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EDITORIAL

Now That We've Won
World War lll

Recenl events in Eastern Europe have
created a strange possibility: World War
Il may be over! For the American military
the changes in Europe have created two
challenges: how to handle the changing
Soviet threat and how to deal with other
threats in the world around us. Within
these two challenges lies an important
point to remember—world peace has not
suddenly broken out.

Our first challenge is to remember that
the Warsaw Pact military threat still exists.
Walls that are torn down rapidly can be
rebuilt just as rapidly. The civilian world
hears the peaceful rhetoric and assumes
that actions will automatically follow. The
militarv cannot afford to be that optimistic.
The threat in Europe appears to have sig-
nificantly diminished in recent months.
But we must remember that the MiGs are
still ready to fly and the tanks are still
pointed west. Their numbers have not vet
diminished.

While we remain vigilant, we cannot
afford to hide our heads in the sand. We
face very real changes in the future, and we
must prepare to deal with them. Virtually
all of us’serving in the military today. from
the newest airman basic to our most senior
general officers. have lived with the Soviet
threat our entire lives, certainly our entire
adult lives. It has been a fact of life for
the last 40 years that the main threat was
war with the Soviets in Europe. We based
our military planning and our operational
structure around it. The concern over the
next European war dominated our thinking
during the Korean War. It caused us to view
both the Korean and Vietnam wars as aber-

rations. Now we must rethink the threat.
We must not become mired in a doctrine, a
strategy, or an organizational structure that
has been overcome by world events. The
potential removal of a threat in Europe does
not mean that there are no other threats in
the world. It does mean that we must con-
sider what those threats are and how we
can best prepare for them. We must be
open-minded as we rethink the threat—and
we must use the best minds available.

The questions that we must answer are
numerous. They must have honest answers.
Those answers must be given without re-
gard to sacred cows or “gold watches.” We
cannot afford to develop a horse-cavalry
mentality, more concerned with preserving
traditional turf than preparing for the fu-
ture. We must begin by asking the most
basic questions and building from the
answers. The Air Corps pioneers were con-
sidered to be among the most innovative
and forward-looking of military officers—
visionaries who prepared for the future
without being tied to the past. We need to
approach our present situation with that
same positive and open type of thinking.

Insurgency warfare, drug interdiction.
increased airlift requirements. and many
more issues face us. We cannot simply
force our traditional thinking on these new
issues. The role of space. of unmanned air
vehicles, and of joint operations must not
be looked upon as threats to the Air Force
but as opportunities to do our job more
efficiently. The way we answer these ques-
tions will determine how capable our mil-
itary is to face the challenges in the years to
come.

Throughout it all. the job of the Air Force
remains to fly and to fight. But we must
prepare now for the next war. not the last
one. As Gen Sir Archibald Wavell reminds
us, "The ideal officer should be afraid of
nothing, not even a new idea.” MAK
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Letters to the editor are encouraged. All corre-
spondence should be addressed to the Editor,
Airpower Journal, Walker Hall. Maxwell AFB
AL 36112-5532. We reserve the right to edit the
material for overall length.

AIR BASE DEFENSE PROBLEMS

I recently read with interest an article in the Fall
1989 Airpower Journal entitled "To Protect an
Air Base” by Brig Gen Ravmond E. Bell, Jr. It
caused me to reflect upon my recent experiences
in Panama during Operation Nimrod Dancer. |
deploved in May 1989 attached to Delta Com-
pany. 1st Battalion, 61st Infantry (Mech.)—part
of the 5th Infantry Division (Mech.) at Fort Polk.
Louisiana. I would like to share my impressions
of air base defense that I gained there.

The Air Force is not serious about air base
defense. Admittedly, the Air Force's primary
interest is in aircraft. However, it seems that if
some attention is not paid to base defense, there
will be no aircraft to sortie. We received occa-
sional visits from a high-ranking Air Force of-
ficer who seemed to spend most of his time
complaining about how our M113 armored per-
sonnel carriers were tearing up the grass. He did
not seem very interested in our defensive dispo-
sitions.

The Security Police (SP) are impressive. [
think that the older SPs were primarily inter-
ested in law enforcement. and only the vounger
ones were interested in base defense (it's the
same way in the Army. where most military
police (MP) I have met really want to be police).
I think that the Air Force air base defense
doctrine is deficient in organization, equipment,
and command emphasis to support these im-
pressive men and women. [t seemed to me while
I was in Panama that the health of the grass was
more important than the security of the air base.

Ground personnel other than SPs were unim-
pressive, in that the skills they had for ground
defense were negligible. Soon after our arrival at
Albrook Air Force Base, we were emplacing an
observation device and required the assistance
of tl_le civil engineering squadron and its lifting
equipment. Soon, a sergeant arrived with the

equipment. There was a short delay, and | had
some time to talk with him. I learned several
things. This “soldier” was not issued a helmet,
web belt, ammo pouch, canteen, or first aid
pouch. He was not assigned a personal weapon
and fired one only once a year, if at all. He knew
nothing of even the most basic infantry tactics.
He expected the SPs and the Army to defend
him. Worse than that, having lifted us and
our equipment and being on an 8-to-5 work
schedule, he decided that the job was finished
whether we were done or not. So he departed,
leaving us stuck 30 feet in the air! My impres-
sion of most personnel | met (excluding forward
air controllers and pilots) was that they were
technicians in uniform and not real soldiers.

My belief is that the Air Force is paying lip
service to base defense and is really expecting
the Army to take on this unglamorous mission.
It is giving only paltry resources to those forces
it must have. Most Air Force personnel | met
were highly intelligent, motivated. and capable
people, but when it came to base defense., we
thought of them as prima donna fly-boys who
were unwilling to stoop to this work and ex-
pected the lowly Army to do it for them.

It is obvious that the interests of the Air Force
are and should be centered on aircraft. The
article quite rightly stated that the air wing
commander's mission is to generate as many
sorties as possible. The article also makes the
point that if the air base is not defended, there
may be no aircraft to sortie. It's apparent to me
that if the Air Force is serious about base de-
fense, it must realize that it is going to have to do
it by itself in all but level III threat situations. An
air base is a priority target for Soviet airborne,
Spetsnaz, and reconnaissance units because it
contains nuclear delivery means. Army units
could be totally absorbed in heavy fighting.
According to an MP officer | know, there are not
nearly enough MPs for all the missions they
have been assigned. The Air Force needs to
place considerable command emphasis on base
defense. Additionally, it needs to “heavy up” its
forces. Compared with a Soviet airborne platoon
with three BMD armored personnel vehicles

(continued on page 72)
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Ma) Gen Dace O. SmitH, USAF, ReTireD

ENERALLY. people feel that if

thev do a good job, promotion will

be inevitable. Wrong. Most people

do well in their work but never
move out of their rut. Thev often see pro-
motions go to colleagues who don't do as
well as they. Why? What's the secret?

Well. to begin with, doing a good job is a
valuable prerequisite to promotion, but it is
only one of many prerequisites. Of course,
if vou can brighten vour corner with an
outstanding piece of work or some new and
productive ideas, doing a good job will
be prominent among the prerequisites and
draw attention to vou.

So. the first thing vou must do is to like
yvour work and approach it with enthusi-
asm. This may take some doing if, by
chance, you have no enthusiasm for this
tvpe of work in the first place. But even a
garbageman can find some positive values
in what he is doing. If he dwells on the
pluses and attempts to enhance them. he
can find ways to improve his job. give
better service. and develop pride and en-
thusiasm in his work.

Remember to keep a positive, can-do
attitude. No one likes a complainer, partic-




tlarlv bosses. Thev have enough on their

inds without having to listen to gripes.

However, if there is something seriously

wrong that you can't correct on your own,

be sure to let vour boss know—but don't
" complain.

When I was a scrub football player prac-
ticing blocks, a line coach overheard me
say in frustration. "I just can't do that.”
Then [ saw him looking at me with disap-
proval. I was never promoted. 1 should
have said. “I'm going to learn how to do
that vet.”

In the subsequent half century, I have
learned much about promotion and. except
for a number of mistakes and some acts of
Cod. might have made it to higher rank. I
learned about promotion through personal
experience, observation, and service on a
number of promotion boards.

Almost all officers believe they could
have become the chief of staff had it not
been for some unfortunate event in their
careers. An unflattering effectiveness report
made out by commanders who didn't ap-
preciate the officers’ sterling worth is the
usual cause. But many more unfortunate
events block their paths to the chief’s office.
A friend who was definitely brigadier ma-
terial hit the skids when his wife fell in
love with a foreign national behind the iron
curtain and tried to smuggle her lover into
Austria in the trunk of a car. In Baguio. the
Philippines. a brigadier general’s wife had a
bidet installed in the guesthouse. and an
unsympathetic reporter widely publicized
it. The general, despite showing promise
for advancement, soon retired.

You may wonder why | didn’t become
chief. No? Well. even if vou don't, I'll tell
vou. | was doing pretty well as commander
of the 313th Air Division on Okinawa until
an anti-American reporter from Australia
visited. He had sullied mv predecessor's
reputation by writing that his golf course
took arable land from poor Okinawans
while in fact the golf course had been
carved out of the boondocks and provided
employment for manv of the locals. This
unscrupulous correspondent found an-
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other target in my Airman's Club on Ka-
dena Air Base.

Virginia and | had arrived on Okinawa
just before New Year’'s Day of 1958, and on
New Year's Eve we visited the six clubs of
the division. Everyone was having a grand
time except the airmen. There were only a
couple of dozen of them in the Kadena
Airman’s Club, a fine facility built and
maintained with airmen’s dues of one dol-
lar a month. They were glumly drinking 3.2
beer. Where were the 3.000 other airmen?
They were in the neighboring gin mills and
cathouses off base.

The next day I revised the regulations
that governed conduct of the airmen’s clubs.
If the airmen were old enough to fight for
their country, they were old enough to have
an open bar with good booze instead of the
rotgut they were drinking in the village.
Moreover, they could have money-making
slot machines like the officers and noncom-
missioned officers had in their clubs. And
instead of the girls of questionable charac-
ter and health they might pick up in town,
we would invite young Okinawan ladies
from good families to the club, calling for
them and delivering them home at mid-
night.

That did it. The club was packed every
night and made more money than it could
spend. It featured dance music from a 10-
piece orchestra and one-dollar steak din-
ners nightly, together with frequent floor
shows. The club even bought a Lincoln
Continental to raffle off weekly. The lucky
winner could have the Lincoln tor a week
with a liveried chauffeur and 50 dollars
spending money. The airmen were having a
ball.

Well. you can imagine what that antago-
nistic Australian reporter made of this!
When he was escorted through the club by
a less-than-sympathetic local newspaper-
man (thev did an end run on my very cap-
able public relations officer). they couldn't
get into the “Key Club,” which had been
reserved for airmen’s wives. The reporter
immediately assumed that something evil
was going on behind that door.
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The Australian was a stringer for Time,
and his scurrilous article in its entirety was
published in that magazine. even though
no one checked the story's authenticity. A
national "scandal” resulted. The innuen-
dos painted the Kadena Airman’s Club as a
den of iniquity—an Air Force-sponsored
cathouse.

This is not the way to get promoted. As
Henry (“Light-Horse Harry”) Lee warned
his son Robert E., *Avoid the appearance of
evil!” You can get into trouble that will dog
you the rest of your service if you stick your
neck out too far, as | did. Anyway, it's my
good excuse for not getting a third star.

That's how to avoid promotion. Now,
what can you do to get promoted?

First of all, other people must consider
you in a positive and favorable light. The
drudge who does a good job will not have
this aura. But the person who has an opti-
mistic outlook, pays attention to others,
and passes the time of day with them in a
cheerful and thoughtful way will develop a
“nice-guy” aura. A good reputation among
your contemporaries as well as yvour juniors
and seniors is a sound stepping-stone to
promotion.

To achieve this aura and draw attention
to yourself. you must follow a few rules.
The tirst is to look for opportunities to
compliment. In almost any social inter-
change. it's possible to find something that
warrants a sincere compliment. The stvl-
ized exchanges of everyday life are loaded
with compliments: “I'm glad to have met
you.”™ “It was nice talking with you.” "It
was nice talking with you too.” “The plea-
sure is all mine.” You can dream up some
phrases of vour own.

Once, at a nightclub, Pete Croker and I
invited a show girl to’sit with us. We plaved
a game to see which one of us could pay her
more compliments. Before the evening was
out. she was walking on air, as proud and
happy as a debutante. Perhaps we overdid
it, but it makes the point.

Introducing someone is an ideal situation
for giving compliments, because they are
indirect: “Joe, I'd like you to meet my boss,

Colonel jones, the hottest pilot on the base.
Colonel. this is Lt Joe Blow, one of the best
backseaters I've ever known.”

It's a compliment to use “sir” and “ma’am”
because they show deference and respect
and are pleasing to hear from time to time.
By all means, show deference and respect
to vour bosses and superiors. Your boss
should be the first to be notified of any
news and the first to be invited to any
function vou plan. Don't forget that the
boss's spouse deserves equal. if not more,
respect. It's a compliment to recognize their
seniority at all times. This can be done with
good manners and need not be construed as
kissing ass.

My daughter-in-law told me that wives'
clubs are now egalitarian—no special def-
erence is shown to wives of senior officers.
I hope she comes to realize that this prac-
tice cannot and should not be followed. In
all human interchange, those who fail to
show deference to age. experience, senior-
ity, and, ves, wealth are doomed to suffer
from their rudeness. Just remember that
many people have worked hard and sacri-
ficed much to reach their station in life.
They deserve vour admiration. Don't strip
them of their rank with vour attitude. It
goes without sayving that these people hold
the power, but, beyond that. showing that
you respect them for their achievement is
fundamental courtesy.

The second rule is to show gratitude.
When you are promoted. give the credit
to others, and thank them for their help.
Never overlook a kindness done you. Al-
ways show your gratitude by word or
deed. Because many people help vou to get
ahead. you should always recognize their
help and thank them. You don't have to be
accurate. They may not even realize they
have helped vou or done vou a service. As
with compliments. look for opportunities
to show gratitude.

Yes. to be promoted vou have to do more
than a good job. You have to be recognized
favorably, and the more favorably vou're
regarded, the more likely your promotion.
Practicing words and phrases that pursue



this goal is a lifetime job. But when you
learn them well enough to use them habit-
ually and gracefully, they are sure winners.
And another thing, look for recreational
opportunities with your bosses. That’s one
reason golf is so important. Such informal
contact will allow you to compliment and
show gratitude. Obviously, it must be sin-
cere, but that's part of the art. And you
don't have to wait until business opportu-
nities arrive. You can practice this art at
home with equal success. In fact. you must
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practice it incessantly so that it becomes
habitual and automatic. Terms of endear-
ment, for example, are compliments. Try
them on your spouse or friend, and see
what happens. A good relationship on the
home front is the foundation for success in
the professional world. Accentuating the
positive, controllable aspects of your life
may help you weather the negative, uncon-
trollable events that inevitably plague us

all. 0O
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BATTLEFIELD
AIR SUPPORT

A Retrospective Assessment

Dr RicHArRD P. HALLION

Air power was first used as a
weapon during World

War I. At the same time, a
controversy arose—which
continues to this day—over
whether aircraft specifically
designed for ground

attack or “swing-role”
fighter-bombers were better
suited for battlefield air
support.

ORE than 70 years have passed

since armed aircraft first at-

tacked troops in what would

now be considered close air
support (CAS) and battlefield air interdic-
tion (BAI) missions. An extraordinary
amount of thought and discussion has re-
sulted in numerous publications, papers,
and symposia concerned with the issue of
battlefield support in virtually all its as-
pects. Today, this continuing interest is
particularly significant, as the military ser-
vices struggle to come to grips with the
future of the CAS/BAI mission.

joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Publication
(Pub) 1. Department of Defense Dictionary
of Military and Associated Terms, defines
close air support as “air action against
hostile targets which are in close proximity
to friendly forces and which require de-
tailed integration of each air mission with
the fire and movement of those forces.” But
battlefield air interdiction is not so crisply
defined. Traditional air interdiction (Al}—
again according to JCS Pub 1—is defined
as “air operations conducted to destroy,
neutralize, or delay the enemy's military
potential before it can be brought to bear




effectively against friendly forces at such
distance from friendly forces that detailed
integration of each air mission with the fire
and movement of friendly forces is not
required.” BAI. basically air interdiction
used to support close-in battle, is described
in the following definition: “air interdic-
tion attacks against land force targets which
have near-term effect on the operations
or scheme of maneuver of friendly forces.
but are not in close proximity to friendly
forces. are referred to as battlefield air in-
terdiction.” As one Air Force general re-
cently wrote. “Our concept of BAl—what

it is. how it is controlled, etc.—is still
evolving."'

With all these particulars in mind, it is
well to take a look at the CAS/BAI issue
from the perspective of over seven decades
of operations: we may postulate some points.
explaining them in greater detail:

1. We have always done what are now
delineated as CAS/BAI operations. CAS
and BAI date to the First World War. speci-
fically to 1917, when the Royal Flying Corps
(RFC, subsequently the Royal Air Force
[RAF]) began intensive and well-organized
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“trench strafing” (CAS) and “ground straf-
ing” (BAI) missions over the western front.
Using modified bomb-carrying fighters such
as the S.E. 5a and Sopwith Camel. the RFC
undertook operations directly over the front
and attacked second-echelon forces to a
depth of 30 or more kilometers behind the
front. The Imperial German Air Service
followed suit. Such activities by British,
German, French, and American airmen
were commonplace in the ebb and flow of
the great offensives of 1918 and were exten-
sively reported in the memoirs and docu-
ments of the time. BAI played a decisive
role in the collapse of Turkish forces in
Palestine during a brief and merciless air
campaign in the late summer of 1918. CAS/
BAI appeared in many of the interwar con-
flicts of the 1920s and 1930s and, above all,
in the three great wars of the interwar years:
Abyssinia, Spain, and China. Spanish fight-
ing was characterized by extensive CAS/
BAI employment by both sides, culmi-
nating in the climactic fighting at the Ebro
River in 1938.%

CAS/BAI played a significant role in
fighting during the Second World War, par-
ticularly during the Nazi blitzkrieg, fighting
in the Western Desert, the Italian campaign,
the breakout across northern France, and
fighting on the eastern front. Despite many
false starts in the interwar and early war
years, it was only in 1943—after the bitter
experience of Kasserine and the exposure
of American airmen to the British Western
Desert air support system—that the United
States first came to grips in a realistic
fashion with the problem of supporting
ground forces by direct air attack. Field
Manual 100-20, Command and Employ-
ment of Air Power, sprang from this expe-
rience and governed the subsequent use of
American tactical air support for the rest
of the war. Though Gen George Kenney
had worked on this problem the previous
year (in New Guinea), the peculiarities of
Southwest Pacific warfare generated circum-
stances markedly different from the more
traditional form of warfare being waged in
the North African and European theaters.
In particular, low-level attackers were able

to prosecute air strikes with relatively light
losses, something that would not have
been possible in more densely defended
European or Mediterranean skies. In many
cases, Kenney's attackers were more fre-
quently—and profitably—employed on air-
denial missions against Japanese airfields
rather than on actual CAS- and BAl-style
missions. For their part, the Navy and Ma-
rine Corps refined a particular kind of CAS
operation whereby CAS served as a sub-
stitute for the lack of available artillery.
Rooted in the Marines’ “small wars™ expe-
rience of the 1920s—30s, this system (which
tied Marine and Navy air units closely to
the ground forces they supported) proved
both effective and a source of controversy
in the postwar years. During the Second
World War. the “swing-role” fighter-bomber
reappeared in Allied and Axis service. com-
plementing and eventually replacing the
specialized attack airplane as the major in-
strument of air-to-ground battlefield attack.’

Korea witnessed an extensive range of
CAS/BAI activity. Further, the short but
savage Sinai campaign of 1956 (and the
subsequent 1967 and 1973 Middle East
wars) witnessed decisive CAS/BAI opera-
tions, with the concentrated Israeli attacks
upon Egyptian forces in the Mitla Pass
region of Egypt during the 1967 war offer-
ing perhaps the best example. Far more
typical of post-World War Il combat was
the employment of CAS/BAI during the
“limited” wars of the 1950s—80s, particu-
larly Malaya (where it occasionally worked
well), Indochina (where it could not save
the French from defeat). Algeria (where it
did. but other considerations dictated a
settlement), southern Africa (especially
Dragon Rouge. the rescue of Belgian hos-
tages in Stanleyville, Congo). Southeast
Asia (where it was a mixed bag), Morocco
(where it proved costly to prosecute). the
Falklands (where it had but limited im-
pact), the Iran-Iraq war (where BAI pre-
dominated). and Afghanistan (where it first
worked well and then fell apart in the face
of the growing shoulder-launched surface-
to-air missile [SAM] threat).?



2. BAI operations have always been of
more value—as well as more extensive—
than CAS operations. By its very nature.
CAS tends to be used only in extremis.
Even a cursory analysis of battlefield-air-
support operations from World War | on-
wards indicates that BAI has been the more
dominant and prevalent. In limited-war sit-
uations. particularly in the absence of ma-
neuver or high-tempo combat, CAS has
been more frequently emploved. but even
here it is often surprising how few sorties
are actually devoted to the CAS mission.
For example, an analysis of Air Force sor-
ties in South Vietnam through October
1966 revealed that only 3 percent were
devoted to CAS missions: as one Air Force
historian subsequently wrote, “many” oth-
ers fell into “a gray area between those
missions that were clearly close air sup-
port in the traditional sense and those that
would formerly have been called inter-
diction.™® Interestingly. this gray area was
termed direct support. a BAI euphemism
dating to British experience in World War II.

Light flak proved devastating to ground-attack aircraft, such
as this British Fairey Batile (below). but fighter-bombers like
the Hawker Hurricane (right) had more success evading it.

11
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BAI operations clearly have been more
useful in their impact upon maneuver land
battle: the blitzkrieg, Western Desert cam-
paign, Italian campaign. breakout across
France, and epic air-land battles of the
Russian front in 1943-45 were essentially
campaigns where BAI predominated. Luft-
waffe planners emphasized assaulting
second-echelon forces, beginning in the lat-
ter stages of the Spanish civil war and
continuing into the Second World War. So
did the Voyenno Vozdushnye Sily (VVS—
the Soviet army air forces). Both services
blended CAS operations at the front with
more numerous second-echelon attacks to a
depth in excess of 30 kilometers behind the
front. During the Normandy landings and
the subsequent consolidation phase, BAI
by fighters and tactical bombers seriously
hampered the arrival of German forces
on the battlefield. British and American
armored-column cover operations in sup-
port of the breakout and pursuit of German
forces across France varied between CAS
and BAI but many were more clearly BAI
operations, well beyond the range of
friendly ground forces. Finally, the twin
battles of Mortain and the Falaise-Argentan

“Gap" were primarily Army Air Forces
(AAF)-RAF combined-force BAI attacks;
they had a devastating impact upon Ger-
man forces. In the postwar years, there was
little opportunity to examine battlefield air
support in the high-tempo environment of
a fluid. mechanized. total war: neverthe-
less. the few cases that do exist offer con-
firmatory evidence that BAI played a larger
and more significant role than CAS. These
cases include the 1956, 1967, and 1973
Middle East wars as well as the tedious
Iran-Iraq war (where the Iranians tended
to follow American—e.g., US Air Force—
patterns and the Iraqi Air Force substituted
French tactics for Soviet ones).”

This discussion is not intended to deni-
grate CAS or to imply that there is no need
for it: however, its use typically reflects
more desperate or peculiar circumstances—
such as the fighting at “Bloody Ridge” on
Guadalcanal in 1942; “Hellzapoppin Ridge”
on Bougainville in 1943; the Naktong and
Chosen Reservoir fighting in 1950; outpost,

Since the 1920s, the Soviets had successfully used ground-at-
lack aircraft. such as these -2 Shturmoviks. but abandoned
them in the 1950s in favor of jet fighter-bombers.




olumn. and hamlet defense in Indochina
d South Vietnam: and siege breaking
t Dien Bien Phu and Khe Sanh (one suc-
cessful and one not). In all of these cases.
CAS substituted for the lack of available
‘artillerv assets and often offset huge force
disparities between opposing sides. But, as
‘a rule. when mobile forces join combat
{particulatly in open country) BAI is em-
ploved more frequentlv—and decisively—
than CAS.”
3. With rare exception, the strategic
‘bomber has been of minimal value in bat-
tlefield air support. The notion of the stra-
tegic bomber majesticallv sweeping across
a battlefield and releasing a hail of bombs
has always had a certain glamour to it. but
the peculiarities of strategic bomber opera-
tions have greatly limited its effectiveness.
These include the need for establishing a
bomber stream of some sort, the greater
vulnerability of this kind of aircraft to en-
emy ground and air defenses, and the much
greater coordination requirements for suc-
cessful strikes. Preinvasion B-17 and B-24
bombing strikes against Omaha Beach on
the morning of the Normandyv landings did
little to dent coastal defenses: far more
valuable were the 36 Allied fighter-bomber
squadrons providing CAS to landing forces
and the 33 others flving BAI missions fur-
ther inland. Operation Cobra, undertaken
immediately prior to the Saint-Lo break-
through on 24-25 July 1944, illustrated
both the strengths and weaknesses of using
strategic bombers for CAS missions. It
achieved its desired effect, devastating the
Panzer-Lehr division opposite the Ameri-
can VII Corps. but faulty planning, sloppy
execution. and ill luck resulted in friendly
casualties from errant bombing that killed
over 100 Gls. wounded approximately 500
others. and triggered bitter exchanges be-
tween air and ground commanders. This
acrimony was due in part to the fact that
one of the dead was Lt Gen Lesley ]. Mc-
Nair. “commander” of the phantom *“1st
Army Group.” At the end of the war. Gen
Omar Bradley's 12th Army Group rated
fighter-bombers as particularly valuable for
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German Stukas proved to be excellent CAS/BAI aircraft in
blitzkrieg. where their air superiority gave them freedom of
movement. Even in this environment, air-to-ground com-
munications problems often resulied in “friendly” casualties.

troop support but was noticeably cooler
towards medium bombers and. particu-
larly, “heavies." The group's attitude was
that heavy bombers had the potential to be
devastatingly effective but were prone to
generate friendly casualties and thus neces-
sitate the establishment of large safety
zones between friendly and enemy forces—
constraints not conducive to good post-
strike exploitation of a battered foe.”
Post-World War [l operations have been
equally mixed. B-29s flew in a battlefield-
air-support role (particularly at night, using
radar bombing) for allied forces in Korea
and seem to have had little actual impact
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upon the ground situation, despite occa-
sional statements to the contrary. The
French unsuccessfully sought intervention
by atomic-bomb-equipped B-29s during the
debacle at Dien Bien Phu; the British em-
ployed Lincoln bombers against the Mau
Mau in Kenya (without notable success);
and it fell to the United States to demon-
strate that developments in precision guid-
ance and control techniques. when coupled
with a static situation, could result in prof-
itable support of ground forces by B-52s
during the siege of Khe Sanh. It is worth
noting, however, that all of these operations
(whether undertaken or not) fell far more
under the rubric of BAI than of CAS and
were undertaken in conflicts where both
air and ground commanders greatly pre-
ferred to employ smaller, more agile, and
operationally flexible aircraft—notably the
fighter-bomber.®

4. “Classic” air interdiction has proven
disappointing and of less significance than
either BAI or CAS: its impact upon battle-

field operations is questionable, particu-
larly when it is not synchronized with
ground maneuver warfare. Four examples
exist from four separate conflicts that call
into question the efficacy of non-BAl inter-
diction: Operation Strangle (Italy, 1944);
Operations Strangle and Saturate (Korea,
1951-52); French interdiction efforts against
Vietminh supply lines, 1952-54; and the
long and arduous campaign against the Ho
Chi Minh trail network over a decade later.
Strangle in Italy never attained the degree
of supply denial to German forces that its
planners had hoped: as a purely “inter-
diction" effort, it failed. But strikes closer to
the front undertaken during the subsequent
Diadem phase did hamper German mobil-
ity near the line of engagement—another
example of BAI effectiveness, as reflected

The F-51 Mustang (shown here releasing napalm canisters)
was designed as an air-1o-air fighter but was used for ground
attack in Korea. The increasingly hostile ground-to-air threat
took a high toll on aircraft used in this role.




1n contemporary Nazi accounts and post-
war memoirs.'? The same could not be said
of Korea's Strangle, which. like its prede-
cessor. attempted to pinch off supplies
coming down a peninsula. There. road
strikes resulted in little more than expen-
sive earth moving at a prohibitive cost in
killed and captured aircrews and lost or
damaged strike aircraft. Saturate. its suc-
cessor. targeted the North Korean rail net-
work with somewhat better success but
(given the nature of fighting at the front)
still did not deny Communist forces the
supplies necessary to continue fighting. An
evaluation report, in fact, concluded that in
January 1953 “the enemy was better sup-
plied. fed. and equipped than at any previ-
ous time.”!'' In Indochina (subsequently
Vietnam), planners did not even have the
advantages of geography—attacking across
a peninsula—and. hence, the problems of
interdiction were much more severe. The
French lacked resources to prosecute a
campaign against supply routes from Com-
munist China, and the introduction of
increasingly intense antiaircraft assets re-
sulted in unacceptable loss rates of strike
and bomber aircraft. The successful capture
of Dien Bien Phu was due in great measure
to the successful transportation of large
amounts of supplies and equipment. cou-
pled with equally successful “air denial” of
French ground-attack forces.'* In Vietnam,
the paucity of resources that afflicted the
French was not a serious problem for the
United States and its allies. In theory, vir-
tually the entire country was within 15
minutes of tactical air power coverage, and
CAS/BAl operations worked generally well.
But the diversity of route options enabled
Communist forces to counteract the intense
air campaign waged against them. and the
increasing sophistication of their air de-
fense resources led to nagging and contin-
uous losses. Though air attack undoubtedly
reduced the amount of supplies that got
down the trail. it never succeeded either in
stopping the flow or in generating losses so
extensive as to compromise the ability of
the Vietcong to come to battle. What suc-
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Night fighter aircraft often accomplished little, other than
harassment of the enemy, and sustained heavy casualties.
Night attack remains a weak link in CAS/BAI doctrine.

cesses air power enjoyed against the Viet-
cong were achieved primarily via BAl and
CAS., paiticularly when air action was syn-
chronized with ground maneuver.'’

5. The greatest recurring problem in bat-
tlefield air support has been effecting time-
ly and accurate strikes with satisfactory
communications, control, and coordina-
tion. Even in the First World War, ground
and air commanders complained about the
problems of arranging and coordinating
air support missions. Col William (“Billy")
Mitchell, for example, went to great lengths
to ensure the adequacy of communications
and identification procedures in his prepa-
rations for the Saint-Mihiel offensive. Such
problems continued in the postwar years.
The British and French “air control” expe-
riences highlighted continuing problems in
this area: the French, in fact, utilized air-
borne radio-equipped observers who func-
tioned essentially as forward air controllers
(FACs) beginning as early as the Rif War of
the 1920s in North Africa. Effective direct-
control procedures first appeared in the
Spanish civil war, thanks to the work of the
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Legion Condor. Subsequently, during the
Second World War, virtually all the major
combatant nations developed particular air
support procedures, to a greater or lesser
extent constrained or enhanced by the par-
ticular air-army doctrine being followed.
American procedures were profoundly in-
fluenced by the RAF's experience in the
Western Desert. Even so, battlefield coordi-
nation and communication proved diffi-
cult. When the British first began their
Western Desert campaign, the typical lag
between a support request and the arrival
of strike aircraft over the target was two and
one-half to three hours. Needless to say.
this tardiness vastly improved by war's
end. (In Vietnam, the average time from the
eruption of a firefight to the first delivery of
CAS was over an hour, but analysis re-
vealed that up to 40 minutes of this time
was being lost by ground commanders de-
laying their request for air support.'*)
Identification of and communication be-
tween friendly air and ground forces have
posed continuing problems. Air strikes on
friendlies were an all-too-common occur-
rence in the Second World War (and ap-
peared in earlier and later wars as well,
though not to the same degree); A-36 dive-

The P47 Thunderbolt was the most successful Army Air
Forces fighter-bomber during World War Il. Its devastating
firepower was extremely effective in CAS/BAI. At rightis a
rare photo of a P-47 in action at night.

bombers, supposedly “precision™ weapons.
proved notorious in this regard during the
Sicilian campaign. But the Germans expe-
rienced it in Spain and in the blitzkrieg. as
did the other Allies. Indeed. whenever a
ground war is fast-moving and fluid. the
number of friendly casualties from air ac-
tion greatly increases. This principle un-
fortunately but understandably cultivates
a mentality of “if it flies and is heading
our way. shoot at it,” which adds to the
fratricide problem. Saturation of communi-
cations networks. problems with communi-
cations security, and the inability of air and
ground forces to talk on a common network
have likewise posed long-standing head-
aches. Examples abound from every war. In
the Second World War. for example. Ger-
man air-ground operations as late as 1943—
44 suffered from the lack of a single radio
capable of handling air and ground mes-
sage traffic. The opening months of the
Korean War were as notable for the prob-
lems encountered in communications be-
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indicates, as would be expected,
that this phenomenon is particularly true
of troops encountering air attack for the

perienc

first time. Numerous accounts from the
First World War, interwar conflicts, Second
World War. and postwar conflicts attest to

this aspect of air attack. Noise appears
to have a particular value as a *“shock
weapon” against troops. The shock value

of a genuinely severe battlefield bombard-
ment—such as the Cobra bombing—is not
urprising. What is surprising, however, is
n a relatively insignificant strafing

in tie up vast quantities ot troops

1 when their own air force has unques-
tioned air superiority and is devastating the
foe. (Such was the case with the Germans
t Sedan [France] and to American forces
after D-day). That the Soviets are concerned
about the impact of air attack on morale
vident from the recent comments of
Soviet infantry-training platoon com-
mander.'” As a rule, armies traditionally
fear an enemy air force more than they
spect their own. In contemporary discus-
ions with “ground” and “air” people—re-
ardless of the country—the ground officers
generally have little faith in the abilities of
their own air force to prevent an enemy air
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Observation aircraft such as this O-1 often conducted forward
air control in Vietnam. But the high-threat nature of most
modern combat eliminated these slow. light aircraft from the
batilefield.

force from devastating them and to under-
take any sort of equally devastating attack
upon enemy ground forces. In sum, they
overemphasize the anticipated effective-
ness of the enemy air force, both in defend-
ing its own airspace and in projecting
power across the front, and they minimize
the ability of their own air force(s) to de-
fend them from enemy attack and to con-
duct meaningful CAS/BAI against the
enemy.

7. The ground-to-air environment has
always posed an ever-increasing threat to
battlefield air operations. Even in the First
World War, battlefield attack missions took
a high toll of attacking aircraft, particularly
as troops became seasoned and learned to
fire back. During the battle of Cambrai
(France). for example, ground-attack mis-
sion loss rates never dropped below 30
percent, resulting in the essential destruc-
tion of a fighter squadron in four days.
Understandably, pilots expressed a marked
preference for dogfighting, believing that it
significantly enhanced their chances of sur-
vival. The proliferation of light flak in the
world's armies by the end of the 1930s had
a drastic impact upon subsequent CAS and

BAI operations. Light flak took a high toll of
ground-attack aircraft during the Spanish
civil war, and, during the blitzkrieg, Ger-
man light flak devastated low-level attack-
ers, particularly in the Polish and French
campaigns. Of course, later in the war, the
Allies had their own opportunity to sup-
press enemy air attack, and the combina-
tion of radar-directed antiaircraft artillery
(AAA) coupled with proximity-fused shells
down to sizes as small as 40 millimeters
(mm) was of particular value.'’

The ground-to-air threat environment in-
creased in severity in the postwar years.
Though conflicts such as Korea and In-
dochina were characterized as “limited.”
they nevertheless took a high toll of air-
craft. For example. in April 1951 the Navy
and Marine Corps lost 33 aircraft primarily
on CAS/BAI missions from light and me-
dium AAA and small-arms fire. During the
siege of Dien Bien Phu, the Vietminh
moved in heavy antiaircraft artillery forma-
tions and succeeded in inflicting air denial
upon the French: by May 1954, just before
the collapse, French fighters and bombers
(let alone transports and liaison airplanes)
could not operate over the valley without
taking prohibitive losses.'® American fixed-
wing aircraft losses in Southeast Asia
(SEA), while not large in the context of the
entire SEA air effort, were certainly not
inconsequential, and the introduction of
the shoulder-fired SAM during the 1972
North Vietnamese spring offensive added
a new problem for tactical air planners.
Whereas previously in limited wars air
attackers could rely on older generations of
warplanes or even light propeller-driven
trainers converted as “strike” and FAC air-
planes, the enhanced SAM threat essen-
tially drove such aircraft—including the
fabled Douglas A-1—from the sky. The
1973 Middle East war highlighted the
deadly synergy of fixed-base and shoulder-
fired SAMs coupled with traditional AAA
and radar-directed multiple-barrel light
flak. Out of an estimated 109 aircraft lost by
the Israeli Air Force (IAF) during the Octo-
ber war, 61 were lost on close support.



During operations early in the war. the IAF
had to rely on artillery suppression of
enemy SAM defenses to allow its strike
aircraft to operate over the Golan Heights.
The daunting efficiency of ground defenses
cut both ways: Israeli gunners shot down
an estimated 101 Arab aircraft that were
attacking troop positions—23 falling to
SAMSs and 42 to 20-mm ground fire."”
More recently, experiences in Angola
and Mozambique. in Morocco's Polisario
guerrilla war, in the Falklands (Islas Malv-
inasi. and in Afghanistan have further con-
firmed the danger that the SAM poses to
attackers—particularly the small SA-7-/
Redeye-/Blowpipe-/Stinger-class weapon.
Stinger wallahs of the Afghani resistance
inflicted air denial upon the Soviets. Thus,

Good air-to-ground communications are essential in CAS
operanons but remain a problem area. Army and Air Force
coordinalion in the development of communications systems
needs to be improved.
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thev defeated a combined-arms Soviet air-
mobile system using fixed- and rotary-wing
support and reversed a Soviet air superior-
ity that had permitted attacks against the
Mojahedin virtually at will. Allegedly, from
September 1986 to mid-1987, the Soviets
lost an average of one airplane or helicopter
per day to Afghani air defenders. In any
future high-intensity war, preventing attri-
tion of one's forces by air-to-air and ground-
to-air threats will be a serious challenge to
air commanders. Ground-to-air threats—in-
cluding fratricide from “friendly” fire—
will obviously continue to pose a major
headache for battlefield-air-support plan-
ners. Indeed. the era of some aspects of
battlefield air support—such as the orbiting
FAC—are probably gone forever.?’

8. The fighter-bomber has always per-
formed more satisfactorilv in the CAS/BAI
role than the special-purpose attack air-
plane. The fighter-bomber possesses the in-
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trinsic performance, flexibility., and safety
to perform the CAS/BAI mission better than
more specialized attack aircraft. Both the
fighter and the attack airplane appeared
in the “Great War,” and the performance
disparity between them was slight. By
war’s end, as discussed earlier, the bomb-
carrying fighter had appeared as an element
of ground-attack warfare. After World War
I. the performance disparities, size. and
complexity of the specialized attack air-
plane grew so large that by 1939 such cratt
were decidedly at a disadvantage to the
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