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material for overall length.

RECONNAISSANCE

{Editor’s Note: The following letter is in re-
sponse to two articles from earlier editions of
Airpower Journal—specifically, “Tactical Em-
ployment of Strategic Air Power in Korea” from
Winter 1988 and “Air Battle 2000 in the NATO
Alliance: Exploiting Conceptual and Techno-
logical Advances” from the Winter 1987-88
issue.]

We are living in the age of information. Telecom-
munications and the electronic transfer of data
and information occur at a rate that is staggering
to the mind. The battlefield of tomorrow is no
different. The battle lines will demand faster
means of gathering and disseminating informa-
tion than ever before. 1 believe that the future of
aerial reconnaissance lies in remotely piloted
vehicles (RPVs) and in improved systems for
aircraft that are currently in the inventory. Each
threat level—low, medium. and high—presents
a different challenge to the designers of any
system or platform that will meet the needs of
each situation.

Aerial reconnaissance is worth its weight in
gold. Some of the missions in which it will most
likely be used include (1) advance warning of
troop transfers (indicating escalation. potential
outbreaks of hostilities, and related informa-
tion}, (2) target acquisition {including identify-
ing. pinpointing location, and assessing strength
of materials needed to engage ground targets).
(3) battle-damage assessment (determining the
results of strikes against targets), and (4) other
general-purpose intelligence gathering.

This list is by no means complete. | believe
that the current platforms are adequate for mis-
sions in low-threat environments and most of
those in medium-threat environments. Aircraft
such as the C-130 Hercules and even the older
C-47s have proven themselves reliable and cost-

effective for these tyvpes of missions. Their over-
all size and stability provide excellent platforms
for even the nost advanced cameras and equip-
ment. The medium-threat environment can cer-
tainly be met by such platforms as the RF-4 and
other reconnaissance aircraft that are equipped
with electronic countermeasures devices. It is
within the high-threat environment that [ feel
most changes could and should be made.

As an example, let’s look at the mission of
battle-damage assessment. Under heavy fire and
in situations requiring up-to-the-minute intelli-
gence, we have relied upon the audacity and
daring of reconnaissance pilots and their expen-
sive hardware.

Now, imagine a scenario in which an RPV
carrying advanced sensing equipment were to
accompany a strike force on a run. After the first
aircraft made an attack, the inexpensive drone
could loiter in the vicinity of the target and
instantaneously relay information to the striking
aircraft. showing whether a second aircraft
needed to attempt a run. This would reduce the
exposure of manned aircraft to enemy fire. The
RPVs | have mentioned are certainly not a new
idea, but an idea whose time has come.

Advances in the technology associated with
such vehicles clearly point the way. Providing
that drones remain inexpensive, | see no reason
why we could not expect to see them opera-
tional within four to five years. By “inex-
pensive,” | mean that the optical and sensing
equipment would account for the major portion
of the cost.

Shifting this mission to unmanned vehicles
would free up more equipment and funds for
primary attack and fighter aircraft. As men-
tioned earlier. the ideal system would include
the ability to directly transfer the imagery te the
aircraft accompanying an RPV on the mission.
This could also be expanded to include the
transfer of information to the rear. where unit
commanders could assess the situation first-
hand. Other advantages would be that the drone
could then be expendable. since the information
would not have to be retrieved and processed
like film before it could be used. “Expend-
ability" in this sense means that the drone could
be directed into hostile fire and remain close to



poth the ground and the target. Even as it goes to
its destruction, it could provide close-up images
that would allow more accurate assessments of
the damage.

Increased availability to instantaneous infor-
mation implies emphasis on the associated
training that would be required of unit com-
manders. In fact, there would be a need for
personnel at every level to become aware of the
principles of photo/imagery interpretation so as
to prevent good information from becoming bad
analysis. If commanders are to have access to
more information, they must also increase their
ability to mentally process and use the infor-
mation. Of course, this could not replace the
experience and talents of professional photo-
interpreters. There will always be a demand
within the military for this skill, and any efforts
made toward remotely piloted aerial reconnais-
sance would merely enhance their work rather
than replace it. Oddly enough, there is a fear
among pilots that their positions are somehow
threatened by remotely piloted reconnaissance
drones. I do not see this as a valid concern.
There will always be a need for trained, skilled,
and talented pilots. Yet. to fend off the inevitable
advances in the field of remote drones is to be
rather shortsighted. Let us welcome the future
technological breakthroughs with open arms;
they will allow us to put lives on the line only
when there is no viable alternative. Where we
have the capability, | do not see how we could
take any other course. After all, is not the
preservation of life and the quality of that life
the reason for a military system in the first
place?

Cadet Jeffrey |. Godfrey, AFROTC
Brigham Young University, Utah

HOT AIR BALLOONS

Congratulations to Maj Franklin J. Hillson on his
Summer 1989 article “Barrage Balloons for Low-
Level Air Defense.” It was well written and
provocatively supported.

Shame on him. though, for being so politically
naive as to think that a simple. nondevelopmen-
tal, cheap. effective, and readily available sys-
tem has a chance at all of being seriously
considered. He should know that even a concept
that has stood the test of combat operations in
two world wars has no chance of implementa-
tion unless it is expensive. technologically over-
sophisticated, unsupportable. and subject to
career building. | thought we were training our
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iron majors better than that. He won't survive
long in the big world of Washington yuppie
politics unless he mends his ways.

To make this program a success, Major Hillson
will have to address safety consideration (how
do we keep our own pilots from running into
them? | suggest we install global positioning
system [GPS] locating beacons on each balloon
and exchange precision location information via
Joint Tactical Information Distribution System
[JTIDS] Class IV terminals). He will also have to
address how to make them capable of with-
standing hurricane-force winds (hurricanes are
very common in the Central Region. | suggest we
tether them to a ground control module {GCM].
suitably configured for nuclear, biological,
chemical [NBC] operations, all-terrain traversal,
and with interactive-distributed, precision,
semiactive, redundant control capabilities. The
tether could be of fiber-optic-capable, multilay-
ered, KEVLAN II, composite construction.) Ma-
jor Hillson will also have to address cost
sharing, multislice funding, and balloon-off test-
ing before we can even begin to consider going
to the acquisition board for consideration. He
has a lot of work to do.

A good first effort, though.

Col Wayne A. Possehl, USAF
Norfolk, Virginia

AN EOD DEFICIENCY

Lt Col Joe Boyles and Capt Greg K. Mittelman
(“Paradox of the Headless Horseman,” Spring
1989} point out that the deficiency concerning
explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) is one of
ill-equipped but otherwise capable and adept
noncommissioned officers (NCOs). Yet, their
solution is not to properly equip these capable
NCOs but to provide long-term (commissioned)
officer leadership. Their solution doesn't fit the
problem-another paradox.

Because all solutions must fit problems,
surely they're not suggesting that “dedicated.
long-term officer leadership™ must be the tools
or the equipment EOD senior NCOs need to use
to develop the “vision, doctrine, and bureau-
cratic apparatus necessary to carve out a mission
statement.” Neigh. That's too much like a horse
of a different color.

Their sentiment about EOD senior NCO lead-
ership reminds me of another one: only commis-

Continued on page 91



TO PROTECT AN AIR BASE . . .

Bric Gen Ravymonp E. Bewt, Jr,, USAR, ReTireD

A rebel band took its Stingers to

T IS a rigorous challenge to protect an
air base against ground attack. It was for
the Soviets in Afghanistan. It will be for
the US Central Command (USCENT-
COM) as well. This article therefore focuses
on USCENTCOM's area of operations in
Southwest Asia where unilateral efforts at
Army-Air Force ground defense integration
are required. unlike in Europe where air
base ground defense is a multinational

the Soviet air base at Qandahar
[Afghanistan], set up shop not far from
the end of the runway. .

Wall Street Journal

NATO challenge. This challenge, to be sure,
is not new—except, that is, for the United
States Army.

In Vietnam, for example, air base ground
defense was a major problem for both the
US Air Force and Marine Corps. In fact,
from the establishment of the first airdrome
until 1 November 1964, ground defense of
airfields was pretty much an academic ex-
ercise for the US military. Then, on that



November day—two days before the US
national elections—harsh reality stung the
United States. At the large air base at Bien
Hoa. north of Saigon. South Vietnam, a
sudden Communist ground attack killed
four Americans. wounded another 76, and
destroved 27 aircraft.

It was the turning point for the Air Force,
which heretofore had concentrated almost
exclusively on internal base security. The
attack left the Air Force little choice but to
start looking beyond the base perimeter.

It would take another twenty years. how-
ever, for the US Army to become doctrin-
ally involved. Throughout the Vietnam
conflict, the Army was but a casual partic-
ipant in protecting Air Force bases. In Au-
gust 1965, for example, Lt Gen John L.
Throckmorton said Army troops would not
secure air bases. There were not enough
soldiers for the mission. In December 1965
Gen William Westmoreland reiterated the
Army stand. He felt that every US military
member. regardless of service. must be pre-
pared to engage the enemy in combat. The
result was that no Army troops were ever
completely dedicated to the task.

Westmoreland's words still ring true. but
the context within which they are viewed
is different. Today the Army and the other
services squarely face the major challenge
of air base ground defense. And the chal-
lenge has stirred some vigorous concern.

The Threats

In World War Il, the most critical ground
threat to an airfield was its seizure. German
tactics against Allied air bases had become
fairly standardized by 1940. In his book
The Second World War, 1939-1945, noted
military writer |. F. C. Fuller states:

The German technique in attacking aero-
dromes interesting. First came bombers
which from medium levels attacked the pe-
ripherv in order to drive the enemy A.A.
gunners to shelter. Next came dive-bombers
and machine-gunning fighters to keep the
defenders in their shelters. “These were fol-
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lowed at once by parachute troops, dropped
into the aerodrome. And so, when the defend-
ers came up for air, they found themselves
looking into the muzzles of tommy-guns."’

The Germans used these techniques in
1941 in the invasion of Crete. but the as-
sault was a very costly airborne seizure
operation. German paratroop and airlanded
soldiers captured the British air base at
Maleme, which was the key to driving the
Commonwealth soldiers off the island. But
in spite of its success, the assault also
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meant the end of large-scale German air-
borne operations. The losses to the Luft-
waffe and its airborne troops were so
devastating that they deterred Hitler from
ever trying such a scheme again. Neverthe-
less, we could expect the Soviets to follow
a similar pattern today if they tried such
operations.

Later, in Vietnam, air bases were also
prime enemy targets, but the major threats
there ended up being rockets and sappers.
On 27 February 1967, for example, the
Vietcong fired 56 Soviet-made 122-mm
rockets into the Da Nang Air Base for the
first time. The rockets were a favorite
weapon of the Vietcong, and on this occa-
sion the rockets caused considerable casu-
alties and much damage. Until countered,
they continued to be effective.

On the other hand. on 1 July 1965. an
enemy sapper (demolition) squad got
through the perimeter wire onto the flight
line at Da Nang. It destroyed three C-130
transports and three F-102 fighters while
damaging three more F-102s. The raiders
came through the thickly populated area
for which the South Vietnamese armed
forces were responsible. Such actions hap-
pened many times.

Today airborne operations. rockets, and
sappers continue to be important threats,

but each have their drawbacks. Air assaults
take time, surprise, extensive planning
and air superiority. The effectiveness of
rockets is decreased by aircraft dispersion,
berms, bunkers, revetments, and emplace-
ments. Alert and pervasive defenses can
also thwart rocket attacks as well as sapper
sorties. Against a well-defended air base,
the sappers’ chances of success rapidly
decrease.

Although the aforementioned threats are
still important, modern technology has pro-
vided an even more sinister threat—the
shoulder-launched guided missile.

The Most
Demanding Threat

“A rebel band . . . blasted a few Soviet
planes as they tried to take-off with fuel and
ammunition, then melted in the hills.” So
reported the Wall Street Journal on 16 Feb-
ruary 1988.° For a potential horror story,
substitute the words United States for So-
viet. Enough said.

From Pearl Harbor to Da Nang. some people have
thought that keeping aircraft lined up close together
made sense, but it only provided lucrative targets for
the enemy.




The wing commander’s primary mission
is to generate a large number of aircraft
sorties. That is. he wants to launch as many
armed aircraft as possible to flv missions
against the enemy. He needs to be able to do
that any time the aircraft are required. and
he wants the sky as clear as possible over
the air base. particularly when he launches.

It can be argued that an aircraft is most
vulnerable when it takes off. The pilot has
to be concerned with maneuvering with a
full load of fuel and munitions. He is very
busy at and just after lift-off. and his ability
to protect himself against hostile attack is
very limited.

An aircraft returning from a mission, on
the other hand. is generally low on fuel and
has expended its munitions. The pilot can
usually go around for a second landing
attempt if he needs to. He is actively look-
ing for impediments to his landing. If the
air base is under attack. he probably has the
option of diverting to another field for more
fuel and armaments. The launching air-
craft. however. get no second chance at
taking off or being diverted.

Maintena 1
enemy att OF ing
damage t and

mainte
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Enter then the aggressor with the
shoulder-fired guided missile. The threat of
missiles flying up the tail pipes of US
aircraft as they lift off is real and hard to
counter. If the need for air base ground
defense ever needed a clarion call for im-
mediate attention, this threat surely is it.
So intimated Bernard E. Trainor in the
15 February 1989 issue of the New York
Times when he wrote:

American officers are also studying the effect
of hand-held anti-aircraft missiles, like the
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Stinger. on the battlefield. They are pleased
with the Stinger's success, but worry about
the consequences of that success on their own
tactics.”

Who Will
Counter the Threat?

Unfortunately, responsibility for counter-
ing the threat of hand-held antiaircraft mis-
siles has long been a vague area for the
Americans. Such is not the case for the
British. Soon after the fall of the airfield at
Maleme in Crete, the British moved to solve
their own situation. In February 1942 the
Roval Air Force Regiment was created. Full
responsibility for local airdrome ground
defense operations became the sole respon-
sibility of the British Air Ministry. To this

day, the Royal Air Force. with its integral
ground component, executes the air base
ground defense mission.

It also appears that the United States was
moving in the same direction early in the
war. On 12 February 1942 the Army Air
Forces (AAF) began to form air base secu-
rity battalions, but they were never fully
organized and were inactivated in 1943.
Later, the Key West Agreement of 21 April
1948 left out any mention of a ground
combat mission on our bases for the new
US Air Force.

In the Korean conflict, air base ground
defense was a moot point. Although there
were thousands of Korean guerrillas roam-
ing the rear areas. they never attacked an
airfield. Nevertheless. the Air Force almost
quadrupled its police strength to 39.000
personnel in a year and a half. It also

) ' b
Keeping one’s head down during an attack can result in losing the battle. as the British found out in Crete during
World War Il. Enemy air attacks by the Germans were followed up by airborne assault and air landings. The same
tactics can be expected from a Soviet assault on an air base. a i

|
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aunched a crash program to procure ar-
nored cars, machine guns, recoilless rifles,
and other infantry weapons.

It was the Air Force's Strategic Air Com-
mand (SAC) that first really picked up on
the need for sound air base ground defense
doctrine. In the October 1952 edition of
SAC Manual 205-2. SAC recognized that
the Army could not be expected to defend
Air Force installations that were not vital to
the accomplishment of the Army’'s own
missions. SAC saw the responsibility rest-
ing firmly on the Air Force's shoulders. It
hoped for the Army’s participation but saw
distance and other, more pressing missions

: -
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as forcing the Air Force to having to go it
alone.

In Vietnam, nevertheless. the Air Force at
first ignored air base ground defense. In-
stead, it concentrated on physical security
on the bases. The Vietnamese were left to
provide protection outside the base.

Not so. however, with the US Marine
Corps. In March 1965 the 9th Marine Expe-
ditionary Brigade was assigned to protect
the air base at Da Nang. But it took a while
to work out an effective and coherent plan.
At first. battalions of the 9th Marine Infan-
try Regiment were employed in coordina-
tion with the Vietnamese. A provisional
base defense battalion was organized and
then disbanded in the summer of 1965.
In 1966 the 1st Military Police Battalion
(USMC) arrived and worked a three-tier
protective operation. In addition to aggres-
sively patrolling outside the base perime-

fense force after the loss of Crete. The RAF Regiment now

at air base ground defense teams and Army forces should
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Da Nang AB. Vietnam. 1967. An example of the kind
of destruction that a quick, elusive
enemy attack can cause.

ter. the Marines fortified and wired much of
the installation. It took almost another 20
years for the Army and Air Force together
to make a decision similar to that made by
the Marines in Vietnam.

In 1984 mutual agreement between the
Air Force and the Army was reached as to
who would provide ground protection to
Air Force bases. In peacetime and in the
continental United States (CONUS). at all
times, the responsibility is that of the Air

10




orce. Outside CONUS during war the re-
sponsibility for protection outside the air
hase belongs to the US Army Military Po-
ice Corps.

Air Force
Security Forces

Whereas there is agreement between the
Army and Air Force on who does what,
there is still an internal dilemma within the
Air Force. It is still not definitely deter-
mined to what extent the Air Force itself
will participate in its own defense.

The successful defense of an air base is
oredicated on keeping the base functioning

.fobile air base ground defense teams are designed to

defend the perimeter of a base from attack. The Air
Force has shown its adaptability to ground warfare
with such teams. Coordination with Army military
»olice operating outside the perimeter will signifi-
cantly improve base security.
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under all circumstances. Sortie genera-
tion is everything. Essentially this means
launching aircraft into the air and on their
way into battle. Once they return, the
planes must be refueled, rearmed, and pos-
sibly recrewed as quickly as possible and
dispatched forthwith.

The problem arises as to what those Air
Force personnel who are not charged spe-
cifically with guarding the base or have no
aircraft to service do when the base is
under ground attack. Do they grab weapons
and fight, or do they “go to ground”? Con-
sidering the World War Il German airfield
attack technique, “going to ground” might
mean the demise of the air base.

As a result of US War Department Gen-
eral Order 7 in 1927, marksmanship train-

The Air Force would like to see dedicated Army units
assigned to defend air bases, but for the Army that is
not a practical solution. Nonetheless, military police
are assigned this role outside of the United States in
wartime.
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ing was denied Army aircraft mechanics
and other technicians. Army Air Corps per-
sonnel were to receive no more infantry
training than how to march and salute.

On the other hand, on 29 June 1941, after
the fall of the base at Maleme. Prime Min-
ister Winston Churchill of Great Britain
ordered the Royal Air Force into a ground
combat role. He noted that “every airfield
should be a stronghold of fighting air-
groundmen, and not the abode of uni-
formed civilians in the prime of life
protected by detachments of soldiers.”
There was not much doubt in the minds of
the British airmen as to where their duty
lay.

Today, however, the issue is not at all
clear-cut. One of the biggest inhibitors
to training all airmen to defend them-
selves and to function as infantry is cost-
effectiveness. Is it worth the cost to train so
many Air Force personnel for such a prob-
lematical situation as defending an air-
field? An even more potentially dangerous
situation would be the inability to coordi-
nate properly all the firepower thus gener-
ated. Might it be better to have a few airmen
who are well armed and trained to fight
properly than have everyone shooting at
everyone else, thereby also jeopardizing the
successful defense of the base? There has
been no firm Air Force-wide decision as of
yet.

Security Police

The Air Force has, nevertheless, taken
many positive steps to enhance its air base
ground defense forces. Primary responsibil-
ity within the Air Force for such missions
rests with the security police. For normal

internal security and law and order func-
tions, the security police are organized into
security police squadrons that are much
like US Army military police (MP) ele-
ments on Army posts. They are very much
in evidence on duty at the gate and in
patrolling throughout the air base. They are
less obvious performing security duties on
the aircraft ramps unless one tries to make
an unauthorized entry into some off-limits
area.

For the defense of the air base, the secu-
rity police assume a different posture. They
are organized into air base ground defense
flights. The basic formation, consisting of
44 personnel, is equivalent to a Marine
Corps infantry platoon and is also orga-
nized somewhat like one.

The flight is commanded by a captain
and has a platoon sergeant known as a
police superintendent. Three radio/tele-
phone operators complete the five-member
flight headquarters element. The flight is a
heavily armed fighting unit with extensive
communications capability. Each flight has
three squads of 13 airmen each as its fight-
ing elements. The squads are further di-
vided into three teams of four airmen each
and have a noncommissioned officer as
squad leader. Each team leader is armed
with an M-16 rifle. A second team member
is also armed with an M-16, as is a third
who carries an M203 grenade launcher at-
tached to his weapon. The fourth team
member is armed with an M-60 machine
gun.

The standard air base ground defense
unit does not have organic transportation.
There are. however. mobile flights that are
equipped with the new high-mobility mul-
tipurpose wheeled vehicle (HMMWYV]). In
addition, all flights are well supplied with
the materiel required to defend fighting
positions. This includes copious amounts
of sandbags. timber, and barbed wire to
secure defensive sites.

The Air Force's Korean and Vietnamese
experience regarding heavier equipment
has also not been forgotten. As a result, th'e
Air Force has continued to procure a vari-
ety of heavy infantry weapons. The 81-mm



mortar, .50-cal. heavy machine gun, 90-mm
recoilless rifle. and 40-mm automatic gre-
nade launcher are in the Air Force inven-
tory.

Special teams that reinforce the basic
organization fight against heavy weapons.
There is the two-man heavy machine gun
section that may be attached as reinforce-
ment to a flight. The weapon is used in
either its ground or vehicular-mounted
configuration. There is also a two-man re-
coilless rifle section for employment
against tanks and other armored vehicles.
The 90-mm rifle is a good match for the
light tracked fighting vehicles of the threat
forces' airborne armor unit.

Then there is the four-man mortar sec-
tion. Its function is to fire signal flares and
smoke shells as well as to hit pinpoint
targets. The range of the mortar allows it to
be used in support of both the air base
ground defense flight and the military po-
lice operating outside the perimeter.

In Vietnam. Army defensive units became quite adept
at directing air support. such as this AC-47 gunship.
in air base defense. That expertise needs to be re-
gained to effectively defend air bases today.
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Finally, there are other Air Force units
designated to assist in base defense. But
those units basically augment the standard
air base ground defense flight.

In spite of all the necessary ingredients,
however, there is one important element
presently missing. There is no unit struc-
ture above the flight level. like an air base
ground defense squadron, to effectively co-
ordinate the defense against all the afore-
mentioned elements. It is not yet known in
the field how all the flights and teams will
be organized to conduct operations under
the aegis of the base defense operations
center (BDOC). Thus some pertinent ques-
tions go unanswered. For example, is a
standard air base ground defense squadron
consisting of several flights and weapons
teams to be organized for defense of large
air bases? If so, will the air base commander
be assigned several squadrons or will there
be just one with several flights assigned to
it per base? Such questions must be an-
swered soon because the Air Force security
forces are not the only ones concerned with
the answers. The Army’s military police
also need to know the answers so they can
fight beside the Air Force in a coordinated
manner.
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Army Air Base
Ground Defense Forces

The US Army, charged with the task of
guarding air bases under the 1984 Memo-
randum of Agreement, gave the job to its
military police. A look at the military po-
lice combat support structure shows it is
well suited to accomplish its share of the
task.

The basic organization that will fight
alongside the Air Force security police is
the MP combat support company. It con-
sists of a company headquarters and four
identically organized platoons. The 33-
member platoon has a headquarters staff of
three people: a lieutenant platoon leader, a
platoon sergeant, and a driver who also
operates the vehicular radio. There are
three squads of three teams each led by
a noncommissioned squad leader for a
total of 10 MPs per squad. Each team is
armed with M-16 rifles, pistols, a grenade
launcher, a machine gun, and light antitank
weapons. In the near future, a squad auto-
matic weapon (SAW) and the automatic
grenade launcher will be introduced.

Thus a platoon, with its 10 mobile-
mounted weapon systems, represents a po-
tent fighting force when assembled as a
unit. At the same time, because of its mo-
bility, the platoon can operate effectively as
scouts over a large area. The unit has the
ability to communicate and move in both a
vehicular and on-foot mode.

The platoon. however, is rarely em-
ployed as one element in the sense that a
tank or mechanized infantry platoon would
be. The platoon's principal worth is to be
found in its ability to obtain information, to
report it accurately, to call in supporting
fires, and, only if necessary, to fight. The
combat military policeman is really a
“super scout.” At the same time, however,
he must also be an accomplished artillery
forward observer and even a forward air
controller. US Army military policemen
must, therefore, learn the techniques for
calling in aircraft flying close air support
missions.

Calling in artillery fire and directing at-
tacking aircraft are relatively new tasks for
military police. But the exigencies of fight-
ing in the rear areas make it mandatory that
they be able to do so. In Vietnam, for
example, the AC-47, dubbed "Puff the
Magic Dragon,” was particularly effective
in destroying Communist airfield attackers.
Since Vietnam was really one big “rear
area” and “Puff” with its three 7.62-mm
miniguns capable of firing 18,000 rounds of
ammunition per minute was so lethal,
“Puff’'s” modern version will again be very
much in demand. Consequently, the em-
ployment of the up-to-date AC-130 Spectre
is part of the Air Force security police
training. It needs to be part of the Army’s as
well.

Air Force
Operational Techniques

The Air Force has moved rapidly to train
its security police in air base ground de-
fense techniques. Such training has been
and is being done at such places as Nellis
AFB in Nevada. The concept of how to
operate in a joint mode, however, needs
much more practice. USCENTCOM, recog-
nizing the shortfall, has already conducted
a joint air base ground defense exercise.

If practice is lacking, doctrine is not.
Basically, the Air Force security elements
are responsible for defending the close de-
fense area (CDA). This area includes all
facilities and territory on the air base out to
what is very roughly considered “the pe-
rimeter wire.” This real or imaginary line,
strung out along commanding terrain fea-
tures if possible, is usually delineated by
field fortifications manned by Air Force
security police. who establish themselves
as if they were infantry units in the defense.

Where the air base and all its ancillary
elements are collocated, the task of provid-
ing internal base defense is relatively sim-
ple. The problem arises where the.f}lel
supply—or more likely, the ammunition



dump—is some distance from the flight
line and runways. Communications facili-
ties located off the base also complicate
matters.

If the dump. fuel point, communications
site. or some other key installation is an
exclusive Air Force responsibility. then the
Air Force will provide the security. But
if the facilities are shared with the Army.
or host nation, then the responsibility is
shared. Each facility would initially have
to defend itself against the attackers. As
the fighting escalates, military police and
mobile Air Force security police would
respond. Finally, a major tactical combat
organization would be emploved to defend
against a major attack by airborne or airmo-
bile forces.

To facilitate dealing with attackers, plan-
ners have established three levels of threat
to determine the degree of response neces-
sarv. Level | threats are those that a US
Army troop unit should be able to counter.
Saboteurs and agents fall into this category.
Level II threats are the military police's
responsibility and consist of small groups
of marauders that combat support or ser-
vice support troop units cannot effectively
counter. Level Il threats require the em-
ployment of major Army combat forces. as
in the case of an airborne assault in the rear
area.

Air Force units use the Army’s basic
techniques to defend against threat Levels |
and II "inside the wire.” These techniques
are taught to Air Force security police by
the Army at Fort Dix, New Jersey. where all
airmen with a security police Air Force
specialty code (AFSC) are given basic and
advanced individual training. This came
about as the result of another Memorandum
of Agreement which. in effect. made the
Army the contractor for teaching airmen
basic infantry fighting techniques. Infantry
tactics or basic unit training for air base
ground defense, however, is conducted on
Air Force bases like Nellis AFB. If what can
be seen at Nellis is any indication as to the
effectiveness of the joint basic Army-Air
Force training, one can be assured that the
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results are potent. A visit to the stone-
strewn desert area quickly reveals just how
good infantrymen Air Force security police
can be.

Thus, the Army soldier who must fight
alongside the Air Force “soldier” can be
comfortable when he talks about fields of
fire, aiming stakes, and fighting positions.
The airman knows how to dig in, set up his
weapons, and take the enemy under fire.

Army Operations

Whereas the Air Force's overall security
role is fairly well defined, the Army’s is less
so. It is not that the Army’s role is unusu-
ally difficult, but rather it is a matter of
emphasis. Military police are most evident
in a law-and-order mode. They also train
to fight. but the operational requisites of
peacetime often relegate such training to a
backseat.

In wartime, however, the military police
maneuver outside the base perimeter to
execute air base ground defense tasks. They
operate on the base only when their fire-
power and mobility are needed to repel
aggressors who have penetrated the outer
limits of the CDA. Basically, the military
police mission is to detect and break up an
enemy attack before it threatens the air
base's operations. This. for example, is the
best way to deal with the guerrilla with the
hand-held missile. MPs act as light cavalry,
constantly moving about and reconnoiter-
ing, keeping the potential attacker off-
balance. not allowing him the luxury of just
sitting at the end of the runway with a
missile poised to fire at an aircraft.

The military police will conduct inten-
sive patrol and combat operations over an
area that extends from three to five kilome-
ters from the base perimeter. The actual
distance depends on an analysis of the unit
mission, enemy threat. terrain in the area,
and troops and time available. Beyond this
area, which is called the main defense area
(MDA) is the screening force area (SFA).
also a military police responsibility.
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The goal is to keep the enemy as far away
from the air base as possible and particu-
larly out of those areas directly under an
aircraft's flight path. The accomplishment
of that goal allows the air base to function
effectively and helps prevent the enemy
from shooting down launching aircraft. The
best possible outcome is for the air base
commander to never experience an enemy
ground presence. If the military police are
doing their job. the air base commander
will not see the MPs either.

Any threat is handled basically the same
way, much as the 1st MP Battalion of the
Marines did in Vietnam, but with a large
dose of intelligence and local indigenous
coordination. The military police control
the movement around and access into the
air base by using a combination of highly
mobile patrols—foot, motorized, and air-
borne—observation posts and traffic and
straggler control points, and searches and
ambushes. Again, they emphasize sanitiz-
ing the critical area under the aircraft's
takeoff flight path. Actions range from in-
terim checking of credentials and suspi-
cious people to acting as the “eyes and
ears” of a major combat force deploying to
attack an enemy airhead. Because all these
actions are highly dependent on utilizing
an effective intelligence network. continu-
ing cooperation with local police and au-
thorities is very important.

The MP companies performing the air
base ground defense mission will operate
in sectors. They will deploy the platoons to
cover likely avenues of enemy approach
and missile and rocket-firing positions and
then establish a patrol and outpost plan.
The MPs will stay as mobile as possible and
will not be tied down to guarding fixed
positions. When MPs dig in, they will only
prepare hasty fighting positions so as to be
able to move out quickly.

The vulnerable seam in this arrangement
is the detailed on-the-ground coordination
between the MP units and the security
police. For example, since the air base
ground defense flights have heavy weap-
ons, rules of engagement must be closely

coordinated. This goes as well for identifi-
cation signals and fields of fire. The Air
Force must have confidence in the Army
troops in front of them. Thus, they must
know when and when not to shoot in order
to avoid fratricide.

The enemy airborne assault, either by
parachute or helicopter, represents a seri-
ous challenge and makes Army-Air Force
coordination especially important. The at-
tacking force assembly area is the most
vulnerable part of such an assault. MPs
therefore pay particular attention to the
fringes of landing or drop zones where
assembling troops congregate. If possible,
MPs preregister Air Force mortar or AC-130
fires as well as Army artillery because in-
direct fire is especially effective against
troops assembling just after landing.

MPs must also keep from becoming deci-
sively engaged in any situation where the
enemy arrives in force. They will employ
delaying tactics as they reposition them-
selves to accomplish their mission more
effectively. If necessary, the MPs will with-
draw into the base defense system itself.
Once inside the perimeter, they will move
to previously designated positions from
where they can support the air base ground
defense flights in stopping the attack. The
MPs’ mobility also allows them to be em-
ployed effectively as a mobile reserve.

In the event a major US Army combat
formation is employed against a large en-
emy force, the MPs will operate as part of
the combat formation. They will perform
reconnaissance and fire-direction missions
in the same manner they would for the air
base commander. Having operated over the
terrain over which the enemy is moving,
terrain that would probably be new to the
major Army unit, the military police would
be in an excellent position to provide valu-




able information and assistance to the ma-
jor unit commander.

Command and Control,
A Major Issue

Basically. the control of all defense forces
on or around the base becomes the task of
the air base commander’s chief of security
police (CSP) who operates out of the BDOC.
The BDOC is, in turn, tied in with the
Army's command and control element for
fighting the rear area battle, the rear area
operations center (RAOC). The air base.
when part of the overall area defense sys-
tem, is considered a “base” or "base clus-
ter” in Army parlance. A base is a self-
contained defense system. A base cluster
comprises two or more such systems. An
airfield with 360-degree protection would
be considered such a base. On the other
hand, if elements of the air base cannot be
tied together physically, yet are still mutu-
ally supporting, the entire air base could be
considered a base cluster. Since the base or
base cluster is most likely located within a
zone for which the Army is responsible
overall, the Army must provide it the same
protection it would for Army units in the
same zone. Thus, Army formations that
fight the rear area battle for Army logistical
and other support elements would do the
same for the Air Force units also located
there. But as straightforward as this delin-
eation of responsibility is, there is still a
problem with how much control over the
MPs the Air Force gains and the Army
loses.

The Air Force would like military police
specifically dedicated to the air base com-
mander to protect the installation on a
continuing basis. The Army's position,
however, is that it is going to provide the
required assistance regardless of the spe-
cific command and control arrangement.
That is, since the Army is responsible for
protecting all the installations in the
Army’s areas of operations, an air base will
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get all the protection it needs. In fact, an air
base would get a very high priority for
protection since it is considered a critical
installation. MP units are assigned mis-
sions according to priorities established. so
air bases would be close to the head of the
list of critical installations defended by
military police. However, the number of
installations that can be afforded protection
will depend on how many MP units are
available.

Unfortunately. the Army does not have
sufficient military police resources to turn
over to the Air Force for its exclusive use.
But even if the resources were available,
the Army does not favor the concept of
putting such a valuable asset on the tight
leash that “dedication” implies. The mobil-
ity, communications, and firepower of mil-
itary police units give them a capability of
operating effectively over a wide area. To
tie them down in an exclusive air base
ground defense role is to rob them of their
full potential. The solution is to give con-
trol to the air base commander under the
same conditions military police would be
placed under the control of any base or base
cluster commander requiring MP support.

A Final Challenge

A final important challenge concerns
joint practice. Because military police and
security police have seldom worked to-
gether to any great extent, they are not
attuned to each other’'s normal modus
operandi. This was also a major problem
for the Air Force and Marines in Vietnam
when working with the host nation. To
meet this challenge requires a comprehen-
sive joint training program from which will
evolve a common understanding of every-
thing from the nuances of the services’
“lingo” to the application of the most so-
phisticated combat techniques.

The program needs to begin at the
platoon/flight level. Because Southwest
Asia is the one area where there are no
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host-nation agreements. it is the most crit-
ical one for the Army and Air Force to get
together. Nellis AFB, with its desert terrain
and its established courses, is an ideal
location to conduct such a program.

Within the context of this program, for
example, the service-peculiar language
challenge can be addressed. Thus the Army
can learn to talk to Air Force aircraft. The
Air Force can practice coordinating with
military police operating in front of their
positions. Both can learn to coordinate
time-sensitive operations like the passage
of friendly lines. Service-peculiar slang can
thereby become viable tools instead of con-
fusing nuisances.

Already Air Force officers and noncom-
missioned officers visit Army schools. Now
junior US Army MP officers and noncom-
missioned officers need to be able to take
advantage of the opportunities the Air
Force has to offer.

To Protect an Air Base

The US Stinger missile’s success in help-
ing to turn the tide in Afghanistan has also
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it has been in the past. Although we en-
courage informed debate on the most effec-
tive use of the air arm of the Australian
Defence Force (ADF), all too often in these
days of increasing jointness and integration
amongst defence forces, discussion centres
on the part that air power should play in
supporting the roles of the other services.
At the same time. there appears to be insuf-
ficient understanding of air warfare or ap-
preciation of its history to realise there are
equally valid and compelling strategies for
the employment of air power other than
helping to win a land or sea battle. While
no one doubts the importance of essential
mutual support among the three services in
achieving the war aim, some balance in the
debate needs to be restored in order that we

The Royal Australian Air Force traces its heritage to
the early days of flight. This heritage is now threat-
ened by the shortsighted thinking of some people who
would dole out Australian air power to other services.

Australians might become aware of the full
potential of that enormous force called air
power in our possession and the part it
should play in the defence of this nation.

In any appreciation of air power in
Australia’s defence, we might first ask our-
selves why air power should play a promi-
nent role—indeed, any role—in the defence
of this country. Few antagonists will see
no part at all for an aerial capability.
Rather, the question is what contribution
air power should offer to the Australian
military equation, as compared with that of
the more traditional land and sea powers.
More explicitly, how should this form of
combat power be employed and managed
when it is interacting with land and naval
forces? The issue then becomes one of
command and control of air power and
distribution of its assets. It is one of the
more pressing defence issues within Aus-
tralia today.

All too often, many people now see air
power only as a force to be carved up




among the other two services. Occasionally
they urge this action in the name of joint-
ness, but more often they do so in order that
the navy and army may better fulfill their
respective tasks. This line of reasoning is
oriented primarily to tasks or capabilities,
whereby one thinks in terms of the opti-
mum weapons or force mix—either biser-
vice or triservice—necessary to fulfill a task
or provide a capability within the joint
force. Moreover, this reasoning takes little
account of the various tasks each service
can achieve.! With sensible application.
force mixing has a valid place within our
strategic thinking: each component of com-
bat power, after all, is complementary. But
force mixing must not be allowed to domi-
nate our thinking to the exclusion of those
hard-learned lessons of history that vindi-
cate a continuing need to maintain three in-
dependent fighting arms of a defence force.
[f we need an integrated force from inde-
pendent armed services to complete a task
or mount a capability, we should carefully
weigh the benefits of this action against
possible disunity among the parent ser-
vices.

Disregard for single-service unity is evi-
dent in Australia today. There is a persis-
tent and irrationa! trend within the ADF
to parcel out packets of air assets as each
new requirement for joint-service capabili-
ties is identified. Either in supporting the
fleet at sea with a particular task such as
maritime strike operations or in meeting a
close-air-support requirement of the land
commander, permanent allocation of air
power seems to be the inevitable cry—and
damn the consequences. Oftentimes. peo-
ple advocate this course of action with little
thought for the integrity of the air force
as a unified entity or for the best use of
scarce air power resources. In fact, in the
interests of meeting a perceived single-
service need—not to mention one of joint
capability—we have gone to this extreme.
The transfer of the battlefield helicopter to
the army is the prime example. In this
instance. however, we must inquire about
the consequences: can the battlefield heli-
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copter retain its multirole capability in
its new livery? Will command and control
of the battlefield helicopter become so de-
centralised in Australia that this weapon
system will be unable to exploit the funda-
mental principles of mass and concentra-
tion?

The very fact that distribution of air
power is such an important issue within
the ADF is testimony to its relevance to
Australia, yet the intricacies of the proper
employment of air power are poorly under-
stood within all arms of the services. This
article explains the best use of air power for
Australia and the fundamental need to
keep it unified. We make these points by
substantiating the importance of air power
to our national defence, by explaining the
concept of unity of air power, and by anal-
ysing the consequences of divided air ser-
vices for this country.

Air Power’s Relevance
to Australia

The most conspicuous reason that the
use of the air is essential for Australia is the
nature of our continent—its geographical
position, topographical profile, distribu-
tion of people and resources, and its lack of
adequate lines of communications. Suffice
it to say, the nature of the continent de-
mands a force that can respond quickly,
over thousands of miles, with enough flex-
ibility to change roles rapidly. against a
variety of targets in locations often inacces-
sible by surface means. The type of force
needed is self-evident. Only by possessing
an effective air component of our military
force can we ever hope to exert influence
within our region at a time and place of our
choosing, during periods of both hostility
and peace.

Linked with geographical realities is a
national defence policy that gives priority
to stopping an aggressor in the sea/air gap.
especially to the north. The underlying
military concept is that of defence in depth






Much of the hardware used in the RAAF. such as this
F-111 (left). comes from the United States. But the
demands of defence in Australia are not met by
US defence doctrine. Therefore, the development of
a doctrine appropriate for Australia is the purpose of
the chief of the air staff's project. Just as the arma-
ment load of the RAAF's aircraft is versatile {above),
so too are the roles that air power can play. Violating
the principle of unity in air power diminishes this
versatility.

Such a defence policy is as expedient as it
is sensible because in most contingencies
this buffer zone must be crossed by any
aggressor, and here the enemy is most
vulnerable—particularly to attack from the
air. Further, we can ill afford a major lodge-
ment on our continent. It is politically
unacceptable, but—more pragmatically—
our relatively low population would be a
disadvantage in manpower-intensive war-
fare. For these and other more obvious
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reasons, Australia would try to avoid a
major land battle, except as a last resort.
Consequently, if the will of Australia is to
protect offshore assets and prevent a hostile
lodgement, it will need air power. In most
cases, air power will be the initial and,
most likely, the principal tool to use.

Indeed. any strategy of defence in depth
requires air power. It is a primary element
in maintaining surveillance of and gather-
ing intelligence in the sea/air gap, in con-
trolling this gap in times of threat, and in
defeating hostile forces should they at-
tempt to cross the seas or land on our
shores. In short, air power in Australia “is
needed to win the air battle, it is needed to
win the maritime battle, and it is needed to
win the land battle.”?

These, then, are the reasons that air
power is important for Australia. If this
nation is to defend itself effectively and
field the best possible deterrent forces, it

25
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must maintain credible, operationally effi-
cient, and state-of-the-art air forces that are
powerful by regional standards. Our geog-
raphy, manpower and economic resources,
and access to technology all attest to this
requirement, as does an Australian defence
policy of self-reliance achieved through
defence in depth. Most strategists and de-
fence thinkers in Australia today will en-
dorse these sentiments. What many of
them forget, however, is that if the ADF is
to have optimum military effectiveness, air
power—like any other form of combat
power—has to retain some unity of action
and purpose within the total force. As we
shall see, unity of air power is the cardinal
tenet of air power doctrine; yet. paradoxi-
cally, it is being avidly challenged in Aus-
tralia today.

The Concept of
Unity of Air Power

There is nothing mysterious or particu-
larly difficult to understand about unity of
air power. It evolved from hard-learned
historical lessons—namely, that the opera-
tional and organizational processes of
using the air for warfighting should be
commanded and controlled at the highest
practical level and by a single agency with
the best expertise to do so. Nor is the
concept of unity unique to air power. In-
deed. operational and organizational unity
is necessary with each form of combat
power—be it on land, at sea, or in air—
if each is to contribute fully to military
effectiveness. Historically, land power and
sea power were coordinated, organized,
and commanded—each within its own
dimension—for best effect. This traditional
responsibility of each form of combat
power for its own dimension was indeed
the rationale for the evolution of armies
and navies. Because the air is a separate
and independent dimension, air power also
needed a unity of coordination, organiza-
tion, and command along environmental

The Black Hawk helicopter (right, below) has
already been transferred to the army in Australia,
and there is pressure to turn over the RAAF's P-3
(right) to the navy. In both cases. the end result is

decreased versatility and a corresponding decrease
in capability within the Australian military.

lines to assure its most effective use. Thus,
this third dimension provided a similar
basis for the evolution of centrally com-
manded air forces.

Theoretically, unity of each form of com-
bat power is simply a set of historically
evolved principles. Practically, the applica-
tion of these principles generates interne-
cine argument because the application is
really about command and control. Bluntly
put, the debate centres on who within the
total force should own and employ the
resources of individual forms of combat
power while ensuring that the unified ac-
tion of each form is retained. Each service
argues that for best effect its own traditional
combat power demands command and con-
trol that should be, first, at the most appro-
priate level and, second, within the most
appropriate service—two dictums that are
common to land, sea, and air power.

The historical experience of air power
accords with these two dictums. Thus, air
forces argue in defence of unity of their
own combat power that unity of air power
means air assets must be retained under the
highest practical level of centralised com-
mand and control and that they must
be commanded by a leader experienced in
the application of air power. Air forces, in
fact, are adamant about these requirements
because historical experience also shows
that the impact of unity of air power has
even greater consequences for military ef-
fectiveness than the impact of unity of the
other combat powers. Similarly, experience
and logical analysis show that divided air
power produces disproportionately large
reductions in military effectiveness in com-
parison with the effects of disunity in land
or sea power. Aviators understand this ad-
verse consequence, and they argue tena-
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ciously for the indivisibility of air power,
a phrase synonymous with unity of air
power. Both phrases mean that air power
assumes its greatest strength when it is
applied holistically as a distinct entity,
rather than in a collection of roles. The
reasons for this conclusion warrant further
analysis.

The introduction to this article suggested
that support for the other services was only
one of the strategies available to air power.
Two other distinct but interactive aerial
strategies have direct application for air
forces and can have unmediated and inde-
pendent influence on the outcome of the
war. One is to attack an enemy’s warfight-
ing capacity—that is, to inflict moral or
material damage directly on his homeland.
The second is to oppose and defeat his air
forces. These strategies are termed strategic
strike and air superiority, respectively. The
three aerial strategies are not independent
actions whereby one follows another in
some battle campaign sequence. All three
are interactive and. in reality. would be
pursued simultaneously. Their hierarchy of
importance at a particular time must be
determined in the light of strategic as well
as tactical considerations.” This hierarchi-
cal determination requires a decision by a
supreme commander, with the advice of a
commander having full knowledge of air
power employment.

The second reason for unifying air power
is the ability to concentrate its force rapidly
in time and space—its greatest innate ad-
vantage. Concentration enables a force to be
decisive. If need be, the whole weight of the
air power force can be employed against a
single, most important target or, alterna-
tively. against an array of lesser targets.
Used properly (i.e., in accordance with the
correct employment doctrine and concen-
trated in time and space) air power can be
singularly decisive in affecting the outcome
of the war, rather than merely influencing
the land and sea battle by piecemeal appli-
cation.

The ability to use concurrent aerial strat-
egies and to concentrate air forces rapidly

indicates a completely different perspec-
tive of time and space within which air
power is employed in contrast to the per-
spective for land and sea power. The differ-
ences are substantial and deserve closer
examination if we are to fully understand
the aviator’s concern over the misuse and
division of air power and the diminution of
its effect. If we look at the traditional evo-
lution of command and control, the relative
perspectives of time and space will be more
evident.

First, the extent of military command
and control is commensurate with the com-
bat radius of action of the weapon system
involved. For example, the combat radius
of action of an infantry platoon, depending
on the time frame, is a day’s march or the
trajectory range of small arms munitions.
Therefore, it would make no sense to take
divisional artillery weapons, with ranges of
50 kilometres or more, and parcel them out
to command at battalion level or lower. As
we know. this is not done; artillery assets
are commanded at the highest possible
level. where the “big picture” is more evi-
dent.

What sense, then, does it make to break
up into penny packets a force with a com-
bat radius of action of hundreds or thou-
sands of miles, which can be used against a
variety of targets by reroling or reequipping
and which can have a big picture of strate-
gic proportions, compared with the more
tactical view of surface-locked combat
units? Even navy fleet units at sea with
speeds of advance of less than 40 knots and
combat radii of action limited either to
radar horizons or the ranges of surface-
launched weapons are. within realistic
time frames, tactical units. Air Force com-
bat units are capable of being used in the
macro (strategic) sense, whereas most other
combat units belong to the micro (tactical)
environment.

Linked directly with the “space™ per-
spective is the difference in appreciation of
time between air power forces and surface
forces. Surface forces, by virtue of the lim-
itations on their speed and mobility, think



more in terms of days and weeks to react
to a threat. manoeuvre, or redeploy their
forces. Air power operates in much shorter
time frames: its commanders think in terms
of hours and even minutes to complete a
task. Again. what sense does it make to
allocate sections of a highly responsive
force to commanders who traditionally
wage war at a much different pace? The
quantum difference in appreciations of
time and space between air forces and
surface forces is the basal premise for unity
of air power.?

There is a third. different aspect militat-
ing against the division of air power within
the total force. Today's modern air assets
are capable of more than one role. An
antitank weapon within an armyv is an an-
‘itank weapon. Within an air force. how-
2ver, it is also a battlefield air interdiction
weapon. perhaps an offensive counterair
weapon, and even an air defence weapon.
Dividing up these flexible assets to meet
arrow. specific requirements means that
hey are not available for reroling. A perti-
aent example is the P-3 aircraft in the Royal
Australian Air Force {RAAF) today. If P-3
ircraft are permanently assigned to the
1avy for fleet support functions, they will
10t be readily available for first-echelon,
avered defence roles of out-of-area recon-
aaissance and surveillance. as well as ad-
litional roles including electronic warfare.
earch and rescue, general transport. and
iirborne command and control. The result
rom this example and others is a reduction
n multirole flexibility that decreases the
fficiency and application of air assets and
liminishes national military effectiveness.

The foregoing are three operational rea-
sons that unity of air power is vital to
national military effectiveness. In addition
lo these operational aspects, there are two
ther important factors that also attest to
the necessity for unity of air power. They
ire the concept of critical mass and the
‘mportance of aerial expertise and contin-
1ed professional development to air pow-
‘r's proper application.

Critical mass. used in this context.

ONE-A-PENNY, TWO-A-PENNY 29

means the size of the entire body of an
independent force needed to support its
fighting edge—that is, the total infrastruc-
ture that, with the operational component,
makes for an effective warfighting entity.
The critical mass concept is especially rel-
evant for air forces because they have an
inherently high “tail-to-teeth” ratio; there-
fore, their critical mass is high. For exam-
ple. it takes the whole force of about 22,000
permanent serving members in the RAAF
today to maintain an organization whose
sole aim in a war is to launch a few hun-
dred individuals in a lesser number of
aircraft to meet a hostile threat. This con-
cept is difficult for many people to grasp.
both within and outside the ADF. What
many also fail to realise is that should these
few hundred operational assets be divided
among different agencies, each of these
agencies then requires an inordinately dis-
proportionate support “tail” to maintain its
own limited air power capability, com-
pared with the size of the tail required for a
single air force.

The ADF. now that it is committed to
self-reliance and if it is to achieve maxi-
mum military effectiveness, must be fully
aware of both sides of the tail-to-teeth equa-
tion before dividing its assets. This cogni-
zance was not so crucial in the past when
Australia conveniently neglected the sup-
port aspect of critical mass, as it so often
did because of its historical reliance on and
alliance with the United Kingdom and
United States. The ADF can no longer rely
on superpower support, nor should it con-
tinue to model its defence forces on those
of nations with vastly different resource
bases and national objectives. As with
other small. independent forces, Australia
must develop an appropriate infrastructure
to support the fighting edge of combat
power or, conversely, reduce the size of the
fighting force. Dividing air assets demands
a larger base of support; if the support is not
provided, effectiveness is reduced. Realis-
tically, the ADF must compare its force
structure and division of roles and assets
with other small, independent, but proven
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forces such as Israel’s, rather than continue
the traditional approach of half copying the
forces of larger allies, particularly those of
the United States.

Professional expertise, the second non-
operational factor, is also woven into the
argument for unity of combat power. This
expertise is the origin of the second dictum
that command must be retained within the
appropriate military discipline. The notion
is simple. Each service must exercise a
professional ability within its own combat
environment whilst at the same time ac-
knowledging and respecting the other ser-
vices' expertise to best operate and manage
their own combat power assets. In Austra-
lia today, the army and navy frankly do not
have the skill to properly employ the air
power that may be placed under their per-
manent command. Nor, conversely, does
the air force have the know-how to opti-
mise land or sea power for its own use,
should such a situation arise.

Few people will disagree that the army
is naturally oriented to the land as its pri-
mary operational environment, just as the
navy looks to the sea for its operations.
The best army and navy officers will natu-
rally be those most proficient in their par-
ticular service’s respective environment—
and rightly so. Just as some officers need to
be trained to operate on the land or at sea,
so do others need specialist training within
the third dimension, the air, as a primary
medium of operations. The air calls for
different strategic and operational thinking
as well as specialised skills, and it will
continue to do so into the foreseeable fu-
ture. Therefore, if the nation is to be served
by the same quality of professionalism
within the air environment, it must not
allow air power to become divided and
thus subordinate to other combat forces.
Otherwise, a curtailment of professional
development within the air environment
would ensue because army and navy offi-
cers would be preoccupied with their pri-
mary environments, resulting in a gradual
erosion of air power expertise.

In short, unity of air power constitutes a

cardinal tenet of basic air power doctrine
from which emanates all air force com-
mand and control thinking. In principle, its
evolution is no different from that of the
unity of other forms of combat power, but
unity of air power contributes more to
military effectiveness than does unity of
land or sea power. Air power is a bigger
contributor because its application allows
concurrent prosecution of the three inde-
pendently decisive air power strategies:
support for the other services, strategic
strike, and air superiority. Further, it en-
ables a force to concentrate firepower rap-
idly in time and space, and it offers a nation
all the benefits of multirole flexibility.
Three premises underlie the conclusion
that command of the air must be retained
by an airman at the highest practical level
and within an independent air service: the
practicalities of controlling weapon sys-
tems with radically different combat radii
of action and reaction times, the critical
mass needed to properly apply air power in
a high-technology force, and the require-
ment to generate the highest possible level
of professional expertise within each indi-
vidual service.

The Consequences of
Dividing Air Power
in Australia

All services have potential for disunity,
but none so great as air forces because
aircraft—unlike tanks or ships—are promi-
nent in all forms of warfare and readily
lend themselves to parcelling out. Air is
also the pervasive medium in any conflict.
Land and naval commanders are aware of
the importance of air to the success of their
own missions and naturally are desirous of
having within their own control these flex-
ible. responsive forces that can concentrate
large quantities of firepower. If all demands
are met discretely, air power becomes di-
vided.

There are at times overwhelming tempta-



tions to divide air power assets. Succumb-
ing to such enticements does not guarantee
a favourable short-term result in the battle,
and in the longer term it inhibits flexibility
and an ability to concentrate one's force.
Lord Arthur W. Tedder, in a lecture to the
Royal United Services Institute in London
in January 1946, warned that

if your organization is such that your air
power is divided up into separate packets and
there is no overall unity of command at the
top. once again you will lose vour powers of
concentration. Air power in penny packets is
worse than useless. It fritters away and
achieves nothing. The old fable of the bundle
of faggots compared with the individual stick
is abundantly true of air power. Its strength
lies in unity.®

The RAAF today is a modern, reasonably
well-balanced force with the capacity to
employ all three air power strategies. It is
also a force that has built up sufficient
levels of expertise and support to ensure
that the ADF receives the best return for the
heavy investment it has made toward a
complete and credible air power capability.
Any weakening of the balanced force or
reduction of its levels of expertise by dis-
unity and decentralisation of command
will have implications far bevond normal
single-service, air force boundaries. Yet,
this is happening. Some well-intentioned
but misguided individuals see Australia's
defence enhanced by the division of the
country’s combat air power.

As a middle-ranking power, Australia
has too few available resources and its
defence force is too small to maintain and
operate three separate air services. Should
this trend continue, important questions of
efficiency and effectiveness will demand
answers. Will the ADF realise any savings
in terms of manpower and resources by
taking this route? Here, one needs to care-
fully examine the real. total costs of current
army and navy organic air. Will the ADF
overcome unnecessary duplication of effort
and wastage of resources in the future?
More important, will divided air assets
within the ADF offer the maximum military
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effectiveness for the defence of this nation?
For all the reasons given in this article, the
answer to these questions is a clear and
categoric no. It is patently inept to have
three air forces in this country—Australia
can ill afford it economically or militarily.

What, then, are the most likely outcomes
of allowing the evolution of what effec-
tively are three independent air forces for
Australia? The short term would sce a
weakening of air force capability and an
increase in navy and army force structures
to meet newly perceived capabilities. The
air force would have to reexamine its func-
tions and roles and concentrate its limited
capability into specialised roles such as air
defence. Eventually, each service would lay
exclusive claim to both its own air assets
and specialised air power roles for reten-
tion within that service rather than for the
common good of Australia’s defence. Even
if they wanted to—and it is doubtful that
they would—the three services could little
hope to combine the three air service arms
into a coordinated entity to concentrate the
force in times of conflict. The experiences
of the United States, with four military air
arms, uphold this supposition. In the long
term. this handicap would inhibit the use
of flexibility and versatility to employ the
total air power force in the best possible
menner for the defence of this country,
because each separate air service group
would be anchored to its vested interests.

Second, the ADF would experience a
general degradation of expertise and effi-
ciency in the way each service operated its
air assets. This aecline would come about
because the army and navy organizations
do not have the necessary size and depth of
infrastructure for the maximum develop-
ment of personnel trained in air power and
the most efficient use of its equipment. Nor
do they have a natural orientation to oper-
ate in the air environment. Within the other
two services, as far as operational and tech-
nical expertise are concerned, air power
would eventuallv take a backseat.

In all. unless we direct our thinking in
this country more toward retaining unity
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within the most pervasive form of combat
power available within our military inven-
tory, the standard of air service provided by
the ADF will drop significantly. This de-
clivity will result in a weakening of our
total air power capability and directly re-
duce the ADF'’s ability to protect Australia.

Perhaps in these days of competing pri-
orities and limited resources, we need to
occasionally go back to first principles. Let
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More than most
campaigns of World War II,
New Guinea was won using

current military concepts
and organizations. From the start,
operations were combined
(multinational) and
joint (multiservice).

HEATER air power progressively

freed joint fighting potential as it

won a succession of campaigns.

And. as in many current contingen-
cies, theater forces fought at the end of an
extended logistical chain with few replace-
ments. Ironically, the New Guinea* air
campaigns are as poorly covered in popular
historical accounts as they are rich in les-
sons learned.

The clearest way to review the New
Guinea campaigns for operational lessons
is from the perspective of the air compo-
nent commander. Gen George C. Kenney
commanded the Allied air forces. reporting
to Gen Douglas MacArthur, commander of
the Southwest Pacific Area (SWPA). A good
look at General Kenney's theater problems,
his first steps to create a winning air
component, and his first decisive victory—
the Battle of the Bismarck Sea—will dem-
onstrate Kenney's style. By focusing on

*New Guinea is the name of the island where Southwes!
Pacific Area forces fought through 1944 Most operations
described in this article 100k place in Papua. the country
ompnsing the eastern half of New Guinea.

Kenney’s relationship to his joint-force
commander, we will see if he used any
special keys to winning that might still
work today.

Challenges

When General Kenney reported for duty
to General MacArthur on 29 July 1942, the
strategic, operational, and logistical situa-
tions were far worse than most Ameri-
cans—then or later—understood. They
would get worse.

Strategically. the SWPA forces had been
mauled for eight months in a string of
battles and withdrawals. Japanese forces,
with relatively short supply lines (fig. 1),
were moving to sever the long supply line
between America and Australia. Allied
supplies to Australia were strained through
a chain of island fortresses, each of which
siphoned resources for its own buildup.
From their growing base at Guadalcanal,
Japanese forces immediately threatened

35
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this logistics chain in the Solomon Islands
and in New Guinea, where Allied forces
were fighting to preserve a toehold at Port
Moresby.

Japanese attacks on Australian cities had
caused widespread alarm since the first
mass air raid on Darwin in February 1942.
In June miniature submarines had attacked
inside Sydney’s harbor, while larger sub-
marines shelled the city’s suburbs and sank
merchant ships off the coast.! Frequent air
raids eventually devastated Darwin. A vis-
iting American airline pilot noted in his
diary that

Darwin is no more. . . . There is not a single
building standing in the city or at the
airport. . . . It is a scene of utter desolation.
These things we do not hear of in the States.?

Most SWPA forces of all services were busy
preparing to fight in Australia, and many
voices urged abandoning Port Moresby
immediately to concentrate on defending
Australia’s populated areas. Most of Ken-
ney’s operational forces would remain
based in Australia, even after the Allies
won the Battle of the Bismarck Sea.?
Operationally, conditions were similarly
grim. Because Kenney’s squadrons were




locally outnumbered, they could be over-
whelmed any time Japanese forces concen-
trated against them. Only his fighters were
based in New Guinea, and they had no
warning system since Japanese forces occu-
pied all the potential radar sites in the
mountains above Port Moresby. (In con-
trast, fighters based on Guadalcanal when
Allied operations began there got ample
warning from Australian coast watchers in
the upper Solomons and could get airborne
in time to meet attackers.)? Daily missions
included air combat, resupply, reconnais-
sance of a broad ocean area. and interdic-
tion of Japanese forces approaching Port
Moresby. Kenney’s assets were overtasked,
and there was no relief in sight.

Kenney faced an immense logistical chal-
lenge. In this theater, transportation of the
vast amount of bulk items needed for mod-
ern war depended largely on maritime
shipping, which was scarce and vulnerable
to air and submarine attack. Naval forces
were already overtasked: by the fall of
1942, only one US aircraft carrier and one
US battleship were in the Pacific, and the
carrier was under repair for battle damage.
(Major carrier actions were not resumed
until November 1943.) Further, land trans-
portation from Australia’s southern ports
was incapable of expeditiously moving
even the few supplies that arrived by sea.
Unfortunately, each Australian territory
had its own unique rail system, with track
widths ranging from 2' 6” to 5’ 3" causing
bottlenecks at each transshipment point.
Finally, the fact that Kenney's air depot was
in South Australia increased every repair
and modification delay.®

If. on 29 July 1942, Kenney thought he
had a full plate already, General Mac-
Arthur’s first question didn't ease things:
what could Kenney’s SWPA air forces do to
support the landing at Guadalcanal the
following week (fig. 2)? Kenney took a
whirlwind tour to assess his forces and
reported back: his answer was not what
MacArthur expected. Kenney had relieved
his B-17s of other taskings so they could get
ready for a big raid on the base at Rabaul,
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New Britain, Japan's chief air threat to
Guadalcanal. About 17 bombers would
launch from Mareeba, Australia, refuel at
Port Moresby, and make the attack. (The
mission would take 23 hours to fly.) Al-
though 17 airplanes seem a small force, it
would be the biggest air operation in the
SWPA to date. Not only MacArthur but also
the aircrews thought Kenney’s plan was
audacious . . . so would Japanese naval
officers.®

In the same meeting, Kenney put himself
on a new footing with his joint-forces com-
mander. He explained the challenges facing
the Allied air forces and how he would
solve them, effectively taking responsibility
for the air force and its pursuit of joint
objectives. Kenney proposed organizing
two subordinate commands—the US Fifth
Air Force to fight in New Guinea, and a
Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) com-

Figure 2.
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General Kenney used his limited resources to airlift
5.000 troops (above) and heavy equipment (right] to
the battle for Buna, avoiding the unhealthy overland
route. Standard cargo aircraft. B-17s, B-25s, and
civilian airliners took part in the operation.

mand to defend Australia’s northern coast.
Forces from both nations would be as-
signed to each command. More important,
Kenney requested approval to pursue one
primary goal: command of the air over his
theater. MacArthur agreed.

First Operations:
Winning Northern Bases

Kenney’s principal aim—air superior-
ity—was a long way off.” As August 1942
began, Kenney had to start. using what he
had. to create the conditions for success. In
other words. he had to apply operational
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art. Fortunately for Kenney. Japanese forces
were divided between two campaigns—one
to take Port Moresby. the other to control
Guadalcanal.

Kenney's little “big raid" on Rabaul took
place on 7 August; it started a seldom-
noted chain of events that had unforeseen
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Kenney established temporary and local air
superiority to create conditions for later air
supremacy. When Allied ground forces fi-
nally took the Buna area. MacArthur made
a jubilant statement to the press:

The Horii Army has been annihilated. The
outstanding military lesson of this campaign
was the continuous calculated application of
air power. inherent in the potentialities of the
Air Force, employed in the most intimate
tactical and logistical union with ground
troops.'?

Bismarck Sea Buildup

Kenney lost no time building a network
of forward operating bases near Buna. On
23 December Japan’s Imperial General
Headquarters ordered two fresh divisions
forward to the Solomons. On 4 January
1943 Imperial General Headquarters de-
cided to abandon Guadalcanal, and Japan's
fresh divisions were diverted to Rabaul to
load up for New Guinea. The overall plan
called for reinforcing New Guinea with
100.000 troops.'*

Allied ground forces were in terrible
shape to meet any attack early in 1943;
casualties in the Buna campaign were al-
most twice those at Guadalcanal. In fact,
Allied ground forces were not ready for
major operations until August. Kenney's air
forces were the only operationally effective
arm available.

General Kenney anticipated the shift of
Japanese strength and increased training
for maritime operations. Practicing against
a ship hulk near Port Moresby, his pilots
became adept at low-altitude skip bombing,
using five-second fuzes for safe escape.
(Although skip bombing was originally de-
vised for B-17s, B-25s and A-20s took over
this role because of their better maneu-
verability.)'” Kenney authorized installa-
tion of eight fixed, forward-firing .50-
caliber machine guns in B-25 “commerce
raiders,” as well.

In Rabaul. Japanese staffs expertly
planned a convoy operation for early

March. They anticipated the reaction of
SWPA air forces and distributed key sup-
plies equally among eight freighters. Each
was loaded so the most critical items would
be unloaded first when the ships reached
port in New Guinea. The convoy would be
protected by eight destroyers and fighter
escorts and would sail under cover of a big
storm system.'®
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