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After ten years of ha ,'d?f'éxperience in the realities of planning against atomic war,
a central contradictigh continues to plague formulation of national policy and
shaping of. the 'milifary forces to carry it out. Policy emerges as tasks to be ac-
complished;\wﬁi!,e’ the military forces that are to execute the tasks remain topo-
graphically“mﬁed in armies, navies, and air forces. The Editors of the Quarterly
Review present three articles bearing on this central problem: Colonel Albert P.
Sights proposes a reorganization of U.S. national defense based on military tasks
rather than military services; Colonel Wendell E. Carter arrives at much the same
conclusion through analysis of the dilemma in our budget system; and Brigadier
General W, Barton Leach, USAFR, summarizes principal British views on their simi-
lar problem of discovering and effecting the best organization for national defense.




ajor Tasks and
Military Reorganization
CoLONEL ALBERT P. SIGHTS, ]R.

ODAY'S military organization is not expressly tailored to
perform the military tasks dictated by present-day tech-
nology and international relationships. Rather it is a prod-

uct of historical evolution over many centuries and in many
lands. Today’s interservice disputes are not alone the manifesta-
tions of “healthy competition’’; they are the inevitable by-products
of an outmoded concept of military organization—an inherited
compartmentalization that imposes mental barriers and that cor-
ridors the vision of those men who must identify our basic military
tasks and determine the means for their fulfillment.

After all we do have an army and a navy. We have had them
for a long time and the words are found in all our dictionaries. The
term “air force,” though comparatively new, has already gained
a similar measure of recognition and acceptance. We are ac-
customed to thinking of military power in terms of soldiers, sailors,
and airmen. For the sake of argument, let us assume that we have
no armed forces at all and are faced with the problem of sateguard-
ing our lives, property, and way of life in the presence ot today’s
unfriendly nations possessed of today’'s implements of war. Under
these circumstances would we recreate the Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Department of Defense precisely as they now exist or would
our evaluation perhaps lead to something altogether different in
the way of organizational structure for the armed forces? Remem-
ber that an organization is not needed simply because it exists,
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nor even because it has existed throughout the pages of history.
An organization is needed to perform specific tasks that are recog-
nized as desirable at the present time. It should be designed to
perform contemporary tasks—not those of some bygone era.

Seeking by this means to escape the restrictive confines of the
existing order, the author endeavors first to determine what are
the basic tasks of national defense—believing that they will in
themselves suggest the logical breakdown for a new organization
of the armed forces. The present organizational structure is then
evaluated in terms of its suitability for bringing the entire re-
sources of the nation to bear upon these basic tasks. Its funda-
mental weaknesses are identified and discussed. Finally, a new
organizational concept is proposed for the armed forces together
with a systematic method of evolution from the old to the new,
designed to maintain combat effectiveness throughout the period
of change-over.

Let us not confuse the basic tasks of war with the so-called
“principles of war.” Tasks define what must be done. The time-
hallowed principles of war are common-sense maxims that suggest
how the tasks should be carried out. Many authorities would have
us believe that these “principles” are immutable. Perhaps this is
so, despite the immense technological revolution since the days of
Napoleon and Clausewitz. Be that as it may, surely no one will
maintain that the military tasks of Nineteenth Century America
have not been changed by the airplane, the atomic bomb, and the
present world-wide pattern of international alliances.

Though our tasks have changed, our military organizational
structure remains fundamentally unchanged. It is still a division
of responsibility based upon separate modes of transportation that
in the context of modern war are so interrelated and interdepend-
ent as to be virtually inseparable. It is an artificial division of
responsibility that does not embody but rather trisects the basic
tasks, thereby creating a bewildering complexity of difficulties in
coordination. Just as a diamond cutter follows the natural planes
of fissure in cutting a precious stone, so should the organizer de-
lineate his delegations of authority according to the natural sub-
divisions of his over-all task. Yet not one of the basic military tasks
of the United States can be accomplished by employing only those
resources available to a single service. A portion of the resources
of each service must be applied to each task. Moreover wide di-
vergences in training of personnel, types of equipment, and con-
cepts of employment vastly complicate the problem of combining
different service elements into an effective cooperative effort.
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The none-too-happy solution has been the creation of joint
organizations for achieving such tasks. The joint commander has
“operational control” of his forces—a convenient device that af-
fords apparent, but fictitious, unity of command. Actual control
is retained and jealously guarded by the parent services that man,
fund, and supply the joint command as it may suit their respec-
tive purposes. Under these circumstances it is to the credit of the
joint commander that he can take an engine from Ford, a chassis
from General Motors, and a body from Chrysler and assemble
them into a running, though squeaky, automobile. Can we not
in some way help this joint commander by giving him a complete
automobile assembled from compatible parts?

Basic Tasks of National Defense

The basic tasks of the military establishment derive from the
national objectives of the United States. As a nation we have
many objectives but paramount is the protection and preservation
of our American way of life. As a peace-loving people we would
prefer to do this by peaceful means but will not hesitate to fight
when we are convinced that there is no other honorable alterna-
tive. Inasmuch as force is still the final arbiter of international
disputes, we must maintain a position of military strength ade-
quate to meet foreseeable threats to our security. We must iden-
tify these threats and define the military tasks required to counter
them.

The primary objective of national defense is to counter the
threat of nuclear war. Two basic military tasks are dictated by
this requirement. First, we must maintain a long-range nuclear
striking force capable of inflicting mortal damage upon any would-
be aggressor; and second, we must present a defensive shield for
the protection of our own sources of strength against enemy attack.

While our primary concern is with the threat of nuclear war,
there is another longer road that leads circuitcusly but just as
surely to eventual disaster. The peril of this route lies in permit-
ting a hostile nation gradually to attain a position of overwhelm-
ing superiority through a process of piecemeal encroachment and
usurpation of the sovereignty and territory of neighboring coun-
tries. Such a position of superior power might be achieved over
a period of years by a series of diplomatic maneuvers and limited
military actions. No one of these moves would provoke general
war, but their cumulative effect could grievously erode our mili-
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tary potential through the subjugation or neutralization of our al-
lies, surrender of our geographical advantages, isolation from
sources of raw materials vital to our economy, and loss of control
of the sea and air lanes beyond our shores.

It may be said that we would exercise the threat of nuclear
war to halt this sort of creeping imperialism. But with our form
of democratic government can we be certain that such a decision
would be made? Is there not a possibility of shortsighted com-
placency—an unwillingness to act when the ultimate consequences
of a failure to act seem remote and obscure behind the veil of the
future? Surely it will be a difficult decision to make when the
immediate consequences are so grimly evident in the enemy’s
power to retaliate. The launching of unrestricted nuclear warfare
would hardly be to our advantage unless there were no other prac-
ticable means by which our objectives could be attained.

Clearly we must have alternative means with which to check-
mate the illegal aggrandizement of territory by a hostile power.
It may be that piecemeal expansion can be prevented by political
or economic action—or by the threat of military action. However,
it is by no means certain that these actions will succeed unless they
are accompanied by an evident capability and willingness to em-
ploy military force if required. The best indication of such an
ability and intent is the actual presence of military forces in the
threatened area. Defensive strength deployed around the perim-
eter of a hostile power will discourage aggression by denying
opportunities for unopposed advance. This is our first line of
defense for protection of the Free World against defeat in detail.
To be sure it is a long line of outposts that must be thinly manned
in many sectors; but it can be supported by ready reserve forces
capable of rapid movement to threatened sectors of the defensive
front. And of course the control of sea and air lanes is an essential
element of this strategic concept.

To summarize the foregoing analysis, hostile forces pose two
major threats to our national security—first, the launching of di-
rect nuclear attacks upon our homeland; and second, the ultimate
attainment of overwhelming military strength through piecemeal
territorial aggrandizement. Each of these two major threats im-
poses two basic tasks upon our armed forces:

The threat of nuclear attack requires us—

'To maintain a deterrent force capable of decisive nuclear
attack upon the sources of enemy strength

To defend against any direct attack launched against the
United States.



Proposed Combat Commands by Tasks

The threat of territorial aggrandizement requires us—

To maintain peripheral defenses contiguous to the na-
tional boundaries of any hostile power

To maintain mobile strategic reserves for reinforcement
of peripheral defenses.

Now consider the present organization of the armed forces in
terms of its suitability for the accomplishment of these basic tasks.
Under central direction of the Secretary of Defense are three
principal divisions of the military establishment representing
forces trained and equipped to fight on land, on sea, and in the
air. Within each of these major divisions are various organiza-
tional segments created by functional or geographical subdivision
of the broader responsibilities for conducting land, sea, and air



Present Division of Responsibility

National Defense Tasks Responsible Commands

Army Navy Air Force

Nuclear Deterrence e

Continental Defense

Peripheral Defense

Strategic Reserve

warfare. Unfortunately these divisions and subdivisions do not
correlate with the major tasks of national defense. On the con-
trary each of the three services has some responsibility for most of
the basic tasks.

Not one of these crucial tasks is the sole responsibility of a
single military commander. Two of the three services make some
contribution to every major task. These contributions are not all
of the same magnitude but are scaled according to the character-
istics, capabilities, and concepts of the particular service. All four
tasks are important, though by no means equal in importance
when it comes to the allocation of resources. Yet under the present
arrangement it would be difficult indeed for a service to acknowl-
edge the relative unimportance of a task to which it must make
the major contribution. Under these circumstances, how can the
basic tasks of national security be weighed, evaluated, and bal-
anced with any real objectivity by a governing committee consist-
ing of the chiefs of the three rival services? Is it any wonder that
the services differ widely on matters of strategy and priorities?

It may be asserted that this matter has been resolved by the
assignment of responsibility for basic tasks to joint commands
such as the present Continental Air Defense Command. But the
concept of joint command is more of an improvisation than a
solution. A joint commander exercises his authority within nar-
rowly circumscribed limits. A joint command does not represent
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true unity of command because the requirements of its commander
are met, in the final analysis, according to the individual judg-
ments of each of the three service chiefs sitting at an intermedi-
ate level of review between joint commands and the executive
head of the Department of Defense. Thus, any objective evalu-
ation that might be made by the joint commander almost unavoid-
ably is deformed by the stresses and strains of interservice rivalry
before it reaches the civilian chief for final consideration.

It is time to recognize that the Nineteenth Century organiza-
tional concept of dividing military tasks between the land and sea
sides of a shore line is no longer valid and that the introduction of
another division of tasks between earth and sky has merely com-
pounded the error. This is not to say that soldiers, sailors, and
airmen must be abolished. Rather they must give primary alle-
giance to the real tasks of national defense, in the same manner that
an artillery captain supports the tasks of his infantry division. In
other words, the services must be made the servants, not the mas-
ters, of grand strategy.

Reorganization on a Task Basis

It is easy enough to criticize an existing organization but quite
another matter to eliminate the defects without at the same time
creating new difficulties as bad as the old ones. Furthermore, if a
proposal for reorganization is to have any practical value, it must
offer some reasonable promise of finding approval and support
among those people who will have to make it work. The theoreti-
cally perfect laboratory solution of a problem in human relation-
ships can seldom be applied to a real life situation without some
degree of compromise and concession.

There are many subscribers to the abstract idea that we need
a single integrated service; very few of these critics bother to sug-
gest what specific actions are required and when and how they
should be undertaken. In any reorganization there is a first step
to be taken, followed by a second and a third, and so continuing
until the new pattern has fully emerged. It is in the selection and
timing of these steps that one encounters hard, uncomfortable, and
often contradictory facts that obstinately refuse to be sorted and
arranged in the neat, logical order of the theoretical solution.
However cold the water may be, it is a plunge that must be taken.

Let us start with the basic tasks of national defense, assuming
for the sake of further discussion that they are the four tasks previ-
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ously listed. There may be more or fewer and they may de differ-
ently stated. Be that as it may, the fundamental objectives of the
proposed reorganization are to provide unity of command for the
essential tasks and to subordinate service interests to task accom-
plishment. The specific actions suggested for the attainment of
these objectives are: (1) to regroup elements of the existing joint-
and single-service combat commands into new “task commands”
that are directly related to the basic tasks of national defense; (2)
to place these task commands under the centralized direction and
control of a single military authority; and (3) to redefine the roles
of the three services—Army, Navy, and Air Force—to support but
not to control combat operations. Each of these will be discussed
in detail.

Taking a look at the broad structural pattern of armed forces
organization we find that there are, within the three services, ap-
proximately seventeen different commands that have significant
responsibilities in connection with combat operations. On the
other hand we have listed only four basic military tasks for the
armed forces and have noted that no one of these four tasks is the
sole responsibility of the Army, or of the Navy, or of the Air Force.
Neither is any one of the seventeen subordinate commands re-
sponsible for the complete fulfillment of any one of the basic tasks.
Some commands, such as the Strategic Air Command and the Con-
tinental Air Defense Command of the Air Force, have responsibili-
ties that fall entirely within, but do not fully encompass, a single
basic task area. Other commands, such as the Continental Army
Command and the Navy's Pacific Fleet, have responsibilities in
more than one of the basic task areas. Despite such gaps and over-
laps it is suggested that task-centered commands could be created
without insuperable difficulty through a time-phased program of
consolidation and rearrangement of existing combat elements. An
examination of the purpose, composition, and employment of task
commands that might be dictated by the four basic tasks will il-
lustrate this proposal in more specific terms.

T'ask No. 1—To maintain a deterrent force capable of decisive nu-
clear attack upon the sources of enemy strength.

An organization designed to perform this task would consti-
tute the principal deterrent against any attack in kind by a poten-
tial aggressor. It should incorporate those elements of all three
services whose primary function is to strike decisive blows with
the most effective weapons available against the sources of enemy
strength in whatever part of the world they may be found. Weap-
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on systems and techniques should be chosen to afford an optimum
combination of great offensive power and low vulnerability to
enemy counteraction. Whether they be airplanes or missiles and
whether launched from land or sea, they should be evaluated and
selected solely on the basis of the task to be done.

This task organization might appropriately be named the
““Strategic Atomic Command.”* It should stand at all times ready
for the instant commitment of every resource to its assigned task.
It is the great deterrent to unrestricted nuclear war. Its deterrent
power is the product of its readiness for action, its offensive poten-
tial, and its own invulnerability to destruction. The Strategic
Atomic Command may be visualized as constituting the present-
day counterpart of Mahan's ‘‘position of menace.” It must be
maintained as a force-in-being and not diverted to other tasks in
such a way as to compromise the deterrent effect of its menace.

Task No. 2—To defend against any direct attack launched against
the U. S.

This task establishes the requirement for an organization spe-
cifically designed to shelter the heartland from nuclear attack and
invasion by land, sea, or air. Such an organization might be called
the “Continental Defense Command.” It would be an essential
partner of the Strategic Atomic Command in deterring any enemy
attack against the sources of our own national strength. It should
combine in a single, integrated defense system all elements on the
North American continent, at sea, and overseas, whose primary
function is to detect, intercept, and destroy hostile forces or nu-
clear weapons launched by whatever means against the heartland
of the United States. Like the Strategic Atomic Command, it
would be a separate force-in-being. Units of the Continental De-
fense Command should not be diverted to other tasks but rather
should be held in constant readiness for total commitment to de-
fense of the heartland against surprise attack. Only after an out-
break of total war should any of its units revert to strategic re-
serve for redeployment, and then only after the security of the
heartland had been clearly established.

Task No. 3—To maintain peripheral defenses contiguous to the
national boundaries of any hostile power.

Geographically North America may be viewed as an insular
land mass that is surrounded by, and at the same time surrounds,
the Eurasian continent. It faces two great oceans, the Atlantic
' *In the suggested title of this command, the word "‘atomic’” is used to retain the abbreviated
title, “SAC.” for the principal nuclear striking force. Unless otherwise indicated, the words

**atomic™ and “nqclcar.'_' as us_ed in this article, are intended to encompass all types and sizes
of such weapons, including fusion as well as fission reactions.
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and Pacific, that not only provide broad avenues for attack upon
the United States but also provide by these same avenues the op-
portunity for projecting our own military force upon the continent
of Eurasia and its satellite islands. As indicated before, one im-
portant element of our national strategy is to extend our outer
defensive perimeter to the very borders of Communism. To do
this we must face in two directions—East and West; cross two
oceans—the Atlantic and Pacific; maintain bases on two continents
—Europe and Asia; and deal with two distinct civilizations—QOcci-
dental and Oriental. Thus does geography logically divide the
over-all task of outer peripheral defense into two separate organi-
zational compartments whose functions, though similar, are asso-
ciated with profoundly different military, political, economic, and
psychosocial factors. For this reason two task commands are sug-
gested for the maintenance of outer peripheral defenses: an “At-
lantic Defense Command” and a “Pacific Defense Command.”

Although these two commands face in opposite directions,
their objectives are the same—to resist Communist encroachment
on the Free World and, as a corollary, to afford a maximum degree
of defense in depth for the United States. No power vacuum
should be left unfilled on the periphery of the Soviet bloc. Effec-
tive barriers should be maintained on all avenues of enemy attack
or infiltration. The main burden of this task must be carried by
our allies and by the neutral nations but there must be a means
by which we can make our own full contribution to collective ac-
tion when the need arises. It would be the role of the proposed
Atlantic and Pacific Defense Commands to provide that means: to
control the sea and air lanes between the United States and the
other free nations of the world; to maintain forces on permanent
station in overseas areas to augment local defenses; to prepare
mutual defense plans; and to establish command relationships
with the military leaders of other nations that will ensure coordi-
nated effort in pursuance of our common goal—the defense of the
Free World.

Task No. 4—To maintain mobile strategic reserves for reinforce-
ment of peripheral defenses.

The Communist-controlled land mass extends over some 60
degrees of latitude and 180 degrees of longitude. Despite an in-
adequate rail and road net, the Communists can transfer their
forces so as to achieve local superiority over Western forces at any
selected point on the land mass periphery. Therefore the success
of the West’s plan of containment hinges in large measure on the
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availability of uncommitted reserve forces and on the speed with
which they can be brought into action. In surface warfare the
Communists can strike either east or west or in both directions at
once. America lies geographically about midway between these
areas of possible enemy expansion. Therefore it is a logical base
for the major reserve forces of the Free World. These strategic
reserves should not be committed in advance to either the Atlantic
or the Pacific Defense Command because only the enemy knows
with certainty where he will strike, when, and in what force.
Hence the requirement for another task organization. For pur-
poses of discussion it may be called the “Strategic Reserve Com-
mand.”

The Strategic Reserve Command should comprise all military
combat elements in-being that are not required as integral parts
of the other four task commands. These reserve forces should be
maintained in constant readiness for assignment to the other task
commands and deployment in whatever part of the world the un-
folding situation may require. Command of forces thus committed
should pass to the augmented task command and revert to the Stra-
tegic Reserve Command when the augmentation forces are no
longer required.

In summary, it has been proposed that five task commands be
created that are compatible with and directly related to the four
basic tasks of national defense.

Division of Responsibility

Present Proposed
Responsible Commands ) Responsible Commands
National
Army Navy Air Force  Defense Tasks sac  cpc abc  ppc
oV
¥ b Nuclear Deterrence
.
'5—‘.{ Continental Defense L
) i
- ="¢t Peripheral Defense

SRC

m ﬁ Strategic Reserve alirds




14 AIR UNIVERSITY QUARTERLY REVIEW

Except for peripheral defense there is a single functional
organization designed to accomplish each basic task. As previously
indicated, the functional task of peripheral defense logically di-
vides into two broad geographical compartments for which two
separate task commands have been designated. Resources can in
each case be assigned to a single commander for the accomplish-
ment of a single clearly defined basic task. This is not to say that
the requirement for “operational control” has been entirely elim-
inated. Irrespective of organizational structure, the need for flexi-
bility in fluid and rapidly changing situations will always necessi-
tate the temporary attachment of supporting and augmentation
units. But the proposed organization would simplify the com-
mander’s task by placing his major force components under his
direct authority and by reducing to the level of subsidiary activi-
ties those undesirable but unavoidable requirements for command
by coordination, cooperation, and negotiation.

Aside from the advantages that accrue from functional homo-
geneity, perhaps the most promising aspect of the suggested re-
groupment lies in the opportunity for centralized command and
control of all combat operations. The number of combat com-
mands has been reduced from about seventeen in the present De-
partment of Defense to five in the proposed organization. One
man should be able to administer five commands. As a matter of
fact each of the present service chiefs does now supervise at least
five such combat commands in addition to a considerable number
of separate technical, training, and logistic commands. Therefore
it should be quite feasible to place the five suggested combat com-
mands under the central direction and control of a single military
authority, perhaps designated “Chief of Military Operations.”
Unity of command for combat operations is a principle of military
organization so widely recognized and accepted by military leaders
that it is surely unnecessary to list its advantages.

In the present organization of the Department of Defense, the
three service chiefs are interposed between commanders of the
seventeen combat commands and the Secretary of Defense. If these
seventeen combat commands were reduced to five and placed
under the direction of a single military authority, as suggested,
then this intermediate level of supervision would become un-
necessary and undesirable. Since all combat functions would be
withdrawn from the three services—Army, Navy, and Air Force—
and distributed among the five combat commands, there would
be no reason for these service chiefs to appear in the chain of com-
mand for combat operations.



Present Organization ...

Secretary of Defense

Joint Chiefs of Staff

tech, trng, &
logistic commands

technical
bureaus

services

“unified,” “specified,” and single-service combat commands

The Three Services. What role, then, would be left to the
three services? Should they, as some have suggested, be abolished
in favor of a single monolithic military department with a fully
integrated administration and a common uniform? This may be a
correct prescription for the ailment but it would be a heavy dose
for the patient to swallow in one gulp. We are properly admon-
ished not to be hidebound by tradition. However, tradition does
have a value. It is closely associated with morale and morale is
worth more than guns or ships or planes because it motivates men.

Proposed Reorganization ...

Secretary of Defense

Staff
Military ;
Operations Ay Navy Air Force
technical tech, trng,
services bureaus & logistic
commands

five combat commands




Possible Evolution to a Single Service ...

Secretary of Defense

Staff

Military . Research & -
o . Materiel Training
perations Development

The process of organization is the logical and systematic
grouping of men and functions to attain a common purpose. If
the organization is to succeed, its members must be made to feel
that they have a stake in the common purpose. Through the years
each of the services has developed traditions, loyalties, ideas, and
ideals that condition the attitude and behavior of its members.
How would they react to an organizational merger imposed by
legislative decree? The answer is indeterminate but it is not hard
to imagine a bureaucratic convulsion of unmanageable propor-
tions. The members of our military clique might, under a sur-
face veneer of amiability, still carry deep-rooted pride, prejudice,
and suspicion that would largely negate effective teamwork in
spite of similar uniforms. On the other hand such fears may be
groundless. Nevertheless the course of prudence suggests a grad-
ual, evolutionary approach to service integration, if indeed that
should prove to be a desirable goal.

Because of these doubts and misgivings on the question of a
single service, it is suggested that the Departments of Army, Navy,
and Air Force be retained but be placed in a supporting rather
than a directing role with respect to the combat task commands.
Thus far in the discussion attention has been focused on the com-
bat tasks because they are the end products of military effort.
These tasks cannot be accomplished without an efficient supporting
organization to provide procurement, supply, training, re-
search, and other essential services. This is the “business organi-
zation”’ of the military establishment. Here is where the knowl-
edge and skill of civilian administrators, business executives,
engineers, scientists, and educators can be employed most profit-
ably to support military operations. Here is where “civilian con-
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trol of the military” can best be exercised to prevent the emergence
of that bogeyman, the military dictator.

The three services, minus their combat functions, can be left
intact with their various units and activities as now established.
It may be desirable to consolidate some activities along functional
lines, such as the proposal for a common supply and services de-
partment by the Hoover Commission. Any such analysis of the
support organization is beyond the scope of this study. It may be
noted in passing that functional consolidation of separate service
activities in such areas as materiel, research, and training is one
means by which service identities could be gradually and system-
atically submerged into a single integrated Department of Defense.

In the present organization there are a great many combat
commands under the direct or “executive agent” control of the
three service chiefs. These service chiefs are in turn supervised
by a nonmilitary Secretary of Defense whose primary source of
staff advice on controversial military matters is a three-man com-
mittee composed of the chiefs of the very operating departments
that have generated the controversy. Such an arrangement is a
contradiction at the highest level of the basic principles of line and
staff organization.

Under the proposed organization the number of combat com-
mands is reduced to manageable proportions. They are placed
under the direction of a single “Chief of Military Operations.”
Requirements originated by the combat commands are based upon
objective task analyses, undistorted by service interests and view-
points. They are submitted without preoccupation or debate over
which of the supporting service agencies will provide them. They
are related to support capabilities by the Secretary of Defense,
with the advice and assistance of a suitably balanced staff of mili-
tary and civilian specialists who have no opcrational responsibili-
ties within subordinate departments.

Obstacles to Reorganization

Any proposal for reorganization of the armed forces has to
consider the means by which the change might be accomplished
without weakening combat effectiveness during the period of
transition. However desirable may be the ultimate objective, it
is hardly worth the candle unless our military strength can be
maintained throughout the process of change. What actions, then,
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are required to carry out the reorganization—also what objections
are likely to be raised and how might they be overcome?

First of all, the proposed reorganization does not involve a
drastic and sweeping shake-up of the entire military establishment.
On the contrary it is confined to a revision of command and con-
trol arrangements for combat operations in the first and second
levels of delegation below the Secretary of Defense. By and large
the composition, deployment, and operation of commands at
lower organizational levels would be unaffected by the reorgani-
zation itself, although the hope is that the resultant improvements
in top management structure would in time lead to significant
changes in the composition and employment of forces at all levels.
The proposal does not suggest any modification of support ele-
ments other than to point up possibilities for functional regroup-
ing in the direction of a single service. On the other hand, the re-
organization does entail the abandonment or revision of certain
traditional concepts of long standing in the armed services. For
that reason a methodology of change must be sought that is gener-
ally acceptable to those who must implement it.

The reorganization itself can be reduced to the following
separate actions, which will be used as a basis for analysis and dis-
cussion:

Consolidation of the various combat functions now dis-
persed among some seventeen ‘‘unified,” ‘“‘specified,” and
single service subordinate organizations of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force into five autonomous task-centered combat
commandes.

Appointment of a Chief of Military Operations respon-
sible for the centralized direction and control of all combat
forces in peace and war.

Definition and delineation of the new role of the three
services as supporting elements to the combat organization.

Establishment of a combined civilian and military staft
to advise and assist the Secretary of Defense in forming broad
strategic goals and in directing the one combat and three sup-
port commands.

With the precedent set by joint command during and since
World War 11, the diverse elements of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force should be consolidated in support of basic tasks with relative
ease. But two obstacles are immediately apparent. In the first
place, there is really no precedent for joint command in the literal
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sense. In practice, “joint command” is simply a phrase used to
describe a relationship in which a designated commander is em-
powered, within vaguely expressed but nonetheless real limits, to
direct the activities of otherwise autonomous organizations whose
allegiances are primarily to their parent services and only secondar-
ily, if at all, to their joint commander. As a result there is no estab-
lished system for the administration of such a composite force. Yet
a commander without administrative control of his subordinates
is not really a commander at all in the usual military conception
of the term. Rather he is a committee chairman who rules by sug-
gestion, persuasion, and charm of personality. In the proposed
organization the combat commander must command in the full
sense of the word because he is divorced from control by the three
services. Therefore, the establishment of autonomous combat
commands must be preceded by the construction of sound admin-
istrative foundations upon which the operational structures may
be erected.

A second major obstacle to the consolidation of combat func-
tions lies in finding agreement on what specific tasks should be
chosen as the basis of the new organization. Perhaps some authori-
ties would say that there are seventeen basic tasks corresponding
to the seventeen combat commands in our present organization,
hence, no requirement for any change. Others might contend that
there are ten or five or possibly only two—offense and defense. It
is a question of how basic one should be in the definition of basic
tasks. If one subscribes to the idea that all combat operations
should be directed by a single commander then some broad param-
eters can be established on the number of tasks by application
of the management principle of “span of control.” In the lower
levels of combat organization, span of control is usually in the
neighborhood of three or four subordinate units to a commander.
A squadron has four flights, a company four platoons, a group
three squadrons, and a battalion three companies. At higher levels
there is generally an increase in the number of ancillary support-
ing units but the number of major combat subcommands is sel-
dom more than four or five. It would seem that five is a reasonable
limit on the number of combat commands for one-man con-
trol and, by a fortunate circumstance, there are only five task-
centered combat commands in the proposed organization.

If there are truly only five functional tasks, then what are we
eliminating by reducing the number of commands from seventeen
to five? Basically we are not eliminating functional duplication
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per se, but rather we are drastically reducing the geographical
compartmentalization of these functions. For example, the pro-
posed Continental Defense Command would embrace not only
the present Continental Air Defense Command but also major
segments of the Alaskan, Northeast, and Caribbean Commands.
Similarly, the European Command, Atlantic Fleet, and Mediter-
ranean Fleet would be brought into the proposed Atlantic De-
fense Command; and the Far East Command and Pacific Fleet
would be joined to form a Pacific Defense Command.

It may be said that such commands would comprise areas too
vast and weapon systems too diversified for one man to control.
This is'a viewpoint frequently expressed with respect to all sorts
of organizations. However, it is based on a fallacy—the erroneous
belief that any soundly conceived organization can be too large
and too complex for one man to control. To hold that an execu-
tive department is too big to be managed by one man is to deny
the practicality of having an executive head for the national gov-
ernment itself. It is not size or complexity that makes an organi-
zation unmanageable. Rather, it is unsound subdivision of the
work, incompetent subordinates, uncertainty as to the mission. In
short, it is poor management.

It will be said that officers who have had previous experience
in only one of the services would not be competent to command
units of another service. That this opinion is widely held may be
confirmed by examining the staffs of today’s joint commands in
which the assumed incompetence of each key officer is illustrated
by the presence of sister service “‘deputy,” “assistant,” or “‘execu-
tive” appendages as insurance against his insufficient knowledge,
distorted judgment, or excessive partisanship. The idea that no
one officer can command land, naval, and air units is analogous
to saying that no one man can be Secretary of Detense. The fal-
lacy of this concept lies in its overvaluation of technical knowledge
and its undervaluation of the broader qualities of leadership that
enable a man to scale the ladder in his own particular field. An
officer who rises to the top levels of leadership within one of the
services demonstrates by that very process his competence to com-
'mand any military organization, regardless of whether it operates
on land, on sea, or in the air. Specialized technical knowledge 1is
essential to the organization as a whole; but to insist that it must
be embodied in the leader himself is an absurdity. The president
of RCA need not know how to repair a radio. The commander of
a joint combat command need not know how to drill an infantry
company, or how to dock a vessel, or how to fly an airplane. These
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things will be done by specialists, and done well, it the commander
simply understands and applies the fundamental principles of
military leadership.

Some critics may concede that a single commander could theo-
retically command a multiservice organization but will maintain
that his full leadership potential could not be applied in practice
because it would be circumscribed and delimited by service loyal-
ties inherent in “the system.” This argument has a great deal of
validity. The present system does not provide any means by which
an officer can rise above the level of his own service or transfer
laterally to another. As a result he is reared in the cloistered
company of his own fellows, schooled in the concepts of his supe-
riors, insulated during his formative years from access to opposing
concepts, and encouraged by pressures of apparent self-interest
to regard service interest as the measure of all new ideas. If this
officer is suddenly extracted from his single-service environment
and given a multiservice combat command, will he consider his
new problems with objectivity? Perhaps not, since it is difficult
to change habits of thought acquired over a period of years. Never-
theless it must be done because the alternative is even less palat-
able—the perpetuation of committee rule with its attendant weak-
nesses.

The consolidation of diverse combat elements into five major
combat commands that are administratively self-sufficient is a task
of such complexity that several years might be required to com-
plete it. While that action was in progress, much could be done
to broaden the horizons of all officers in the armed forces by en-
larging the scope of instruction in military schools, expanding
the interservice exchange of officers for familiarization purposes,
and clearing the way for lateral transfers of officers between serv-
ices without loss of pay, rank, or opportunities for further ad-
vancement.

With the development of administratively self-sufficient com-
bat commands, steps should be taken to create a staff organization
that would fulfill the requirements of the “Chief of Military
Operations”™ when he is appointed to take over direction of all
combat operations. To preserve continuity of effort and avoid
staff duplication, the Military Operations Staff should be estab-
lished within the framework of the present Joint Staff of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. This staff is now dealing with the same types of
basic problems that would confront the new Headquarters for
Military Operations. The present Joint Staff structure should be
expanded and broadened in order to deal with the many details
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of operation and administration now handled by the separate
services. Similiarly, the staff of the Secretary of Defense should be
realigned with an appropriate representation of military officers
so that it will be able to fulfill its new staff role in directing one
combat command and three support commands. When the combat
commands are severed from the “executive agent” control of the
three services, the Chief of Military Operations and the Secretary
of Defense must have competent and well-organized staffs in-being.
The Chief of Military Operations must be prepared to plan,
organize, direct, and control combat operations on a world-wide
scale. The Secretary of Defense must formulate national military
strategy and ensure that the support elements are closely coor-
dinated with the combat commands in support of that strategy.

Objections are certain to be raised that this phase of the
reorganization creates a Prussian general staff—anathema to our
democratic form of government; that it places too much power in
the hands of one man—the Chief of Military Operations; and that
it removes from military control those supporting functions that
are essential to the combat mission. These objections need ex-
amination.

First, what exactly is this Prussian general staff that we have
learned to abhor? In our minds we visualize a sinister, militaristic
group of men who glory in their historic pre-eminence in the art
of war, who advocate the use of armed force to promote national
interest, who secretly contrive diabolically clever military cam-
paigns for the attainment of their objectives, and who subvert and
dominate the lawful civilian government in order to carry out
their warlike schemes. Certainly we do not want to encourage the
development of any such clique in this country. These undesirable
characteristics, however, do not stem from centralization of author-
ity per se. It takes Prussians to make a Prussian general staff. Fur-
thermore, a favorable environment is a prerequisite to the rise of
militarism. We would have to be prepared to revise our American
concept of liberty, our ideas of right and wrong, and our tradi-
tional patterns of behavior. In the nuclear age to hold that there is
a threat of militarism that requires the continuation of divided
and ineffective military command is a dangerous delusion. Speed
of reaction against hostile threats has become a vital element of
national defense and survival. But speed, unfortunately, is not
one of the attributes of committee rule. For quick decision and
reaction there is no substitute for direct command.

The fear of concentrating too much military authority in the
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hands of one man has another aspect. This is the argument that
two minds (or more) are better than one—a viewpoint expressed
by Air Marshal Sir Robert Saundby who draws an analogy between
the aberrations of Hitler and the sounder collective judgment
achieved within the British system of committee rule. Of course
Hitler did embody one-man rule in the narrowest sense of the
term. But as head of state rather than a military leader he was
insulated from the pressures normally brought to bear on a mili-
tary leader operating in the framework of democratic government.
It is erroneous and misleading to imply from the example of Hitler
that direct command of military forces necessarily means hasty,
ill-advised decisions based upon the intuitive judgment of one
man. The concept of direct command does not rule out the appli-
cation of collective judgment to a problem—unless all members of
the commander’s staff be unprincipled “yes men.” Direct com-
mand simply provides the means by which a decision can be
reached when it is required.

The third objection asks where should we draw the line
between combat and support functions? or between military con-
trolled and civilian controlled functions? Some feel that a com-
mander should exercise authority over those elements required for
the accomplishment of his mission. Others that modern war re-
quires the total resources of the nation—all of our labor and
wealth — organized into a single gigantic cooperative effort to
achieve victory. Each new advance of technology has brought a
reduction in the number of combatants in actual contact with the
enemy and a corresponding increase in the number of workers
required to sustain these combatants in the field. The trend is
toward fewer and fewer men in the fighting ranks with more and
more men in the supporting role. There can be little doubt that
the military leader should command armed forces in contact with
the enemy. But how far back should his authority extend through
the various echelons of support? Surely it cannot encompass them
all without an abandonment of civil government, for support
leads ultimately back to the soil itself, the basic source of military
strength. Where then should the dividing line be drawn?

In the proposed reorganization exclusive military command
should extend only to the combatant forces and their integral
supporting components. Professional military men should estab-
lish the quantitative and qualitative requirements for men and
materiel and subsequently direct their employment in battle.
Granted this concept may suppose an attitude of mutual confi-
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dence and trust between military and civilian leaders beyond what
has thus far been achieved, it is nonetheless attainable on the
common ground of patriotic devotion to the duty of national
defense. The assertion is frequently made that research, pro-
curement, training, and supply cannot be entrusted to civilian
administrators. The reasons for this generally center on doubt
of the competence and integrity of civilian leadership. Delegation
of authority, however, must postulate able subordinates who will
unselfishly apply themselves to over-all objectives. In that broad
area, which has been called the “business organization of the
Department of Defense,” it matters little whether the executives
are military or civilian so long as they are competent and dedicated
to the task of supporting the combat commands in furtherance of
grand national strategy.

This discussion has been limited to a consideration of the
major obstacles to reorganization. There are, no doubt, many
lesser difficulties that would require resolution during the period
of change. If the basic premises are sound then the obstacles,
though high, should not prove insurmountable. The reorganiza-
tion is extensive but not revolutionary. It can be introduced
through a process of orderly change.

Steps to Reorganization

THE WAGING of modern war may be viewed as a single over-all task
involving the cooperative effort of millions of men and the ex-
penditure of vast quantities of material resources to attain an
objective. That this large-scale enterprise may be efficiently man-
aged, it must be divided into functional areas of responsibility.
The traditional subdivision of war into land, sea, and air com-
ponents is a legacy of the past that tends to obscure the existence
of new functions created by technology. Through the artifice of
“joint command” an attempt has been made to adapt a new
functionalism to the incompatible framework of an outmoded in-
heritance. Organization does not determine the tasks of war.
Tasks dictate organization. A military unit exists to perform a
task that is essential today—not to preserve and perpetuate the
tasks of earlier days, however glorious may be their memories.
There is no military task today to fight a war only on the
ground, only on the sea, or only in the air; but there are military
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tasks to launch direct nuclear attacks against the sources of enemy
strength, to defend the United States against attack, and to project
effective military strength into distant areas in furtherance of
national interest. It is the latter, not the former, upon which the
organizational structure of the armed forces should be erected. All
combat elements of the three services should be grouped into
homogeneous functional combat commands designed to perform
these basic tasks. Five such commands were proposed here.

To cArry out the reorganization proposed in this study here are
some recommended steps:

e Establish a program designed to broaden the knowledge
of all officers in the coordinated employment of all types of weapon
systemns in warfare. The program should include interservice ex-
changes and transfers of personnel and formal training in the
school system.

e Consolidate and regroup according to a time-phased plan
all existing combat functions into five “JCS Unified Commands”
under “executive agent”’ control of services as indicated below:
(This regrouping is only a temporary expedient and follows very
generally the lines of our present military organization; the ex-
ception, of course, being the role of the Army as a reserve force.)

Strategic Atomic Command—Air Force
Continental Defense Command—Air Force
Atlantic Defense Command—Navy

Pacific Defense Command—Navy

Strategic Reserve Command—Army.

Concurrently with the above reorganizations:

e Introduce a standard system of administration in combat
commands so that the new “Department of Military Operations”
can function as a separate autonomous unit.

e Expand and realign functions of the “JCS Joint Staft”
In preparation for its assumption of staff responsibilities within
the Department of Military Operations.

® Revise the staff structure in the Ofhce of the Secretary
of Defense to incorporate civilian and military components as
required for effective staff supervision of the one combat and three
support commands.
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When the preceding actions have been completed:
® Designate a Chief of Military Operations to assume com-
mand of the five combat commands.
e Discontinue the office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

e Transfer the JCS Joint Staft to the Department of Mili-
tary Operations.

® Terminate “Executive Agent” control of the combat
commands by the three services.

When these steps have been taken the defense of the United
States will no longer be confined to a squeaky, antiquated, tradi-
tion-bound organizational vehicle. It will be equipped with one
as modern as the weapons used today.

Headquarters USAF



Composite Air Strike Force

BRIGADIER GENERAL HENRY P. VICCELLIO

HE composite air strike force is relatively new as an instru-

ment of war and, like any implement or instrument, was

created to meet a definite need. Historically the idea of a
small, mobile force, highly trained for a specific area and task,
is not new. The application of this force to modern times and
situations is new.

The concept of the composite air strike force has grown out
of three factors. The first of these factors was the emergence of
the “massive retaliation” policy. In the years after World War II
this country constructed a force in the Strategic Air Command
that made the thought of a general war very grim indeed. Imagine
the midnight oil that must have been burned in the Kremlin when
full appreciation of SAC's capability became apparent to the
Russian rulers. The realization of what nuclear weapons de-
livered by SAC could do to their warmaking potential must have
been quite a revelation. Especially when it is remembered that
until this time the Russians had relied on defense in depth, with
a vast army and massed artillery as their primary weapon. It
didn’t take long for them to see the light.

This leads into the second factor. The Communists were
properly impressed by the ever-present threat of SAC retaliation.
Their next moves toward world domination were more subtle,
both as to means and as to choice of area, so that the United States
reaction would fall short of an attack against the homeland of
Communism. Thus was born the peripheral, or limited, war,
supported by the U.S.S.R. but not involving actual employment
of organized Soviet forces.

Korea is the number one example of a limited war. The condi-
tions were ideal. It had been fairly well established by United
States actions and words that a military vacuum existed in South
Korea. Military strength below the 38th parallel was at its lowest
ebb. Manipulating and if necessary sacrificing the pawn armies of
North Korea and Communist China seemed to involve no risk for
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the Soviets, and the prize would obviously be worth the effort.
Korea did not, of course, turn out as planned. Indo-China, a
comparable situation, showed a much greater return for the effort
expended.

Even prior to Korea, the need for a tailored force to operate
in situations of less than total war was foreseen. The Korean con-
flict made the need for such a force even more apparent. A series
of military vacuums existed around the world, many of them snug
up against the iron or bamboo curtain.

During this period the Tactical Air Command was developing
a capability among its fighter-bomber units that was to provide the
third and final ingredient to the finished composite air strike force
concept. The art of delivering the atomic bomb by fighter aircraft
was being perfected. At the time few saw the-impact this capability
would have on the future. Realization was not long in coming. If
a force of nuclear-armed fighter-bombers could be moved to the
trouble spots of the world quickly enough, it could effectively
counteract the obvious Soviet policy of quick jabs at the soft spots
in the Free World.

Many nations were newly independent and weak, perfect tar-
gets for conquest by the Communists. Governments were generally
shaky, and in almost every case a strong Communist underground
movement was present. Against this background then, the Com-
posite Air Strike Force (CASF) was born. The United States
could not afford to station forces in-being on a permanent peace-
time basis in every locale, sufficient for any eventuality. But a
small, lethal force, only hours away from any area of the world
would be a deterrent, limited only by the effectiveness of the force
and the time required to move it to a troubled area.

The USAF is uniquely fitted for the task. Its fighters carry
more destructiveness in one squadron than entire air forces or

How to deter or, if need be, to fight a limited war has been a major headache of
atomic-age strategists. It is not feasible, economically or militarily, to station
forces in-being at every probable trouble spot, sufficient for any eventuality. The
air alternative is the Composite Air Strike Force, a miniaturized version of a tactical
air force. Tailored by Tactical Air Command to function in situations of less than
total war, the CASF is capable of rapid deployment and sustained operations in any
area of the world. To plan for the deployment and employment of the CASF, to
train its units, and, finally, to command it, TAC activated the Nineteenth Air Force.
Brigadier General Henry P. Viccellio, Commander, Nineteenth Air Force, examines
the concept of the Composite Air Strike Force, its relationship to over-all United
States-USAF strategy, and its role in the varying contingencies o& uli'nilod war.
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armies carried during World War II. The speed of its aircraft
combined with now-commonplace air refueling enables it to deploy
these fighters to any area in a minimum of time, and with its heavy
transport airlift, it can supply this force with the myriad impedi-
menta of modern combat units.

With this capability to move strike units thousands of miles
in a matter of hours, the United States could, for a relatively minor
investment, hold a small force in readiness at a central location
and cover the trouble spots of the world, rather than attempt to
station and support expensive forces throughout the various areas.
The centralized force has one other obvious advantage. It could
be deployed to any area of the world and employed in that area
without disturbing the posture of existing defensive or counter-
offensive forces. Theater forces could then concentrate on and
train for their primary task. They would not have to shift to other
areas to meet emergencies, thereby opening gaping holes in a
barely adequate defense establishment. Also the SAC “massive
retaliation” potential would not be affected. Uncommitted and
poised for action, it would act as a valuable restraint on any
thoughts of expanding the local conflict into a general war.

The mission to provide a precisely configured force capable
of rapid deployment and sustained operations in any area of the
world has been given to the Tactical Air Command. Within this
command lie the inherent mobility and flexibility to fight a war
of this type. It has the “Sunday punch” in its nuclear-armed
fighters and tactical bombers. It is being equipped with tankers
to extend the range of its combat aircraft during both deployment
and employment. It has reconnaissance aircraft of various types
to enable it to fully utilize the fighters and bombers. Transport
aircraft are available within TAC to aid in deploying and sup-
porting the force; and various TAC support organizations are
trained to provide vital services. Not the least of these services is
the system of tactical control, including radar, communications,
and systems for control and direction of aircraft to targets. With
these forces to draw from, it is TAC's job to produce a minia-
turized version of a tactical air force and be able to deploy it over-
seas with the greatest possible speed.

Although many units have been deployed overseas, some using
air refueling, nothing of the magnitude of a CASF deployment
compressed in time to a matter of days had ever been tried before.
It would require careful planning, detailed coordination, and in-
tensive training. The Nineteenth Air Force was activated specif-
ically for that purpose.



THE Nineteenth Air Force is a rarity among tactical
air forces. Within the TAC framework it is for all purposes as-
signed to the Ninth Air Force and is responsible to Ninth Air
Force for the CASF mission. It has a small headquarters with only
about one hundred people authorized. It is operational in nature,
with only skeleton staffs for logistics and personnel and with no
special staff except an adjutant. The headquarters has no logistics,
personnel, or administrative responsibilities other than those nor-
mally associated with one hundred people. It commands no units
except during actual combat deployment and operations. It is thus
free to expend all its energies and talents on the problems of the
Composite Air Strike Force. The mission of Nineteenth Air Force
is to plan for the deployment and employment of the CASF, to
train the units of the CASF as a force capable of deploying and
fighting in any area of the world, and, finally, to deploy itself and
command the CASF.

When this mission was assigned, the potential trouble areas
of the world had already been identified, and the composition of
the CASF had been determined. Airfield complexes suitable for
the operation of the CASF and within reach of the trouble areas
were then selected. Specific units within TAC to comprise the
CASF were identified. Based upon these factors, deployment
routes were decided upon and detailed plans drawn up.

The detailed plan for the deployment of a CASF was pre-
pared by Nineteenth Air Force. The actual deployment will be
controlled by Ninth Air Force through an air operations center
and, in some instances, through an additional advanced air opera-
tions center.

A system of primary and alternate routes has been developed.
This was necessary to ensure uninterrupted passage of the force
if political upheaval in areas not controlled by the United States
or major weather disturbances make one route untenable for any
length of time. Each of the routes was subjected to careful, de-
tailed study, and a comprehensive plan developed. Logistics re-
quirements are furnished for the information of base commanders
along the routes. The positions of rescue aircraft along the routes
are shown. Detailed flight plans, including refueling rendezvous
points, are provided. SOPs are included for use of all participating
units. Project officers at each en route base are designated. Move-
ment control teams are scheduled to be positioned at strategic
locations along the routes to coordinate the activities of the various
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participants. Maintenance teams are provided at en route stops.
A common reference hour for both tankers and fighters has been
devised to allow a controlled flow of traffic along a route. This
allows detailed flight planning far in advance of an actual move-
ment.

Flow charts are also included in the plan to provide all par-
ticipants with the expected flow of tactical and airlift traffic along
the routes.

Deployment of the support elements of the CASF is inde-
pendent of, although interrelated with, the tactical elements.
MATS controlls the movement of the support airlift provided by
its own aircraft and those of Eighteenth Air Force.

In addition to the basic plan, participating units have devised
local implementation for plans. These plans provide for the alert-
ing and assembling of personnel, the assembling and loading of
materiel to meet a prearranged airlift schedule, and the composi-
tion of flights, en route maintenance teams, etc.

The force is composed of the various types of fighter-bomber,
day-fighter, tactical-bomber, reconnaissance, refueling, and trans-
port aircraft that are carried in the TAC inventory. These flying
units are supported by communications, aircraft control and warn-
ing, and other support organizations. Over all is the command
element provided by Headquarters Nineteenth Air Force. All
units are of squadron size, austerely manned. They will take with
them only enough support personnel to provide a small augmenta-
tion to the air base organizations that the theater has in place, or
will emplace, at the employment bases. Each squadron is a sepa-
rate entity and will deal directly with the CASF commander.
Where more than one squadron is located on an employment base,
a small cell will be formed to represent the CASF commander in
dealings with the commander of the base.

All units committed to the CASF are equipped with aircraft
that are air refuelable. It is this fact that makes the CASF concept
a reality now. Only by air refueling can such aircraft deploy
rapidly. Also with their combat radius of action thus increased,
all potential trouble areas lie within their reach from existing bases.

Special attention has been given to the equipping of these
units. Flyaway kits will be the primary means of keeping aircraft
in commission during the first thirty days of any operation, with
replenishment of the kits coming from the theater or Air Materiel
Command. To reduce airlift requirements, supplies and equip-
ment are prepositioned wherever possible. As a general rule, units
will take only those items of equipment peculiar to their aircraft.



The Air Force Answer to Limited War

What are the qualities required in a Composite Air Strike Force? The CASF
must maintain a constant state of readiness. It must be equipped with the
newest and most advanced aircraft and weapons. It must be able at a
moment’s notice to provide a strike force tailored to the specific political and
military requirements of the emergency. The CASF must be mobile, able to
move great distances in minimum time. Once deployed, units of the force
must be capable of immediate combat operations, on a self-sustaining basis
for the first weeks. The Composite Air Strike Force must have great flexibility,
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capable of anything from a show of force to combat, using either conven-
tional or nuclear weapons. To deliver the nuclear and conventional punch
the CASF will use fighter-bombers—the F-100C and D, the F-84F—and tactical
bombers—the B-66. The RF-84F will do the aerial reconnaissance. KB-50
tankers will extend the radius of action. Future aircraft on the horizon for
the CASF include the F-104 Starfighter and, not shown, the F-105.

F-104



A COMPOSITE air strike force can be used in any of
several ways. It provides a trained, equipped, and ready force, part
or all of which may be rapidly dispatched to virtually any area of
the world that has the facilities to support it. It may be used
alone in a purely air effort or it may be assigned as the air portion
of a joint or combined operation. Its activities may vary from a
mere show of force to engagement in hostilities. In combat it can
use the present equivalent of World War II conventional high-
explosive ordnance or it can deliver atomic weapons.

In areas where the possibility of hostilities exists, the deploy-
ment of a CASF might, like Teddy Roosevelt’s use of the U.S.
Navy to carry out his “speak softly, but carry a big stick” policy,
convince the quarreling factions that their differences could be
peaceably settled. Rebellious groups may be less inclined to start
shooting when they have observed that jet-fighter, fighter-bomber,
bomber, and reconnaissance aircraft can be overhead in a matter
of hours, or at most a few days. Thus the known existence of the
CASF may in itself deter local wars.

Despite this known potential, local shooting wars may de-
velop. If they do the CASF is ready to move into action. If such a
war 1s considered by the United Nations to require a forceful
settlement, the CASF can be quickly committed by the United
States as its contribution to a United Nations force. If the local
war is a sufficiently serious threat to the United States, unilateral
action may be decided upon. Again the CASF is ready to be com-
mitted to actign, in an exclusively air operation or with surface
forces in a joint operation.

Overseas theater commanders are aware of areas in or on the
perimeter of their theaters that are potential trouble areas. They
have calculated the size and composition of the force required to
prevent, contain, or bring to a halt, hostilities in these areas. If a
situation develops to the point where action is required, a CASF
consisting of the required number of fighters, fighter-bombers,
bombers, and reconnaissance aircraft will be deployed. Accom-
panying the CASF will be a command element of the Nineteenth
Air Force, including people to man an air operations center, or
the air side of a joint operations center.

Upon arrival in a theater, operational control of the CASF
will be passed to the theater commander. Using his existing
organizational structure and chain of command, the theater com-
mander will attach the CASF to the appropriate subordinate com-
mand. The CASF, through the Nineteenth Air Force command
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element, will carry out the directives of the theater commander.
In the case of a United Nations effort, operational control of the
CASF would pass to the commander of that force, and operations
would be conducted in accordance with his directives through the
Nineteenth Air Force command element.

Committed to action, the CASF will conduct counterair and
interdiction missions as the circumstances dictate. In event of a
joint operation, close-support missions will be flown. The pro-
portion of the effort allocated to each type of mission and the
phasing of these missions will obviously depend upon the capa-
bility and action of the enemy. Acquiring reconnaisance informa-
tion and intelligence will also have high priority. The laying on
of missions and reporting of missions flown will be handled
through the air operations center.

There is another possible condition in which a CASF might
be used. Trouble might occur so suddenly in a remote area that
the best force available to cope with that situation would be units
located within the nearest theater of operations. The few days
required to move a CASF into position might make it too late.
Under these circumstances it might be decided to accept the dis-
location of a portion of the theater forces and move them into the
trouble area while the CASF was moving to the theater to replace
the displaced units. The further development of the situation
would determine whether or not the CASF would replace the
theater forces at the scene of action.

The training of the CASF has some unique aspects. Only
operationally ready units are committed to the force. That is, units
capable of accomplishing their assigned tactical mission. Once
assigned to the CASF, their training is largely limited to the spe-
cialized requirements of the CASF. Intelligence pertaining to the
existing and potential trouble areas of the world is forwarded to
these units for study. These area studies include material on po-
litical matters, weather, terrain, and possible targets, as well as on
escape and evasion.

Nineteenth Air Force will conduct frequent exercises to train
and test the units in mobility, deployment route, employment
area, and target familiarization. These exercises will be conducted
in a simulated tactical environment. Also it is planned to deploy
a part of the CASF to Europe and to the Far East each year to
give the units training and experience in actual deployment and
theater orientation.

The first test, or rather partial test, of deployment of a CASF
was conducted in September 1956. In an exercise known as Mobile
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Baker, a token CASF consisting of one squadron of F-100C day-
fighters, one squadron of F-84F fighter-bombers, a flight of B-66
tactical bombers, and a flight of RF-84F reconnaissance aircraft
deployed from their U.S. bases to Europe. All units deployed si-
multaneously over four different routes. One unit “island hopped,”
while the others used one, two, and three air refuelings, respec-
tively, in the Atlantic crossing. After arrival in Europe all air-
craft participated in a European exercise under the operational
control of USAFE through its subordinate numbered air forces.
This exercise was a deployment test rather than an employment
test. It did confirm several of the basic concepts. It demonstrated
that the coordinated movement of various types of aircraft over
several routes in a brief time period was possible. The capability
of these aircraft and crews to make the Atlantic crossing safely
was proven beyond doubt. Valuable experience was gained con-
cerning airlift and support requirements, movement control, and
operational conditions in the European theater. This experience

will be used in developing future plans for deployment and
training.

IMPORTANT as the CASF mission is, obviously the
entire effort of Tactical Air Command is not devoted to it. First,
not all units are always trained and equipped for this fast reaction
and immediate commitment to combat. Units lose their combat
effectiveness during periods of conversion to new equipment,
through loss of personnel, and for other reasons. Such units would
not be available for deployment.

Second, basic proficiency training must be completed before
such assignments are possible. Some units are in training and
therefore are not ready to be committed.

Third, TAC has other missions that are not necessarily com-
patible with the fast reaction time required of a CASF unit. It
provides, on a rotational basis, a number of units to NATO, for
example. These units would not be readily available for a CASF
commitment.

Fourth, the total number of units required in the CASF is
less than the total number of units assigned to TAC.

Last, even if all TAC units were committed to the CASF, it
would be impossible to move them all in a short time or to support
them in an overseas area if they could be moved.

The maximum number of TAC units required in the CASF
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has been calculated. That number of units has been assigned the
primary mission of participating in the CASF if required. These
units are fully equipped and trained. They are in a constant state
of readiness to move out rapidly. They devote their time to in-
creasing their proficiency in their CASF tasks. This does not pre-
vent their performing other tasks as well.

Within TAC, Ninth Air Force has responsibility for over-all
training, administration, and logistic support of all fighter-bomber,
fighter, tactical bomber, and reconnaissance units. It selects the
units that will be committed to the CASF. It passes to Nineteenth
Air Force the operational control of certain of the wings from
which CASF squadrons will come. These wings remain under
the operational control of Nineteenth Air Force for specified
periods of time. Nineteenth Air Force has responsibility for exer-
cising CASF units and for control of the CASF if it is deployed.

Assignment of units to the CASF will change from time to
time. The goal will always be to have the newest operational
equipment in the force as soon as possible. Thus units that have
converted to new aircraft, completed their training, and reached
a state of readiness will replace units in the CASF equipped with
older aircraft. Units withdrawn from the CASF are then avail-
able for other missions or for re-equipping and retraining.

New aircraft and equipment for the CASF are already on the
horizon. The F-104 and the F-105 are the next new aircraft in
view for inclusion in the force. They will soon join the TAC in-
ventory as day-fighters and fighter-bombers.

Still in the realm of “wishing” and research are the vertical-
take-off fighters. They are particularly attractive. One of the
obvious problems existing now is locating bases to handle present-
day jet aircraft. Lengthy sturdy runways with facilities to handle
jets are hard to come by in the remote areas where local wars may
develop. The VT O has the potential of being operated from small
pads. If equipped with VTO aircraft that could live in modern
aerial combat and perform the necessary missions, a CASF could
operate from areas where no suitable facilities now exist. Such a
force could be more widely dispersed and hence less vulnerable.

New weapons also will be worked in as the capabilities to
deliver these weapons are acquired in TAC. With “bigger bangs”
coming in smaller packages as time goes on, the exact composition
of the future CASF is difficult to visualize. With the increase in
effectiveness of weapons, a corresponding decrease in the size of
the CASF can be expected. But the use of conventional weapons
cannot be forgotten. In a limited war it may not be practical for



38 AIR UNIVERSITY QUARTERLY REVIEW

a variety of reasons to operate with atomic weapons. Thus the
ability accurately to deliver conventional bombs, rockets, napalm,
and machine-gun bullets must remain with the CASF.

It may be seen that the CASF utilizes a number of the basic
principles of war. Mobility, both tactical and strategic, is provided
for in that the tactically mobile aircraft are capable of moving great
distances in short periods of time. Flexibility of employment is
ensured by the fact that anything from a show of force through
combat using conventional weapons, to delivery of nuclear weap-
ons, is possible by all or part of the force. Concentration of force
is provided for through the centralized control that can direct the
full power of the force on the most lucrative target.

As the CASF establishes itself, gains experience and capa-
bility, it will take its place as a factor for world peace. As SAC is
a deterrent to major war, so will the Composite Air Strike Force
be a deterrent to limited war.

Headquarters Nineteenth Air Force



Pursestrings and Pressures

CoLoNEL WENDELL E. CARTER

plan can be considered without an assessment of its finan-

cial implications. Decision makers must be sure that re-
sources are available; if they are not, the decision makers must be
sure that they can be obtained by getting new appropriations or
by eliminating some previously planned and budgeted action.
Each year thousands of decisions and plans already approved have
to be revised, eliminated, reduced in scale, stretched out, or redone
because of budgetary actions taken by agencies external to the
Air Force. This all-pervasive influence of the dollar sign is a
relatively new phenomenon to Air Force officers.

Two Hoover Commissions have studied the problem of
getting more defense for the taxpayers’ dollar and have duly re-
ported that billions could be saved. Other advisory committees
to the executive agencies, several Congressional committees, and
countless voluntary experts have studied and reported potential
savings of other billions by various recommended actions. The
military departments themselves make a fetish of reporting an-
nually “management improvements” that ‘“save” hundreds of
millions of dollars. Yet appropriations continue now at a higher
rate than at any previous time in United States peacetime history,
and top ofhcials have said that they will continue at this rate in the
future. The Federal budget teeters near imbalance during a period
of unprecedented prosperity and high national income. In spite
of these things, the military services all feel that they need more
funds than they are getting.

The general nature of the control over the military forces at
the national level has remained substantially the same throughout
the history of the nation. This is the control that Congress holds
over the pursestrings, the money without which there would
virtually be no military. The process works something like this.
The nation, through its elected representatives, sets a national
policy. Then it sets its military objectives based on this national
policy, establishes a plan for meeting these objectives, and checks

The budget figures cited in this article are approximate round numbers and are not to be
construed as official USAF statistics. The Editor °

NO major military decision can be made and no significant
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on the progress being made on them. Congress can thus regulate
the size and the activities of the armed forces by granting or
withholding appropriations. The degree to which Congress ex-
ercises this control can be measured by the way it answers two
fundamental questions: What size military force do we need to
defend ourselves and to carry out our foreign policy? Can we
afford such a military force? A third corollary question stems
naturally from these two: Is the nation getting as much military
power for its money as it can, and if not why not?

Beginning with about Fiscal Year 1950 (the financial birth-
date of the autonomous Air Force) the national security problem
has assumed new and vastly greater complexity. For the first time
in our history we face the existence of an aggressor who constitutes
a real and direct threat to our national existence.

Our national leaders agree that this threat is likely to be a
continuing one, requiring the maintenance of large standing forces
ready for immediate action. These standing forces must be ade-
quate to deter aggression against the United States or her allies or
to defeat such aggression if it comes. Our position as a world
power and our commitments to our allies on a global basis have
brought new foreign policy complexities that, in turn, require a
new approach and introduce new difficulties into effective answer-
ing of the question, what size force does our nation need?

The second question, what size force can our nation afford.
has similarly become a great deal more complicated to answer.
Expenditures for national defense now consume one-eighth of
our national income. The Department of Defense alone directly
employs one-fifteenth of our national labor force. A tfurther
substantial share of the labor force is employed by industry which
depends upon defense orders for continued existence. Federal
individual income taxes, Federal excise taxes, and corporation
income taxes affect the majority of the voting citizenry and create
real pressures for tax relief that cannot be ignored by the Congress
and the President. Actions taken to change the tax structure or
to affect the Federal debt structure have direct effects on the
economy. Since the cost of defense is about 60 per cent of the
Federal budget, the amount that is to be devoted to defense has a
direct effect on taxes and is of crucial importance in many areas of
our national life.

The corollary question, is the nation getting as much military
power for the resources invested as it ought to be getting, is like-
wise getting much more difficult to answer. In its recent report on
the business organization of the Department of Defense, the
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Hoover Commission pointed out that the Department has many
characteristics that make it unlike any organization known to the
Free World. It is, by any yardstick, the largest organization. Its
assets, real and personal, approximate $134 billion—equal to the
value of all privately owned land in the United States. It has
activities in all 48 states, 16,000 cities, and 52 foreign countries.
Its operations encompass a wider range than those of any other,
including counterparts of almost any civilian, commercial, or
industrial enterprise, in addition to those that are peculiarly
military.

Other new problems plague the decision makers who must
control the military establishment. The tremendous advance in
the importance of air power has introduced other questions: What
kind of defense forces do we need—air power, sea power, or land
power, and in what combinations? The introduction of atomic
weapons in relative plenty gives rise to the question of what kind
of air power, sea power, or land power do we need?

Because of the swift technological revolution during the last
two decades in fields other than atomics the amount that must be
invested in research and development to keep ahead of the Com-
munists becomes increasingly hard to predict. Similarly the
amount of money needed to produce weapons to keep the standing
forces appropriately superior is difficult to arrive at. The lead
time required to make a decision effective in terms of hardware
further compounds the matter. It may take from three to eight
years to put a weapon in the hands of troops after the decision to
produce it has been made. A wrong decision at a critical time
with respect to the development of a possible new and decisive
weapon can tilt the scales in favor of an enemy eight to ten years
in the future in 2 manner that may possibly be irretrievable.

Such a brief inventory of the problems belies the simplicity
of their answers. They must be answered by political leaders who
are responsible to voters. But these voters, because of the secrecy
involved, or because of lack of interest or time, will never fully
understand the issues involved. The average citizen will probably
never understand, let alone be able to form an intelligent judg-
ment on them.

In practice, the first step in answering the fundamental ques-
tions outlined above is the process of arriving at a proposal by the
President. The requirement of law that the President shall
deliver to the Congress a message on the State of the Union and a
message on a specific proposed budget for the following fiscal
year generates these formal proposals. The second step is the
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action of Congress in acting upon these proposals of the President
or substituting proposals of their own.

There has been a great deal of talk about reforming and
reorganizing the defense budget. Serious criticism has been ad-
dressed to the pressures and counterpressures that squeeze and
stretch it in a three-way fiscal tafty-pull to shred out the money
among the services, compounding the difhculty our planners and
decision makers face in deciding what should be bought and how
to measure what they are buying against the undeniable require-
ments of the national defense.

But budget planners, the President, and the Congress work in
an environment that affects what they can do. Our first step,
therefore, is to try to understand the environment within which
any reforming action would have to be taken.

The Environment of Control

There are four general conditions that “overhang” the entire

decision-making process and limit the action the President or the
Congress may take:

® The unresponsiveness of the national fiscal system over
a short range of time.

e The inertia inherent in the national production
system.

e The inertia and lack of clarity in the national budget
process.

® The inertia of national doctrine about how war shall
be conducted.

the national fiscal system

While the entire national fiscal process is incredibly complex,
it is possible, at some risk of oversimplification, to isolate certain
facets that greatly limit the freedom of action of any group at-
tempting to solve the fundamental questions of controlling na-
tional defense forces by the pursestrings of the budget.

The fiscal system makes it particularly difficult for either the
executive or legislative branches to respond effectively in a short
time (one to two years) to pressure for tax reduction from the
fifty million voters who pay individual income taxes. A deliberate
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reduction of such taxes (a legislated cut as opposed to shrinkage
in tax income due to reduced national income) will require either
a reduction in what the government spends or an increase in the
national debt. Since the nation now sometimes operates as near as
one billion dollars to the legal debt limit and since Congress is very
reluctant to increase the legal debt limit, an action to reduce taxes
means, in effect, a concurrent action to reduce expenditures.

Yet for a given fiscal year the expenditures that will take place
during that year are very largely the result of appropriations
granted during previous years; hence expenditures for a given year
cannot be reduced during that year without repudiating payments
legitimately due on government obligations. This is true for the
portion of previous appropriations for which contracts have been
made or for which government obligations were created. For ex-
ample, Fiscal Years 1954 and 1955 both started with unspent
appropriations greater than the amount scheduled to be spent
during the year from old and new appropriations. The result of
this situation is that, unless the debt is to be allowed to rise, action
taken to reduce taxes requires a cut in prior years' appropriations
or a rescheduling of payments; or the action must be effective for a
future year with present requests for new appropriations cut to
allow future payments to be less.

Some of the appropriations made available during a current
year will be spent during that year. A desire to reduce current
expenditures for a tax reduction does have the effect, therefore,
of abnormally increasing the pressure for cuts on the portion of
proposed new appropriations that will be spent during the current
year. In the case of military appropriations, this takes the form
of a strong pressure to reduce appropriations that pay salaries,
travel expenses, telephone bills, and other current expenses.

the national production system

The “overhang” of unavoidable expenditures is to a great
degree the result of what I have termed the inertia in the national
production system, the lead time to produce weapons. Aircraft,
ships, and other complicated weapons simply cannot be produced
in a short time. A contract for one hundred aircraft may require
work and payments over four years before production is complete.
For example, although new contracts planned to be let by the Air
Force for "Aircraft and Related Procurement” were expected to
total $3.5 billion for FY 1954, payments during that year were
scheduled to total $6.9 billion. For the same purpose new con-
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tracts for FY 1955 were expected to total $2.8 billion, while
payments were expected to total $6.5 billion. The differences
reflect the impact of work and payments on contracts let in pre-
vious years from previous appropriations. A substantial part of the
high payments reflected the results of contracts let in FY 1951.

While the fiscal aspects of this lag between appropriations and
expenditures cause problems in coordinating tax reductions, of
greater significance to the problem of military planning and phas-
ing is the fact that decisions made to buy weapons will not produce
tangible combat equipment in the hands of active forces until two
to four years after the decision, the length of time depending on
the status of production lines and upon the complexity of the
weapon. For this part of the appropriations request the President
and the Congress must deal with the questions of what weapons
our forces will need three to seven years from the day of decision
and provide the authority to contract (appropriations) that far in
advance to make those decisions effective.

Uncertainties as to the rate of our technological advance and
as to the probabilities of the potential enemy’s progress obviously
create difficulties in obtaining facts for such decisions. A new
weapon system, such as a long-range missile, that is not tested and
proved must overcome reluctance of the fiscal experts “‘to gamble
on the engineers” and to allow the administrators of funds the
freedom essential to take advantage of specific technological ad-
vances as they present themselves. This tends, of course, to delay
rapid development and production of new weapons.

Other pressures lie in the temptation for political leaders to
be overly optimistic about the danger of a period that may lie
beyond their term of office. Unless clear evidence is available to
show that new weapons must be purchased or developed, the
temptation is to refuse to allow it if real and present fiscal pressures
are against it. The knowledge that authority granted today to
buy aircraft will greatly limit flexibility to meet tomorrow’s pres-
sures for tax reduction encourages the decision makers to keep
future procurement commitments as low as possible.

On the other hand, evidence may exist that the enemy is mak-
ing enough real weapon-development progress, such as the U.S.S.R.
with its long-range missile, to worry the decision makers. In this
case the knowledge that funds committed today to buy long-lead-
time items that will not result in immediate expenditures may
cause the decision makers to raise appropriations without regard
to future consequences. This encourages the services to use “'scare
techniques” to obtain approval for new equipment expenditures.
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It tends to produce an uneven flow of funds, pressure for more
than can be used when the political leaders are worried, and
pressure for less—for stretch-out programs—when they are tranquil.

The practical results of these pressures may be illustrated in
the manner the Eisenhower administration tried to balance the
budget and reduce taxes. The large expenditure “overhang” from
the Truman-approved budgets during the Korean action pre-
vented effective expenditure reduction during FYs 1953 and 1954.
To get a balanced budget, defense expenditures had to be reduced
to about $35 billion a year. Although new defense appropriations
were reduced to $34.5 billion for FY 1954 and held at about that
level, the previous appropriations of $60.4 billion for FY 1952
and $48.8 billion for FY 1953 caused defense expenditures to be
$43.6 billion for FY 1953 and $41.6 billion for FY 1954. Thus
expenditures could not be leveled off at about the $35 billion level
until FY 1956.

The manner of bringing expenditures down to the $35 billion
level is equally significant. When new obligating authority for
defense for FY 1954 was set at $34.5 billion (a reduction of $14.5
billion from 1953 levels), the Army was cut $2.5 billion, the Navy
by $3.1 billion, but the Air Force was cut by almost $9 billion.
Substantially the entire Air Force cut was taken from the appro-
priation for purchase of aircraft. This kept Air Force expenditures
at about their existing level of $15.5 billion instead of allowing
them to build to something on the order of $21 billion for FY
1956. It also, of course, ‘“‘stretched-out” the Air Force build-up
program.

There may have been good reasons other than fiscal for the
actions taken, but it is also true that they are what was needed from
the fiscal point of view alone to obtain a balanced budget. The
purpose here, however, is to examine pressures, not to speculate as
to cause and effect.

the national budget process

The third general condition is the inertia and lack of clarity
in the national budget process. The inertia is the result of the
lengthy cycle required to formulate a defense budget and to pre-
pare the substantiating material that must be submitted to Con-
gress. The lack of clarity grows out of the conflict between the
way the budget is actually presented and the way it should be
presented for effective consideration of alternatives.

The process of preparing and explaining a proposed budget
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for a given fiscal year occupies eighteen months preceding the
beginning of the year in which the funds are to be used or obli-
gated. Because no year ever follows precisely the ideal pattern of
budget formulation, very real problems arise. Most important of
these is the fact that the initial planning actions require extraor-
dinary clairvoyance regarding the world situation, the require-
ments of United States foreign policy, and the progress of tech-
nology both in the United States and in Russia two to six years
hence. Difficult as this “crystal ball” process must be, the problem
is further complicated by the extreme complexity of the require-
ments process that tries to answer the questions: How much force
do we need? How much will it cost? How can we get the most for
the money?

There is a further complication. In a democracy the elec-
torate and their elected rulers tend to respond to the need for
defense according to the mood of the moment as determined by the
feeling we really are or are not in danger of war. The effect of this
public attitude cannot be evaluated, but a comparison of any
budget cycle with a chronology of world events of the same period
is revealing. Eight hundred million unasked-for dollars for B-52’s
in June 1956 is a case in point. The budget-formulating machine
is not built to respond rapidly to change. When changes are
demanded rapidly the machine creaks and groans badly and much
heat is suddenly generated.

Another difficulty is that any single year’s appropriations
request is in no Ssense representative of the cost of operating the
forces. Rather it is a combination of funds required for current
year's expenses, funds required to buy supplies for delivery and
consumption in a future year, and funds required to contract for
equipment that will be delivered two to four years hence and
operated perhaps five to ten years in the future. Many of the costs
of current operations are met from supplies bought from prior
years’ appropriations. A current year's appropriation requests do
not usually recognize this.

‘The problem of understanding the budget is also complicated
by the fact that it is presented in terms of organizational entities
of the services rather than related to the basic missions of the
forces. The cost of the air defense of the United States, the mission
that belongs to Continental Air Defense Command, will be
buried throughout the Army, Navy, and Air Force appropriation
requests in a manner that defies a summary in terms of CONAD's
mission. In the same manner, within a service’s appropriations
the classifications used do not relate to the service’s missions or
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contributions to forces, but relate instead to “capital items,” “cur-
rent expenses,” and special interest items such as the National
Guard and reserve forces.

The budget is not expressive, either, of the maintenance cost
of forces in-being, the cost of build-up of forces, or the cost of
modernizing weapons or mobilization stocks. Although informa-
tion necessary for a rational consideration of the budget may be
partly available or actually presented in a disjointed way, it is not
deliberately brought together in such a way as to permit decisions
to be made on these issues.

Certainly the form of the budget does not permit presentation
of the financial issues in terms that the Joint Chiefs of Staft like to
think of them. What is perhaps worse, the budget system and its
data do not permit the pricing of alternative potential force and
weapon structures. It offers no way of obtaining the most advan-
tageous force arrangement within a given set of fiscal limitations.

national doctrine

The fourth general condition, the inertia of national doctrine
in planning how a war shall be fought or prepared for, grows out
of the nature of the Joint Chiefs of Staff organization. The Joint
Chiefs must agree on a national strategy if their deliberations as
to how much force the nation needs are to result in the required
unanimous decision. Military planning that rests on military
doctrine and national policy will determine the strategy we employ
in an all-out war. That doctrine successful in prior wars is clung
to tenaciously long after changing technological conditions make
it obsolete.

Our land, sea, and air forces do not now subscribe to a wholly
common doctrine. For example, Army doctrine says, in Field
Manual 100-5, with respect to the “decisive force’:

Army forces as land forces are the decisive component of the
military structure. . . . During the course of military operations Army
forces, because of their decisive capabilities, are supported from time
to time by other military components. . . . [referring to sea and air
forces]. In any case, the efforts of all components are directed toward
insuring the success of the land force operations.

In other words, “the infantry is the queen of battle.”
Air Force doctrine, in AFM 1-2, takes another view:

With air forces and modern weapons systems available, it no
longer is necessary to defeat opposing armed forces as a prerequisite
to conducting major operations directly against an opponent either
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in his sovereign territory or in any other locality. . . . Of the various
types of military forces, those which conduct air operations are most
capable of decisive results. . . . The paramount consideration for the
security and well-being of the United States is the timely provision
of adequate air power.

And Naval Warfare Publication 10 sounds as though it is
somewhere between the other two:

The mobility of attacking units and the distances from which
they can strike enemy targets are strong factors in increasing the
effectiveness of pressure [on an enemy]. Actual occupation or con-
trol of enemy territory is the optimum of pressure in that it has an
overwhelming effect on the enemy’s capacity to wage war. Belief on
the part of an enemy that this optimum of pressure can and will be
exerted may induce his submission in advance of actual occupation.

While the above quotation from Naval doctrine almost sounds
like another way of stating the Air Force point of view, NWP 10
also says: “Air strategy, designed to seek a decision primarily by
air action . . . is in the process of historic development and . . . will
become more clearly definable with the passage of time.”

While there are many points of agreement in service doctrines,
there appears to be a wide range of opinion on the point as to
which is the decisive force. Since plans are based on doctrine, and
forces are based on plans, there is little wonder that strong argu-
ments arise about national strategy and the relative size of forces
required to implement its growth from three divergent roots. This
is where the battle of the budget starts.

While some observers conclude that the dominant nature of
air power has now been recognized in national policy, it is rela-
tively certain that the wisdom of this decision (if it has in fact
been made) has not fully percolated down to all the subordinates
who contribute to planning activities. It is significant, too, that
the national policy was set by the President on his own initiative
and was not the result of the unanimous advice of his military
advisers. This may put the lid on the pot, but it is doubtful that
the fire has been turned off under the bouillabaisse—or that it will
be until the services have a more nearly common viewpoint.

Toward a Rational Buclget

Ever since the report of the Hoover Commission recom-
mended the “performance budget,” students of the military budget
have been attracted by the apparent simplicity and clarity that
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would be possible if the fund requirements for defense could be
expressed in terms of the mission or “performance areas” of the
services. While there is usually some disagreement as to what the
performance categories should be, discussions of the subject as it
applies to the Air Force usually refer to “strategic air,” “tactical
air,” and “air defense.” What categories are selected is unimpor-
tant for our illustrative purposes—the important thing is the desire
to cast the budget in these terms.

Most efforts to describe practical action to achieve a budget in
these terms end in confusion. The difficulties of relating the
budget to the selected categories or end purposes, involving the
procurement of equipment, the procurement and distribution of
supplies, and the maintaining of services of “support” commands
or activities, are staggering. Thus the “inertia” in the fiscal
system. Continued action within the Department of Defense to
install stock funds and industrial funds may change this.

It is the feeling of the author that the following existing
factors may cause substantial changes in the organization of the
Department of Defense:

General dissatisfaction with the confusing nature of the
present defense budget.

Great pressure within and without the services to clarify
the confusion.

Continued failure of the services to agree about the
military requirement for forces.

The presence of new fiscal devices to eliminate some
present obstacle to change.

The impact of the wide use of air vehicles and missiles
by all the services making it increasingly difficult to tell one
from another.

The present organization of the Department of Defense can-
not be considered sacred; it has already been changed several
times since its inception. Mr. Finletter, former Secretary of the
Air Force, noted this aura of change: “The evolution of the
Department of Defense is moving so fast that it would be rash to
say that even so drastic a step as the elimination of the Army,
Navy, and Air Force as separate services may not soon get on the
active legislative list before the Congress.”

General George Marshall is reported to have said before a
House Armed Services Committee that the heart of the inter-
service bickering was the lack of funds. Certainly pressure for
greater economy in defense efforts has been a prime mover among
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the pressures making for continued reorganization of the armed
forces.

Recent Hoover Commission recommendations, reflecting the
efforts of various Congressional groups, that a defense supply and
service administration be formed show that there is no reluctance
to experiment with the organization when a theoretical chance to
save money seems available. These recommendations are usually
repelled only after the military express grave doubt about the
result of such action on the effectiveness of the services. But the
continued insatiable demands for funds by the services on the
one hand and the pressure to reduce defense expenditures on the
other may well generate enough heat eventually to ignite a
further full-scale exploration of Defense Department organization.

It seems entirely conceivable that some dollar-motivated group
or individual may yet construct a line of reasoning that would be
a great deal harder to repel because it squares so easily with the
current trends within the Department of Defense. Here are
gathered some current ideas of defense leaders of the three services.
Although they have been heard before, they take on a new
significance when put together:

v The nature of the war threat facing the United States
today has generated a new set of problems that its defense estab-
lishment must meet. Whereas in the past it was enough to have a
naval force and a land force in nucleus form that could be
mobilized to full strength after the nation became engaged in
war, now the nation must have forces-in-being strong enough to
react instantly when a threatening move is made by the enemy.

Vv In the past the necessary size of the force was not easily
calculable and needed only be large enough to provide a nucleus
for expansion. Today's threat calls for standing forces such as a
strategic force, a home-defense force, and a NATO force. The
Job facing each of these forces can be spelled out in specific terms,
and their relative importance is fairly clear. If it is necessary to
take a calculated risk so as to save money, we must be sure that the
most important force is as strong as it need be, then the second
most important force, and so on, until the calculated risk is taken
by eliminating the least important forces.

Vv A force commander with a specific mission must have
the right to choose whatever weapons the national arsenal can
provide that suit his purpose best and will do the best job for the
least cost. This includes weapons having a land, sea, or air environ-
ment. Air warfare's global nature accentuates this requirement.
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v The best way to judge the necessity of a force is to look
at the job it has to do in a specific war plan. This should not be
difficult, since the Joint Chiefs have (or should have) current at
all times specific war plans to meet all contingencies. It should be
easy to look at these plans and determine the forces that have
missions to perform and to query the force commanders as to the
weapons they want to do their job.

v The best way to determine the usefulness of a proposed
weapon is to look at the job it can do for the force that will employ
it, as compared with other weapons available for the same job.
Force commanders now do this. While existing weapons will
probably not be discarded unless the nature of the environment
makes their value doubtful and a better weapon is available, cer-
tainly each new weapon proposed for development or procurement
should have a specific job to do for a specific force commander;
and he is the one who should say that it is the best from an
economic as well as from an effectiveness point of view.

v The distinctions among the services are becoming less
and less marked. Each is becoming predominantly air-and-atomic-
weapons-minded. Standing forces are now multiservice in many
cases, and with the advent of missiles may be even more so in the
future. The notable exception is the Strategic Air Command.
But with supercarriers, long-range water-based aircraft, and ship-
launched missiles in the Navy, the latter’s forces would be able
to do a strategic job. A missile-equipped Army could have a
strategic capability. Yet if there is to be only one strategic force,
these weapons and forces should logically belong to the Strategic
Air Command or to a new multiservice strategic command. So the
trend in force composition is toward integration of personnel and
weapons of all services into ‘“‘forces” that are multiservice. As
technology changes, weapons will change, and personnel will need
to be shifted among the weapons of a force that will retain the
same basic mission. If one can evaluate the needs of a force in
terms of its job and the weapons it needs and if its priority in the
defense problem facing the nation can be evaluated, then the best
way to evaluate the financial needs of the nation for defense is
through the pricing of the needs of the force commanders.

v If all support establishments are operated under re-
volving funds (stock and industrial funds), then the force com-
manders can budget their operating requirements and buy from
the support establishment with their own money. This automati-
cally causes budgets for operating requirements to be structured in
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terms of "‘performance areas” and eliminates this part of the lag be-
tween appropriations and expenditures that now plagues the Presi-
dent and the Congress. There seems little reason why force com-
manders cannot also translate their needs for research or produc-
tion of new weapons into dollar terms and pay the proper part of
the support establishment to do the research or procure the needed
weapons. Something like this was done in procurement in the
case of the Ordnance Management Fund of the Army, with the
various services as customers.*

v Since the support establishment serves all forces and
since by the nature of the jobs they are multiservice forces, it
would be simpler to consolidate the support elements into a single
agency that would serve all. This agency would of course have to
be divided into subagencies, such as one for aircraft, one for ord-
nance, and one for clothing and food. Since this is already the
direction in which we are going, an extension of the idea does not
appear unreasonable. It might be simpler all around to have a
single service to allow more flexibility in the assignment of per-
sonnel and to simplify the use and retraining of personnel whose
jobs have been abolished or altered by advancing technology.

THE ABOVE is not the recommendation of the author or of any
other single individual or group, so far as is known, in its total
form. But every statement is characteristic of a truism or an
accepted point of view, in whole or in part, of one or more of the
services.

Where is all this likely to lead? No one can really say. But in
view of the eager seeking after ways to “save” money in defense
and the recommendations already of public record, the foregoing
line of reasoning may not be too farfetched. The Department of
Defense has already gone part way and is continuing in the direc-
tion of most of the points outlined.

Perhaps it is time to pause and take stock of where we are and
where we are going before our political decision makers get even
more dissatisfied with their present difficulties in financing defense
and undertake some militarily unacceptable formula as the answer
to the problem.

Headquarters Alaskan Air Command

*The U.S. Army Ordnance used a management fund during the Korean action to finance
the manufacture of ammunition for the services. I have substituted revolving funds for manage-
ment funds and the word *‘force” for service. The technical feasibility is beyond doubt.



... pros and cons of water-based aircraft

Runways at Sea

A Quarter’y Review Report

RECENT public announcement heralding the development of a large,
A high-performance seaplane has focused increased attention of the
United States Air Force on the potentialities of water-based aircraft for
bombardment and transport missions. A number of strategists are reviewing
the seaplane as a possible weapon system for easing the Air Force’s total
dependence on the hard-surface runway. Such a capability would go a long
way toward relieving one of the biggest worries the USAF has in the jet-
atomic age—the vulnerability of its air strike force on the ground.

This Air Force glance seaward followed the improvement of water-based
aircraft to near-landplane proficiency through such technological develop-
ments as the hydroski, the hull with high length/beam ratio, the jet engine,
and—upcoming—the nuclear engine. The seaplane is no longer the slow,
awkward, helpless flying boat. A new era is just around the corner.

The advantages and disadvantages of water as a base of operations in
modern air warfare must be examined carefully. Even the most enthusiastic
proponents of the water-based strike-force concept realize that taking any
real advantage of it still will require a lot of doing and that the process will
be expensive. On the other hand any possibility that water-based aircraft
might under certain conditions assume a significant role in the strategic future
of the Air Force, must be thoroughly considered.

THAT jet-powered seaplanes can approach the high performance of B-47's and
B-52's comes as a surprise to those who have not followed the discoveries and
developments in seaplane design and construction since 1945. Most of the
scientific research was begun in the laboratories of the National Advisory
Committee for Aeronautics (NACA). Other Government agencies and private
corporations have carried it on, expanded, and further developed it.

Weight Reduction. From the beginning, efforts to improve seaplane per-
formance have centered around the design of the hull. The large and bulky
hull with its low length/beam ratio had long been held necessary in water-
based aircraft. Ruggedly built and rigidly reinforced to take the severe beating
of the ocean, the hydrodynamic requirements of the flying boat hull seriously
hampered aerodynamic performance. The first essential step was to design a
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hull having the desired hydrodynamic characteristics without extra penalties
in weight and drag.

Before World War II there was very little exact data about the stresses
on seaplane hulls during landing and take-off. Following wartime experience
with naval seaplanes operating in open seas, the NACA activated an impact
basin at Langley Air Force Base and initiated intense theoretical and ex-
perimental research to determine the size, weight, configuration, and strength
of the optimum seaplane hull.

The first breakthrough came in 1945 when an NACA study disclosed that
the method of computing exterior stress on hulls during landing and take-off
was incorrect. Within a year an NACA experiment demonstrated that ac-
celeration stresses during take-off could be greatly reduced by lengthening a
forward portion of the hull. The reduced stresses in the lengthened hull
permitted the lightening of the hull. Further developments have saved con-
siderable weight, with an accompanying increase. in seaplane performance.

Development of the hydroski initiated another advance in seaplane
performance. During take-off the hull of an ordinary flying boat absorbs
substantial punishment as it races through the water—thus requiring a bulky,
reinforced hull. The hydroski absorbs the punishment and permits the use
of a lighter hull that is more efficient aerodynamically. When the seaplane is
resting on the water, the hydroski, being on the bottom of the hull, is
submerged. As the airplane accelerates for take-off, the hydroski lifts the hull
out of the water at a relatively slow forward speed. Once the hydroski gains
the surface, it acts as an aquaplane until the entire airplane leaves the water.
On landing, particularly if the sea is rough, the advantages of the device are
even greater. The V-shaped bottom of the hydroski, rather than the hull of
the aircraft, takes the high-speed impact of the waves.

At gross weights of 150,000 pounds and above, the performance charac-
teristics of the landplane and the seaplane are comparable, because at this
approximate weight the landing gear of one compensates the extra weight
of the other’s hull. One designer, writing in American Aviation in August

1953, went so far as to say that a seaplane could be 15 per cent lighter than
a comparable landplane.

Performance. While research was under way to reduce the weight of the
seaplane, NACA was also studying ways to improve its water-handling charac-
teristics, rough-water seaworthiness, and aerodynamic performance.

The growing destruction potential and the global capability
systems in the jet-atomic age has prompted a re-evalu
of the USAF’s striking forces. Against the prd’posi-bm
vulnerable to attack on their own bases than over en
performance oinn!tgr,hpde ai

ey
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In 1946 the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics reported that
lengthening the afterbody of a seaplane substantially reduced the ballooning
effect when landing in waves. Then in 1949 it was discovered that a hull with
a high length/beam ratio was less likely to reach a dangerous attitude during
take-off and that the take-off was easier and less violent than with the old
stubby hull. Hydroflaps—large, flat plates on the bottom sides of the hull—
were developed in the early 1950’s. These flaps can be extended into.the water
individually by toe pressure on the rudder pedals for steering at slow speed,
and simultaneously, by a separate lever, for braking.

Water-handling performance was enhanced in 1951 by the development
of a steep V-bottom hull. With this design there was an improvement in the
center-of-gravity aspect, the spray characteristics, and the rough-water han-
dling. Another problem in seaplane design was eliminated when the jet
engine obviated propellers and the problem of keeping them clear of the
water.

The results of these advances have been dramatically proved in opera-
tional tests of new aircraft incorporating them. A U.S. Naval Test Center
report in 1952 states: “So many of the old seaplane [handling] problems
have been removed that a pilot can easily [afford to] become careless in
some of the hard-learned fundamentals of seaplane operations.”

Simultaneously with the research on water operation of the seaplane,
studies were under way to improve its aerodynamic performance without
penalizing the hydrodynamic qualities. Always any improvement of per-
formance in flight has been necessarily subordinated to the first-priority
consideration of performance on the water.

In 1947 NACA announced that it had discovered a number of ways to
improve the performance of seaplanes, both aerodynamically and hydrody-
namically. Studies indicated that a high length/beam ratio resulted in a
smaller frontal area and a consequent reduction in drag. The reduction has
naturally meant increased range, speed, and payload. But the payoff question
is, can the air performance of the large seaplane be made to equal or nearly
equal that of the comparable large landplane? More improvements must first
be made in range, speed, and pay-load. The claim to equality of performance
has been made in the past, though no seaplane proved useful as a strategic
bomber in World War II. If equality of performance now is attainable, this
must be considered a revolution in aircraft design and performance.

Vulnerability

Atomic-age air strategists have to face the proposition that bomber and
transport aircraft may be more vulnerable to enemy attack on their own

bases than over enemy territory. Their vulnerability on base is currently
regarded as the more critical.

On the Surface. The vulnerability of large land bases is widely recognized.
The similar vulnerability of the home base of large seaplanes is obscured by
claims that the water provides indestructible “runways.” But seaplanes, like
landplanes, must have established facilities for maintenance, supply, and
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repair. Large bascs are required to support year-round operations for any
force that maintains a state of readiness. Main bases, for landplane or sea-
plane, must have repair shops, warehouses, barracks, mess halls, and many
other buildings. The vulnerability of these facilities on a typical large coastal
seaplane base is approximately the same as on a comparable landplane base.
Any enemy may be expected to know the location of our main seaplane bases
as well as of our land bases. Seaplane bases are by their nature more
subject to attack from the sea, and, because of good radar resolution of shore
lines, they are easily pinpointed with modern bombsights.

If either type of main base is subjected to an aerial atomic burst, the
above-ground facilities will probably be destroyed or put out of operation.
The landing area for a seaplane obviously cannot be destroyed. The concrete
runways of a landplane can be, but it takes a direct hit with a high-yield
surface or subsurface burst, since they are relatively invulnerable to airburst.
On any airdrome the most sensitive target is not the land runways or the water
landing area but the buildings. The more difficult’ destruction of the landing
area of a main base is not the prime consideration, since destruction of the
facilities and aircraft alone will render it unable to perform its mission.

Thus the extensive facilities of large land installations required by both
seaplane and landplane bombers and transports are extremely vulnerable.
The real problem of defense of the airdrome itself is to make sure its facilities
can continue to perform their necessary function.

Satellite bases are actually an adjunct of and directly supported by the
main base. Their primary purpose is to relieve its congestion and to diminish
total vulnerability by dispersal. Fuel, ordnance, and other provisions on
hand permit a satellite base to provide logistic support for several missions.
A satellite base to support a half-dozen seaplanes could be composed of a
seaplane tender and a few logistic vessels. For limited operations the inherent
flexibility of satellite bases at sea seems to offer the air planner a dividend in
safety not likely to accrue to a comparable land installation. The flexibility
of a satellite base, centered around a group of surface craft, is limited to the
flexibility and speed of the surface craft. The significance of any surface move-
ments at naval speeds must be viewed in the perspective of air reconnaissance
capabilities. A reconnaissance aircraft operating at medium altitude can scan
an area of 15,000 square miles in 20 seconds. Three B-36’s can scan an area
equal to the Mediterranean in 8 hours and the whole North Atlantic in less
than 24 hours. But the vulnerability of a satellite base may be less than that
of a main base by reason of some capability for movement in secret and
because of the fact that several bases are harder to bomb than one main base
even after they are located.

In the Air. Comparison of the vulnerability of the seaplane and the land-
plane in flight hinges on relative performance capabilities. Other determi-
nants—tactics, countermeasures, aborts, errors, and enemy opposition—apply
equally to both. Speed and operating ceiling are among the most important
performance characteristics to be considered in air survivability.

With a speed and altitude approaching those of the B-47 and B-52, the
modern seaplane apparently will meet the current aircraft requirement to
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penetrate to the target with a good chance of survival. While critics of the
seaplane argue that it lacks the supersonic speeds that will probably be
desired in all future aircraft, especially for bombardment, there is no reason
to disbelieve that technology will develop supersonic speeds in seaplanes,
perhaps with the advent of the nuclear aircraft engine. In 1952 Flight maga-
zine quoted Air Chief Marshal Bowhill as stating: “There is not the slightest
doubt that the large modern flying boat could be every bit as fast as the large
modern landplane.”

Flexibility of Operations

Flexibility of a strategic strike force is improved by increasing the variety
of methods for attacking a target or by developing a capability to bomb in
areas previously inaccessible.

For air transport operations, flexibility is improved by reducing the time
required to deliver or evacuate personnel and supplies to or from any desired
geographic location. The status of the proposed landing area at the sensitive
point is the prime factor affecting flexibility in transport operations.

A casual examination of the capabilities of water-based aircraft may
leave the impression that seaplanes can operate from any sheltered, unpre-
pared water surface, day or night, the year around. This is not true.
Approach and take-off obstructions, water depths and hazards, tides and
currents, must be considered carefully. Runway lights, landing aids, weather
service, and all the other support functions will be needed in varying degrees
at all the landing areas. Without such aids the force becomes limited to
daylight, good-weather operations. The availability of sheltered waters, lakes,
and rivers, the problems of cold-weather operations and open-sea operations,
and the provision of maintenance have bearing on the flexibility of seaplane
operations.

Sheltered Waters. The range of present USAF heavy bombers operating
from the United States and of air-refueled medium bombers operating from
U.S. or overseas bases is sufficient to reach all possible wartime operating areas.

The supposition that water-based bombers will be able to maintain this
same target coverage, if for political reasons access to overseas land bases is
denied by the local government, is net entirely substantiated. Large-scale
seaplane bases capable of year-round operations require ice-free, sheltered
water areas, such as coves and inlets, where rough seas will not interfere
with maintenance and routine flying. This requirement means that such
overseas seaplane bomber bases are subject to the same possibility of political
denial as are land bases. Most sheltered waters are within the national
boundaries of some sovereign power. Otherwise the capability of the sea-
based bomber to land on sheltered water appears to offer a promising solution
to the dispersal problem. An offensive force in-being might thus be diffused
to such an extent that the enemy could not hope to neutralize it. The forces
then subject to concentrated attack would be those aircraft undergoing major
maintenance at the main base or those otherwise assembled for operational
purposes.

Since air transport operations are not likely to be as hot politically as



Seaplanes in the USAF

Interest in the hydroairplane for coastal defense and interisland communication
marked the earliest days of the Air Force. By 1913 the float plane had a prominent
part at the Signal Corps’ first Aviation School just established at North Island
in San Diego Bay. In 1916 came the first big appropriation for military aviation.
The six squadrons to be added to the line, then consisting primarily of the lst
Aero Squadron on the Border with Pershing, would include float planes as well
as landplanes for such stations as Manila, Oahu, and Panama. Through the Twen-
ties pontoon-equipped aircraft featured in the ‘“‘age of great flights” that stimulated
public interest in the airplane for peaceful uses. Water-based aircraft entered
the war operations of the Air Force during the island-hopping days of the
Pacific campaigns of World War II, as transports and to recover airmen downed at
sea. Since then the USAF has used seaplanes almost exclusively for its air-sea
rescue mission. If further developments of new seaplane designs should produce
aircraft offering a net gain in performance of an Air Force mission, the seaplane
might someday find a place among the offensive weapon systems of the USAF.

The minuscule Signal Corps flying training section at Parafiaque, Manila Bay, in
1913 was proud of its Wright Type C, for either wheels or pontoons. Hotsted aloft
for maintenance, one of the Army Douglas biplanes that made the first round-the-
world flight in 1924 shows off its pontoon alternates for wheels. Lieutenant Jimmy
Doolittle posed with the 610-hp Curtiss Racer, winner of the 1925 Schneider inter-
national seaplane trophy. In the same year one of five Army Air Service Loening
COA-I's heads south on a 22,000-mile good-will tour of 25 Latin-American capitals.
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Numerous Allied airmen downed over the sea in World War II were rescued by Atr
Force Consolidated Catalinas, often within minutes after they hit the water. Cata-
linas and Martin PBM-3 Mariners ranged the Pacific to supply remote but strateg:-
cally important island outposts of U.S. forces. Landing off Okinawa during the
Korean War to transfer a seaman stricken with appendicitis from ship to hospital
on shore is a Grumman SA-16 of the United States Air Force Air-Sea Rescue Service.

Hydroskis on a C-123 transport, modified for water and land operations, lift the
heavy hull from the water as speed is increased. Convair’s turboprop Tradewind,
with performance comparable to that of a World War Il land-based fighter, is de-
signed as a water-based assault transport and tanker. Proponents of water-based
air power currently place hopes on the 600-mph, jet-powered Martin SeaMaster.
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bomber operations, the capability of water-based air transports to land on
sheltered coastal water greatly widens the number of locations available for
them. Thus water-based air transport also appears to be a profitable means
of moving personnel and supplies to and from any water-bordered land. Its
foremost advantages are that construction of landing areas is not required and

that suitable operating areas would be so numerous the enemy could deny
use of only a small part of their total.

Cold-Weather Operations. Seaplane operations in the Arctic are hazard-
ous. Water freezes on floats, windshields, and wings at 32° F. in fresh water
and at 13° to 17°F. in salt water. Contact with floating ice can cause
serious damage. Since the ice is sometimes difhcult to see, operations must be
restricted in questionable areas. Care must also be taken to ensure that the
seaplane will not be “frozen in” while moored and then further damaged by
the shifting ice when it thaws.

The most ardent advocates regretfully admit that water-based aircraft do
not have the capability to operate satisfactorily in cold-weather areas.

Open-Sea Operations. Much discussion has been devoted to the advan-
tages offered by operating from the open sea. In the past, several small
operations have been so conducted. One, for example, took place in World
War II during thé invasion of Saipan when seaplanes operated from a support
tender five miles offshore for about two weeks until a harbor had been
secured. Recently great advances in the seaworthiness of seaplanes have
given impetus to the possibility of open-sea operations. The claim that a
water-based aircraft now in the experimental stage will operate in 6- to 8-foot
waves seems reasonable since the SA-16 can operate in 414-foot waves.

Assistant Secretary of the Navy J. H. Smith, on the other hand, has been
more conservative. While generally enthusiastic about seaplane operations,
he indicated that normally operations would be from sheltered waters, only
emergency operations being conducted from the open sea. The wisdom of
this conservatism is confirmed by data in an oceanographic report on sea
conditions in the Pacific. At four stations in the north Pacific, waves higher
than eight feet occur during the following percentages of the time:

Station A B C D
Winter (Dec, Jan, Feb, Mar) 41.6 26.9 18.0 23.4
Transitional (Apr, May, Oct, Nov) 34.6 139 7.7 6.4
Summer (Jun, Jul, Aug, Sep) 4.9 124 2.1 1.0
Annual average 26.1 17.2 9.3 10.3

While the need to conduct operations on the open seas may not perhaps
be essential, the ability to land safely in case of emergency would be of great
value, especially for tramsports carrying hundreds of passengers. Emergency
landings at sea, besides saving lives, could also save aircraft. Unless caught

by rough water, the aircraft would remain afloat and, under many circum-
stances, could taxi some distance to a haven.

Operations on Lakes and Rivers. Speeding the delivery of supplies and
personnel to the vicinity of combat is a paramount problem of logistics. The
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movement of supplies and personnel from the communications zone to the
combat zone and subsequently within the combat zone is subject to serious
delay for the primary reason that the means of surface transportation in the
exterior zones display no peacetime development adequate to support the
traffic imposed by the requirements of wartime logistics. In addition to an
original deficiency the transport system is usually damaged during the fight-
ing, and the constant overloading and inadequate maintenance reduce traffic
capacity to a fraction of its peacetime potential.

The desirability of having the airhead as close to combat forces as
conditions permit is appreciated by all who have been concerned with
logistics. This appreciation is evidenced by the effort to construct airstrips
close to the front as soon as a location is secured and the necessary construction
facilities can be brought up from the rear. The glowing reports of the speed
with which certain airstrips were constructed in World War II still cannot
minimize the time-consuming and costly process of taking and holding the
area and bringing the construction equipment and personnel into position.
Furthermore, since one well-placed nuclear weapon can put an airstrip out
of commission, the theater air defense force will find difficulty in defending
locations close to the enemy when he possesses first-class air capability.

Water-based transport is a proposed means of airlifting combat troops,
for example, without the necessity of constructing forward landing areas.
Since water landing areas are not always situated where militarily needed,
water-based planes may not provide a complete air transport system. They
are rather a supplement to the land-based transport system that will improve
the dependability of airlift in the event of an intensive enemy campaign
against a world-wide airfield complex.

Maintenance. Maintenance and servicing of water-based aircraft must
be considered more difficult than for land-based aircraft located at large
main bases. Seaplanes have, in addition to the usual maintenance require-
ments of landplanes, a difficult corrosion problem, particularly in salt-water
operations. Another difficulty encountered in maintenance comes from
the absence of a steady working platform. It is practically impossible to per-
form maintenance on a seaplane in very rough water because of violent roll-
ing and pitching. And on fairly calm water the gentle rocking induces sea-
sickness in some individuals. Efficient ground- or water-handling equipment
for support and maintenance of water-based aircraft, both afloat and ashore,
has yet to be developed. Equipment development could be almost as big
a problem, and as expensive to solve, as the aircraft itself.

Concepts of Operation

Bombardment. One concept of operation that has recently been proposed
would have a water-based aircraft leave its main home base with a
nuclear bomb aboard, land at a predetermined location and refuel, continue
on its mission, drop its bomb, and return home, landing en route if necessary
for another refueling. This method of range extension increases the vulner-
ability of the operation, especially on the way to the target, by requiring that
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the successfully launched bomber mission be interrupted to land for fuel—
at which time aircraft are most vulnerable.

Another possibility is the integrated force, consisting of perhaps a half-
dozen seaplanes, a seaplane tender, and a number of submarines for logistic
support. Under this concept the operating base at sea would remain far to
the rear and support the seaplane operation for an indefinite period of time.
Some protection would be gained by frequently shifting the location of the
tender.

Tacticians have also considered arming a portion of the seaplane force
and dispersing the armed planes individually to secret water landing areas
in advance of impending operations. This dispersal would serve further to
minimize surface vulnerability and to protect a part of the weapon stockpile.
An enemy, even on surprise attack, would have to track down each seaplane
individually in order to destroy a retaliatory force.

This concept may be further refined to provide for sustained operations
and yet retain the advantage of individual dispersal of aircraft. A main base
would exist for the heavy support of seaplane operations to be conducted
from a dozen or more satellite bases, each with a seaplane tender and a
number of submarines. The satellite bases would shift periodically and
thereby gain some security. The seaplanes supported by the satellite bases
would be rotated to individual dispersal points, a constant number of sea-
planes to be in instant readiness with weapons aboard. This theory is at-
tractive in that it permits maximum protection by dispersal without limiting
the strategic force to a one-strike operation. Even though the vulnerable
main base might be destroyed, the dispersed satellite bases could support
operations for a limited number of missions.

Transport. In determining the suitability of water-based aircraft as trans-
ports the main factor is the landing surface: Is suitable water available? Out-
side the fact that land-based transports operate from the ground and water-
based transports operate from the water, other characteristics make them, in
general, equally suitable.

Contemporary discouragement for the water-based transport exists in the
fact that the U.S. is geared to land-based aircraft. Vast amounts have been
expended in developing land operating bases. The training and experience
of crew members and maintenance personnel have been limited principally
to land-based operations. Specialized maintenance tools and cargo-handling
equipment have been developed for land-based aircraft. These factors would
contribute heavy resistance to the acceptance of water-based transport. How
justifiable and unyielding this resistance may continue cannot be predicted.

In past wars ships have been the primary carrier of combat troops and
equipment for assault operations against an enemy that enjoyed the pro-
tection of a water boundary. Airlift in such operations has been limited to
what could be delivered by glider, paradrop, and free fall. The reason for
this limited application was not only the insufficiency of airlift capacity and
the expense and shortage of parachutes but also the lack of landing strips.
If adequate landing strips were available for seizure, a larger force could be
quickly shuttled into the area.
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In nuclear war an enemy would certainly attempt to destroy any airfield
that could be used against him. If he were largely successful in his attempt,
air delivery of friendly troops and supplies would probably have to await the
construction or reconstruction of suitable airstrips. The employment of water-
based transport conceivably could greatly modify the existing tactics. A fleet
of large-capacity, water-based transports could deliver an assault with speed
and surprise to an enemy shore and furnish initial support without the neces-
sity of airfield construction. Diversity against surface counter-operations could
be achieved by a scheme of translocating the landing areas along the coast
and by utilizing inland rivers and lakes.

The operation of water-based transports is not limited to the shore lines.
Lakes, rivers, and man-made water areas also can be used for operations with-
in an enemy nation. The capability to operate from water opens up addi-
tional tactics for exploitation, especially for the vertical envelopment maneu-
ver heretofore delegated to paradrop and glider operations. An entire division
could be delivered well within an enemy’s boundaries. The possible water-
landing areas for the maneuver may be so numerous that, even though
the enemy could have knowledge of them, surveillance would be difficult and
unrevealing, since no advance preparation of the landing surface would be
required. The operation could thus possibly be firmly established before
counterair could be brought to bear.

Water-based air assaults would also best be staged from the U.S. or as
close to the U.S. as the range of the transports allows in order to minimize
the loss to enemy action. Cost of operating from staging bases in overseas
waters would have to include the loss from exposing a logistic tail.

The evacuation of personnel and equipment from the combat area, neces-
sitated by military defeat, often has entailed extensive losses. Although
plans are generally made for the possibility of defeat, they seldom receive
the attention given to the offensive action because the withdrawal or retreat
is often the unforeseeable result of mistakes, enemy surprise actions, or other
unpredicted circumstances.

For withdrawal or evacuation the water-based transport offers many ad-
vantages. Since its landing area cannot be destroyed, serious vulnerability
would be confined to the relatively short time required for evacuation.

An evacuation problem often faced by a nation occurs at the outbreak
of hostilities. Because of global commitments France, Britain, and the United
States must be prepared for large and hasty evacuations. On occasion it
may become necessary to evacuate quickly military as well as civilian per-
sonnel from areas not having adequate airfields. A speedy evacuation capa-
bility would have been a godsend when the U.S. was forced to surrender the
Philippines in 1942. The same was true when the French conceded Indo-
China and the British surrendered 70,000 troops to the Japanese at Singapore.

The water-based transport offers a solution. If suitable water is available,
it provides an indestructible landing area; and the speed of the aircraft en-
ables the accomplishment of the mission in minimum time.

A successful fighting force must have personnel and supplies delivered
in quantity and on time. The timetable of nuclear war makes surface trans-
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portation virtually incapable of timely support. The need would be for more
air transport and for greater load capacity.

The air supply function is performed mainly by the Military Air Trans-
port Service (MATS). This service is unique in that it largely pays its own
way in peacetime, flying missions every day during peace or war. The primary
peacetime requirement of MATS for increasing its airlift capability is merely
additional aircraft. The integration of water-based transports into MATS
would add little or nothing to its peacetime capability, since adequate routes
and terminals have already been developed. During hostilities MATS would
need additional aircraft and bases in the principal area of operations.

Since many of its present points of interest are located near water, much
of MATS’ airlift could theoretically be accomplished by water-based trans-
ports. In case of war the use of seaplanes would enable it to serve new loca-
tions of interest without additional runways. If airfields were destroyed,
water-based transports could make the necessary deliveries at the nearest
water landing. This, plus the capability of seaplanes to disperse easily, would
decrease the surface vulnerability. The ability of water-based transports to
land on unprepared surfaces could add to the over-all flexibility of MATS.

The principle of aerial refueling to extend the range of a fighter or a
bomber is sound, although a duplication of first-line aircraft is required in
that the tanker aircraft must have flight characteristics matching those of
the plane it services. It must carry a heavy load a great distance and at alti-
tudes and speeds similar to the bomber or fighter in order to accomplish
the refueling without penalty to the strike force.

Land-based tankers can perform their mission satisfactorily, but have
the same surface vulnerability to enemy attack as does the land-based bomb-
ing force. This vulnerability is a vital factor in survival in nuclear war.

Water-based tankers have less surface vulnerability. They afford a possi-
bility of wide dispersal in numerous coastal areas as well as on lakes, reser-
voirs, and rivers in the interior. Such dispersal would make the water-based
tanker an elusive target for the enemy, although the problem of its own
base remains. The seaplane tanker could also perform the refueling mission
at greater range by landing and refueling at a closer water area instead of
returning to its base. In addition to serving as an aerial tanker, the water-
based tanker could serve as a surface refueler to water-based bombers if they
were integrated into the long-range strike force.

Implications for the Air Force

Adoption of a new weapon system cannot be seriously considered without
first analyzing the effect it will have on the existing and programed weapon
systems and also on the national defense budget. New aircraft are extremely
expensive. The smaller the quantity purchased, the higher the price paid
per item. It is therefore desirable that the incorporation of a new type air-
craft be not merely a token effort but a vigorous and sound program of sufh-
cient size to take advantage of the low rates afforded by quantity buying.

The incorporation of two comparable types of aircraft into an air trans-
port or strategic weapon system is not as economical as if only one type were
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adopted. The reasons are manifold: high cost per item, because of small
quantity purchased from each manufacturer; cost of training two sets -of
crews and maintenance personnel; cost of duplication of maintenance equip-
ment; and cost of maintaining duplicate stocks of spare parts.

These costs pertain to aircraft that can use the same airfields and facili-
ties such as hangers, aids to navigation, servicing vehicles, technical supply
units, machine shops, etc. The integration of an aircraft that can share none
of the facilities and servicing equipment offered by an established base is
obviously an expensive undertaking. It has been estimated that it would cost
$10,000.000 more per year to support an overseas seaplane base than a land-
plane base with the same number of aircraft.

Another major factor that would demand careful consideration is the
cost of constructing seadromes, not a small item. The theoretical savings of
the cost of concrete runways would be but a small percentage of the total
expense. Seadromes would be considered additional or duplicate facilities,
adding little to the utility of the over-all transport or oftensive weapon system,
except to accommodate seaplanes. A second factor would be the cost of build-
ing support vessels, which in turn would have to be protected by combat
vessels. Extra maintenance costs would provide a further factor of expense.
Thus is it apparent that immediate economy could not be the salient return
from any transition to water-based transports or bombers.

If the USAF started from scratch and with the existing budget began to
incorporate a large seaplane strike force into the family of strategic weapons,
it would mean curtailment or elimination of some other weapon system.
High-performance, water-based aircraft now being tested by the Navy for its
primary mission of aerial mine laying may have the necessary range, altitude,
and speed characteristics to perform the Air Force's strategic bombing role.
If tests by the Air Force could prove this capability, and if it should be defi-
nitely established that water-based bombers would reduce the over-all vul-
nerability of our strategic strike force, the USAF could procure these already
researched and designed aircraft to supplement its present strategic force.

Air Force seaplane enthusiasts are in general agreement that the prob-
lems and expenses associated with water-based transport aircraft are so great
as to deter their integration into the Air Force now or in the near future.
Only if water-based combat aircraft—bombers and reconnaissance planes—
also are adopted might any switch to water-based transports be justified.

A BIG BOOST to the possibility of water-based airplanes for strategic bombing
may be expected from the advent of atomic-powered aircraft. The first
nuclear airplane engine may possibly be installed in a water-landing craft
because the weight of the power plant and the radiation shields will
probably necessitate the unlimited water runway for the long take-off. The
desirability of operating over clear areas during early trials with an airborne
nuclear engine also points to the water based airplane.

Air University Quarterly Review



Chairborne Minutemen

CoLoNEL Lroyp W. BRAUER

others concerned with combat readiness training, or “pro-

ficiency flying™ as it was called for so many years, one is
struck with the diversity of beliefs among both authorities and
laymen.

Many nonflyers often refer to staff-assigned aviators as be-
longing to the “Chair Corps,” an organization existing solely to
permit pilots to collect their flying pay. The citizen-taxpayer, too,
sometimes takes a distorted view of this program when a local boy
lands at the home-town air base in time to spend the holiday or
weekend with the folks—apparently using government transporta-
tion for private convenience. The object of the criticism prob-
ably made the flight as another step in his training schedule, and
did it on his otherwise free weekend after a full week’s work in an
office.

The majority of such flyers, young or old, believe that keeping
current in air experience is vitally essential, important enough to
claim a good share of the time beyond normal duty hours that
could otherwise be spent in rest or diversion. Unfortunately too
little emphasis has been given to the flyer's views or to the Air
Force's reason for requiring him to maintain continuity in his
flying training. The isolated cases in which flying privileges were
abused attract the public eye more often than the cases deserving
“well done” citations. The resulting misplaced emphasis becomes
another link in a chain of misunderstandings.

The old yet prevailing concept that an officer should develop
through company grade, into field grade, and then to general
officer rank testifies that career guidance programs intend speciali-
zation to augment rather than supplant broadened experience.
Especially is this true as an officer reaches the more senior and
managerial stages of his career. It is a corollary, therefore, that to
produce the commanders of an effective Air Force their learning
must be expanded and tempered with specific knowledge of
operational problems of the day.

WHEN one reviews the impressions of various flyers and
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During the demobilization period following World War 11,
Army Air Forces’ policies included strong emphasis of the idea
that the flyer could not justify his retention in the service on the
basis of being just a “throttle-jockey.” Many cases of separation
from the service were decided by comparisons of one officer with
another on the basis of how well each had qualified himself in
duties beyond his flying, or how well each had maintained his
flying capability while performing other duties. The one who
had limited himself in his career became the candidate for
separation.

What then should be done to retain and upgrade the talents
of the well-rounded flying officers who were to form the nucleus
of a new Air Force? There seemed to be at least two possible
alternatives. The flyer could serve solely in a nonflying position
for a time, then rotate to a flying job; or he could be afforded
facilities to continue flying training concurrently with his per-
formance of other duties.

The first of these solutions, often posed by the critics of the
combat readiness training program, would place the flyer-officer
in an ‘“‘on-again, off-again” status throughout much of his post-
flying-school career. Besides the fluctuation in his direct associa-
tion with current flying problems, his pay scale would bounce and
rebound accordingly. He would, no doubt, avoid nonflying assign-
ments whenever possible. The alternative course would detract as
little as possible from the officer’s successful fulfillment of his allied
duties and yet allow him to maintain association with flying
procedures, programs, and equipment.

Throughout the history of flying proficiency directives the
decisions have been consistently in favor of continuity of flying
training regardless of primary duty assignment.

Too often justification of proficiency flying is equated with justification of flying
pay. This obscures the central question of whether such flying is a valid military
requirement. Colonel Lloyd W. Brauer, a member of the faculty, Air War
College, centers his discussion on the reasons for the existence of the present
program and the necessity for maintaining the flying proficiency of a large number
of staff-assigned officers. Because of the irregularities in the Air Force profile
of pilot rank and experience, pilot reserve can only be evened off by inclusion
of World War Il-trained aircrews who have moved up to responsible staff
positions, but whose cockpit skills, if given the exercise of continued training,
will always be valuable. He finds the program largely satisfactory except for
the obsolescence of the aircraft in which the staff-assigned pilot has to train.



The Aim: a Mobilization Potential Reserve

Justification for a flying proficiency program must be founded
on more serious national interests than the incomes and interests
of a proportionately few individuals. Such justification exists.

Those responsible for mobilization plans find cause to main-
tain a potential, described as a rated mobilization and professional
resource (RMPR), through the medium of combat readiness train-
ing. The word “potential” implies that this pool of skills is not a
completely combat-ready resource; that additional training will
normally be required before the pilot can fill a combat cockpit
position; that it is a resource that can be drawn upon according to
allowable time for supplemental training; and, lastly, that it per-
tains to pilots or other crew members who are not presently
assigned to primary duties involving flying.

Such a mobilization reserve is a useful potential, the proof of
which can be seen even under conditions of less than all-out war.
An example is the Berlin Airlift. Here the Air Force relied on
many combat readiness training (CRT) pilots to augment regular
transport unit operations. During the Korean War one third of
the rotated combat personnel came from or had at one time relied
upon CRT flying to maintain their skills. These skills were valu-
able for the Air Force directly through their use in emergencies
and indirectly in allowing the Air Force to accelerate operations
and rotate combat crews without drawing too much on the forces
held for possible all-out war.

The capability of the mobilization potential reserve to provide
for limited wars or police actions, thereby maintaining greater
integrity in our larger retaliatory forces, seems in itself adequate
justification for the small expenditure involved. Even in the years
since 1954, when T-33's provided a token modernization, the
direct costs of CRT flying were only about 34 of one per cent of
annual Air Force expenditures. Deducting the amount of such
flying chargeable to needed airlift, liaison, etc., the cost of that per-
formed solely for CRT was less than 14 of one per cent of total
USAF expenditures—a significant fact if training only is used as a
basis of cost comparisons.

This statement may be criticized as too lightly made when
involving millions of dollars. The matter of comparative costs
will be reserved for fuller treatment in the discussion to follow.
But the amount arrived at by the second of the above computations
sufficed to pay for the annual flying of 38.6 per cent of all USAF
rated pilots and other rated personnel!
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The mobilization potential reserve has a role in the big pic-
ture as well. As a reserve it affects the duration of an all-out war.
The Berlin Airlift and the Korean War permitted time to prepare
replacement crews for rotational duties. But the more we shorten
our time-factor assumptions in our concepts of all-out wars, the
more we restrict the “potential” of the RMPR or any other type
of partially ready augmentation force.

Today’s emphasis on the reserve forces shows that our leaders
hold the use of mobilization and augmentation forces as still valid
to a reasonable degree; that we are not betting solely on a large
retaliatory effort followed by chaos, confusion, and immediate
capitulation of the enemy. While the first blows may be decisive,
these will be followed by a series of exploitation campaigns until
final capitulation.

After the D-day phases of such a war, crews, especially older
pilots, of the RMPR may be called upon to perform flying duties
in support of civil defense. Likely duties would include mercy
missions; dispersal of key personnel to alternate headquarters;
distribution of supplies, food, and medical services; and operation
of high-speed courier services filling the gaps caused by disruption
of our communications. As military support, the younger pilots
and observers with recent tactical unit training could become a
source of replacements for units requiring multiple crews, such as
ADC and SAC units going to 24-hour-a-day operational status.
That additions to our multiplecrew ratios are needed has been
averred recently by commanders and their representatives in
lectures delivered to the Air War College student body. Ad-
mittedly such talent would not be up to peak combat readiness,
but it would be a welcome source of relief as crews or copilots in
multicrew craft, and as quickly trained replacements in single-
seat equipment.

These tasks would absorb much if not all of the available
capability of such a reserve. Not all of the 18,000 to 20,000 pilots
would be available for flying service because of higher priority
command or staff tasks. Also conditions during the early days of
the war may require reduced flving activities in other than direct
combat or support missions.

This leads to the question: “Why maintain the training of
the entire RMPR if only a portion of that reserve can or will be
used?” Beyond the reason that no one has yet been able to plan
the perfect war in terms of requirements and that, therefore, a
dire emergency may demand the use of all capabilities, lie other
supporting though less fatalistic reasons.
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Retention of the Cockpit Point of View. There is an argu-
ment often heard that “'the commander must retain a cockpit point
of view.” This was recognized in 1926 when Congress enacted a
law requiring that all Naval aviation activities, afloat and ashore,
be commanded by Naval aviators. This law is still in effect. The
Air Force, acknowledging this concept, established a similar policy
requiring that all Air Force activities having flying as their primary
mission be commanded by a rated pilot. That the rated pilot who
1s serving or may serve in command and operational positions must
continue active flying to maintain the ‘“cockpit viewpoint” has
been argued exhaustively in treatises ranging from the mono-
graphs of students of the Air Command and Staff College to the
official expressions of the Department of the Air Force. The
majority of opinions concluded that regardless of current assign-
ment an officer expected to command or control flying activities
must stay abreast of aviation advances, know the capabilities and
limitations of the flyers and their machines, and, most important
of all, gain and maintain the respect and confidence of the men
he is to lead.

The bulk of seasoned “know-how" is presently represented by
the veterans of World War II and the Korean action. This is the
well-known “hump” of rank and experience that so often plagues
the personnel planner as he seeks a proper time spread of talent,
and is an asset that the Air Force cannot afford to let stagnate.
During the next decade or so, the younger flyers will accumulate
the degree of experience, in air hours and in command functions,
that will permit their assuming the loads of today's senior officers.
Until that time arrives we must husband our valued personnel
assets, keeping in mind always the fact that combat superiority,
derived from aerial training and experience, gave the U.S. flyers
decisive advantages in two recent wars.

Provision of Supplemental Airlift. Another objective of com-
bat readiness training is to use existing assets to provide needed
peacetime airlift. In the United States this desire to achieve
economies with training aircraft attracted the attention of the
Hoover Commission. The Air Force was providing needed airlift
of personnel and materiel as an added dividend of training flights,
under the “more Air Force per dollar” concept. At the same time
it was scrutinized for possible competition with civilian airlines.
Fortunately no conclusions that might defeat such a program were
reached by the Hoover Commission. Its studies indicated that
many CRT-transported passengers—personnel on pass, aerial hitch-
hikers—would not have been lucrative prospects for civilian fares
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and, further, that logistics airlift so performed often did not fit the
economies of commercial route planning and frequency. Another
finding was that airlifted items, if they had to be shipped com-
mercially, might have been sent by surface means had bonus
airlift not been available. “Available airlift,” therefore, may have
been competing with hired boat or train rather than commercial
air. The comparisons thus become unmanageable. While the Air
Force was not directed at that time to cease such practices, the fact
that the principle was questioned left many responsible staft
officers, including the writer, wondering ‘“When is the practice of
economy economical?” In the end the most direct action of the
Hoover Commission consisted of a recommendation that the num-
ber of administrative aircraft be drastically reduced.

One could well go on toward justifying this particular objec-
tive of CRT by reasoning that money saved through the provision
of airlift was in turn required and spent in other Air Force pro-
grams. Therefore the civilian economy realized equal benefits
from budget expenditures and the Air Force saved itself money.
Such logic seemed obvious.

There are, then, three basic aims of combat readiness training:

e To maintain the continuity of flying training of rated
pilots and observers, thereby retaining their capabilities
as members of the rated mobilization and professional re-
source.

e To maintain the currency of aerial experience and the
“cockpit viewpoint’’ of those concerned with commanding
or controlling flying operations.

e To provide needed airlift and consequent mobility for the

Air Force as a valuable dividend of a peacetime training
effort.

The Amount of Readiness Training

A Flight Status Selection System was adopted in early 1954 to
determine the categories and the number of flying personnel who
should make up the mobilization potential reserve at any given
time.

The system, as proposed and subsequently adopted, was to
fulfill three requirements:

® Ensure professional and moral competence among the rated
officer corps of the United States Air Force.

® Remove from flying status those officers who cannot rea-
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sonably be expected to occupy command, staff, or combat
positions requiring a flying officer in event of war.*

e Recognize the need for rated flying ofhcers in command or
staft positions to provide professional leadership necessary
for the successtul direction of the United States Air Force.

The remaining problem is how much flying training the
qualified aircrews should be provided, and in what increments.

Suspending the flying of members of the RMPR, or reducing
such flying to a “pay qualification” minimum in the interests of
economy, is a possible course—the “‘on-again, off-again” one. The
retraining of returned prisoners of war suggested this some ten
years ago, and several ex-POWs thought this alternative practicable
if coupled with periodic courses of refresher or transition training
in modern aircraft. Ideas on the frequency of such periodic re-
fresher courses ranged from one month per year to a concentrated
course of 60 to 90 days duration at least once each three years.
A maxim heard in discussions of this topic was that “flying is like
riding a bicycle; once you learn it you never forget it.” The
implication was, of course, that refresher training in modern air-
craft would present no particular problems.

Little evidence was found to sustain this view. In fact avail-
able evidence refuted the claim that little skill was lost during
periods of suspension from flying. If accident rates can be an index
of pilot skill, a study in 1950 of flying time totals versus accident
rates for a control group of 8122 pilots showed that those who flew
from 1 to 24 first-pilot hours in a six-month period compiled an
accident rate of 68.6 per 100,000 hours, whereas pilots who flew
from 42 to 60 first-pilot hours during the same period experienced
an accident rate of only 16.9 per 100,000 hours.

An absurd note was reached when someone countered that
had these persons not flown at all during this period they would
have had no accidents and would therefore have had a perfect
safety record. As amazing as it may seem such mental gymnastics
were found recorded in official correspondence on this topic.

Assuming that a flyer is one who flies rather than one who
maintains a perfect safety record by not flying, the gains in Air
Force capability and dollar economies appear to favor a safe level
of flying training. For example, the 42 to 60 first-pilot hour group
is nearly representative of the flying level performed in today’s
CRT program; if minimum requirements were reduced to the

*The rules were recently eased for older rated officers (35 years old, 10-14 years flying
service) to leave Hying status. See message from Air Force Director of Military Personnel,

AFPMP-1-B 171591, 10 January 1957, and Air Force Manual *Flying Status, Aeronautical
Ratings, Designations, and Parachute Jump Status.”
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statutory level of 4 hours per month or less, the accident rate
would approximate that of the 1 to 24 hours group, or about four
times higher than current. Any claim of economy under the
latter reduced program would add to greater losses in aircraft and
personnel than could be compensated by the saving of the $142.00
per hour, average direct cost of such flying. The Air Force would
lose a proportionate quantity of usable flying skills. Rather than
risk such loss the Air Force has, except during the exigencies of
World War 1I, chosen a program of continuous rather than
sporadic flying training for all its flyers.

The lowest estimate of annual flying needed by a pilot seems
to be tied, for financial reasons only, to the minimum requirement
for earning flying pay—4 hours per month, 48 hours per year. A
search failed to produce any evidence for this 4 hours per month.
It is a much lower figure than any found in studies of aerial
proficiency. Although immediately following World War II this
level of operation was judged adequate to maintain the flying skills
in the postwar reserve components, the concept was soon de-
nounced and reserve forces adopted levels of flying more nearly
approximating those of the active Air Force.

The defeat of a 48 hours-per-year program, though it has been
proposed several times in recent years, seems assured because an
accident rate four times greater than that of current programs im-
plies a much less economical or qualitatively acceptable standard
of peacetime operations.

Leaving this for the moment, let us consider the high-side
estimates and their meaning.

The Other Side of the Coin. The Baker Committee Report,
as far back as 1934, found that 100 hours a year was the barest
mintmum for a pilot to maintain proficiency and further expressed
the belief that 300 hours a year was the optimum for a pilot as-
signed primarily to pilot duties. Less formal expressions of opinion
usually fell within the 100 to 200 hours-per-year bracket. General
James Doolittle, for one, thought that 200 hours was about right.

Where such estimates usually fall short is in a breakdown
in terms of night flying, navigation, and instrument flying. This
breakdown is supplied now in Air Force Regulation 60-2, the
USAF Peacetime Planning Factors Manual, and in various combat
crew training standards.

Under the circumstances the present 100 hours-per-year pro-
ficiency or CRT program seems reasonable. Further, because of
the 65 per cent of annual CRT flying programs that falls within
“as needed” Air Force requirements, a close study of these latter
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would be of advantage to everyone. As a final point, the CRT
program should be comparable to the typical bomber, fighter, and
transport training programs.

The Airplane for CRT

Now to fit the tool to the task. To maintain the continuity
of flying training and retain the capabilities of members of the
mobilization potential reserve, training aircraft should be com-
parable in type to those used in tactical organizations. But to use
tactical unit aircraft at CRT rates would increase the cost of the
program fourfold and aggravate the current shortage of main-
tenance specialists. Project “Wring-out” and like efforts to put
the Air Force dollar into the austere 128-wing force structure
make any such cost increase prohibitive.

The next choice is to adopt those second-line aircraft best
suited for reasonable-cost training. These should be supplemented
by additions of suitable new training and cargo aircraft whenever
possible. Funds to replace the attrition of old World War II types
now in use have already been released in small increments and
after much debate. Only a few C-131's (Convair 340’s) assigned as
commander’s liaison and VIP transport have been added to the
inventory. Some improvement came from the diversion of surplus
Training Command T-33's to CRT use. Though the procedural
training received in today’s second-line aircraft is valuable, the
day must soon come when deterioration at accelerating rates will
reduce our B-25 and C-47 inventories materially and attention will
be focused on replacements.* The question is how many, what
type, and why?

We should provide aircraft of appropriate types for con-
tinuation training of three general pilot categories—fghter,
bomber, and transport. While the lines of definition that separate
them are not clean-cut, the three categories are still used by
Air Training Command and in personnel classification actions.
This does not imply that we should stock heavy, medium, and light
bombers, but that we should have types suitable for all bomber
pilots to fly during staff and command assignments. Today these
pilots should be flying something as modern as the B-57 or the
cheaper twin-jet T-37 instead of the B-25. The same reasoning
applies to providing suitable jet craft such as the T-33 or the T-37
for fighter pilots and modernized transports like the C-131 for
transport pilots.

*The Air Force and Navy arc considering buying “off-the-shelf* jet executive transports, the
first of their kind.



CHAIRBORNE MINUTEMEN 75

The needed numbers of each category could be determined
on a profile study showing the average man-hours ot bomber,
fighter, and transport pilots in CRT training at any particular
time. The resulting figure would need refinement to compensate
for density of assignment differences. For instance Air University
or Headquarters USAF, with a large CRT population, could be
assigned bulk numbers of the three categories more easily than
could a small station with only a few pilots of each category. Some
adjustment would be needed if the requirement for providing
airlift should outweigh that for crew training. Should tactical
unit mobility and airlift support become critical, as well it might
in view of today's shortage of airlift, the number of transport
aircraft procured and assigned for CRT use should be increased
proportionately, and a cross-training of CRT pilots could be ex-
pected to result. While the B-57, T-37, T-33, and C-131 may be
appropriate today, the scene changes rapidly. To do justice to the
airplane the problem should be reviewed at least once a year with
the latest aircraft inventory and production schedule at hand.

The final responsibility for any CRT program lies with the
individual. To keep his cockpit point of view the pilot must see
to it that he keeps abreast of the latest in weather and control
problems. He must do his best to broaden his experience by main-
taining close contact with the tactical units and by participating
in their operational problems and training. If he will do his part
the Air Force will maintain and no doubt upgrade the quality of
the desk-bound pilot.

Air War College
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HIGH DEFENSE ORGANIZATION
Some British Viewpoints

BRIGADIER GENERAL W. BArRTON LEACH, USAFR

HE PATTERNS of British thinking on the higher organization of defense
Tstructure have held major interest for American airmen since the days in
1917-18 of their own abrupt entry into major-league military aviation. At that
time Britain recognized the importance of air power by establishing an Air
Ministry in the Government and elevating the Royal Flying Corps from
auxiliary status in the Army to a third national service, the Royal Air Force.

In Great Britain, as in the United States, the integration and control of
three armed forces have offered difficulties and stimulated a variety of opinion.
This paper briefs a series of views, some from published sources and others
not, expressed by influential persons in England concerning the current British
defense organization and possibilities of its improvement.* Considering their
experienced origin, these views may also be relevant to the development of
defense organization in the United States.

These views include advocacy of

a. reducing the three present services to “arms” of a single service,
eliminating the three service ministers and transferring their authority to the
Minister of Defence, and substituting a single Chief of Staff for the present
Chiefs of Staff Committee (Field Marshal Lord Montgomery and Lt. Gen.
Sir Ian Jacob),

b. keeping things pretty much as they are (Marshal of the Royal Air
Force Sir John Slessor),

¢. merging the Royal Navy and Royal Air Force, leaving the Army as a
separate service (Vice-Admiral John Hughes-Hallett),

d. strengthening the Minister of Defence (while still retaining the three
Service ministers) and extending the use of civilian chairmen of inter-service
committees (Air Vice-Marshal E. J. Kingston-McCloughry).

*Since the time when General Leach compiled this material, the Brit<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>