment of our specific political objectives »22 The August 1964 manual, unlike
its predecessors, did not include a discussion of the principles of war. Whereas
range, mobility, flexibility, speed, penctration ability, and (in 1959) firepower
delivery had been described as predominant characteristics of aerospace forces,
the 1964 manual described required acrospace force characteristics as .
survivability, command and control {control must be centralized at levels high
enough to exploit these forces fully), penetration ability, selective target
destruction, and recovery and recycling. Range, mobility, responsiveness, and
tactical versatility were said to be “military advantages” if the aerospace medium
were exploited properly. The manual also addressed employments of aerospace
forces in general war (discussing counterforce, countervalue, active and passive
defenses, and requurements for mixed manned and unmanned systems), in tactical
nuclear operations, in conventional air operations, and in counterinsurgency. The
three less intense forms of warfare required traditional missions of air superiority,
interdiction, close air support, airlift, and reconnaissance. The advanced state of
alert of the Strategic Arr Command during the Cuban missile crisis of 1962 was
cited as anillustration of the manner in which manned systems could provide cold
war demonstrafions in periods of international crises. This doctrinal statement also
urged the Air Force to pursue vertical takeoff and landing capabilities when
nuclear weapons were used; this injunction did not appear in subsequent versions
of AFM 1-1.5 @

In explanation of the objective for the AFM 1-11964 basic doctrine manual, the
Air Force inspector general explained:

Objective of the project 1s to assure a cohesive and supportable delineation of acrospace
power and principles for its employment by today’s umilateral and umified forces . A
complete understanding of Air Force unilateral doctrine 1s required of all Awr Force
personnel responstble for developing doctrinal proposals with other sexvices or umfied
commands Since the views of other services are considered in the development of
unified/joint doctrine, an understanding of basie 1ssues which involve the Air Force 15
required 2

After the publication of AFM 1-1, the inspector general’s brief called attention
to the evolutionary change in Air Force concepts and doctrine: “Military concepts
and doctrines undergo a constant process of evolutionary change to meet new
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times, new ideas, new kinds of weapons,” It pointed to aneed for a broadly capable
aerospace force:

In this thermonuclear age, the aerospace force must possess a broad range of combat
and peacekeeping capabilities It must be programmed and operated mn close
cooperation with the other services, each of which 1s a specialized increment of overall
US miitary power .  In discussing the four mam kinds of aerospace operations —
generalwar, tactical nuclear, conventional, and countésmsurgency — emphasisisplaced
on ourncreased options for mblitary response in support of national objectrves . . For
all confrontations and conflicts, the US aerospace force must have the superior, usable
capabilities needed to convincean encemy thatany escalating step on lus part would place
him at an increasingly critical disadvantage s

The Air Force Policy Letter for Commanders called the new manual “timely
reading,” “The chapters on conventional air operations and counterinsurgency and
. the concluding chapter,” the Policy Letter stated, “are worth reviewing,”20

The Air Force Directorate of
Doctrine, Concepts, and Objectives

In the same time span that the Air Force was enunciating AFM 1-1, the US
Army was organizing its Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), effective
on1July 1973, and this new combination of functional combat development centers
collocated with Army educational institutions, plus a combat developments
experimentation command, was going to be a fertile source of new Army doctrinal
undertakings.2” The shift to the strategy of flexible response was significantly
increasing the role and size of general-purpose forces and generating new
interservice roles and missions issues. Many of the initiatives of the other services
appeared to infringe directly on Air Force roles and missions. Many observers
concluded that the Air Force had been caught in a doctrinal and conceptual lag.
It was against this background on 1 July 1966 in DCS/Plans and Operations that

. the deputy director of plans for advance planning was elevated in status and
became the Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts, and Objectives (HQ
USAF/XOD). The Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts, and Objectives was coequal
with the Directorate of Plans and Directorate of Operations under deputy chief
of staff for plans and operations. Headquarters USAF/XOD was given the mission:
“To do hard thinking about the Air Force of the future. . . because of a continuing
need for original, creative thought to help reason and guide the way to the future.”
This directorate included an aerospace doctrine division, concepts and objectives
division, and an interservice liaison group.28

The mitial director of doctrine, concepts and objectives was Brig Gen Richard
A, Yudkin, who was promoted to major general on 1 July 1967. As remembered
by Lt Gen George G. Loving, Jr , who, as a colonel in the Directorate of Doctrine,
Concepts, and Objectives, was successively a staff officer, chief of the Doctrine
Development Branch, and chief of the Aerospace Doctrine Division—the
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directorate’s work, like that of the Air Staff in general, was for a large part “always
putting ouf fires.” Loving said:

Papers would come to be coordinated, and we would look at them from a doctrine
viewpomt .. Fundamentally, we were defenders of the faith. . .. That was one aspect
of the job, to try to defend our roles and missions 1n a rational way that would serve the
Aur Force well and serve the country well

Loving remembered that everyone in this directorate worked for General Yudkin
on whatever needed doing. One of the first XOD studies was an analysis begun on
21 June 1966 to determine what areas of close air support were not being fulfilled
by the Air Force to the satisfaction of the Army, Headquarters USAF/XOD
completed the analysis on 14 August and briefed the Air Council on 25 Augusi. As
already noted, General McConnell signed off on the principal recommendation
on 8 September 1966, namely that the Air Force take immediate and positive action .
to obtain a relatively inexpensive, rugged, highly specialized close-air-support
aircraft (the A-X). Another major study of 1966 was the tactical rescue-
intelligence system enhancement (TAC/RISE), The Credible Comet study was
initiated in 1967 to develop a concept of operations and recommendations for
tactical air electronic work. Project New Focus was organized on a temporary basis
in mid-1965 and received a permanent charter in June 1967 to explore, refine, and
reduce points of differences between the Army and the Air Force in close air
support, tactical airlift, tactical reconnaissance, and tactical air control.3®

In the view of General Loving, the Ajr Force’s decision tobuild the A-X (A-10)
close-air-support fighter and to be “more forthcoming” on other tactical air issues
with the Army broke the Army’s incursions into Air Force roles and missions. By
1969 the Air Force and the Army were “cooperating actively,” much of the logjam
on Army-Air Force doctrmal manuals having been broken in a flood of mutually
agreeable publications 3! Air Force operational doctrinal manuals were prmc1pa11y
prepared and negotiated in the Air Force operating commands, and in view of the
multiplicity of tasks it performed the Tactical Air Command prepared most of the
AFM 2- manuals which, after approval by the Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts, .
and Objectives, were published by the Air Force. The Joint Chiefs of Staff also
from time to time directed the services to develop joint doctrine (called “unified
doctrine” in AFM 1-1, 14 August 1964) for interservice approval and final action
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Thus, in 1965 the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved a
concept for air-space control in a combat area and directed the Air Force fo
develop joint doctrine in coordination with the other services. In February 1967
the Joint Chiefs of Staff requested the Air Force to develop joint doctrine for close
air support of ground forces, and the Air Force instructed TAC to develop a draft
of this. After countless drafts and long negotiations, all service chiefs approved the
agreement on “Doctrine and Procedures for Control of Air Space in the Combat
Zone” by 17 December 1975, 10 years after the project was laid on. The Air Force
illogically published Doctrine and Procedures for Airspace Control in the Combat
Zone as AFM 1-3, on 1 December 1975, thus putting the mannal in the “basic”
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AFM 1- category along with AFM 1-1.32 By 1969 the proposed joint doctrine for
close air support had been revised a fifth time; in 1972 deliberations on the joint
CAS doctrine were still postponed. As has been seen, SACEUR requested that
the NATO Military Agency for Standardization establish a working party to
develop operational air doctrine for NATO. In some measure the preparation of
NATO doctrine obviated some of the need for the stalled joint CAS manual, NATQ
doctrine was developed under the Military Agency for Standardization and was
embodied in allied tactical publications (ATPs). The key Allied Tactical
Publication (ATP) 33, NATO Tactical Air Doctrine, was ratified by the NATO
nations and promulgated on 10 February 1975, Some 10 of NATOQ’s subsequently
published ATPs were of interest to the Air Force and were drafted in the beginning
by working parties including Air Force representation. In the Pacific, an Air
Standardization Coordinating Committee (ASCC) composed of members from
the United States, Australia, New Zealand, Canada, and the United Kingdom,
published combined doctrine as air standards (ASs). The Air Force was
particularly concerned with AS 45-3, Tactical Air Operations, and AS 45-13, Air
Space Control in the Combat Zone. 3

When high-priority jobs came into the Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts, and
Objectives, people in the Aerospace Doctrine Division inevitably were pulled off
doctrinal manuals, and revisions of AFM 1-1 moved forward very slowly. One of
the earliest reviews of the August 1964 AFM 1-1 was conducted by an anonymous
US Army officer, who remarked: “One of the problems is that doctrinal statements
are habitually written to be specific, even dogmatic, The mulitary writer’s desire to
assert the ‘truth’ often leads him to resolve imponderables with fortification.”™ To
this reviewer the Air Force manual implied that there would be an easy escalation
from conventional to nuclear weapons since it was written that “factors of
geography and relative local force levels may require US forces to use nuclear
weapons in order to assure the timely defeat of aggression and to use technology
rather than human lives to end the conflict on favorable terms.”>® The reviewer
considered that the experience of 20 years seemed to indicate that military
professionals should know that any decision to go to nuclear weapons would be “a
very grave one.”% At the Air Command and Staff College, Lt Col Walter S. Van
Cleve found the 1964 AFM 1-1 very hard to teach, and upon assignment as a staff
officer in the Aerospace Doctrine Division Van Cleve provided a revised draft of
the manual emphasizing easier readability, He also wrote a popularly published
chapter on “Aerospace Doctrine in Modern Conflict” before his transfer and death
in combat in Southeast Asia.3”

In the first half of 1967 a draft of AFM 1-1representing experiencesin Southeast
Asia as well as old verities was circulated for comment to 21 selected senior
officers, 35 air staff agencies, and key Rand personnel. A new draft was prepared
in August 1967 incorporating the comments. Again in the spring of 1968 the draft
was rewritten to improve format and language and “to improve the content.” The
lessons of the Middle East War of 1967, the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in
1968, and progressive experience were inserted into the final preprint version of
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AFM 1-1, circulated early in 1971. The revised manual was published on 28
September 1971 under the imprimatur of Gen John C. Meyer, Air Force vice chief
of staff. This manual defined aerospace doctrine as “an authoritative statement of
principles for the employment of United States Air Force resources.”® The
mamual divided doctrine into basic doctrine (AFM 1-1), operational doctrine
(AFM 2- and 3- series), functional doctrine, and joint (formerly unified) doctiine.
Until this time no basic doctrine manual had eavisioned “functional” doctrine that
was designed to provide “guidance for the specialized activities of the Air Force
such as research and development, personnel, training, professional education,
communications-electronics, operations security, logistics, civil engineering,
finance and budgeting, medical, intelligence, legal, chaplain, and
administration.”® Functional doctrine was published in subject series of manuals
addressing specialized activities (for example, the 400- series for logistics) 40
The September 1971 edition of AFM 1-1 extensively revised all chapters from .

previous editions, particularly those dealing with nuclear operations and special
operations, this being the first version fo devote an entire chapter to special
operations and to elaborate on three elements: foreign internal defense,
psychological operations, and unconventional warfare. Lessons from Vietnam and
the Middle East War surfaced in an admonition;

Though it 15 the keystone of the Umited States’ deterrent posture, strategic sufficiency
may not be a credible detesrent agamst hostile acts by small powers, whether such acts
are nthiated by those powers alone or while serving as proxies for larger powers

Deterrence of these threats comes from the maintenance of suffictent general purpose
forees capable of rapid deployment and sustaned operations combined with the
national resolve to deploy and employ these forces Thus, strategic and general furposc
forces are complementary m providing an overall credible deterrent posture 4

The earlier categories of general and limited war were replaced by chapters on
conventional, low-intensity nuclear, high-intensity nuclear, and special air force
operations, This version iterated basic air power tasks as couaterair, close air
support, interdiction, reconnaissance, airlift, and strategic attack. For the first time, .
subelement activities were specified such as search and rescue, electronic warflare,
air refueling, airborne command and control, and psychological operations, and
supporting functions such as logistics, communications, intelligence, weather
service, and installation security. For the first time, there was a specific section on
“The Role of the Air Force in Space,” which was to ensure that no other nations
gain a military advantage through exploration of space. It asserted that aerospace
systems operations into space were “a natural and evolutionary extension of US
Air Force mission responsibilities and operational capabilities.” The manual
referred to the inherent characteristics of aerospace forces as being range,
mobility, speed, versatility, and flexibility. There was no enumeration of the
principles of war or principles of employment of air power, except that regarciless
of the level of conflict central allocation and local direction remained
fundamental *2
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In an analysis of the 1971 edition of AFM 1-1an Air Command and Staff College
study group reporting in May 1972 found the manual to be more attentive to
recogaition of Air Force roles and missions and descriptive of capabilities required
to perform tasks—but mot principles of employment— than previous basic
doctrinal manuals had been.* This change in emphasis may have represented a
recoguition that the Department of the Air Force was no longer responsible for
warfighting but rather for the preparation of Air Force forces for combat
employments by unified or specified commanders, In one of his last briefings on

doctrinal divergencies among the services, General Yudkin concluded his remarks
with an admonition:

It 15 evident from the course of events i recent years that historcal precedents,
parochrallogic and official function papers will not be determinant in decisions on which
service has what mrssions, procures what hardware, or achieves what force level The
race will normally go to the service that proposes the most m terms of umaginative
concepts, substantial requirements, and forward looking solutions, This apphes
particularly in obtaming approval for mmtial or prototype hardware Once that 1s
achicved, the tangble nature of hardware can provide the basis for demonstratien,
persuasion and further approval toward a program But the departure pomnt for
success —or if you prefer survival —18 flesability 1n our thinking, wallingness to mnevate
and to change as we demonstrate the adaptability of our weapons systems and their
umque responsveness to changing news of national need, Starting from this departure
pomt, we require highly developed capabilities to communicate and to focus our efforts
1 single-minded pursuit of identified objectives

In 1971 Col David M. Murane had been the principal Air Force representative
in the NATO air doctrme working effort, and in 1972 he became chief of the
Acrospace Doctrine Division in time to see the 1971 edition of AEM 1-1 go into
effect. He was somewhat rueful that the manual had gone through as many as 27
drafts in the scven years required for its publication, and he provided anot entirely
jocular hst of the factots that influenced the writing and coordination process;
command background of those who coordinate AFM 1-1, current ongoing air
operations, different perspectives or semantics, orientation of origmmal drafter,
whims of those who coordinate existing and past AFM 1-1s, current intersexvice
1ssues, perceived need to comment whether needed or not, the way action officers
think their bosses think, and how important the players feel the manual is, Murane
also suggested that one of the major benefits of the preparation of the basic
doctrine manual was the coordination process which forced at lcast a portion of
the senior Air Force officers to contemplate basic awr doctrine 4 During the
drafting of the 1972 edition of the basic doctrine manual, Dr Alfred Goldberg of
the Rand Corporation had lent assistance He too explained: “The process [of
coordinating and approving AFM 1-1] has come to dominate the product.”6
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New Program Directions for
Air Concepts and Doctrine

Beginning in 1970 there were a number of perhaps unrelated changes in players
and responsibility in the field of air concepts and doctrine. Following the
retirement of General Yudkin, Maj Gen Leslie W. Bray, Jr., became director of
doctrine, concepts, and objectives (HQ USAF/XOD) in February 1970, Gensral
Bray was interested in forward-looking air concepts, speaking to this subject on a
number of occastons. In August 1970 the Concepts and Objectives Division (HQ
USAF/XODC) was reorganized into a concepts development branch (XOD(CC)
for long-range conceptual planning and an objectives assessment branch
(XODCO). In 1971 it was apparent that XOD was a prestigious organization: Col
Carl H. Peterson, who took over as chief, Aerospace Doctrine Division remarlked:
“We were virtually deluged with high-quality nominees for assignment to the
Directorate.”*” In response to direction by the Air Force Advisory Group, Project .
Rand réoriented its efforts toward strategy and doctrine in 1971, devoting a much
larger share of its resources in support of the deputy chief of staff for plans and
operations (DCS/P&0).* After a year’s assignment as a research associate with
the Council on Foreign Relations, General Loving was assigned as commanclant
of Air Command and Staff College at the Air University in June 1970. He would
remain there until reassignment in January 1973. As seen earlier in connection with
the assignment of responsibilities for basic doctrine to Washington, Air University
had organized a concepts division in the new Aerospace Studies Institute in 1959,
but with the passing of time the ASI Concepts Division declined in prestige.In1971
Lt Gen Alvan C, Gillem IT, the AU commander, judged that the Concepts Division
might as well be terminated if he could not get good officers to staff it for advarced
thinking. Accordingly, on 30 June 1971 the Aerospace Studies Institute was
inactivated with a not inconsiderable saving in manning authorizations.*?

At the Air University, General Loving startled General Gillem with a question:
“When are we going to put the war back in the Air War College?” Loving observed
that the study of war had been disappearing from the curricula of Air University .
schools over the years since he had been a student there. In the Air Command and
Staff College, Loving said: “I sought to introduce war subjects en masse. I offered
seminars and electives . . . , hopefully, to educate people more broadly in the
application of airpower and to stimulate discussion.”? The Aerospace Doctrine
Division asked ACSC to study basic doctrine as one of its priority projects, and
ACSC Student Guidance for Research Studies, class of 1972, provided basic
guidance for an ACSC baste study group of four students and two ex officio faculty
advisers from the school’s military strategy and doctrine branch. The initial
research project was divided into three main parts: (1) to rewrite AFM 1-1, (22) to
record background data and discussion, and (3) fo write a draft magazine article
for publication. The following year, 1973, an ACSC basic doctrine study group was
similarly constituted but built on the previous year’s work and turned out two
products: (1) a rationale for the content and organization of AFM 1-1 and (2)
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specific recommended changes for certain sections of the manual that had been
published in September 1971, Lt Cols Donald W, Smith and Haywood S. Hansell
IIT were the ex officio faculty advisers on both years® work.>

The initial 1971-72 doctrine study group of Majs William R. Chambers, Don A,
Clark, Geoffrey C. Davis, Jr., and Gerald W. Strut took as its starting point an
investigation of the meaning and usage of basic air doctrine. It noted a statement
made by Col Jerry D. Page in 1955 that basic doctrine was “the collection of
essential fandamental truths of airpower.” It also noted General White’s dictum
of 1955 that “the Air Force is a national instrument and evolves no doctrine, makes
no plans and makes no preparations other than those clearly and unmistakably
called for or anticipated by the national policy.” The study group did not consider
these two approaches to be mutually exclusive. It stated:

Basic doctrine represenis Air Force fundamental preceptswhich puide the employment
of airpower wathin the framework of national policy. . . . Guidance from the President,
Congress, and Secxetary of Defense, combined with the Department of Defense budget
process, has a major influence on Arr Force doctrine. Therefore political constraints
become sigmficant i mikitary strategy and as aresult basic doctrine becomes responsive
to external pressure. Basic doctrine achisves its value as a single, comprehensive listing
of fundamental philosophical principles concerning employment of airpower. >

The ACSC 1971-72 study group undertook to prepare a new version of AFM
1-1 and to record its rationale for its thinking. The group’s draft manpal included
three chapters: first, the environment in which air power would operate; second,
the characteristics, capabilities, and employment principles of air power; and third,
the employment of aerospace forces m modern conflict. Chapter 1 actually
concerned the dynamics of modern conflict. It determined that deterrence was
“the basic premise on which US Air Force doctrine is constructed.” It adopted the
continnum of conflict used by Secretary of Defense Laird - strategic nuclear war,
theater nuclear warfare, theater conventional warfare, and subtheater or localized
warfare — and added peaceful competition. This spectrum of conflict provided an
added dimension to a contmmum of warfare and found thatthe potential for limited
objectives was implicit in multilevel conflict. The study group pointed out that
chapter 4, “Aerospace Forces in High-Intensity Nuclear Operations,” of the
September 1971 A¥M 1-1 was implicit in identifying winners and losers in
conventional warfare, something that was outdated by the arrival of a US-Soviet
mutual destructive capability. “The bargaining process,” wrote Major Strut,
“presents an alternative to nuclear confrontation and must be adopted as a
cornerstone of our strategic strategy.”53

In chapter 3 of the recommended AFM 1-1, Major Davis used a concept that
aerospace forces had mherent characteristics that gave those forces unigue
capabilities which if properly employed could attain desired effects. Actually it was
hard to separate “characteristics” from “capabilities.” Nevertheless, the group
agreed that speed, range, tactical versatility, and observation were characteristics
of aerospace forces not possessed in the same degree by surface forces.
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Capabilities of aerospace forces derived from these characteristics included
flexibility, responsiveness, survivability, and surveillance, The group noted that the
principles of war had not been included in Air Force basic doctrine since 1959.
The principles had been violated considerably, particularlyin Vietnam The group
urged that the principles of objective, offensive, concentration, surprise, security,
and unity of effort were “Air Force basic beliefs and should be included in
snbsequent manuals . . . Being guides for employment, these principles musi be
constantly interpreted in hght of the changing capabilities of aerospace forces and
the unique experiences of airmen.” As a concomitant to the principles of war it
was obvious that: “Aerospace forces are an entity, aerospace operations require
centralized control and decentralized execution, and aerospace forces should be
used in the offensive at the start of hostilities.” Chapter 3 also demonstrated that
aerospace forces produced desired military, political, and psychological effects,
the interrelation of which was not always understood. Thus: .

A mulitary victory can be a psychological defeat, The 1968 Tet offensiwve was a militazy
victory by the Umted States but a pohtieal and psychological victory for the Viet Cong
The psychological effects of the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor united the Amerscan
people agamnst a common enemy The psychological effects of all operations must be
considered to ensure the proper employment of aerospace forces 4

Chapter 3 of ACSC draft AFM 1-1 was the principal responsibility of Major
Chambers and essentially was an encapsulated combination of four chapters of
aerospace ocprations in the 1971 basic doctrine manual. The draft chapter was
organized to present (1) the dynamics of modern conflict, (2) the basic employment
tasks, (3) the total force concept, (4) the mixed force concept, and (5) the five
categories of conflict where air power might play a significant role. Chapter 3 also
reflected aview that AFM 1-1s since 1959 had deviated from enunciation of basic
doctrine by omitting principles of employment and emphasizing descriptions of
operational tasks. To come to grips with the essence of air employment principles,
Major Chambers rationalized:

The Navy regards freedom of the seas as necessary in modern conflict. The Army .
considers mobility, firepower, and staying power to be prime factors. I believe that air
superonty will be the decisive clement 1n the majonty of future conflicts The
requirement for air supenority 18 most apparent when the enemy has the ability to
conductsignificant operations in the acrospace medium Ifit 1snot possible to establish
air superionty, we must, at least, have the capabality to neutralize the enemy’s effective
use of aerospace. Otherwise, 1t may not be possible to conduct military operations of

any type 5

In consideration of the early work of the Air University schools, the Aerospace
Doctrine Division, now headed by Colonel Murane, in the last half of 1972,
concluded that revisions of AFM 1-1 were needed to restate more clearly basic air
doctrine in relation to changing national strategies and to take into account the
impact of such things as arms control initiatives, new basic concepts, and
technology. In 197172 the Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts, and Objectives was

724

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

NEVER-ENDING QUEST FOR DOCTRINE

tasked to provide an Air Force definition of the Triad concept and an Air Force
view of Secretary Laird’s total force concept. The Southeast Asian War, the
October 1973 War, and a growing focus on European defense spawned a
proliferation of “deep strike,” “deep interdiction,” “air support of ground forces,”
and “general support of the battlefield” issues>® In an appearance at the Air
Command and Staff College’s block of instruction on air doctrine, Colonel Murane
furnished a revision of AFM 1-1, which with a few exceptions followed the
organization and language of the 1971-72 ACSC study group’s draft manual.
Added was a description of the strategic Triad which was the mixed offensive force
of manned bombers, land-based missiles, and submarine-launched missiles. Also
added was a description of the total force and the statement that: “US active duty,
U.S. Reserve, and allied military forces and resources constitute an entity
possessing capabilities that can be applied in unique and innovative ways to support
deterrence and provide mutual security.”>?

In Washington in June 1974 a draft version of a new AFM 1-1 was at hand, and
in September it was briefed to the Air Force Council where the vice chief of staff
directed each member to read and comment on it. He alse directed that a copy of
the proposed revision be sent to Dr William W, Kaufmann, special assistant to the
secretary of defense. The chief of staff approved the draft and changes on 4
November, and on 15 January 1975, AFM 1-1, Aerospace Doctrine: United States
Air Force Basic Doctrine, was printed, In the foreword Gen David C. Jones stated.

USAF Basic Doctrine 15 denved from knowledge gaimned through expenience, study,
analysis and test. It evolves from changing nulitary environments, concepts, and
technology; and through continuing analysis of military operations, national objectives
and pohcy Thus evolution must be a contmuing process so that basic doctrine can remain
a useful guide for the conduct of acrospace operations 8

The manual defined the kinds of doctrine as basic, operational, functional, joint,
and combined. Doctrine for joint operations was established by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff Doctrine for combined operations was mcluded for the first time in AFM
1-1 and constituted and established “the principles, organization, and procedures
agreed upon between allied forces or agencies in combined operations.” The
philosophy of “sufficiency” was emphasized and the strategic Triad was identified
as the hughest national defense priority, There was new thought on the effectiveness
of aerospace forces when evalnated in terms other than ability to destroy targets,
as for example 1n deterrence, persuasion, and coercion. In this measure logistic
support was directly influential on operational capabulity and so merited attention.
Successful accomplishment of the Air Force mission was also predicated on the
timely availability of trained and motivated people. In 1974 a Directorate of
Doctrme, Concepts, and Objectives briefing on space for the Air Force Council
left unresolved whether the Air Force should seek formal recognition of its space
mission or whether the Air Force should diffuse space activities into operational
commands. The 1975 AFM 1-1 noted that Air Force principles relating to space
operations were consistent with the peaceful use of space. “There is, however, a
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need toinsure that no other nation gains a strategic military advantage through the
exploration of the space environment »%

In an exegesis of Air Force doctrinal development and the AFM 1-1 of 1975, Lt
Gen John W, Pauly, deputy chief of staff for plans and operations, wrote:

We assert that Air Force basic doctnine 1s alive and well. History shows that our doctrine
has been responsive to changing times and philosephies while maintaining a consistent
thread of fundamental principles We can conclude that our doctrmal process is a
discipline —a diseiphine for dealing with new coneepts, technology, and roles and
missions relationships with other serwnces or allies It serves to sharpen the debate by
providing a framework of ime-proven principles aganst which we can illuminate and
test contendig 1deas now and 1 the future However, m the final analysss, the most
important function of doctring 15 that it provides the fundamental gurdance for the
employment of aerospace forces in combat In the experence of three major wars—
World War II, Korea, Southeast Asia—we have seen a consistent thread of basic
doctnne encompassed in the most fundamental of prinerples: that air power is anentity
and 15 best employed under the centralized control of a single authonty who 1s ata level .
that can best orchestrate the total arr effort.”

After 1970, with Maj Gen Leslie W. Bray m charge, the Directorate of Doctrine,
Concepts, and Objectives gave more attention to the development of Air Force
concepts than to the recording of doctrine, In 1971 one way to develop ideas was
conceived to be “think pieces” called concept development papers. One of these
was on the development of long-range cruise missiles for the 1980s. In 1972 Col
Kenneth L. Moll, chief of the Coordinated Action Plans Division, conceived of the
preparation of an Air Force Future Concepts Project Workbook that would narrate
where the Air Force should go and how to get there. This project proved to be
“much tougher than originally conceived,”! but it provided basic thinking behind
a “tactical counterforce” or second-echelon attack strategy. At General Bray's
retirement on 30 September 1973 he was replaced as director of Doctrine,
Concepts, and Objectives by Maj Gen William Y. Smith, who had prepared his Air
Command and Staff School thesis in 1958-59 on the relationship of
infercontinental missiles to conceptual air power. On 4 October General Smith
told his division chiefs that he wanted to get approval for an ad hoc Adr Staff study .
like Project Forecast to determine future Iong-term needs and priorities. As it
happened the Awr Staff was opposed to a large study, but in the latter part of 1974
an ad hoc Air Staff study group headed by Brig Gen John E. Ralph, who had
replaced General Smith on 1 July 1974, laid on New Horizons 11, 1985-2000. In the
early months of 1975 seven study panels tackled such subjects as laser technology,
future in space, and night/adverse weather technology. The results of New
Horizons I were presented to the Air Force Council on 3 March and to the under
secretary of the Air Force on 21 March, As has been noted, in September 1974
General Jones tasked an Air Staff ad hoc group to develop a reorganization plan
for Air Force forces in the Pacific. These studies broadened into a concept
propounded in the Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts, and Objectives and
described as “Tight Belt East” and “Tight Belt West,” in which the Tactical Air
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Command would have been assigned all worldwide tactical air resources less
operational control that would have been retained by CINCUSAFE and
CINCPACAF. In 1974, it seemed that “Tight Belt West” would have disestablished
PACAF and transferred management functions to TAC, but the proposition
quietly fell through in 1975.52
On 24 November 1973 Gen George S. Brown as Air Force chief of staff signed
a charter for an advanced concepts advisory group— which would be better known
as the Air Force’s six-man group—to explore new concepts, strategies, and
programs for development and employment of US air forces in support of national
policies. General Brown wanted in-house, free-flowing ideas, uninhibited by
previous or current positions or parochialisms. In the months that he continued as
chief of staff, General Brown frequently met with the group and exchanged ideas
without attemptingin the least to channe] thinking. Members of the group, formally
. put onorders on 22 February 1974, were Cols J ohn L. Piotrowski, Stuart W. Brown,
Robert W. Kennedy, William H, L, Mullins, Robert H. Reed, and Leonard J.
Siegert After a review of several possible locations, the six-man group elected to
settle m at the Air University to escape the “activity trap” of the Washington area.
The group had free access to commands, activities, and staffs throughout the Air
Force and after the first three months of visits throughout the Air Force itreported
“We are so preoccupied with day to day [concerns] that we have little focus on the
future. Our strategic thought has stagnated. We may be letting contemporary
doctrine, policies, international agreements and negotiations inhibit our vision of
the future.”63 After visiting the commands, the group developed a master list of
potential research subjects, many of which proved either too broad for the group
or beyond the expertise of group members. During June-November 1974
individual members of the six-man group pursued subjects of their interest; in
November 1974 a meeting between General Jones, now Air Force chief of staff,
and Lt Gen Felix M. Rogers, Air University (AU) commander, put the
group—reorganized into a four-man panel (4-M Panel A)—under General
Rogers’s operational control, The six-man group already had begun to nse student
. researchers from the Air War College, and the employment of AU students on
desired subjects, either wmdividually or in panels with 4M participants, was the
practice, Under the new4-M charter, 10 very significant concept feasibility studies
were completed for the chief of staff. These studies focused on subjects such as
Air Defense Command fighter force consolidation, alternatives to Air Defense
Command functions and resources, disestablishment of the Air Force
Headquarters Command, and realignment of the functions of the Air Force
Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts, and Objectives. The original concept of the
six-man group specified no particular length for its operation, and by January 1975
the Air Force decided to deactivate the group effective 1 June 1975. The most
influential factor in this decision was the need to use a structured environment and
to eliminate the free-thinking, unstructured aspect of the original idea.tt
At its beginning the Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts, and Objectives (HQ
USAF/XOD) had been established against a background of belief that the
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initiatives of the other services were infringing directly upon the Air Foice’s
assigned roles and missions and that the Air Force was canght in a doctrinal and
conceptual lag. One of XOD’s principal functions was to be the formulation of
long-range concepts, objectives, and strategy, but most of its work dealt with
current and near-term issues relating to doctrine, roles, and missions, The doctrine
development function of XOD, moreover, turned out to be rather narrow in scope,
confined principallyto Air Force basic doctrine and developing inputs to new joint
or combined doctrine initiatives. In 1974 the Directorate of Doctrine was reported
to be so busy putting out fires that there was little time to think at leisure:
“Sometimes we feel we are so busy stamping ants,” commented one officer in the
division, “we let the elephants come thundering over us.”%* By 1974 the “review
and comment” work of XOD was largely supportive of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
process administered by the Directorate of Plans, and roles and missions issues
were being handled routinely in the JCS process as a general rule. The importance
of a Headquarters USAF/XOD “interface dialogue” with its component on the .
Ay staff had been reduced when the Army decentralized its doctrinal and
conceptual functions to the new Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC),
and the TAC-TRADOC connection became important in addressing and
proposing resolutions to outstanding doctrinal and roles and missions issues.
Perhaps more significantly, the centralization of decisionmaking in the
Department of Defense and its attendant policy, planning, and programming
process had tended to shift emphasis away from roles and missions arguments to
broader-based decision factors such as costs, effectiveness, vulnerability,
survivability, total force, force interdependence, mutual reinforcement, and
strategic arms limitations talks. The four-man panel considered this background
and proposed in its concept feasibility study on realigning the doctrine, concepts,
and objectives functions and responsibilities, completed in January 1975, that the
Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts, and Objectives be disestablished; that the
directorate’s day-to-day doctrinal, conceptual, and roles and missions be
transferred to the Directorate of Plans (HQ USAF/XOX); and that a small
doctrinal and conceptual studies center be established at Air University. In the .
shuffle it was proposed that the personnel of the Aerospace Doctrine Division be
transferred intact to the Directorate of Plans.56 The incumbent chief of the
Aerospace Doctrine Division, Col Ray L. Thompson, was given the task of
rebutting the four-man panel study, but the task of defending the status quo
failed—though not to the extent recommended by the panel study. Aiming to get
added conceptual thinking on the future of the Air Force, General Ralph put
reorganization planning in motion before he was succeeded on 3 November 1976
byMaj Gen John S. Pustay. Two days later the Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts,
and Objectives became the Directorate of Concepts (HQ USAF/XOC) under the
Directorate of Plans (HQ USAF/XOX), deputy chief of staff, plans and
operations. In this reorganization the doctrine development branch (HQ
USAF/SOCDD) was placed under the Concept Implementation Division (HQ
USAF/XOCD) of the Directorate of Concepts (HQ USAE/X0C).57
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Another Air Staff reorganization effective on 30 June 1978 established the
deputy chief of staff for operations, plans, and readiness, but left the doctrine
junction under the Directorate of Plans, assistant deputy directorate for strategy,
doctrine, and long-range planning, In this organization the Directorate of Plans

i remained the single point of contact for the development of all air doctrine, to
i include the Air Force’s contribution to joint and combined doctrine. Headquarters
USAF/X0X developed, coordinated, and published basic doctring in the AFM 1-
series, It maintained a doctrine coordinator to manage the development of
operational doctrine by appropriate agencies within the Air Staff, the major
commands, or the separate operating agencies. It also maintained a doctrine
coordinator to manage the preparation, in conjunction with appropriate
coordmating agencies, of joint and combined doctrine.5® In continuing changes,
the Doctrine and Concepts Division (XOXLD) was established on 8 January 1979,
first under the Deputy Directorate for Long-Range Planning (XOXL) and then,
effective on 15 October 1980, as the Doctrine and Concepts Diviston (XOXID)
under the Deputy Directorate of Doctrine, Strategy, and Plans Integration, This
‘ latter organization functioned as the office of primary responsibility for Air Force
positions on the formulation of basic, jomnt, and combined operational doctrine,
US mulitary strategy and national security policy, basic long-range objectives, war
and mobilization planning, and policies and procedures for Air Force-wide
nussion area analysis.
In January 1975 Col Ray L. Thompson, chief of the Aerospace Doctrine
Duvision, conceived of an added undertaking to provide short, thought-provoking
papers that would introduce and clarify long-term issues and stimulate discussion.
This effort was known as the “Conceptual Issue Series,” and it produced some
publishable papers, one being Maj Dennis W. Stiles’s “Air Power. A New Look
from an Old Rooftop.”™ This beginning was espanded into a more formal
“Concept Issue Papers” series and occasionally put ont at security classifications
no higher than secret to enable as wide a readership as possible The Doctrine and
Concepts Division prefaced this CIP series with the statement:

Concepts are general ideas —dynamue in nature, open ended, and ever evolving They
are useful in understanding 1ssues of today and tomorrow They are the basic building

. blocks of doctrine, operational principles, and the planming process They provide the
glue to bind doctrine, technology, hardware, force structure, and foree employment
Concepts found i the CIPs may be new or they may review and focus on old proven
1deas of airpower employment, Ultimately, they will be used as a basis for changes in
Aur Force doctrne

On 25 August 1978, Lt Col Thomas A. Cardwell III of the Doctrine Section (HQ
USAF/XOXFX), Assistant Deputy Directorate for Strategy, Doctrine, and Long
Range Planning, 1ssued the first of what would prove to be a substantial doctrine
information publication (DIP) series. The DIP-1was titled “So You Want to Know
About JCS Pub 2.” DIP-2, “How USAF Doctrine is Developed,” soon followed
on 5 October 1978. As will be seen shortly, DIP-2 was influential in defining the
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parameters of the new AFM 1-1 that would be published on 14 February 1979.'The
DIPs were printed and widely distributed; some were exhaustive documentation
on the rationale of Air Force doctrine DIP-10, “Background Information on Air
Force Perspective for Coberent Plans (Command and Control of TACAIR),”
dated 24 April 1981, was widely circulated to ensure that Air Force officers
assigned to joint and combined staffs worldwide understood all warfighting and
command provisions in JCS Pub 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF),
Current Air Force positions on unified and joint command were again broken out
in DIP-12, “Command Relationships,” published in June 1984.72

In the Aerospace Docirine Division of the Directorate of Doctrine, Concepts,
and Objectives, weekly discussions were held in July and August 1975 to determine
why the Air Force needed an AFM 1-1 basic doctrine manual and whether the
cwrent 15 January 1975 version of AFM 1-1 satisfied Air Force needs. Wheieas
the 1975 edition had been desiguedly restricted to principles for employment of
US air forces, it was concluded in. the latter part of the same year that the manual
was “too conceptual for the broad Air Force audience it should reach.” It
overlocked other fundamental Air Force responsibilities for organizing, .
equipping, and training Air Force forces. On 15 August 1975 an outline for anew
expanded AFM 1-1 went to General Ralph, who approved it but wanted more
coverage of the expanding Air Force role in space. Research on the new version
was completed in February 1976, and a new draft was completed in May 1976. In
September 1976 the draft wassent out to some 60 general officers. The draft sought
to provide a document that was interesting, relevant, and useful to all Air Fcrce
organizational levels. Emphasis was given to simplified languages. A new approach
was also followed, and graphics, illustrations, and quotes were used to break up
the format.”

The ongoing version of AFM 1-1 during 1977 provoked questions about the Air
Force’s doctrine structure: the AFM 1- series for basic doctrine, AFM 2- for
operational doctrine, and AFM 3- for mission employment tactics. If it were true
that operational doctrine and mission employment tactics derived from basic
doctrine, then it would have been expected that the subordinate manuals should
change asbasic doctrine changed. But after 1953 basic doctrine manuals had bzen
revised on an average of every three and one half years whereas AFM 2- and AFM .
3- manuals were seldom changed. “The absence of change in subordinate
manuals,” pointed out Lt Col Ponald L., Hutchinson, special assistant to the ACSC
commandant for doctrinal and conceptual matters, “suggests that there is no real
thread running throngh our doctrinal manuals * When officers attending the Air
Command and Staff College were asked to review the in-work 20 May 1977 draft
of AFM 1-1, they were unsure whether the changes incorporated in the draft were
fundamental changes in Air Force beliefs or just a different author’s approach.
Many students observed that AFM 1-1 was trying to be all things to all readers.”
Such reactions to the work of Washington doctrinal developers convinced them
that the general problem with Air Force doctrine was that “there are simply no
‘handles’ on doctrine.””® Early in 1977 the Directorate of Plans ordered an
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mifiative to study the Air Force doctrine program with a view to establishing the
appropriate identity of doctrine, locating problem areas, and recommending
changes, The research phase involved Air University students and suppozt from
the US Air Force Academy, the work of Capt Robert C. Ehrhart of the USAFA
History Department being notable. On 4 July 1977 Headquarters USAF/XOCDD
published for review a study titled “Concept for Reasoned Change in Air Force
Doctrine.”"’

Major Ehrhart would write on the basis of his work on the doctrine development
imtiative:

A fundamental problem with Air Force doctrine 15 the absence of any real consensus
as to what doctrine 1s and just what 1t 1s supposed to do 'We want doctrine to reveal not
only the capabilities of air forces but also to offer gudance on how best to use these
capabilities We demand that doctrine be both enduring and flexable, that it be valid
overtimeyet responsive to change, We look to doctnine to provide gudance to AirForce
personnel, while msisting that 1t remain open to interpretation. We want 1t to provide
direction, yet not be toorestrictive m 1ts direction We expect doctrne te guide research

. and development while at the same time 1t adjusts to technological mnovatiens And we
nsist that doctnine set out fundamental principles for the employment of air forces,
while demanding it remarn subordinate tonational policy ... By trying tostreteh asingle
term, “doctrine,” to accommodate all things, we wind up wiath an amorphous concept
that falls short mn all areas This criticism 1s not merely quibbling with semantics* The
mnability of Arr Force people to understand the essence and purpose of doctrine s largely
the result of trying to include too much under one umbrella word 7

Major Ehrhart proposed that the wayto solve the complexity was to define doctrine
more closely, namely:

Air Force doctrine 15 the body of enduring principles, the general truths and accepted
assumptions, which provide guidance and a sense of direction on the most effective way
to develop, deploy, and employ air power It should not encompass either political
mfluences or speaific mstruetions on the execution of these principles

In his participation in the doctrine development initiative, Licutenant Colonel
Hutchinson (then a major) agreed that a simplified definition of “doctrine” was in
order, He would write:

‘When the fancywrappings are removed from the various official defimitions of doctrine,
two important and cnitical points remam One as that doctnine swhat we believe There
15 active discussion concerning the process by which we arnive at this behef —whether it
15 derived from distilled expenience or hypothesized m an analytical manner—and
whtether, based on the process, the behef 1sworthy to be titled doctrine . The second
point 1s that doctrine 15 what we teach This includes both formal and informal
mstructions aswell as the learning acquired through soctalizing. Therefore, doctimne, 1n
a nutshell, 15 what we believe and teach %

At ACSC in 1977-78, Major Hutchinson was research adviser to Maj Douglas
S. Hawkins, who prepared a thesis, “Concept for Reasoned Change in Air Force
Doctrine,” that was a prescient analysis of the Air Force’s need for an improved
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framework (taxonomy) for describing and categorizing doctrinal thought. Before
assignment to ACSC, Hutchinson had been a planning and programming officer
in the Concepts Directorate in Washington, and his analysis of the difficulty of the
Air Force in recording its basic doctrine led him to suspect that the basic canse
was the “inability fo deal with the concept of varying levels of abstraction in our
belief.” He observed:

Staff agencies, regardless of level of command, do not normally develop doctrme but
merely record the lessons learned or the 1deas developed by users and doers in a
pasticular actaity, . . . The recorder’s job is to gather all pertinent mnformation in a
particular area and then, by a process of inductive reasoning, remove the essence at the
appropriate level of abstraction tosatisfy the needs of the organization To me the most
difficult task encountered bythe recorder of doctrine is the establishment of the vanous
levels of abstraction iato which the beliefs of the organization will be classified An
equally difficult task is the grouping of beliefs that are on sumilar levels and then
mtegrabing these groups into the established hierarchy of doctrnal abstraction. It
should be noted that this hicrarchy of beliefs 15 a continvum and flows from the most
abstract “truths” (basic doctrine) to very concrete notions (procedures). In the Ar
Force, we have failed to label beliefs at these lower levels as doctrine. We call them .
“tactres,” “techniques,” “standard operating procedures,” “office policy,” or some other
well mtended name. They all have one thing in common, however, They all reflect what
we beheve is the best way to accomphish a specific task and can, therefore, be considered
doetrine. 5

Hutchinson went on to attribute the difficulty in recording basic doctrine as being
the usual attempt “to get agreement on beliefs at less than a general level, which
hasled to the inclusion of material to satisfy special interest. As a result, we have
something we call ‘basic doctrine’ that is really a compilation of many subjects of
which only one is doctrine.”®? “Basic doctrine properly recorded,” Hutchinson
said, “wounld be as useful to the Air Force as was the US Constitution’s Bill of Rights
is to the United States.®3

The results of the doctrine development initiative were put on paper in
“Concept for Reasoned Change in Air Force Doctrine.” The studyrecommended
a restructuring of Air Force doctrine by combining basic and functional doctrine,
thus resulting in basic, operational, joint, and combined categories of Air Foice
doctrine.* These decisions were going to be incorporated in a new edition of Air .
Force Regulation 1-2. Meanwhile on 5 October 1978 Lt Col Thomas A. Cardwell
IIf and Lt Col David R. McNabb published DIP-2, “How USAF Doctrine Is
Developed,” which incorporated and somewhat elaborated on the new AFR 1-2,
Assignment of Responsibilities for Development of Doctrine and Mission
Employment Tactics, which was published on 22 November 1978. The categories
of doctrine were Air Force Basic Doctrine, which “states the fundamental
principles for the employment of aerospace forces in support of US national
objectives . . . Additionally, AFM 1-1 provides guidance for the specialized
activities of the Air Force”; and Air Force operational doctrine, which was “the
expansion of the principles stated in the basic doctrine governing the organization,
direction, and employment of aerospace forces in the accomplishment of the Air
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Force missions.” These categories of Air Force doctrine were accompanied by
Joint Doctrine and Combined Doctrine, Air Force Mission Employment Tactics
(the old AFM 3-series) were said to be Iogical extensions of Air Force doctrine, It
was explained that:

In short, USAF doctrine 1s what we believe concerning the use of aerospace forces
Within the USAF, doctrine (1) Defines and explains the roles, nussions, and tasks of
the Aar Force; (2) Provides a guide from which weapons development decisions are
made, (3) Provides gmdance on the interrelationships of Service roles and missions; (4)
Is the basis for mission area analysis and force planming; and (5) Provides a pomt of
departure for every actwity of the Air Force ¥

AFR 1-2 assigned responsibilities for developing doctrine and mission
employment tactics throughout the Air Force. DIP-2, on the other hand, gave an
explanation of how doctrine was to be developed. And a follow-on, CIP 79-3,
“Concept Development —What Is It? and Who Needs It?” issued in December
1979, further related comcepts to doctrine. DIP-2 postulated that doctrine
. development was “a product of history—what has happened and what we
believe— and today’s environment — a systems approach to the present. It operates
in a dynamic environment. Doctrine provides the bridge from our past through the
present to the future,”®® A diagram provides a look at the historical approach to
doctrine development:

Doctrine Development

General-
O‘b/setl‘ Inference ) Concept zation >Doctrme

Abstraction

New Method
Improvement

Principies

+ Hardware Requirement
* Training Requirement

<>

Procedures
Development

Testing

Action
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In terms of the diagram, development started when an observer saw an action that
appeared to be about the same each time it occurred. For example in air-to-air
combat, attacks from out of the sun or from six o’clock in a blind spot was a distinct
advantage. This observation was inferred into a concept that to do this was wise,
and a doctrine statement would have it that an attack should include a combination
of deception, rapidity, and unexpectedness. CIP 79-3 used the same diagram to
explain how “concept development is the forerunner of doctrine, and part and
parcel of the doctrinal development process.”3” “Both conceptual and doctrinal
development are logical aspects of the planning cycle, However, ‘doctrine’ builds
on the past as well as on new concepts; and ‘concepts’ gropes for the future, with
doctrine serving as a point of departure.”®® The CIP elaborated:

The essential and important aspect of concept development in relationship to doctrine
as well as long range plannming is that it 1s the dynamic modifier of an otherwise more or
less ngd set of rules and projections which serve as the basis for coherent and goal
onented action Concept development 15 responsible for the continuous revision and
update of doctaine It insures that doctnine and planning never remain static and by so
domg precludes it from becoming doctrinare,¥ .

Butinaddition tothe historical genesis of doctrine, DIP-2 pointed out that doctrine
also was shaped by environmental pressures external to the Air Force, The systems
approach to doctrine development was compelled to examine events from the
environment in a dynamic perspective. DIP-2 used this diagram to explain the
influence of environment in doctrine: As the diagram indicates, national objectives
and strategy provided the base, foundation, and anvil used to define doctrinal
statements on issues, functions, missions, and the future %0

Environment for Doctrine Development

Legal Authority

[nstruments of & Technology
National Power\ ! National Wili .
Threat swsy  Doclrine « World View
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In the same months that the doctrinal development initiative was generating
thinking, the doctrine development branch, Directorate of Concepts, was
continuing the redrafting of the proposed AFM 1-1, which in the new frame of
reference was to be titled Functions and Basic Doctrine of the United States .Air
Force. The composition of the manual would be quite different from its
predecessors with large type, numerous headlines, catchphrases, lme drawings,
diagrams, portrait drawings, and numbers of quotations. It was designed for an
expanded audience of career civilians, airmen, noncommissioned officers, military
officers, and the general population. The manual was published on 14 Febrnary
1979, and in his signature letter Gen Lew Allen wrote: “Whether you are enlisted,
an officer, or a civilian 1n the Air Force family, I believe this manual will help you
to think sincerely about why we are in business—why we have an Air Force, and
what it must be ready to do in the next 30 years and beyond.”®! Possibly because
of language and format, there was an ongoing rumor that the 1979 edition of AFM
1-1 was written to “tell the Air Force Story” rather than as a doctrinal manual to
prepare a military force and its commanders for war.”2 The manual focused upon

. the role of the Air Force in preparing air forces for combat, declaring: “The
mission of the United States Air Force is to prepare our forces to fight to preserve
the security and freedom of the people of the United States.””® As a matter of fact,
Headquarters USAF/XOCDD had originally conceived of battle doctrine as a
chapter in the new AFM 1-1, perhaps fielding some of the ideas of Col John Boyd’s
Patterns of Conflict, or Col Jim Barton’s The Blitz Fighter, but Air Staff consensus
was not reached for inclusion of a chapter on battle doctrine,”

Viewed inretrospect, the 1979 revision of AFM 1-1 was described as “essentially
a codification and expansion of the ideas that evolved over the years.”® Tt stated
that the national military objectives were to sustain deterrence, defend the United
States, conduct warfare if called on to do so, and resolve conflict quickly and
effectively. The levels of conflict were again redefined, this time as localized war,
theater conventional war, theater nuclear war, and strategic nuclear war The
second chapter on Air Force functions and missions was the longest in the manual
(30 pages), and the fourth chapter on organizing, training, equipping, and
sustaining acrospace forces was second longest (14 pages). The chapter on

. functions and missions possibly ran to such extraordinary length because it was
mostly a recall of particular legislative actions and functions papers. The nine basic
operational missions were said to be strategic asrospace offense, space operations,
strategic aerospace defense, airlift, close air support, air interdiction, counterair
operations, surveillance and recomnaissance, and special operations. It was
asserted that: “Aerospace forces are unique and can be decisive in combat,”%
However, air forces also had to “be effective in supporting the other services in
their roles and missions.””” And in a then-current matter under discussion, it was
pointed out that the Air Force had a collateral role against enemy naval forces, this
by neutralizing or destroying enemy naval forces, delivering mimes, defending
friendly naval forces, engaging in antisubmarine warfare, and conducting
surveillance and reconnaissance. The characteristics of aerospace forces were
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given as speed, range, and maneuverability. The capabilities were flexibility,
readiness, responsiveness, presence, destructiveness, survivability, and mobility.
The principles for employing aerospace forces were centralized control;
decentralized execution; coordinated effort of Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and
allied forces with common doctrine and cooperation; and proper use of the
principles of war, which were enumerated as objective, offensive, mass, economy
of forces, surprise, unify of effort, maneuver, simplicity, timing and tempo, and
defensive. The “timing and tempo” probably reflected Colonel Boyd’s idea of
dominating a battle by operating, as the manual read, “within the enemy’s
observation-orientation decision-action-feedback time cycle, . . . Maintaining a
quicker tempo of action helps to disrupt the enemy’s strategy and operations, by
creating the confusion and disorder that can lead to the enemy’s defeat.”®

The 1979 edition of AFM 1-1 was hardly published before there was a growing
dissatisfaction with it and a growing demand from inside the Air Force for a basic
doctrinal manual that took a distinctive stand on how the Air Force was going to
fight if the nation called upon it.*® Wrote Dr Williamson Murray, an avid scholar
on military affairs and one of the foremost American authorities on the German .

Luftwaffe:

Whatstrikes thisreaderisthe emphasis throughout the manual on the role of the USAF
in deterrence as opposed to its role as a combat force. . . . On the national level this
undoubtedlyreflects the basic assumpiion on which many of America’s defense policies
rest Nevertheless, when a nation’s military services become more concerned with
deterrence than with therr capability to fight, their real ability to deter comes into
question 100

Professor Murray was also critical of the manuals drawings of aircraft, of
contemporary people, and of simplified graphics which he wrote “hardly create a
serious tone—the type of tone necessary for a manual discussing matters which in
the final analysis involve life and death,”10!

In the aftermath of the publication of February 1979 — popularly referred to as
the “picture-book” edition—one of the functions of the Doctrine and Concepts
Division would continue to be the drafting of aless flamboyant version of the basic
doctrine manual that would require several years to surface. According to Col
David L. Hosley, who was deputy and later director of Headquarters .
USAF/XOXID in 1980-82, much of the division’s work focused on NATO
doctrine, the other projected volumes of the AFM 1- series, and efforts to get the
AFM 2- manuals updated. As has been seen, the negotiation of NATO docirine
was already in progress and had resulted in Allied Tactical Publication (ATP) 33,
NATO Tactical Air Doctrine, effective 1 October 1976, and also Allied Tactical
Publication 40, Doctrine and Procedures for Airspace Control in the Combat Zone,
effective in September 1977. ATP-33 was taken as the cornerstone of a series of
publications on tactical air doctrine. Those of interest to the Air Force that were
going to be printed included:
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o ATP-8, Amphibious Operations

© ATP-27, Offensive Air Support Operations

o ATP-33, NATO Tactical Air Doctrine

» ATP-34, Tactical Air Support of Maritime QOperations

o ATP-49, Doctrine and Procedures for Awrspace Control in the Combat Zone
o ATP-41, Airmobile Operations

@ ATP-42, Counter Air Operations

o ATP-44, Electronic Warfare in Air Operations

InNATO usage, doctrine was defined as “fundamental grinciples by which military
forces guide their actions in support of objectives.”’% The spectrum of tactical
doctrine included “basic doctrmne” which set forth broad principles of warfare 1n
a specific medium; land, sea, or awr. The next level was “operational doctrine,”
which amplified basic doctrine in specific functional arcas. The lowest level was
“operational tactics,” which dealt with the employment of forees in specific combat
missions, such as howto attack a specific enemy formation. The NATO doctrines

. and procedures were theater specific and did not necessarily drive unilateral US
doctrine and procedures worldwide. NATO terminology also was sufficiently
dﬁfelr{%ut as to demand a NATO Glossary of Terms and Definitions for Military
Use.

As a result of the doctrine development imitiative the Directorate of Plans
(XOX) was committed in AFR 1-2, 22 November 1978, as the Air Force office of
primary responsibility for not only AFM 1-1 but other basic airspace doctrinal
manuals m the AFM 1- series. In this series, in addition to AFM 1-1, a joint manual,
AFM 1-3, Doctrine and Procedures for Airspace Control in the Combat Zone, had
been subjected to lengthy review but had been ultimately agreed upon by the
service chiefs and published on 1 December 1975.1% In the first half of 1977 the
doctrine development branch of the Directorate of Concepts was tasked to begin
work onan Air Force doctrine concerning the use of space and on another doctrine
manual on theater nuclear operations. In the 1978 regulation, these were aligned
as AFM 1-5, Theater Nuclear Doctrine, and AFM 1-6, Military Space Doctrine, The
accounts of Air Force nuclear employment concepts, had been fragmented

. between various manuals, operational concepts and studies. A working group of
officers from Air Force concepts, operations, and plans and the Defense Nuclear
Agency pulled together a straw man draft that was reviewed and published as a
secret classification manual AFM 1-5 on 20 April 1979, Later that year, AFM 1-7,
Chemical Warfare Doctrine, was published on 26 September 1979 and AFM 1.9,
Doctrine for Electromagnetic Combat, on 18 September 1979, The 1978 AFR 1-2
also projected AFM 1-2, which was to have been a command and control doctrine.
This doctrine was not completed although the subject would be broken out at some
length in the 1984 edition of AFM 1-1 and also in Headquarters USAF/XOXID’s
DIP-12, Command Relationships, dated June 1984, Another manual, AFM 1-10,
Combat Support Doctrine, was projected on Theater Air Operations with the idea
that it would describe the characteristics and warfighting principles of theater air
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operationsin a high-threat combat environment, The draft version of the proposed
AFM 1-10 met opposition within the Air Force, and the project was quictly
dropped as too complex for completion.1%

The task of working up an Air Force doctrine concerning the use of space as a
military operating medivm when assigned in 1977 involved the preparation of a
first-of-a-kind doctrine intended to provide a broad overview of the utility of space
for military use, a description of military missions in space, and an abbreviated
statement of Air Force policy regarding its role and leadership in space. As an
added complication the military usage of space was circumscribed closely by
international agreements designed to keep space for peaceful purposes, Alter
circulation of a preliminary draft, a review draft of AFM 1-6, Military Space
Doctrine, was forwarded to the Air Staff and MAJCOMs for coordination in
1980.196 At this juncture, the progress of the space doctrine foundered because of
a doctrmal dispute as to whether space was a place or a mission, specifically
whether space was a place where ongoing military missions were to be performed
or whether it would be a distinct realm where space power would become coequal
with land, sea, and air power. In a speech to the National Space Club in October .
1979, Ma) Gen William R. Yost, Air Force director of space systems in
DCS/Research, Development and Acquisition, had reflected back to the eatlyrole
of air doctrine in the early days of the arrplane and had sensed an “analogy between
today’s challenge with the unknowns of space to the comparable challenges and
unknowns associated with the airplane.” To Yost the experience of “airpower’s
doctrinal foundmmg fathers” pointed out “the requirement to keep doctrine znd
technology working toward a dynamic synthesis.”1%7 An Air Unversity air power
symposium conducted in 1981 offered similar conclusions: “There is no space
doctrine. . .. We need space doctrine. .. . The Air Force needs to get its doctrinal
house in order”18 A few months later, in April 1981 a major military space
doctrine symposium held at the US Air Force Academy advanced similar
conclusions and moved them mto a somewhat mystical view that space doctrine
was a necessary prologue to Air Force space exploitation, One of the presenters
at the academy was Lt Col Dino A Lorenzmi, an Air Force officer then assigried
at the Naval War College Lorenzini urged that doctrine was necessary:

The development and articulatton of doctnine serve as a focal point for discussion, .
challenge, and group consensus-building, . . . Once widespread acceptance 1s achieved,
doctrine establishes a degree of permanence and orgamzational stablhty.mS'

He pointed out that space power doctrine would be different from air power
doctrine, saying- “The application of space power doctrine is differentiated from
that of air power doctrine by the atmospheric boundaxar above which aircraft
cannot fly and below which spacecraft cannot operate.”** Finally, he confronted
the infernational limitations on military usages of space, proposing that an
“unencumbered version” of space power doctrine would be referred to as basic
space power doctrine, while a “constrained version that follows current
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administration policies and treaty obligations will be referred to as operational
space power doctrine.,” 111 Lorenzini argued:

Using basic space power doctrine as the startmg pomnt, we can deeide exactly what we
want to do militanly in space with an awareness of the benefits and nisks involved . .
Operational space power doctrine spells out the who, what, when, where, and how of
mihtary space activities, It should be consistent with the overall space policy decistons
of our national leaders and compatible with our basic space power doctrine

As already noted, Lt Col David E. Lupton pointed ount that there was a space
doctrine as of 1981, even though it was an unpublished nondoctrine “that space
should be a sanctuary, free from military forces . . . that the best way to employ
space forces was pot to have space forces.”113 On 15 October 1982 AFM 1-6,
Military Space Doctrine, was published under Gen Charles A. Gabriel’s
authentication as Air Force chief of staff. “Space,” Gabriel wrote, “is the ultimate
highground.”11¥ The manual accepted the proposition that space wasnot amission
but that “space is the outer reaches of the Air Forces’s operational medium—the

. aerospace, which is the total expanse beyond the earth’s surface. Space, then, is an
operational environment that can be used for the conduct of Air Force
missions.”11> Although the policy implications of the space manual have already
been addressed, the manual offered an interesting revelation that, in the case of
space, doctrine would need to catch np with technology. It stated:

Our scientific, technelogical, and industnal communities have established a resource
base from which this nation can logically proceed with expanded space operations
Within that framework, our doctrine and strategy must evolve to provide the vision,
focus, and direction to guide the development of future spacs programs, systems, and
operational practices 11

AFM 1-6 stated that the “attributes” of space systems included global coverage,
economy, effectiveness, flexibility, efficiency, and redundancy. In AFM 1-10f 1979,
the “characteristics” of air power were said to be speed, range, and
maneuverability, and a new 16 March 1984 edition of AFM 1-1 would list the air
power characteristics as speed, range, and fiexibility. Oxly flexibility
(mancuverability) appeared on both the air power and space power lists, and the

. definitions of flexibility were different. Lupton pointed out that the environmental
conditions of space operations were quite different from those of air operations.
Perhaps the difference n characteristics meant that different operating
environments (air and space) could not be logically treated under the umbrella
term aerospace. He argued that the Air Force perhaps should consider air and
space as distinct mediums with both shared and unique characteristics.!*’

In 1980 the Doctrine and Concepts Division reviewed the AFM 2- series
(operational doctrine) manuals for accuracy and developed a long-range master
plan to update them, this work to be prepared according to the 1978 AFR 1-2 by
specified lead commands or agencies. Looking at the 1- series manuals as a whole,
the average age of the 20 manuals m the series was almost eight years (94 months).
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The oldest was AFM 2-31, Aerospace Environmental Operations, that had been
published in December 1965 and the newest AFM 2-6, Tactical Air
Operations— Reconnaissance. The 3- series (mission employment tactics) had been
created in February 1966 but had never been very popular, and only six manuals
in the series had been published, five of them applicable exclusively to tactical air
forces. The 1978 AFR 1-2 provided that current publications would remain in
effect untilsuperseded by new documents, and none of the specificlead commands
or agencies were quick to put through revisions. The Tactical Air Command had
produced most of the 2- and 3- series doctrinal manuals, and the TAC-TRADGC
interrefationship remained active. The TAC doctrine effort, however, went on
record as preferring some more easily disseminated medium than the
hard-to-get-coordinated doctrinal manuals. To Headquarters USAF/XOXID,
however, the AFM 2- series operational manuals were important since they carried
the burden of a presentation on how to fight. To rejuvenate acrospace doctrine,
AFR 1-2, Assignment of Responsibilities for Development of Doctrine, was
published on 25 July 1984. This regulation changed doctrinal categories to basic
(AFM 1-), operational (AFM 2-), and tactical (AFM 3-), plus joint and combined, .
The Directorate of Plans was responsible for the overall policy, control,
development, dixection, and management of the entire scope of Air Force doctrine.
The regulation specified a list of operational and tactical doctrines to be prepared
and maintained, their currency to be graranteed by an annual review and updating
asrequired, Under this mandate the Tactical Air Command began the preparation
in 1964 of an AFM 2-XC manual to replace three old manuals: AFM 2-1, Tactical
Air Operations— Counter Air, Close Air Support, and Awr Interdiction; AFM 2-7,
Tactical Air Operations— Tactical Air Control System (TACS); and AFM 2-10,
Tactical Air Operations— Employment of Air Delivered Target Activated Muritions
(ADTAMS). This new level of doctrine was designed to provide basic guidance
for the organization, mission structure, and command and control arrangements
to be applied to the entire spectrum of tactical air operations. 118

Facing the Future: Cooperative
Armed Forces Doctrine .

“Some doctrine,” wrote F. Clifton Berry, Jr,, editor in chief of Air Force
Magazine in July 1983, “is dull as dishwater. A sort of ‘motherhcod and apple pie’
topic studied as part of professional military education, then promptly forgotten
in the press of the real world. Too many USAF people have treated doctrine that
way. The process of neglect has had the effect of weakening the underlying
rationale for building and operating USAF forces and equipment.”*1® Berry saw
hopeful signs in mid-1983 that the Air Force was not only rigorously engaged in
self-examination of its basic doctrine but had taken the initiative to work more
closely with its sister services in prepating the combat forces needed by the

nation 120
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On the basis of his experience in the US Air Force Directorate of Doctrine,
Concepts, and Objectives, as well as in his doctrinal assignments in the Tactical
Air Command, General Loving brought to the Air Command and Staff College in
1970-73 a conviction that “Air Force basic doctrine has evolved from
experience.” %! In response to Loving’s query about why the Air War College did
not teach more about war, Lt Gen Alvan C. Gillem organized a broad study of the
Air University curriculum in September 1972 which, among other issues,
recommended that the Air War College ought not fo try to develop a “blue suit
think tank role” since this was a function of Headquarters USAF and such would
require a very high priority for the best officers as students and faculty that only a
personally extended priority of the chief of staff could provide. The study
nevertheless recommended in March 1973 that the Air War College should
attempt to support Air Force doctrinal and conceptual activities by emphasizing
special student study groups on doctrine and concepts.!?? General Loving’s
interest ensured a surge of doctrinat studies in the Air Command and Staff College,
and in 197273 in that school a separate lecture series on military history with a
. central focus on the role of arr power was introduced for the first time 12

'The prevalent mission of the Air War College would continue to be “to prepare
senior officers for high command and staff duty.” But on 5 July 1975, the
Department of Defense’s Committee on Excellence in Education, called the
Clements Board after W, P. Clements, Jr., deputy secretary of defense, who headed
it, ruled that the individual senior service colleges should specialize in service
specialty warfare study—for example, air warfare in the Axr War College. The
Clements Board called upon each college to maintain or establish a program
through which a few distinguished visiting professors would be available to impart
their knowledge to faculty and students. The board demanded that the colleges
place emphasis on research, saying “For the Senior Service Colleges to maintain
excellence in their programs and meet their obligations to their Services, JCS and
DoD, they must have active research programs focused on the particular mission
of the college.”12* During the summer of 1974 Gen William W. Momyer already
had recommended that the Air Force draw upon the personal experience of
participants for a series of monographs on US Air Force activities in Southeast
. Asta, and this series was estabhshed in the Airr War College.1® The Air War
College also had welcomed the opportunity to invite two civilian scholars to spend
a year or more of residence with each of its four departments. In December 1978
the Air War College was being reduced to three departments, thus releasing spaces
for two visiting scholars, In a briefing to the Employment of Air Power Planning
Advisory Group, Col Thomas A. Fabyanic, chief of the AWC Miltary Studies
Division, proposed to establish the Airpower Research Institute (ARI) at the Air
University, usmg the two primary civilian research associates and other military
research associates from the faculties of the AU school system. Both the Army and
the Navy were funding research institutes, and Fabyanic urged that the Air Force
should do no less.?® The concept was approved and one of the first steps was to
put the Southeast Asia Monograph Series under the mcipient ARI. In 1979-80
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ARI continued in an unofficial status, funded by resources of the Air University
and its then parent Air Training Command. Finally, at the end of June 1980 the
limited ARI was established with Colonel Fabyanic as director, two Air Force
lieutenant colonels identified as the first military research associates, and two
civilian research associates employed for the following academic year.127

Shortly after assuming command of Air University, Lt Gen Charles G.
Cleveland began to explore new avenues through which the Air University could
broaden and deepen its contribution to the Air Force mission. In September 1981
he established Project FLAME (Fresh Look At Mission — Education), and one: of
its recommended initiatives was to establish a center for aerospace strategic
studies, incorporating ARY and other functions in it. In Washington, Lt Gen
Jerome F, O'Malley, deputy chief of staff of operations, plans and readiness (HQ
USAF/XO0), reasoned that the responsibility for doctrinal development ought to
remain in Washington since the Air Force needed a doctrine spokesman in the
Pentagon to look after its interests. Similatly, Gen Bennie L. Davis, commander of
SAC, was concerned that the operational commands not lose their role in
developing doctrine. To reassure General Davis, Gen Thomas D. Ryan, Air .
Training Command commander, provided that ARI would be expanded to
accommodate MAJCOM and special operating agency research associates sentto
ARI to accomplish research topics desired by their commands while receiving
credit for attending professional military education courses. In 198182 ARI was
in operation while the negotiations for the larger organization —now bemng
designated the Air University Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and
Education (AUCADRE) —were progressing,. While manpower and personnel
matters were still being worked out, Headquarters USAF provided for the
designation and activation of AUCADRE, effective 3 January 1983. AFR 1-2, 25
July 1984, provided: “Air University, through the Air University Center for
Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education (AUCADRE), provides advice,
assistance, and research support for HQ USAF/XOX doctrinal development
efforts, as required 128

The Headquarters USAF/XOX pamphlet DIP-2, “How USAF Doctrine Is
Developed,” acknowledged: “Doctrine development is a product of history —what
has happened and what we believe—and today’s environment. . . . Doctrine .
provides a bridge from our past through the present to the future.”'® On 5
February 1982, a few months before retiring as Air Force chief of staff, Gen Lew
Allen, Jr., undertook “to create an environment where our people can learn from
warfighting lessons of the past and use that knowledge to better prepare for the
future.”130 «T believe,” Allen wrote, “that a continning study of mifitary history,
combat leadership, the principles of war, and particularly the application of
airpower, is necessary for us to meet the challenges that lic ahead.” 31 General
Allen tasked General O’Malley to be the Air Staff's focal pont for the
project — Project Warrior — and in turn on 10 February 1982 O'Malley advised .Air
Force commanders that he had designated the Directorate of Plans, Doctrine and
Concepts Division, as the focal pomt in his deputate. The goal was to create and
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maintain an environment for Air Force people to think and plan in warfighting
terms The objectives were to identify ways to improve the warfighting spirit and
perspective of Air Force people, to encourage an improved understanding of the
theory and practice of war, with particular emphasis on the contribution of air
power, and to help toward better planning for the future. O’Malley enjoined all
Air Force commanders to “contmue the current trend of emphasizing the stud
and application of military history, warfighting skills, and combat leadership.”13

One of the foci of Project Warrior was the study of war as a synergy of air,
ground, and naval actions. Some of this same interrelationship of forces surfaced
in anew view of doctrine published by Lt Col Dennis M. Drew, chief of the Warfare
Studies Division at ACSC, 1n 1982, Here Colonel Drew rationalized that military
history was the primary source of military doctrine and that observations of past
success or fallure could be generalized, tested over time, and abstracted into
principles. Unlike most approaches, Drew advised his readers to seck a
fundamental doctrine of war which would be the foundation for environmental
doctrine (sea power, land power, and air power). The environmental doctrine
would yield narrow organizational doctrines concerning the use of particular
forces. In Drew’s analysis AFM 1-1 was an example of organizational doctring As
a teaching aid, Drew visualized a doctrine tree:

The trunk of the tree1s fundamental doctrine, the basis for all other doctmne types The
trunk, of course, has its roots in the ground, which represents history or experience, the
primary source for doctrine The tree branches represent environmental
doctnine —each springing from the trunk, each indwidual yet all refated The leaves
represent organizational doctrine—~dependent on both the trunk and the branches,
changing from season to season

Drew’s conception that the development of doctrine should progress downward
from a fundamental doctrine of war was somewhat different from a long-held
partisan services view that joint and unified doctrine built upward by amalgamation
of air, Jand, and naval doctrines, but it was not out of context with a new Air Force
interest in a synergistic approach to war

For more than a year, with the strongest direction from its top commanders, the
Air Force examined its relations with the other services and its basic doctrine in
1962 and 1963. As has been seen, in the autumn of 1982 General Gabriel signed a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the US Navy for closer cooperation 1
traimng and operations. In  April 1983 Gabruel signed a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) with the US Army designed to enhance Jjoint employment
of tactical forces. In May 1984 he signed a lengthy Memorandum of Agreement
with the Army on joint force development to be pursued by both services. As a
doctrinal undertaking these jomt service agreements had significant benefits both
in substance and in technique: they improved the effectiveness of jomnt operations,
and they ironed out doctrinal differences between the Air Force and the Army.
These were clear and concise doctrinal statements, related in time to existing
doctrine, avoiding misunderstandings, and enabling commanders and staff to act
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on specific propositions. As doctrine the MOAs had at least one disadvantage in
that they included both doctrine and procedures in single packages. In focusing
upon battleficld operations—and particularly the extended battlefield —rather
than doctrinal abstractions, the Army and Air Force were taking hard, critical looks
at concepts and doctrines of most-likely theater war and reevaluating them in the
light of fighting to win.13%

Asapart of the AirForce’s self examination, AFM 1-1 was put under substantial
review and revision during 1983 and was published on 16 March 1984 as AFM 1-1,
Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United States Air Force, with authentication by Gen
Charles A. Gabriel. The writing of the manual was done by Maj Clayton R.
Frishkorn, Jr., XOXID. In the new manual the drawings and flamboyant
typography of the 1979 edition had been abandoned. The revision was significan tly
different in text from the 1979 predecessor in that it focused on warfighting rather
than functions. A new chapter titled “Employing Aerospace Forces” discussed
interacting fundamentals of warfighting (man, machine, and environment) to
introduce the principles of war: objectives, offensive, surprise, security, mass and
economy of force, maneuver, timing and tempo, unity of command, simplicity, .
logistics, and cohesion. In the words of the manual, “aerospace doctrine flows from
these principles and provides mutually accepted and officially sanctioned
guidelines to the application of these principles in warfare.”* The new basic
doctrine emphasized the role of aerospace forces as an essential element of the
Armed Forces—a land, naval, and aerospace team employed in unified acfion.
New attention was given to the Air Force’s maritime support mission — recognition
of the Air Force’s ability to contribute to missions at sea, AFM 1-1 was aligned to
AFM 1-6 on space doctrine and reflected the same emphasis, that many Air Force
missions were potentially to be performed in space. The manual emphasized that
a decision to commit US military forces in the conduct of war must consider the
objectives desired, force capabilities, and the will of the people, the latter
requirement rather clearly reflecting the US experience in Southeast Asia. Some
old fundamental beliefs were reemphasized: air superiority was a first
consideration in employing aerospace forces but it was a means to an end in that
it pexmitted a freedom of action to air, land, and naval missions, Another old belief
repeated was that air power could exploit speed, range, and flexibility better than .
land and sea forces and therefore could and should operate independently. Speed,
range, and flexibility were most fully realized when air power was ceatrally
controlled and decentrally executed Possibly because clear control
responsibilities would be vital to an Army-Air Force extended battlefield strategy,
the manual emphasized unity of air power command in theater operations and a
theater approach to warfighting, Although this theater approach had not changed
significantly since 1947, it now was more vital than ever. The new edition of AFM
1-1rather clearlyreflected a new spirit of cooperation being found in the Pentagon
in 198284, Nevertheless, in its concluding paragraph this ninth version of the Air
Force’s basic doctrine noted:
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In sum, since 1943, several fundamental beliefs have remarned embedded in Aur Foree
doctrine Asrpower can exploit speed, range, and flexability, better than land and sea
forces, and therefore, itmustbe allowed to operate independently of these forces These
charactensticsare most fully realized when airpower 1 controlled centrally but executed
decentrally. The principal nussions of airpower have evolved over the years and refiect
what airpower does best Although pronities n their application have shifted wath
changes m national policy, the beliefs about the proper employment of airpower have
remamned fundamentally constant 1n the face of profound changes m technology,
strategy, and international relations 136

When earlier Air Force basic doctrine had sought to distill rather timeless
attributes and principles of aerospace power for the guidance of the Air Force in
being and the Air Force that would be, AFM 1-1 of 1984 emphasized-

The Asr Foree continucusly refines acrospace doctrine to make 1t relevant to present
operations and viable for future contingencies, This process requires an open channel
of communication between those headquarters' staffs charged wath formulating
doctrme and those echelons velved i the daily process of learning from expenence

Feedback from these echelons 15 critical to evalvating and modifymg existing doctrine
and, when necessary, formulating new doctrine. AFM 1-1ispublished, in part, to renund
each and every individual in the Asr Force of the obligation to keep aerospace doctrine
useable 17

In other words, the Air Force recognized that it had always been and would
continue to be in a search for its doctrine for the most effective employment of
aerospace power both in peace and war.
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330, 539, 602-3, 606, 636

Academic Instructor School 318

ACSC See Arr Command and Staff
College

Adams, Paul D
312-13

ADCOM 690

152~53, 190-91,

ADC See Air Defense Command

Addabbo, Joseph P 426, 489

Advanced aenal fire support system
{AAFSS) 518, 522

Advanced ballistic reentry system
(ABRES) 344

Advanced Civil/Military  Aurcraft
(ACMA) 665

Advanced location strike
{ALSS) 483, 489, 545

Advanced manned precision strike sys-
tem (AMPSS). 110

Advanced manned strategic amcraft
(AMSA) 389, 392, 39397, 399
design configuration of. 394

Advanced medim-range air-to-at mis-
sile (AMRAAM) 563, 565

Advanced medum STOL transport
(AMST) 657-58, 660

Advanced Research Projects Agency
317

Advanced tactrcal fighter (ATF) 563,
565-66

Advanced Tanker Cargo Aarcraft
(ATCA) 656

Advanced technology bomber (ATB).
373

Advanced technology stealth bomber
377, 421-23, 425

Advisers
i Vietnam (US) 279

AEC See Atomic Energy Comimission

Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordi-
nating Board
designed to. 141
responsibilities. 140

Aerospace
acceptance of term 213
AFM 1-2, United States Awr Force

Basic Doctrine (1959), descnp-
tion of 231

system
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Aerospace Defense Command
(ADCOM). 446, 448, 686, 697, 715,
727
disestablishing of. 448

Aerospace forces
AFM 1-1, United States Aiwr

Force Basic Docirne, definition
of, Aungust 1964: 235

Aerospace Medical Division
establishment of: 166

Aerospace Policy Davision
major functions of 171

Aerospace Rescue and Recovery Ser-
vices (ARRS) 668

Aecrospace Studies Institute, 319

Aerothermodynamic structural systems
environmental test (ASSET) project
expansion of* 225

Afghanistan: 563, 650, 658

AFM 1-1, Aerospace Doctrine, United
States Aw Force Basic Doctrine
71623, 725-26, 730, 732, 734,
736-37, 739, 743-45

AFM 1-1, Functions and Basic Doc-
trine of the United Stares Air Force
552, 690, 702

AFM 1-1, United States Awr Force
Basic Doctrine
doctrinal change to concept of

natronal security 233
14 August 1964 version of 232
publication of 192

AFM 12, United States Awr Force
Basic Doctrine
as of December 1959 171, 231,

711-14, 716, 737
AFM 1-3, Doctrine and Procedures
for Aerospace Control in the Combat
Zone. 718, 737

APM 1-5, Theater Nuclear Doctrine
737

AFM 1-6, M:iutary Space Doctrine:
698, 700-701, 737-39, 744

AFM 17, Chemical Warfare Doctrine
737

AFM 1-9, Doctrine for Electromagnetic
Combat: 137
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AFM 1-10, Combat Support Doctrine.
737-38

AFM 2-Series 739

AFM 2-1, Tactical Awr Operations—
Counterawr, Close Air Support, and
Arwr Interdiction 551, 740

ATM 24, Tactical Awr Force Opera-
tions—Tactical Avrlyft 626

AFM 2-6, Tactical Awr Operationi—
Reconnmssance 740

AFM 2-10, Tactical Ar Operations—
Employment of Awr Delivered Target
Activated Mumtions 740

AFM 2-21, Strategic Awrlift 626

AFM 2-31, Aerospace Environmental
Operations 740

AFM 2-XC 740

AFM 3-Series: 740

AFR 1-1, Aerospace Docirine Respon-
sthilies for Doctrine Development
description 191
1ssuance of 191

AFR 1-1, Responsibilaties for Docti ine
Development 714-15

AFR 1-2, Assignment of Responsibili-
ties for Development of Doctiine
and Mission Employment Tactics
73233, 739-40, 742

Agan, Arthur C . 468, 471, 626

AGM (am-to-ground mussile) See
nussiles, Hound Dog, and Skybolt

Agnew, Spiro 684

AIM-7. See missile, Sparrow

AIM-9, See mussile, Sidewinder

Arr Assault 2 exercise 188

Airborne battlefield command and con-
trol center (ABCCC). 283, 307

Airborne early warning (AEW) 505

Arrborne warning and control system
(AWACS): 296, 479, 503-6, 508,
538-30, 546

Air Command and Staff College
(ACSC) 318

Air commands
operations. 258
tramnmng 257
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Airrcraft nuclear propulsion (ANP)
program
cancellation of 201
description of 200
development expenditure on 201
JCS position on 201

Aareraft research
McNamara’s views 198

A Defense Command (ADC/AD-
COM) 289, 606, 689, 697

Auar doctrine 487, 500
1963 commentary on 172
Smith’s comments 172

Air Doctrine Branch
role of 163

Aur Force Advisory Group 722

Aur Force/Army Reconnassance Force
Study 545

Arr Force Communications Service
(AFCS) 606, 668

Anr Force Council 725

Air Force doctrinal projects
responsible agencies 184

Air Force doctrine 71116, 720, 724
26, 728-41, 742-43, 745

*“Arr Force Doctrine on Air Superior-
iy’ 471

Air Force Future Concepts Project
Worldbook 726

Air Force Information Policy Letter for
Commanders 171-72, 717

Arr Force Institute of Technology
(AFIT) 695

Arr Force Logistics Command (for-
merly Air Mateniel Command) 632
designation of 166
mussion of 167

Atr Force Magazine 551, 740

Air Force Reserve 509, 536, 563-64,
627-28, 630-31, 635, 649, 665

Arr Force Scientific Advisory Board
481

Arr ForcelSpace Digest
on nuclear doctrine 91

Aur Force Special Ay Warfare (SAWC)
establishment of 178

Aur Force Systems Command (formeriy

Arr Research and Development
Command) 470, 481, 489, 561,
638, 657
Council, establishment of 171
designation of 166
Air Force Tactical Air Warfare Center
555
Aixr Force 2000 566
Air-ground doctrine
development of 178
proposals for change 174
Arrinterdiction 469, 474,476, 48082,
487-88, 492, 49495, 499, 520,
528-29, 532-33, 535, 538, 54749,
551-52, 554-56, 565
defimition of 298
AuLand Battle 540, 543, 546-55, 566
“AmLand Battle 2000°" 566
Air-land forces application (ALFA)
540-41, 554
Anrlift 623
m Vietnam War 311-16
Arrlift control center (ALCC) 313
Axrhft control element (ALCE). 313
Asrlhift Service Industrial Fund 623
Arr Materiel Command (AMC) 12—13
reorgamzation of 166
responsibilities of (1950-51) 164
Airmobile concept
testing of 188
Awrmobulity concept
evaluation of 189
Aar National Guard (ANG). 19, 21, 38,
4547, 509, 556-57, 563-64, 627,
630, 635
Alr pawer
In Southeast Asia 318
in Vietnam War 323
“Ar Power A New Look from an Old
Rooftop™ 729
Atrpower n Three Wars 321
Air Research and Development Com-
mand (ARDC)
establishment of 160
functional orgamzation of 165
responsibilities of (1950-51). 164
Alrspace management 541

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
———— |

Arr Staff. 50, 318, 320-21, 468, 471,
473, 626, 647
Board (formerly Systems Review
Board)
establishment of: 170
reorganization, 1961
alignment with AFSC and AFLC:
167
reorganization, 1963 170
AarStandardization Coordinating Com-
mittee (ASCC). 719
Aur supenionity* 468-71, 473-74, 476,
484-85, 487-88, 492-96, 501-3,
520, 528, 531-33, 539, 548, 551,
356, 559, 566
Aur suppport operations center (ASOC).
300
Aar supremacy: 474, 476, 532
Aur-to-air combat 486
Aar Traimng Command (ATC). 742
Aur Transport Command (ATC). 623
AIRTRANS 70. 624
Aur University (AU) 317-22,722,727,
731, 738, 74142
Aerospace Studies Institute. 318
doctnnal changes 160
Air war
in Vietnam, evaluations of. 31623
Air War College. 318, 487, 546, 552
Alaskan Command 605, 645
Aldnich, Edward C , Jr. 695
Aldrn, Edwin, Jr : 682
Allen, James R : 665, 668
Allen, Lew, Jr.. 356, 359, 360-61,
36668, 372-73, 38788, 400403,
420, 423, 447, 449, 451, 504, 509-
10,515, 538,558, 561, 563-64, 566,
613, 654, 658, 697, 735, 742
Allied Air Forces Central Europe
(AAFCE): 497-98, 500, 504
Allied Command Europe' 515, 602
Alhed Forces Central Europe (AF-
CENT) 498
Allred Officer School: 318
Allied Tactical Publication (ATP) 8,
Amphibious Operations. 737
Alled Tactical Publication (ATP) 27,
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Offensive Awr Support Operations
737

Allied Tactical Publication (ATP)
27(B), Offenswve Awr Support: 552

Allied Tactical Publication (ATP) 33,
NATO Tactical Awr Doctrine: 719,
736-37

Allied Tactical Publication (ATP) 34,
Tactical Arr Support of Maritime
Operanions - 7137

Allied Tactical Publication (ATP) 40,
Doctrine and Procedures for Aw-
space Contrel in a Combat Zone.
736-37

Alled Tactical Publication (ATP) 41,
Airmobile Operanons 737

Allied Tactical Publication (ATP) 42,
Counter Air Operations: 737

Allied Tactical Publication (ATP) 44,
Electromic Warfare in Awr Opera-
fions. 737

**All volunteer’” mlitary force 478

ALQ-99. 297

Alms Air Force Base, Oklahoma: 640

AMPSS See high altitude, advanced
manned precision strike system

Analytic Services Inc.
establishment of: 194

Anderson, George W., Jr.: 46, 55, 62,
136, 203

Anderson, Norman J. 283

Anderson, Rudolph, Jr 80

Anderson, S. E.; 164-65

An Khe: 268

An Loc: 268, 274-75

Amnam Mountain Range 304

Anthis, Rollen H.: 281

Antibalhstic mussile (ABM) system
signing of treaty 438, 442
Schlesinger’s comments on devel-

opment 443

studies of options 439
treaty 344, 443
treaty of 1972, 686

Antisatellite (ASAT)
capability 688, 696-97, 703
program 450-51

754
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Antisubmarme warfare (ASW) 45

Apollo 677, 681, 683-84, 688

Appropriations Act of 1962 34

AQM-34, 544-45

Arab 641
armues” 641
oll embargo. 645

Arab-Israel conflict 680

Arab-Isracl wars 483

Armed Forces Journal International.
612

Armored personnel cammer (APC)
490-91

Arms control and himited nuclear test
ban- 102

Armstrong, Netl 682

Army See US Army

Army Air Corps 479

Army Arr Forces See Headquarters
Army Air Forces

Army and Aur Force Concepts, Strike
Command Tests 182

Army Forces, Atlantic 78

Army of Vietnam (ARVN) 299, 300

Army War College
objectives of 173

Amold, Henry H 340

AS 45-3, Tactical Air Operations 719

AS 45-13, Awr Space Control m the
Combat Zone 719

A Shau valley 307

“‘Assured destruction”’. 338

ASW See antisubmarine warfare

Atlantic Treaty Association Confer-
ence 506

Atomic Energy Commission (AEC).
102

Attack helicopter controversy 516-31

AWACS See arborne warmning and
control system

Azores 641, 644, 655

B-1: 344, 347, 354, 359, 36667, 369,
377,385,389,391,396-98,401-19,
421-26, 449, 479, 507, 564, 664

755

Brookings Institution study of 403
cost-effectiveness alternatives, 401
costs of (RDT&E and O&M). 397
Deougherty’s views on 405
fiscal year 1975 budget for 398
program 402-3, 409, 417, 419

B-1A 424

B-1B 366, 373, 424-26

B-17 34, 204

B-24. 204

B-26 204

B-29 34

B-36 28, 34, 41

B-47 28-29, 33-34, 37, 44, 58, 386,
535, 630

B-52. 8, 28-29, 33, 35, 37, 44, 51, 58,
62,78, 97,98, 109-10, 117, 260-61,
264-68, 270-71, 275, 282, 286-87,
294, 296-97, 301-3, 307, 309-10,
318-19, 334, 354, 359, 373, 377,
38687, 390, 392, 394, 396, 401,
406-7, 410-12, 414-20, 422, 425,
481, 536-38, 601, 636, 667

B-52A 392

B-52C: 392-93, 395, 396

B-52D 393, 425-26, 536

B-32F 392-93, 395-96

B-52G 372, 392-93, 396, 410-11,
415-16, 418, 420, 425-26

B-52H 51,392-93, 396, 410-11, 415,
418, 420, 425-26, 538, 667

B-521 401, 414

B-52X 417-18

B-57 12}

B-38 28-29, 34, 44, 90,98, 110, 334,
352-93, 395-96

B-66 199

B-70 22, 28-30, 33-35, 44, 51-52,
34-55, 90, 93, 1060, 109-10, 165,
200, 334, 336, 340, 389-91, 395
Brown’s opposition to 390
controversy 389-01

B-747. 660, 664

Backfire bomber. 438, 512-13, 538

Bai Phong 267
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Baker, Kemper N - 317

Balance of terror 88

Ball, George. 77
and Cuban mussile cnisis* 82

Ballistic missile boost intercept (Bambi)
concept
use of. 218, 679

Ballistic missile defense (BMD): 701

Ballistic nussile early warning system
(BMEWS) 115
station 450

Bangkok: 632

Ban Kara1 Pass: 307

Ban Me Thuot 274-75

Ban Raving Pass: 304

Barbados 669

Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana:
656

Barrell Roll. 304

Barrow, Robert H : 616

Barton, Jim 735

© Basic ar cdvalry concepf

1964 thoughts on: 235
tests of. 177

Basic doctrine
AFM 1-1, United States Awr Force

Basic Doctrine, defimifion of,
August 1964: 235

Basic National Security Policy papers.
26

Bat Lake: 267

Battelle Memonal Institute 319

Battlefield air interdiction (BAI) 551—
55, 558

Bay of Pigs mvasion® 36, 75, 586

Beach, Dwight D 190

Beck, Michael: 553

Beirut 638

Bekda Valley, Lebanon: 556

Belgum 474, 496, 500, 503, 513-15
arr force 468

Bell Aircraft Company: 527

Benelux: 475, 491

Beriin, Germany. 15, 35, 37-38, 638
arrlift: 15, 623
crisiss 37-39, 42, 45, 468, 474
West See Germany
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Berry, F Chifton, Jr 740
Bien Hoa 260, 314, 633
Big Laft: 122, 628
Binh Thuy Air Base 276
Binh Trams 305
Birchard, Glenn R
on C-141- 122
Biryuzov, S S.. 220
Bison aircraft 429, 536
Bisplinghoff, Raymond Lewis. 398,
640
compmuttee: 640
Bitburg Air Base, West Germany. 508
Blackhawk helicopter, 527
Blanchard, George, 550
Bluz Fighter, The. 735
Blue Gemim 143
vehicles. 219
Blue Laight 633
Blue Ribbon Defense Panel 587-600
Bode, John R. 528
Boeing. 28, 111, 473, 544, 638, 656—
57, 660, 663
707. 483
747, 655-56, 660, 662, 664
Boerfink, West Germany. 498
Bombing
Cambodia 264, 272, 287, 601
North Vietnham 260, 264, 303, 306,
308, 323, 601
Bomb safety line 552 See also fire
support coordmation line (ESCL)
Bonny Jack See MAC, Operations
Order 9-68
Boushey, H A 212
Bowers, Ray L. 311
Bowman, Richard C 232, 504, 715
Boyd, John 735-36
Boylan, George S, Ir
55657
Bradley, Mark E : 164, 166, 173
Bray, Leslie W , Jr : 546-48, 722, 726
Brehm, Wilham 603, 610
Brezhnev, Leomd I 335, 514
British Institute for Strategic Studies
77
Brooke, Edward W. 34243, 345

475, 520,
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Brooks, Overton 213
Brown, Bruce K 698
Brown, George S.. 263, 347, 350, 353,
362, 390, 398, 416, 445, 482, 487,
489, 494, 496, 502, 529, 530, 532-
33, 539-40, 542, 586-87, 601,
603-5, 608, 610, 641, 647, 727
Brown, Harold 55, 62, 169, 197, 203,
207-8,211,218,337-38, 340, 351-
57, 360-63, 375, 390-95, 40910,
416-19, 421-22, 432, 43840, 447,
471, 480, 493, 567, 510, 513-14,
607-10, 615-16, 630, 648-51, 656
58, 660-61, 678, 68182
orbital weapons, views on: 226
orbitmg nuclear weapons 107
on pressing the state of the art (of
aircraft design) too much 101
on visual hight attack (VAL) arrcraft
120
Brown, Stuart W 727
Brussels 506
Brzeznski, Zbigmew 354, 362
Budget (US)
1964, 91, 95
1965, defense 107
Buffalo See CV-7
Bundy, McGeorge 134
Burchinal, David A . 48, 475, 491
Bureau of the Budget 478
Burke, Arleigh 6, 147
on limited nuclear test ban treaty,
105
Burke, Keily H 418, 424, 426-27,
515,556, 561-62, 564-65, 664, 694
Burtenshaw, Edward C - 317

C-5 316, 683

C-5A. 123,487, 624-26, 628-32, 636-
40, 64246, 653, 655, 658, 660,
66265

C-5B 663-64

C-5N 663

C-7 Caribou 314 See also Caribou

C-9, 669

757

C-17 664-65, 668

C-46 13

C-54 258

C-97 14, 38, 47, 630-31, 645

C-118 38, 47, 645

C-119 11-12, 630

C-121 630

C-123. 11-12, 90, 313-14, 517

C-124 11-12, 38, 47, 90, 123, 627,
629-31, 633, 635

C-130 11-12,20-21,30, 122-23,182,
187-89, 265, 274-76, 314-16, 483,
517,626,620-30, 633, 635-36,639,
641-42, 645-46, 653, 656-57, 662,
664-65, 669

C-130A 274, 307

C-130E. 90, 95

C-131: 645

C-133: 14, 20, 47, 123,314, 627, 629,
633, 635

C-135 20-21, 47, 123, 627, 629--30,
646

C-135B. 114

C-140, 669

C-141 47, 90, 123, 182, 314, 316,
483, 487, 625-33, 635-37, 63940,
64244, 646, 65355, 657-58, 662,
664-65, 668

C-141A 122, 654

C-141B 654, 663, 665

CH-47 Chinook* 189

CH-53 653

CV-2 Canbou: 312-13, 518 See also
Cartbou

CV-7 Buffalo: 313, 518

C-X 652, 656, 658, 66061, 66364

CX-HLS (cargo experimental heavy
logistics support): 123, 637

Cambodha. 258, 260-61, 263, 271-72,
274-75, 287, 299, 304, 308, 315,
601
bombing of 204, 272, 287, 601
diplomatic and military assistance to.

255

US incursion mto 265

“Camel”” 97
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Camp New Amsterdam, Netherlands:
508
Cam Ranh Bay: 275, 314, 636
Canada: 501
air force. 468
Canby, Stephen L 499, 500
Canedy, Charles R ; 545
Cannon, Howard W : 520, 524-27, 529
Cape Canaveral range area
management responsibilities as stated
by McNamara and Webb. 143
Cardwell, Thomas A . 729, 732
Carey, Geraid J., Ir. 555
Cargo expenmental heavy logistics sup-
port (CX-HLS) awrcraft 123
Caribou. See also CV-2 and C-7
transport planes 177, 182
Caribou I 189
Carlton, Paul K ; 316, 637, 64147,
653
Carlueci, Frank C : 564, 664-66
Carpenter, John W : 317
CASF. See composite air strike force
Carter, Jimmy 352-54, 356, 358-60,
362-63,369,387,391,409-10,417,
419, 421, 506-9, 538, 563, 602,
606-8,649-50,656-57,679,688-90,
696
State of the Union message 650
Castro, Fidel- 36, 75
and Cuban mussile crisis: 81
Casnalties
American, 1n Vietnam War, 264
Cease-fire
1 Vietnam War 263, 271-73, 294,
316
Centalign B machmes: 352
Central Highlands. 302
Centrahzation of authority
secretary of defense: 156
Centralization of defense space activi-
ties 141
Central Intelligence Agency (ClA)
263, 304
Chaff: 288, 295, 297, 298
Chaffee, John H . 601

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958

Chambers, Wilham R : 72324

Chapman, Leonard, Jr . 283-85

Charleston (Ar Force Base, South
Carolina): 639-40

Charyk, Joseph V54, 202

CHECO (Contempory Historical Ex-
ammnation of Current Operations)
316-17, 322

Chemical warfare 509

Cheyenne. See AH-56A

Cheyenne Mountamn Complex. 69697

China (People’s Republic of). 52, 623

Chu Lai 636

Chuzrch, Dale W : 658

CIA See Central Intelligence Agency

CINCMAC (commander in chief, Mil1-
tary Aulift Command): 646, 648,
654, 658, 660, 668

CINCMEAFSA. 659

CINCPAC (commander in chief, Pa-
cific). 277-81, 285-87, 604

CINCPACAF (commander in chief,
Pacific Air Forces). 285-86, 289,
299, 317, 604, 727

CINCPACFLT {(commander 1n chief,
Pacific Fleet). 285-86

CINCRED. 659

CINCREDCOM. 659, 663, 667

CINCSAC (commander in chief, Stra-
tegic Air Command) 286, 296, 585,
667

CINCSTRIKE- 659

CINCUNC/COMUSKOREA 604

CINCUSAFE. 727

CIP 79-3, *‘Concept Development—
What Is It? And Who Needs I1t?"’.
733-34

Crrcular error probable (CEP): 288
accuracy 340

Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB) 19

Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) 11,
14-15, 19, 21, 628-29, 631-32,
640-41, 65255, 658, 662, 664-65

Clark Air Base, Phulippmes 633

Clark, Don A. 723

Clark, Wilhiam P . 370
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Clay, Lucus D, Jr 286, 444-45

Clayton, W Graham 663

Clearwater. 122

Clements, Willlam P, Jr 641, 647,
741

Cleveland, Charles G 742

Clifford, Clark M.. 145, 262, 395

Close airsupport 469-70,472-74,476,
478, 48289, 492, 49495, 49899,
501,503,508, 51634, 54142, 547,
552-59, 561
arrcraft (A-X) 718
Army definiion of 518
board, Air Force 183
board, Army. 183
JCS defimtion of 522
joint doctrne for 531-32
mm Vietnam War 298-311

Close-support missions
1950s controversy over 174

Cobra helicopter. See AH-16

Cold war 56

College Eye radar, 294

Collins, Harold E 484, 488-89, 529

Collins, J Lawton® 173

Collocated operating base (COB).
508-10

Columbra. 694

Columbia University. 318

COMAC (commander, Military Anrhift
Command) 648

Combat air patrol (CAFP). 289

Combat Fox arhift 631, 635

Combat Lancer. 479

Combat operations center (COC) 313

Combined Arms Combat Developments
Activity 657

Command and General Staff College.
550

Command, control, commumnications,
computing/information and mtelh-
gence (C*1%). 566

Commander in chief, Pacific. See
CINCPAC

Commander m chief, Pacific Air
Forces See CINCPACAF

Commander 1n chief, Pacific Fleet See
CINCPACFLT

Commander in chief, Strategic Anr
Command See CINCSAC

Commander, US Southecast Asia
(COMUSSEASIA) 278

Commando Hunt. 262, 308-10

Commuttee on Govermnment Operations
17

Communists 4041
forces 56
party 23
state 57
subversion m Laos: 36
threat. 35

Commumst China: 280, 303, 307, 310,
477, 491, 507

Comrnunist insurgency
m Vietnam 299

Commumst menace 87

Communist Policy Towards Southeast
Asia, 1954-1969 319

Compass Cope 54445

Composite air strike force (CASF)
deployments 11

COMUSMACYV See US Miittary As-
sistance Command, Vietnam

COMUSSEASIA. See commander, US
Southeast Asia

CONARC See Headquarters Continen-
tal Army Command

Concept for Improved Joint Air-Ground
Coordination 300, 518

““Concept Issue Papers’” (CIPs) 729,
733-34

““Concept of Operations for USAF
Forces Collateral Functions Tramning,
The’’. 536

Concustency concept
Brown, Harold, on 169
opetational weapon systems. 168
Wilson, Roscoe, description of. 169

Congo: 638

Congress (US) 6, 8, 17, 20-21, 23,
26-27,34-37,40-41,43,51,53-55,
510, 512, 629, 637, 652, 654, 658,
661, 663-64
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and Cambodia: 265
congressionally mandated mobility
study (CMMS): 661, 664-65
and Vietnam War; 272-75
Consolidated space operations center
(CSOQC): 451, 690, 695-97
objective oft 451
Constant Guard* 636
Constant Guard II; 636
Constant Guard III: 636
Constant Guard IV: 636
Contemporary Historical Examination
of Current Operations. See CHECO
Continental Air Defense Command
(CONAD); 604
Continental air and mussile defenses:
113
Contingntal Army Forces: 78
Contingency planming for Southeast
Asiar 278
Con Thien: 261
Controlled flexible response. 107
Control of space
Boushey's comments: 212
Pratt’s comments; 212
White’s address: 212
CONUS (continental United States):
429, 433, 444-45, 447, 449, 640,
668
Coolidge commuttee 2-3
Coaoper, Robert S.: 693-93
Corcoran, Charles A.: 610
Corona Harvest: 315, 318-22, 645
Steering Committee: 320-21
Cosmos satellites: 687
Coulee Crest 300
Council on Foreign Relations' 722
Counterair: 469, 471, 488, 492, 494,
496
Counterforce strategy: 32, 59, 337
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