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CHAPTERI

INTRODUCTI ON

rhe purpose of th is study i s to l ook at th.- doc tr irne

that gulides MilIi tar y Ai rIi f t Comm~and (MAC) i n thi% emplc.I oiiett

,-4 airli'ft airdrop forces in a combat enviro~nent . Th -I

mi~sion of MAC co-,ers the world. As defined by "o.r F.rcE.

'Airlift objectives are to deploy, employ, aid sustain military forces througa the
medium of aerospace. The airlift mission is performed wader waryinq coadit in.
ranging form peace to wi. As a combat missiona, airlift projects pwr througii
airdrop, extraction, and airlanding orf ground forces ad supplies isto comat.
Through mobility operations, the joint or caimed force ocinmasiot caa asever
fighting forces to exploit an einemy's waknesses. As a combat support mission,
airlift provides logistics support through the traosportatiome of personnel ad
equipment. In peacetime , airlift provides ti opportunity to enhaince ationsal
object ives by providing milIi tary assistasoce ad c oIviia rel ief progras. AirIoit,
therefore, accomplishes the timly movement, delivery, &ad recovery of personnel,
equipment, and supplies, furthering military and atinal goals.' (1:3-5)

We are going to deal primarilv, with the m.-, t

difficult of the combat missions listed above--airrc.i.. TrI-,

Inited States Air Force (USAF) has mairtained a

airdrop capability over the ve ar s as a pr imar m i r i -. r

airl ift uni ts. Since 1?75, MAC h-3s been the. ir.I Q .)f

*or training and emplc'-iriQ USoo;F airdrop 4ual t4 r- J ,r 1 4

'-rces and, wi th the recent . ddi tion o4 '$per i 4i Or.r , f.-,.,

crrces. *SOF~t under the control of 21.'d Ar V-rco. 114- .r~ttr. cI

'-sically all of the United States airI i ft ~rr.

-pabil1i ty.

Since airl ift arid :kirdrop mios-tions -i e u~,,

func t i oni, MAC crea ted t he A irIi f t C oncap t s nd Pooij q~tr~rt



Agency' LACRA) solely to work with the owner of most of the

airborne qualified armed forces, the United States Arms.

AC~l4, in c=oncert with United States Army's Training and

Doctrine Ccownand (TRADOC), works to develop the joint

doctrmne that will be used to coordinate the employment o

air- I i#t for Army units, to include airdrop of airborne

forces. Together, they published a Qualitative Intratheater

Alailift Requirements Study (01TARS) in late 1985. This

'omprehrni i ue stud) covered the "...tasks and required

cvplbilities of WIAC:'s intratheater airlift fleet to support

the needs of our combat commanders." (2:3-I) As one of our

iro-br surce doLumnents, QITARS proves that MAC and TRADOC are

ap|'oalchng intratheater airlift doctrine as a joint effort.

The purpose of this study is to analy>ze current

airlift airdrop doctrine. First, we will analyze the

doctrine against the lessons learned from past

e,perierices--historical events. The sole purpose of airl ,+t

air Irop forces always has been arid continues to be, to

.ri.,,rt ard sustain the Army's combat operations by method=

*: ,.r i . 1 del i,,er Y. There re many lessons to be learr,?d

iror, :<periences. Are these lessons included and

t=,l lc,.jed in our ,c-urrent airl ift airdrop doctrine? Secondli,

thi. rerc-nt introduction of the AirLand Battle (ALEB) dotr t,,

ir, th. m has created a great deal of comment, both good

al,..I L.d. The substance of the arguments are not germane tc

, L u .e, ,.sh t is important are three questions.: Car th,-

2

mimii#IliImmli liI I~lmil I im S il IIl



Air Force support the Army' new ALB doctrine with the

current airlift airdrop forces? Are Air. Force airdrop

doctrines congruent with the Army-s ALB doctrine? Is our

airlift airdrop doctrine teasible? Such is. the pur-p-ose of

this study. The conclusions that we reach will hopefull

"erify and confirm the success of ACRA and TRM DOC .teC u

preparing the doctrine statements.

As can be seen from the biographical skstche, hc, ti,

authors have a great deal of recent experience in atrl ft

airdrop operations and have witnessed events. contributing to

the development o+ airlift doctrine. For ti-(.kt rea.or,, w.,

feel that we are qualified to analyze the current dcctrinp

provided to airlift airdrop forces. And as recent

commanders, we have the first hand insght to ea!u*te that

doctrine in light of Army requirements and pr.vide .n;1yti~zl

commentary on the effectiveness of the doctrine to ouide

combat commanders on the employment of airlift airdrop

forces.

Since xhere are many defini .ion--;. of what doctrine is

and even more as to what it should be, .oe provide the

'ollowing definitions. Doctrine is defined in AFM 1-1 .a.-

..a statement of officially sanctioned beliefs and

Aitrfighting principles which describe and guide the bemt way

% prepare and employ aerospace forces. Accordingl:.,

aerospace doctrine drives how the Air Force orqanizes.

trains, equips and sustains its forces." (1-v) Li kewi se,



"Aerospace doctrine is an accumulation of kncxledge which is

gained ririmar- ily from the study and analysis of e'eperience."

(1 :v)

Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary gives almost the

same definition. They define doctrine as:

1. TEACHING, INSTRUCTION

2. a: Something that is taught
b: A principle or position or the body of principles in a

branch of knowledge or systa of belief: DOMS
c: A principle of law established through past decisions
d: A statement of fundamental goverment policy

especially in international relations, a principle

accepted as valid and authoritative (3:336)

Since we will need common ground to start from, for

the purpose of this paper, we would like to think of doctrine

_ks principles of guidance, established through past

decisions, accepted as valid and authoritative. The

definition provides several insights into doctrine. F.r=.

it should be a principle of guidance. Second, it is

devel-.,-d from past decisions. Third, it is accepted

...alid and authoritative. According to the definition ,,.,

,irlift airdrop doctrine should provide the prir,ciples .s.i

guidance for airdrops, be developed from past kle. sion-

conc=rntric, i irdrops and be the accepted authoritatitue ard

,alid :_olirce of 9ilidance for airdrops. Against this

defir,: tior, of doctr ire, tie will analyze current a rur ,.

o'.: f: rI n P

The Air Force breaks dortrine dcr, to three .

P_ sic doctrine, the first level . which is "...the most

4



Jamental and enduring bel Iefs which descr ibe and guide the

o- oper use of aerospace forces i n m, I tary ,c t, or,t ." ( I :....

C-, 'ational doctrine, the second level , descrLbez "... he

n- opor ,jse of aerospace forces in the core tex t of di st wc t

hj Pct' es, force capabilities, broad missior, areas, art-I

.nqrgt,e,nl1 environments. (I:vi ' The third and lowe-t level

'. Jctrine is tactical. AFM 1-1 defines tactical doctrir e

as "...decribing the proper use of specific Leapor, s. sterns

to accomplish detailed objectives.' (l:vi) For this papor,

,,& will only look at doctrine concernino airlift Eiirdr,-,p

*rrces on the first two levels, basic and operational. Th,--e

','o levels of doctrine are recorded in two areas, AFM 1-1 and

'P -,- series manuals. Tactical doctrine is considered

"ctics and cannot be included in an unclattsified forutm Zucth

this paper.

Certain assumptions must be made to limit the scope

our endeavor. First, we will use a c:onventional conflict

defense of the central region of the Europe as our primary

-- ample. One the most demanding and interse combat scenerioc

. the Army faces in the world today, it will also be the

st demanding for airl ift forces. Secoind, we will =surn,.

hat U.S. ?nd NATO armed forces are engaced it) combat in this

.-gion against forces from the Union of Soviet Sociali t

--publics (USSR' and their Warsaw Pact allies. The

anticipated intensity of this conflict will pro-ide a w'orct

case threat array for the emplo,'ment of airdrop forces.

5



Thirdly, airdrop forces and equipment are the hardest to

maintain and employ, hence, more dependent on doctrine for

guidance. For this reason, airlift airdrop doctrine was

selected as our focus. Airlift doctrine and airdrop doctrine

are intertwined and parallel in most cases. Our paper will

de&l with both, but concentrate on the airdrop portion,

especially in the historical research area.

Likewise, formation of the U.S. Special Operations Command

'USSOC) and the consolidation of the Air Force's SOF under

23rd Air Force in MAC have concentrated the development ot

clandestine and sma-ill unit resupply methods. Our focus will

concentrate on the doctrine concerning airdrop sustainment of

torces employed in an overt role, that is, with conver-tional

forces using conventional tactics. Operations that require

the use of special vision devices, extra-special

* u. Ii~iccticirs arid capabilities will not be considered. The

SCiV -e logicallv governed by a separate doctrine.

Ir this paper, we will focus only on the basic and

,.r tior" dc.:tr,r'e that govern airlift airdrop forces. 7he

.ds '.-, ,.,ir .ral7 il of doctrine will include the

-r . ,lI- 1 4 , .r As we look at basic doctrine. Under

,_.r.rat, n.0 dc.ctrine, we will include factors conide.,Vr

g.rm.nc to ti(ater airli ft emr.lodment: weather , threat ,.

t Ct*c er, f r . opsorcoS . As previously S t Ated, we wiI r-lt

S traus t c=, . The discussion of threat a,-odar, ce e-li-

- ,, *'c¢ .1 11 be left to the aprropr iate najor cciwran. ,1

6 =mtlI ~ m l nll m m nnnum



that are specifically tasked and properly classified to

discuss those topics. With that in mind, we consider the

airlift planners knowledgable in all the tactics available to

airdrop forces and valid judges to consider the fear.ibil i t-v

of each mission under the threat presence. We will deal only

.jtth the doctrine airlift planners and commanders have

available for guidance. The report will look for doctr ine to

define the sufficiency of theater airlift airdrop forc..-s to

sjpport the anticipated mission and the feasibility of that

doc tr ine.

The paper will analyze airdrop doctrine in the

'ollowing manner. First, we will analyze the historical

threads of doctrine by studying past operations. Second, We

will look at current doctrine, Army and Air Force, for

.-onsistency. Third, we will analyze current doctrine for the

';storical threads and feasibility to support the Army-'s ALS

doctrine at the basic and operational levels. Finall>, we

,ill make recommendations based on our conclusions.

The purpose is not revolutionary or necessari I-.,

rique in scope. The perspectives that each author brings to

"he paper and a commander's analytical approach are the r-e,.,l

hPart of the effort. Doctrine is meant to be used b-

.*mmanders to employ airlift forces. The conclusions at the

d of this paper should express the authors' confidence in

present doctrine to meet that basic goal.

7



CHAPTER I I

HISTORY OF AIRDROP OPERATIONS

'Those who do sot waderstid kistor are cm itted to repat it'

Sam t iasa

Introduction

To completely understand a subject, you must be aware

of all of the historical factors affecting the development of

the subject. For that reason, this chapter will look at the

history of airdrop operations and explore how the doctrine to

employ airlift forces developed in support of these

operations. As we look at each operation, we need to

separate the performance of the airlift forces and their

contribution to the success of each.

To accomplish this task, we need to study the

principles of war in each situation. Air Force Manual 1-1

lists the principles of war as: objective, offensive,

surprise, security, mass, economy of force, maneuver, timinq

ternc, unit, of command, simplicity, logistics, and cohesion.

(1:2-4 - 2-7) The employment of airborne combat forces

exploit; several of the principles. The first and foremost

principles that the aerial delivery of paratroopers employs

are surprise and maneuver. A key to the success of eacr, c

the following airborne assaults, surprise and maneuver, if

eppli ed correctl ', always acted as a combat multiplier.

r. ll lJ d llll / J ll ll~mjlmI I i -



Also important to any airborne operation are the

principles of mass and logistics. First, airlift insure-

mass in any airborne operation by getting the force to the

drop zone (DZ) ready to fight and by placing them all on the

ground in the correct location. Second, airlift in=.ures the

combat forces are sustained logistically until they can

link-up with relief forces. If either one of these

principles are ignored, an airborne operation is almost

certainly doomed to failure.

The rest of the principles must be considered, but

are primarily supportive of the four listed above. These

4 nur principles are a reminder for the reader, as we discuss

why they either contributed to the success or failure jf each

ooeration detailed.

As mentioned in our Chapter I, we will discuss

doctrine down to the operational level. To develop a view of

this level of doctrine in history, we selected the following

,Factors for consideration: threat, weather and resources. We

selected these from a long Iist of factors as they ha,,e a

4 'rect effect on the ability to employ the four cardinal

principles of war. By considering these factors, we will

'evelop a much clearer view of historical lessons learned.

ip



Pre World War Two

Colonel William 'Billy' Mitchell, General Pershing's

head of air operations, had a much different idea about how

to capture the city of Metz after the First Army's success at

St. Mihiel in World War One. His plan for Metz was startling

in its originality: he wanted to deliver 12,000 men by

parachute behind German lines. It would require 60 squadrons

of Handley Page bombers, each carrying ten paratroopers and

two medium machine guns. Major Lewis Brereton, Mitchell's

assistant built the plan. Pershing rejected the plan at the

first look. (2:13-14) I am sure that General Pershing

thoucht that Colonel Mitchell had consumed too much wine and

had not fully recovered from the effects. This is the first

real plan to consider an airborne assault. The most notable

ac pect of the plan was the massive amount of airlift that

Colonel Mitchell felt it would take to put these forces in

place, none of which was available at the time.

The Italians were the first to form parachute

battalions. in the late 1930s and used parachutes for iogistic

resuppl. of the stranded airship 'Italia' in 1928. (2:14)

Though the Italians were the first to implement airborne

resurpl '. they never really carried through with any gr-eat

efiforts After their initial successes. One reason for thefr

fAilure to carry out their plans in large scale militar.

10



operations was insufficient numbers of large military

transports to implement any plan.

"The real cradle of airborne warfare, however, was

Russia." Starting as a sporting event, parachuting units

were used in exercises by the Red Army in 1930. "By 1934,

parachute forces were taking part in the annual grand

maneuvers of the Red Army."(3:17) "...the more immediate

value of such units was their capability for surprise att;cks

and for combat missions far behind enemy lines in areas

otherwise inaccessible. Such advantages held great

importance in the evolving 'deep battle' strategy associated

with Marshall N.N. Tukhachevsky, the Soviet Deputy

Commissioner of Defense. The Soviets first unveiled their

new parachute airborne operations to the outside world at the

;035 Kiev maneuvers." (3:18) Foreign observers were

impressed by this demonstration during military maneuvers.

"...foreign onlookers, including delegations from France,

Czechoslovakia, and Italy watched while...1200 paratroopers

-xecuted a major airborne assault 15 miles behind the 'Red,

.nes." (3:19) "...two waves of 20 TB-3 transports dropped

the paratroopers, who then secured the area for the landing

. subsequent transport aircraft on the runway." (3:20)

arge aircraft were available and in sufficient numbers to

lift the force to the drop area. The observers wer.r treated

to the first demonstration of the military use of large

11



numbers of pai atroopers del ivered by ai ri +t us11.9 tiet

para,-hute. Euen at this time there was a weakness that

Colonel Mithchell had implied as he urged the use of aircraft

to tr.tnsport paratroopers behind German ) ines ir, World War

One. The heaviest armament they could carry was a light

machine gun. "...As an Italian source indicates, they had

trouble in destroying the strongest points of the

recistance." (3:19)

The So.,iets were not alone in their devele-pment of

.iborne warfare tactics. As the Soviets provided a secret

ol.ce for the 3rd Reich's paramilitary organizations to

train, the Soviet's new tactics using paratroopers did r,-t go

ur-ioticed by the Germans. In a rearming Germany, a .ou:ig

a,.4tcor named Kurt Student, went about the same business. In

1938, Field Marshall Herman Goer ino, Commander of th

Luftwaffe, ordered Major Student to combine all airi-c.rne

forces under the Luftwaffe. Student's work resulted in

tr.ined parachute units and Ju5-2 transports. an aI[c:r)

developed to del iver them. The 7 Fliegerdivision wa 4"c,;,ed.

,2:17-20- It ,,jas the first case where the need to trar,4-c.

paratroorerc- had led to the development of an airlift

aircraft specifically designed for that role.

Hitler observed the motivated units Studer I ..

tr..iried and felt the combination of surprise and

acigressiveness would fit well into his plans fc.r viest-r-

12



Europe. He would use the paratroopers to seize key pcints

and allow the Panzers to flow through to strategic

ob..ectives. Hitler made them a corps d'elite. rinowin,_ they

',ere not suited for a defensive slogging inatch, he would h.,-e

them lead the offense. The airborne and Panzers coupled with

*he potent Luftwaffe produced "blitzkreig" warfare, unkn,_"',,n

to Hitler at that moment. The paratroopers would pro"e

themselves most deserving of the praise of their country.

2:21-23)

Wo,- I d War Two

It was soon time to test the value of the airborne

.orces leading an assault. In April 1940, the Germans

'lunched a combined air, ground and sea attack on Norway and

Denmark called 'WESERBUNG'. (2:43) The operation planned to

-- utralize the armed forces of both Norway and Denmark. The

Airborne assaults were vital to the success of the operation

is they seized the Danish and Norse airfields the first day.

These airfields would then be used to reinforce the airborne

c ,ces until they had linked up with the amphibious assault

, s.

The Danish plan met with great success. The

'.rfields were captured and the Danes quickly surrendered,

.ercome by the surprise and intensity of the attacks.

In Norway, the first phase was a success with the

capture of Oslo and the airfields, but they, were less

13
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An

successful in exploiting the initiative. Norwegian forces

reacted quickly. Immediate counterattacks on the airfields

were successful. The lack of complete surprise resulted -n

paratroopers being driven from their objective at Nak,rsk and

finally capture at Dombas. (2:44-46) They had failed in

Norway because they lost the element of total surprise anrd

failed to secure reinforcements either by air or link-up with

the amphibious forces.

Even the success of the German airdrops in Denmai k

and the flaws in Norway pointed out some problems that ,eeded

to be resolved. Just a couple were: "...how to controi the

force en route to the objective and a lack of heavy weaporns

to support the forces."(2:46) When the Norwegians rec-'tured

the airfields, the German reinforcements were en route. The

German headquarter- knew this, yet were unable to reca t,

aircraft. The reinforcements were captured as they lanoceo.

With no reinforcements, the initial paratroopers airdropped

in Norw.ay were captured by Norwegian forces. This also

points out the lack of sufficient airlift resources to

achieve mass on the DZ as they needed more than one sor t c

per aircraft to transport all the paratroopers to the

obiecti,,e area. The Germans would work on, but not re-,

all these problems. Others would learn the same le cr,-

the jame manner later in history.

14
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'FALL GELB', the plan for the capture of the Lvt-.

Countries, also included the bold use of airborne forcer.

4gain, they were to capture Key bridges and airfields, hold

them until reinforcements arrived. The 7th Fliegerdivision

would lead the way with three parachute b.ttalions and th?

airmobile 22nd Infantry Division would follow, beirncg

Airlanded at secured airf4ield.

The plan kicked off on 9 May 1940. Airborne

companies were dropped on three airfields with more

paratroopers to airland an hour later. On two of the three

objectives, the paratroopers were driven from the airfield.

The aircraft with troops to airland were forced tn crarh land

on the beaches with great losses. Only one airfield was

secured with great difficulty. Even though the misicns to

Pcure airfields failed, the mission to secure the

bridgeheads went much better, Although strong resiitance ,

oncountered at the bridges also, quick relief by the 9th

Ianzer division insured success. The victorious Germans

ailed the total airborne operation a success, but paid a

-'gh price with the loss of one half of the 22nd Infantry

n vision, including 1600 paratroopers taken as prisoners of

-r- and 117 Ju52s destroyed due to landing accidents.

' 2:47-51)

The operation cited above was called a success by the

German staff, but in fact, it was a failure. The poor
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logistical planning, poor logistical support of the German

paratroopers on the airfields and the lack of enough mass. to

secure them led to loss of tk - of the objective airfieldB.

This led, in turn, to a second logistical failure, the loss

of the reinforcements. The paratroopers were most successful

at the bridges where surprise and maneuver, coupled with mass

and logistical reinforcement, insured the critical bridges.

were secured for the follow-on forces. It is also worth

noting that the 22nd Infantry Division was the first " ight"

division, depending totally on airlift for reinforcement.

Eben Emael was a Dutch fortress that dominated all

crossing sites on the Maas and Albert Canals within 16 km. A

garrison of 1200 men, it was a monument to the art of

defense. Training at Grafenwofr, Hitler's elite airborn-,.-.

forces under Koch, incorporated glider tactics to perfect

their plan for Eben Emael. On 10 May 1940, the plan

unfolded. Trhe targets were three bridges and the fortr es=.

itself. Two of the three bridges were secured immediately

,ith the third bridge being destroyed while the Germdns

'x'crked *o earr, the charges. The fortress of Eben Err,.e 1 tell

to complete surprise and the deception of dummy pare'r.-,cers

dropped to the west which confused the reinforcement:. A

stunning success foi Kochs airborne paratrooper: and

gliders. (2:52-56)
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Again, surprise and maneuver in a daring attack +rom

.tbove while deception insured mass and provided time fOr- th.

;ogistical support to arrive. We completely agree vi ith the

authorSt quote: "The attack on the fortress of Eben Emael

and the Albert Canal bridges ... are the most efficient use of

airborne and glider forces during Jorld War Two. Emplo'oed

with great economy of force, they brought off a stunrin. j

tactical victory." This operation also points to the bentit

o- ioint training for paratroopers and air-lift forces. (2:51)

Operation 'MEKUR' was the German airborne inva.ior, of

Crete. The plan was to land on Maleme and Canea, westerrn

objectives, in the morning with the second wave on the

eastern objectives of Retimo and Herakleion with paratr.ooper.s

and gliders, later in the day. Airland and seaborne

reinforcements would exploit the initial successes.

On 20 May 1941, the operation began w.iith an airdrop

a* Canea around the prison south of town. The Hew Zealand

defenders were combat hardened veterans as were the d-fendr;

-t Maleme, where the airdrop came about the same + irne. Fr-om

-heir arrival forward, the Germans fought not to exploit

success, but to survive. The New Zealanders fought

* gorously in the defense of the objectives in the east. In

'.re west, heavy defenses and landing casual ties. had the

initial battle hanging in the balance. Reintorcements :.,-ere

slow to come as aircraft were as much as ti, hours late
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dep'ar t inQ Greece with the secon~d lift srid, disoriented, the.

dropped the fresh paratroopers on prepared defeni-es ard 'nt.-

r ou gh t-i r a ir.. Not one initial objective hlad been c'iptured

by C erman forces as night cover'ed the battlefielJs.

The roext rrnirig, Ju52s 1landed on the tii--

iupplies north of Maleme. Landings on the airfiield were

beincg forced at great loss of aircraft due to enemv z-ti-

f Ir te. Suppl ips twere low and the promised reiriforr-emen's , --re

riot airrivincj in good condition. The seaborne 4orces met with

disaster at the hands of the British Navy, which sank 3t'' thr

ve~-se)lE transporting them.

The th-ird day o'f the operation saw the b'kttle fc'-

Malemre continlied. Thp tide turnedeas the British art-ler.

.-L.--ervers were disp:,',ed arid denied a view oi the airfieidj.

Vr.ash troops in. good condition began to arrive in er,'est vi.

4,r, j--hridIQe 4rom Greece. The British n~aval forcr-s th-at r>

ieA'.,e1 the German seaborne -forces viere devastated b'.

('ermi-ri %l'rcrakft and the New Zeal arder s could see the *er. a

tie, *7ermans regained control of the air . Canea fel1l t -

iermrroro core 27' fla'. and on 29 May &ea terr and wirterri

4LI-o. iik,-d tp. Ouring the night-, of 28-31 Mav. th' e.

'I :.,, - p Ert. r -medJ the hercul ear, task of r escu i rg 17,01.i0 fl~er, +r errr

rw-to urJer qa~tcck bv German airpower. This s.ucce .;

i'errva'zn head been coz t 1". One in three paratroopers ca

Ieadj b--er, killed. This was the Germar, airbo.-ne forces
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'ictory, of which Hitler said "The day ot the .ratrocp

over .. .surpr se, the key to successful operation.s, t.i l1 never

again be possible." (2:62-73)

I agree with Hitler on the fact that after 'MEK'UR

*he day *of the German paratrooper during World War Fv'c, v,.

over, but not because surprise would raeuer aai in te pc.s;ble.

In 'MEKUR' and all the previous examples o+ German use cf

airborne forces, they had stubbornly rel ied or, u-.r pr-isr .4r,.? J

,nitial maneuver as the pillars of each cperation. T1,. k ..-d

developed the Ju-52 transport for logistical resuppl . and

became so infatuated with the use of the air, the- t-,root to

sufficiently plan for the critical logistical link-up 1,ith

qround or amphiDious forces. German paratrooipers fou.Tht well

-t every endeavor, including 'MEKUR'; but as previousl ,

ctated. the control of the entire airborne force was. under

he Luftwaffe. It is our personal opinion that due t:, an

oganizational flaw, not all the combat power of the Germans

could he brought to bear effectively in support of airborne

'orces. The airdrop operation required two sorties to ir),Prt

'Ne airborne force. Obviously, not enough airl ft was

aailable to insure mass on the objectives. Again, airfield

,jectives were crucial to sustainment and, as in 'FALL

-'LB , they failed to secure them in time to insure resupply.

The successful operations were always. quickly linked-up .,w th

ground forces or provided airlift sustainment. The Luftwafte
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t.,uould l.ter b- unable to provide sustainment for Qround

fcrces at Stalingr.ad with disastrous results.

The Pritish were not idle while all this was tak'ng

place. The> also decided that airborne forces '.sjo'id i' al

irmportant role in future operations as World War Two

approAched. The Royal Air Force (RAF was invo.ved he, +he

ol .nning and development of airborne operations from the ,ev

aecginr, ir, g. 'Ar, official historian wrote /,..it is ,or-tt

riofing, not for reasons of sentiment but from a purely

practical point cf view, that excellent co-operation had beer

achieved between the two services ... each service (RAF

and Arm>y. learned to rely implicitly upon each other, and

tfr,.:, this t ru.-t has developed art intimate co-oper-atior t a1

e il ''hich formed the basis for planning for the future.

S.. -,s ibis facet of the forces" development would pay b,

diiderd: ir, the future.

Bri tish p-.ratroopers were first u;.ed on 10 Februar--

1941 ir opeiation 'COLOSSUS'. :thx bombers took off r-,ff

tal ta; five dropped their, paratrooper-_ ir, the r. Ciht vail P

.nid the -:ixth ai ;:ed completel. The target vka: the rr, a

t, i f0r t e r ecional iwater s"stem in .k abr. ia, I t . i

'n 1 ; ma I I po tion of the group actua.l 1> reached the

AtiJ..)JK t kred '.hen ther deton.ted their expx P ,si ve rha I -

I ;1' a T Qeqe FheY did ttr -.:ct the lo caI pol .e l,,,h f t,

c -i ur e d the , rt ,r.e for.ce . N .rie of the paratroore, r
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the rendezvous with the submarine sent to recover them.

This was a rather bad start. They achieved maneuver

and surprise but not mass. There was no logistic support

even planned. Even though the RAF was in on the planning,

execution by the airlift was poor at best.

Or, 28 February 1942, the British tried their second

airdrop operation called 'BITING'. One company divided into

three parties was airdropped on the German radar site 47.t

Pruneval. One party secured the radar site for examination,

one subdued the German troops garrisoned at the ei te wh i le

the other group subdued the garrison for shore defen .. ,n the

."lage of Bruneval . Total surprise was achieved. WI

% rman troops were subdued. Before dawn A flotilla had

7,:cked them up from the beach and they were back across the

.-Iarnel with the desired equipment and inform.tion. Only one

'-'ratrooper had been killed and seven injured--ver, ! iciht

casualties. Churchill was impressed and gaue his fullI

kpr oval for the development of the budding airbor-ne tor ce.

S2:86 -87)

This example is the classic employment of an airborne

rce for a specific mission. Well planned and e>ecuted,

.ese par atrooper s- surprised the small garr i son oi Gerimi r,--

with swift maneuver. They appI ied the correct .mount o

force at al 1 the cr. i t i cal points and their Io i .t ,-.l -upp, _r
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for both insertion and withdrawal was timely and accurete.

There are few airborne operations that will go as smooth as

BITING' .

The Americans had also developed an airborne

capability, but with a few differences. Allied airl ft

aircratt were different from the very start. The Brit,st

initially used bombers as the main paratrooper carrying

aircraft, while the Americans arrived trained and re~d, to

jump from the C-47. The C-47 was a passenger aircraft

converted to excellent use as a troop carrier. It wou :d

become the backbone of airlift forces. As bomber assets ,ere

much harder to schedule, the British were forced to = tuh t o

the C-47 also. Till RAF crews were trained in the C-4 , the.

ha6 to fly with American crews.

&$irlift was a critical factor in the fall of l'4 a s

the Al lies were planmning operation 'TORCH', the i rvas:.-, ,

French Nort Africa. The first American unit to go, 2nd

Rattal ion of the 503d Parachute Regiment, readied for :.znbaf.

Four teen C-47s manned by untrained United States Arm, fir

Force (USAAF) crews tried to fly formation in bad weather

101 rr e 1es to an obscure drop zone on an airtield. F.,-,r

n.,, :.. lion cojpled wi th bad weather and low fuel for. e,.: ,r. ,

of the panes- to land in the area of the airfield whet, tnie

o*vt,-r erced qi ound fire while trving to land or, the arop

Qre. There , o air-drop because the planes had t,, anL t c

22
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-etuel. Spread out and disoriented, the paratrooper

commander tried to regain some control only to discover whet,

he arrived on the objective by bus! the US Ist Armored

Division had already taken the airfield at Tafaraoui. The

Ist Armored Division left the 2nd/503d to keep Tataraoui

Airfield secure. Only luck kept the 2nd/503d from

airdropping on top of the Ist Armored Division and enqain

them as the enemy. (2:91-92) American airborne operations

and their airlift support were not off to a good start.

The following statement best describes the first

American attempted airborne assault: "There had been little

planning, intelligence was non-existent, the aircrekJc l'-ckeo

+he necessary training to make combat airdrops.." 2:92* This

risode is an example of how fragile airborne operations. :i e

?nd that a great deal of planning and training must accompany

each operation or the result will be a disaster. The

?rd/503d, retitled the 2nd/509th, were to get another chance

i ter their failure on their first mission. Shortl"

'terward, they were scheduled to airdrop and seize

ouks-les-Bain. On 15 November, they were air-dr-c-r.ped or,

,erget and met on the ground by the Yichy French with open

ins. (2:93) The American airborne force had their first

..jccess.

On 29 November 1942, the 2nd Battalion of the Rr. ti .h

Ist Brigade, were loaded on 44 C-47s of the 62nd Troop
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Carrier Wing (TCW). After a 400 mile flight to -- drop zone

no one had ever seen, with no reconnaissance or aerial m .ps.,

they jumped into a deserted airfield at night when they

couldn't land as planned. They quickly formed and moved off

to the objective, 10 miles distant. The Germans were

surprised, but quickly reacted, attacking the force with

tanks and aircraft. Lt Col Frost, the commander, was

informed link-up forces were not coming. They withdrew a.

night, as the' were short of ammunition and rations and h~d

no defense against the tanks or aircraft. For three da.s,

they walked toward allied positions. Over half of the

battal ion was lost during this mission and subsequent

retreat. The message was complete. Without support,

airborne paratroopers cannot survive for a long period o*

time against heavier forces. (2:94-95)

The British had experience. They were lucky when

they" arrived on the correct objective for this mission c-_.ven

the inexperience of the airlift ai(crews. Surprise . a s

complete but everything else was forgntten. Maneuver, m..s

zr'd logiStics ..ere left to chance. These paratroopers were

lu.:ky; their mission failed but at least half of them es:.lped

wih their lives. The lessons learned in North Africa by

.:irlift and airborne leadership were: aircrew experier,:_ I

,r. t cal , command and control of the force en route m. - .

,i;iintained, and Joint training is a must. (2:95)
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Sustainment by airlift and airdrop was first put tc'

the test in Russia during World War Two. The German 6th sfniv

with 20 divisions and 300,000 men were surrounded at

Stalingrad for 90 days late in 1942. (4:280) Goer-ino sa-w the

Stal ingrad airlift as a way to improve his stinding wit$h

Hitler after his failure to win the Battle of Bri t.in. the

6th Army required a minimum of 500 tons a day and desir.,d 7:1O

tons a day. (5:108) Goering's staff told him and Hitler they

couldn't come close to supporting even the minimum lift

requirement. "Seven hundred of the invaluable, tri-motred

Tu-52s were being used in Africa and there were rot enough

l ft for southern Russia." (4:266)

Goering's staff was correct. They never appr,-i: ,hed

tIe minimum figure. The maximum del ivered in one day wlas 28<

tons and the total averaged under 100 tons a day. (5:108.-

The Ju-52 pilots fought weather and Russian fighters ,,Aith

extraordinary courage, but with little hope of succeeding in

their mission. (4:266) Field Marshall Paulus and his ,th

Army could not fight Soviets and the Russian winter without

supplies. They surrendered on I Januar-y 1943. (4:26:0>

The resupply of the 6th Army failed because of poor

eadership. The principles of war were totally ignored.

There was not enough airlift to go around for all the German

theaters. Many of the German Ju-52s were tied up in tiorth

Africa supporting Rommel. Airlift, the critical link,
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failed. Stalingrad was the turning point, starting the

German retreat on the Eastern front.

Operation 'HUSKY' was the code name for the :nvasion

of Sicily and "LADBROOKE' for the airborne portion oi the

invasion. The 505th Parachute Regiment commanded by Col.

James M. Gavin, was flown to Sicily by untrained C-47 crew.

They became disoriented and over flew the 'HUSKY' invasion

fleet. The invasion fleet opened fire and several aircraft

'.-,re shot dwn en route. The surviving transports dropped

,ar.at-opers all over the west end of Sicily. On1y _,-,e

company landed on the DZ. Other units landed as far as 60

miles from the correct DZ. One eighth of the force gathered

into a cohesive unit and the rest fought as individuze'1 and

sma.ll groups. (2:102)

Although the lessons in North Africa cast some doubt

.ibout the effectiveness of airborne operations, the invasin

of Sicily in July 1943 needed the combat m ultiplier that

vertical maneuver offered. Surprise was evident on this

operation, but maneuver was poorlx executed bv the USAAF

airlift crews. "With neither prior experience nor a ..io-ni

comrmv'nd cor planning organization to guide this first

larqe-scale assault...allowed aircrews little time to

pr-rtice the rew tactics,.. .but troop carrier leader-. "fer 

optimistic." (.5 :5) Their optimism was ill-founded. "Te

rr bl em had been one of del i ver., rather than thE cor-eipi 4
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mass employment of airborne forces; the result was_. further

4.-a. n ing for troop carrier units. (6:6N HMa..%ss and I oQi -+ i(-t

s'jpport were lost completely due to the poor performance of

T*e transport crews. The mission, the first for the thre:

,attal ions ot the 505th, was a tactical failire. The

n.,asion of Sicily w.as a success, however, and the

paratroopers proved themselves to be teriacious fighter _ v-r'

though they never formed into a cohesive combat unit. This

-eputation would follow all paratroopers, Axi s. and Alli ed.

throughout the war.

Lt General Patton., Commander, 7th Army, dec ded to

use paratroopers in an airborne reinforcement role by

rdropping two battalions of the 504th Parachute Regiment

clus a light artillery battalion and an engineer comparn:. t

r- ght , wi then the American beach-head at Farello irf eid. ci,.

'1/12 July 1943. Again, 'he transports were fired upon by

allied ships. Twenty three of 144 C-47s were lost *tnd 37

badly damaged. Shaken, jumpmasters fcorced their. peratro:-pers

oi.it ear.l:Y. Out of 1900 men, only 400 arrived on Farello

,rfield. The rest, falling out of the night sky on

surprised American units, were shot in the risers. Nightfall

_. 12 July found only 558 officers and men of the 504th fit

fight. (2:103)

This failure cart, again, be directl,." attributed t,:,

the trn;sport crews. Poor trainingn, ompounded b., bad
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n -. i oat ion , cost sl i gh t 1 y less than three quar ters of th is

uni t, their i ues. The mission also pointed out the need for

coordination on link-up procedures between ground and

airborne unite.. This was the darkest day for the LSAAF

Airlift crews. "Experiences in Sicily emphasized th,- :,eed

for a joint airborne planning headquarters...the key air-borne

warfare lay in concentrating paratroopers and firepower on

the ground, a function of thorough planning and proficient

troop c-irrier." (6:7)

During the same operation, the British Ist Par achute

Brigade went in against the Primasole Bridge on 13 Julr 1943,

carr ied by the 51st TCJ. Pathfinders were inserted early b>,

airdrop to marlk the DZs with lamps, so the troop transports

could find the DZs. This was the first time they vere

employed. (2:104-105) The procedure worked. The Ist, 2nd,

and 3rd Battal ions made the jump. Unfortunatel-, the Germans

had also .elected the Primasole Bridge as an airborne assault

objective. The 4th German Parachute Regiment were on the

•rne DZs.

To add to their problems, the 51st TCIW had a bad

right navigating to the DZs. Eleven C-47s were shot down .

friendly fire and 27 failed to reach the DZs, retur-niro the!r

loadc to North Africa. The British jumped on German

p.rratrooper po -tions. The Frimasole Bridge was secure":,
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lost and regained in the same pitched battle by the htrdened

R-itish paratroopers. (2:104-105)

This particular airborne assault ia one cf the few

*,mes two airborne forces engaged one another in combat. The

mechanics of the mission for the British were hampered,

again, by poorly trained USAAF transport crevjs. Mdss wAs-

lost, surprise and maneuver were marginally *ttain'd. Ti-.:

British won the confrontation only because most ot the

experienced Germans paratroopers were lost cr Crete in

'4EKUR'. No thanks to the performance of the trans'ort

crews, the mission was a tactical success.

The Allied airborne assault into Sicily appeared a

rnstly failure and almost resulted in the termination of

rontinued developments in this field. Despite this, the

enemy was impressed by the quality of the airborne

naratroopers and their disruptive effect. (2:105) Thp

qgressive airborne reputation mentioned earlier, was deeplY

imprinted.

Paratroopers were tough fighters, but they had

obiems getting to the DZs. General EisenhoJ.:r. called for a

board to investigate the problems the airborne operations

;re experiencing. "Headed by MaiGen Joseph Wd. Swing, the

-4,ing board concluded that parachute and gl i der troops should

not be sent on missions unsuited to their capabi litie e or on

tasks. which could be more economically or- equallx, t,,ell
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performed by other means. Eisenhower accepted this% finding

and demonstrated his whole hearted support for the large

scale use of airborne formations..." (2:107) Paratr.:oper-.

were valuable fighters, but they needed to be used fc- -,e

right missions. "The biggest problem that faced airborre

force, was their inability to extricate themselve.= from a

dangerous situation or to redeploy elsewhere in the same

theater of operations. They were on one-wax tickets thai h,4)

been launched on the assumption that relief by ad,.ancing

forces could be accomplished within a few days." (2:107;,

Eisenhover realized their vulnerabil i ties and in future

dec:i-sions, he demonstrated an understanding of the very

fro,ile, fleetini, advantage of surprise, maneuver, and r_ss.

He also 'inderz.tood sustainment meant the difference bet,ieen

success and failure of airborne missions. Airborne

operations 'ere not cheap. The cost of using this force is

best e-r'lained by tlhe fol lowino quote: "The bill for ge' tr,_

A:) airborne diisin into battle was hair raising and the

rnechar, ic.m for I aunching it delicate in the extreme ." (2:110., -0
This unkrnown .t:iff officer knew .&ihat it took to emplo-,

air.bor ne- forces.

The plannireg for- 'OVERLORD', the inva-.io r, of Eu, .

started and there were various ideas for the use of airbornLe-

force-. The 'Marshall Plan' envisioned an assatult b, ,: .i

d Ied *-irborne divisions in the Evrejx area of Fr ancr t
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c-reate an expanding airhead into which a massive airlift

would bring reinforcements to attack German lines of

communications, keeping reinforcements from Ihe beach-hed

4s soon as possible, amphibious forces would make contact

wt h the airborne divisions and drive for Paris. Ei senhowoE r

-.ejected this. plan in favor of one that placed th, z'irtor n.

divisions on the flanks of the landing-. (2:112,

rortunately, Eisenhower foresaw the tremendous effort

required to reach an "airborne island" at Evreux sJ)ith

logistical support. If the island failed, the invasion

;ailed. He wisely selected a plan he could sustain

1 0istically.

The British airborne assaults fo. OVERLORD' wert

,.el1 in the early morning of June 6, 1944. Most paratrou_,'ers

"inded on DZs marked by their pathfinders. The suppor tig

ol iders were on target. (2:120) This was due in large to the

recent qualification of RAF crews in the C-47 and the res .,ult

.,4 previous joint training on night airborne operatiors. The

Br.itish employed all the principles of war. Their work paid

.Cf as their logistical support was on time and on target.

The American airdrops for 'OVERLORD t .er-ent .n-.

--mooth. On 6 June, 821 C-47s carrying 82nd and lijict

A rborne divisions, headed for France. (6: ) Due to weer

and the lack of qualified navigators, "of the 13,000 American

paratroopers dropped, less than 10 percent landed on th; r
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DZNs., but 60 percent landed within two miles of their zones."

Depite this the paratroopers jere successful in seizing

their objectives. (6:9) The 101st Airborne Division jumped

south of St Mere Eglise and were widely scattered. Only 15

percent landed close to their assigned DZs. Over half of the

equipment landed in swamps and was lost. The 82nd Airborne

Division jumpmasters pushed paratroopers out the door

regardless of the position of the aircraft, many too low.

Once on the ground, those that survived the jump, fought

well. (2:t21)

Rel iance on beacons for navigation ca'ised some of the

priblems for USAAF transport crews. As a result of this

per.forrnance, the Americans stopped all night parachute drops,

.-A Lroblerm that would hamper a later operation. Shortages of

s. Ipport *.je._pors and ammunitiin plus immobil i ty once on the

ground ''.ere acutely felt by all the forces involved. 2:125%

Most of the problems were caused by poor mass, maneuv-r- cnd

loyIstics. Due to poor positioning over the DZs, the

par atrocper- lost most of their- meager equipment and were

ball ,disorr:ed. Fortunately, the confusion caused bL fhe

-.urprise of the drops and the invasion fleet created ,hacs

am',ng the defenders. As usual, once on the ground, tt.

fought 1vel 1 but not a.-. cohesive uni ts.

'lowtBd by Hi tler s invasion, the Soviet High C-rmm rn,d

,.--:nn t able to put together their first airborne opera* :-r z-f
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the Great Patriotic War until Januar> 1'742. The r Iar.;:ed .

giant pincher movement by the 33d and 10th rrmies to trap the

German armies at Vyazma. The airborne force's missin cw ,as .co

establish an airhead within the 4th Panzer Arm> rear aire.- by

seizing airstrips. Airlift of reinfor-cements to support the

airborne forces would follow and ultirr.tel>- I ,nk up tih th-

33d Arm. The 10th Army would then I aurich the let tlock

maneuver.

On 3-4 January a battal ion parachuted onto the

4irstrip at Myatlevo only to find it couered in deep znroJ.

They worked all day to clear the strip under Germar fire.

lather cancelled the scheduled airlift on 5 Ja 'n,j--rY id th,

whole airlift reinforcement plan was cancelled the ne:xt , .-

Tile parachutists formed guerilla bands and fought their i

hack to their own lines in two weeks.

The main battle developed on 18 January whei tue

battal ions were airdropped, unopposed at Lugi . The> held the

airstrip; and over the next five nights, tr anspor, t.=-..rri vrd

-,ith reinforcements. On 25 January the- 1 inked up t.i t

e ements of the 33d Army. The high command decideai that no'

.,._ the time to commi t the main body of the 4th .irc'srne

-rps. On 27 January the> airdropped two battal iorn s i it,

r,or accuracy, behind German I ines. The Germans har a.sed the.

p r a troopers * .hot up the transpor ts try i nc. to r. P upp I the

paratroopers and f+i nal l- broke up any at tempts for the 'i dleV
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di spersed units to 1 ink up. Cn -7 Felbru..r.. . the d rrr,

attacked, e-pet 1ing to meet a 4th Panzer r-m, harred ,.b

parachuti -ts in their r. ea.r a reas.. In.stea d, t,hea'. were zC -

by a well organized and prepared defense. Then, .r 23

February, the Rus..ians airl if ted the I a _t of their 70Co

airborne rein for.cemen ts to the Airhe..,d at Lucli to no I, a'

Or 25 Mar-ch, the Germans launched a counter otter sie arid r,

early tha,.j inn 18 Oipril stopped al1 mrneu.,er., so the Gi rm.;n-.

pol iced the remain rig par.atroopers. up xith a 4 er.-eC reer.-iP.

The entire plan failed. r2:.*7 -129)

The first arm,, to ever demors.tr ate the abi 1 itv to

employ airborne paratrooper.s failed on their fi r st a t'.em, t.

Surp- r. ise , maneu,,er , m _as.s And 1 og i st ic suL:p'rt , r. e r e,.Vr

achieved. The result could h-v.,.)e been predic-d b, the 1I,:-

of p1 ann r pl rg-, em 1 cyrrier nt , c r ce s i n a dr ,b b e f as i or, . 1

the f i lur e to tr.c.o,, ide an. ioi 1tcal s.cpport once c,,r, r .

to battle. The Rus-;r, Ip,. r .trocpersE wer e teri ,c icus i# obter

but poor empI o c' er, t techr, ei,es, c .nnot be oer come b',

dc *ermi nat i .,r.

Over a - ear P.sed before the re- t '_.oviet ;:rL,orr e

operation. Tn Germ.ans were wi thdraw ing i n September .-, I ;'-

at the Onieper Lcc.,. :c', et i rb orr, e fc. rces Lioere to, Se. -e

I odgrien t c.r te i . r : w b rk . Th re- C ermArs di t,-i o_ i o r,-

cro .sir,, t,h F -,r ,,jre t -e, t h one Farzer diu, Z ir ie. t

Cros-. te ,Fr r r torpr , .e. told e r r, - ,.r r 4,1
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retreat and disorganized. Ouer 180 aircraft were scheduled,

but orn the night prior to 23 September., only 8 aircraft

materialized. The weather turn-d bad and delays started. On

the morning of the 24th, more aircraft arri,.ed. Loading

started, but loading tables and passenger mFenifests were

scrapped. Once loaded, the pilots insisted or unloading to

count heads for. weight and balance. Chaos reigned, refueling

was inadequate, aircraft moved to other ne.r-bx air-fields for

fuel and the paratroopers marched ouer I and. Final l., an

anonymous. individual gave the order to take off single ship

w.hen loaded. The Panzer. division was fighting a delaying

.ction when transport; appetred overhead. The. wer-e shot out

of the air and the paratroope. s _hot in their ri sers. The

entire operation failed.

It was the last Russian attempt to mount an airborne

attack. The Soviet high command felt the contributions of

airbcrne opert ior,s did not off set the need for airl ift

i-sets used in t logistical resupply role. (2:129-133) The.,

-ould neter dedicate the 4tir l iff forces recessar- to achieve

•r degree o+ 1,J.-c:e.s and thev ignored the major principles

cf ,.v r

Ir, the Pacific, the effective uce of airborne forces

w) not lost .*n the .lpanese. Limited transport aircraft and

the cjreat di=ter, ces retween islands prevented frequent use of

.T~a-eae airborne forces in the Pacific. ,et on 11 February
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t--12, the ,Tep.r'es,- first used their- .t rborie forces to

"rescue" ar oil refinery at Palembang. They :tirdrcoppeo 130

pa.atroopers on to the refinery as the Dutch tried to destroy

t.. The paratroopers saved 250,000 tons of valuable oi i and

lo'st only 25 personnel in defeating a much larger force.

(2.134) rhey employed all the principles--surprise,

maie,uer, mass and logistic sustainment. It is rio wonder

the, ,)ere successfu I

The second use of Japanese airborne forces occurred

in Decem,;ber 1?44. The Japanese tried to stop the Americans

-t Leyte wi '.h paratroopers. The ii tial attempt was a tot.l

fai lure when all three troop transports were shot down.

~e , the,, use..-d $,0 to 40 transports and assaulted an

irstrip, attempting to destroy aircraft, with no hope rf

i r, for ement . They landed arric'nc- the 11th Airborne Di vision,

.h.) lji.:l v real ized the attack and had the last one pel ic-d

.p 48 hour later without many problems. (2:135)

Th'- wa the second incident of airborre forces

ft.Jhtir,,c anrborne forces. The first occurred in Sicily at

tic- Pr :- sr,,'ol . bri,1de. The Japanese failure twas s'--aled in th-,

i..rd-., "no hope of reinforcement". Other than being a

taessinq force, they were completely' wasted. Their us-e iv;

,- '.1. rf lects, the "kamaka: i" mentali ty of the JapanesE

&.t this t.fe of the war.

.3.
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operation 'THURSDA"- in Burma wac. unique., the

Supreme Allied Commander in South-East Asia. Wingate pl.nrred

t o cut the Japanese lines of communications to the north of

Burma and trap their forces in North Burma. "Air supply a

the key to jungle warfare or, for that matt-, . air w-rtr e

countries where roads were rare and difficult to,

build..."(7:6) The 10th Air Commandos were for-med to spp, ort

Wingate on this operation. The Chindit forces were errrc, 7o-ed.

Gliders established airheads and 12,000 Chindi ts w,,ere

airilifted into the enemy's rear area. (2:13--? "IF the end of

1944...the fleet of transport aircraft available to 14,h

Army.. .was larger than anywhere among the vwlorld's - battle

fronts...the tonnage of stores flown to forward paratr o,,,ers

exceeded, for 14th Army alone, 2000 tons a dar." ,.7:7! JIe

divi-aior. (36th British) had 7 DZs operating at the sam- time.

The air supplv planes made 250 sorties a month ir, all

weather. (7:230) Resources and forces to succeed ,e,,

allotted to the mision--it was a success.

This particular operation proved the '.rth of th.

theater airlift used to totally resupply a light fighting

force. The 10th Air Commando C-47s airdropoed and airland-.i

s-ippl ies for the Chindits throughout the entire rler. ' Ion,.

The low enem> density in the theater was a positive f. ,ctor in

the success of the effort. The Chindits, su.tained b

airdropped supplies, employed surprise, mae3, ran..iuver tLt

37



harass the Japanese for a long period of time. '...31

Squadron of the RAF and the 2nd TCS, USAAF, pioneered air

supply..." (7:105) Unlike Stalingrad, the second use of

airdrop as a su.tainment l ifel ine pro,ed successful.

In September 1943, the 503rd Parachute Infantry

ReQiment was first employed by General MacArthur. Lack of

airlift had hampered any use prior to this time. They were

airdropped onto the airstrip at Nadzab, 20 miles inland from

the beach-head being assaulted .t the same time. The

airdrops were unopposed but had problems. As usual, some men

pnoi sed the D7 and those that landed on the DZ found the grass

to be 12 foot high and difficult to move through.

For.tunately, the airfield was undefended and proved to be an

Star get. The o-peration was a complete success. (2:140)

rhe timing of this operation was critical to the

.uuviva; of all allied airborne forces. At the same time,

thp Swing board was meeting in Washington D.C. The failures

in Sicil y alone, without the success of the 503rd, would have

hak-P surely resulted in the same conclusions as the Soviets

came up with--airborne units were too expensive for the

return in combat power. The assault on Nadzab worked.

Surprise and mass were excellent, but maneuver on the ground,

pocr. Logistical sustainment was excellent. General

MacArthur insured the link-up with amphibious *crces for
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resupply. This feature became part of all Pacific airborne

assaults in the future.

The next objective was Noemfocor airfield ten myonths

later, on 3 July 1944. The first battal ion --airdropped 24

hours after the amphibious assault. Surprise s ccmret. -s

the enemy garrison was tied up with the beach .s-.uit.. (Y,

altimeter error caused the drops to occur As lo, 200i feet

above ground level (AGL), causing many injurics to the

jumpers. The second battalion came in a da.y later with

almost as many casualties. Of 1400 men airdropped, i0

percent were unable to fight due to injuries durirc the drop.

Due to this fact, the last airborne battal ion ., hrou,ht i

over the beach.

The operation was a success only bec_=,kjse the erem,

strength was completely overestimated. (2:141) A successful

oceration, but no thanks to the transport crews. Surpri se

and maneuver were present as well as logistical support.

Mass was almost lost when so many of the paratroopers were

unable to fight due to an altimeter error. The Pacific wa--

-,ot without some of the problems that plagued the Europearn

Theater of Operations (ETO). The poor aircrew perforrr,4nce

.as attributed to poor training and no rehearsal. (.2:141)

MacArthur's 11th Airborne Division, unused in the

airborne role, got their first chance at Taga.,tay,

Philippines on 3 and 4 February 1945. Pathfinders deployed
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:.J t-et 'i, £,2 along Route 17 tc Mani !a close t-n the ric .

efile. Aa ilI ab le air. ift I imi ted the drops to ,r-o !,tta ,,1 r,

At a time , two b.--ttal ions went in on the firs t jA, ,

SeP.Ir'.Rte l ifts. The first lift started well , but

jnpmaster rrisidentifed the DZ and 30 plane im1.

par atroopers 1 anded miles to the northeast c, -t

r...a The r_,attalion on the next lift landed r: .

area because the jumpmasters saw the discarded -

the first drops on the wrong 02". They depositeu ::h-

iumipers there also. The third battalion, air Jr-, . t

da.', all landed on the correct DZ. The three b l ....

t ,ciether- co hesive attack on the Alga Defile ani... ,

door to Manila. (2:143)

Again, in this effort, the transport cfews

cr ticaf to the operation. The 11th used the Br t - 'ac,:;

c-F crnp loy ing p.Athfinders to mark the DZs for the air r evls.

Th'. luall., succen..sful tactic failed when jumpers -r.

qr,;und were us;ed as--. an aim point; urifortunate ly the( ,. Alt-

,*n the 07. E,'en though mass was oot achieved t i al 1

.-aul t succeeded. The operati.,e words in the .,-

,-h .e ittack". The three battalions got ther.-e.;

i, zi and opened the one narrow choke po i r,t ci t,-

t,: 1a ri I.# Mineuver and surprise aided then- in the,!

:uccess, as- the Jap.mnese never expected an :ttacL, fr,

4(11
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A short time later, the 503d, unused since Noemrr,fc.or.

•,ere g!,.,en Correoidor Is Ind as their oblecti ,e. For ti+ier:

ird small, it presented a difficult target for an ir.orne

!Ssault. A coordinated airborne and amphibious .As.ault ,o.s.

aneu c-n 16 February 1945. The DZ, the C ld par.ade .1 r.,nd,

w,as oril-, 400 yards long and half as wide and the ciolf cour.e

even rA rower . The 317th Troop Carri er Gir.,up (iC,Y 1, .. 1 -

) Y..Tec'onds over the D- on each pass. More than one pa.-

•ha.s 2equ:red to complete the airdrops. High winds carricd

the *ir.-.t paratroopers wide of their target and into barbed

.. ire arid ruined buildings. Accuracy improed with succeed3ri

. s Tre airborne assault caught the Japanese completelv

-=.urr i _e. Intel l i gence had underestimated the enemy

:--ength. but the Japanese commander was killed early in t[,e

' ghing which denied the enemy a coordinated defense. The

iphibious landing came ashore, as planned, and joined to

defeat the enemy quickly. Over- 10 percent .-f the

z, r.trr-pers sustained injuries durino the airdrop, rendering

Them unable to fight; but the operation was a complete

. (2:145)

Probabl v the most difficult D7 in the Paci+ic, the

o,=, coordination of the transport crews and the 503r-d

-iJc ess-ful1 compensated for the high winds on the [.

Surp, is-._ and mass achieved by maneuver. along with .- p' . f

+r,in the amphibious assault, a sured success.
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The most successful operation in the Pactfic *'ai. the

airdrop at the Los Banos prisoner of war camp. "I though

smal 1 in sccspe , it proued the worth of plannin4,. --4ood

intelligence, and surprise. One company was airdropwd --

the camp in the morning whi le the 275 guards were sepa, -

from their weapons during their- daily physicaI t .er- . P

rrtracs from a cooriinated amphibious landing spt-d t:

c n',p at the same time, while a diversionary gr,,:,i d a tt -

sever-al miles away, drew off all the reinforcements. <.c

company 1 anded among the Japanese and quickly i, r

'4i le they on I, lost one man. Al I the pr isoners ,.,.jer 1 c

on the Amtracs and taken to afetv. The effect r - .

.r, morale was tremendous. (2:147)

All azpects of this air borne ooeration u,,e'e feP P -C.

It demoristrates the capability cf Drecisely coordina fet e .

plzrined oper.atttri. As usual vnit., a ooeration thi-

succe.:stul, a']1 primary principles of war were ac ie e.

the maximum. Another reason for mentioning this pir.: -

operat ion is the tremendous e4+e,:t on the morale Tf rh.:

tr oop, throuch,.,ut the theater. The spectacular , ,

airborne operation cars be a very positive morale .oo t e

Th-..: i . the positive note that the airborne -,per -,1 'i,

Pacfi c theater ended on.

Back in Europe, the f i r-st a i r bore rip opei at -n

iti..ERLORC" , ca code named 'RUGBY-. The Rujgb- f c.
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-onsi.i+ing of over 5,000 paratroopers, six battal ions :,rd one

_,ade composed of American and British units, airdrorpped on

the French Riviera on 15 August 1944 from bases in It. l. It

a poorlY kept secret. German intellicQerice knew that ar,

rborr,e attack was comirg to southern France. (8!72) T-e _

:omrplex plan turned into a nightmare when fog blarketed t he

. n rd troop carriers s.cattered units, s--ur ple A P rid

z-ui pmert over the entire region, some as far. as 25 mi les

:rorTi their objectives. (8:78) Despite the bad st.trf, 85

tiercent of the caratroopers assembled on their object ies t,

-800 iF the morning. Follow-on logistica, l ,upport, o,er

4.0Ai0fi.1 mer, and their equipment, arrived on time and ir, ,:Q&,od

-ond tion. By D+1 , the Rugby force had more than

:_.,ccess#:llv completed its mission. In 987 sorties. *nrli't

ked del I;.uered 9,732 troops and over 1100 tons of equipment.

The War Department would say this was one of the most

successful airborne operations of the war bt.aause of preci..

uim n r .rd the few iniuries incurred durinc- the .ump tc" th

•.ratroopers, only 30 reported. (8:79) Thi is on

cr.o oper at ions where surpr i se was l ost and the oper at i, '%v.:,.-

su,-cep-;. Weather caused the major problem, denyin,- Rurb.

-Jr, e m..s on the objectives, but the paratroopers qu 1

overcame the problems by sheer determination. The 7_0 ted

airborne operations were improving.
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There were operations still being planned in tre

northern ETC alio. Between 13 June 1944 and 10 Septenber

IJ44 no less than 16 major airborne operations were p) .inred

at short notice by the Ist Allied Airborne Army or st

British Airborne Corps. All were cancelled, eithe: Lecause

the situations they were designed to meet failed to

materi al ize, or because the speed of the All Ied adua;,ce

rendered them superfluous. (2:152) Eisenhower qaue

Mont'4cmer Y use ot the Al 1 i ed Airborne Corps to appe..

Montgomery s ego. Given the forces, Montgomery was

dtermned to employ them--operation 'MARKET GAREEN

binr n .

M"ARKE', the airborne Phase of 'MARKET GARD. -: ,.-

pl:.r;ried to a;.:ist 2nd Army, under Montgomerys ,-.jrrrr..

its. zdvance .owards the Zuider Zee, using the 1st Al, ie

Airborne Corp-- to "capture and hold crossings over the

ard rivers on 2nd Ar-my"s main axis of advance fr,.-,rr *-b ,

Endhoei. to iticlusive Arnhem". ,2:153) The larc-st. a.

c~,or:-i;or, to date, it was darin.. and rorplic.atei. 'tj..

.pend tht_ whole paper discussirg the plan, but h.ee ;r-

Factor. atfectirc the planning of 'MAFI.F

'3PiPDEN :(2: 153-156)

-A spirit of optimism, "over by Cf, ,_.n,.i. -

-Ce-._tructive competition over resc"-urc-: :
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Montgomery and Patton

-Hesitation in execution of the plan

-Over stress and apathy among the airborne unitc

-No confidence in night air-drop capabi i tv b.,

Amer i carns

Or, Sunday, September 17, 1944, Operation MAR-:ET

'-,4PDEN, the largest Allied airborne opera,:ion of tdorl H.dU'ar

:k , anzhe6 1544 transport aircraft c .rr- r-i n_ 35,000

"r,er ;C:a ., Bri tish, and Pol ish paratrooper- towar..- the

c ther Ianids to hold a bridgehea.d across the i ower Rhine .t

h' -hem. (9:I) The weather cooperated, but otner fa:c-or

caused problems: (2: 159-168)

-The Airborne Corps Commander, Browning, dropped itn

the 82nd area, but could only communicate i,' tr fItj

82nd and the Corps rear HO

-The Germans captured plans of the entire Operatmjr,

car-ried into battle

-Ead interpretation of intelligence underestimat-d

the German strength at Arnhem

-Poor progress by 30th Corps to rel ieve Arrh.TM

-Three li = required to inser-t all the airborne

f orces

The common reasons cited for IIARkET s f. .ilure are ,

-Decentralized pl ann i ng, air. ComM, riders pick'r,_ D .
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-Urderest mated German strength

-L.ack of or pocr l y ccoordinated fighter supr

-Poor communications between units

-Insufficient airlift forces

Montgomery went to his grave call ing M*ARKE- GRi'.

a success, when in fact it destroyed the strategic r .-. , .,E.

the Millied Armies in Europe. The 1st British Airborr,-

it.'msiori w as surrounded and destroyed. The objectv r ci,

a* Arrhem was not secured. A heroic airdrop resuppl, i -i ,

so support this unit isolated at Arnhem failed. As 'J

-vty other airborne operation that failed, basic pr ;,, ,

'er e ignored. " .. surprise is an important factor tV-t

enhances an airborne operation's chance of success.' - ,

P-rereton felt that MARKET could only achieve full 7, cr , .

all airborne forces landed at the same time." -'9:91 0 e

was given up by the lack of sufficient airl ift tof -i.-

entire force on the DZs on the first lift. "Air tr>-,

,as unavai l._ble in sufficient numbers to allow the. liwF.E

fork e to be committed simultaneDusiy..e. the 1Id,C

.tretcht.d cuer- three days. "  (9:9) Mass was di sr , e,; r-

a "corridor of airborne forces". Maneuver and iooit,-

res.iPplY were ignored by an over optimistic comTmandt -

.taff. Bas ic reasons, but a hi.4 fai lu1re.

The Battle of the Bulge gave air. l i t arid -;rb.

. rir, ie s their nex t challenge. Sror tly :kfte r 0300 or
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-, ember 1944, the remair, ing German airborrne arm- ',,a

1;'! ivered into their last battle. "Germ.rri y h.ad ver-. 4-,.t

,red paratroopers ief t and no specially tr3inod pi loi- it

I to drc.p them, and the whole operation quicklyv came

-tichd. Just ten of 105 transport Il.n, rezeched t~e

rcp!er [7 near the town of Malmedy, fiftv9n mi le- behind the

4 ".mer i 1.I, i ips A dozen pi lots became so befuldled in

.irkness that they released their paratroopers over the

,e-aceful German city of Bonn, fifty miles a .. a>." k. J:3c--1=: '

The commander, Baron Heydte expected to have .- thousand

.Aratr'-opers on the objective, he ended up oiith less th.r,

.i r.y. They were unable to take any of their cbecti,.es.,

road centers and bridges, much less hc.ld them. Hc 'dte

* ,s captured five dakys later. (10:37) Hitleri_. pr-opheti.-

,)rds that the day of the paratrooper was o'.,er a+ter. "IEKUP

orr,e true for the Germans.

This last German operation is the best ex mple t,

--ove the point for joint training of an airl ift and air-borne

,r ce. Wi thout accurate del ivery, the par.-troopers were

rafble to arhieve mass and did not receive the lo,4i.tICAl

nl -,,r, the,, needed for survival or success.

Surrounded by German forces during the 13.ttle (o+ th

Icje, the 1017t Airborne Division was locked inside the tc,,n

o+ B)stm jne. Without resupply, they were ,er. 1 kelv to b.

cverrur, It-v German forces before General Patton's Thii d fMrm.,
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could break the sieQe. So on December. 23, 1"'44 't .:.,t. -

G--47 transpnr t plane appeared o,.er, the town -.nd lF- im .

pmth4 i rider-, par achuted i nto the per. mne ter. ThE, c_ ,r ur, r -.ir

se tz and br:,;gh~ly colored cloth panel;_= ito guice 4., +

nf r.nrisports, on the way from England. By no,, Thi r- -

bi .Je sky ,over Bastocne was filled wi thh = i I ver r,-_-

2r., 1 ing out s_.U ply bundles under- vivid red, 1:1

e ol.: p ar 3,:hute;. German ants-airc.raFt f:re . .

-e,,eral (f the C-47's but the pi lots of the rest F .

.nivered. 6'3 s col I ected cont-i ner-: of ammriur i t ior, i 0 c

cIc, thing, blood plasma for the wounded, and gasI ie ,-

LCU3"s tanks. Fully ninety-five percent of the 1 :1 n c,.

suppl ies l nded safely within the per imeter. I.;c,

th n->xt few ,., . hen the weather permitted, the At -ror

fie i vered al most , thousand tons of supp 1 ies to Easto.,

i0 1:86.)

The :irl it forces had come to the rescue o

8a toni- Depi te enemy ground fire and weather , th

ker, t thy i I t Airborne a viable fiQhting uni t ',tr,t i .

,,r c _ S rli ed. An indication of the effort, "C-47s md.,-&

I *C:i a. i r-dr-ops of food ard anmun i t i:,n" to the be 1 eagu- ed

L'f _Afs toqne . ( o:12) The ,,tlUiLle trair, in ny the cr -vws rz

r e -- i ved dur iri pr e y i ous- oper at i cns CU)ERLORD Er,cia M! L

p,. d bi'-. dikiderds for the 101st Airborne. The s5ic,
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th s Airl ift effort would set the stage for e,..,-n miore eroic

,-- upl > efforts by airlift forces in the future.

The Allied airborne forces had one more ,..-ance to

nr ove the r value ard end the war on a pc,.i t ive rote.

-tie"-at on VARSITY' used two airborne divi.sions to secure

n - on the Rhine river for Montgomer>'s 21st Ar-rr,.

F-oup. The 17th US Airborne and 6th British Airborne jent

_,t ttle in the largest air- transport force ever assembled.

'},,er 600 C-47s carried paratroopers while others pulle,d

Q' ider-- . Complete dedication of tactical air. support was

,,jar anteed, On 23 March, two divisions jere on the ground

r, twc, hours. They quic l:" secured their o ic- cti, r .E
•-jp "r 2: 1 = -I -

'JP~l ,drops started. It was a complete succe.-. ,:.7-_$_

Here we see the cautious employment of airborne

Jrces, considering every factor and all the principle; .,

sJr that mark Eisenhower's input to this pl.an. Couple this.

W, th veteran airborne commanders who knew ho,, to make the

,'ssinn kwlork and surprise, mass, and maneuver are evident.

' igistical resupplv started even before the p.ar..troop~rS were

.f the DZ. This operation epitomizes the maturation of toth

anrsport crews and paratroopers that weill be th ir hail1m.r :s

the future.

l ,rean War

One of the shortcomings that affected the eff ce

of airborne forces during World War Two was the 1,ck o n.r
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assault airlift aircraft that vehicles could dr .e c-n ard

off, like the glider. To that end, after the wat . trm IS

developed the C-82 'Packet' and the C-i19 'Fl-ng c c.. r" +,f

use b-. Airborne forces. Both aircraft allowed ehicfl.: t tle

transported within the fuselage. Airborne forc s e.*.l,

developed a variety cf techniques for lifting and ,rdr

a vjde range of standard army vehicles and weapons. .2. i

Naturalay, this development increased the maneuver abi it,

and firepower of the airborne forces once the, we, e on th-

ground and increas.ed the locistical sustainment capabiwt' t,.

airdropping heavy equipment. Their work would not hd..e -

iong wait for testing in combat.

IThen the North Koreans attacked on 25 June lF'S ir,

Soath j ccrea, the airborne forces and their new aircraft ec

red.Jy. On A August 1950, a company cut off from its

battalion, got aerial resupply on the third attempt. T-he

first fell into enemy hands, the s(cond was a mile short. .3,-'

fin_ ily the third fell on target. (11:272)

The method of resupply that the RAF 31 Squ.dr-or; .u,,i

'.I-_-.AF 2nd TCS had developed in Burma during Wor lI d ,.!.r F..,

•'c-rce ;-.0 ,r, , put to use. The new C--li? and 0-, suoplemente,

b. the 7--47 were busy providing, not or, lo cist!c<', , - .

bu t _ 1 r rdrop reslpp y. As you can see fro.I the .m .ul ' .

cr.ews needed t c refine their art . but they st .,'ed -t th thE

o ,. o, urn t I he companv was re.-uppl i ed. Dur inoQ he e, 1 ,,,J
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of I through 5 September 1950 on ever" day but one, airl ift

crews airdropped ammunition, food, water and medical suppl ies

to infantry units either cut off, surrounded or unable to

w thdraw from a salient in the line of battle. (11:452-457)

Airlift aircraft and crews had provided a new dimension on

the battle field--airdrop sustainment. For most situations.

plenty of airlift could be provided by the Far East Ai Fy r.e

Combat Cargo Command (FEAFCCC) commanded by Lt General

illiam H. Tunner. Unlike World War Two, the sky over the

battle field was completely owned by FEAF fighter aircraft.

Lt General Tunner's FEAFCCC could provide responsive airl ifi

-.,pport for the fighting forces on the ground without

-,nrrying about enemy fighters. Airlift was truly a comba:f

nltiplier. "Battalions, companies, and platoons, cut cff

-,d isolated, fought independently of higher control an,j help

--cept for airdrops which supplied many of them. Aird rr',c. -

-so supplied relief forces trying to reach the front-line

,i ts. " (I 1 :477"'

The airspace over the battlefield was not completely

thout threat. The enemy soon learned th.at airlift orcrat

.jire very vulnerable to ground fire; and if an> heavy

tiaircraft weapons were available, they could easil, be

'cot down. The fol lowing example was common. "A str arded

Miarine company' were resupplied by airdrop. Two eil-crift
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dropped ammunition and medical supplies. Both '.jere hit b.,

enemy fire, one crash landed at Kimpo." (11:534'

On 20 October, General MacArthur directsd the 18.'th

Airborne Regiment to airdrop on Sukchon and Sunchon DZs.

Tr..nsports of the 314th TCS and 21st TCS, 113 tot.i .-I193

and C-47s, loaded the paratroopers. After a short weather

delay, they delivered the paratroopers to Sukchon DZ as

fighters strafed the area. Over 1400 of Ist and 3rd

Battalion's men were delivered, with only 25 injured dtirg

the drop. One group landed a mile and half east of the DZ

and one man was killed by enemy fire in his parachute.

.eenty-four tons of equipment were airdropped with the m-r_.

Of seven 105mm howitzers, six were usable as was 90 pe-,_,fn,

of the ammunition. "This was the first time heavy equ,pmen+

had been dropped in combat, and it was the first time C-I1 9s

hAd been used in a combat parachute operation." :.11:575.1 2d

Baital ion jumped into Sunchon DZ with only 20 injuries. , th

objectives were achieved by evening. During the next fe.

,di..--. approx imately 4000 paratroopers and 600 tons ot s! kp ..

,,-,i e dr cpped at Sukchon and Sunchon. Gener..al Macerthur

commen ted that the operation seerred to have cuQht t e rm-

b> complete surprise. (11:577-580u)

Basic tactics and employment had not changed -

t..l I ad 1..r Two, but a new dimensi'on had been adder,. .- r

manleuver :.nd mass were as important as ever and obvIc.
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zchieved during this operation. Remember, IGener..3l MacArthur

',ad been very successful in the employment of airborne forces

in the Pacific during World War Two. The new dimensio.n ',.a-.

the immediate heavy equipment logistical support proutded by

'he nel aircraft, the C-I19. Seventy-four tons of equipment

.r-ived with the paratroopers by airdrop; gl iders were not

needed. By the end o+ the operation, over 600 tons h. d been

'irdropped. The real capability of the L:-115 is seen in the

collowing account. "Or 27 October 1950, ROK force;z were c'Jt

r-f and resupplied by ten C-ligs with supplies and wer able

'o resume the attack." (11:677) The real operati.e words in

I.e quote are " .. .were able to resume the -tt.ck." Theo reel

"Pst of this recently acquired capability wa soon to be

* sted.

In late November 1950, six Chinese divisions cut off

'he Ist Marine Division at the Chosin Reservoir along ,.ith

-mnants of the 31st Infantry Division. (12:255) 1er be rw S ",f

'he 21st TCS airdropped 16 tons of supplies using C-47t on 28

P- vember by flying over- time. By noon 29 November, Lt Renera.l

edward N. Almond, X Corps Commander, had requested 400 ton-_

rX suppl ies be airdropped to the troops at Chosin Reservoir.

e FEAFCCC was only equipped to del i'er. 70 tons a dal- by

-drop. The limiting factor in the system was available

Army riggers to package and load the airborne suppl ies: for.

ai rdrop, By I December. the FEAFCCC had geared up to .irr,o
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250 tons of s'Jppl ies daily. On 2: December-, airdrops were

supplying most of the food, ammunition and supplies the

encircled troops required. A rocky airstrip was. fashioned on

7 December capable of supporting C-47 aircraft. From this

make shift runway the 21st TCS flew 273.9 tons of supplies. in

and 4,689 sick and wounded personnel out of Chosin. Also, on

7 [ecember. eight spans of portable bridging were airdropped

to the troops to repair a bridge, allowing the surrounded

troops a route for escape with their equipment as Lt General

Tunner, Commander, FEAFCCC:, had offered on 5 December to air

evacuate all the personnel . On 8 December, rescue forces

linked up with the Ist Marines at Chosin and ended 13 da-s of

isolation. The FEAFCCC had used 313 C-119s and 37 C-4?s t,

).irdrop 1580 tons of supplies and equipment. Some had beer.

damaged and some missed the DZ, but the Marines all felt the

airdrops, were completely successful. (12:258-259)

The r-e..upply of the Marine Division surrounded at

Chosin was the real proof of the Air Force's abil ity to

airdrop the supplies necessary to sustain a large fighting

v,:,e n-ced in combat. Even with heroic efforts b> the

airlift crew-., the air-dr-op resupply of surrounded forces .t

Stalingrad and Arnhem had failed in World War -wo. Th!-.

operation provided the proof that when the Army needed

airdrop logistical support the Air Force could deliver.
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:.)1j9nar to Present Day

These lessons were not wasted on the French who ... ere

A'irg problems in Indochina. The insurgents, who were

-n"mmunst backed, were proving a tough group to defeat. The

reed for airlift in the jungle warfare they were fr,_jaled if,

,"-s evident. The need became critical in late 1993 when the

French decided to create a fortress supl 1ed b- ;4ir it -_

Vace called Dien Bien Phu.

The French requested C-47s and C-119 s from the LIS in

the spring of 1953. French crews were operational in the

-11? by fall. On 20 November 1953, two French paratrooper

t'attalions airdropped from French C-47s and &-eized Dien Bien

Chu val ley. The second wave fol lowed unoppo'ced. Un 7",

rvember, a bulldczer was successfully airdropped on the

:=cond attempt by a C-119. Fifteen US C-119s on--loan to the

r-ench were to airdrop 1070 tons to Dien Bier Phu, st.r-ting

n December. The task was completed or, 21 December buf the

-equirerent continued. By mid-March, 965 sorties had

,rdropped 5700 tons. The ability to land at Dien Bein Phu

rstrip ceased on 27 March 1954 due to enem-y artiller., fire-.

The C-ligs averaged 23 sorties nightly during mid-April zni

*hey, plus C-47s, airdropped over 200 tons on some nig.hts.

Jrops continued, but the recovery rates decreased. -r, 7 May,
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Dien Bein Phu surrendered. Over. 14,800 tons of cargo had

be; .n air-dropp-ed in 2750 C-I19 sorties during the siege.

(IC.11I-2l)

The French had created a fortress, but the Yietnamece

had cut the lines of communication. With no other means ot

resuppl>y other- than by air, the French had locked themse l ues

into a prison. Poor planning and violation of all the

principles of war had cost the French dearly. With no forcer-

V:e to rescue them, the paratroopers at Dien Rein Phu were

doomed. Even the heroic efforts of the French airlift crews

could not save therm. The lesson learned at Stalingrad by the

Germans was retaught to the French at Dien Bein Phu.

The French. however, later proved they had learned

their lesson on the employment of airborne forces. Working

with the British, on 5 November 1956, French and British

parachute battalions airdropped on DZs around Gamil Airfield,

Fctvpt and on the east bank of the Suez canal to secure

,.ontrol of the Suez Canal, held by Egyptian forces. With:,n

ter minutes, 663 British paratroopers were on the ground,

rjl King and picking up containers of equipment. Thp Sri ta.h

!eciJrerd the airfield in thirty minutes. Th,- French DZ v,,

rr,ller tnd well defended, but they secured their objective-,

the last surviving bridge across the canal , within an hou, -,r

their li-nding. The operation was a complete success and
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rrmplete surprise. This also marked the first use of troit

carrying helicopters to reinforce the paratroopers.

'2:189-192)

Complete surprise with maneuver n.rd the lgistic.=kl

support provided by a new element on the airborne battle

field, the helicopter, made this operation a s.ccess.

Superior performance by airl ift crews del ivered .,oth the

British and French forces, on time and on target. The

success, of the operation speaks for the.ir effective and

efficient use of airborne forces.

The US gradually became involved in the Vietnam

-onflict itself. The South Vietnamese needed help resisting

Aqgresaion from North Vietnam. On 28 -June 1962, 9 dc.ze,,

Snuth Vietnamese Air Force ,VNAF) C-47s and 16 USAF C:-123:s

norformed a combat assault drop of South Vietnamese

raratroopers, north of Saigon. The drop was a su.ccess, but

n4 no tactical importance and no combat objective as such.

[.rter,  in the fal I , South Vietnamese paratroopers vere ,r

nnrth of Bien Hoa. The same result was achie.'ed. e.cept fie

irre killed when they stumbled into a mine field.

e13:102-103) The capability had been demonstrated, but tie

•c. uth Vietnamese had much to learn about ho.. to per orT, once

ey were on the ground. They demonstrated the same mistakes

made by other developing airborne forces, failing to use the

principles of war. Combined helicopter and dli borne a=s_..,'jl ts
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were tried in January 1963! in a surprise pincer sweep to

tr..p enemy forces north of Tay Ninh City .Seventeen USAF

C-123s .nd twenty VNAF C-47s dropped 1250 paratroopers on 4

DZ. They linked up with hel iccopter inserted forces in 5 da,.s

l.-ater. A small tactical success, the drops were good; but

the paratroopers refused to leAve the DZ until their

parachutes were secured and lost much of the element of

surLrise. (13:128) The mechanics were displayed, but the

'etnamese were still hesitant to employ airborne forces with

the i ritens i t necessary to achieve the successes tiat other

airborne units had experienced in the past.

This .A.as the first LIS use of the he] icopter in the

a..&raul t role in ,ccrb.t. A pattern of operations in South

.- etn:m ,as beI inning tc develop. Rapid deployment of combat

fcr--e:., the c-mbiat rone b. airl ift or. hel icopter to

EJipri sr .rd trap ihe enemy Ly,,, maneuver became rormal

opera tion;-,. The Army developed an infatuation with the

ab, lit.. to maneuer forces around the battle area. It would

t.,ke time ,, perfect this movement.

The ';uth Vietnamese continued to employ airborne

tactics. The itaxt jump at Ap Bac met resistance on the

gi -.,jnd. Of the 320 successful ly inserted, 20 were k i I led and

31 vounded in inconclusive action. (13:129) The war was

,defini tei becom ino an air1 ift operation. As the Jungle

prohibited maneutver-, insertion .ind resupply by). air was theJ.

-- n 1
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only answer. During October 1965, USAF C-123s dropped 118

tons dur in 25 sorties to Pkei Me Camp. (J3:213) The iess,'n

learned in the Korean war were starting to pav div.idendis.

Airlift had found a permanent mission in tactical resuppl. by

a i rdrop.

'JUNCTION CITY" was the code name for- the oril,- LIS

parachute assault during the Vietnam war. It consi'.ti o4 .an

airdrop of paratroopers followed by resuppl L-v e.irr-cp u,,i)

an airfield could be constructed. Thirteen C-130'"=

airdropped 780 men of the 2nd Battalion, 173d Par.-chute

Brigad nn 22 February 1967. The drop went exaftl. .s

planned. The brigade reported 11 injuries, all mii-nor. Ter,

C-130s airdropped 80 tons of equipment, landed. reload-d ar,1

del ivered over another I00 tons of equipment the sane

afternoon. 'JUNCTION CITY' also included the 1 .r-est

helicopter effort to date on the same day. Eight hat -al ,,r.s

were inserted, delivered by 250 hel icopters. Inr;cluded tae .

The Ist and 3d Battal ions of the I73,d Parachute ri clade.

Airdrops. continued on the 23d of February. The plan cal led

ci-,r airdropping 1200 tons in the first 7 days, al 1 cor t i-er

,-l ik)er> system (CDS) drop... Weather at the .Z preventpd

'rheduled mass formation airdrops by 15 C-3-(t and hampered

-curate single ship airdrop delivery. Only" 38 airdrops w.er.e

accomplished the first day with 4'9 tons de iver-ed. .he

airdrops -ontinued and improved in accur..ac-., del i,. i r , b'.ut
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00 tons a day. The airfield .sas completed on 3 f-larch and

the airdrop phas_.e successfully completed. (13:270-278)

The Americans were more successful than their

Viet namese allies. The 'JUNCTION CITY' task force captured

enerr, .-uppl ies and destroyed a large Viet Cong outpost in a

pinccer movement between the airdrop and helicopter inserted

parktroopers. .-urpr ise, maneuver, mass and logistiLcal

suppcor t were planned and executed in an excellent manner.

rhii wa--. .-Iso the combat airdrop debut of a new transport

aircraft, the C-130. The new assault transport proved its

.orth and displayed its proud heritage trom the C-47, C-82,

C-119, and the C-123. This aircraft would prove to be a

'.elcome addition to the airlift resupply capability as

tirdrop doctrine took its first significant steps, sustairino

tnhe evolving combat mission of the Army in South Vietnam.

Maneuuer required mobil ity, mobility required airlift or

hel icopter.s *or movement and sustainment in the jungle. Thv

les _on_, o4 i,irgate's operation 'THLIRSDAY' were being put t

9'iod ,sa rJ

'he Arm> "s "ROVING BRIG&DE' tactic rel ied heavi Iv or

, Jror, ,jL _3i1rnmer fI . The tactic kept a br. igade on the move

irn the 4 ield d rid suppl ied totally by airdrop and hel icopter-S.

The US 196th Br jc.-,de received 90 tons of airdropped -up, , -

,rn the 28th tcIo a rc.-h. During .n eicght day per iod start ira 5:

.rc_-h, - ". ~Aird-r.opped an aerage of 74 tons daily, all
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rDS. The brigade's evaluation of C-130 airdrop--, were

4avorable. (13:279-282) The C-130 was a significant Step

Forward in the capability to airdrop supplies as it couldJ

c.arry over 16 tons of suppl ies rigged for airdrop or, one

pass. For the entire operation, C-130s airdropped over 17i-h

tons of supplies and equipment. The in-country, 44-aircra ft

'--130 logistical shuttle system was not exrar.ded to h.,dlIe

the extra load. (13:282) Nonetheless, the airlifters

maintained continuous logistics support and provided The

=.'ppl ies to make the 'ROVING BRIGADE" tactic a succes-..

In April 1967, the Marines occupied the hill

rositions at Khe Sanh and reopened the highwv., to the coast

.. a supply route. Frequent cuts on the road and :.t tack - on

zipply convoys by the enemy led to the corrrand decision to

-supply the Marine garrison at Khe Sanh totally by air. rhe

,ir. trip at Keh Sanh eroded badly during the summer r in ., .:...

KI;1rine KC-130s commenced daily airdrops o-t food, fuel and

m,,nitions. Air. Force C-130s were tasked to deliver

-nnstruction materials for rebuilding the airstrip.

;3:29(1-294) The method of delivery was new and called the

'nw altitude parachute extraction system (LAPES). The ne'.

stem alloIAJd heavier loads of much needed ammunition to be

'li-,ered by airdrop. Runway construction materi.i. .,ui,-uj

e..en heat'ier loads to be del i,.er-ed if the runwa- "1as c ,.ir;u to

be rep. ired as pr.:omiserf. The old ground prox rim0> cv, :tr.ct m.,i,
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system (GPES), previously used and discarded for the newl,

deuc eloped LAPES, was revived and used to quick]y deliver

loads even too hea,,y for LAPES.

On September 6, USAF airdrops and extractions

started. Each day, three AF C-130s airdropped CS bundies

arid two f let.v L"PES or GPES de Iiver ies. The force at Khe Sanh

was totally dependent on airdrop resupply throughout the

fall. On 15 October, an AF C-130 crashed in bad weather as

it attempted to deliver a load of CDS bundles in marginal

ce-ther ard Wa-_S hit by ground fire. (13:290-294)

During the early months of 1968, 15 C-130 sorties

provided the 185 ton daily needs of the garrison. On 21

J.-,,jar> 19,68, enemy artillery fire destroyed the Ammunition

:rker rid 1400I tons of mun it ions.. The Marines immediate]ly

reque=ted "emergericy" airdrop resupply. Six C-123s were

diu-r ted ard landed with difficult)' cii the b;,dly ' eroded

ai strip. C-130s resumed landings on 23 January after

errergencr repair of the landing zone with the construction

ma.terials pre..iJuuly delik.ered bY GPES. Enpmy fre- and bad

iv,,ether -iere factors during this. time, but C-13is averaged

-'50 ton: ,daiI ,1 for . days. Duririg .January, C-123s and C-1.31h

h.ai.led Liver 2610 tons into the garrison. (13.29) Khe Sanh

developrnr into a r.esuppl. effort of heroic proportions.

-,,ier n airlift ..as. getting its test b>. fire.
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The same effort continued in February, but enern...

mrtiaircraft fire increased and mortar shelling start'd ', hlE

atrcraft 'Mere of f-loading, producing some battle dam'-ed

4ircratt. On February 10, a Marine KC-130 c_-rr:.in, +ui

bladders was hit on final approach, caught fire and tui ;it

after landing, killing two crewmembers and four passengers.

'13:300) lith this loss rate on the ground, a'rdro r F eSUp,,1 '.'

-as becoming even more economically feaii ole. On 4 Febru a r,

,oround radar aerial delivery system (GRADS.) airdrops ',,,r

Practiced in good weather and provided iatiEfactory ac,.-,r.

and reliability. (13:301) On 12 February, C-130 landirosc

=topped at Khe Sanh and C-12.3 landings increased. The ,d.-,,

stupply requirement was 235 tons. (18 tons for, da-y to dz,

-rinsumption and the rest for stock build up). (.13:303)

W' ind C-130 CDS airdrops s.t-.rted or, 12 February. Al ttou:h

h-th sorties could visually identify the D from the air.,

'iey used GRADS to succes..fully del i uer- the CDS bundle-.

" .,er the next tw.vo days. 12 more successful .- irdrops '.Mere

rn ide. LAPES del i ver, i es. also occurred as weatlher permi t ted.

:r 16 February, a bad weather day, 169 tons arrived by

,anr ious methods. Weather forced GRADS CE)S airdrops for the

,-xt few days. Fifteen C-130s landed during the la-t ioui

lays in February, but damage inflicted by enemy fire -topped

all C-1z30 landinos for the remainder of the siege.

(13:303-304) The price of r-esupp1 ing Khe Sanh w -_-. gcoig n ,r,
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m.r,,' went higher when three C-123s were lost in March while

1 -vding at Khe Sanh. (13:307) Airdrop resupply was again

Decomin the only method of keeping the Mar.ines :.uppl ied with

the ammunition, food and medical supplies needed to keep them

fr-om being over run.

Early in March, airdrop accuracy took a nose dive.

rombination of radar error and crew problems were quickly

corrected. "...During the siege the C-130 had an .veAQ

circular er-ro,- :f 95 yards when airdropping visu._sll, and 133

xatrds when using the blind technique. The C-123s aver-aged 70

, ards. Of the more than si'x: hundred container airdrops, l 1

but three lo..ds were recovered. The rate of damage was ter

percert for ammunition and five per-cent +or ration.,"

, I.-:: 312 "Fo-,r. the 4ull month of March, Air. Force transpor t s

del ive!red o.r- 5100 tons." (13:313) Airdrop austainment had

come of *ge.

Highway 9 to Khe Sanh was reopened by ground unit= or.

iI 1Hrch and -,e resupply officially ended ti th the last

airdrops on 8 April. (13:314) Airl ift crews learned several

lessons at Khe Sanh. The first is never discard an air

deI t,.ery system. The quick use of an obsolete system, GPEA,.

provided a resupply method for heavy loads that enabled the

rur,rj-.y to be rebuilt. Second, ground radar could be used tc,

p_ iaon aircraft over the DZ in bad weather, giing

i. ifters an all-weather airdrop capability they badl

64



needed, The third was airlift aircraft are ,uery,, ,.ulrj,:.rale

to even enemy small arms fire. The enemy's failure to

escalate antiaircraft defenses to SA-7 or 37mm and 571rom fire

was surprising. Indications were that an increaspd threat

was imminent had the siege continued. On I April, a Marine

raported an SA-7 firino just 7 miles northwes.t of Khe Sanh.

Fven without heavy Anti-aircraft weapons, three C--I?2- i'ere

destroyed by enemy fire and 18 C-130s and 8 C-123s received

battle damage. (13:316)

'Khe Sanh resupply, January 21 through April 8, 1968:'(13:315)
Sorties Total tons

C-130 Airdrops CDS 496
LAPES 52 7826
OPES 15

C-123 Airdrops 105 294
(Totals) (768) (8120)

Figure 2-1

In the final estimate, a quote about the air- i"t

P 4 fort at Khe Sanh says. it all: "Airl ift made poss ible thi

Allied victory of Khe Sanh in 1968. The campaign bore

omparison with the classic combat airlifts of Stalingrad,

,rma and Dien Bien Phu." (13:295)

Khe Sanh was not the only garriso-n r-.quiring av dr-,c,.

rssuppl/ as the 1968 Tet offensive gained momentum. Air

,r-ce C-130s delivered 350 tons of suppl ies to Carp E,-,ans. in

A sortios during 4-7 February. (13:325) This became a

standard operation for the airlift crews operating in South

Vietnam during the 1968 Tet offensive. Two factors h 'd a
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direct impact on the airdrop requirement. First, the intense

and fluid nature of the battlefield increased consumption

rates +or Army units. Second, the remote areas where L'S

forces selected to engage the enemy in battle created many

situations like the one at A Luoi.

A Luoi was a garrison far up the A Shau valley.

After the success at Khe Sanh, General Westmoreland real izec

that airdrop resupply would allow forces to move farther into

the A Shau valley on missions to strike enemy strongholds

previously unsupportable logistically. (13:326) On 26 April

1 68, 12 C-130s were scheduled to make CDS airdrops to

resuppl. the carrison at A Luoi. The first crew had to make

a bl ind let down through the weather to 500 feet AGL inside

the A Shau valle'. They acquired the DZ and completed

successful airdrop as did the number two aircraft. Air,:raft

three and four had to circle in the valley to align and took

s.nme small arms fire, but also airdropped successfully. By

noron, all 12 aircraft had completed their morning airdrops.

and r eloded f,-,r the afternoon sorties. A total of 20

sorties, del -erin9 270 tons had been flown, wilth seven

a fircr--.ft receiving battle damage. On sortie numb, r 21 ,

accurate enemy fire increased, forcing the C-130 to crash

land. All six crewmembers were killed. (13:335-336)

M:,rcginal weather continued to plague the operation on 27

April. Only fifteen C-130 airdrops were completed. The
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airdrop sorties accuracy averaged under 100 yards frorm the

aim point. (13:337) On 29 April, 22 successful airdrops were

completed, but at a price. One C-130 was badly damaged by

ground fire but managed to limp back to Da Nang. (13:338) On

30 April. C-130s completed 27 airdrops, the highest single

day effort. The last airdrop occurred on 4 May., the day, the

first C-130 landed at A Luoi's newly constructed airstrip.

airdrop sustainment was a major factor in the tactical

success of tho operation at A Luoi.

"In nine days the C-130s in 165 airdrops released

2300 tons of cargo..." "All but one percent of the tonnage

irdropped was recovered with negligible damage." One C-1?0

was destroyed and four received major battle damage. (13:339)

The demand for airdrop resupply was being met by the airliit

crews. Weather and enemy ground fire were the two biggest

obstacles that the aircrews faced. Aircrew dedication and a

can-do' attitude resulted in the success of operations like

A Luoi.

After the 1968 Tet offensive, airdrop requirements

declined significantly. Airdrop sorties had decreased to

about 10 sorties per month by early 1970. This was followed

t< a similar reduction in the number of airdrop qualified

-ircrews and the number of airdrop riggers. (13:4?7)

Although the loss of aircraft and battle damage had increased

during the intense combat of the 1968 Tet offensive, little
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zJai- being done to counter the increasing threat; but air li t

forces jere workirig to solve the weather problem.

First used at Khe Sanh to defeat bad weather. GRADS

air.trop. were being refined during this time. Thirty,.-three

test air-drops were highly successful. (13:484-485)

Perfection of this system allowed airlift crews to provide

the continuous resupply of any garrison under radar coverage,

without regard to the weather. In addition, the adverse

we.ather aerial del ivery system (AUJADS) training had star red

in the continentl United States (CONUS) and by June 1--71.

the testing was cormplete and successful. (13:485.! New, .Jt1ES

l I -.,wed the aircret., to use an improved on-board C-130 ratar

.upled to a newi computer, to make accurate airdrops in ba,-

weather. Thirgls were quiet for the moment, but the train in

would be put to good use later at An Loc.

Surrounded by the initial North Vietname .e atta ks

du-ring the Easter offensive in 1272, An Loc had a garrisor, cf

20,000 South Vietnamese troops and American advisurs. The

r-ecuppl,1 ob.ecti,.e was 200 tons. daily. VNAF Chinook.- h.?' tpi

he1icopter resupply on 12 April 1172 due to ground fire -. '

•.rdrops ccmrnernced. First, the Vietnamese tried t,-, ;,o e W&.F

C-i?. and C-l9s. In the first three days, on, 34 t-n- t

135. tans a rdropped had been recovered. Six ai|rcraf 4 
V

be-i hi t b." ).round fire and two .)NAF C-123s were 1,-,-t

qr,_,und +ir or, 15 Mpr il, which erded the VIJAF airdr, c,
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attempts. Only 190 tons had been airdropped in 39 sorties.

Something else would have to be done. (13:539-541)

On 14 April, three USAF C-130 crews. briefed m.iid

selected the soccer field as the DZ for CDS airdrops. ll1ir,cj

standard low level airdrop tactics, the first C-130 acros.

the DZ was hit in the tail by ground fire. The second C-I 3(i

received barrage fire directly over the (:Z. The flight

engineer was killed, the navigator and copilot wounded. The

aircraft limped back to Tan Son Nhut and recovered. The

third aircraft aborted the missior due to the around fire.

Tactics had to be change High speed, low level

run-ins, pop-up, release, and d jing escapes were plknneti

using six different run in courses. On 16 April, ttio

aircraft airdropped and were hit by ground fire, but wji Fh

only minor damage. Both crews reported accurate airdrops 4.nd

rositively ,dentified the DZ. Ground reports said all

hundles were unrecoverable. The DZ had beer, misplotted and

was actually east instead of west of the rmaor road intr. An

Loc.

No missions were attempted on the 17th, but or. the

18th, one crew took severe fire over the DZ and had L'-: cr-h

"td nearby. By 19 April, three transports hkd been );-.-=t ir

.'i-light resuppl> airdrops to An Loc. (13:542-943)

There had to be a complete change of corventional

tactics. High altitide GRADS t.)as tried rest or t:he nt. it _f
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19/20 April. Previously used to deliver BLU-82 bombs and

used low altitude for airdrop at Khe Sarh in 196S, the systerr,

only put 2 of 26 tons on the DZ from 8000 feet AOL. Six more

airdrops sorties during the next four days used the same

method, day and night. The recoverable load percentage

remained poor. (13:544) The GRADS worked, but CUS bundle

airdrop ball istics -from 8000 feet AOL, above the ground

threat, couldn't be predicted.

On the night of 23/24 April, CUS deliveries were

tried using visual, low level, night airdrop techniques.

During these two nights, 120 of 170 tons were reported

r ec -,verable. On the third night. the fourth C-1 10 to a rdr-p

ertert'-d barraz,a fire and crashed a mile from the DZ. The

crash, coupled v..ith bad weather., caused the next ten rissi-rs

-,c be ca.ncelled. Two aircraft made dayl ight, low level,

.. i r dr-ops cn 27 "pr i I ; most of the bundles were rec overed but

bc-th airc-a{t took heavy battle damage. On the next 7

nic-_hts, they flew 3'7 low level sortie-, to An Loc: 35 toni.

, , ,-..ere , '6 tons possibly recovered, $50 tons lost.

lore thtr, halt -,f the C-130s took hits. The night of 3/4

a. .- thil 1 ar, d Six crewmembers were lo. t . Night I otw

le'el airdrops ..er-e terminated. (13:545-546) ;r, Loc A, -ts

quick.l/ turning into a Dien Bien Phu for the LIS.

On I May, high al ti tude."lv, o pening (HALO) C.,S

hundl es, usirg GRADS releases3 froir, high al t tude. ver
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attempted. Of the two C-130 HALO CDS loads airdropped, ali

but one bundle was recovered. On 5 MaY, 11 C-130s used Ht-LO

COS bundles airdropped by GRADS. Some bundles were demcaed

wher, the parachutes failed to open completely, but most of

the supplies were usable. Of 88 bundles, 73 landed :rn tk-.

;Z. Twen ty-one HALO CDS airdrops over the rnext t.vc di had

cimilar results. Over e 4 day period, 185 one t,.n HAI,) 1'..D.

bundles were recovered. By 10 May, the incidence cf

oarachutes failing to open had decreased to a very sm.%ll

percentage. The report of SA-7 firings near Ar Loc rr e an..

4uture low leoel CDS airdrops impossible. Newer. more

accurate, high vel oc i ty chutes were ir, tr,,duc ed _r,d dur ihng

8-10 May period, 139 of 140 bundles landed or the DZ. Ti--

-umber of sorties brgan tc decrease as accuracy cf the HALcI

I)S airdrops increased. (13:548-551) Sufficient airdrop

-supply of An Loc was assured.

A sumuary of An Loc C-130 airdrop resupply:
Sorties

Low Alt High Alt Tons A/D Recoyered
15 Apr-4 May 57 8 845 279
4-14 May 82 622 515

15-27 May 58 922 898
26 May-30 Jur 98 1568 1440

Jul-Sep 190 2790 2690
Oct-Dec 143 2000 1850

South OZs
22 May-Jun 20 56 896
Jul-Aug 12 168
Total C-130 airdrop resupply effort 15 April to 30 June: 359 sorties, 4853 tons
airdropped. (13:555)

Figure 2-2



The threat problems that affected the re.upply of trie

Sanh in 1968 had not been resolved in the interim per io

prior to An Loc in 1972. In the end, the sv-tem that

initial lv set out to solve the weather problem, al.o be. E:r

the one that solved the An Loc problem of inte,-:'e rc. ,, .,

fire. A doctrine that had evolved during World 1,'r Th,..

through the Korean war led the ai rl if ters to; th r'" - .

keep the Army supplied in any ground threat situ. i:.1 : e .

the US had er- superiori ty. An increase in the !etha

• rral , ground air defense weapon.s proved that 4 ur ther

evolution of doctr-irne was required. The resuppl- o' An -1c

changed the direction of all future resupply efforts. Nei".

sophisticated systems were being developed to increase

:ccur-.:.cy and sur.vivability of airdrop forces.

During 1972, the need for HALO CDS airdrop resupply

rapi..lvy escalated. The C-130s flew 52 sorties in Apr-i1, 264

ir, Hta..., 282 in June , for a tota=l of 598 sorties. (13':574)

Ben Het, Dak Pek, and Hang BuY received 31 airdrops in [la,

.J ,June 1'772 using GRADS, del iver-ing over 465 tons. At

-ortum, I16 airdrop sorties using the same m.thodS were

c tec tI re . 0 note, 16 of the airdrops at Kon tum w,"ere made

ur-nq ;4-!ADS. :.13:570) The first AWADS combat .irdrop

,ccurr-nd or; 1 June 1972 at Svay P ieng, Carnbodi7 a nd was

: e-ssf'J 1. (in 12 June, st-.ti i, keeping equipmer t (SKE: ,.,

'1 tr a t iw shi p forma t ior H'L Cb[S air.dr-p, uided L.
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nilADS. By '30 June, 387 .i r drop sorties h.ad beer +l o'lri c-, the

61 TAS an AWADS equipped unit, of which 70 vier.e AWADS, 7'. '--..

and 314 GRADS. (13:572)

Even as the cease fire went into effecf in Jneruar of

1973, the need for high -ltitude airdrops continued.

"-irdrops remained the exclusive responsibil ity of AL4IADES

sh ips and crews from TAC, now called Easter Bunn- t,,. "

k13:606) C-130s flew 507 airdrop sorties. from July thruuoI

December 1973 and 1369 from January through September 974.

(13:680) During July 1974, 1716 tons were air.dropped in

rAmbodia. (13:626) The war had moved into Cambodi a ar the

new tactics. and new systems were employed and pr-o.en.

A-'irdrop was entering a new age.

Historic aspects of Vietnam airlift as compared to other previous airlift efforts

In millions of tons:
USAF Transports in Vietnam, 1962-1972 7
China, Burma, India theater World War Two 1.75
Berlin Airl ift 1.75
Korean War airlift .74

In tons per day:
USF in Vietnam, 1968 4000
Peak effort in Western Europe Sept 5-14, 1944 1700
Peak effort in China July 1945 2200
Peak Allied effort to Berlin in spring 1949 8000
Deliveries to Korea, November 1950 1050
(13:691)

Figure 2-3

Without a long explanation, airdrop resupply

techniques and the airl att crews had matured during the

conflict in Vietnam. They had graduated trofri the tartc- L't
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1.3Jr id .4ar Two where the Army walked and rode in f . battle on

'.v-e~led ,.,hicle-. to the point wher-e hel copters whisked the

Arm>. uni t; to remote locations to engage the. enem-.

Sustainment of these units at remote locations, usual ly

without landing zones, resulted in an increase in the need

for. airdrop resupply. It seemed that a lot had changeo in

the wor ld and new methods of del ivery and resuppl , would be

needed to keep up with the Army of the future. lraining

ctiitinued, and fortunately, gond leadership held the course

for air l ift f rces, Another. test would come to insure

..irlifter.3 could do their basic mission--deliver paratroopers

into co mlbat Loy airorop.

The chal lenge came slightly less than ter, years fron,

th-, lacst ,omb.zt a irdrops in Cambodia in operation 'URGENT

F II1 P The I. E,_Attal ion of the 75th F. nger.s jumped froum

-.. a , ,rat .at 0530, 23 October 19283 30 minu tc: , 1a'. trurr.

thp ,larned time over the target on Por t Sal inas, Gre.nad..

The - ers ti.er e .e lec ted for their abi 1 i ty to secure the

i: Id and the air landed 82nd "i irbor-ne par tr: ,c, er, s 4:,r

their 4 r ep,-.A.,er. . Doii to the thr e.t aid t,.o r-educe t ime !jnd,-r

the canopY, the comma.nder of t[ e Ranger s rr.dered the : -c'p ',

be conducted at 500 feet AGL instead of the usual 11:,,n r

CloI, one Raner . ; i iiur-ed due to jump rel ated i -jut 1iE-

T re ir-t jumper was away at 05-30, the runway was cleare

I:t1?. vr the airtield secure at 0715. The uniker_ t *,:
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with American students to be rescued was secured at ,35.J.

The first C-141 landed at Port Salinas at 1405 with the fir--t

elements of the 82nd Airborne Division. (I17-"-103 Ten

.-130 aircraft airdropped 500 U.S. Army Range,-s in an

operation that ended after 18 servicemen had died in - -mb.ia

and 116 were wounded. (14:2

This operation proceeded better than an> in the pa-=.t,

just as it should. The commanders of both Army and airl ift

4orces had learned lessons and put thr prr vcil pes of 1.--r t-

use. Surprise, maneuver, mass and good l,,cgi --T.ica 1  sup-crt

continued to insure success in this airborne operation. But

even with the success, there was a lesson. T he M':3.U 27: -4

3ntiaircraft weapons on the ridge above the Port Sal ri.-- [iD.

had forced two C-130s to abort thei r first run-i ; tor airdro

until suppressive fire could silence the guns. Ver? lethat

antiaircraft weapons are available t,. any third world na.ti:n.

The lesson: the threat level will be high anywhere in, the

world in the future.

Summar v

The distance and time between 'URGENT FURY' it,

October 1983 and the German 'WESERBUNG' paradrop in April

1940 and is filled with threads of airlift doctrine. Some of

the doctrinal threads evolve, such -as factors such as

technology, and continile to impact on airlift. Fven 4 -- , t',

threads change, the changes follow a pattern, whil V.
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thr Ad s rema in bas ic arnd cen tr~ai H S SU Ch, t h e'y ci e at e

6_- t r Ina 1 founds t i on for. the emp 1 oymrro of our ai rdr-op

occ C. Inr the summ.-_rv , we wi11look for- tht pa t terns of

har ge and the bas ics inr a ir- 1if t a irdrop dct ri n e

First, the one thread of doctrine that has been

ccns-Et :Irn t , is. cerltral i zed con trc'l arnd decertr-al i zed execut Icr.

Fro,-m tiecI lemsons of Worl d W~ar 'Two for- allI of a i rpo~wer to

)i Etriam ohere- ai rIif+t was the focus, th is doctr i nal pr ic ipl e

:e-rnai ned + Urm and basi c. (6:3, 13:126--12-1)

Second i s the -fact ojr- doctr i ne dr, i ves the wa:y that

ne ti . "The Air Force has a primary function to train

crtata .nd surpor t. forces to ensur e the ccnduc t of piromp t. 1,

s'i=t iw-d Akerca-_pace combat . . . the goal o~f pr-oducifng a

.re7d i bIr cchcsiye warf igh t inc, teazm. " (1 :4-6) Air-1 i f t fc'rci-s.

se rnc differ ?nt and must i nsui e Euff ic ent training to

.trfip C. Ih ru .c omrbe. t in i s E i c.n s. as.E def i ned b.xy" ~FkI-1 1 -1 .The

rPc per formzerce of the LlSAF tranrspor t c rews e wr 1 y i n World

!'J.kr Ti10j Lyre tin i ndjication that thje dctr i ne to- g1u i de t he-!

t Iffl n ct.,t -, ,i 1f c . -r ew wvcia s nor.t pr ese nt mI t t ha;t ti;m e. 6

hE te t1:, t r i re i deve I:p1? cpd a nd t heI rn is . cn s we&r e b et t er.

d-. #'ned. c rcao In ti ned to: meet doc tr i rna.i -pt andar J and thel r

part+ c rnri nce i rpr cci. *. 2 1:-4) E: th e K orevan War, Spec if+icI

:.t a-f 'f r di-t ored to co.. c mi ion def ired bY

t r r, P. T 1,e rea f -IJ+or t he L'Ii tY t o a ir dr op h eavy.

1-' rfire, t tr.;u p p tr t air bornre fcrce r e Ful t ed i n t he i .



.tn aircraft thi, t performed its. role well ir, tho --,rear, l.l

arid at Dien Bier, Phu. The new mission resul fed in train inQ

aircrews in new delivery techniques. By the 'Yietn..m

,onifl ict, the .ircrews were performing re-upply effectively,

with a wide variety of del ivery methods. There !s ,,e thit,..

about airdrop training unique from most other Air Force

nission-s; one half of our "credible, cohesi.e warfiqhtin

tearm" is the Army. The need for traini n c i ludes .icJint

Army/Air Force training. History definitely shows this

thread of doctrine has a v.,ery positive effect on the succes.=

of any airborne or airdrop operation. (6:7)

Third, the principles of war insur ino success in, :ry

airborne operation have remained constant. sursrise,

maneuver, mass and logistics. (2:160) From these, the4

Airlift force can draw some valuable doctrinal lesson;.

First, operations secur itv is mandatory to a:-ieve the

surprise needed for- siccess. This applies to the airborne

forces and the airlift element. lithout .uar.anteed aeP.ecr

o4 objective, the operation should be cancel!ed. Second,

*-rl ift lqi ll cort inue to provide the element cf maneuver for

most airborne insertions. Once in place on the .-bject'..e.

'he airborne forces require link.-up with ground forcez or

nmediate airdrop resupply to s.ustain them, which airlift

,,r md ly Iv up pl ies. ,2:lJ , 1' Third, air 1ift f-,rcv are

:"e spons lie to in.ure that the airborne force arr i,.-.?- or the
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'biective in mass. Paratroopers landing far from the

ob.cect i ve ar-eR are of 1 ittle hellp applying ,rombat power

agQ inst the enemy. An airborne force is a very, fragile

combat unit, and lack of mass at the critical time can mean

loss of the entire combat force. (9:9) Finally, airlift is

logistics. Airlift will take most airborne units to battle.

When isolated, any unit needs sustainment; airlift responds.

(12:258-259) If threat, weather-, or lack of capability

prevents an adequate sustainment response, the results are

usually disastrous. (4:280, 13:21) The principles of war are

constant; basic doctrine threads throughout history.

At the operational doctrine level, logistical

sustainment is the basic and primary mission. (15:3) For the

purposes of this paper, we are looking at sustainment by

airdrop, often the only means of delivering supplies to some

'in' . The factor- that must be considered at this level are

iuather, threat and the need for adequate airlift resources.

.:15:3) The.ie three factors have been gleaned fr-om the

le-sons learned in history.

Oir,e of natures variables has always contributed to

the fog and friction of war--weather. No m.atter how critical

the need for logistical sustainment, weather car,

.irintl.0- deorede any effort. During the early days of

1lift, the ca.,abil ity to conluct airdrop operations was

d,rectl-., tied to the visibility. in tho objective area.
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(13:274, 2:125) Technology progressed until in Vietnam at

Khe Sanh, ground based radar provided positioning for

resupply airdrops with acceptable accuracy. In fact, at R.he

Sanh the weather actually provided some cover from the

accurate enemy ground fire. (13:303) At Pin Loc, weath,-r

coupled with threat, again, drove resupply airdrops to tic-.

radar for ground positioning. The evolution has reached the

point of being able to insert paratroopers and suppi i,: -... .,ii th

acceptable accuracy using on-board systems, without v sul

contact with the ground. Both authors have participated in

simulated combat airdrop deliveries of men and equipment

flying in instrument meterological conditions (]MI":> from

takeoff to landing. We have overcome the weather to a point

where we car, support our mission almost without regard to

cloud cover; but in the mean time, threat has evolved to

almost take this capability away from us. (16:lt

The threat has increased during ever> confl ick.,

Dolice action, limited war and operation in which airdronp

resupply has ever been employed. The men at Stal ingrad and

%ien Bien Phu can tell you the importance of k eping the air

lines ot communication open. Ground defenses cau~sed the

Itimate collapse of both garrisons. (4:280, 13:21)

Artillery fire drove both operations from as airhead

operation to an airdrop resupply operation, which is

inherenfly much less efficient. With no- control of the - Ir
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•nd suppmessior, of antiaircraft weapons, the Luftwaffe was

terr i bl hampered at Stal i ngrad. Al though the Fr-ench at Die-n

Biern Phu had control of the air, they could not maintain

the r. perimeter defenses. Without supplies it is hard to

project any combat power.

The threat continued to evolve, until at An Lor.

airI i+t had to change its operational doctrine to pros eIt'

airdrop sustainment for that garrison. (13:545-546) The

lethality of the threat has increased to a point were ,jnles-.

arlift operational doctrine continues to evolve at the same

rate', i t can ser iously hamper the success of any airborne

opertin, insertion or sustainment. Unlike Khe Sanh, where

we.Ither provided a concealment from threat, the threat l,.

th- capai 1 i t:,' down to battal ion level , to destroy cnF

i i ift .,ir-cr-aft for every antiaircraft weapon fired. (146 .)

H .- , 'int s out, if our. doctr, ine is to support any . r' ,r,

rr, isi;Hl.Eorn in ary threat environment, we will rapidly dep ele

th tl'ter .kirl lift forces to a point they will be complete

ne#{ ,c t y e.

Airli+t has become increasingly more importar t

achieving success on the battlefield throughout histor',

1or 1 d L.ar Two only star ted to touch on the cr iticalI

importance of adequate airlift to carry out the ai.-dr,_,g,

1,I .-.t cs mission. There were firSt some notable *ai lu

.he bttle at Stalirigrad, where the Luftwaffe's airlI
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capability was seriously overestimated, caused the lo,..s of

the German 6th Army and the loss of momentum on the Eastern

front. (4:280) The Ist British Airborne Corps' perarhute

assault on the bridge at Arnhem was limited to 35 percent of

their combat power on the first day due to the lack of

airlift resources. (9:9) On the other. hand, Wingate's use oif

"he 10th Air Commando's transports in Burma to support. the

14th Army in the field was carried off successfully because

he had a fleet of transports larger than any of the world's

battle fronts. (7:7) During the entire Korean War, the

requests for airdrop resupply continued to climb. In f..kct in

one day, the requests went from airdropping about 20 tn, per

day to requests for over 400 tors to be airdropped the nt-_

day at the Chosin Reservoir. (12:258) The loss of Dien Bier

hu indicated the need for an increased cap-bilit>. to deli.er

Irge amounts of supplies by airdrop. Lack of sufficient

airdrop resources alone, did not cause the loss, but it

sealed the fate of the French garrison.

Clearly, in recent history, airlift has provided the

f-itical combat power or supplie.=; to the precise point o+ use

in almost every situation. The Vietnam conflict is a

ronument to the use of airlift to multiply combat power. A

simple look at the increase in tons of suppl ies air-dro,-pped in

Figure 2-3 proves the point. (13:691) History makes this
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time4,d of doctr, ine crystal cl ear--the sufficiency of the. ter

airl ift forces. contributes directly to the successful outc,me

of battles and wars.
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AIRBORNE OPERATIONS--WORLD WAR TWO

Date-Operation Number of Troops Sufficient Airlift Joint Resupply/Linkup No. of Objectives Total
Country Airdropped Forces Training Suprise Percent Success Mission Success

Apr 1940-4WSERBUG, Scand. 2 Battalions no yes partially 50% Lost Norse objectiues
German Airborne yes Dan'sh portion succes

Kay 1940-FALL GELO, Nethrlnd 3 Battalions no yes Less than a third 337 Complete failure, as
German Airborne Yes could not hold airhead

Nay 1940-Eben Emaci. Nethrind 2 Battalions yes yes yes 66% A'] 3 bridges capiurei
German Airborne yes one destroyed by enemy

Feb 1941-COLOSSUS, Italy 1 Company plus yes yes no none Failed to destroy the
British Airborne yes target, all captured

May 1941-EKUR, Crete 4 Battalions yes yes partial and late 100% Successful, but was
German Airborne yes at a heavy price.

Jan 1942-Luoi, Russia 5 Battalions yes unknown no 507 Airborie troops failed
Soviet Airborne yes to develop an attack

Feb 1942-BITING, Europe 1 Company yes yes yes Jor Destrcoved radar and
British Airborne yes departed smoothly

Feb 1942-Palembang, Pacific 130 yes unknown yes J00% Compiete -urprise, i)V
Japanese Airborne yes if re4 inery captured

Sept 1942-North Afrira I Battalion yes no yes rnone No airdrop, forced to
US 503d Parachute Reqiment yes land at wrong V7

Nov 1942-North Africa I Battalion yes no no none No link-up, had to
British Airborne yes retreat to own lines

Jul 1943-LADBROOKE, Sicily 3 Battalions yes no yes 100% Invasion a success,
US 505th Parachute 0-oiment yes but airborne failed

Jul 1943-Farello, cly 4 Battalions yes, but 60 of 144 no yes none Over 707 of unit des-
US 504th Parachute Pgq Plus aircraft lost en route yes troyed by US forces

Jul 1943-Primasole, Sicily 3 Battalions yes, but 38 of 1004 yes yes 100. Heid the bridge but at
1st British Brigade aircraft did not drop yes a very high price

Sep 1943-Dnieper L )oL, Russia 3 Battalions no, the whole airlift unknown no none Entire airborne force
Soviet Airborne force was inadequate no eliminated by Germans

Figure 2-4
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AIRBORNE OPERATIONS--WORLD WAR TWO cont.

Date-Operation Number of Troops Sufficient Airlift Joint Resupply/Linkup No. of Objectives Total

Country Airdropped Forces Training Suprise Percent Success Mission Success

Sep 1943-Nadzab, Pacific 3 Battalions yes yes yes 10 V Captured airfield, but

US 503rd Parachute Reoiment yes hampered by poor intel

Jun 1944-OVERLORD, Europe Division plus yes yes yes 100% Held the flanks of the

British Airborne Corps yes invasion

Jun 1944-OVERLORD, Europe 2 Divisions yes, but many of the yes yes 100% Held the flanks, hard
US Airborne Corps Plus troops & equip off DZ yes to form cohesive units

Jul 1944-44ioefor Pacific 2 Battalions yes, but very poor no yes I1r Msn success, but air-

US 503rd Parachute Regiment drop tactics yes drop was pnorly done

Aug 1944-RUGBY 6 Battalions yes, but fog obscured yes yes NOY Poor drops, but the

Allied Airborne the OZs for the drops no mission was a success

Sep i944-MARKE1, Europe Airborne no, not all units on yes not complete 715 Failed wher thie bridge

Allied Airborne Army Army 0Z on the first day yes/no at Arnhem was lost

Dec 1944-Leyete, Pacific I Battalion yes, but 10% of the unknown no none Entire force captured

Japanese Airborne aircraft lost to AAA yes by the US paratroopers

Dec 1944-Battle of the Bulge 2 Battalions yes, but only 10 of no no none Failed completely,
German 105 reached the DZs yes last German 9,peration

Feb l245-Tagaytay, Pacific 3 Battalions no, only 5T of the yes yes 100% Msn success after over
ifth Airborne Division requiried available yes 50% of force missed DZ

:eb l45-(orr Qtdor, Pacific 2 Battalions yes yes yes 100% injuries ori D2 large
US 503rd Parachut4 Regiment yes due to winds, msn OK

Mar 1945-JARS]TY, Europa 2 Divisions yes yes yes 1007 Complote success

Allied Airborne Corps yes

Mar 1945-Los Banos, Paciiic I Company yes yes yes 100% One company overcame
US Airbore yes all of POW camp guards

Figure 2-5
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AIRBORNE OPERATIONS--KOREAN WAR TO PRESENT

Date-Operation Number of Troops Sufficient Airlift Joint Resupply/Linkup No. of Objectives Total

Country Airdropped Forces Training Suprise Percent Success Mission Success

Oct 1950-Sukchon, Korea 4000 yes yes yes 77/ Airdrop a success, but

183rd Parachute Regiment yes didn t cut off enemy

Nov 1953-Dein Bein Phu, IM approx. 3600 yes yes partially Ioo Garrison lost, unable

French Paratrooperc no support by airdrop.

Nov 1956-6amil Airfield Egypt 2 Battalions yes yes yes 100 Complete control of

French and British yes airfield and bridgps

Jan 1963-Tay Ninh City, YN 1250 yes yes yes I0w 1G/ ac. slwo movement

Vietnamese Paratroopers questioned 114 DZ 1 st surprise

Jan 1963-Ap Bac, YN 320 yes yes yes '25 The:.' iost over 1t! o4

Vietnaoese Paratroopers questioned Urit on the DZ

Feb 1967-JINCTION CITY DZ, YN 780 yes yes yes 100% They completed link-up

173rd Parachute Regiment yes with helicopter foice

Oct 1983-Grenada 500 yes yes yes 1007 Complete success, all

lst/75th Rangers partial students rescued

F i gur-e 2-6
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SUSTAINMENT RESUPPLY EFFORTS

Date-Operation Tons Airdropped Tons Recovered Airdrop Type Aircraft Aircraft Losses Mission success

Country Required Delivered Method/s

Oct-Dec 1942, Stalingrid 500 tons 100 tons per day Bundle Ju52 High, but Failed to save

Russia per day minimum averaged unkown German 6th Army

Jun-Dec 1944, THURSDAY 2000 tons 2000 tons Bundle C-47, C-46 Low, but 14th Army survived in

Burma per day per day unknown field engaged

S'p 1944, MARKET unknown very samll percent Bundle C-47 High, but Failed to save Ist

Arnhem unknown British Corps

D c 1944, Battle of the Bulge unknown 1000 tons for seige Bundle C-47 unknown Saved the 9P1st

Bastogne Airborne until -elief

Ncv-Dec 1950, Chosin 400 tons 250 tons Bundle and C-119, C-47 2 C-47s Succeeded t;ll relief

Korea per day per day Equip forces arcved

Mar-May 1953, Dein Bein Phu unkown 14,800 tons airdroppedBundle and C-I19, C-47 unknown Enemy increased force

Vietnam and recovered Equip denied resupply effort

Mar 1967, Roving 6rigade unknown 1700 tons during the CDS C-130 unknown 'Roving Brigade' was
VIt n a, operation a Success

Jdn-Mar 1968, Khe Sanh up to 250 tons 150 tons per day COS, LAPES C-123, C-130 3 C-123s Succeeded lill relief

Vietnam per day averaged GPES 2 C-130s forces arrived

Apr 1068, A Luo! unknown 2300 tons airdropped CDS C-130 1 C-130 A Luoi forces stayed
V!etnam in 9 days engaged in combat

Apr- .un W2, Ar, Loc 200 tons per day 4853 tons airdropped 0OS, and C-130 3 C-130s An Loc survived, first
Vietnam required during this period HALO COS drops bad but improved

Figure 2-7
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CHAPTER III

ARMY AND AIR FORCE DOCTRINE--THE AIRLAND BATTLE

I n troduc t i on

Both the Army and the Air Force have deveioped a

statement of doctrine, but they have approached the subject

in substantially different ways. The Arm'-.- conrept cf

doctrine, "...is the condensed expression oF it.- alppro.=ch to

fighting campaigns, major operations, battles and

engagements." (1:6) Simply stated, it describes hoj the ~rrni.

intends to ujin wars.

The Air Force looks at doctrine more philo--phicall

Air Force basic doctrine, expressed in AFM 1-1., "...stat..

the most fundamental and endurin bel iefs which describe .irid

guide the proper use of aerospace forc; in mil itar ..action."

2:V) Even this more general def in i t ion, ho..ever , bt-i i e the

difference between Army and Air Force doctrine. '&here..s Air,

doctrine emphasizes the practical question of ho,. to fic ht a

',.ar, Air Force doctrine emphasizes the more gener, al

characteristics, capabilities and missions :'f airpoer.

Despite the differences in approaches, the authors will

-tempt to characterize the essence of each service's.

doctrine and analyze them for consistency.

Although both Air Force 7rid Army docfr.r- i plre p iI

varying degrees to all levels of warfare in an.. or g pha>l
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region, their precepts are most consistent with high

intensi ty conflict, such as might be found in the central

NATO region in a conflict with the Warsaw Pact. In other

levels of conflict or regions of the world, the doctrinal

statements would require considerable tailoring and

modific-tion. Consequently, this report will focus on war. in

central Europe and analyze Army and Air Force doctrine from

th.At vantage point.

The Army expects the battlefield in Europe to be

immense, stretching across a wider expanse of land than in

pe iou- .ar- s. (1:2) In this battlefield environment arid

i,-.rh A substantial numerical superiority, the enemy will

pr:oLabl:, attack along a broad front and attempt to break

through .at various points. (3:1) Warsaw Pact forces will

attempt to achieve their objectives through coordinated

,chelnned attacks. Using massed blitzkrieg style attacks,

th, first echelon will attempt to pierce the NATO ranks ano

-r~ate aT, opening that can be exploited by second and

-:ic-reeding echelon forces., probably consisting of armored

or..es and operational maneuver groups. These second echelon

o rce will then rush to the rear areas in an attempt to

.- ush NTO's defenses. (4:115) Warsaw Pact attacks can be

rli.racterized by-,, speed, initiative, mass and numerical

superiority. In brief terms, this is the most likely

Se
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environment for employment of current Air Force and Army

doctrine, as envisioned by the doctrines themsel,.,es.

Army Doctrine-The AirLand Battle

The Army's official doctrine, entitled AirLard

Battle, is developed and explained in FM 100-5. The p'jr-p-,--e.

of this doctrine, as explained by General Y'jono,. 4 ril.m. chip+

p of Staff, is to put superior forces on the battlefield .t the

decisive place and time. (5:9) The AirLand Battle depends on

attacking the critical link in the enem.-s formation ., th

maximum strength in the shortest possible time. (6:12n)

The AirLand Battle, with its emphasis or maneuv.er id

deep attack, reflects a sigrificant change in Arm.. th.rkirq.

Earlier doctrine of the 1960's and 1970's relied on d'f,-rse

and attrition to defeat a W.Arsaw Pact attack. This ".,.tiue

defense" concept virtually ignored maneuver and rel ied -n .

sequence of attack and disengagement, thereby .lo.l'. suckinc

the enemy deeper into NATO territory and denying him

decisive engagement. (7:36) Recognizing the risk pce.-I b.

echeloned Soviet forces to forward deploved allied fcrce.,

Army thinking changed in the late 1970s. The final l

was the new Army Field Manual 100-5 in 1982, which -,ifi d

*he AirLand Battle as official Army doctrine.

According to Air-Land Battle doctrine, ti,, numeric.llIx

superior enemy can onl> be defeated b:, aggressive L-e e-4

maneuver. To be effective, allied attacks must be r.ep d,
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unpredictable and violent, while attempting to ttain the

zdvantage by applying maximum offensive pressure against the

we4.kest point of the enemy formation. (1:14) A blitzkrieg

s.t./'le attack is envisioned where allied forces seize the

initiative from the aggressors. Surprise, concentration,

ao'lity and speed are all essential ingredients for success.

,t ,15

World War Two's largest airborne operation, MARKET

(;ARDEN. vas a failure largely because the airdrops were

;.pread .over three days. As a result, the elements of

curprise and mass were lost. If more theater air] ift

.- ircraft had been available, the Allies could have taker,

*dvartage o-f these elements, and the outcome of the battle

mi - h..,ve been substantially, different. (18:25) Field Manual

100--5 identifies a series of AirLand Battle imperatives that

r. -:ba,.lutely necessary for success in battle. Among these

b?,,i, to-nets are concentration of combat power, rapid

rrnc'veent, and deceptive use of terrain and weather. (1:23.'

Discerning the enemy's "ulnerabilities and

certr-tirg ,combat power at this weak point are fundament:,]

to -?izlng and ma intaining the initiative, particularly when

the enemy h.s superior numbers. Al though it may be no small

ta.s.k to identify enemy vulnerabilities, rapid reorientation

of torces and concentration at the critical point is
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frequently the most complex task. The requirement i-,'r ..-

responsive mobility capability is apparent.

Similarly, the AirLand Battle recognizes rapid

movement as one of its imperatives. Speed, alvays an

essential ingredient in combat, is even more critic'l toda.y"

because of improved firepower and sensor technolog>. (2:.-4,

Troops m..t have the ability to rapidly change positicr rri

move quickly in and out of an area of operations. Agair.

mobility techniques are paramount.

The final AirLand imperative to be discussed hcr e is

the use of terrain, weather and deception. Adverse ter a ra

and inclement weather can be a combatant's worst enem' or

best ally. Used correctly, these components of ra:tur-?, cr- be

effectively exploited by an enterprising ground commander tn

deceive and surprise the enemy. But to optimize the t-.Acfical

advantage, he must have the ability to move quicIly and

operate effectively in these adverse conditions. Air lit can

make a friend out of these hostile features of nature.

Perhaps the most significant and pervasive .injl=

characteristic of the Air-Land Battle is its emphasis on

simultaneous close, deep and rear operations. Close

operations are necessary to hold ground, prevent an er:,m%.

breakthrough, and ultimately defeat the enemy. Peear

operations are necessary to counter and thwart the a4_r.av,

Pact's attempt to conduct its own deep operation-. However,
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the boldest arid probably most distinctive feature of the

AirLand Battle is the deep operation.

Deep operations, which gave rise to the term extended

battlefield, are those activities conducted behind enemy

lines and intended to disrupt enemy operations and hinder his

ability to conduct future close operations. (1:19) All

levels of organization, from battalion to field army, conduct

deep attacks with the san,, objective of disrupting enemy

forres ,r depth and delaying follow-on echelons. The types

,f :-,ctivities conducted during deep operations include

interdi:tion, deception, surveillance, and interference with

the enemy's command and control. (1:20) Regardless of the

type of activity, deep operations extend the supply line at

be-t. And frequently, these operations are conducted for

extended periods beyond normal lines of logistical support.

One of the biggest challenges faced by the AirLand

Battle doctrine is sustainment of the forces. Because of the

do.rine's dependence on speed, maneuver, initiative and deep

operations, sustainment is perhaps more important today thar;

in -r:/ previous war. As an example, one armored division is

expected to have a consumption rate of 600,000 gallons of

fuel per day. During World War Two, this amount of fuel

"i-,Jld have kept Patton's entire Third Army moving for nearly

'Wc d s. (1:60) High consumption rates on an extended,

hrc,_:id ba ttlefield will be the order of the day during the
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next war. The challenge is to develop a system that can

rapidly sustain operational and tactical efforts with

critical resources such as manpower, arms, ammunition, fuel,

replacements, and supplies.

Air Force Doctrine

Unlike the Army's statement of doctrine, jhich i.

consolidated in FM 100-5, the Air Force has subdivided its

doctrinal statement into three parts: basic docirine in I-FMl

1-1, operational doctrine in Air Force 2- series manu ls and

tactical doctrine n Air Force 3- series manuals. To an

extent, this subdivision helps to explain an earlier com.cr't

regarding the general nature of the doctrine expressed ir, AFI

1-I since the higher series manuals are more specific.

Nonetheless, the comment is still valid as Army doctrine is

much more concrete and specific than Air Force doctrine.

The purpose of Air Force doctrine as stated in AFM

1-1 is to, "...describe the best way to employ military

forces to achieve objectives." (2:1-1) Obvious]>, neither.

the Air Force nor the Army can fight the war alone, and it is

imperative that the doctrine of the two services be

consistent.

The evolution of Air Force doctrine can be traced

from the infancy of airpower. In 1926, air forces were part

of the Army, and air elements were under the operational

control of the ground commander. During the 1930's, the Arm,
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be.qan to recognize the potential of its air component and

aclnowledged a role other than support of troops. in contact.

Strategic bombing was employed early in World War Two, and by

l. .te 1942, the importance of air superiority was universally

recognized. (2:A-1)

In 1943, a pivotal year for Air Force independence,

FM 100-20 declared the air forces as coequal with land forces

with neither the dominant power. Even at this. early point,

this field manual asserted that air power should be centrally

controlled. (2:A-2-3)

Airlift was initially isolated to airborne operations

during the war. By 1943, however-, doctrine evolved to the

ooint that resupply became a coequal partner in the airlift

mission. Doctrinal growth for airlift forces stagnated

during the post war- years, particularly when compared to the

development of doctrine for strategic and tactical components

of the Air Force. The Berlin Airlift ushered in the glory

days for airlift forces and stimulated renewed thought about

trie emrflc.ymernt of this component of airpower. During this

period, tne distinction between tactical and strategic

airlift .ias intentionally ignored, and emphasis was placed on

big aircraft. Separation of strategic and tactical airlift

would not resurface until after the Korean War.

The Korean War had two related major effects on

kii lift doctrine. First, it reestablished the role of
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tactical airlift to support Army units in the field.

Secondly, it reinforced the trend begun during World War To.

away from airborne operations and toward logistics r.esuppbl-.

(7:6-9)

The 1960's ushered in the era of flexible re..pon.e

with its requirement to respond rapidly to a wide raiige of

contingencies. Flexible response relies heavily upon

mobility to operate effectively in an' part of the world an

counter any level of threat. Although it did not occur

instantly, this new national strategy put the spotlight on

airlift for the first time since the Berlin Airlift and led

eventually to an ascendancy in the priority for airlift

resources and for airlift as a mission in general.

As airborne missions constituted only a sma.ll part n4

airlift missions in Vietnam, this war tended to reinforce the

focus on aerial resupply compared to airborne insertion.

(7:14) Very little has occurred in the post-Vietnam er: to

change this direction. However, an argument can certainly be

made that Grenada demonstrated the importance of the .rtc.rne

mission. Whether or not it is the most important kirlift

mission is a question that need not be decided.

Although Air Force and airlift doctrine has changed

and adapted to new concepts over the years, certain element-.

of the doctrine have remained static. Airpower, and

specifically airlift, provide the advantage of speed, range,
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and flexibility when compared to land and sea forces; and

consequently, it is most effectively employed when these

elements can decisively influence the course of the battle.

Furthermore, airpower's full potential can best be realized

when it is centrally controlled and decentrally executed.

Finally, until achieved, air superiority must have the

highest priority for airpower forces. Other concepts have

shifted to reflect changes in national policies and new

ideas, but these fundamental tenets about the characteristics.

and control of airpower have endured. (2:A-6) Each will be

explored in more depth in the remainder of this chapter.

The preeminent characteristics of airpower, according

to AFM 1-1, are speed, range, and flexibility. These

characteristics lead in turn to the fundamental capabilities

Rj i .er forces, including responsiveness, mobility and

.resence -among others. (2:2-2,2-3) Airlift probably

e .eniplifies these three capabilities better than any other

element of airpower. Airlift forces can react quickly to

-apcrid to threats of hostility before any actions actually

ocur. En many areas, conflict can be prevented merely by

mobilizing our combat forces and projecting power in the

troubled area. Airlift forces not only assist air forces in

p-r-oecting this airpower, but they serve as the primary mearis

of rapid mobility for ground forces as well. This critical
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mobility function is the backbone of our mil itarx might, ard

airlift is what makes it happen. (2:2-3)

Air Force doctrine is built on the foundation of tI

principles of war. Among the enduring war.fightin principles

with the greatest relevance for airlift missions .re

surprise, mass, economy, maneuver, timing, and logistics.

(2:2-6) Because of its inherent speed and responsivenes.

airpower has great capability to achieve the advantages .--t

surprise, whether delivering a massive strategic attack with

bombers or providing close air support with tactical

fighters. Airlift has the unique capability of extending

this enhanced advantage to ground forces through eithpr

airland or airborne insertion.

Airlift can also help to achieve mass at the ,-ritical

time and place by rapidly shifting forces from one part of

the theater to another. When used in conjunction with

surprise and timing, the impact on the enemy can be

devastating. Airlift forces can also assist ground forces. 'n

using maneuver to maximum advantage. By shifting forc'.

quickly and surgically moving them to the cptimum point in

relation to the enemy, decisive advantages can accrue.

Air Force doctrine specifically singles. out logistics

as the "...one principle that must always be given

attention." (2:2-9) The logistics system must be simple,

responsive, and reliable. It must be effective regardless of
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th terrain, enemy defenses, or weather. Logistics will

frequentl/ spell the differences between a successful

c..mpaign and one met with utter failure. Clearly, airlift is

at, essential part of this logistics system.

One of the two most fundamental tenets of Air Force

,doctrine is the primacy of air superiority. (2:2-11) The

other, centralized control of resources, will be addressed inA

more depth later. Without control of the air, most other

operation; are seriously impaired if not totally denied.

bjher, the enemry has free reign in the skies, ground operations. .

lo-s' all flexibility, close air support is nearly impossible,

3krid = trategic bombing in unthinkable. Certainly, lack of air

superiority constrains airlift as well. Although total air-

sluper io rty maY not be necessary for successful airlift

operations, something very close to it is required.

4.erospace doctrine correctly identifies. airlift as a

jrojectcr- of power for ground troops b, virtue of its ability

tc -9irdrnp, airland, or extract forces and supplies into a

co ,..t zone. Air.ift can accelerate maneuver operations.

pro,.ide logistics support, or insert reinforcements. (2:3-5)

In summary, it should be noted that the newest

statement of Air Force dnctrine in the updated version of AFM

1-1 emphasizes war fighting and unified action to a much

• ret.r extent than previous. documents. The role of airlift

, learI'. ~key to both of these renewed items of emphasis.
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Impact of AirLand Battle on Mirlift Requirements

The AirLand Battle doctrine is a revolutionar..

departure from prior Army doctrines, and there is no wu.v-m t ir,

that it has a substantial impact on the requirements. for

airlift. And of course, this impact on airlift requirement s

dictates a review of air-lift doctrine; and if necestr-, an

appropriate revision should be made. This subsection te

close look at the impact of the AirLand Battle concept on the

airlift mission.

As we review the history of airpower and airlift,

several common threads seem to run throughout the course c,

important events. First, in vir tuall everyv conflict i.rc n

the U.S., airlift has become an increasingl.y imo.ytar,t +.:j or

in the achievement of battlefield objectives. Secondl-, a. a

result of this increasing importance, the requiremeot for

airl ift has almost always been grossly underestim-ated -t thr,

outset of hostilities. Airlift requirements have alwa-s

grown as the confli ct progressed, in terms of both number arid

variety of missions. During World War Two, fGenersl Hansell

was able to estimate within 2 percent the number of bomber-

and fighters required in Europe. His estimate for 3iflift,

however, was another matter.. Figuring that 2500 transrports

would be sufficient, he erred by a factor of four.. By, the

end of the World War Two, over 10,000 transports we. re

operating in the European theater. (19:12) Thirdly. .irliff
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demonstrated a remarkable capacity for delivering huge

. runts of equipment and supplies over extended periods of

time. Finally, on many occasions, airlift was the only mean

of getting badly needed supplies to units in the field in

time to affect the outcome of a battle, particularly units

isolated from ground lines of communications. (8:11-14)

These consistent trends in the use of airlift that we

ob.-erve running through the history of conf 1 ict are no

inyster .. They flow naturally from the inherent strengths cf

airpower.. The obvious advantages of airlift when compared

'.ith surface modes of transportation include flexibility,

speed, range, and responsiveness. Emergency resupply and

insertion of reinforcements are possible within hours of

notification. Additionally, airlift is capable of projecting

-ast amounts of power into a theater or battle zone in a

Shrcrt amount of time, thereby changing the entire character

of the battle before the enemy can react.

Of course, airlift is not without its limitations.

-,w-l.erse weather and enemy air defenses are serious

c-'-I tr ints. Airlift is also limited by the weight and size

cf hr- items to be transported. Moreover, transport aircraft

sro deperdert or, the availability of secure airfields, a

cs-,r. trint that can be partially offset by using airdrop

"-,ther than airland techniques. The largest constraint by

Sr, ho'.,e)er, is the limited amount of airlift available.
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For this reason, this scarce resource must be carefull:,.

allocated under a single manager.

As a result of the inherent advantages. 1 ited *ab:,oe

and overall scarcity of transport aircraft, there is never

enough airlift under even the best circumstances and

regardless of the strategy employed by the theater. commander.

The challenge is to use this precious commodit. as .'isel ._

possible. Again the question addressed here is t.vhat impact

does the AirLand Battle have on the requirement for airlift.

As described in more depth earlier in this chapter.,

the AirLand Battle doctrine anticipates fighting on an

extended battlefield, with simultaneous close, rear-, -and deep

operations. Clausewitz must have had this kind of battle if,

mind when he wrote about the fog and friction of t.ar.

Captain Daniel Cuda wrote an article about his experieces f.t

an Army exercise simulating war with the Warsaw Pact. He

described the battle as chaotic, confusing, and f.ist paced,

with battlelines changing substantially in only a few hours.

(9:62-64) This is the environment that the Army expects to

encounter in a European war and the type of challenori that

will confront our airlift forces.

There is virtually no limit to the types of units

that will be supported by airlift. A joint MAC/TRADOC si-ufdy

predicted that airborne forces and light forces tculd A-lmost

always be inserted by airlift in a tactical oper.t,on. Lioht
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f,-rces .,jould be -requently inserted by tactical airl ift in

deep operations. And heavy forces and Army aviation units

f.jould occasionally be supported by airlift. Air Force and

Army support elements, such as engineer units., artillery

units, akir defense units and CSS units, will also rely

heavily on airlift for rapid mobility. (8:IV-3) The same

study concluded that replacement personnel, emergency

resupply, and critical spare parts will almost always be

delivered by airlift while routine supplies will frequently

be air delivered. While these conclusions are subjective in

nature, they point out the dependency on airlift anticipated

br- :rrnyv pl anners. (8: IV-4)

Heavy forces have traditionally been self sustaining,

providing their own mobility capability. However, in future

._,r-. e,,en these forces will probably rely more on airlift to

mo,.e closer to the area of operations. The C-17 is the

.airr ft of the future that will make this desire a reality.

According to McDonnell Douglas, the C-17 prime contractor, a

mechar, ized divisioon could be moved 575 kiloieters across

Germary in le;. than two days. (8:D-5-6) Although the amount

of airlift required is substantial (approximately 1000 C-17

sorties), this capability may mean the difference between a

l ar.aw Pact breakthrough and containment. At the least, if

provides a great deal of flexibility for Army strategists.

102



Not only are there a large number of potential

airlift users, but they will all be demanding faster aer'ia!

delivery to a point close to the unit's operational location.

The joint MAC/TRADOC study indicates that airlift forces

should transport heavy, air assault, and motorized forces to

within 100-200 kilometers of the employment area, and

infantry and airborne forces should be delivered to wi thin

20-30 kilometers. (8:1V-8) The faster response and de l iei

requirement come directly from the AirLand Battle concept.

Some of the most basic precepts of the doctrine are speed,

rapid mobility, maneuver, and flexibility. The numerically

superior Warsaw Pact threat demands that blocking forces and

key reinforcement units be moved quickly tc the front area.

Tn most cases, there is simply insufficient time to rely or,

surface transportation.

Although the requirement for rapid aerial del ver- is

accentuated at the outbreak of hostilities when mobi za tion

and initial positioning are at their peak, the kir.Land F::ttle

doctrine dictates fast, responsive airlift throughout the

duration of the war. With its reliance on maneuver R,,d

operations in depth, mobility assets of all kind will be the

lfe blood of the more agile Army. According to FM 100-5,

units must be "... capable of responding rapidly to changing

requirements...capable of shifting the main effort with

minimum delay." (1:16) Clearly, this vision of great
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baitlefield agility demands a very responsive logistics

s)stem, arid theater airlift will play a large role in its

success or failure. Surface transportation assets will

simply not be able to keep up with many phases of the

anticipated fast-paced war. (10:1)

The concept of an extended battlefield is an integral

part of the Army's new warfighting doctrine and will surely

ch:,llenge the overall logistics system. Attempting to fight

close, rear and deep battles simultaneously will require

rapid positioning, repositioning and timely resupply. The

de p battle is unquestionably the cornerstone of the AirLand

BV.ttle; And at the same time, it poses the gravest challenge

for the airlift forces. Logisticans have nightmares about

deep thrusts. And the Army's modern weapons, such as the M-i

Abrams tank and the M-2/M-3 Bradley fighting vehicle with

their high fuel consumption rates, only exacerbate the

prcblem (3:2)

Airl ift forces play two primary roles in the deep

oper. Oins initial insertion of troops and equipment in the

enerny's, rear area and continuing sustainment of the deep

force. There are no restrictions on the type of units to be

emplo-,ed in a deep operation. The composition of the

attacin .i force will depend upon the battle situation, the

ererny"z position and relative strength, the terrain, and the

tactica* pl.An. However, light and airborne forces are
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particularly well suited for this type of operation.

Airborne insertion of combat troops by tactical airlift is =n

ideal way to achieve the kind of surprise and shock efetc

envisioned by FM 100-5. During the entire deep operation,

from insertion to evacuation, the attacking force will

normally be surrounded by the enemy and therefore totally

dependent on airlift. (8:D-2-10)

Occasionally even motorized and heavy attack force=

may be airlifted behind enemy line in a deep oper-tion.

Frequently, these heavier forces would rendezvous with light

forces as part of an airhead. It is unlikely that an entire

heavy unit would be airlifted because of the large amount c-f

airlift required and the extended length of time. However, e

partial airlift is possible. (8:IV-30)

The initial insertion of forces in a deep operation

is only the beginning of the airlift challenge. Airlift has

always been the prime vehicle for emergency resupply when

ground units were cut off from their supply lines. The

AirLand Battle and its in-depth attack philosoph> will m4ke

this a much more frequent occurrence. Once combatt forces. are

inserted behind enemy lines, they will be largely), if not

totally, dependent on airlift for sustainment. This will be

especially true for light infantry and airborne troops.

(8: IV-30)
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When heavy divisions participate in a deep attack,

they wtl sustain themselves primarily by ground lines of

communications. However, supplemental airlift support will

normally be required for a variety of reasons. First, the

nature of the deep attack requires heavy forces to move fast,

rd theyje will frequently outrun their supply chain. In

addition, as the supply line lengthens through enemy

territory, it becomes increasingly difficult to maintain

security. After reaching a certain point, it is wiser to

shut down the supply line and rely exclusively on airlift

rather than exposing the supplies to enemy confiscation.

rinally. heav> forces will invariably use large amounts of

POL, ammunition, replacement parts and other supplies.

KS;IY-30-31) Even the most efficient ground supply system

would have difficulty staying ahead of the combat usage. To

Illistr.te the magnitude of this resupply problem, an Army

-.tudy pr.,ojected that one armored division would use nearly

3.4 mIllion c.allons of POL in a seven day deep mission. (3:?. -

As another i l lustration, World War I armies used 65 tons of

supplies each day. This figure rose to 675 tons during World

War Two and 1000 tons in Vietnam. One can only speculate

whstt the figure will be in a moving Air-Land Battle.

Clearly, the deep battle poses a challenge to

ta.ti,- l airl ift of near historic proportions. The type of

.-*gcr essive initiative on an extended battlefield envisioned
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by the AirLand Battle is far different from a mobiltIt and

logistics standpoint than the previous doctrine with its

attrition strategy. It's much easier to fall back on your

supply lines that it is to stretch them deep into enemy

territory. Airlift is expected to meet a substantial portion

of this logistics challenge.

Although the deep battle raises the most seriou-

concerns about logistics support and battlefield mobiliti .,

the close and rear attacks will also require airlift support.

As mentioned earlier, the AirLand Battle doctrine is based orn

speed, agility, and maneuver. Airlift will frequently be

called on to quickly move units, particularl-, liiht and

airborne forces, from one area of the battlefield to another.

Of course, aerial resupply will also be required to

supplement ground sources of supply and for emergency

resupply. When the enemy breaks through the frcnt 1 i,.s in

support of his own deep operations, airlift will be called to

transport reinforcements into the embattled rear area. If

necessary, the same airlift will evacuate civil ians ..Lrid

ground support personnel. (8:IV-21)

In discussing deep operations a rd the challen(4 e

presented to tactical airlift, we made no mention of one of

the greatest impediments to success: the threat. In support

of Army doctrine, airlift must operate behind enenty lne- arid

beyond the forward line of own troops (FLOT). In fact. ,t-ir
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Force doctrine itself specifies that tactical airlift will

perform its mission as far forward as necessary. (11:24)

This places the airlift operation in the midst of some of the

enemy's heaviest air defenses, certainly in the medium to

high threat areas. Specific threats in this area will

include SA-6, SA-8, IR guided SA-7, SA-14, ZSU 23-4, small

arms, air- to air armed helicopters and possibly fighter

aircraft if air superiority has not been achieved.

At the present time, theater airlift aircraft lack

the capability to survive in this high threat environment.

The C-130 and C-141 fly relatively slow and have no warning

equipment or defensive countermeasures aboard the aircraft.

These tactical aircraft are particularly vulnerable durinc

airdrop operations, where they are low, slow, and lack

maneuverability. The C-17 is better adapted to detecting and

defeating the threat, but is is unlikely that even this more

'_'ihisticated aircraft would survive long in a medium or high

threat environment without substantial defense suppression

upport.

Lip to this point, we have discussed the impact of the

AirL.4nd Battle on airlift in general. We will now narrow our

focus and look at the more specific impact on the requirement

for airdrop sorties. As is true with airlift in general,

ir-drops are conducted for- two different purposes. First,

thry are used to insert troops, supplies, and equipment into

108



an intended area of operations as part of a mass assault

operation. Secondly, the airdrop can be used for sustainment

of combat troops already in the field. The sustainment

effort can include reinforcements, replacement items, or

replenishment of stocks and supplies.

Airland operations have some distinct drao.backs wher,

compared to airdrop. Aircraft on the ground are expo ed t:

ground fire, prepared landing zones must be built and

maintained, and cargo handling equipment must be

prepositioned at the austere offload and onload sites.

Furthermore, airdrop supplies are delivered literally into

the hands of the user, often times behind enemy l ins.

Of course, airdrop techniques have certain

limitations and drawbacks as well. Airdrop loads are more

difficult to rig, and they generally reduce the o)ver.ll ,argo

carrying capability of the aircraft. Airdrop sorties &r

more sensitive to adverse weather and winds. In Rd-dition,

airdrop supplies are more susceptible to damage or loss Aknd

possibly even to enemy recover'. (12:76) Because of these

disadvantages, the preferred method of aerial del iver... is

airland, and airdrops are only made when there is ro other

feasible alternative.

As a combat unit moves nearer the FLOT, the number of

available airstrips under friendly control will rapidl,

decrease and the threat to air forces will gr-ow heavier. M4_.
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a result, units located near- the FLOT, primarily brigade

level and lower, must be supported primarily by airdrop

delivery. (13:13)

Although airdrop may be the preferred method of

aerial delivery under a wide variety of circumstances, the

Most likely scenarios dictating the use of airdrop missions

include resupply to forward units inserted early, resupply to

di-persed units, covering force operations, emergency

resupply,, airhead operations, and deep operations.

( ,oIV-27,28) Forward units arriving early in a conflict will

normall1:, be cut off from ground transportation assets and

avifield availability cannot be counted on. When units are

dicpersed over large areas, ground logistics systems will

becrre =.aturated quickly and airlift resources will be needed

to 1fill the shortfall, probably using airdrop. Covering

,nrces operate between the FLOT and forward edge of the

battie area (FEBA) in a highly mobile capacity.

Consequently, they will be frequently separated from fixed

supply p-,ints and surface transportation. Again, airdrop

asets_ ',,ll be called to fill the need. Emergency resupplh

ma- be needed anytime and under a variety of circumstances,

but the mc.-st l ikel,, occasions is when a unit is unexpectedly

cut off fromr its supply lines. Generally, airfields will not

be aktailable in this situation, and airdrop will be

nec ess .ry. (8: IV-27,28)
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An airhead operation exists when combat units are .

inserted, usually by airborne assault, into enemy ter-ritory'.

The unit typically is isolated from other friendly forces.

(8:IV-29) Initial insertion into the airhead and sustainrment

during airhead operations is accomplished almost e:,ljjv

by airlift. Although small airfields. not under enemy control

may occasionally be available, airdrop is the prirrary metih-d

of resupply, usually to a number of geographically.° separ-,ted

units. (8:D-2-5)

Airhead operations are frequently part of the Airtlnd

Battle's attack in depth, but it is not the only form of deep

operation. As mention earlier, the deep battle is the

cornerstone of the AirLand Battle; and it this revolutionary

change in Army thinking that has the greatest impact o~n the

requirement for airlift in general and airdrops in

particular. Units engaged in combat forward of the FFE:M illl

rely heavily on tactical airdrops for susteinment, probehl>

more heavily than even the Army real i zes or is prepatred t,

admit. To complicate the problem, when units opert,ici

behind enemy lines need supplies, replacements, amrmunition,

or parts, they need them now. Tomorrow or maybe even an hour

from now will be too late. Consequently, not only does the

deep battle mean increased airlift requirements, it also

means the system must be more responsive than ever before.
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The Army's current emphasis on light forces, largely

because of their suitability for maneuver and deep

operations, also influences the requirement for airdrops.

Th; Arm>' is currently establishing five light infantry

divisions and the trend appears upward. (12:75) The light

division is trained and equipped to move rapidly on short

notice 1..th the objective of getting to a hot spot fast

encuoh to make a difference. (14:56) Although the role is

best suited for lower intensity conflicts, they will perform

many of the same functions in a general war with a special

eye on their ability to maneuver rapidly.

Because of the limited amount of equipment and

suppl ies carried forward by a light division, they are

e4ipe,-3 lv dependent on airlift for-ces for both initial

ircertion and subsequent sustainment. This dependency is

p:,rticularlx acute when they operate in deep positions for

extended periods. A light division can sustain itself for

oni 48 to 72 hours and resupply must begin as soon as the

first units reach the objective area. (12:75) With

maneuverabil i tv as one of the primary characteristics of the

light division and operations typically conducted in the

enemy's rear, airdrop will be the primary means of resupply.

This resupply must be accompl ished on a regular basis

recgardless of the threat or weather conditions.
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From the foregoing, it is apparent that ttie *-irL..-nd

Battle marks a major change in direction for the Arr,. with

significant implications for airlift. Airlift forces rnua

have the capability to operate effectively and precisel' in

all weather conditions, both to insure continuous resupply

and to enhance survivability. Additionall)', airltft aircrl_,t

must be survivable in a medium to high threat en, ir,._,r,,Tn 1' .

This improved surv i vabi l ity must come e i ther thrcugh rte.,

avoidance tactics, better detection equipment, m, ) e

survivable airdrop techniques., or a combination o-( all three.

When delivering supplies and equipment t. units.

engaged in deep operations, a Combat Control Team ,7 17TfI

frequently not be available. Joint procedures mu- t bI,

developed and equipment procured to accomodate preci.?

airdrops in an isolated area despite lack of communicitions

with the ground. (15:6-1) Army and Air Force plarnrner mu.--t

also address improved techniques for aerial del iker- of

outsize cargo and massive amounts of fuel. Acqui.iti .r :,

the C-17 will significantly improve outsize cargo capabll i.,1

both for. airland and airdrop. However-, better- equipment aRrd

improved joint procedures are needed for the vast amount ,.+

fuel that will be airlanded and airdropped in a ,.,xi +cucfht in

depth. If an armor division is cut off from ground .c,1jrce

of supply, it will require aerial delivery of over one . , f

million gallons of fuel per day. Airlift forceS mus t be



prooerly tra ined and equipped to react instantly to this kind

,. r-equ erient.

In corclusion, the Army's AirLand Battle doctrine has.

a. tremendous impact on the requirements for airlift.

Emphasis on the extended battlefield and deep attack, speed,

rarid m.neuverabil1ty, and agility all add up to one thing:

the demands on airlift 'ill reach unprecedented proportions.

,t *,jould be dangerous to ignore or give lip service to the

urr.ded requicement. Army and Air. Force planners must face

th" issue squarely to determine if the Air Force has the

c.47ability to provide what the Army will surely ask. And if

,-,, wh.t can be done about it. Planners must also take

,cltse look at the threat to determine if airlift forces can

re1oriac-,, operate in the anticipated environments. Again,

:4 the..- c, nnot, what must be done to enhance our capability.

TI-, Eh r tf, the Army and Air Force must integrate airlift

,ocvfrnc .and capabilities with AirLand Battle doctrine. The

r .r n d - of this report will address these issues.

'-nsi, .tenct, ot Army and Air- Force Doctrine

Thus far, this chapter h._ reviewed Armv and Air Force

rhoctr ne .knd assessed the geier al impact of the AirLand

Battle ,n the requirement for. airl ift. We will next probe

deeper i rit, the doctrines of the two services. and attempt to

.rj A' , most important question: Are the two doctrines

c, ertent-' That is, are we both heading down the same i -.d:'
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The most important word in the miIi tar> vccabul ar

today is "jointness", This is more than just a. catch I t1 t.l-t

phrase; with military cutbacks and stingy defense budcget- .

fact of life, it is crucial for the Army and Air Frrce t.,I

develop cohesive, compatible, and synergistic dcctr r,... T.-,

Air Force's endorsement of the AirLand Battle doctririE -.- ,.

step inr the right direction. The next step is. tro i,-ur e t

our own Air Force doctrine supports and complements the

ground doctrine we have endorsed. This Air Force doctr i n e,

in turn, should guide our development, procurement, and

training strategy for the future. As 1 ong as air- ar d cjrourd

forces are considered coequal and interdependent, ihe

fundamental doctrines must dovetail to insure unity o4

ac t i on.

Certainly at the upper levels of the doctrinal

hierarchy, the doctrines of the two services are remarkably .

compatible. The Air-Land Battle rel icE heavil.y on rap i'd

movement and blitzkrieg style attacks. Almost as if in

direct support of this concept, AFM 1-1 describes the

characteristics of airpower as speed, range, and fle.ibilit>.

Perhaps more than any other Air Force combat group, a;:] itf

forces recognize the importance of speed and responsivenesc.

The doctrinal authority for tactical airlitt, AFI.I 2-4, warrc

that, "In battle, success or failure ma> be sep.3ra d ,-,:.
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minutes and the price of failure may be extremely high".

(16: 14)

UIhereas FM 100-5 emphasizes the importance of maneuver

and surprise, Air Force doctrine points to the principles of

,.va..r, including surprise, mass, economy, and maneuver, as

gtuiding wisdom. The inherent readiness of airlift forces

",,,for rapid movement provides for surprise and

c..oncentration of capabilities and allows maximum economy of

force..." (16:1) Similarly, both Army and Air Force

do-trines espouse the importance of concentration and mass.

According to AFM 2-4, there are three principles of war which

should be given special considerations for airborne

operations. These highlighted principles are simplicity,

surprise and mass. Although Air Force doctrine speaks in

more general terms, there is obvious agreement between the

Aimy and Air Force in the most fundamental doctrinal

pr ir ci p ies.

Apart form the general characteristics and points of

PrrLph..is described above, AFM 1-1 takes a positive stand in

tt,,r, dcefir, i t i e a.r. ea s. These two pi I 1 ars of Air. Force

doctrine are cntralized cortrcol and the primacy o4 air

uperior it . Because of their- importance to Air Force

Ci- nktn,4  and strategy, these enduring concepts will be

S-,.u--ed n more depth with a focus on their, r el tionship t,

r, do. tr ine,
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The Air Force is unequivocable and unwavering in its

advocacy of air superiority. "The first consideratior,",

dictates AFM 1-1, is gaining freedom of action; and the

freedom can be secured by control ling the air. Control nf

the air is the "...first priority for aerospace forces"

(1:2-12) Clearly, air superiority is not an end in i. se t.

and AFM 1-1 makes it clear that control of the air. -= II

beneficial to the extent that it furthers other object ,..

In the absence of air superiority, other operations becope

more difficult or impossible. Ground troop movements.. close 4

air support, airlift mission, and logistics lines can b-

hampered or. totally stopped by unimpeded enen,.. air. The

initiative during ground combat can be quickly lost ,d 'he

momentum can shift to the enemy.

Air superiority gives commanders at all le,-els

flexibility and freedom they need to pursue the optimum

strategic plan of attack. When we control the air, the

ground commander is free to employ his. forces at th- tim nnd

place of his choosing. He is constrained onl b/ his. ,-tn

resources and his imagination.

Of course, air superiority is a relative concept.

There is no need to achieve total air superiority at all

times and at all places. On some occasions, totAl ,ont irl ,f+

the air may be necessar-y in areas around the battlefiecld. At

other times and places, p.-rtial control marY be ,.ff,,:,nt.
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In many areas and points in time, air supr ority is rt

necessary or- desirable at al 1 . The degree -,f control needed

depends on the degree to which enemy airpo.-er w,,.ill interfere

with the air and ground ccmmander's desired +reedom o+

ac t i on.

Is the Air Force's focu= or, air. superiority harmful cr

inconsistent with the Ar.m/'s warfighting doctrine? The

answer is decidedly "no". Aerospace forces. certainly must

support the Army in other, more tangible ways, including

airlift, close air support, and interdiction. However, thr

inescapable fact remains that these missions cannot be

performed until and unle.s some measure of air super iorit. is

obtained. The airlift mission provides an ideal examp>E.

discussed earlier, the AirLand Battle concept will rel:.

heavily on airlift support, both for in; iha.l insertion and

movement of combat troops and for subsequent sustainment.

The deep b.ttle, in particular., cannot s-ucceed without a

continuous flow of air-lift resuDply. Howe.er., airlift

aircraft are highly vulnerable to offensive enemy air

attacks. Airlift mis ion -- imply cannct be performed in the

same air srace a:-. enem> fighter aircraft .in thout dedic tz-,

fighter escort-: and even wth escorts, airlift aircrtt ere

highly ,..ulnei abl . This statement is part ic larly true Itr

airdr-op and airLc,rro missicor-.
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The Army must understand that air- superiority is a

prerequisite to achieving other obiectives. Control of the

air must be achieved first, and fighter aircra4ft must be

dedicated to this role until the objective is reached. Of

course, Army ground support missions will also be performed,

but they won't be the Air Commander's top priority. The Air

Force, for its part, must never lose sight of the fact that

air superiority is not an end in itself. Once sufficient

control of th air is obtained at a given time and place to

give the desired freedom of action, the priorities should

shi ft.

The second pillar of Air Force doctrine is centralized

control of air assets. Air po,,er is most effective when all

aerospace resources are orchestrated as a whole by a single

commander. When assets are controlled by several different

commanders, the activity is fragmented and unity of effort is

lost. On this point, AFM 1-1 is again unambiguous when it

resolves that "Unity of command is imperative to employing

all aerospace forces effectively...To take full advantage of

these qualities, aerospace forces are employed as an entity

through the leadership of an air commander."

The Army, reluctantly supports this concept of

centralized control, although the terms of the agreement are

haz> at best. Until 1984, the Army insisted that all air

assets delegated by the theater commander should fall under

1l9
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control of the corps. (17:48) In January of that year,

howiv.ever, the two service chiefs signed the Joint Attack of

the Second Echelon (J-SAK) Joint Service Agreement. This

document formally recognized the notion of independent and

coequal land and air component commanders. Under the

agreement, the ground commander prioritizes Battlefield Air

Interdiction (BAl targets, but the air commander still

conrols all air assets in the prosecution of the overall

:nterdiction campaign. (6:121;1:3-3) Of course, the air

commander selects the targets for pure air interdiction (Al)

missions.

The issue becomes somewhat muddier when NATO plans arre

assessed. Under NATO guidance, BAI is separated from pure

ci!, and the air commander controls only the AI effort.

,.:122) Regardless of which version of the doctrine reigns

supreme if a war in Europe is ever fought, this issue should

riot be considered a serious doctrinal roadblock. In the

fi-F.t place, the debate primarily centers around who control:

the a ir assets between CAS. and AI. Under NATO rules, the

rm. controls the middle ground; whereas under the J-SAK

.. lejm~rt, the Air Force has .-ontr-ol. Either- way, the job

get- done. Secondly! the theater commander, in the final

r.nilsis, i,,ill determine how air assets are allocated and

cc,trot led in his theater. Thus, although this issue may not

b- ertirely settled, it does not constitute an inconsistency>
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between Air Force and Army doctrine; or at least it is not an

inconsistency that should cause a great deal of alarm.

If air superiority and centralized control of air

assets are the pillars of Air Force doctrine, then the

AirLand Battle doctrine rest squarely on the shoulders of the

deep attack. One of the four basic tenets of the AirLand

Battle, the attack on the enemy's second and third echelon

forces has a preeminent place in Army doctrine. According to

FM 100-5, "...successful deep operations create the

conditions for future victory." (2:19) Clearly, the Army has

selected the deep attack as the centerpiece of its grand

strategy. The obvious question.,is, how well does the A 4ir

Force support this basic tenet of4 Army doctrine.

Although Air Force doctrine clearly does not depend on

the deep attack to the same extent as the Army, -FM 1-1

recognizes its importance to the achievement of success.

"While the urgency of enemy actions may require direct

attacks against forces in contact, efficient use of air-

forces should emphasize attack in depth upon those targets

that deny the enemy the time and space to emp'loy forces

effectively." (1:2-14) Less space is devoted in AFM 1-1 t-no

describe the deep battle or extoll its virtues, but the

language found there is remarkably similar to that in PM

100-5.
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The Air Force's strong endorsement of the attack in

depth concept has serious implications for tactical airlift

forces. As discussed earlier in great detail, the Army's

logistical support problem is greatly magnified when

operating behind enemy lines. Moreover, the two conditions

which favor airlift over ground logistics, the need for speed

and the nonavailability of ground lines of communications'

(LOCU, wvill be more prevalent in deep operations. As a

result. airlift will be called with much greater frequency,

and the demands created by intense enemy threats will be

higher than ever before.

There car, be little question that Air Force doctrine is

both consistent and serious about deep operations. This

-.eriousness applies to strategic bombing, interdiction, and

close air support as well as tactical airlift. Airlift

dcctrine is unambiguously dictated in AFM 2-4 where airlift

forces 3re committed to "...deliver...personnel, equipment,

and suppl ies to .. combat areas, at any level of conflict,

thr,)'Jhc,_ ,' . ide spectrum of cl imate, terrain and conditicr3.

of -m.bat, as far forward in the combat zone as requirements

demand." (16:3) The phrase "as far forward in the combat

zone as requirements demand" is a mouthful, with serious

overtones for airlift forces. LJhen the Air- Force tells the

.rmy that it will support them with airlift no matter where

the, may find themselves and regardless of the threat, we are
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making a big promise, one that may be difficult to keeo. i J e

will say more about this later. For present purposes,

suffice it to say that the Air Force has maintained strong

doctrinal commitment to the deep attack.

In summary, we can say with little hesitancy that Air

Force and Army doctrine are consistent and cloje'- elitined.

To be sure, there are differences of viewpoint in somri ,

and points of emphasis are not always preciselY the same.

However, in terms of the basic vision on how to win a

European war using maneuver, speed, mobility, and attack in.

depth, the two services are remarkably in step.
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CHAPTER IV

DQCTINE TODAY: ARE THE LESSONS INCLUDED AND IS IT FEASIBLE-

Introduc t i on

The stated purpose of this paper is to look at the

doctrine that guides MAC on the employment of airlift airdrop

forces in a combat environment. For the purpose of this

p.aper, we would like to think of doctrine as principles of

guidance, established through past decisions, accepted as

...'alid and authoritative. According to the definition then,

airlift airdrop doctrine should provide the principles of

.uidance for airdrops, be developed from past decisions

corncernirg airdrops and be the accepted authoritative and

v.Al i.d source of gtiidtince for airdrops. We will assume if the

airlift doctrine is printed in AFM 1-1 or in AFM 2- series

manuals then it is considered to "be the accepted

authoritative and valid source of guidance for airdrops."

Hence, the only areas left open for discussion concerning

Airlift doctrine meeting our criteria for doctrine initially

te . up are- "principles of guidance, established through past

decisiorns." In this chapter-, we will attempt to analyze

airlift doctrine against this criteria.

Up to this point the paper has looked at history and

dros-:r inf separ-atly. Based on the information that has been

1 .pr'ed from the sources, our s.tated goal is to now compare
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this information. In the conclusion of Chapter II. we

identified the threads of doctrine that have followed .,iFrlift

through the years or evolved with the modern airlift force-.

These can be considered le.ssons learned for. the emplcoyrnent o4

airlift in the past or guidance "established through p._Bt

decisions."

Thus, having looked at the lessons of hi-torv tr,d i

assessed current doctrine for internal consistency, this

final chapter will attempt to tie everything together and

analyze the doctrine of the Army and the Air Force for

feasibility and reasnnableness. That is, giver, that ,jr

Force and Army doctrine are consistent, do they make sen.e

and are they achievable? Clearly, the most articulat, ari '

inspiring doctrine in the world is worthless if the militcor

lacks the means to execute it. Is our doctrine a val,d

principle of guidance?

We will look first to see if the doctrine ,.iolate_-

the lessons of history. Secondly, we will assea, decrr ins!

feasibility by focusing or, the operationaml fact,:,r- of thre-tq

weather, and resources. Resources will be subdivided into

two subsections: force structure and aircrew trairr,c,.

T-raining is doubly important as a factor in the criteri._.

First, as a direct spin off of doctrine as defined by thc Air.

Force. "Aerospace doctrine gives direction to our *r..tinir..3.

(1:4-6) Secondly, as a definite factor enhRncing the
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logci stic-al efficiency of our ai rIift resource in the field of

at rcre,. training. Hence, against these factors, we will

measure the effectiveness of our airlift doctrine.

Hitory: Fstablished through past decisions?

As mentioned in Chapter II, there are several threads

of doctrine that have provided guidance continuously

throughout the development of theater airlift. In this

p,orti- o, of the paper, we will challenge our current doctrine

with tho.e historical threads. Have we learred our lessons.

ond included them in our current doctrine?

First, the one thread of doctrine surviving from the

first employment of airpower until today, is centralized

control and decentralized execution. Airlift suffered under.

the same yoke of dispersal of assets during World War Two as

did tactical fighter forces. The absence of this doctrine

.L.r t-.c :cal airlift was evident in 1941 when General "Hap'

Arr,-,d .-auticned a(.ainst too close association with the Army

unit; ftcr it would lead to trivial assignments for the

tr ;ri.op-r t-a and the-, t.j 1d be wasted on pure logistical

mi :-ions when they had much more important work to do. 2:3)

i: the bigger operati ons in World War Two material ized,

, , -,Ipa-l I.. "O ERLORD", "MARKET", and "VARSITY"; the airlift

tr-ec -ere consol idated into much larger organizations

,:ofrpo:erd o+ only airlift assets. This requirement was

di,_-teted by the necessity to get maximum performance from
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the assigned transports. In operaticrn "MARKET" for sure,

there was not enough airlift to go around which m.y have

contributed to the failure of the entire operation. '[ t Ger,

Brereton, senior American officer involved, felt that MAPkFET

could only achieve full surprise if all airborne forces

landed at the same time. This never happened. Air tr._an-_.,.rt

was unavailable in sufficient numbers to allow the "!,R-F"

force to be committed simultaneously ... the landinQ

stretched over three days." (3:9) The doctrine that emerged

was clear on one point: theater troop carrier resources

belonged under centralized control, normally within z

numbered troop carrier air force. Priorities a.monni the

airlift users would be established by the theater conmrrn rder

through an air transportation board with triser-ice

representat:on, outside the air component struc-tur-.

(4:26-27)

When Korea came along and the Ai r Force ta a,

separate service, a central tasking organization UJ.

employed. Lt Gen Tunner corrimanded the FEAFCCC. which

responded to a joint organization for taskinq. The ,Lint

organization maintained the 70 tons per day Air-dr-op

capability which quickly expanded to 250 tons per. day. duirinn

the Chosin Reservoir. emergency. 15:258) This ageric-, tok all

the request;, Army, Air Force, and Navy, and in~j-.ed -h4f4 fhe
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airli it forces responded to the critical airlift needs first

and the routine as necessary. They also insured that the

a _:igned airlift forces were used to the maximum efficiency.

Thanks to this central control, the airdrop capable forces

kJere able to quickly expand from airdropping only 16 tons orn

29 N ovember 1950 to the 250 tons on I December 1950, even

though they only advertised a 70 ton per day capabilitv.

Doctrine deuelopment was fast during those early days.

Vietnam saw increased use of airdrop forces and

re mred command and control system. The Korean experience

,,it? centralized control was expanded to include separation

of the control apparatus from the joint operations center. A

central command post with smaller teams at forward airfields

bore little resemblance with printed doctrine in AF1 j-',

,- ,[ h w.as current at that time. (4:103-104) By 1966 and the

addition of C-1S0s, the theater airlift effort had evolved

rts i. high volume, 24 hour a. day, air logistics service

lirlking the major airfields. Air-craft were shuttled in from

horn.- stttions outside South Vietnam, reducing the need for inr

,_cuitr 1 .t i cs support, maintenance fac i 1 i ties and ramp

•_p._ . w.hich in turn produced higher dail> flyqng rates.

4:1=0) The efficiency of this operation absor-bed the

erner-c_enc.v .ir-drop missions without disturbirg the normal

I c,:,ic, i r e- -upp 1 > rm i ss i ons
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Today, we still maintain the streamlined centr :,li4 d

command and decentralized execution concept. Throug h rIAC, -_

numbered air forces, air divisions, and a commander a41 *ft

forces (COMALF), today's theater airlift airdr-p capazti iit.

can be efficiently managed. In the central region in Europe,

the personnel are identified and in place to execute the

airlift mission, if required. The theater airlift fo ,-wrt-

have definitely learned and established this thread .-f

doctrine as a principle of guidance, an important one learned

from history.

Secondly, basic airlift doctrine contirues to dri,.e

the way that we train. "The Air Force has a primar- ±,jr,,:ti-r,

to train combat and support forces to ensure the conduct cf

prompt and sustained aerospace combat... the goal of pitA> ,i,

a credible, cohesive warfighting team." (1:4-6) E.<arnples

throughout history prove if airborne operations or airdr'op=

are to succeed, the theater airlift forces must he proficierf

at their missions.

In Sicily, "With neither prior experience nor a j, int

command or planning organization to guide this first

large-scale assault...allowed aircrews little time to

practice the new tactics,...but troop carrier le.ders ;.,,Cr

optimistic. Their optimism was ill-founded." (2:5) The

entire airborne operation was a dismal failure. The , i nq

Commission identified the problem. "The problem d ,er ,,e
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,=, ,del ivery rather than the concept of mass employment of

airborne forces" ; the resul t was further training for troop

carrier- units. (2:6) Good training results in confidence j:nd

acujrA.te employment of the fragile airborne forces.

"Experiences in Sicily emphasized the need fcr a joint

:,.borne planning headquarters...and proficient troop

: r.r r e r s. " < 2: 7)

The Germans learned the same lesson. "Germany had

+ew trained pratroopers left and no special I, trained

pi otE at all to drop them, and the whole operation (Battle

of the Bulge), quickly came unstiched. Just ten of 105

trensport planes reached the proper DZ near the town of

M.1_aidy, fifteen miles behind the American lines. A dozen

L'' Iot became so befuddled in the darkness that they released

tueir paratroopers over the peaceful German city of Bonn,

+ It t miles away." (6:36-37)

The lessons have been learned--train the way you

intend to fight and your doctrine should guide your trainini.

"UFGENT FIRY." in Grenada proved theater. airI ift is ready to,

t Le ti,.- Arm. to w.ar, right now. The airl ift and airborne

tcr,-e; employed had trained together previously. Due to the

inrterce and realistic training guided by current doctrine,

zr,,-. .-ii tl-cut a dress rehearsal , they acccmpl i shed a diff icul t

r .- 'on . Our current joint airborne/air transportabi I i ty

tr i i r, ', J,. /ATT) program i _.on track wi th our doctrine.
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The principles of war have not changed nor have their

importance to each operation decreased. Surprise, maielji.,er

and mass, for the purpose of this summary, can be lumped

together for discussion. Theater airl ift is extremely...re

of the critical role that it plays in insuring that all thre.e

are achieved in any operation.

Airlift crews are also well aware of the impor t.r,,. i

of surprise. "... (S)uprise is an important factor that

enhances an airborne operation's chance of success."

Operations security is practiced in all exercises and dJuring

local training missions by airlift aircrews. Airlift C-re k.-

will not destroy the effect of surprise dur. ing thl plan, i,,,C

or the execution phase of an airborne operation.

The use of maneuver is limited. One recent example

comes to mind where the use of maneuver aided the succes=.s ct

an operation. Due to the threat and to reduce time under the

canopy, the commander of the Ranger Battal ion ordered the

jump on Port Salinas to be conducted at 500 AGL, in-stead of

the usual 1000 feet. Only one Ranger was injured dur iq the

jump. (7:99-103) As a result, the antiaircraft guns ,r the

ridoes surrounding Point Salinas airfield were ineffetv.,,

but they did cause the number two and three aircraft to bre.k

off the f irst run-in on the DZ ur ti I suppor tirg fire co,,uld

suppress the them.
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To theater airlift, mass translates to placing the

par-Rtrooper and his suppl ies on the DZ. Airdropping is an

art and not a science. Constant upgrade training is required

as a.irdrop crew members mature and are replaced by less

experienced personnel. Each TAS and airdrop tasked MAS uses

a majority of allotted local training time perfecting airdrop

procedures and techniques. Operational Readiness Inspections

D.- graded by headquarters MAC personnel, test each

tactical airlift wing's (TAW) and military airlift wing's

(MAW) ability to meet stringent airdrop criteria, day and

night, and if applicable, in aduerse weather conditions. The

results teaffirm that each unit is capable of satisfactor ily

meeting the criteria specified by our doctrine and our

,uaran tee to the Army for airdrop accuracy. B>' doing so,

each unit can assure the Army mass will be achieved on the DZ

in ever°" operation by the theater airlift air-crews.

Logistics can be easily translated into two words for,

tL,-_ter azir-lift: employment and sustainment. This means

t=.linc the combat forces into battle and keeping them

.ur ,ed while engaged in combat. Two basic methods of

.erial dtliv-ery. are used: air-land and airdrop. The most

demanding is airdrop, the method we have focused on here. U.

h.vve already discussed the accuracy of airdrops as the

_,r imar, fac tc.r in ach i evi ng mass on the DZ and how air-I ift

for ce-= are trained to produce accurate ai rdrop resul ts. We
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have also discussed the relationship of our erti, tr..,Ini:

program with our doctrine. Now we will see if our cu rcr,

operational doctrine reflects the lessons that weather,

threat, and Adequate airl ift resources have provide. dc.,";

through the years.

... (T)hroughout a wide spectrum of cl irare_ t. I,

.nrd condi tions of combat,..." is the airl ift oper -fo,

doctrine statement from AFM 2-4. (15:3) It i ,a1 t rr

supportable doctrine. We know weather has inhibf.d

emplo-yment and sustainment by airdrop throughoui isc-rj.. ,

some instances, weather was a contributing factor tr t

restricted sustainment of a ground force. Durir., the eff,:nr-tf-

at tal ingrad, Ba'.togne, and Khe Sanh; weather IoM.r e I th,

average daily tonnage of supplies delivered sign ic.i t I.

4:309, 6:85, 16:266) Employment has always been restri:. id

by weather. Rugby force was severely hinder-ed b.iethr ',

Southern France. Their complex plan torned in ,. a riqhtri;-rc

when fog blanketed the D>..F and troop carriers sc ttered

units., sunplies and equipment over the region, sc-,rnc- _

25 miles from their objectives. (8:78) Oper-at:n-.. a. .

as "OVERLORD" had problerns, also. Due to weatheF "K *h,:

13,000 American troops dropped, less than 10 percer., ".ei

in their DZs, but 60 percent landed .ithin two miles of- tw;.

zones." (2:9) Despite this airlift imposed prrblem. ,-"

paratroopers were s'ic--essf'jl in seizinc4 their., iet e.
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W f fih -i.OIAPS and SKE, theater airI ift forces have overcome mL- t

,e :..tht r pr obl errs. Both authors have participated in JA/ATT

mi.iisions., delivering paratroopers to cloud covered DZs

inoisible from the air, IMC from takeoff to landing. Since

tne development of GRADS during Vietnam, airlift airdrop

f.-rces have significantly improved their all-weather airdrop

.T bility. Virtuallr all air crews are either AIAJADS or SKE

qu.iifiecd at the present time. At the present time, airdrop

airlift forces can meet their weather doctrine statement, but

we must continue to upgrade our all-weather capability with

n1 ew techrolog>.

The next question after, "Can sustainment airlift get

*.>er. in any i.weather?" is "Cart sustainment airlift get there

through the threat?" Our operational doctrine in AFM 2-4

". .as far forward in the objective area as

requirements demand." (15:3) With the Army's current AirLand

b:a.ttle doctrine emphasizing deep attacks, our aus t ainment

nis.siorn could take us well across the FLOT. Usirg our

-.,:onario of the central European battlefield, we have just

citered the most lethal airspace ever- known to air. combat

-or.ces. Jeffer.,. Record assessed the threat in this reg ion aa

he talked of a possible replacement for the C-130. "Ir, an>

.conflict with the Soviet Union or its well-equipped Third

!.,or Id clint stites, 11.S. tactical airlift almost certainly

i.i 1 1 fa,:e -a larger number of more lethal threats than i t
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confronted in Vietnam." (9:26) Everyone questions thefer

airlift's ability to -urvive in this environment. .,.or

Boston in his paper on airlift doctrine states: "E:amin4tin

of the historical role of tactical air lift re, ekls

constraints and limitations that very much afrAW fut'-re

operations. Air superiority is vital, as is surpri-e and

neutralized ground defenses." (2:20) We are in srcum d,;!tt

that the Warsaw Pact and Soviet ground defense=_. will t-

neutralized in a corridor wide enough to permit airlift

transports to operate behind the FLOT without a tremendou=

drain on resources.

Available only in limited quantities, thk lar,]e

number of specialized weapon systems required to clar a

corridor wide enough to allow airlift aircraft to ocpr-at

behind the FLOT and FEBA, are not likely to be a,.ailahle.

Present day theater airlift aircraft are not equipped fo

defeat the threat, either with active or p.s.sive meaiire3.

History lessons in this area are conclusive--airlift r'rce-s

cannot survive in a high threat environment withniut

suppression of enemy air defenses (SEAD) missi-ns in -uuiUt,,T .

Even in "URGENT FURY", the ZSU 23-4 antia ircraft wiearp,:,ns i,,

place, if properly employed, could have shot dow,.n the -,:;, -

as they crossed the DZ at Port Salinas airfield. Orl d.:

change in tactics by the Ranger battalion comnrider,

prevented the C-130s from flying directly through b ,tri cg
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fire. Even then, the last two aircraft requested SEAD from

an AC-130 ovrheau before dropping. (7:99-103) Remember,

OGrenada is a third rate, third world island nation, yet it

possessed the capabi Ii ty to seri ously hamper a vulnerable

mAss .irdrop insertion by transport aircraft. Jeffety Record

s. vs there has been such a growth of pervasive, and more

lethal threat systems, ground and air, that brings into

serous question whether a permissive environment will exist

to provide the relative safety for- transport aircraft that

occurred in past history. (9:16) We do not think that

cur,-ent doctrine in AFM 2-4: "...as far forward in the

objective area as requirements demand.", reflects our

criteria of "...established by past experience." (15:3) The

M6'ir-mx"s Air-land Battle doctrine definitely goes deeper on the

battlefield in its demand for airdrop sustainment than

hi.-.tory tells us our current theater airlift forces can

l,. .j ..., nd survive.

Likewise, reading our operational doctrine, you will

nct find any statements that limit our sustainment operations

due to a lack of airlift resources. The only statement of

"ho.4 much" is implied in the brigade airdrop capabil it>. The

Y-7et unpublished Worldwide Intratheater Mobility Study (WIMS)

d:e not even address airdrop requiremer+s according to

felephone conversations with individuals who have read the

fi-st draft of the study. QITARS mentions that the
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enough". History also proves, with orl," one exception, if

there is not enough airlift available, the missions ar

doomed to failure. Right now no one can ever, qu-inti+.o the

requirement. "Unlike strategic airlift, the requirem rit for

which are driven by a handful of comparatively simple and

well-defined planning scenarios that can be calculated ir,

linear terms, tactical airlift is devoted mainly to tr-e

delivery of relatively small amounts of 'beans and bullets'

to forces in the field--a highly scenario-dependent,

micro-distributive task that is sensitive to a hot of

unpredictable variables, and that places a premium nore on

such things as sortie rates and numbers cof planes than upr,

gross ton-mile productivity." (9:v) The C-17 will relieve

some of the requirement on theater airlift by direct

delivery; but if the next conflict develops as quick and

as intense as the 1973 Arab/Israeli War, only the C-l.:-Ws ,,i

be dedicated for theater airlift during the earl> st.ages of

the conflict. All the air refueled assets (C-17 and C-1I1)

will still be flying strategic sustainment missions frorr

CONUS to the theater in the first five day-=..

During the past five years, the number of theater

airlift forces have declined rather than increased. Two

active duty squadrons have closed ard their aircraft -pr .',

throughout the system, replacing aircraft lost in
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.accidents and not replaced. The crew ratio in active duty

1:-130 squadrons has recently been reduced. As the budget

:hr ri.,s so do our theater airl if t forces; but the

requirement grows and our doctrine remains unchanged.

Jeffer>, Record observed the trend for theater airi ift

requirements: "Both outside e'.perts and responsible

of+icials agree that future requirements almost certainly

will be more demanding than past needs. Among the factors.

cited in suppcrt of this conclusion are: (1) the cost-Vietnam

expa|,sior of U.S. defense commitments into nontraditional

U.S. military contingency theaters of operattions lacking

adequate infrastructures of surface lines of communications:

(' the expanded capablities of U.S. strategic airlift, which

will increase the burden on intratheater distribution of

troops and surplies; (3) changes in U.S. Arm. operational

do,.tr ine that would expcse theater airlift to much greater

ri .ks on the battlefield; and (4) the emergence worldwide of

a .. riet, of increasingly lethal threats to tactical

-Air) i t" . i,,;.=krtirne sJrvi.abi I i t ." (9:vi : Both .authors agre?

there i- not eno,,gh theater air I ift resources. to support the

anticipated erer-gency Airdrop sustainment the Army units will

:.iro't ccrt3.inly require in an intense conflict in the

Cen tral European regi orn , un ess our hi stor :., I esson are
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What does the future look 1 ike--worse. Dedi,:.-.ted

theater airlift forces are decl ining and wearing out _rid

there is no plan in the near futlire to change this trend.

"Giver the fact that U.S. tactical airlift requiremer t s. -- ari

growing rather than diminishing, and given the probabilt-

that a new airl ifter will rot be available in numbers until

the end of the century, it would be impruJei.t to cut existirg

fixed-wing tactical airlift capabilities in thr- inter im."

(9:39) We are not learning from our histor ical leason. in

the area cf -uff ici en t theater ai rdrcop r escur-r a :_ nJ rrt

reflecting those lessons in our opera. ,on.?i uoctr-rn,..

"The driving force behind tactical airl ift ha,=_. &.i.!:

been the Army's need for battlefield mobility, and the

lessons of combat provided the basis for tactic.' and doctrine

that emerged with the growth of airlift forces. Doctrine

developed as experience revealed the capab'ilitie- ard

limitations of tactical airl ift forces." (2:1) N-4o one ever

anticipates the need for sustainment by airdrop, but in

todays world, everyone knows it exists. Then when the..

realize the requirement exists, they call fcr air-lift, ju.t

as Lt General Edward N. Almond, X Corps Commmader, did on 2'

November 1950 in Korea. FEAFCCC had just delivered all

supplies requested that day, 16 tons worth. .t Genpra.l.

Almond requested 400 tons be airdropped the rie.l.t dva' to the

surrounded Marines at Chosin Reservoir. (5:258-25?) In 191O.

13?
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the rtirift system surged to support the Marines at Chosin

Reservoir and saved the day. In 1990, given the anticipated

routine requirements of the AirLand Battle, history tells us

there will riot be enough surge capability. We may not be

able to provide the apparent, unlimited theater airlift

support in our, as yet unstated but alluded to, total airlift

=.upport doctrine. You maY call, but no one will be home to

-, .u 1 !

Doctrine: Is. it feasible?

With that indepth review of lessons we have or

h_'..&r't carried into our present day doctrine from history,

wp noixt tur: *o z.n analysis of the feasibility of Air Force

doctrine to support AirLand Battle doctrine. In the final

anallrsis, this is the 1 itmus test of effective pol icy; but

there is a tender,c/ to brush over this important area wi th

'tie "Poll .anna" attitude of "we can do anything; once we set

our mtn d t c iH" I ':._i inoenious and resourceful as Americans

-,.; prc,.en to be, there is a I imit to what we can accorr p 1Ish

bV. ser strength of i,-ji . If our doctri ,- cannot be

supLor tel nr executed, i t i -. worthl ess. We must be careful

siyt to enter 4 war 1.jith a doctrine we cannot support. The

stakes are high and the consequences of miscalculation car, oe

,_ 3stroph l.

Hs outlined in the intr.o uction to th-is chapter, we

W I it.empt to analyze the fe-sibi Ii ty of airl ift airdrop
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doctrine. As AFM 2-4 states: ".,,provide airi ift throu Lhc ut

a wide spectrum of climate, terrain and conditions. of c ombat,

as far forward in the objective area as requirerront-., dem..nd."

(15:3) Sc', by focusing or, the operational variables of

weather, threat, and resources, as we did in our analy.ts *-'±

lessons from history, vie will analyze our currenf doctrine.

These three factors are not the only consideration- for

formulating doctrine, but thex stand -ut -.. . ke. elemert.W th.at

contribute disproportionately to success or 4ailure. Ti:,'_ IC

particularly true when applied to airlift airdrop doctrine.

Anyone who has ever flown ir, Europe, or even stood on

the ground for that matter, know- the weather is bad for four

months out of the year and lousy the rest of the time. Thi.

simple truth has serious undertones for all aerospace forces,

and airlift is no exception. Ask the men it Pasto,-ne dur.iri,

the Battle of the Bulge, and they will teil you hoIw, Serious

it is. They waited for what must have tLeemed ar, eternit; for

the weather to break so badly needed suppl ies and

replacements could be airdropped to them. if the weather h.4,d

remained bad for a few more days, the German counteroffensive

might have had a different ending. (6:85)

The AirLand Battle concept will not .,llow us. to take

the chance that the weather will cooperate wi th cur _n,1 .ns.

When a unit operating deep behind enemy lines need=_

reinforcements, ammunition, +uel, or supplies, it needis the
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-uppor t nw. not when the weather clears. The simple truth

of the matter is. that we can no longer pick the day or the

hour th.at we will provide airlift support. The Army's

previous doctrine of attrition warfare with its concept of

defensive entrenchment did not place the same demands on

airlift forces and logistics systems. After all, if the

weather prevented aerial resupply, the Army could always dig

in deeper to their. defensive entrenchment or even fall back

fir.ther on their supply lines.

The AirLand Battle doctrine, however, relies on

nn.-,r,.i..er, speed, initiative, and deep thrusts into the

ereiyvs territory. This means that logistical support must

'e-.p pace since thee Army will frequently have no supply line

tcz, 4all back on; and even if it does, the momentum and

c-tical .surprise will be lost if the Army must wait for

E -.uz.t.-R.inment. Consequentl>,, with the AirLand Battle

dc,.tr-ine s imperatives in mind, it is probably more important

th.i ,.er before to have an all-weather airdrop resupply

(7. -At, i i Itt),.

Flvirq_ in this weather is no problem, as we have had

that c.,ability for decades. The trick is to precisely put

ai, airdrop payload or the D2 without visual contact with the

nr ound. And aga in, we have this capability; however, it i. .

1 imi tEd capabi 1 i ty and enhancements and upgrades are needed.
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All theater C-130 aircraft, as well as C-14i

aircraft, are able to fly formation IMC using SKE. However,

only a few C-130's are equipped to make airdrops with no

visual contact with the ground or no reliance on external

navigation aids. These are AWADS C-130s. The AWADS svsten,

worked well in combat in Vietnam, but it has Aged. Problem;

vii th maintainabi I i ty and the high degree of crew prf i. eric*

are limitations. The relatively new palletized inertial

navigation ss'tem (PINS) add a new dimension to the AIJADS and

significantly increases capability while reducing crew

workload.

The next planned upgrade is the self contained

navigation system (SCNS). The SCNS will greatly imprnoe

accuracy, reliability, and maintainability. Furthermore5

less experienced crew members should be able to use the

system with a much greater likelihood of success than

realized with the present AWADS. We are actively trying to

maintain our capability to support our all-weather airdrop

doctrine statement.

The C-141 fleet and non-AWADS equipped C-130s can

only make IMC airdrops by reference to a ground navigation

aid. The C-141 can make airdrop in weather when a radar

beacon or zone marker beacon is placed on the D, provided

the aircraft is properly equipped. Simi larl , the C-1S0 c ,

make an airdrop using the radar, beacon. The obiouc dral'b- ck
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is. the requirement for a ground party, either a CCT or the

Army urit itself, to transport and place the radar/zone

7 imarker beacon on the DZ. In the absence of a ground

na.igation aid, these aircraft must make airdrops by visual

reference to the ground or by following a C-130 AWADS

equipped aircraft to the DZ and dropping on its command.

The Air Force does have an IMC airdrop capability.

And sigrificart upgrades are currently being made to the

C-130 system to enhance its capability. At present, however,

the vast majority of the C-130 fleet and all C-141's must

rely on external aids to make airdrops in IMC. This may

,nititute limitations to our doctrine statement, but we can

• _.> our doctrine is feasible without contradiction.

The second area for discussion in evaluating the

fe.si oil *y of Air Force airdrop doctrine is the threat.

Mor-e than any other factor, the threat in an AirLand Battle

17. the most difficult and pervasive dimension that must be

d-:0t th b> airl ift forces. As discussed at various points

in hVs p. per, the Army's concentration on the deep attack

raises the threat threshold by a quantum leap. Moreover, Lje

are unl ikely to enjoy the same degree of air superiority that

w.. achieved in recent wi r-s, particularly the Vietnam War.

1rjr,.. if,- ead n0 facing antiquated and relatively

ur ichisticated antiaircraft arid small arms fire, we will be

or-ed t- confront the finest weaponry in the Warsaw Pact
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arsenal. These include the tried and proven ZSU 23-4 .nd the

hand-held infrared seeking SA-7 missile, as well as the ITore

modern SAM's in the Soviet inventory.

Theater airlifters are highly vulnerable to fighter

aircraft attacks as well. Slow flying and relati, ely

unmaneuverable, the larger airlift aircraft makes a& tempir.Q

target. Although Red Flag exercises have shown that

defensive countermeasures, if properly executed and timed,

can be effective against fighters, the airlifter is still :

vulnerable target. Given the numerical advantage of the

Warsaw Pact in fighter aircraft of all types, we cannot

expect to achieve unchallenged air super i or i t> in a Furor e. n

war. In fact, the air defense threat is so high tha:t ..fe

passage of airl ifter-s cannot be assured even when cormra.7t air

patrol (CAP) and escorts are provided.

How does this high threat environment affect the

feasibility of our airdrp doctrine? The anssjer i-.,

tremendously. Army doctrine calls for concentrati or -rd

mass, applied at precisely the right time and pl-ce. At

times, airborne operations may be the most effective, or.

perhaps the only, way to simultaneously Achieve t:he des;td

mass and surprise. But mass airdrops mean large formations.,

particularly if the goal is to maximizp the number uf

airborne paratroopers and ainount of combat equipment on the

ground in a specified period of time. As the interval
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between airdrop aircraft increases, the density of

p,-tratrocipers hitting the ground necessarily decreases.

Although large formations provide the mass needed for

theater- surprise and shock, the string of large aircraft

presents a highly visible target. One of the most frequently

leAr-ned lessons at Red Flag is the effectiveness of the

-ingle ship aircraft or small formation when making airdrops.

Small formations are much more maneuverable, and it is far

easier to use the advantage of contour flying and terrain

masking. In addition, the first aircraft in a large

formation may be able to surprise an antiaircraft battery,

but the l.st few aircraft in the formation are unlikely to

_.t., ,a5st the defenders.

Chis discourse does not mean that large formations

sahcl-.d never be flown and mass airdrops should never be made.

V)uite the ccntrary; the Army has a legitimate requirement for

I,.: - assault operations under the right set of conditions.

zlsc, uv.e learned the hard way in North Africa and Holland

durinq I,.orld 1Iar- Two that airborne operations which lack the

nec-_sar-°v m.aSs can tie disastrous. (10:22) Grenada is one of

our recent success+ul uses of mass airdrop. (11:2) But the

Army ard Air Force must jointly recognize the mass airborne

ciperstions are viable only in certain situations; even

Grenade proved to be very hazardous. (11:2) Certainly, the.

can be conducted in a benign environment, similar to that
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which existed in parts of South Vietnam. It ma> otl, L,

feasible to conduct large formation airdrop in e medium

threat environment if sufficient suppression of enemy air

defenses has been conducted prior to the opration and

fighter escorts are provided in generous numbers. In A hirh

threat environment, many airlift experts bel ieve that )osses

would be heavy in spite of the level of suporessio', or rum.-r

of escorts. (10:26) The decision to employ mass airdrop

techniques under these circumstance should be made only. after.

carefully weighing the potential risks agai nst th,. expected

tactical advantage that might be gained.

Regardless of the size of the formatiorn, +h..ter

aircraft are particularly vulnerable during the final rr-:n

for an airdrop. During this period of time., iastin from c't,-,

to ten minutes depending on the tactics employed arid th we

of the formation, the aircraft must slc,w dowjn, climb to dror,

altitude, and maintain a steady course to the D7. The l.

airspeed makes it particularly difficult for the aircr-aft to

maneuver or take evasive action. A sir;m .hip or -small

formation can use tactics which minimize the time -:f P pco:ure

and maximize flight path unpredictability during the cr itic-li

period. But again, large formations have less flexibility.

and must accept the hazards associated with the a,rdr.,_-,

run-in. Good intelligence is particularly irmporhtrit whr.r,

selecti nq the run-in route, and fighter esc,-_jr - to knock o',t
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groi.ind +ire and enemy interceptors are imperative. New

pr-ocedureF and better airdrop equipment can reduce some of

the risk inherent in the airdrop operation and will be

cJtdressed in the next chapter.

Earlier, we noted that Air Force doctrine commits

airlift support to the Arm> "as far forward ;.s necessary"

reQardless of the level of conflict. Although this attempt

t.: 4ully meet Army requirements, regardless of how bold these

requirements are, is admirable, it presents airlifters with

some challenges that must be squarely faced and realisticali..y

addressed. And the primary challenge is again the threat, a

threat that can be expected to increase substantially as we

move from the FLOT to areas deep within the enemy's rear.

There is no doubt that in a medium or high threat

en,..ironment, such as could be encountered in Europe, today's.

theater airlifters could not regularly penetrate unaided,

deep in enem.y territory without unacceptable attrition rates..

A ..ibstantial amount of defense suppression would normally be

r quired to even make airlift plausible. And several

krow.ledgable authors warn that all the defense suppression in

the 1,world Jill not make the air in central Europe safe enough

for sust. ained airlift operations. (10:26, 21:133) This is a

ruc.-ial question. If it is not possible to fly deep airlift

n-i .,ions in central Europe, we should tell the Army now

because their doctrine counts or, it. On the other hand, if
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missions in central Europe, we should tell the Army now

because their doctrine counts on it. On the other nand, if

airlift operations are viable in a medium to high threat

environment, we need to determine the limitations and

constraints and figure out hc to make it work.

The entire AirLand Battle doctrine depends on

sustainment during deep attack operations, and that mars

airlift airdrop requirements. The Air Force owes it to th-

Army to put our best minds on this matter and gi.e it our

most serious thought. With little hesitation, the autho;-B

believe it is feasible to provide deep airlift, both a rdrrcp

and airland, in a NATO environment. But the :irlift slipp~irt

in not without limitations, and it cannot be conducted

without outside protection. Before discussing the

constraints and limitations, we hasten to add that therP maY

be isolated occasions when enemy defenses are so dense and

formidable in the area of operation that air-lift is

infeasible. However, we believe these situations will b

relatively rare even in central Europe; and with the right

tactics and sufficient defensive softening, the operation can

be conducted with acceptable, although certainly not 1oev,

risk in the vast majority of the cases.

Because of the large number of variables, it is

nearly impossible to specify in advance the correct

employment option, exact tactics, and minimum dc.fensi-e
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nie.sure-. that should be used in a particular situation.

Hrivi.,er.. some general guidelines can be documented. The

:0MALF will spend the majority of his time assessing the

eremy' threat and deciding on the appropriate method to employ

his -orces..

As discussed earl ier in this chapter, mass airdrops

ad large formations should generally be considered only when

the trreat is low, or can be neutralized with suppression

technique.. There may be occasions when the tactical

advantage that can be achieved warrants exposing large

f.rm.Atiorss of aircraft to higher threat environments.

Hc wever, the Air Component Commander and Theater Commander

must recognize that large formations provide a multitude of

lucrative targets that are severely restricted in conducting

defensive maneuvers. As always is the case, the commanders

mu.-t insure the expected benefits outweigh the risk.

In hih threat environments, fighter escorts will

near i.y- .Ivwro be necessary to augment the defensive tactics.

Aj',d ;f nece.ssary, SEAD campaign may proceed the airdrop

rni .eion to knock out, at least temporarily, the heaviest

enemy- thr ats. The important point is that aerial resupply

c.:-n nearly always be provided to Army units, even those

operati,,,-r behind enemy lines. However, the cost, both in

terms, of ;Lnticipated attrition and required defensive

support, increases exponentiall,. with the threat. Before
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establishing an airhead or inserting paratroopers deep in

enemy territory, ground commanders must understand that the,

are placing a heavy burden on air assets, and a large

proportion of limited air resources will be required to

support the airlift sustainment of that force.

The feasibility of our doctrine accordrng to MFIHI 2-4;

"...as far forward as the requirement demands.", -gciint the

current threat is a grey area at best, in the author-i

opinions. (15:3) The analysis is probably best summari zed

the following: Yes, we can do it, but the price ll be

extremely high. High attrition rates for the airli t .--::t,

high in the number of CAP, SEAD, and escort forces, needed fr

protection of the airlift resources, or both.

The final factor that we will look at in as.e. .'re'

the feasibility of airlift airdrop doctrine is resources. Ae

have never had a war, nor will we ever have a war., where

resources were not limited and did not constrain combat

operations. So the question is not "Would we li ik to hav'e

more?", because the answer would be decidedly ye-. Rather

the question should be "Are the quantity and quel it:.. Cf

resources sufficient to make our doctrine feasible anrd

practical or does a different doctrine make more senrse in

light of hardware shortfalls?"

This question is a vital one from several different

perspectives. In the first instance, we must answer t!,:,
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question affirmatively to insure our doctrine is at least

re .cnable. For example, the AirLand Battle substantiall>.

increases airlift aircraft to threat exposure, and this

reality demands a larger fleet size and qualitative upgrades

to overcome the threat. Once we determine that our doctrine

is reasonable, it should serve as the beacon to guide our

force development and modernization programs. That is,

doctr-ine must be more than a mere game plan which sits on a

shelf w-.iting for a war; rather, it is the focus around which

1l1 our planning, development, and training revolves.

There are several aspects of the AirLand Battle

,-il.-irept that dictates an increasing number of theater airlift

;ircraft. These factors have already been discussed in depth

r, the paper and will only be summarized here. The Army's

e-.t. ktI i --hment and increasing rel iance on light infantry

Sdtnajcr, ffor both low intensity conflicts as well as full

O,-e con.entional war in a NATO setting, points to

, ion ,rl theater ,. rl i ft workl Ioad. Not only will airlift

+,-. f-equently be cal 1ed on to insert these highly mobile

units, but the sustainment effort will require more airlift

-or ties th. an for a he..vier uni t which has more organic

SP, t:i t>y to .ustair, i t self.

Simil.ar-ly, the Army's deep attack concept will

q,-er ate increasing air lift rel iance. As the Army extends

it. logistics lines into enemx territory, grourd logistics
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become more difficult and tenuous. Airlift will be repijed to

make up the shortfall . Many un its involved in deep

operations will undoubtedly rely exclusively on airlift for

sustainment.

Finally, this paper has not neglected the fact that

deep operations means an increasing threat. This

relationship is true in virtually every battlefield

environment, but it is particularly true in, Central E tjur-p'.

The higher attrition rate expected in this mediurn to hi-n

threat arena means that we must start with n. laryer f'ep 'I

size to meet our sustainment requirements. Mor e impcr i 4,'

it also means that we must make substantial qualitative

improvements to enhance survivability. The existing theat.e3 rle

airlift rleet is limited exclusively to low level op.r.Etions.

and terrain shielding to avoid ground and air threat. lhe

next chapter will address recommendations for upgrades.

Al though the requirement tor theater airl ft I l .

grown over the past two decades for the reasons cited abote,

the theater airlift fleet has remained relativel-y. staitic.

The venerable C-130 has been the theater workhorse cnr cnvr

30 years and a replacement is not yet in sight. Gener.al

Minter, CINCUSAFE, complains that theater airl ift i;. one of

his most critical problems. "The United States A ir Force- has

no organic airl ft. Je -are the a irl ift exper, ts o- the .wsro,

and we don't have any airlift to support ourselve' 2: 2 )

153



There are a variety of reasons why the theater

airlift fleet has not been modernized. First, the C-130 has

proven to be a versatile and highly adaptable aircraft.

!oreover, we have never f.ced a crisis in theater airlift

cinpabi ity. Strategic airlift modernization was forced upon

the Air Force by the obviou gap in the amount of equipment

.nd number of troops destined for Europe during rapid

mobilization and the strategic airlift capacity available to

trante..rt them. As mentioned earlier., however, the

r equirement for theater airlift is more nebulous and

difficult to define. Ccnsequently, the need for more and

.ttftr theater airlift has not captured the attention of our

ic' makers to the same extent as the strategic airlifter.

And the capability of the C-17 to perform the theater role as

je'l as. provide strategic airlift, will only prolong the day

'.,,hen t zekter airlift receives the recognition it needs.

Despite skepticism in, some quarters that theater

.crmanders wi ii be willing to use an aircraft as expensive as

't.- C:-I in a theater mode, General Cassidy, CINCMAC, has

made it clear. that the new aircraft is designed to operate in

this envirm-rnment. (13:8) In fact, the Airlift Master Plan

(AMP) recommends retirement of 180 :-130's to make way for

the C-17. (14:73) Given the apparent shortfall in existing

the..ater airlift capabilit::.y and-I the planned reduction of C-130

forces, wqe believe that the theater commander will have no
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choice but to use the C-i? selectively in a. theater rc,l..

Moreover, so long as the risk of loss is balanced against the

potential gains, it makes perfectly good sense to use the

C-17.

Our indorsement of the C-17 in a theater role does-

not mean that a replacement for the C-130 is not needed. It

most surely is. Mil itary Airl ift Command recogr, ize- the ,,Ped

for a new theater airlifter as well. In 1985, a pMiH.-l stuJ', ,[I

an advanced tactical transport (ATT) noted the deficiercie-

and vulnerabilities of the C-130 for modern warfare. , 4 :I.:

However, budget constraints have forced MAC to decide b twen

a new strategic and new theater airlifter, and the conmi-d

correctly selected the C-17. We will recommend in the ne.:t

chapter that the battle for a C-130 replacement must

continue.

Although there is presently), no quanri tatitye data ic

substantiate our claim, the authors do not be! evJ thet the

Air Force currently has sufficient theater airlift ca -,h.ilI,

to support the AirLand Battle, at least not to the degr-, th,

Army envisions. The C-17, once it becomes operaEltional , wil I

alleviate the shortfall. However, the strategic workload

will be so heavy, particularly during the initial days cf the

war, that the C-17 will not fill the theater gap compltel,.

We must either procure more airlift or. the Mrmy "ii ll h4ue t ,

scale down their AirLand Battle plans to match av. il.;bie
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airlift. Right now, we don't think our resources are

sufficient to support our apparently unrestricted theater

.irlift requirement. Since this requirement is as yet

unqualified, it may also be a point where Air Force and Army

doctrines are inconsistent.

Summar ,

Both authors feel our doctrine basically reflects

,is.torical lessons and is feasible in most areas. However,

both authors are concerned about two doctrinal areas after

an s.lyzinc our airlift airdrop doctrine against historical

lessons and feasibility to support the Army's AirLand Battle

do:trine: threat and resources. We have not prepared our

tleater airlift force to face the threat history indicates vie

wi tar e. Hence, our doctrine is less feasible in support

-, Air.Land Rattle doctrine with its rel iance on deep attack,

..h'ch lniaces ,-,ur vulnerable theater airlift airdrop forces in

tte mct thal airsp.Ace ever known. Likewise, history has

nl,..'r Ale could have used more theater airlift resources in

,_r, crf i,.t, with the possible exception of Vietnam.

Coupled ,"ith AirLand Battle doctrine's reliance on deep

attacks, the Army's increased use o4 LIDs and the Air Force's

,r e. t,r strategic air i ft del ivery capability, all of which

point to incr eased r-equ r-ements in the future for. theater

?irlitt airdrop forces, the indications are clear. Rowan
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Scarborough, in an article for 1i I i tar' Forum, m m es t, --.me

poi rit:

'First, the Army is changing its AirLand Battle doctrine and may present a more
demanding role of Air Force transports. Second, the C-130 has deficiencies for
dealing with the battlefield of the future. The Army will likel/ require tactical
airlifter to bring equipment to the forward line of troops (FLOT). This mission would
require a highly survivable transport able to defeat ever-improving Soviet defenses.'
(16:18)

We agree and maintain our current Hiir- Force air? ift

doctrine does not reflect the historical Ie. s..r; Qf a ifII

shortages and the potential effect of a v,. er-., Iethl- thr,,u. t .

Nor does it provide the Army an indica..tion !:-,-F ,o- si--.,ble

shortfalls in theater airlift resources or threat deni.al ,

airlift sustainment. The failure to include ei ther ma.

create a false impression of airl ift's abi l it y to fulfi 11 Cur

apparent total support doctrine. Failure t,_:, articulate these

limitations could possibly be very crucial to the outcome ,

the AirLand Battle.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOMMENDATI ONS

Summary and Conclusions

Throughout the histor, of airpower, the Air Force has

learri d powerful lessons about the correct way to employ

i .rlift forces. Certairnl>, many mistakes have been made.

"MARKET GARDEN" ignored the principles of mass and surprise

d _ as a result, failed to achieve its objectiucs.

Simi lar ly, lack of trair, ing and use of untested procedures

accounted for a miserable performance by American airlift

forces at St Mere Egl ise during operation "OVERLORD". But

there have been some great successes as well. Operation

"BfTING" and "VARSITY" during World War Two; Sukchon,

-urichor, and Chosir, during the Korean War; and Khe Sanh in

.i etnarr, were all airl ift success stories because the Army and

;- Force adhered to fundamental principles such as mass,

nsm:xJver., and surprise. It i. imperative that the Armed

For.re. need these lessons of history.

As. ,,e reviewed the basic doctrines of the Army and Air

Flrce, we concluded that these basic wartighting principles

ha. not only beern heeded, the. have been meti_ulously>

iricnrpr ated iri the .er-vices doctr inal manuals. The Air- Land

Eatti_ emphasizes speed, rapid mobility, maneuv)er,

,orict..tri.tior of for-ces, and surprise. Air Force doctrine
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takes advantage of its inherent characteristics cf o pe-,K

range, and flexibility. These attributes of airlift are V-.

to providing the mass, surprise and maneuver so irlprt:nt ".(D

the Army.

Equally important, we further concluded tht.t Arm-. and

Air Force doctrine are closely aligned and cori -<ert in

their approach to war-fighting. The Air-Land Battle enU' cicor.

fighting the next war with a combination of speed, mn.ie-

initiative and deep operations. This vision neces.-rv

relies heavily on substantial support and clo,=.e ntegr.-Aie,r

with airlift forces. The Army's doctrine cul d be r ,tit.

unrealistic and unachievable without a complemereiar.Y arid

similarly bold airlift doctrine. And the Air Force ha. be en

quick to step up to this challenge. In espous-ing a

capability to support Army forces as far forward in the

battlefield as necessary, Air Force doctrine fits. perfectl.

with the most ambitious and challenging feature of the

AirLand Battle: the deep attack. Clearly, the Arry's

doctrine revolves around the extended battlefield, and the

Air Force has stood up vith unambiguous support.

Even the more controversial aspects of Air Force

doctrine, the supremacy of air superiority and centralized

control, are consistent with the Army s AirLand Eattle. A'

superiority is not an end in itself. Rather, c,-ntrol ,, the

air is merely a p.erequisite for achiek'ing other- o,.ie t ,,es.
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Until air superiority is achieved, direct Army support

funictions, such as close air support, airi lift ar,d

interdi.ction missions, are infeasible. In like manner, the

Purpose of central ized control is to provide a more

responsive and flexible airpower force with the limited

rea_.ource- avai lable. Without centralized control, airpower

.. .rnot be massed to provide the necessary level of support at

the decisive time and place.

Finally, we addressed the most difficult, yet

revealing, question concerning airlift doctrine. Is it

feasib'? Can we accomplish what Army doctrine demands of 'is

ard what Air Force doctrine says i..e will do? The answer is

disappointing no, at least not with the assurance of success_

that we would like. Although the authors recognize that

re-eourc .- and c:pabilities will always be less than desired,

we LAe, i).-e there are shortfalls i r three areas: al 1-weather

.ax_,.bil i ty, threat avoidance, and resource defiriencies. The

*-,.Frer to , :ire considered the most serious shortfa)ls by far.

ThozfrLand Battle doctrine is a fast paced, dynamic

strafteg Wi ti- operat ions deep inside enemy terri tory.

ron-equently, ii. will be ovitally important to provide airlift

.uppor t to th-e A'rmy when the>- need it and regardless of the

pie.; ther.. At present, however, our. al 1-weather airdrop

.* -,bil t. is. limited to a small percentage of the tactica 1

:lr!ft fleet. nd even thes_.e aircraft have relative old and
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unsophisticated equipment. In short, our all-weather

capability is less than optimum, and system deficiencies ma.

cause delays or setbacks in the ground battle.

A war in the European theater against Warsaw Pact

forces will pose threats to aerospace forces like none

encountered before. And yet, the AirLand Battle, with its

deep attack orientation, will place airlift forces into the

most dense portions of that threat. Unfortunately, toda>'.-

theater airlift forces have no internal threat detection .jr

avoidance capability, and there are not enough fighters to

provide CAP and escort for every airlift mission.

Consequently, it is questionable whether airlift forces can

support the Army while maintaining acceptable attrition

levels.

Finally, the demand for theater airlift is ris.ing and

will rapidly peak if we go to war, while the number of

aircraft is decreasing. There are a number. of factors. which

point to the need for a larger fleet. The increased e:po.=-ure

to threats, will create higher attrition rates. Furtherm-r.,

the Army's recent emphasis on light infantry divisions tent.

to increase requested airlift sorties. And finf l:1y,

supportable ground LOC's quickly disappear, for- forces engaged

in a deep campaign, and this translates to increased rel iance

on airlift for sustainment of these forces.
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G:ver the size of the existing force and the vintage of

the tactical airlift mainstay, the C-130, the authors are

doubtful that the airlift fleet is large enough to handle

this increased demand. Certainly, the C-17 will help

considerably, but the current plan is to decrease the C-130

inventory when the C-17 comes on-board. We believe a

shortfall will continue to exist, particularly during the

first weeks of the war when the C-17 is preoccupied with

intartheater airlift.

For all of these reasons--weather restrictions, threat

avoidance limitations, and resource deficiencies--the ability

of _kirlift forces to meet their increasingly challenging

doctrinal commitments is marginal at best. This does not

:rier, that the problem is insurmountable; it merely implies

th:.f we have bit off more than we can chew at the moment. In

light of these conclusions, we will present proposals in the

•fre.l:4s of doctrine, tactics, and resources that we believe are

pi.udent measures to enhance the capabi 1 i ty of theater

. i i't .

Pe c omme r da t , s

The Air Force must first make a more real istic

doctrinal sta tement reg.-.rding theater airlift. Current

doctr ine proclaims that airlift can go as far forward as

needed, with absolutely no I im itat ions explicitly stated.

,i1 though the Army must know this can not be entirely true,
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they have every right to rely on this optimistic st:aternent of

airlift capability. And a literal reading of FM 100-5 w,,rjl,

lead one to believe that the Army has in fact, r.d ied ozr, thc.

Air Force's implied promises when they formulated the Ai*L.r .d

Battle. The authors agree with Colonel Wilk that Air Force

doctrine should state that theater airlift "...will provide

sustained support as far forward as the threa.t al lows.."

(1:36) If that support is important enough, a lar-ce

contingent of tactical air assets or even a major SEA[D

campaign may be necessary. But, the airlift support in a

high threat environment will not come cheapl-, and both .-t

and ground commanders need to understand this.

Air Force doctrine also places no resr-ctl ns c,i'

airlift support as a result of aircraft shortf.lls. The

presumption is that sustainment from airlift is. -'irtu.ll

unlimited, and this is patently untrue. Our doctrinal

statement should clarify that shortages of theater an,

airdrop aircraft will substantially restrict the number of

sustainment sorties that can be flown on a -ontinuinQ bacis..

The Army must not expect the Air Force to leap in the ir th-

instant they yell "airlift", because it occasio r al -) %Y "cn t !,

there. And it's important that ground commanders under-tan,-

the I imitations. Once confessing that air.1 ift as-.ets. .re

limited, TRADOC and MAC should a.ttempt to quantify th,.! im act

of the theater airlift shortfall. For example, car e:i-tir. . ..
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airlift resources sustain an arm,ored divi-icrn for. seven d ."

if it becomes isolated from ground suppi, sc'jr-ceS? What j

th impact on other. expected a ir Iift requir-emrents, Ther.e .r

so many var i abl es and unknowns that these quest i ons ar.e h'i d

to answer, but we should mz.ke an attempt.

Secondly, we recommend continued development of; new

tactical innovations to lower- the threat threshold. As

discussed previously, the airlifter is mcwt ,. ulnerable t. i, :

making the final run-in for the airdrop ard dur ing the dr:_p

itself. At this time, the aircraft nu-t .iow to dr.op

airspeed (approximately KsO knots) and cli mb to drop altitulde

(600 to 1000 feet AGL). At the higher .ltitude, the air-ra.ft

is distinctly -.ilhouetted against the sky and highly v,ible

from ground perspective, and >et it is still low, ersuoblh t o,

make an eas-,' target for. vir. tually any wea,-on sy.sterr frc,rr

small arms fire to sophisticated SAM'. The slow airspeed

not only gives the enemy an easier target, but it reduce, the

aircraft's maieuverabi l tv Jel 1.

Reccogniz izng thi.- , inherent weakns--s, r1C .rid TRf.,i .,

addressed the concern .s part of their overall Air. i4t

requirements study. The> proposed test.- and equipment

modifications which would permit high ye.. c-i t,, i. al t ti,,de

equipment and personnel airdrop;.. ',:?-I ) i-t present, cr r1>

the MC-130 is structurall,. -. p-," le cf maki i,,q hi,h speed

drops. Hovever., the C-17 ,des igr is also compatible ,i th th-
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capability. We recomend that all C-130 and a calcul.tedl

proportion of C-141 aircraft (probably 25-50 percent) be

structurally modified to accomodate this surviuablitx

tactic. High airspeed airdrop capability would substanti._ll Y

increase threat survivabil i ty and improve our capabi 1 i ty to

support the Army in an AirLand Battle envirorment.

Related to this recommendation, we f urther r-rpo- thz't

increased emphasis be placed on realistic training. Wr, ,,j f

train the way we intend to fight, and that mean. each

crewmember must be acutely aware of the threat er,viron ernt

xnd the techniques and tactics to defeat that thre:t. Ft~e

watchword in MAC for the past few years has been Combat

Aircrew Training (CAT). This is certainly a trend in the

right direction, but it is time now to put muscle in the

program. Tactics officers at the headquarters and wing

levels should develop the optimum combat tactics and

techniques, and crewmembers should be evaluated on their

ability to apply these tactics during checkrides and ORIs.

Since both small and large formation airdrops will be uzed in

the next war, we must develop tactics and train 4or both

techniques.

This proposal implies that more, not less, training

is needed; and we are concerned about the downward trend in

authorized training time. Although we recognize fisc.. l

165



real ities, this trend must be reversed and managers must fird

v.>,'s to get mor-e training out of available flyving hours.

Our final category of recommendations addresses the

shortage and age of the current tactical airlift fleet. We

will point to the need for more theater airlift capacity,

upgrades on e>istiug aircraft, and development of a new

theater airlifter in the near future. We recognize the cost

A-sociated with these proposals and the pain they will induce

in toda>y 's austere cl imate, but it is time to give theater

airlift its rightful place in the priority system. The Air

Force must take these steps now or confess to the Army that

we cannor fulfill their expect.ations.

The most important upgrades that we can make on our

theater airl ift fleet are those that will increase

. ty. Up to the present date, MAC has relied

.LIUZ &V,, on evasive tactics, such as low level flight and

terrain ,m-_.'irt, t- avoid enemy radar and visual detection.

[When :he threat warranted, fighter escorts and their

deten.=.ie w.errni equipment provided an additional degree o4

r:t.ctjr; but the fighter t s mere presence gives away the

?irlifter-s position as well. The theater airlifters must be

able to operate autonomously in most situations and need

better internal protection capabilities than aerial hide and

seek .
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We have already discussed structural modification; --r,

C-130's and C-i41's to provide a high speed, low altitude

airdrop capability. Clearly, pure avoidance of the threat

based on intelligence information is the best defense for

large aircraft, and the high speed airdrop will enhance our

capability in this regard. However, intelligence infor.mati,,n

can be faulty, and theater airlift aircraft sh-uld btI1

equipped with threat detection and avoidance yctems,

including warning receivers, jammers, chaff, and infrared

countermeasures. Combined with improved tactics, more

rnealistic training, and better mutual support tecnniquue; 'ith

fighter aircraft, this internal defensiue suit.e ,.ill prcoide

the degree of calculated protection that is absolutely

essential to have any hope of operating in a medium tc high

threat environment.

As important as these defensive upgradeE or, the

existing fleet are, however, there is only so much .ou .an ,do;

with an aircraft 30 years old. We badly need to start

development of a new tactical airlift aircraft. For the next

4 ew years, the C-17 will understandably drain all of MAC's

time, attention, and resources. And the C--17 will ease tle

burden on the theater airlift mission nearly as much as it

d,ujes on the intertheater mission. But the time has come f+-.r

a C-130 follow-on aircraft, and we need to star. t the prccess

no later than the early 190's.
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With a new theater airlift acquisition, we can

incorporate new information and lessons learned over the past

30 years in the areas of Army support requirements, enemy

threat systems, defensive technologies, short field

capabilities, and aeronautical and computer system

developments. Jeffrey Record points out many of the

.-. _r.aLteristics that would be desirable in this new aircraft.

fte-I.e attributes include short field takeoff and landing

rEJ-formance, high maneuverability, greater speed and range,

optimized payload capability and self-contained cargo

handling mechanisms. (3: 33-36)

Perhaps the most important design features are those

that deal with the threat and improve the probability of

•Lrviv.l in a high threat war. Mr. Record indentifies the

miost promising survivability enhancements as radar signature

rEductiorj, radar warning receivers, electronic

•..--untermeasures systems, infrared reduction measures, missile

j -nrig systems, chaff and flare dispensers, protected fuel

A..terns. and redundant components. (3:27) Of course, the

erm:f,--,iced mareuver-ab I ii ty provided by modern f I ight control

technolc.,:v arnd structural impro,.)ements such as Iight weight

me+als and comp,=,site materials also contribute immensely to

suruivabil ity. Finally, improved low level, night, and

all-weather capability will add to the overall survivability.
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With today's technology and incredible industrial

capability, it will be tempting to add more and mrore fetire.

into the design of the new theater air) ifter. More a.,J ni. r e,

that is, until the new aircraft is unaffordable or at lef=t

not affordable in the quantities that will be needed. .Jb

must focus on those characteristics that will allow u-n to opt

the job done and survive in a high threat env ir-onmernt.

Everything else is fluff and must be rejected. If the Air

Force and industry counterparts design an aircraft tht-,t is

too expensive to produce in the numbers needed to accomod.f |

high wartime attrition, then we will ha,.e faile,.

Optimistically, we are probably a decade .. y fr-,n

fielding a new tactical airlift aircraft. In the MeartirneI -

we need to move toward aircraft upgrades and an increa..;-.ed

fleet size. We already recommended equipment upgrades. for

the C-130 and C-141 to improve survivability. Survivability

modifications are not the only one that can be made, of

course, but we consider them the most important. Other area.s

include systems modifications to improve navigatir:,n and

Airdrop accuracy.

To reverse the unquantified, but uncontradicted

shortfall in theater airlift capability, we con-.ider -

important to increase the intratheater fleet size. The t-d

over the last decade has been toward increased airlift

support requirements, as reflected in the AirLrtd Battle
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dcctr. n,- , end decreased air lift aircraft and consequent

capability. There are tjo viable alternatives for solving

thi._-, dilemma. The first solution is to buy additional 0-17

a:r-craft wjhich would be earmarked for the irtratheater

mis=.ion. These aircraft would be particularly vital during

the fir.-t 30 days of the w.ar when the remainder of the C-1

fleet and the entire C-141 fleet would be totally saturated

i.,)th intertheater mobilization.

Alternatively, the Air Force could maintain the entire

0-130 fleet in the inventory for the foreseeable future,

r.'rier- 'ha, puru irig the pi troried phase out of 180 C-130"s

,:,,,r one third of the fleet) when the C-17 comes on-board.

.l though the AMP expects the C-17 to pickup that portion of

,:he ir,tr-.theater mis.ion dropped by the 180 retired C-130's,

we e ieve it is. more prudent to use these aircraft to fill

tht exis.-tinig gap. As pointed out continuously throughout

this pap,-er, the Air-Land Battle will demand a huge amount of

r it more than ever considered in prior wars, and there

* n'ple reason to suspect that these requirements have beer,

ur, d e r. .. t mat:,.

Recjardl -s- of which alternative is selected, if ei ther

,,rie, we will need . mi f of C-17"s and C-130's to accomplish

the irtr-1.theater ri ssi o, effectively. The C-17 is most

-i-ficient when direct delivery techniques are feasible or
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large payloads are needed. The C-130 is best suited fnr

lighter payloads over smaller distances.

Finally, we recommend expeditious completion of Ih

WIMS and its quantification of the theater airlift

requirement. This quantification is a difficult, but

necessary, exercise. There are many variabl es that are

difficult to quantify, and as a result, preci .,r is

likely to be achieved. Nonetheless, we must make an initial

estimate of the theater airl ift requirement. The numbk:rs and

models can be upgraded as we learn more about the dynamicc

invol ved from actual contingencies and exercise-=.. Ore

calculated, the requirement for theater airlift ' .till ,.e u-

a rough estimate of the number of airl ift air craft needed -n

a European war. We should keep in mind, however, that p-'5t

estimates have always been low, and there is little r-ason to

believe that modern estimaters have been suddenly:. struck Cv

divine inspiration.

The Air Force presently has the best str. ateqic R.,..p, --ins

the most advanced fighter aircraft, the finest and be-t

+rained Army, and will soon have by far the most capfLle

strategic airlift aircraft in the world. And this is a- iJ

should be. But histor.y has also taught us th.t r-spwc r ti.

and effective intratheater airl ift is absolutely -a-ent,._

for the conduct of successful ground w.,,rfar e. Tie t. i me h.<

come to Qive the proper attention to that lesFn. The i-I .
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al thoug~h adding considerably to intratheater capability,

,ltrlnot fill both the inter and irtratheater gaps by itself.

U,. call fc,; renewed attention on theater airlift. Let us

uprade the existing fleet first, and begin development of a

rne,, airlifter within the next five years. Our future depends

c. 1 t .
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TH.-."ATT Joint Airborne/Air Transportabilit>' Training
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IRI Operational Readiness Inspection

PI-. Palletized Inertial Navigation System

P'L Petrol , Oil, Lubricants

;T TARS Oualitative Intratheater Airlift Requirement
Study

' F Royal Air Force

H Surface to Air Missile
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'Station Keeping Equipment
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TRADOC Training and Doctrine Command
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