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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to look at the Aoctrne
that guides Military Airlift Command (MAC) 1n the emplcarmert
=¥ airlift airdrop forces in a combat environment, The
micsion of MAC covers the world. As defined by ~ir Fcorce
Manual (AFM) 1-1:

‘Airlift objectives are to deploy, employ, and swstain military torces through the
medium of aerospace. The airlift mission 18 performed wnder varyeng conditions.
ranging form peace to war. As a combat mission, airlift projects power throvgh
airdrop, extraction, and airlanding of ground forces and swppires into combat.
Through mobility operations, the joinl or cambined force commander Can maseuver
fighting forces to exploit an enemy’s weakaesses. As 2 combat support mission,
airlift provides logistics support through the tramsportation of persoane! aad
equipnent. In peacetime, airlift provides th opportunstly to eshance natiosal
objectives by providing military assistance and croilian relief programs. Airloft,
therefore, accomplishes the timely movement, delivery, and recovery of persoanel,
equipnent, and supplies, furthering military and mationa' goals.’ (§:3-9)

We are going to deal primarily, with the mo-~t
difficult of the combat miscsions listed above--airdrci. The
‘In1ted States Air Force (USAF) has mairtained a zariif ¢ nt
arrdrop capability cover the vears as a primmary misziar 4or
airlift units. Since 1?75, MAC has been the :ifngie Mmanager
for training and emploring USAF airdrop qualtfied airl g
‘arces and, mith the recent addition of Specisl Orwer o+t
€rrces "SOFY under the control of 23d A'r Force, Ml ¢ aatrale
agically all of the United States airlift airdr.q

apability.

Since airlift and arrdgrop Mmicz10ne w1 e suppot t

functions, MAC created the Airli1ft Concepts and Foquit stnent s

1P
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Agency (ACRAY solely to work with the owner of most of the
airborne qualified armed forces, the United Statesz Arm.r.
ACPRA, 1h concert with United Statec Army’s Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC), workKe to develop the Jjoint
doctrine that will be used to coordinate the employment o+
arrlitt for Army units, to include airdrop of airborne
forces. Together, they published a Qualitative Intratheater
AIrl ¥t Requirements Study (QITARS) in late 1985, This
romprehensive study covered the ",..tasks and required
capabilities of MAL's intratheater airlift fleet to suppoart
the needs of nyr combat commanderc." (2:3-1) As one of our
in=10r ¢ource documente, RITARS proves that MAC and TRADOC are

app-oaching 1ntratheater airlift doctrine as a joint effort,

The purpose of this study is to analyze current

arrli+t airdrop doctrine. First, we will analyze the
doctrine againet the lessons learned from pacst !!
evperrences——historical events. The sole purpose of airl: '+t
atrdrop forcez alwaye has been and continues to be, to
zuppart and sustain the Army s combat operations by methods

o2t awr1a) delivery., There zre many lescons to be learrnsd !1
from pazt experiences., Are these lessons included and

t2llamed i our current airlift airdrop doctrine? Second!; .

e,

the rerent introduction of the AirbLand Battlie (ALB) doctrine

in the & my hae created a great deal of comment, both good

ated biad. The csubstance of the arguments are not germane tc

L

thez 1z2:-ue, “hat 1€ important are three quecticone: Can the

Z
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Air Force support the Army's new ALB doctrine with the
current airlift airdrop forces? Are Air Fource airdrop
doctrines congruent with the Army ¢ ALB doctrine? Is our
airlift airdrop doctrine feasible? Such is the purposs of
thic studr. The conclusions that we reach will hopefull.
verify and confirm the =success of ACRA and TR~DOU ztad+:
preparing the doctrine statements.

As can be seen from the biographical)l sketchesz, horth
authors have a great deal of recent experience in airli+t
airdrop operations and have witnessed events contributing to
the development o+ airlift doctrine. For trat reasan, we
feel that we are qualified to analyze the current doctrine
provided to airlift airdrop forces. And as recent
commanders, we have the first hand insight to evaluate that
doctrine in light of Army requirements and provide an=>!wtica)
commentary on the effectivenescs of the doctrine to guide
combat commanders on the employment of airlitt airdrop
forces.

Since wnere are many defini.icns of what doctrine ie
and even more as to what i1t should be, we provide the
*following definitions., Doctrine 1s defined in AFM 1~ a-
"...a statement of officially sanctioned beliets and
warfighting principles which deccribe and quide the bezt way
‘v prepare and employ aerospace farces., Accordingly,
aerccspace doctrine drivee how the AIr Force crganizes,

trains, equips and sustains its forces.” (1iu) Likew se,

w
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"perospace doctrine is an accumulation of Knowledge which i<
gained primarily from the study and analycsis of evperience.”
1:v)

Webster s New Collegiate Dictionary gives almost the
same definition. They define doctrine as:

1. TEACRING, INSTRUCTION
2. a: Something that is taught

b: A principle or position or the body of principles in a

branch of Knowledge or system of belief: DOBMA

¢t Aprinciple of law established through past decisions

d: A statement of fundamenta) government policy

especially in international relations, 3 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 af doctrine
ae principles of guidance, established through past
decisions, accepted as valid and authoritative. The
detinition provides several insights into doctrine. F.re-.
1t should be a principle of guidance. Second, 1t s
developed from past decisions. Third, it is accepted -:
valid and authoritative. According to the definition tne .
zirlift airdrop doctrine should provide the principles ot
quirdance for airdrops, be developed from past Jde: sions
concerning airdrops and be the accepted authoritat,ve and
valird zonrce of Quidance for ai1rdrops. Against this
defin:tion of doctrine, vie will analyze current a rur .
doctrine,

The Air Force breaks doctrine dcaun tc three «

Baicic doctrine, the first level, which 18 ",..the moct

A
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¢ damental and enduring beliefs which describe and guide the
o-oper use of aerospace forces 1n milirtary action.” C(f:u
tnarational doctrine, the second level, descrile: "...'he
o oper use of aerospace forces in the context of distinct
“hyectives, force capabilities, broad miscion areas, and
weratiranal environments.,” (l:vi) The third and lTowe-t leveal
~+ Joctrine s tactical. AFM 1-1 defines tactical doctraine
as ...describing the prouper use of specific weapan <»<tems
tn accomplish detailed obyectives.” (l:vi> For this paper,
we wil)l only look at doctrine concerning airli$t zirdraop
s+nrces on the first two levels, basic and operaticonal, These
*wo levels 0f doctrine are recorded in two areacs, AFM (-1 and
QaFM - series manuals. Tactical doctrine is ccnsidered
"axctics and cannot e included tn an unclaccified forum :uch
< this paper.
Certain assumptions must be made to Vimit the ccope
our endeavor. First, we will use a conventional conflict

- dvefense of the central region of the Eurcpe as our primary

o-ample. One the most demanding and interce combat scener0<
«* the Army faces tn the world today, 1t will also be the
+ st demanding for airlift forces. Second, we will szzume

hat U.S. 2nd NATO armed forces are engaged 1n combat in th:s
~gion against forces from the Union of Soviet Socializt
~epublics (USSR and the:r Warsaw Pact alliee. The

anticipated intensity of this conflict will provide a worct

cace threat array for the emplorment of airdrop forcec.




Thirdly, airdrop forces and equipment are the hardest to
maintain and employ, hence, more dependent on doctrine for
uidance. For this reason, airlitt airdrop doctrine was
selected as our focus. AiIrlift doctrine and airdrop doctrine
il are intertwined and parallel in most cases. QOur paper w:l]l
dez) with both, but concentrate on the airdrop portion,
ecpecially in the historical research area.

Livewise, formation of the U.S. Special Operations Command
(USSO0C)> and the consolidation of the Air Force’s SOF under
23rd Air Force in MAC have concentrated the development ot
clandestine and small unit resupply methods. Our focus w!l?
concentrate on the doctrine concerning airdrop sustainment of

torces employved in an overt role, that is, with convertional

forces using conventional tactice. Operations that require
the use of special vision devices, extra-~special
Qualifications and capabilities will not be considered. The
SUF are logically qQoverned by a separate doctrine.

In this paper, we will focus only on the basic and
Aperationa’ doctrane that govern airlift airdrop forcec. The
au=thds S car anslycie 0f doctrine will include the
nr v g les 4 war as we look at basic doctrine. Under
cperats nal Jdactrine, we will include factorse concide. e

grrmane t theater airl 16t emplovment: weather ., threat . -

cytdicrent regonrces, Ae previcusly ctated, we will not

drzcuses tactic=., The discussion of threat avoirdance ans

Patticz )l be ledt to the approprirate .naj)or Ccommarn. o=
&




that are specifically tasved and properly classified to
discuss those topics., With that in mind, we concider the
airlift planners Knowledgable in all the tactics available to
airdrop forces and valid judges to consider the feazibility
nf each mission under the threat presence. We will deal only
w1 th the doctrine air)lift planners and commanders have
available for guidance. The report will lacok for doctrine to
define the sufficiency of theater airlift airdrop forczc to
cypport the anticipated mission and the feasibkility of that
doctrine.

The paper will analyze airdrop doctrine in the
‘nllowing 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
“igtorical threads and feasibility to support the Army‘'s ALBE
doctrine at the basic and operational levels. Finally, we
will makKe recommendations based on our conclusions.

The purpose is not revolutionar> or necessaril -,
arique in scope. The perspectives that each author brings to
the paper and a commander‘s analytical approach are the rexl
heart of the effort., Doctrine is meant to be used b~
ommandere to emplov airlift forces. The conclusions at the

d of this paper cshould express the authors” confidence in

precent doctrine to meet that basic goal.

9
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CHAFTER 11

HISTORY OF AIRDROP OPERATIONS

*Those who do aot uaderstand history are cammitted to repeat 1t*
Santyase

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
cseparate the performance of the airlift forces and the:r
contribution to the success of each.

To accomplish this task, we need to study the
principles of war in each sjtuation. Air Force Manual 1-1}
lrsts the principles of war as: objective, offensive,
surprise, security, mass, economy of force, maneuver, timinQg,
tempo, unity of command, simplicity, logistics, and cohesion,
(1:2-4 - 2-7) The employment of airborne combat forces
explortz cseveral of the principles. The first and foremost
principles that the aerial delivery of paratroopers emplovs
are surprice and maneuver. A Key to the success of eacr of
the fnllowing airborne assaults, surprise and maneuver, If¢

applied correctl,, always acted as a combat multiplier.

[ex]
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Alsc 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
4rop zone (DZ) ready to fight and by placing them all on the
ground in the correct location. Second, airlift inzures the
combat forces are sustained logistically until they can
Vink-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

$our principles are a reminder for the reader, as we discuss

why they either contributed to the success or failure f each

~

operation detailed.

As mentioned in our Chapter ], 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. Ule
selected these from a long lict of factors as they have a
‘irect 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.




Pre World War Two

Colonel William “Billy” Mitchell, General Pershing s
head of air operations, had a much different i1dea about how
to capture the city of Metz after the First Army "= succees at
St, Mihiel in World War One. His plan for Metz was startling

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

r
X

parachute behind German lines. It would require &0 squadrons
of Handley Page bombers, each carrying ten paratrcopers 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
thought that Colonel Mitchell had consumed toc much wine and
had not fully recovered from the effects., This is the first
real plan tn consider an airborne assauit. The most notable
acpect of the plan was the massive amount of airlift that
Cotonel Mitchell felt it would take to put these forces in
place, none of which was available at the time.

The Jtalians were the first to form parachute
battalions in the Jate 1930s and used parachutez for iogistic
resuppl s of the stranded airship “Italia’ in 1?28, (z:14>
Though the Italians were the first to implement airborne
recsupply, ther never really carried through with any great
efforts after their initial sucrcesses. One reason for the:r

fxilure to carry out their plance in large scale militar~

10




operations was insufficient numbers of large military
transporte 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 surpricse attacks
and for combat missions far behind enemy lines in areacs
otherwise inaccessible. Such advantages held great
impor tance in the evolving “deep battle’ strategr associated
wi th Marchall N.,N. Tukhachevwsky, the Soviet Deputy
Commissioner of Defense. The Soviets first unveiled their
new parachute airborne operations to the outside world at the
iP35 Kiev maneuvers." (3:18)> Foreign aobservers were
impressed by this demonstration during military maneuvers.
"...foreign onlookers, including delegations from Frarnce,
Czechocslovakia, and Italy watched while...1200 paratroopers
executed a major airborne assault 15 miles behind the “Red”

‘nes.” (3:19) "...two waves of 20 TEB-3 transports dropped
the paratroopers, who then secured the area tor the landing
-+ subsequent transport aircraft on the runway." (3:200
‘arge aircraft were available and in sufficient numbers to
lift the force to the drop area. The observers were treated

to the first demonstraticn of the military use of larqge

i1




numberc of paratroopers delivered br airl ¢t using the
parachute. Even at this time there was a weakness that
Colonel Mithchell had implied as he urged the use of aircra#t
to transport paratroopers behind German }Yines n World War
One. The heaviest armament they could carry was a light
machine qun. "...As an Jtalian source indicates, ther had
trouble in destroying the strongeet points of the
recistance.” (3:19,

The Soviete were not alone 1n their develupment of
airborne warfare tactics. AS the Soviets provided a secret
ol «ce faor the 3rd Reich'e paramilitary organizations tco
train, the Soviet’s new tactics using paratroopers did rnat go
unnoticed by the Germans. In & rearming Germany, 3 - ounyg
ar.ator named Kurt Student, went about the same bucsiness. In
1938, Field Marshall Herman Goering, Commander of¢ the
Luftwaffe, cordered Major Student to combine all airtcrne
forces under the Luftwaffe. Student’s work resulted n
triined parachute units and JuSZ transports., an aircrar:
dJeveloped to deliver them. The 7 Fliegerdivision was Yo med,
1221720 It 1as the first case where the need to tran:pc *
par atrooners had led to the develcopment of an airlif¢
arrcraft specifically designed for that role.

Hitler observed the motivated units Studert .2
trained and felt the combinaticn of surprise and

aggressiveness would fit well into his plans for wvecter:

R . |
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Eurcope. He would uce the paratrocpers to seize Key points
and alliow the Panzers to flow through to strategic

obbrectives., Hitler made them a corpe dielite. kKnowing thev

were not suited for a defensive slogging match, he would have

them le¢ad the offense. The airborne and Panzers coupled with
the potent Luftwaffe produced "blitzkreiq" warfare, unknouwn
to Mitler at that moment. The paratroopere would proue
themselves most deserving of the praicse of their countrv.
2:21-23)

World War Two

It was soon time to test the value of the airkorne
forces leading an assault. In April 1940, the Germanc
'aunched a combined air, ground and =ea attack on Norwar and
Denmark called "WESERBUNG’. ©2:43) The operation planned to
-esutralize the armed forces of both Norway and Denmark. The
a‘rborne assaults were vital to the success of the operation
+5 they seized the Danicsh and Norse airfields the first dav.
"Mese airfields would then be used to reinforce the airborne

‘orces until they had ltinked up with the amphibious assault

by

e

1

The Danish plan met with great success. The
+rfields were captured and the Danes quickly currendered,
~ercome by the surprise and itntensity 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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surccessful in exploiting the initiative. Norwegian forces
reacted quickiy. Immediate counterattacks on the airfields
were successful. The lack of complete surprise resulted «n
paratroopers being driven from their objective at Naur ik and
finally capture at Dombas. (2:44-46) They had failec in
NMorway because they lost the element of total surprise and
failed to cecure reinforcements either by air or Vink-up with
the amphibious forces.

Even the success of the German airdrops in Denmar k-
and thke flaws in Norway pointed out some problems that needed
to be resolved. Just a couple were: "...how to controi the
force en route to the objective and a lack of heavy weapuonhs
to support the forces."(2:44) When the Norwegians recapturerd
the airfields, the German reinforcements were en route. The
German headquarter:z Knew this, vet were unable to reca:i: tus
aircraft. The reinforcements were captured as the» lanas=o.
With no reinforcements, the initial paratroopers airdropped
in Morway were captured by Norwegian forces. This also
points out the lack of sufficient airlift resources to
achieve maes on the DZ as they needed more than one sorti=
per aircraft to transport =11 the paratroopers to the
obieclive area, The Germans would work on, but not recso
all thece praobieme. Nthers would learn the came lteczonc

the same manner later in history.

14




‘FALL GELB’, the plan for the capture of the Luw
Countries, also included the bold use of airbcrne forces.
Again, they were to capture Key bridges and airfields., hold
them until reinforcements arritved., The 7'h Fliegerdivision
would lead the way with three parachute battalions and the
airmobile 22nd Infantry Division would follow, being
airlanded at secured airfields.

The plan kKicked off on 9 May 1940. Airborne
companies were dropped on three airfields with more
paratrcopers to airland an hour later. On two of the three 1
cbiectives, the paratroopers were driven from the airfield.

The aircraft with troope to airland were forced t~ crazh ltand
on the beaches with great losses. Only one airfield was '
secured with great difficulty. Even though the micssicans to
iecure airfields failed, the mission to secure the

br idgeheads went much better, Although strong resicstance was '
ancountered at the bridges also, quick relief by the %th

Panzer division insured success. The victoriocus Germans

alled the total airborne operation a success, but paid a i
“:gh price with the loss of one half of the 22nd Infantry
Nvision, including 1400 paratroopers taken ass prisoners of

azr and 117 JuS2s destroyed due to landing accidents.

2 147-91)
The operation cited above wae called a succees by the
German staff, but in fact, it was a fai1lure. The poor
i
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toqistical planning, poor logistical support of the German
paratroopers on the airfields and the lack of enough mass to
secure them led to loss of t. . of the objective airfields.
This led, in turn, to a second lcgistical failure, the Joes
uf 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 alsoc worth
noting that the 22nd Infantry Divicsion was the first "light”
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
defence., Training at Grafenwofr, Hitler‘s elite airbor--
forces under Koch, incorporated glider tactics tc pertect
their plan +or Eben Emael. 0On 10 May 1940, the pian
unfolded. The targets were three bridges and the fortress
iteelf. Two of the three bridges were secured i1mmediate’y
with the third bridge being destroyed while the Germans
worked to gearm the charges. The fortress of Ebern Emxe' tell
to complete surprise and the deception of dummy pars'racrers
gropped to the west which confused the reinforcement: A
stunning success for Koch’'s airborne paratrooper: and

glidere, (Z2:352-5&)
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Again, surprise and maneuver in a daring attack from
abuve while deception insured mass and provided time for the
iogistical support to arrive. e caompletelv agree with the
author'c 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 World War Two., Emplared
with great economy of force, they brought aoff a stunniny
tactical wvictory." This operation also points toc the benctit
of joint training for paratroopers and airiift forces. (2:51

Operation "MEKUR’ was the German airborne invacion of
Crete. The plan was to land on Maleme and Canea, wecstern
objectives, in the morning with the second wave on the
eastern cobjectivee of Retimco and Herakleion with paratrcaopers
and giiders, later in the day. Airland and seaborne
reinforcements would exploit the initix! successes.

On 20 May 1941, the operation began with an airdrop
a* Canea around the prison south of town. The Mew Zealand
defenders were combat hardened veterans as were the drfenders
at Maleme, where the airdrop came about the same time. From
“heir arrival forward, the Germans fought naot teo exploit
success, but to survive. The New Z2ealanders fought

ngorously in the defense of the objectives in the east. In
‘he weet, heavy defenses and tanding casualties had the
rnitial battle hanging in the balance. Reintorcements were

slow to come ae aircraft were ae much as twa hours late
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departing Greece with the second lift and, disoriented, the.
dropped the fresh paratroopers on prepared defencec ard 'ntno
rougb terrain., Not one initial objective had been captured
by Serman forces as night covered the battlefiel ds.

The rnext morning, Ju32s landed on the beache:r w th
suppltes north of Maltzme. Landings on the airfield were
being forced at great loss of aircraft due to enemy & - (~r,
fire, Suppl'es were low and the promised reirnforcemen': » :re
nmat arriving 1n good condition., The seaborne +orzec met wi ti
dicacter at the hands of the EBritish Navy, which <ank 2a'' the
vessels transporting them,

The third dar of the operation saw the battle for
Maleme continued. The tide turned as the British art:ller.
cbzervers were dicspicred and denied a view ot the airtieid,
fresh troops 1 good condition began to arrive 1n ervest via
an «rrbridge from Greece. The British rnaval forces thet t o
de .t  u.et the German seaborne forces were devactated b>
German arrcraft and the New Zealandere could see the =r . as
the Sermans regained control of the air. Canea fell t. rt.

herm:nc on 27 tlay and on 29 Ma, eastern and western H&raag

furce . brakad up., During the nights of 28-31 Mav., ths ~.
'lav., pertarmed the herculean task of rescuing 17,000 nen +reom
“rete uyndfer attack by German airpower. This zuccess ¢ e
termanz had teen ccztlv., One 1n three paratroopers o (. €. ¢
hat beern Killed. This was the Germar airbo-ne forces R
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victory, of which Hitler said "“The day ot the niratroop <
over ...surprise, the kKey to successful operations, wili nevers
39ain be possible." (2:462-73)

1 agree witth Hitler on the fact that after “MEKUR-,

the day »f the German paratrooper during World War Two was

over, but not because csurprise would never again be poss:ible,

In "MEKUR’ and all the previous examples of Derman use ot
airborne forces, they had stubbornly relied on zurprize =0
'nitial maneuver as the pillars of each cperation. The. had
dJevelnped the Ju-52 transport for logistical recsuppl~ and
be-ame soc infatuated with the use of the air, the. forgot to
tufficiently plan for the critical logistical link-up with
ground or amphioious forces. German paratroopers fought well
'~ every endeavor, including ‘MEKUR’; but as previously
s+tated, the control of the entire airborne force was under
the Luftwaffe. It is our persconal cpinicn thxt due to an
sganizational flaw, not all the combat power of the Germans
could be brought to bear effectively in support of airborne
fnrces. The airdrop operation required twc sorties to 1nsert
‘Y ¢ airborne force. Obviously, not enough airlif* was
available to insure mass on the objectives. Again, airfield
rjectives were crucial to sustainment and, as in “FALL

LB , they failed to secure them in time to insure resupplv.
The successful operations were alwavs quickiy linked-up with

ground forces or provided airlift sustainment. The Luftwafte
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would later be unable to provide sustzinment for qQround
forces &t Stalinagrad with disastrous results,

The British were not idle while all this wae taking
place. They a2lco decided that airborne forcee would | " a an
impartant role in future operations as World War Twe
approaxched. The Roral Air Force (RAF) wae invotued 1 *the
planning and development of airborne operations from the ver

peginning. Aan official hiztorian wrote 7. . .1t is warth
nating, nnat for reasons of sentiment but +trom a purely
practical point of view, that excellent co~operation had teen
achieved between the two services, .oa each seruvice (RAF

and farmy? learned to rely implicitly upon each other, and

frum thes trust has develaoped an iatimate co-operation at 3l

£
f

thich formed the bacis for planning for the future. "

[}
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3 Thiz +ac

M

t af the forces’ development would par big
divvaiderds in the future.,

gritish par atroopers were first uzed an 10 Febroar-
194941 in mpercation “COLOSSUS. 2ix bombers toobk off from
Maltay five dropped theicr paratrooperz in the right valles
and the zixth miszsed completely, The target wa: the ma
voueduct for the regicnal water evetem in Talabrra, Itais
it . o« zmatl portion of the araup actually reached the
sipedns toand cohen the s detonated their explosive rtharcez, & 0
ikt le d3mange, They did sttrzct the local polroe whe o okt

capidred the ent re force. NMNMone of the paratroore = 7o




the rendezvous with the submarine sent to recover them.
23 74-80)

Thice was a rather bad start., Ther 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 wac poor at best.

On 28 February 1942, the British tried their second
airdrop operation called "‘BITING'. One companv divided irnta
three parties was airdropped on the German radar site at
Bruneval, One party secured the radar site for examination,
cne subdued the German troops garricored at the =site while
“he other group subdued the garrison for shore defense in the
v llage of Bruneval. Total surprise was achieved. 1l
Jarman troops were subdued. Before dawn a fiotilla had
c'cked them up from the beach and they were back acrose the
“marnel with the desired equipment and informaticon. Onlv one
naratrooper had been kKilled and seven injured--ver,» 'iaght
casualties., Churchill was impressed and gave his full
approvel for the development of the budding airtorne forces.,
' 186 -870

This example is the classic employment of an airborne

rce for a specific mission., Well planned and executed,
‘ece paratroopers surprised the small garrizon ot Germans
with swift maneuver. They applied the correct amount ot

force at all the critical points and their logiz=tical zupport
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for both incertion and withdrawal was timely amd accurate.
There are few airborne operations that will go as smooth as
BITING .

The Americans had alsc developed an airborne
capability, but with a few differences. Allied airl:ft
alrcratt were different from the very start. The EBritoct
initially used bombers as the main paratrooper carrying
aircraftt, while the Americans arrived trained and re.g: to
Jump from the C-47. The C-47 was a passenger aircraft
converted to excellent use as a trcop carrier. It wou:d
become the backbone of airlift forces, As bomber ac.ets wers
much harder to schedule, the British were forced to z «-tch to
the C-47 also. Till RAF crews were trained in the C-4 , the-
hau to fly with American crews.

AFirlift wase a critical tactor in the +all of 942 ac
the Allies were planning operation “"TORCH’, the invas:an ¥
French Nortn Africa. The first American unit to qo, Znd
Rattalion of the S503d Parachute Regiment, readied far - unbeat.
Four teen C-47< manned by untrained United States aArmy, wir
Force (USAAF) crews tried to fly formation in bad weather -
Y306 mitese to an obscure drop zane on an airt+ield. Foor
nav: gation coupled with bad weather and low fuel for 20 @
of the pranez to land in the area of the airfield when trne.
wiperienced giound fire while trving to land on the arop

~ohve, There waz no airdrop because the planes had to~ tance *c
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-~efyel. Spread out and disoriented, the paratrooper
commander tried to regain scme control only to discover when
he arrived on the objective by bus, the US ist Armored
Division had already taken the zirfield at Tafaraoui. The
tst Armored Division left the 2nd/S03d to keep Tataraoul
airfield secure. 0Only luck Kept the Znd/S03d from
airdropping on top of the Ist Armored Division and eng2qing
them as the enemy. (2:91-92) American airborne cperations
and their airlift support were not off to a good start.

The follewing statement best describes the first
american attempted airborne assault: “"There had been littie
planning, intelligence was non-existent, the aircrewe 1ackea
*he necessary training to make combat airdrops." (2:92° Thas
epreode ic an example of how fragile airborme operations are
and that a great deal of planning and training must accompany
sach operation or the result will be a disaster. The
?2rd.’S03d, retitled the 2nd/S09th, were to get another chance
siter their failure on their firet mission., Shortlvy
z¢terward, they were scheduled to airdrop and seize
‘npyKs-les-Baine. 0On 15 November, they were airdropped on
target and met on the ground by the Vichv French with open

‘me. (2:93) The American airborne force had their fircst
LiCCesS.
on 29 Movember 1942, the 2nd Battalion of the Rr:tizh

1st Brigade, were loaded on 44 C-47s of the &2nd Troop
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Carrter Wing (TCW). After a 400 mile flight to 3 drop zone
no aone had ever seen, with no reconnaiscsance or aerial mape,
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
tankes 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 hsd
no defense aqaincst the tanke or aircraft. For three dass,
they walked toward allied positions. Over hal+ of the
battalion was lost during this mission and subsequent
retreat. The message was complete. Without support,
xirborne paratroopers cannot survive for a long period of
time against heavier forces. (2:94-95)

The Britieh had experience. They were lucky when
they arrived on the correct objective for this micssion given
the inexperience of the airlift aitcrews. Surprice was
complete but everything else was forgntten. Maneuver, mass
and logistics were left to chance. These paratroopers were
lu-ky: their mission failed but at least half of them es:aped
wi*h their lives. The lesscone learned in North Africa by
sirlift and airbarne leadership were: aircrew experierce :
craitical, command and control of the force en route mue- Lk

maintained, and joint training is a must. (2:93

... . ..




Sustainment by airlift and airdrop was first put tu
the test in Russia during World War Two. The German &th rrmv
with 20 divisions and 300,000 men were surrounded at
Stalingrad for 90 days late in 1942, (4:280) Goering <aw the
Stalingrad airlift ac a way to improve his standing with
Hitler after his failure to win the Battle of Britain, The
&th Army required a minimum of S00 tons a dar and desired 700
tonz a day. (5:108) Goering’'s staff told bim and Hitler they
: couldn’t come close to supporting even the minimum 1ift

= requirement. "Seven hundred of the invaluable, tri-motored

Ju=32s were being used in Africa and there were rnot enough

left ¥for southern Russia." (4:26&)

Goering’s staff was correct. They never appruached

the minimum figure. The maximum delivered in one day wais

(X1
fag]
Al

tons and the total averaged under 100 tons a day. (5:108:
The Ju-52 pilots fought weather and Russian fighters with
extraordinary courage, but with 1i1ttle hope of succeeding in
their micssion. (4:2866> Field Marshall Paulus and his &th
Army could not fight Soviets and the Russian winter without

supplies, They surrendered on | January 1943, (4:280)

The resupply of the 6th Army failed because of poor

-«adership. The principles of war were totxlly ranored,

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

theatere. Many of the German Ju-52s were tied up in Morth

Africa supporting Rommel. airlift, the critical JTink,
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failed., Stalingrad was the turning point, starting the
German retreat on the Eactern front.

Operation "HUSKY’ was the code name for the :nvasion
of Sicily and "LADBROOKE’ for the airborne portion of the
invasion., The 503th Parachute Regiment commanded by Col.
James M. Gavin, was flown to Sicily by untrained C-47 crews=,
They became disoriented and over flew the ‘HUSKY’ invasion
fleet., The invasion fleet opened fire and several aircraft
were shot down en route, The surviving transports dropped
paratrocpers all cver the west 2nd of Sicily. nly woe
campany landed on the D2, Other units landed as far as &0
miles from the correct DZ. One eighth of the force gaihered
imto a cohesive unit and the rest fought as individuz's and
small groups., (2:102)

Although the leccsons in MNorth Africa cast some doubt
abnut the effectiveness of airborne operations, the invasion
of Sicily in July 1943 needed the combat multiplier that
ver tical maneuver otfered. Surprise was evident on this
operation, but maneuver was poorl,y executed by the USAAF
airiiftt crewse., "With neither prior experience nor a Joint
command or planning organization to guide this first
large-scale az=sault...allowed aircrews little time to
pr=clice the new tactics,...but troop carrier leaders wwr =z
aptimistic."” (a:3) Their optimism was ill-founded. "T@=

problem had been one of delivery rather than the conrept 9
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mass employment of airborne forces; the recult was further
t-aining for troop carrier units. (&8:6Y Hacs and Togi-tical
suypport were lost completely due to the poor perftormance of
“Yie trancport crews. The mission, the first for the thre«
“xttalions ot the S0Sth, was a tactical failvre. The
nrasion of Sicily was a success, howewver, and the
paratroopers proved themcelves to be tenacious fighters evven
though they never formed into a cohesive combat unit. This
reputation would follow all paratroopers, Axis and Allied,
throughout the war.

I.t General Patton, Commander, 7th Army, decided ta
i1se paratroopers in an airborne reinforcement role by
zirdropping two battalions of the S04th Farachute Regiment
vlus a light artillery battalion and an engineer company st
roight, vithin the American beach-head a2t Farello zirfisld on
“t/12 July 1943. Again, *he transports were fired upcon by
allied ships. Twenty three of 144 C-47s were lost and 2T
badly damaged. Shaken, jumpmasters forced their paratroopers
ont early., Out of 1900 men, only 400 arrived on Farelio
~rfield. The rest, falling out of the night skv on
surpriced American units, were shot in the risers. Nightfall
or 12 July found onty 558 cfficers and men of the IN4th fit
t2 fight., (2:103)

This failure can, again, be directly attributend to

the tranzport crews. Poor training, compounded - biad
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navigation, cast slightly less than three quarters of this
unit, their lives., The miscion also pointed out the need far
coordination on link-up procedures between ground and
zirborne unit=. This was the darkest day for the USAAF
airlift crews. “Experiences in Sicily emphasized th+ .eed
for a joint airborne planning headquarters...the Key airborne
warfare lav in concentrating paratroopers and firepower on
the ground, « function of thorough planning and proficient
troop carriers.,” (&:7)

During the came operation, the Britich lst Par achute
Brigade went in against the Primasclie Bridge on 13 July 1?43,
carried by the Si=t TCW., Pathfinders were inserted ear'!y by
arrdrop to mark thz DZs with lamps, so the troop transpoarts
covia find the D2s. This was the first time they were
emplaoved. (2:104-105) The procedure worked, The lst, 2nd,

and 3rd Battalionz made the jump. Unfartunatelv, the Germans

had also <elected the Primasole Bridge as an airborne assault
cbhiective. The 4th German Parachute Regiment were on the

i came DZ2s.

To add to their problems, the S1st TCW had & bad

night navigQating to the DZ2s., Eleven C-47s were shot down t.-

friendly tire and 27 failed to reach the D2s, returning the:r
loads to Morth Africa. The Britich jumped on German

paratrooper pozitione. The Frimasole Bridge was secures,




‘ost and regained in the <ame pitched battle by the hxrdencd
“~itish paratroopers. (2:104-105.

Thie particular airborne assault is cne af the few
*'mes two airrborne forces engaged one another in combat. The
mechanics of the mission for the British were hamperad,
again, by poorly trained USAAF transport crews. Mass waszs
lost, surprise and maneuver were marginally attained., Tire
British won the confrontation only because most at the
experienced Germans paratroopers were lost on Crete in
“MEKUR’. No thanks to the performance of the transport
crews, the miscsion was a tactical success.

The Allied airborne assault intc Sicily appeared a
rretly failure and almost resulted in the termination of
continued developments in this field. Despite this, the
enemy was impressed by the quality of the airborne
naratroopers and their disruptive effect. (2:103) The
aqgr;ssiue airborne reputation mentioned ezrlier, was deeplr
rmprinted.

Faratroopers were tough fighters, but they had

obiemsz getting to the DZs. General Eisenhowsr called for =z
board to investigate the problems the airborne operaticns

<re experiencing. "Headed by MajGen Joseph W, Swing, the
~nng Board concluded that parachute and glider troopz should
not be sent on missions unsuited to their capabilities or on

tacks which could be more economically or equally well
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performed by other means. Eisenhower accepted thic finding
and demonstrated his whole hearted support for thte large
scale use of airborne formations..." (2:107) Paratr.opers
were valuable fighters, but they needed to be used faor +ne
right miscions. “"The biggest problem that faced airbuorne
torcez was the'r inability to extricate themselve=z from a
dangercus situation or to redeploy elsewhere in the same - ’
theater of operations. They were on one-way tickets that hizd
beers launched on the assumption that relief by advancing
torces could be accomplished within a few days." (2:107:
Eizenhower reatized their vulnerabilities and in future
decizions, he demonstrated an understanding of the very
fraigtle, fleetinyg advantaQe of surprice, maneuver, and mzcs<, g

He alsoc under=stood zustainment meant the difference between

wr

uceees and failure of airborne micssions. Rirborne

operations were naot cheap. The cost of using this force i

.

ezl explained by the following quote: “"The bill for gertirgy

ap airborne divigion into battle was hair raising and the

mechaniem for launching it delicate in the extreme." (2:110: @
This unknown =taff officer Knew what it took to emplos j
!

airtorne forcec.,

The planning ¥for "OVEFLORD’, the invazion of Eu: e,

started and there were various ideas for the use of airborne
forces, The "Marcehall Flan’ envicioned an assault by
=}l 1ed sirborne divisions in the Evreux area cf France t 4
_@
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create an expanding airhead into which a massive airlift
woauld bring reinforcements to attack German 1ipnes of
cnmmunications, Keeping reinforcements from {the beach-he 1J
&9 soon as poscsible, amphibious forces would maKe contzxct
w:th the airborne divisions and drive for Paris. Eisenhower
~ajected this plan in favor of one that placed the zirbcr ne
F1visions on the +lanks of the landingz. (2:1120
Cartunately, Eisenhower foresaw the tremendous effort
required to reach an "airborne island" at Ewreux with
logistical support. If the island failed, the invasion
f3iled. He wisely selected a plan he could sustain
'ogistically.

The British airbormne ascaults for "OVERLORD" went
well in the early morning of June &, 1744. Most parztrooners

‘anded on DZs marked by their pathfinderce. The suppor ting

[+U

a'iders were on target. (2:120) This was due in large to the
~recent qualification of RAF crews in the C~-47 and the result
of previous joint training on night airborne operatiaons. The
Briticsh employed all the principles of war. Their wark paid

“£f a= their logistical support was on time and on target,

The American airdrops for ‘OVERLORD weren-t

i

wmooth. On é June, B21 C-47s carrying 82nd and (0tst
A rborne divisions, headed for France. (&:8) Due to weathar
and the lack of qualified navigators, "Of the 12,000 American

paratroopers dropped, less than 10 percent landed on thear
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DZe, but &0 percent landed within two miles of their zonees.”
De.pite this the paratroopers were successful in seizing
their objectives. (4:%9> The 101t Airborne Division jumped
south of St Mere Eglise and were widely scattered. Onlvy 15
percent landed close to their assigned DZs. Over half of the
equipment landed in swamps and was lost. The 82nd Airborne
Divizion jumpmasters pushed paratroopers out the dcoor
regardless of the pusition of the aircraft, many too low.
fince on the ground, those that survived the jump, fought
well, (2:121)

Relixnce on beacons for navigation caused some of the
problems for USAAF transport crews. As a result of this
performance, the Americans stopped all night parachute drope,
& vroblem that would hamper a later operation. Shortages of
cupport weapons and ammunition plus immobility once on the
graund were acutely felt by all the forces involved., «2:12%"
Most cf the problems were caused by poor mass, maneuver and
logistice, Due to poor positioning over the DZs, the
par atrocners tust most of their meaxger equipment and were
badly Jdizorganiced. Fortunately, the confusinn caused b~ the
zurpriee of the drope and the invasion fleet created .hare
among the defenders. @As usual, once on the ground, to&
fought well, but not a: cohesive units,

Slowed by Hitler’s invasion, the Scoviet High ©ammand

me=n’t able to put together their fircet airborne cpera* on of

i
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the Great FPatriotic War until Jzxnuary 17342, They plarced
Qiant pincher movement by the 23d and 10th Armies to trap the

1'_1_’_‘1

i

German armiec at Uyazma. The airborne farce’ = mission ta
establish an airhead within the 4th Panzer Army rear ares by
c<eizing airstrips. Airlift of reinforcements to cupport the
airborne forces would follow and ultimatelsy Pink up with the
22d Army. The 10th Army» would then launch the 1ett ook
maneuver.

On 3-4 January a battalion parachuted onto the
3irstrip at Myatlevo only to find it coveresl in deep =remy.
They worked all day to clear the strip under German fire,
Meather cancelled the scheduled airltift on S Janusr, wnd the
whole airlitt reinforcement plan was cancelled the next a=wv.
The parachutists formed guerilla bands and fough® their 1wa-
hack to their own lines in two weeks,

The main battlie developed on 13 January when two
battalicons were airdropped, unoppoted at Lugi. Ther held the
airstrip; and over the next fiwve nights, tramsports arriuved
wmith reinforcemente, On 25 Januvary they lYinkKed up with
e ements of the 33d Army. The high command decidea that now
waes the time to commit the main body of the 4th wirborne
“Tarps. On 27 January they airdropped two battalions witn
poor accuracy, behind German lines, The Germans harasced the
paratraoopers, chot up the transporte teying to re:zuppl - the

paratroopers and finally broke up any attempte for the waidely
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dicpercsed units to link up., 0On 2 Februar.. the 22d Army
attacked, =xpecting to> meet & 4th Panzer «irm» harried by

parachutiz=ts in their rear arcas,. Inztezd, they were f:c-

(8

by a well organized and prepared defense. Then on 23
February, the Rucscians airlifted the last of their FO0O
airborne reinforcements to the airhead at Lugi to o avarl,
On 25 March, the Germane launched a counter atrtenzsive and an
early thaw on 18 é@pril stopped a1l marneuver, s the Germanz
paliced the remxining paratroopers up with & fierce reverge,
The entire plan tailed, r2:127-1272

The ¢irst armv to ever demonstrxte the ability 1o
emplay airborne paratrogoperce failed on the:r first attempt,
Surprice, maneuver, macz and logistic surpart were never
achieved. The recsult could have teen predicted by the lack
of planning, employment of farces n & Jdr.bble fashion, and
the f21lure to crovide an- Tagistical cupport once Coamm bt .1
to battle. The Ruszian paratroopers were tenascicus fighter s,
btut poor emplo,ment techniguez cannot bhe ocuercome by

determinatyon, ~
\

Nluer a +ear pacced before the ne-t Scuiet =irborre
cperstion, Tne Germans were withdrawing 1n September ~e 154d7¢

at the Drieper Locp. Soviet sirboarne forces were to ce. 2o &

lodgment uvr tile far we<t bark, Thres Germans divizion: e e

crosesainy the broCge at Kamew i th cne Farnzer divizrion lest o
Crosz, The parstrooperz were told the Derman- were 0 40010
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retreat and disorganized. Over 130 aircratt were scheduled,
but on the night prior to 23 September, only & aircraft
Amateria!ized. The weather turnsd bad and delays started. On
the morning of the 24th, more aircraft arrived. Loading
started, but loading tables and passenger manifests were
scrapped. Once loaded, the pilots insieted on unlocading to
count heads for weight and balance. Chaos reigned, refueling
wae inadequate, aircraft moved to other nexrby airfields for
fuel arnd the paratroopers marched overland. Finally», an
anonymous 1ndividual gave the order to take off ¢ingle ship
when loaded. The Panzer division was fightinag a delaying
xction when trancports appesred overhead. Thev were shot cut
of the sir and the paratroops) = <hot in their rizers, The
entire operation failed.

It was the last Russran attempt to maunt an ;lrborne
attack. The Saviet high command felt the contributions of
sirborne operatirons did noet otf cset the need for airlift
azsete uzed 1n a1 logistical resuppli, role., (2:129-133> The,
could never dedicale the =2irlif§t foarces nececcar+ to achieve
anv deqree of :uccess and thev 1gnored the majior principles
f owur,

In the Pacrfic, the effective uce of airborne forces
w3z not Vlost ,n the .Japanese., Limited transport aircratt and
the great diztances tetween iclande prevented frequent use of

Japsnece arrborne forcez in the Pacific. et on 1]l February

1
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1242, the Japanece first used their airborne forces to
"rescue" an cil refinery at Palembang. They =zirdroppedg 130
paratroopers onto the refinery as the Dutch tried to destroy
1t. The paratrcopers saved 250,000 tone of valuable oil and
lost only 25 personnel in defeating a much larger force.
(2:134> They emplcoyed all the principles—--surprice,
maneuyver, mass and logistic sustainment. It is no wonder
they were csuccecscsful,

The =zecound use of Japanhese airborne forces cccurred
in December 1744, The Japanese tried to stop the Americans
«t Leyte wiith parstroopers. The initial attempt was a totazl
+3ilure when all trree troop transports were thot dcwn,

Ble +, they used 0 to 40 trancports and assaul ted an
airstrap, attempting to destroy aircraft, with no hope of
12inforcement, They landed among tne t1th Airborne Division,
vhg auickKly realized the attack and had the last ore pelicod

13

(]

gyp 482 hours ltater without many probiems., (2:1
Thi: waz the zsecond incident of airborre forces
frahting airborne forces., The firet woccurred in Sicily at
thee Pramssole tiridge. The Japanese failure was sealed in the
wmoardz, "no hope of reinforcement”, COther than being a
1 asz1nq force, they were completely wasted. Their use In
thy 2 e retlecte the “"kKamakaci” mentality of the Japanese

at thie stine of the war.
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Operation "THURSCAY " in Burma was urigqus., the
Supreme Allied Commander in South-East Asia. Wingate planned
to cut the Japanese lines of communicatiorns to the north of
Burma and trap their forces in North Burma. "&ir supply was
the Key to jungle warfare or, for that mabtter, any warfare 1n
countries where roads were rare and Jifficull to
build..."{(7:4) The 10th Air Commandcocs were formed to support
Wingate on this operaticn. The Chindit forces were empicoved,
Gliders established airheads and 12,000 Chindits were
airlitted intco the enemy‘s rear area., (2:12%) "In the end of
1944...the fleet of transport aircraft available to !dth

Army...was larger than anywhere zamong the world’s hattle

o

fronts...the tonnage of stores flown to forward paratroaoper
exceeded, for 14th Army alone, 2000 tons a dar." 7:7% dn
divizicon (34th British) had 7 D2¢ operating at the same time.
The air supplv planes made 250 sorties a month in &1
weather. (7:230) PResources and forces tu succeed wers
xllotted to the micszion-—-it was a success.

This particular operation proved the vwiurth of tha
theater airtift used to totally resupply a light fighting
force. The 10th Air Commando C-47s airdropoed and airlanded
cupplies for the Chindits throughout the entire operxtion.
The low enemy density in the theater was a positive factor in
the cuccecse of the effort. The Chindits, sustained b

airdropped <supplies, employed surprise, mazz, maneiyver tu

o
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harass the Japanese for a long period of time. "...31
Squadron of the RAF and the 2nd TCS, USAAF, picneered air
supply¥..." (7:105> Unlike Stalingrad, the second use of
airdrop ae a sustainment Yifeline proved successful,

In September 1943, the 503rd Parachute Infantry
Regiment was firet employed by General MacArthur. Lack of
airtift had bampered any use prior to this time. They were
airdropped onto the airstrip at Nadzab, 20 miles inland from
the beach-head being assaulted 2t the same time. The
airdrops were unopposed but had problems. As usual, some men
miz=sed the DI and those that landed on the D2 found the grass
to ke 12 foot high and difficult to move through.
Fortunately, the airfield was undefended and proved to be an
casy target, The operation was a complete success. (2:140)

The timing of this cperation was critical to the
suryival of all allied airborne forces. At the =zame time,
the Swing board was meeting in Washington D.C. The failures
in Sicily alone, without the succese of the S03rd, would havue
have surely resulted in the same conclusions as the Soviets
came up with—--airborne units were too expencive for the
return in combat power. The assault on Nadzab worked.
Surprise and mass were excellent, but maneuver on the ground,
poor. Logiztical sustainment was excellent. General

MacArthur incured the 1ink-up with amphibious furces for
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resupply. This feature became part of ail Pactfic airborns
assaults in the future.
The next objective was Noemfoor airfield tern months

later, on 3 July 1944, The first battalion airdropped Z4

houre atter the amphibious assault. Surprise was compiets zc

the enemy garrison wac tied up with the beach aszault-, aAn
altimeter error caused the drops to cccur ac low az Z00O feet
above around level (AGL)>, causing many injuries to the
Jumpers. The second battalion came in a dar later with
almost as many casualties. Of 1400 men airdropped, 10
percent were vnable to fight due to injuries during the drop.
Due to thies fact, the last airborne battalion wa:z brouahi i
over the beach.

The caperation was a success only because the eremy

w

strength was completely cverestimated. (2:141) ©n successful
operation, but nc thanks to the transport crews., Surpricze
and maneuver were present as well as logistical support.
Mase was almost lost when so many of the paratrcopers were
unable to fight due to an altimeter error. The Facific waz
ot without some of the problems that plagued the Eurcpean
Theater nof Operations (ET0O)>. The poor aircrew performance
«as attributed to poor training and no rehearsal. t(2:141)

MacArthur's 11th Airborne Division, unucsed in the
airborne role, got their firet chance at Tagavtar,

Philippines on 2 and 4 February 1945, Pathfinder=z deployed
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and met up 0Z¢ atong Route 17 to Manila close to the «ga2
Defile. a@auailable airlift Vimited the drops to ore bLattal,an
at 5 time, w two brttalions went in on the tiret da o b
separxte lift%. The first 1ift started well, but

tunomaster misidentifed the DZ and 30 pianeg ias1 .
paratroopers landed miles to the northeast o+ * : -t

area, The mattal on on the next l1ift landed 1

i

area becaucse the jumpmasters saw the discarded S TR T
the first drops on the wrong DZ. They depositea ‘h.

iwinperse ther: alza. The third battalion, &irdroji =L ine ot

dzs-, all landed on the correct DZ. The three batialion: oot

together = cohecsive attack on the Aga Defile ana i e

door ta Manila., 72:143) j*
Again, in this etfort, the transport crews 1w~

zr-ticat to the operation. The 1ith used the Br -t =k *acti.

of employing pathfinders to mark the DZ2& for the air r=we. J%

Thi= usuall: succezsful tactis failed when jumpers o

around were used as an aim pointy unfor tunately the. we: - ,
an the 07, Ewen though mass was not achieved nvtiali- Tho J
atzault succeeded. The operative wordes in the aicou’ é

H

cohesive attack", The three battalions got thern. .el-e

st 2ed and opened the one narrow choke pownt ot -

too Manila. Maneuver and surprise aided them in the.:

e

tycrcezs, as the Japanese never expected an attach $roe oF

o




A short time later, the 503d, unused since MNoemfcar,
were gruen Correnidor Istand as their ohiective. Fortifien
and emall, it presented a difficult target for an zirhorne
szsault. A coordinated airborne and amphibious asszult wmas
ctannedg on 18 February 19245, The D2, the oid parade Zround,
was only 400 yards long and half as wide and the golf courze
sven nairawer. The 317th Troop Carriear Group ©TCGEY had onlds
towe zeveonds over the DZ on each pass. Mare than one pass
was required to complete the airdrops. High winds cairisg
the ¥irzt paratroopers wide of their target and intc barbked
wire and ruined buildings. Accuracy improved with succesdino
ca=a25. The airborne assault caught the Japanese completelw
v surprize, Intelligence had underestimated the enemy
= rength. but the Japanese commander was Killed early in the
“ ghting which denied the enemy a coordinated defense. The
xmphibtous landing came ashore, as planned, and joined to
defext the enemy quickly, Over {0 percent of the
caratronpers sustained injuries during the airdrop, rendering
tqem unzble to fight; but the cperation was & complete
caceess, (23145

Frobably the most difficult [ in the Facitic, the

"oes coordination of the transport crews and the 503rd
-scieseful)y compensated for the high winds on the D2.
Surpr ise and mass achieved by maneuver., along with =unpat

tran the amphibicus aszault, aesured succecss,
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The most successful cperation in the Pacific .was the
airdrop at the Los Banos prisoner of war camp. ~!though
emall in scope, it proved the worth of planning, ood
intelligence, and curprise. One company was airdropped °
the camp in the morning while the 275 guards were <cepa -tod
from their weapons during their daily physic-l ¢.ers o2
Amtrace from a coordinated amphibiouse landing sped ot
camp at the same time, while a diversionary arc:nd atta-u
several miles away, drew oftf all the reinforcements, fie
company landed among the Japanese and quickly Kil.ea ‘rom
while they only lost one man. AVl the prisoners were londe s
an the Amtracs and taken to safetv. The effect ot - 0
on morale wae tremendous. (2:147)

ALl azpezsts of this airborne operation were pecfect.
1t demonstratec the capability of precisely coordinates oo
plenned operatran. As usual wiltn a ooeration thiz
succezzful, a'l primary principies of war were zchie & ti

the maximum. Ancther reason forr mentioning this par: oot

o
-+
-
b 4

operalion is the iremendocus eftect on the moral
troops throuaghout the theater. The spectacular suo - :
airborne operation can be a very positive morale oo te:

Thiw 1¢ the positive note that the airborne wper i ons o

Facifi1c theater ended on.

U

EBack in Europe, the first airborne operat on a

IWERLORDY waz code rnamed “RUGBY . The Rugby 1o

e



zans1sting of over 5,000 paratroopers, six battalions xnd one
or igade composed of American and British unitse, airdropped on
the French Riviera on 15 August 1944 from bases in Italy., It
« a poorly Kept secret. German intelligence Knew that an
rborne attack was coming to southern France, (2:723 The
zomplex plan turned intc a nightmare when +o0g blanketed the
s and troor carriers wcattered units, sumpliecs and
=aui1pment over the entire region, come as far acs 25 miles
from their objectives, (8:78) Despite the bad start, 3%
nercent of the paratroopers ascsembled on their objectives bt
“200 in the morning. Follow-on logistical cupport, ouver
a4.000 men and their equipment, arrived on time and in gQood
~ond. tinon. By O+1, the Rugby force had mora than
-uccesstully completed its mission. In 987 sorties, =iriift

“:d delivered 9,732 troops and over 1100 tons of equipment.

PG
The War Department would say this was one of *the most

successtul airborne operations of the war becauce of preci=«
" ming and the few iniuries incurred during the jump bt the
aratroorers, only 20 reported. (8:7?) Tnis 1€ one ot th:
tevw operations where surprice was loet and the aperatica s

cuccezs. MWeather caused the major problem, denriny Runrb:
torces mase an the objgectives, but the paratroopers quiclkly

overcame the problems bv z=heer determination. The a1 124

atrborne operations were impraving.




There were cperations still being planned in tre
nocthern ETO also. Between 13 June 1944 and 10 Septenmber
1944 no lese than 146 major airborne operaticone were 1:znned
at short notice by the 1st Allied Airborne Army ar 1st
British Airborne Corps. All were cancelled, eithe: Leciuze
the situationz they were designed to meet failed to
matertalize, or because the s<peed of the Allied advzaice
rendered them superfluous. (2:152) Eisenhower qauve
Montyomery use ot the Allied Airborne Corps to appes=.
Montgomer» s ego. Given the forces, Montgomery was
determined to employ them—-operation "MARKET GARCEN' .~z
born,

"MARKET ', the aictharne phase of "MARKET GARDE i wa-

.

planned to azzist Znd Army, under Montgomery’ s ~omma I,
ite advance iLowarde the Zuider Zee, using the 1st AY . ixe >
Airborne Corp: to "capture and hold crossings over *the o ai
and rivers on 2nd Army s main axis of advance from abte o
Eindhauven to tnclusive Arnhem". ©v2:153)» The larg st a ¢
cperation to date, it was daring and complicated., ‘de . -
zpwnd the whole paper discuscing the plan, but here zr. &
main fac'ze

Factors affecting the planning of "MARKE.
GARDEN :C2:1533-156)

-A spirit of cptimiem, "ocver by Chr oy ztmaz’

-Le:tructive competition over resourc.: b
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Montgomery and Patton

~-Hesitation in execution of the pian
: -Cver stress and apathy among the airborne units
' -No confidence in night airdrop capability b
Aamericans

Tn Sunday, September 17, 1944, Qperation MARKET

i GORDEN, the largest Allied airborne operacinon of World iar
v, taunched 1544 transport aircraft carrsing 35,000

Grver ican, British, and Polieh paratroopers toward the

* “Jetrneriands to haold a bridgehead acroszs the iower Rhine &t
o mhem. €%:1) The weather cooperated, but otner faciors

caused praoblems:(2:159-162)

P ~The Airbarne Corps Commander, Browning. dropped (n

the 82nd area, btwut could only communicate witr the
82nd and the Corps rear HQ q
-The Germans captured plans of the entire cperatian

carried into battle

~Bad interpretation of intelligence underestimatad Q
the German ztrength at Arnhem
-Pacr progress by 30th Corpe to relieve Arnhum

~-Three 1itts required to insert all the airbarne

e,

forces
Tte common reasons cited for MARKET < fzx1lure are =3

Vitedsr (2201471710

-Decentralized planning, air cammanders pick ng DIw %
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~Urnderest imated German strength
~Lack of or poorly coordinxted +ighter supp. 0!
~-Faoor communications between units
~Insufficient airlift forces
Montgomery went to his grave calling MARKEY GWHLwl.
a succecs, when in fact it destroved the strategic rece: v o
the ¢#ilied Armies in Europe. The 1st British Airborne

{fhwrsion wase surrounded and destroved. The cbiject: &

rv

IOE,\'—

at érnhem was not secured. A heroic airdrop resuppl

T
R
P

b support this unit icolated at Arnhem +tailted. As 47
vuery other airborne operation that failed, bastc pr e ce

wel e ignored. "... surprise is an important factor tF

X
-

entances an airborne operation’s chance ot success, Lt L-o
Erereton felt that MARKET could oniy achieve +ull zu or - -¢
211 airborne forces landed at the came time." (9:%) S 1z
was qiven up by the lack of sufficient airlift too piz 2 rhe
entire force on the DZs on the first lift. "Air trans.

waz unavailable in sufficient numbers to allow the HRkee!
force to be committed simul taneonus!y, cev the VTand g
ztretched over three dave." (9:9) Mase was distrobuten  ef

a "corridor of airborne forces". Maneuver and iouist .

resapply were ignored by an over optimistic commander - 3

H

taff. Basiz reasons, but a big failure.
The Battle of the Bulge gave airlitt arnd «'rb.

Aarmiee their next challenge. Srortly sfter 0300 on '

4¢&




Teyember 1944, the remaining German airborne arm» was

-

1ot ivered into their last battle. "Germany had ver o .

arned paratroopers lef* and no specially trained pilats at
. 'l te drop them, and the whole operation quickly came
wazticherd. Just ten of 105 transport plane: reached tie
{ croper DZ near the town of Malmedy, fiftesn miles behind the
“mericsn lines., A dozen pilots became so befuddied in the
darknesz that they released their paratrooperz over the
meaceful German city of Bonn, fifty miles away." +10:3-370
The commander, Baron Heydte expected to have a thousandg
raratr2opers on the objective, he ended up viith less than
thiriy. They were unable to take any of their cbuectives,
"=y r2ad centers and bridges, much lesz hold them. Heydte
wes captured five daye tater. C(10:37) Hitler's propheti-
wyrdse that the day of the paratrgoper was cuer atter "HMEKUR
“ad come true for the Germans.,

Thiz last German operation 1s the bhest example o

“~ove the point for joint training of an airlift and airhorne
trce,. Without accurate delivery, the parstroopers were
ratdle to arhieve mase and did not receive the logistical

‘nb=nn the, needed tor survival or succecs.

Surrounded by German forces during the Bxttle ot the

i Yge, the 1012t Airborne Divicion wae locked infide the town
o+t Bastogne., Without rezupply, they were ver. 1ikely ta bo

overrun by German forces before General Fatton = Thit d sarm.




could break the ciege. 350 on December 23, 1544 &t -, a0 3t
=47 transport plane appeared over the towwn and 3 teaan -

path¥inder:z parachuted into the perimeter. The,

0
-
-

etz and bri:ghtly colored cloth panel= o guide = ar 50 1ot

¥ transporte on the way from England. By nocu the .racr
blue zkv over Bastoqne was filled with =ilver ¢ anz:
tpidling out supply bundlece under vivid red, 1. . eoo
yellow parachutes. German anti—aircraft fire v ke we
several of the C-47°¢c but the pilats of the rest rew-.
wayered, 6] s collected container: of ammunition, f30..,

clcthing, blocd plasma for the wounded, and gas.aliae oo

LCE s tamks., Fully ninety-five percent of the 134 . a0«

1
A

supplires landed cately within the perimeter.” “1.:

[£X]

the next few dzvs, when the weather permitted, the A1 ror

deirvered almoest o thoucsand tons of supplies to Bastog w».

C10:84)

The zirli+t forces had come to the rescue o

m
DQ
'

stogne. De:zpite 2nemy qround fire and weather, th:

Keot th= 101st Arrborne a viable fiaghting unt v 0.
forcez acrived., An indication of the =2ffort, "C-347s mas i:
1,000 sirdrops of food arnd anmurn tion” to the beleaqur =d
vt Bastogne. f&:12Y The valuable training the crews naa
recerved during previous operations  OVERLORD: wna Meey

patd by dividends for the 10lst Airborne. The succe .

upr: r o.ar

-
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o3 airlift effort would set the stage for even more heraic
rasuppl, efforts by airlift forces in the futursz.

The Allied airborne forces had one more chance to
nrove theor value and end the war on 2 positive raote,
dreration "VARSITY’ used two airborne divisions {o secure

"

cing: on the Rhine river for Montgomery’'s Zist Army
caup. The 17th US Airborne and &éth British Airborne went o
“attle in the largest air transport force ever assembled,
Mver 400 C-47s carried paratroopers while others pulled
c'rder:. Complete dedication of tactical air support was
yraranteed. On 23 March, two divisions were on the ground

it twa hours., Thew gquickly zecured theor cohijectives A

w4

supply drope started. It was a complete success, (21l 7a-las:

Here we cee the cautious emplorment of airborne
‘yrces, considering every factor and all the principles =f
war that mark Eisenhower‘s input to thie plan. Couple thic
w th veteran airborne commanders who Knew how to make the
miecion work and surprise, mass, and maneuver are evident,
ingisti;al resupplv started even before the paratrooper:z were
~tf the DZ. Thic operation epitomizes the maturation of noth
‘“ancsport crews and paratroopers that will be thetr hailmaresg
i~ the future.
“orean War

One of the shortcomings that affected the effrcienc.

of airborne forces during World War Two was the lack of an
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zesault airlift aircraft that vehicles could dr-. e on ard
cff, like the glider. To that end, after the war, the U5
developed the C-82 "Packet’ and the C-119 “Flying Bo-rar 4o
uee bv airborne forces, Both xircraftt allowed vehicio: t b
transported within the fuselage. RAirborne forces es.a-r 1,
developed a variety of techniques for lifting and = rJdroy: ng
a w de range of standard army vehicles and weapons. 2 | =4
Mzturaliy, this development increased the maneuver abiit.
and firepower wf the airborne forces once the: were on the
ground and increased the logistical sustainment cxpabiriits b
airdropping heavy equipment. Thneir work would not have 5
long wait for testing in combat.

llhen the Morth Koreans attacked on 25 June (750 it
So2th Fourea, the airborne forces and their new aircraftt we «¢
ready, 0On 7 August 1950, a company cut off from its
bxttation, got aerial resupply on the third attempt. The
firet fell into enemy hands, the zecond was a milte short, an!
tinxily the third fell on target., (11:272)

The method of resupply that the RAF 31 Squadron awnd
UT.9AF Znd TOS had developed in Burma during blorld Giar Ti
qere coon put to use, The new C-11% and C-52, supplemented
b» the C-47 were busy providing, not only logiet icx: =z, 1:41,
but airdrop rezuppls.  @As you can see fram the cw ul: | tre
crews needed o refine their art, but thev stxved virth the

mrszron until the company waz resupplied. During the ,e 1..d

o,

®
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of 1 through 5 September 1950 on every day but cne, airlift
crews airdropped ammunition, food, water and medical =zuppliec
to infantry units either cut off, surrounded or unahle to
wr thdraw from a salient in the line of battle. (11:452-457)
Qirlift aircraft and crews had provided a new dimensicn on
the battie field--airdrop sustainment. For most =ituations,
plenty of airlift could be provided by the Far Eazt Air Farce
Combat Cargo Command (FEARFCCC) commanded by Lt Gereral
Welliam H. Tunner. Unlike World War Two, the sky cver the
battle field was completely owned by FEAF fighter aircraft,
Lt Generasl Tunner’s FEAFCLC could provide responsive aarlifi
znpport for the fighting forces on the ground without
arrying about enemy fighters. Airlift was trul» a combat
meltiplier. "Battalione, companies, and platoons, cut cff
=~d isclated, fought independently of higher control ana helip
»xcept for airdrops which supplied many 2f them. Airgroos
:'sc supplied relief forces trying to reach the fromt-line
iite," (11:4775
The airspace over the battlefield was nokt completel ~

thout threat. The enemy soon learned that airlift sircra+tt
wer-e very vulnerable to ground fire; and if any heauy

‘tiaircraft weapons were available, they could easil, be
ot down. The following example was common. "A stranded

Marine company were resupplied by airdrop. Twc aircraft

R,




dropped ammunition and medical supplies. Both were hit by
enemy fire, one crash landed at Kimpo." (11:5242

On 20 Octcober, General MacArthur directed the 12.°th
Airborne Regiment to airdrop on Sukchon and Sunchon DZ2s=.
Transporte of the 314th TCS and 21st TCS, 113 totai L-119:
and C~47<, loaded the paratroopere. After a short weather
deltay, they delivered the paratrooperes to Sukchon D2 as
fighters strafed the area. Over 1400 of ist and 3rd
Battalion’s men were delivered, with only 25 injured during
the drop. One group landed a mile and half east of the D2
and one man was Killed by enemy firce in his parachute.
Zeventy-four tons of equipment were airdropped with the mer.

0f seven 105mm howitzers, six were usable as was ?0 percon

of the ammunition. "Thics was the first time heavy equ.pment .
hhad beer dropped i1n combat, and it was the first time C-li%g

had been uszed in & combat parachute operation.” ©11:57% 2d b!?
Baittalion jumped into Suncheon D2 with only 20 injuries. E: th
objectives were achieved by evening. During the next fe..

dav< approximately 4000 paratroopers and 600 tons ot ¢ nplies

wet e dropped at Sukchon and Sunchon. General Macearthur ]
commentad that the operation seemed to have caught e wrems
by complete zurprise., (11:377-581 d
Basic tactice and employment had not changed - )
Mo vd War Twe, but a new dimension had been adde:s. - ¢ _e.
mayeuyver and mass were as important as ever and ubvio - d
"
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achieved during this operation. Remember, Generzxl MacArthur

“ad been verr succecsseful in the employment of airborne forces
in the Pacific during World War Two. The new dimenstan w1az
the immediate heavy equipment logistical support provided by
*he new aircraft, the C-119. Seventy—-four ftons of egquipment
arrjved with the paratroopers by airdrop; gliders were not
needed. By the end ot the operation, cver 400 tons had bzen
~irdropped. The real capability of the U-11% ic seen 1n the
tollawing account. "0On 27 October 1930, ROK forces were cut
cff and resupplied by ten C-119s with supplies and wer: =ble
*o resume the attack." (11:877) The real operative wards in

“& quote are "...were able to resume the attack.' The rez)

*est of this recently acquired capability was soon to be
‘ected.
In late November 1950, six Chinece divizions cut off

"he tst Marine Division at the Chosin Reserwvoir along wmith
>mnante of the 3lst Infantrv Divicion. (1Z2:255) HMembers of
‘be 21st TCS airdropped 14 tons of supplies using C-47< on 28
" wember by flying overtime., By noon 2% November, Lt Sener al
“dward HN. Almond, X Corps Commander, had requezted 400 tonz
rf¥ zuppliec be airdropped to the troaps at Chozin Reservoir. 1

"o FEAFCCC was only equipped to deliver 70 tons & dars by

rdrop. The limiting factor in the system was available o
Army riggers to package and load the airborne supplies for
ajrgrop., By 1 December, the FEAFCCC had geared up to airarap
®
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250

230 tons of cupplies daily. 0On & 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 suppliecs in
and 4,689 sick and wounded personnel out of Chosin. Also, on
7 December, =ight spans of portable bridging were zirdropped
to the troops to repair a bridge, allowing the surrounded
troops & route for escape with their equipment as Lt General
Tunner, Commander, FEAFCCC, had offered on S5 December to air
evacuate all the personnel., 0On 8 December, rescue foarces
linked up with the 1st Marines at Chosin and ended 13 dayvs of
rzolation. The FEAFCCC had used 313 C-119s and 37 C-47s tuo
airdrop 1580 tons of supplies and equipment. Some had beern
damaged and some micssed the DZ. but the Marines all felt the
airdrops were completely successful. (12:258-25%)

The reszupply of the Marine Division surrcunded at
Chosin was the real proof of the Air Force’s ability to
airdrop the supplies necessary to custain & large fighting

tooLe encaged tn combat. Even with hercic efforts by the

DY)
-

airlift crewz, the zirdrop resupply of surrocunded force:

Atalingrad and Arnhem had failed in World War Two. Th: =
operation provided the proof that when the Army needed

airdicop lagistical support the Air Force could deliver.




“Yretnam to Present Day

Thece lessons were not wasted on the French who were
waving problems in Indochina. The insurgents, who were
commune st backed, were proving & tough group to defeat. The
weed for airlift in the jungle warfare they were ~ngaged 10,
was evident., The need became critical in late 1953 when the
French fecided to create a fortress supplied by air «t 2
c'ace called Dien Bien Phu.

The French requested C-47s and C-11%s from ths LUS in
fhé spring of 1953, French crews were operational in the
F-11% by fall. On 20 November 1953, two Fr=nch paratrooper
wattalions airdropped from French C-47< and =wized Dien Rien
Pty valley. The second wave followed unoppaced. Un 25
Movember, a bulldozer was successfully airdropped on the
econd attempt by a €C-119. Fifteen US C-115= on—-loan to the
F-ench were to airdrop 1070 tons to Dien Bien Phu, sturting
~n 5 December, The task was completed on Z1 December hbut the
"equirement continued. By mid-March, 245 sorties had
vrdropped S700 tons. The ability to land at Dien Eein Fhu

2 retrip ceased on 27 March 1954 due to enemy artillier. fire,

f,)

The C-11%9¢ averaged 23

1]

arties nightly during mid-Apri1 and
they, plus C-47s, airdropped over 200 tonz an zome nights,

Jropse continued, but the recovery ratez decreased. On 7 May,




Dien Bein Phu surrendered. QOver 14,300 tons of cargc had
besn aicdroppsd in 2750 C-11%9 sorties during the =ziege,
(1211 -21)

The French had created & fortress, but the UWietnamese
had cut the lines of communication. With no other means of
resupply other than by air, the French had locKed themselues
into a prison. Foor planning and violation of all the
prirciples of war had caost the French dearly. With no force-
axte to rescue them, the paratroopers at Dien Bein Phu wers
guomed. Ewven the heroic efforts of the French airlift crews
could not sawe them. The lesson learred at Stalingrad by the
Germans was retauaght to the French at Dien EBein FPhu.

The French, however, later praoved they had learned
their lesson on the emplayment of airborne forces., Waorking
with the British, nn 5 November 1954, French and Britich
parachute battalicne airdropped on DZ2s around Gamil Airfietd,
Eovpt and on the east bank of the Suez canal to secure
i.ontrol of the Suez Canal, held by Eqvptian forces. With:n
ter, minutes, 643 British paratroopers were on the ground,
railying and picking up containers of equipment. The Brit:szh
zecyrer the airfield in thirty minutes. The French D2z aes
emyller and wel)l defended, but they secured their obliective,
the ltacet suruviving bridge across the canal, within an hou: of

their landing. The operation was a complete cuccess ang a




~wmplete surprise. This alec marked the first uvuse of troop

carrying helicopters to reinforce the paratroopers.
(2:189-1%2)

Complete surpricse with maneuver xrd the logistical
support provided by a new element on the airborne battle

freld, the helicopter, made this operztion a succe

(1]

Superior performance by airlift crews delivered moth the
Britizh and French forces, on time and on target. The
success= of the operation spraks for their effective and
efficient use of airborne forces,

The US gradually became involved in the Vietnam
-onflict itsel¥. The South Vietnamese needed help rescisting
aggression from North Vietnam. On 28 June 1982, » doren
South Vietnamese Air Force (UNAF) C-47s and 16 USAF (-123¢
rerformed a combat assault drop of South Yietnamese
varatroopers, north of Saigon. The drop was & success, but
n+ no tactical importance and no combat objective as such.
lxter in the fall, South VUietrnamese paratrcopers were dropped
narth of Bien Hoa. The same result was achieved. e-cept fiue
ere Killed when they stumbled into x mine field.
¢13:102-103> The capability had been demonstrated, but the
wuth Vietnamese had much to learn abkout how ta perform once
"2y were on the ground. They demonstratecd the same mistakes
made by other developing airborne forces, failing to usze the

principles of war. Combined helicaopter and airborne aszzaults
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were tried in January 1943, in a surprise pincer sweep to
trap eremy forces north of Tay Minh City., Severnteen USAF
C-123s and twenty UNAF C-47s dropped 1250 paratroopers on =
D2. They ltinked up with helicopter inserted feorces in S dars
Yater, A small tactical success, the drops were gooad; but
the paratroopers refused to leave the DZ2 until their
parachutes were secured and lnst much of the element of
surprice., (13:1282 The mechanics were displayed, but the
L'istnamese were still hesitant to employ airborne forces with
the intenzity necessary to achieve the successes that other
airborne units had experienced in the past.

This was the first US uvse of the helicopter in the
azzsault role in combat, @& pattern of operations in South
Uietnam wae beqginning to develop. Rapid deployment of combat
farces Lo the combat rone by airlitt or helicopter to
surpries and trap ithe enemy Ly maneuver became normal
operations. The Army developed an infatuation with the
abo ity to manewver forces around the battie area. It would
take time ta perfect this movement,

The South Yietnamese continued to emploay airborne
tactics. The next jump at Ap Bac met resistance on the
aroond,  OF the 320 succeessfully inserted, 20 were killed and
1 wounded in o(pconclusive action., (13:129) The war was
detiniteily becoming an airlift operation. @As the jungle

profhibited maneuver, insertion and resupply b» air was the

n
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only answer. During October 1945, USAF C-123< dropped 113
tene during 25 sortiec to PKei Me Camp. (13:212) The iessonz
Yearned in the Korean war were starting to pav dividendds.
Airlift had found a permanent mission in tactical resuppl~ by
airdrop.

JUNCTION CITY” was the code name for the onl, UZ
parachute assault during the Yietnam war. 1t copsizted of an

airdrop of paratroopers followed by resupply by airdrop ureha]

]

an airfield could be constructed. Thirteen C~130"¢<
airdropped 730 men of the 2nd Battalion, 1734 Parazchute
Brigade nn 22 February 1987. The drop went exactl: as
planned. The brigade reported {1 injuries, all minor. Tern
t~130s airdropped 80 tons of equipment, landed. reloaded ard
delivered over another 100 tons of equipment the same
afternoon. “JUNCTION CITY’ also included the largest
helicopter effort to date on the same day. Eight batial orz !i
were inserted, delivered by 250 helicopters. Included wer
*the 1st and 3d Battalions aof the 173d Fararhute Erigade.
wirdrops cantinued on the 23d of Februesry. The plan called ’4
fop airdropping 1200 tons in the f#irst 7 dave, all container
delivery system (CDS) Jdropz=. Weather at the D2 prevented
“rheduled mass formation airdrope by 15 C-20< and hampered ’ !J
curate single ship airdrop delivery. 0Only 38 airdrops were
accompliched the first day with 499 tons de!livered,. The

airdrops cantinued and improved in accuracx, deliverirg abogt




'00 tans a day. The airfield waz completed on 2 HMarch and
the airdrop phase successtully completed., (12:270-278&)
The Americans were more successful than their

Uietnamese allie

"

. The “JUNCTION CITY  tack force captured
enem~ zupplies and destroyed a large \iet Cong outpoet in a
pincer movement between the airdrop and helicoapter incserted
paratroopers. Surprise, maneuver, mass and logistical
support were planned and executed in an excellent manner .
Thic was aleo the combat airdrop debut of a new transport
arrcratt, the C-130. The new assault transport proved its
worth and cisplaved ite proud heritaqQe +rom the {-47, C-82,
C-11%, and the C-123. This aircraft would praove to be a

welcome addition to the airlift resupply capability as

arrdrop doctrine took its first significant steps, sustaining

the evalving combat mission of the Army in South Vietnam.
Manzyver rezquired mobility, mobility required airlift or

helicopters +or movement and sustainment in the jungle. The

teszons of bingate’s operation "THURSDAY’ were being put tuo
aonod wse,
1
The Army s "ROVING BRIGADE’ tactic relied heavilvy on 4
k
it dron zastainment. The tactic Kept a brigade on the move
1nothe field and supplied totally by airdrop and helicopters, i
The U3 19&th Brirgade received 70 tons of airdropped -upoior .
on the Z8th of March., During an eight day period starting o)
March, C-131s airdropped an average of 74 tons daitly, ali )
&
!




rps. The brigade’s evaluation of C-130 airdropz were
favorable. (13:279-282> The C-130 was a significant =tep
forward in the capability to airdrop supplies as it could
carry over {é tons of supplies rigged for airdrop on one

pas

i

For the entire operation, C-130s airdropped over 1700
tone of supplies and equipment. The in-country, 44-zircraft
T-130 logistical shuttle zyestem was not gxpanded *o handle
the extra load. (13:282) HNonetheless, the airlifters
maintained continuous logistics support and provided ‘he
zipplies to make the “ROVING BRIGADE® tactic a succe=:z.

In April 1947, the Marines occupied the hill
reasitions at Khe Sanh and reopened the highway to the coast
2= a eupply route., Frequent cuts on the road and zattack:z on
=mpply convoys by the enemy led to the command decisicon to
-egupply the Marine garrison at Khe Sanh totaliy by air, The
virstrip at Keh Sanh eroded badly during the summer rains, 3Zu
Marine KC~130s commenced daily airdrops of food, fuel and
monitions. Air Force C-130e were tasked to deliver
‘anstruction materials for rebuilding the airstrip.

1 3:270-2%4> The method of delivery was new and called the
'ru altitude parachute extraction syetem (LAPES). The new

stem allowed heavier loads of much needed ammunition to be
“lrvered by airdrop. Ruriway construction materiais meauir2d

even heavier loade to be delivered if the runway vias going to

[Im}

be repirired as promiced. The old ground proxima by extoaotan
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system (GPES), previously used and discarded for the newlx
developed LAPES, was revived and used to quickly deliver
loads even too heauvy for LAPES.

On September 4, USAF airdrope and extractions
started. Each day, three AF C-130s airdropped CDS bundies
and two flew LAFES or GPES deliveries. 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 bundlez in marginal
weather and was hit by ground fire., (132:290-2%4)

During the early months of 1968, 15 C-130 sorties
provided the 185 ton daily needs of the garrison. On 2§
Javuary 1948, enemy artillery fire destroved the ammunition
twanker and 1400 tome of munitions. The Marines immediately
requested "emergency" airdrop resupply. Six C-123s were
drvertsd and !anded with difficulty an the bidly eroded
airstrip. C-120s resumed landings on 23 January after
emergency repair of the landing zcne with the construction
materials previcusly delivered by GPES, Enemy f-re and bad
mexther rere factors during this time, but C-120c zveraqed
250 tant datle for 2 dave. During January, C-1232 and C-130c
hauled over 2400 tong into the garrison. (12:Z9%y Khe Sarnh

wzz devsloping into a recupply effort of heroic proportiaons,

Modern &iclift was getting ite tecst by fire,

&z




The same effort continued in Februxry, but enem.
antiaircratt fire increased and mortar shelling started while
aircraft were off-loading, producing some battle damzced
aircratt. On February 10, a Marine KC-130 carrving fuei
bladders was hit on final approach, caught fire and bwi ot
atter landing, Killing two crewmembers and four passengers,
“13:300 With this loss rate on the ground, airdrop rezupply
mas becoming even more economically feasiale. On 4 February,
ground radar asrial delivery system (GRADS) zirdrops wers
practiced in good weather and provided satisfactory accaracs
and reliability, (12:301) Gn 12 February, C-130 landings
=topped at Khe Sanh and C-123 landings increased. The doil,
supply requirement was 225 tone (18 tons for day to dar
~onsumption and the rezt for stock build up?. (13:203)

R ind C-130 CDS airdrops started on 12 February. Althouzsh
btk sorties could visually identify the D2 from the air,
‘hey uced GRADS to succe==fully deliver the CDS bundlecz.
Tier the next two dars, 12 more successful airdrops were
mide. LAFES deliveries also accurred as weather permitted,
im 14 February, a bad weather day, 14% tons arrived by
variouse methods. Weather forced GRADS CDE zirdrope for the
~xt few days. Fifteen C-130s landed durinmg the last tour
laye in February, but damage inflicted by enemy fire ztopped
all C-120 landings for the remainder of the siege.

(132:303-%04) The price of recuppl!ing Khe Sanh was goong up
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a2nid went higher when three C-123¢ were ozt in March while
landing at Khe Sanh, £12:307) Airdrop resupply was agatn
pecoming the only methad of Keeping the Marines =ypplied with
the ammunition., food and medical supplies needed to keep them

¥rom being over run.

Early in March, airdrop accuracy took a nose dive. =

combination of radar error and crew problems were quickiy
corrected. ",..During the ciege the C-130 had an aver age
circular error of 93 vards when airdropping visnally and 133
rarde when using the blind technique. The C-123s averaged 70
vards. ¥ the more than six hundred container airdrops, =1l
ot three loxde were recovered. The rate of damacge wxs tern
percent for ammuni tion and five percent toc cationz. "
t15:312 "For the ful) month of March, Air Force transports
delivered ouze %100 tons." (13:313) Airdrop sustainment had
come of age.

Highway ? to Khe Sanh was reopened by ground unit: or
11 March and the resupply officrally ended with the last
xirdrope an 8 April. (13:214) Airlift crews learned severxl

lecscons at Khe Sanbh. The first is never discard an air

T
Wy

Jeliywery syetem. The gquick use of an obsolete system, GFE=,
provided a resupply method for heavy loads that enabled the
runwsy to be rebuilt. Second, ground radar could be uced to
po=i tion aircraft cver the DZ in bad weather, giving

airlifters an all-weather airdrop capability they bad):
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needed. The third was airltift aircraft are werx wulneratde
to even enemy small arms fire. The enemr‘s failure to
escalate antiaircraft defenses to S5A-7 or 37mm and S7mm fire
was surprising. Indications were that an increased threat
was imminent had the siege continued. On 1 April, & Marine
reported an SA-7 firing just 7 miles northwest of Khe Sanh.
Fuen without heavy anti-aircraft weapons, three C-133: were
destroved by enemy fire and 18 C-130s and 8 £C-123¢ received
battle damage. (13:31&)

*Khe Sanh resupply, January 21 through April 8, 1948:°i13:315)

Sorties Total tons
£-1306 Airdrops COS 494

LAPES 52 7824
GPES 15
£-123 Airdrops 105 294
(Totals) (748) (8120)
Figure 2-1

In the final estimate, a quote about the airli‘t
effort at Khe Sanh saye it all: "Airlirft made poscsible the
allied victory of Khe Sanh in 1963. The campaign bore
~omparison with the classic combat airlifte of Stalingrad,
2rma and Dien Bien Phu." (13:293)

Khe Sanh was rnot the only garrison requiring s deap
resupply as the 1948 Tet offensive gained momentum. #AIir

rce C~130< delivered 250 tons of supplies to Camp Evans in
sorties during 4-7 February. ¢13:325) This became a
standard operation for the airlitft crews operating in Sauth

Vietnam during the 1948 Tet offensive. Twn factors had a

-
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direct impact on the airdrop requirement. First, the intense
and fluid nature of the battlefield increased consumpttaon
rates +or Army units. Second, the remote areas where U3
torces celected to engage the enemy in battle created many
cituations like the one at A Luoi.

A Luoi was a garrison far up the A Shau valley.
After the success at Khe Sanh, General Westmoreiand realizea
that airdrop resupply would allow forces to move farther into
the A Shau valley on missions to =ztrike enemy strongholds
previouely uynsupportable logistically. (13:324) 0On 26 April
1948, 12 C-13Ns were scheduled to make CDS airdrops to
resupply the garrisen at A Luoi. The fircet crew had to make
a blind let down through the weather to S00 feet AGL inside
the A Shau valler. They acquired the DZ and completed =
successful airdrop as did the number two aircraft. aAircraft
three and four had to circle in the valley to align arnd took
=ome small arms fire, but also airdropped successfully, Bv
noon, all 12 aircratt had completed their morning airdrops
and reloaded ¥ the afterncon csorties, A total of 20
zorties, deitvering 270 tone had been flown, with seven
aircraft receiving battie damage. On sortie numbh=r 21,
accurate enemy fire increased, forcing the C-130 to crash
land. &1l six crewmembers were Killed., (13:335-336)
Marginal weather continued to plague the operation on zZ7

April. Only fifteen C-130 airdrops were completed. The

bé&




airdrop sorties accuracy averaged under 100 »ards fraom the
aim point., <(13:337) On 2% April, 22 successful airdrops were
completed, but at a price. One C-130 was badly damaged by
aground fire but managed to 1imp back to Da Nang. (13:23328> U0On
30 April, C-130s completed 27 airdrops, the highest zingle
day effort. The last airdrop cccurred on 4 Mar, the da, the
first C-130 landed at A Luoci’s newly constructed airstrip.
airdrop sustainment was a major factor in the tactical
success of Lho aoperation at A Luoi.

"In nine days the C-130s in 165 airdrops released
2300 tone of cargo..." 'All but one percent of the tonrage
sirdropped wae recovered with negligible damage." One C-1320
was destrored and four received major battle damage. (13Z:339)
The demand for airdrop resupply was being met by the &airlitt
crews. Weather and enemy ground fire were the two biggest
cbstacles that the aircrews faced., Aircrew dedication and a

can—-deo’ attitude resulted in the success of operationz like
A Luoi.

After the 1948 Tet offencive, airdrop requirements
declined significantly. Airdrop sorties had decreassd to
about 10 sorties per month by early 1970, This was followed
v a similar reduction in the number of airdrop qualified
<ircrews and the number of airdrop riggers. (13:4%7)

&l though the loss of aircraft and battle damage had increaszed

during the intence combat of the 1948 Tet ocffencive, 1ittle
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waz being done to counter the increasing threat; but airli+t
forcez were workKing to solve the weather problem.

First used at Khe Sanh to defeat bad weather. GRADS
airdropse were being refined during this time. Thirty—three
test &irdrops were highly esuccessful. (13:484-4E5)

Perfection of this system allowed airlift crews to provide
the continuous recsupply of any garrison under radar coverage,
without regard to the weather. [In addition, the adverse
weather aerial delivery syvetem (AWADS) training had started

in the continentz]l United States (CONUS) and by .June 177,

the tecsting was complete and successful. (13:485: New, ALKDLT

atliwmed the aircrew to use an improved on-board LC-130 raugar

zaupled to 2 new computer, to make accurate airdrops in bad

weather, Thinygs were quiet for the moment, but the training
would be put to good use later at An Loc.

Surroundec by the initial North Vietrnamese atta k<
duiing the Easter offensive 1n 1772, An Loc had a garrison of
20,000 South Vietnamese troops and American adviscrs. The
recupply objective was 200 tone daily. UNAF Chincoksz hateo
helicopter resupply on 12 April 1772 due to ground fire -
airdrops commenced, First, the Vietrnamese tried tr vize MNeF
C-173% and C-11%9s. In the first three darys, oni» 34 t-pz
125 tone =x:rdropped had been recovered. Six aircraf b
ez bt by ground fire and two WNAF C-123s5 were [n=t

ground fire on 15 April, which ended the VNAF air drou




attempts. Only 190 tons had been airdropped in 3% sorties.
Something else would have to be done. (13:339-541>

On 14 April, three USAF C-130 crews briefed =nd
selected the soccer field as the DZ for CDS airdrops. llsing
ctandard low level! airdrop tactics, the fircst C-130 axcross
the D2 was hit in the tail! by ground fire. The cecond C-130
raceived barrage fire directly over the [2. 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 tc the ground fire.

Tactics had to be change High speed, low level
~uyn-ins¢, pop-up, release, and d ving escapes wers planned
ueing six different run in cources. On 16 April, two
aircraft airdropped and were hit by ground fire, but with
anly minor damage. Both crews reported accurate airdrope and

nositively .dentified the DZ. Ground reports said all

kundles were unrecoverable. The D2 had been micplotted and

was actually east instead of west of tihe maior road into An

Loc. '4
No micscsions were attempted on the 17th, but or the )
t2th, one crew took severe fire over the DZ and had to crazh
“and nearbty. By 19 April, three trancports hzd been toet n !J
“iylight resupply airdrops to An Loc. (13:542-543)

Ttere had to be a complete chanqge of conventional

tactics. High altitude GRADS was tried next on the nignt of
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19,20 April. Previously used to deliver BLU-8Z bombs and
used low altitude for airdrop at Khe Sanh in 194%, the cy=ztem
only put 2 of 26 tons on the DZ from 8000 feet AGL. Six more
airdraope corties during the mext four daye used the same

me thod, Jday and night. The recoverable load percentage
remzined poor, {13:344) The GRADE worked, but CDS bundle
airdrop ballisticz from 8000 feet AGL, above the ground
threat, couldn’t be predicted.

On the night of 23724 April, CLS deliveries were
tried using visual, low level, night airdrop techniques.
During these two nights, 120 of 170 tons were reported
recowerable. On the third night, the fourth C-120 to &irdrop
entered harrage fire and crashed a mile from the D2, The
crash, coupled with bad weather, czused the next ter missi~ns

}.

be cancelled. Two aircraft made daylight, low level,
mirdrops on 27 fAprily most of the bundles were recovered but
both atrcratt took heavy battle damage. On the next 7

nichte, they flew 37 low level sortiez to An Lor: 25 ton

"

wer e ecouered, ¥4 tons possibly recovered, 230 tons lost.
More than halt of the C-130s took hits. The night of 374
Ma., 2 third T-130 and six crewmembers were lost. Night low
level airdrope were terminated., (13:545-54&Y wmn Loc was
qutckly turning 1nto a Dien Bien Phu for the US.

On 9 May, high altitude low cpening (HALOY CLs

bundles, uzing GRADS releasez from high alt:tude, wer =

n




attempted. OFf the two C-130 HALO CDS lcad:z airdropped, ali

byt one bundle was recovered. 0On S Mav, 11 C-120s used H-ALD

CDS bundles airdropped by GRADS. Some bundles were dAamaged
wherr the parachutes failed to open complietely, but mo=t of

the supplies were usable. 0Of £8 bundles, 72 landed 3n the

2. Twenty-one HALO CDS airdrope over the next two dzv: had

similar results, QOuer = 4 day period, 185 ane taon HALO ODR
bundles were recovered, Ey 10 May, the incidence of

oarachutes failing to open had decreased to a wery small

percentage. The report of SA-7 firings near an Loc made anw

future low level CDS airdrops impossible, Newer, maore
accurate, high velocity chutes were introduced znd during
8-10 May periad, 139 of 140 bundles landed on the DZ. Ti=
rumber of sorties began to decrease as accuracy of the H&LD
C25 airdrons increased. {13:3548-551) Sufficient airdrop

»supply of An Loc was assured.

A summary of An Loc C-130 airdrop resupply:

Sorties
Low Alt  High Alt Tons A/D Recovered

15 Apr-4 May 57 8 845 278
4-14 May 82 22 3195
15-27 May 58 922 898
26 May-30 Jur 98 1348 1440
Jul-Sep 190 2796 2690
Oct-Dec 143 2000 1850
Sauth D2s

22 May-Jdun 20 54 8%¢

Jul g 12 168

Total C-130 airdrop resupply effort 15 April to 30 June: 359 sorties, 4653 fons
airdropped. (13:359)
Figure 2-2
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The threat problems that affected the re-uppl, of kKne
Sanh in 1948 nad not been resolwed in the interim pericd
prior te An Loc in 1972, In the end, the system that
initially set out to colve the weather problem, al=o be z7e
the one that solwed the An Loc problem of inteinze greom:
fire. A doctrine that had evolved during World biar Tuw
through the Korean war led the zirlifters to th.rv -0 .

keep the Armv supplied in any ground threat situasticn

P

the U= had =z:r superiority. An increxse in the lethna.
zmall, grourd air defense weapons proved that #ur ther
evolution of doctrine was required. The resuppl - a%f an i oe
changed the direction of all future resupply efforts. HNew,
sophisticated srsteme were being developed to increaze
accur-acy and survivability of airdrop forces.

During 1972, the need for HALO CDS airdrop resupply
raptdly escalated. The C-1303 flew 52 sorties in Aprii, 284
v Mas-y, 282 in June, for & total of 5798 sorties., v12:574)
Ber Het, Dak Felk, and Mang Buk received 31 airdrops in Ma,
zod Juns 1772 uzing GRADE, delivering cver 445 toris. at
Footum, 116 airdrop sorties using the came methodszs were
etfectirve, Ut note, 1& of the zirdrops at Kontum were made
Usang AADS. (132:370)  The first AWADS combat =zirdrop
occurred an 1oJdune 1972 at Swvay Rieng, Cambodiz and was

iycteszfal, On 12 June, station keeping equipment (SKE: v

e

ooed for oz bwn o ship formation HALO CDS airdrop,. wuided b
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4uWADS. By 300 June, 387 mirdrop sorties had been fiown ©r the
&1 TA3 an AWADS equipped unit, of which 70 were AWADS, T ShE,
and 314 GRADS. (13:572)

Even acs the cease fire went into effect in Jarnuar»s of
1972, the need for high »ttitude airdrops continued.
"Jirdrops remained the exclusive responsibility of AWKDS
cships and crews from TAC, now called Faster Bunn. tocoe
v13:606) C-130s flew 507 airdrop sorties from July throuch
December 1973 and 1367 from January through Septenber 1974,
(13:4680) During July 1974, 1716 tone were airdropped in
fambodia. (13:626) The war had moved into Cambodix and the
new tactice and new sysztems were emploved and proven.

Airdrop was entering a new age.

Historic aspects of Vietnam airlift as compared to other previous airlift effortc

In millions of tons:

USAF Teansports in Vietnam, 1962-1972 7

China, Burma, India theater World War Two 1,79
Berlin Rirlift 1.7%
Korean War airlift .74

In_tons per day:

USAF in Vietnam, 1968 4000
Peak effort in Western Europe Sept 5-14, 1944 1200
Peak effort in China July 1945 2200
Peak Allied effort to Berlin in spring 1949 8000
Deliveries to Korea, Novenber 1950 1650
(13:491)

Figure 2-3

Without a lang explamation, airdraop resupply
techniques and the airlitt crews had matured during the

conflict in Vietnam. The» had araduated trom the tactics of
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Worid War Two where the Army walked and rode into battle an

wheeled vehiclez to the point where helicoptere whisked the
Army units to remcte locations to engage the enemv.
Suztainment of these units at remote locations. usually
without landing zones, resulted in an increase in the need
tor airdrop resupplty. It ceemed that & lot had changeo in
the world and new methods of delivery and recsupply would he
needed to Keep up with the Army of the future. Training
cintinued, and fortunately, gond leadership held the cource
tor zirli ¢t forces., Another test would come to insure
airliftere could do their basic micssion—-deliver paratroopersc
tnto combat by &irorop.

The challenge came slightly lese than ten vears from
the last combat airdrops in Cambodia in operation “URGENT
FURT ", The 1zt BExttalion of the ?5th Fangers jumped fruom

C-13%0 aroraft at 0530, 23 October 1282, 30 minutes la'e tror

the pianned time over the target on Fort Zalinas, Grenad

The Baogaeres were zelected for their ability to €ecure the
“ov=reld and the arrlanded 32nd wirborne paratroiners +or
ther frreepower, Due to the threat and to reduce time under
the canopv, the commander of the Rangers ordered the mp 'a
be conducted at S00 feet AGL i1nstead of the wusual 114N ;w.
Cind » one Fanger waz injured due to jump related 14w e,
The Firzt jumper was away at 0520, the runway was cleare: =7t

a5l wnc the airfield zecure a2t 0715, The universits r©.mr oz

.




with American students to be rescued was
The first C—-141 'anded at Port Salinas at

elemente aof the 82nd Airkorne Division., ¢

secured at GEG0.

1405 with the fie=zt

172:79-102Y  Ten

(~-130 aircraft airdropped S00 U.S. Armvy Rangers in an

operation that ended after 12 servicemen
and 116 were wounded. (14:2)

This operation proceeded better ft
Just a= it should. The commanders of bot
faorces had learned lessons and put the pr

use. Surprise, maneyver, mass and gocd !

had died in . mbat

han zny in the pazt,
h army arnd airlift
tncipies of vine to

Qi zvical support

rontinued ta insure success in this airtorne operxticor. But

even with the success, there was a lesson.

antiaircraft weapons on the ridge above t
had forced two C-130c to abort their fire
until suppressive fire could silence the
antiaircraft weapons are available tc any
The lesson: the threat level will be high
world in the future,.

Summar

he Fort Salinsc DE

t o run—in tor airdron

QUR s, Ver» letha:
third world natian.

anywhere in the

The distance and time between “URGEMT FURY" in

Nctober 1983 and the German ‘WESERBUNG” paradrop in april

1940 and is filled with threads of airli+
the doctrinal threads evolve, such as fac

technology, and continue to impact on air

t doctrine. Some o+

torse such asz

Vift, Fuen =zt zome

threads change, the changes follow a pattern, while alher

Al
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throads remain basic and centrail . »As such, they create

ductrinal foundation for the employment of cur airdrop

o oCE T, Im the zummary, we will ltook for the patterns of

rhange and the bazics in airlift airdrop doctrine.

First, the one thread o+ doctrine that haz been

constaznt, is centralized control and decentrxlized executicn.
From the lezsons of World War Two for all of airpnower to
Uietnam where airli+t was the focus, thie doctrinal principle
semained Firm and basic, ($:2, 13:31246-127)

Second is the fact our doctrine drives the way that

Vg T

s

in., "The Air Force has a primary function to train
combiat ang support forces to ensure the conduct of prompt .o d
ety Aeraspace combat. . the goal of producing a
credible, cohezsive warfighting team." (1:9-4) Airlift forces
] e no Siffer:znt and must insure zufficient training to
cledfp sl o combat micsione as defined by &FM O 1-1,  The
oot per farmance 3f the USARF transport crews early in World

War Two xee an indication that the dectrine to guide the

trarrneng ut el fL Ccrews was not present st that time., &
€ the Adoctcine dewveloped and the mizscione were better
detined. crewy trained to meet doctrinal :ztandards and ther
perfcimance Jmproved. 1184 Be the Horean War, specific
vt aft wers geowloped to conduct o mizsron defined by

S tr e, Tt need for the 2t l ity to airdrop heauvy

o pmeat to sypport arrbarne forces resuited an the -t




an aircraft that pe
and at Dien Bien Fh
aircrews in new del

caonflict, the aircr

with a wide variety of delivery methods. There = wne thing

about airdraop train
missions; one hal+¥
team" i1e the Army.
Army/Air Force trai
thread of doctrine
of any airborne or
Third, the

airborne operation

maneyver, macs and

rformed it=s role well in the Korean blar
U. The new mission resulted 'n training
ivery techniques., By the Wietnam

ews were performing resupply effectiuvel

ing unique from most other Air Force
of our "credibtle, cohesive warfighting

The need for training includes joint

i

ning, History definitaelv cshows thi
has a wery positive effect on the succees

airdrop operation, (&4:7

principles of war insuring €UCCess in arv

have remained constant: sururise,

logistics, (2:160) From thece, the

Airlift force can draw some valuable doctrinal lessonsz.,

First, operations <

surprise needed for

forces and the air}

ecurity iz mandatory to achieve the
succecs. This applies to the airbwrne

nteszd secrrecy

w

ift element. ULiitthout gQuar

"

of vbjective, the operation shinuld be cancelled. Second,

2rrlift will contin

most airborne inser

"he airborne forcec

mediate airdrop r
narmally cupplices,

responcsinle to insu

ue to provide the element of maneuwver for

tions, Once in place on the obiectiuve,
require link-up with ground +tarces or
esupply to sustain them, which airiift

Cleinsy Third, airlift forces are

re that the airborne force arrives on the

N . S . .




obhiective in mass. Faratroopers landing far from the
chiective area are of little help applying combiat powar
against the enemy. An asirborne force is a very fraqgile
combat unit, and lack of mass at the critical time can mean
loss of the entire combat force. (2:9) Finally, airlitt i3

logistics., Airlift will take most zirborne unite to battle.

nl

When isolated, any unit needs sustainment; airlift responds.
(12:252-25%) 1f threat, weather, or lack of capability
prevents an adequate sustainment response, the results are
usually disastrous, (4:280, 12:21) The principles of war are
constant; basic doctrine threads throughout history.

At the operational doctrine level, logicstical
sustainment iz the basic and primary mission, (135:3)» For the
purpoces of this paper, we are looking at sustainment by
airdrap. often the only means of delivering supplies to some
un:ts, The Ffactors that must be concidered at thics level are
exther, threat and the need for adequate airlift resources.
“15:3) Theze three factors have been gleaned from the
le:z0ons learned in history.

One of natures variablec haz alwa)s contributed teo
the fog and friction of war—-weather. No matter how critical
the need for logistical sustainment, weather can
stanificantly degrade any effort. ODuring the earlv dave of
«iclift, the capability to conduct airdrop coperations was

Hdrrectly tied to the visibility in the objective area.

~3
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(13:274, 2:125> Technology progressed until in Vietnam at
Khe Sanh, ground based radar provided pocitioning for
resupply airdrops with acceptable accuracy. In fact, at Khe
Sanh the weather actually provided some caver from the
accurate enemy ground fire. (13:303) &t on Loc, weather
coupled with threat, again, drove resupply airdrope to use
radar for ground positioning., The evolution has reached ths
point of being able to insert paratroopers and supplics with
acceptable accuracy using on-board systems, without v 3u=l
contact with the ground. Both authore have participated in
simulated combat airdrop deliveries of men and equipment
flying in instrument metsralogical conditions (IMZ) from
takeoff to landing. We hsve overcome the weather to 2 paint
where we can support our mission almost without regard to
cloud caver; but in the mean time, threzat has evolved to
zimoet take this capability awar from us. (1&:11a&0

The threat has increased during every contlict,
colice action, limited war and cperation in which airdrop
resupply haz ever been emplaored. The men at Stalingrad znd
Nien Bien Phu can tell you the importance nf keeping the air
lines ot communication open. Ground defenses caused the
~ltimate collapee of both garriscons. (4:280, 13:Z21)
Artillery fire drove both operations from s, &airhead

operation to an zirdrop resupply operation, which is

inherently much less efficient., With na cantrol of the air




and suppression of antiaircraft weapons, the Luftwaffe was
terribly hampered at Stalingrad. Although the French at [ien
Bien Phu had contral of the air, they could not maintain
the r perimeter defensec. Without supplies it is hard to
praject any combat power.

The threat continued to evolve, until at aAn Lor.
airlitt had to change its operational doctrine tc prov, te
airdrop sustainment for that garrison. (13:543-334) The
lethality of the threat has increased to a point were urnless
xirlift cperational doctrine continues to evelve at the same
rate, it can seriously hamper the success of any airborne
aperalion, incertion or sustainment. Unlike Khe Sanh, where
weather provided s concealment from threat, the threat bia:
the capahkility, down to battalion level, to destroy one
2icVift aircraft for every antiaircraft weapon fired. (1&.15)
Hiotory oainte out, 1 our doctrine ie to support any :irdran
miszian in any threat environment, we will rapidly dep =te
theanter air)ift forces to a point they will be complete
ine+tfuctive,

Aairtift has become increasingly more important -
achieving surcess on the battlefield throughout histor .
Werld War Two only etarted to touch on the critical
impor tance of adequate airlift to carry out the aircdrog
logiztice micsion., There were firzt some notable +ailure

“he battle at Stalingrad, where the Luftwaffe's airli+:

&0




capability was seriously overestimated, caused the loss of
the German &th Army and the loss of momentum on the Eastern
front, (4:230) The 1st British Airborne Corps® pararhute
asgault on the bridge at Arnhem was limited to 35S percent of
their combat power on the first day due to the lack ot
airlift resources. (9:9> O0On the other hand, Wingate'=s ucse of
rhe 10th Air Commando’s transports in Burma to suppor:t the
tath Army in the field was carried off cuccessfully because

he had a fleet of transports larger than anv of the world'e

battle fronts. (7:7) During the entire Korean War, the

requests for airdrop resupply continued to climb. In fact in
one day, the requests went from airdropping about Z0 tunz per
day to requests for over 400 tons to be airdroppad the next .9
day at the Chosin Reserwvoir. (12:258) The loss of Dien Bien ‘
Phu indicated the need for an increased capability to deliuver
‘ar-ge amounts of <uppliec 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

c~itical combat power or suppliez ta the precice point of use !!
in almost every situation. The Vietnam conflict 15 a

monument to the use of airtift to multiply combat power . & j
simple look at the increase in tons of supplies sirdruppsad in !q

Figure 2-3 proves the point. (13:4691) Hicstory makes this

e
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thread of doctrine crystal clear~—-the sufficiency of the=zter

airlift forcec contributes directly to the successful

of battles and wars.
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AIRBORNE OPERATIONS--WORLD WAR TWO
Date-Operation Nunber of Troops Sufficient Airlift  Joint  Resupply/Linkup No. of Objectives Total

Country Airdropped Forces Training Suprise Percent Success  Mission Success
Apr 1940-UESERBING, Scand. 2 Battalions no yes partially S50% Lost Norse objectives
German Airborne yes Dan:sh portion success
May 1940-FALL GELS. Nethrind 3 Battalions no yes  Less than a thirg 3 Complete fatlure, as
German Airborne yes could not holo airhead
May 1940-Eben Emael. Nethrind 2 Battalions yes yes yes 46, A'l 3 bridges captured
German Airborne yes one destroyed by enemy
Feb 1941-COLOSSUS, Italy 1 Company plus yes yes no none Farled to destroy the
British Airborne yes target, all capturea
May 1941-MEKUR, Crete 4 Battalions yes yes  partial and late 100% Successful, but wac
German Airborne yes at a heavy price,
Jan 1942-Luor, Russia 5 Battalions yes unknown no 507 Airborne troops failed
Soviet Airborne yes to develop an attack
Feb 1942-BITING, Europe 1 Company yes yes yes 100% destraved radar and
British Airborne yes departed smoothly
Feb 1942-Patembang, Pacific 130 yes unknown 133 106 Compiete -urprise, =1’
Japanese Airborae yes 2f redinery captured
Sept 1942-North Africa { Battalion yes no yes rnone Ho atrdrep, forced to
US Sh3d Parachute Reqiment yes land at wrony D?
Nov 1942-North Africa 1 Battalion yes no no none No 1ink-up, had to
British Airborne yes retreat to own Tines
Jul 1943-LADBROOKE, Sicily 3 Battalions yes n0 yes 100% Invasion a success,
US 505th Parachyte Reaiment yes but airborne failed
Jul 1943-Farello, ¢ -1y 4 Battalions yes, but 40 of 144 no yes none Juer 707 of unit des-
US 504th Parachute Rq* Plus aircraft lost en route yes troyed by US forces
Jul 1943-Primasole, Sicily 3 Battalions yes, but 38 of 100+ yes yes 100% Yeid the bridge but at
Ist British Brigade aircratt did not drop yes a very high price
Sep 1943-Dnieper Looc. Russia 3 Battalions no, the whole airlift unknown no none Entire sirborne force
Soviet Airborne force was inadequate no eliminated by Germans

Figure 2-4




AIRBORNE OPERATIONS--WORLD WAR TWO cont.

Date-Operation Number of Troops Sufficient Airlift  Joint  Resupply/Linkup No. of Dbjectives Tota!
Country Airdropped forces Training Suprise Percent Success  Mission Success
Sep 1943-Nadzab, Pacific 3 Rattalions yes yes yes 1007 Captured airfield, but
IS 503rd Parachute Regiment yes hampered by poor intel
Jun 1944-WERLORD, Furope Division plus yes yes yes 100% Held the 4lanks of the
British Aicborne Corps yes 1nvasion
Jun 1944-OVERLORD, Europe 2 Divisions yes, but many of the yes yes 100% Held the flanKs, hard
45 Airborne Corps Plus troops & equip off D2 yes to form cchesive units
Jul 134d-Noemfor, Pacific 2 Battalions yes, but very poor no yes 100% Msr success, but air-
15 303rd Parachute Regiment drop tactics yes drop was pnorly done
Aug 1944-RUGBY 4 Battalions yes, but fog obscured  ves yes 100% Poor drops, but the
Allied Airborre the D25 for the drops no mission wa: 2 SuCcess
Sep 1944-MARKET, Eurcpe Airborne  no, not all units on yes not complete e Farled wher the bridge
Allied Airborne Army Army 02 on the first day yes/no at Arnhem was lost
Dec 1944-Leyete, Pacific 1 Battalion  yes, but 104 of the unknown no none Entire force captured
Japanese Airborne aircraft lost to AMA yes by the US paratroopers #
De: 1944-Batile of the Bulge 2 Bittalions yes, but only 10 of no no none Failed conpletely,
fierman 105 reached the DZs yes Tast German operation
Feb 1745-Tagaytay, Pacific 3 Battalions no, only 504 of the yes yes 1604 Msn success after over
1tth Airborne Division requiried available yes 507 of force missed DZ q
fetr 1945-Corregidor, Pacific 2 Rattalions yes yes yes 1004 injuries on D2 large
US 503rd Parachute Regiment yes due to winds, msn 0K
Mar 1945-6REITY, Europe Z Divisions yes yes yes 100% Conplete success
Allred Airborne Corps yes
Mar 1943-Los Banos, Pacitic 1 Company yes yes yes 100% One company overcane
IIS Airborne yes all of POM camp gquards
Figure 2-5
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AIRBORNE OPERATIONS--KOREAM WAR TO PRESENT

Date-Operation Number of Troops Sufficient Airlift  Joint  Resupply/Linkup No. of Objectives Tota)
Courtry Airdropped Forces Training Suprise Percent Success  Mission Success

Oct §950-Sukchon, Korea 4000 yes yes yes I Airdrop a success, but

183rd Parachute Regiment yes didn t cut off enemy

Nov 1953-Dein Bein Phy, W approx. 2400 yes yes partially 100 Garrison lost, unadle

French Paratrooper no support by airdrop.

Nov 1934-6amt1 Airdield Egypt 2 Battalions yes yes yes 100% Conplete controi of

French and British yes airfiela and bridges

Jan 1963-Tay Ninh City, W 1250 yes yes yes 1007 YiGY 8¢ ¢ltw movement

Vietnamese Paratroopers questioned o4+ DZ tnst surprise

Jan 1963-Ap Bac, WN 320 yes yes yes 725 Ther ioct over 104 of

Vietnamese Paratroopers questioned urit on the D7

Feb 1947-JUNCTION CITY D2, WN 780 yes yes yes 100, They completed link-up

173rd Parachute Regiment yes with helicopter forces

Gct 1983-6renaca 500 yes yes yes 100% Complete success, all

1st/75th Rangers partial students rescyed

Figure 2-6
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SUSTAINMENT RESUPPLY EFFORTS

Date-Operation Tons Airdropped Tons Recovered Airdrop  Type Aircraft Aircraft Losses  Nission success
Countey Required Delivered Method/s

Oct-Dec 1942, Stalingrsd 500 tons 100 tons per day Bundle Jus2 Righ, 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 14tk Army survived in
Burma per day per day unknown field engaged
Sap 1944, MARKET unknown very small percent Bundle c-47 High, but Failed to save Jst
Arnhem unknown British Corps
Dec 1944, Battle of the Bulge  vaknown 1000 tons for seige Bundle c-47 unknown Saved the '0jct
Bastogne Airborne entil reljef
Neu-Dec 195G, Chosin 400 tons 250 tons Bundle and C-119, C-472 2 C-47s Succeeded i:i1] reliet
Korea per day per day Equip forces arcived
Mar-May 1953, Dein Bein Phu unkouwn 14,800 tons airdroppedBundle and C-119, C-47  unknown Enemy increased force
Vietnan and recovered Equip denied resupply effort
Mar 1767, Roving brigade unknown 1700 tons during the CDS C-130 unknoun ‘Roving Brigade’ wac
Yietnam operation A syccess
Jan-Mar 1948, Khe Sanh up to 250 tons 130 tons per day CDS, LAPES (-123, C-130 3 (-123s Succeeded till reliet
Vietnam per day averaged GPES 2 C-130s forces arrived
Apr 1968, A Luo: unknoun 2300 tens airdropped CDS C-130 § C-130 A Luoi forces <layed
Vietnam in 9 days engaged in combat
Apr-lun 1972, Ar Lot 200 tons per day 4853 tons airdropped £DS, and C-130 3 C-130s An Loc survived, first

Yretnam required during this period HALO CDS

drops bac but improved

Figure =z=-7
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CHAPTER I11

ARMY AND AIR FORCE DOCTRINE--THE AlRLAND EATTLE

Introduction

Both the Army and the Air Force have deveioped a
=tatement of doctrine, but they have apprcached the subject
in substantially different wars. The army = concept of
doctrine, ",.,.is the condenced expression of it- approzch to
fighting rampaigns, major operations, battlees and
engagements." (1:6> Simply stated, it describes hay the Grme
intends to win wars,

The &~ir Force looks &t doctrine more philosphically.
Air Force basic doctrine, exprezsed in AFM 1-1, "...state=
the most fundamental and enduring beliefs which describe and
Quide the proper use of asrospace forces in militare actiaon.”
L2\ Even this more general definition, however, beiiez the
difference between Army and Air Force doctrine. Whereas Aarmy
doctrine emphasizes the practical question of how o fight &
war, Air Force doctrine emphacizes the more general
~haracteristice, capabilities and miscions of zirpaower.
Despite the differences in approaches, the authors will
s tempt to characterize the ecsence of each service’ s
doctrine and analyze them for consistency.

Al though both Air Force and &rmy doctrine zppite: In

varying degrees to all levelzs of warfare in any geogrsphioo.al




regicon, their precepte are most consistent with high
intensity conflict, such as might be found in the central
NATD region in a2 conflict with the Warsaw Pact. In other
levele af conflict or regions of the world, the doctrinal
ztatements would require considerable tailoring and
modificution., Coneequently, this report will focus on war 'n
central Europe and analyze Army and Air Force doctrine from
that wantage point.

The Army expects the battlefield in Europe to be
imnense, <tretching across & wider expanse of land than in
pioeviou: wars. (1:22> In this battlefield environment and
w1 th 4 substantial numerical superiority, the enemy will
probabl v 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
vcheloned attacks., Using massed blitzkrieg style attacks,
the firet echelon will attempt to pierce the NATO ranks anc
create an opening that can be exploited by second and
zauceeding echelon forces, probably congsisting of armored
iorces and operatianal maneuver groups. These cecond echelon
force= will then rush to the rear areas in an attempt teo
Truzh NATO s defenses. (4:1135) Warcaw Pact attacks can be
rharacterized by speed, initiative, mass and numerical

zuperiortty. In brief terms, this is the most l1ikely
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environment for employment of current Air Force and Army
doctrine, as envicioned by the doctrines themseluves.

army Doctrine-The Airland Battle

The Army‘s official doctrine, entitled AirLand
Battle, is developed and explained in FM 100-3. Thne purpoie
of this doctrine, as explained by General YVuono, &rmy Uhisd
of Staff, is to put superior forces on the battlefiela at the
decisive place and time, (5:9) The AirLand Baltle depends on
attacking the critical link in the enemy’'s formation v th
maximum ctrength in the shortest pocsible time. (&:312072

The airLand Battle, with its emphazie on maneuver ..nd
deep attack, reflecte a significant change in Arms th . nking.
Earlier doctrine of the 17580“s and 1970°s relied on defense
and attrition to defeat a Warsaw Pact attack. This "active
defense" concept virtually ignored maneuver and relied on
sequence of attack and disengagement, theraby =lowl> sucking
the enemy deeper into NATO territory and denying him .

decicive engagement. (7:24) FRecognizing the rick posesd by

acheloned Soviet forces to forward deploved allied forces,
army thinking changed in the late 197073, The final - -zult
was the new army Field Manual {100-S in 1982, which cidifred

*he AirLand Battle as official Army doctrine.
According to AirlLand Battle doctrine, the numerically
supericr enemy can only be defeated by aggressive use of

maneuver. To he effective, allied attacks must be rap:d,
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unpredictable and wiolent, while attempting to attain the

adveantage by applying maximum offencsive pressure against the
weakest point of the enem} formation. (1:14> A blitzKkrieg
¢t le attack is envisioned where axllied forces seize the
initiative from the aggrecssors. Surprise, concentration,
ag!'lity and speed are all essential ingredients for success.
11150

World War Two‘s largest airborne operation, MARKET
RDEN, was a failure largely because the airdrops were
zpread over three days. As a result, the elements of
zurprice and mass were lost. If more theater airiift
aircraft had been available, the Allies could have taken
advantage of these elements, and the ocutcome of the battle
ms» hzve been sub<tantially different. (18:25) Field Manual
100-5 jdentifiec a series of AirLand Battle imperatives that
zre abzolutely nececcary for success in battle., Among thece
Lacic tenets are concentration of combat power, rapid
movement, and deceptive uce of terrain and weather., (1:23»

Diecerning the enemr‘s vulnerabilities and
cohcentrating combat power at this weak point are fundament .
to s2izing and maintaining the initiative, particularly when
the ernemy hae superior numbers. Although it may» be no small
tazk to identify enemy wulnerabilities, rapid recrientation

of forces and concentration at the critical point (=
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frequently the most complex task. The requirement +or =&
responsive mobility capability is apparent.

Similariy, the AirLand Battle recognizes rapid
movement as one of its imperatives. Speed, alwars an
escential ingredient in combat, is even more critical todaw
because of improved firepower and sensor technology. (2:79)
Troops must have the ability to rapidly change positicns and
move quickly in and out of an area of operations. AQ3in,
mobility techniques are paramount.

The final AirLand imperative to be discussed hasre ic

10
¢

the use of terrain, weather and deception. Adverse teri-zin
and inclement weather can be a combatant’s worst enemy ar
best ally. Used correctly, thece components of nature cxn be
effectively exploited by an enterprising ground commiander *ta
deceive and surprise the enemy. Eut to optimize the tzcticxl
advantage, he must have the ability to move quickly and
coperate effectively in thece adverese conditions. &irli i+t Can
make a friend out of these hostile features of nature.
Perhaps the most significant and pervasine single
characteristic of the AirlLand Battle is its emphacis on
cimul tanecus close, deep and rear operations. Close

operations are necessary to hold ground, prevent an ecumv

breakthrough, and ultimately defeat the enemy. Fear

operations are necessary to counter and thwart the Warcaw

Pact’s attempt to conduct itz own deep aperaticnz. Howsver,
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the boldest and probably most distinctive feature of the
AairlLand 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 tn conduct future cloce operations. (1:19) All
levele of organization, from battalion to field army, conduct
deep attacks with the same objective of disrupting enemy
forres . n depth and delaying follow-on echelons. The types
2f sctivities 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
hezt. And frequently, these operations are conducted for
extended periocds 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
dJoctrine’s dependence on speed, maneuver, initiative and deep
operations, sustainment is perhaps more important today tharn
h ans previous war. As an example, one armored division is
expected to have a consumption rate of 800,000 gallons of
fuel per day. During World War Two, this amount of fuel
would have Kept Fatton“s entire Third Army moving for nearl»
twe days, (1:60) High consumption rates on an extended,

oroad bixttlefield will be the crder of the day during the

?2




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, fue!,
replacements, and supplies.

Air Force Doctrine

Unlike the Army‘s statement of doctrine, which i<
consolidated in FM 100-S, the Air Force has subdivided its
doctrinal statement into three parts: bacic docirine in &AFH
1-1, operational doctrine in Air Force 2- series mzxnuals and
tactical doctrine n Air Force 3- series manuals. To an
extent, this subdivision helps to explain an earlier commcnt
regarding the general nature of the doctrine expressed in &FM
{~1 since the higher series manuals are more specific.
Nonetheless, the comment is ctill valid as Army doctrine ic
much more concrete and specific than Air Force doctrire.

The purpose of Air Force doctrine as stated in AFM
1-1 is to, "...describe the bect way to employ miltitar~
forces to achieve objectives.” (2:1-1) Obvicusly, neither
the Air Force nor the Army can fight the war alone, and it is
imperative that the doctrine of the two services he
consistent.,

The evolution of Air Force doctrine can be traced
from the infancy of airpower. In 1928, air forces were part
cof the Army, and air elements were under the aperationzl

control of the ground commander. During the 1?3072, the Army
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benan to recognize the potential of its air component and
acvnowledged & role other than support of troope in contact.
Strategic bombing was emplored early in World War Two, and by
late 1942, the importance of air superiority was universally
recognized. (2:A-1)

In 1943, a pivotal rvear for Air Force independence,
FM 100-20 declared the air forces as coequal with land forces
with neither the dominant power. Even at thic early point,
this field manual asserted that air power should be centrally
controlled. (2:R-2-3)

Airlift was initially icolated to airborne operations
during the war. By 1943, however, doctrine evolved to the
coint that resupply became & coequal partner in the airlift
mizsion. Doctrinal growth for airlift forces stagnated
during the post war years, particularly when compared to the
develupment of doctrine for strategic and tactical components
ot the Air Force. The Berlin Airlift ushered in the glory
darz for airlift forces and stimulated renewed thought about
the employment of thic component of airpower. During this
period, tne distinction between tactical and strategic
airlift wae intentionally ignored, and emphacic was placed on
big aircraft. Separation of ztrategic and tactical airlift
would not rezurface until after the Korean War,

The Korean War had two related major effects on

211 1i¥t doctrine, Firet, it reestatliched the role of
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tactical airlift to support Army units in the fieid.
Secondly, it reinforced the trend begun during World War Two
away from airborne operations and toward logistics resuppl -,
(2:6-9

The 1940’s ushered in the era of flexible rezponse
with its requirement to respond rapidly to a wide rang=s of
contingencies, Flexible response reliec heavily upon
mobility to operate effectively in any part of the world and
counter any level of threat. Although it did not cccur
instantly, this new national strategy put the spotlight on
airtift tor the first time since the Berlin Airlift and led
eventually to an ascendancy in the priority for airlift
resources and for zirlift as a mission in general,

As airborne missions constituted only a small part of
airlift missions in Vietnam, this war tended to reinforcs ths
focus on aerial resupply compared to airborne insertion.
(7:14) Very little has occurred in the post-Vietnam era to
change this direction. However, an argument can certzinly be
made that Grenada demonstrated the importance of the =~irtarne
mission. Whether or not it is the most important airlisy
mission is a question that need not be decided.

Al though Air Force and airlift doctrine has chanaed
and adapted to new concepts over the years, certain elementsz

of the doctrine have remained static. Airpower, and

specifically airlift, provide the advantage cf speed, range,




and flexibility when compared to land and sea forceei and
consequently, it is most effectively employved when thece
elements can decicsively influence the course of the battle.
Fur thermore, airpower’s full potential can best be realized
when 1t is centrally controlled and decentrally executed.
Finally, until achieved, air superiority must have the
highecst pricrity for airpower forces. Other concepts have
shifted to reflect changes in national policies and new
tdeas, but these fundamental tenete about the characteristice
and control of airpower have endured. (2:A-&8) Each will be
explored in more depth in the remainder of this chapter.

The preeminent characteristics of airpower, according
too 4FM 1-1, are speed, ranqe, and flexibility, These
characteristics lead in turn to the fundamental capabilities
of air forces, including responsiveness, mobility and
nresence among others. (2:2-2,2-3) Airtift probably
e-cemplifies these three capabilities better than any other
element of airpower. Airlift forces can react quickly to
rezpond to threats of hostility before any actions actually
occur . In o many areas, conflict can be prevented merely by
mobhlizing ocur combat forces and projecting power in the
troubled area. Airlift forces not only assist air forces in
projecting this airpower, but they cerve as the primary means

ot rapid mebility for ground forces as well. This critical




mobility function is the backbone of our military minht, ard
] airlift is what makes it happen. (2:2-3

Air Force doctrine is built on the foundation of the
principles of war. Among the enduring warfighting principles

with the greatest relevance for airlift missions zre

surprise, mass, economy, maneuver, timing, and lagistics. .
(2:2-48) Because of its inherent speed and responsivensss,

airpower has great capability to achieve the advantages of

surprise, whether delivering a massive strategic aftack with

bombers or providing close air support with tactical

fighters. Airlift has the unique capability of extending

this enhanced advantage to ground forces through either

airland or airborne insertion.

Airtift 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 alsc assist ground forces in
using maneuver to maximum advantage. By shifting forces
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




th» terrain, enemy defenses, or weather. Loqistics will

trequentl s cpell the differences between a successful
campaign and one met with utter failure., Clearly, airlift is
an essential)l part of this logistics system.

ine of the two most fundamental tenets of Air Force
doctrine is the primacy of air superiority. (Z:2-11) The
atber, centralized control of resources, will be addressed in
moare depth later., Without control of the air, most other
operations are seriously impaired if not totally denied.
When the enemy has free reign in the skies, ground operaticns
Tose 21! $iexibility, close air support is nearly impossible,
ang ztrategic bombing in unthinkable. Certainly, ltack of air
zuperiority conztrains airlift as well. A@Qlthough total air
superiority mar not be necessary for successful airlift
operations, sunething very close to it is required.

fFerospace doctrine correctly identifies airlift as a
arojector of power for ground troops by virtue of its ability
te sirdrop, airland, or extract forces and supplles into 2
combat rone. Airiift can accelerate maneuver operations,
provide logistice support, or insert reinforcements. (2:3-5

In summary, it should be noted that the newest
statement of Air Force doctrine in the updated version of AFM
I~1 emphasizes war fighting and unitied action to a much
greater extent than previous dacuments. The role of airli+tr

1 mlearly key to both of these renewed itemes of emphasic.
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Impact of AirLand Battie on airlift Requirements

The AirlLand Battle doctrine is a revoluticnary
departure from prior Army doctrines, and there is no yucstion
that it has a substantial impact on the requirements for
airlift. And of course, this impact on airlift requirements
dictates & review of airlift doctrine; and if necesexr., an
appropriate revision should be made. This subsection takes a
close ook at the impact of the AirLand Battle concept an the
airlift mission,

Ac we review the history of airpower and airlift,
several common threads seem to run throughout the course of
important events, First, in virtually evers zonflict racing
the U.S., airlift has become an increasingly imoortarnt +actor
in the achievement of battlefield objectives. Secondly, az &
result of this increasing importance, the requirement fuor
airlift has almost always been grossly undereszstimated 2t the

outset of hostilities. Airlift requirements havs alwaw:

m

grown as the conflict progressed, in terms of both number and

variety of missions. [During World War Two, Gener al Hanzel)

was able to estimate within 2 percent the number of bomber
and fighters required in Europe. His estimate for zirlift,
however, was another matter. Figuring that 2500 tranzporte
would be sufficient, he erred by a factor of four. By the
end of the World War Two, over 10,000 transporte were

operating in the European theater. (1?:12) Thirdly, airlift




demonstrated a remarkable capacity for delivering huge
amounte of equipment and supplies aver extended periods of
time. Finally, on many occasions, airlift was the only means
of getting badly needed supplies to units in the field in
time to affect the outcome of a battle, particularly units
icclated from orcund lines of communications. (8:11-14)

These consistent trends in the use of airlift that we
cbzerve running through the history of conflict are nco
mrster~., They flow naturally from the inherent strengths «f
airpower . The obvious advantages of airlift when compared

with surface modes of transportation include flexibility,

in

peed, range, and responsiveness. Emergency resupply and
inzertion of reinforcements are possible within hours of
notification., Additionally, airlift is capable of projecting
vazt amounts of power into a theater or battle zone in a
short amount of time, thereby changing the entire character
ot the battle before the enemy can react,

0f course, airlift iec not without ite limitations.
iverse weather and enemy air defenses are serious
cenztrainte, Airlift ie aleo limited by the weight and size
¥ the 1 tems to be transported. Moreover, transport aircraft
are dependent on the availability of csecure airfields, a
canstrzint that can be partially offset by using airdrop
mxther than airland techniques. The largest constraint by

tar, however, is the limited amount of airlift available.




For this reason, this scarce resource must be car=sfully
allocated under a sinqgle manager.

As a result of the inherent advantagecs l:isted aboue
and overall scarcity of transport aircraft, there is never
enough airlift under even the best circumstances and
regardiess of the strategy emplored by the theater commander.
The challenge is to use this precious commodity as wizel+ as
possible. Again the question addressed here is what mpact
does the AirlLand Battle have on the requirement for airlift.

As described in more depth earlier in thic chapter,
the AirLand Battle doctrine anticipates fighting on an
extended battlefield, with simultaneous cloce, rear, and deep
operations. Clausewitz must have had this Kind ~f battle in
mind when he wrote about the fog and friction of war,

Captain Daniel Cuda wrote an article about his experiences at
an Army exercise simulating war with the Warsaw Pact. He

described the battle as chaotic, confusing, and fast paced,

with battielines changing substantially in only a few hours,
(9:462-64> This is the environment that the Army expects to
encounter in a European war and the type of challengs that !ﬁ
wil) confront our airlift forces.

There is virtually no limit to the types aof units
that will be supported by airlift. A joint MAC/TRADOC study ﬂ

predicted that airborne forcee and light farces would «Imost

always be inserted by airlift in a tactical operatron. Light
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frrces would be frequently inserted by tactical airlift in
deep aperations. And heavy forces and Army aviaticon units
mould accasionally be supported by airlift. Air Force and
Aarmy support elements, such as engineer unite, artillery

units, air defense units and C8S units, will also rely

heavily aon airlift for rapid mobility. (8:I1UV-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
ke air delivered. While these conclusions are subjective in
natuyre, they point out the dependency on airlift anticipated
by “rmy» planners. (8:1V-4)

Hezwy forces have traditionally been self sustaining,
providing their own mobility capability. However, in future
warz, even thece forces will probably rely more on airlift to
move closer to the area of operations. The C-17 is the
aircraft of the future that will make this desire a reality,
according to McDonnell Douglas, the C~17 prime contractor, a
mechanized division could be moved 575 Kilometers across
Germany in less than two davs., (8:D-5-8) Although the amount
of airlift required is substantial (approximately 1000 C-17

sorties), this capability may mean the difference between a

kxr zaw FPact breakthrough and containment. At the least, it

providez a agreat deal of flexibility for Army strategists.
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Not onty are there a large number of potential
airlift users, but they will all be demanding faster =zerzl
delivery to a point close to the unit’s operational location.
The joint MAC/TRADOC study indicates that airlift forcec
should transport heavy, air assault, and motorized forces tno
within 100-200 kilometers of the employment area, and
infantry and airborne forces should be delivered to within
20-30 Kilometers. (8:1V-8) The faster response and dgdeliwery
requirement come directly from the AirLand Battle concerpt.
Some of the most basic precepts of the doctrine are speed,
rapid mobility, maneuver, and flexibility. The numerically
superior Wartsaw Pact threat demands that blocking forces and
ey reinforcement units be moved quickly toc the frant area.
'n most cacses, there ic simply insufficient time to rely aon
surface transportation.

Al though the requirement for rapid aerial delivery s
aczcentuated at the outbreak of hostilities whern mobilization
and initial positioning are at their peak, the AairlLand Battle
doctrine dictates fast, responsive airlift throughout the
duration of the war. With its reliance on maneuver =nd
operations in depth, mobility assets of all Kind will hbe the
T+fe blood of the more agile Army. According to FM 1004-5,

units must be "... capable of responding rapidliy tc changing

requirements.,..capable of shifting the main effort with

minimum delay,"” (1:116) Clearly, this vision of great
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battlefield agility demands a very responsive logistics

gystem, and theater airlift will play a large rote in its
surccess or failure. Surface transportation assets will
cimply not be able to Keep up with many phases of the
anticipated fast-paced war. (10:1)

The concept of an extended battliefield is an inteagral
part of the Army’s new warfighting doctrine and will surely
challenge the overal) logistice srystem, Attempting to fight
cloze, rear and deep battles simultaneously will require
rapid positioning, repositioning and timely resupply. The
dewo battle ie unquestionably the cornerstone of the Airland
BEzttle; and at the came time, it poses the gravest challenge
for the airlift forces. Logisticans have nightmares about
deep thruets. And the Army‘s modern weapons, such as the M-1
Abrams tank and the M-2/M-3 Bradley fighting vehicle with
their high fuel consumption ratec, only exacerbxte the
peablem (3:2)

wirlist forces play two primary roles in the deep
aperations: initial insertion of troops and equipment in the
enemrs e rear area and continuing sustainment of the deep
farce. There are no restrictions on the type of units to be
employed in a deep operation. The composition of the
attacking force will depend upon the battle situation, the
erzmy’'<s position and relative strenqgth, the terrain, and the

tacticar plan. However, light and airborne forces are
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particularly well suited for this type of operation.

Airborne insertion of combat trocpe by tactical airlift ie zn
ideal way to achieve the Kind of surprise and shock ef+uct
envisioned by FM 100-5. During the entire deep operaticn,
from insertion to evacuation, the attacking force will
normally be surrounded by the enemy and therefore totally
dependent on airlift, (8:0-2-10)

Occasionally even motorized and heavy attack forces
may be airlifted behind enemy line in a deep operation.
Frequently, these heavier forces would rendezvous with 1ight
forces as part of an airhead. It is unlikely that an entire
heavy unit would be airlifted because of the large amcunt of
airlift required and the extended length of time. However, a
partial airlift is possible. (8:1U~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 rezupply when
ground units were cut off from their supply lines, The
AirLand Battle and its in—depth attack philocophy will maks
this & much more frequent occurrence. Once combat farces are
inserted behind enemy lines, they will be ltargel», if not
totally, dependent on airlift for sustainment. This will be
especially true for light infantry and airborne trnope.

(8:1V-30>
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When heavy divisions participate in a deep attack,
they b ll custain themcelves 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,
and thew will frequently outrun their supply chain. In
addition, a:z the supply line lengthens through enemy
territory, it becomes increasingly difficult to maintain
security. After reaching a certain point, it is wiser to
zhut down the supply ltine and rely exclusively on airlift
rather than exposing the supplies to enemy confiscation.
Finally. heavy forces will invariably use large amounts of
POL, ammunition, replacement parts and other supplies.

T8 1VY-30-31)> Even the moct efficient ground supply system
would have difficulty staying ahead of the combat usage. To
11lustrate the magnitude of this resupply problem, an Army
ztudvy projected that one armored division would use nearly
.4 million gallonse of POL in a seven day deep mission. (3:3¢
A< another illustration, World War 1 armies used 45 tons of
cupplies each day. This figure rocse to 6475 tons during World
War Twc and 1000 tons in Vietnam. One can only speculate
what the figure will be in a moving AirLand Battle.

Clearly, the deep battle poses a challenge to
tactival airlift of near historic proportions. The type of

agyressive initiative on an extended battlefield envisioned
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by the AirLand Battle is far different from a wmobility and
logistice standpoint than the previous doctrine with its
attrition strategy. 1It’s much easier to fall back on »our
supply lines that it is to stretch them deep intc enemy
territory. Airlift is expected to meet a substantial portion
of this logictices challenge.

Al though the deep battle raises the most ceriou:
concerns about logistics support and battlefield mobilits,
the close and rear attacks will also require airlift cupport,
As mentioned earlier, the Airl.and Battle doctrine is bLassed on
speed, agility, and maneuver. Airlift will frequently ke
called on to quickly move units, particularix tight and
airborne forces, from one area of the battlefield to zancther,
Of course, aerial resupply will also be required tn
supplement ground sources of supply and for emerqency
resupply. When the enemy breaks through the front lines in
support of his own deep operations, airlift will he called to
transport reinforcements into the embattlied rear arez. I+
necessary, the same airlift will evacuate civilians and
ground support personnel. (8:IV-21)

In discussing deep operations and the challengs
presented to tactical airtift, we made no mention of one of
the greatest impediments to success: the threat. In cupport
of Army doctrine, airlift must operate behind emem» line= and

beyond the forward line of own troope (FLOTY>., In fact. »wir

107




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, 2SU 23-4, smali
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 during
airdrop operations, where ther are low, slow, and lack
marneuverability. The C-17 is better adapted to detecting and
defeating the threat, but is is unlikely that even this more
vaphisticated aircratt would survive long in & medium or high
threat enviromnment without substantial defense suppression
support,

Up to this point, we have discussed the impact of the
GirLand Battle on airlift in general. We will now narrow aur
focue and look at the more cspecific impact on the requirement
for airdrop sorties. As is true with airlift in general,
atrdropes are conducted for two different purposes. Firet,

thzy are used to insert troops, supplies, and equipment intoc
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an intended area of operations as part of a mass assault
operation, Secondly, the airdrop can be used for sustainment
of combat troope already in the field. The sustainment
effort can include reinforcements, replacement items, or
replenishment of stocks and supplies.

Airland operations have some dicstinct drawbacks when
compared to airdrop. Aircraft on the ground are expo=sd t:
ground fire, prepared landing zones must be built and
maintained, and cargo handling equipment must be
prepositicned at the austere offload and onload sites,
Furthermore, airdrop supplies are delivered literally intn
the hands of the user, often times behind enemy lines,

0f course, airdrop techniques have certain
limitations and drawbacks as well. Airdrop loads are more
difficuit to rig, and they generally reduce the nverzll rargo
carrying capability of the aircraft. Airdrop sorties ars
more sensitive to adverse weather and winds. In addition,

airdrop cupplies are more sucsceptible to damage or loee and

]

possibly even to enemy recovery. (12:78) Because of thece
disadvantages, the preferred method of aerial deliverw is
airland, and airdrops are only made when there i3 no other
feasible alternative.

Ac a combat unit moves nearer the FLOT, the number of

available airstrips under friendly control will rapidl.

n

decreace and the threat to air forcee will grow hsavier. A

109




a result, units located near the FLOT, primarily brigade
level and lower, must be supported primarily by airdrop
delivery., (13:13)

Al though airdrop may be the preferred method of
serial delivery under a wide variety of circumstances, the
moz=t likely scenarios dictating the use of airdrop missions
include resupply to forward units inserted early, resupply to
dizpersed units, covering force operations, emergency
resupply, airhead operations, and deep operations.
;2:1V-27,28) Forward units arriving early in a conflict will
normally be cut off from ground transportation assets and
xii-field availability cannot be counted on. When units are
di=perced over large areas, ground logistics systems wil)
tecome saturated quickly and airlift resources will be needed
tce £i11 the shortfall, probably using airdrop. Covering
torces aperate between the FLOT and forward edqge of the

ba

—

tie area (FEBAY in a highly mobile capacity.
Conseguently, they will be frequently separated from fixed
supply paints and surface transportation. AqQain, airdrop

asceete vill be called to fill the need. Emergency resuppl,

n

ma>» be needed anytime and under a variety of circumstances,
but the mazt Tikely occcasione is when a unit is unexpectedi
cut off from its supply lines. Generally, airfields will not
be available in this situation, &nd airdrop will be

necsgsary, (8:I1V-27,28)
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An airhead operation exists when combat units are
inserted,.usually by airborne ascault, into enemy territory.
The unit typically is isolated from other friendly» forces.
(8:1V-29) Initial insertion into the airhead and sustainment
during airhead operations is accomplished almost exvlusively
by airlift, Although small airfielde not under enemv contral
may occasionally be available, airdrop is the primary methnd
of resupply, usually to a number of gecgraphically separuted
units., (8:D-2-3

firhead operations are frequentiy part of the Airl and
Battle s attack in depth, but it is not the onl» form of desp
operation. As mention earlier, the deep battle is the
cornerstone of the Airtand Battle; and it this revalutiocnary
change in Army thinking that has the greatest impzct cn the
requirement for airlift in general and airdrops in
particular. Units engaqged in combat forward of the FEEA will
rely heavily on tactical airdrops for sustzinment, probaklds
more heavily than even the Army realizes or is prepared to
admit. To complicate the problem, when units operatiag
behind enemy lines need supplies, replacements, ammuniticn,
or parts, they need them now. Tomorrow or maybe wuen an hour
from now will be toc late. Consequentliy, not onlv does the
deep battie mean increased airlift requirements, it zlzo

means the cystem must be inore responcive than ever hefore.,




The Army’s current emphasis on light forces, largely
because of their suitability for maneuver and deep
operations, also influences the requirement for airdrops.
The Army is currently establishing five light infantry
divicions and the trend appears upward. (12:75) The light
division i trained and equipped to move rapidly on short
notice with the objective of getting to a hot spot fast
encuch 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
eve on their ability to maneuver rapidly.

Because of the limited amount of equipment and

supplies carried forward by & light division, they are

h{

tpert1ally dependent on airlift forces for both initial
incertion and subsequent sustainment. This deperdency is
particularly acute when they operate in deep positions for
exterded perinds. A light division can sustain itself for
onl» 48 to 72 hours and resupply must begin as socon as the
tirst unite reach the objective area. (12:75) With
maneuverability as one of the primary characteristics of the
light division and operaticns typically conducted in the
enemy’s rear, airdrop will be the primary means of resupplyr.
This resupply must be accamplicshed on a reqular basis

regardless of the threat or weather conditions.
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from the foregoing, it is apparent that the #irbLand
Battle marks a major change in direction for the Army with
significant implications for airlift. Airlift forces must
have the capability to operate effectively and precicsel> in
all weather conditions, both to insure continuous resupply
and to enhance survivability., Additionally, airlift aircratt
must be survivable in a medium to high threat enuvircnment,
This improved survivability must come either through nsw
avoidance tactics, better detection equiprment, mure
survivable airdrop techniques, or a combination of all three.

When delivering supplies and equipment to units
engaged in deep operations, a Combat Control Team <C{Ts will
frequently not be available. Joint procegures mu=t b=
developed and equipment procured to accomodate precice

airdrops in an isolated area despite lack of communic~tions

with the ground. (15:6-1> Army and Air Force planner=z must
also address improved techniques for aerial delivery of
outsize cargo and massive amounts of fuel. Acqursition of
the C-17 will significantly improve outsize cargo capabiti.,
both for airtand and airdrop. However, better equipment an.d
improved joint procedures are needed for the vast amount of
fuel that will be airlanded and airdropped in z war fought n
depth. If an armor division is cut off from ground scurce:

of supply, it will require aerial delivery of cuver ane hLixl¢

million gallons of fuel per day. AiIrlift forcez must he




prooeriy trained and equipped to react instantly to this kind

ct o requirement,

In conclusion, the Army s AirLand Battle doctrine has
a tremendous impact on the requirements for airlift,
Emphasis on the extended battlefield and deep attack, speed,
rap'd maneuverability, and agility all add up to one thing:
the demande on airlift will reach unprecedented proporticons.,
it would be dangerous to ighore or give lip service to the
uparaded requirement, fArmy and Air Force planners must face
the izsue equarely to determine if the Air Force has the
carability to provide what the Army will surely ask. And (f
wot, what can be done about it. Planners must also take &
.lmse look at the threat to determine if airlitt forces can
res onails operaste 1n the anticipated environments. AgQain,
i+ the-. cannot, what must be daone to enhance our capabilit,.
Th ehart, the &rmy and Air Force must integrate airlift
Adactrrn: and capabilities with AirLand Battle doctrine. The
reqarnd=- of this report will azddress these issues,

"ansistency o Army and Air Force Doctrine

Thus $ar, this chapter hsc reviewed Armv and Air Force
Adoctrine and ascecced the qeneral impact of the AirlLand
Battle on the requirement for airlift. We will next probe

deeper into the doctrines of the two cervices and attempt to

arm aer 2 most important questiont Are the twa Jductrines

cunzistent® That 1e, are we both heading down the csame ¢ o=d™ *
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The most important word in the military vaocabulary
today is "jointness", This is more than juzt z catzhy 1 tile
phrase; with military cuthacks and stingy defence budoget:z -
fact of life, it is crucial for the Army and Air Force to
develop cohesive, compatible, and synergistic doctrine. The
Air Force’s endorsement of the AirLand Battle doctrine s
step in the right direction. The next ctep ic to in-ure that
our own Air Faorce doctrine supports and complements the
ground doctrine we have endorsed. This Air Farce doctrine,
in turn, should guide our dewelopment, procurement, and
training strategy for the future. As long as air and ground
forces are considered coequal and interdependent, the
fundamental doctrines must dovetail to insure unity o+
action.

Certainly at the upper levels of the doctrinal
hierarchy, the doctrines of the two services are remarbahl-
compatible., The AirLand Battle reliez heavily an rapidd
movement and blitzkrieg style attacks. Almost as i+ n
direct support of this concept, AFM 1-1 describes the
characteristics of airpower as speed, range, and flexibility.
Perhape more than any other Air Force cambat group, air-ii+t

forces recognize the importance of speed and responsiveness,

The doctrinal authority for tactical airlift, aAFM 2-4, warns

that, "In battle, succees or failure ma» be separated




minutes and the price of failure may be extremel» high".
C15:149)

lWhereae FM 100-5 emphasizes the importance of maneuver
and surprise, Air Force doctrine points to the principles of
war, including surprise, mass, economy, and maneuver, as
guiding wisdom. The inherent readiness of airlift forces
“.o.for rapid movement provides for surprise and
voncentration of capabilities and allows maximum economy of
torce...” (16:1) Similtarly, both Army and Air Force
doztrines 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,
surprice and mass. Although Air Faorce doctrine speake in
more general terms, there is obvicus agreement between the
Femy and Air Force in the most fundamental doctrinal
principies,

Arpart form the general charactericestics and points of
einobhacie Jdescribed above, AFM 1-1 takes a positive stand in
twe definitive zreas. These two pillars of Air Force
doctrine are centralized control and the primacy o+ air
supericarity. Because of their importance to Air Force
riankeng and strategy, these enduring concepts will be
d.ozcuzeed nomore depth with a focus on their relationship t

wemy Jdastrine,




The Air Force is unequivocable and unwavering n ites
advocacy of air superiority. "The first concideraticn",
dictates AFM 1-1, is gaining freedom of action; and the
freedom can be secured by contrelling the air. Control of
the air is the "...first priority for aerospace forces",
(1:2-12) Clearly, air superiority is not an end 1n 1 .s% ¥,
and AFM 1-1 makes it clear that control of the a1 .« an'ly
beneficial to the extent that it furthers other obiect rec,
In the absence of air superiority, other operations bzcome
more difficult or impossible., Ground troop movements. close
air support, airlift mission, and logistics linesz can bw
hampered or totally stopped by unimpeded enem. air. The
initiative during ground combat can be quickly laoszt and the
momentum can shift to the enemy.

Air superiority gives commanders at all lewvels
flexibility and freedom they need to pursue the optimum
strategic plan of attack. When we contral the air, the
ground commander is free to employ his forces at the time and
place of his choosing. He is constrained only by his cwan
resourcecs and his imagination,

Of course, air superiority is a relative concept.
There is no need to achieve totxl air superiority zat xil
times and at all places. On some occasions, total control of

the air may be nececssary in areas around the battlefield, &t

other times and places, partial cantrol may be suftrc:ent,




In many areas and pointe in time, air superiority is nnt
nececsary or desirable at x}1. The degree ot control needed
depends on the degree to which enemy airpower will interferse
with the air and gqround commander’s decired +freedom of
action.

Is the Air Force’s focuz on air superiority harm¥ful or
inconsistent with the Army’s wartighting doctrine? The
ancswer is decidedly “no". Aerospace forces certainly muct
support the Army in other, more tangible waves, including
airlift, close air support, and interdiction. However, the
inescapable tact remainz that these micssione cannot be
performed until and unlecs zome measure of air supericrit. isg
obtained. The airlift micssion provides an ideal example. &=z
discussed earlier, the AirLand Battie concept will rel.
heavily on airlift support, both for initial insertion and
movement of combat troope and for subcsequent sustainment.,
The deep battle, in particular, canncot succeed without =z
continuous flaw of airlift resupply. Howewver, airlift
aircraft are highly vulnerablte tc cffenzive enemy air
attacks., #@Airlift micsions simply cannot ke performed in the
same air space az enemy fighter aircraft without dedicaten
fighter escortz: and 2ven with escorts, airlift aircrast zre
highly vulnerable. This :ztatement iz particularly true *or

airdrep and airbiorne missions.
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The Army mucst understand that air supericrity is a
prerequisite to achieving other nhientives, Contrel of the
air must be achieved first, and fighter aircraft must be
dedicated to this role until the objective iz reached. 0Of
course, Army ground support micscions will aleo be performed,
but they won‘t be the Air Commander’s top pricrity. The Air
Force, for ite part, must never lose sight of the fact that
air superiority is not an end in itself. Once sufficient
control of th air ic obtained at a given time and place to
give the desired freedom of action, the priorities should
shift,

The second piltar of Air Force doctrine is centralized
control of air ascets. QAir power is most sffective when all
aerospace resources are orchestrated ac a whole by a single

commander. When ascets are controlled by several different

commanders, the activity is fragmented and unity of effort is

lost. On this point, AFM 1—-1 i= again unambiguous when it
recolves that "Unity of command i imperative ta employing
all aerospace forces effectively...To take full advantage of
thece qualities, aerospace forces are emplared as an entity
through the leadership of an air commander.”
The Army» reluctantly supports thise concept of

centralized control, although the terms of the agreement are
hazy at best. LUntil 1984, the Army insisted that all air

assets delegated by the theater commander should fall under

1ts
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hl zontrol of the corps. (17:48) In January of that vear,
however, the two service chiefs signed the Joint Attack of

the Second Echelon (J-3AK) Joint Service Agreement. This

document formally recognized the notion of independent and
cso=qual land and air component commanders. Under the
agreement, the ground commander prioritizes Battlefield Air
Interdiction (BAl)> targets, but the air commander stil)
controls ail! air assets in the prosecution of the overall
‘nterdiction campaign. (6:12131:3-3) O0Of course, the air
commander selects the targets for pure air interdiction (AIDD
miscsions,

The issue becomes somewhat muddier whern NATD plans are
agcessed. Under NATO guidance, BAl is separated from pure
~1, and the air commander controle only the Al effort.
{0:1122) Regardless of which version of the doctrine reigns
supreme i¥ a war in Europe is ever fought, this issue should
rot be considered a serious doctrinal rcadblock. In the
fi-~zt pltace, the debate primarily centers around wha cantrcls=
the atr assets between CAS and Al. Under NATO rules, the
army controls the middle ground; whereas under the J-SAK
agresmsnt, the Air Force has zontrol. Either way, the Jjob
getz done. Secondly, the theater commander, in the final
analvsis, will determine how air assets are alliccated and
controtled in his theater. Thus, although this 1ssue may not

tv entirely settled, it doee not constitute an inconsistency




between Air Force and Army doctrine; or at lTeast it i 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 ot the
deep attack. One of the four basic tenets of the AirLand
Battle, the attack on the enemy‘s second and third echelan
forces has a preeminent place in Army doctrine. According ic
M 100-5, "...successful deep operations create the
conditions for future victery." (2:19) Clearly, the Army has
selected the deep attack as the centerpiece of ite grand
strateqr. The obvious question.is, how well does the W&ir
Force support this basic tenet of'Army docterine.

At though Air Force doctrine clearly dogee not depend on
the deep attack to the same extent as the Army, AFM 1-1
recognizes its importance to the achievement of success.
"While the urgency of enemy actions may requjre direct
attacks against forces 1n contact, efficient use of ar
forces should emphasize attack in dept% upon thoze targets
that deny the enemy the time and space to employ forces

effectivel»." (1:2-14) Less space is devoted in AFM 1-1 =

il

deccribe the deep battle or extoll its virtues, but the
Yanguage found there ic remarKably similar to that in FM

100-5,




The Air Force‘s strong endorsement of the attack in
depth concept has serious implications for tactical airlift
torces. As discussed earlier in great detail, the Army’s
logistical eupport problem ic greatly magnified when
opzrating behind enemy lines. Moreover, the two conditions
which favor airlift over ground logicstics, the need for specd
and the nonavailability of ground lines of communications”
(LOL)», will be more prevalent in deep operations. As a
result., airlift will be called with much greater frequency,
and the demands created by intencse enemy threats will be
higher than ever before.

There can be little question that Air Force doctrine ic
both consistent and serious about deep operations. This
zericusress applies to strategic bombing, interdiction, and

lcse air support as well as tactical airlift. Airlift

r

dcctrine i= unambiguously dictated in AFM Z-4 where airltift
forces 3re committed to “...deliver.,.personnel, equipment,
and supplies to ...combat areas, at any level of conflict,
thropghont & wide spectrum of climate, terrain and conditiorz
of ~ombat, as far forward in the combat zone as requirements
demand."” {(1&8:3) The phrase "as far forward in the combat
zone xs requirements demand" is a mouthful, with serious
overtones for airlift forces. When the Air Force telle the
Aarmy that it will support them with airlift no matter where

they may find themselves and regardiess of the threat, we are




making a big promise, one that may he difficult to kKeeco. ile
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 cloze's aligned.
To be sure, there are differences of viewpoint in soms areas
and points of emphasis are not always precicsely 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,




CHAPTER IV

DOCTRINE TODAY: ARE THE LESSONS INCLUDED AND IS IT FEASIELE™>

Intraduction

The =stated purpose of this paper is to look at the
doctrine that guides MAC on the employment of airlift airdrap
forcee in a combat environment. For the purpose of this
paper, we would liKe to think of doctrine as principlies of
qguidance, establicshed through past decisions, accepted as
valid and authoritative. According to the definition then,
airlift airdrop doctrine should provide the principles of
wdidance for airdrops, be developed from past decisions
concerning airdroups and be the accepted auvthoritative and
valid source of guidance for airdrops. We will assume if the
airlitt doctrine 1 printed in AFM 1-1 or in AFM 2- seriec
manuals then it is considered to "be the accepted
authoritative and valid csource of guidance for airdrops.”
Herce, the only areas left open for discussion concerning
airlift doctrine meeting our criteria for doctrine initially
et up are: "principles of guidance, established through past
decigione." In this chapter, we will attempt tco analyze
sirlift doctrine against this criteria.

Up to this point the paper has loocked &t history and
dortrinsg separatzly. Based on the information that has been

glexned from the sources, our ctated goal is to now campare
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this information. In the conclusion of Chapter Il, we
identified the threads of doctrine that have followed = rlift
through the years or evolved with the modern airlift forces.
These can be considered lessons learned for the employment of
airlift in the past or guidance "established through pz=t
decisions.”

Thus, having tooked at the lessons of history and
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 reasnnabilieness. That is, given that ~ir
Force and Army doctrine are consistent, do they makese <semsze
and are they achievable? Clearly, the most articulate ard
ingpiring doctrine in the world is worthless i¥ the military
lacks the means to execute it. Is our doctrime z val.d
principle of guidance?

We will ook first to see if the doctrine winlatzs
the lessons of historv. Secondly, we will assezs docteina!
feasibility by focusing on the operational factourz of thre-t,
weather, and resources. Resources will be subdivided intg
two subsections: force structure and aircrew training.
T~aining is doubly important as a factor in the criteria,

Firet, as a direct spin off of doctrine as defined by the Air

Force. "Aeronspace doctrine gives direction to our trainiea.’

(1:14-6) Secondly, as a definite factor enhancing the




logieticxl efficiency of our airlift resource in the field of
atircrew training. Hence, against these factors, we will
measure the effectiveness of our airlift doctrine.

Hiztciry: EFstablished through past decisions?

s mentioned in Chapter 11, there are several threads:
ot doctrine that have provided guidance continuously
throughout the development of theater airlift. In this
portion of the paper, we will challenge our current doctrine
with thoze hiztorical threads. Have we learned our lessons
and included them in our current doctrine?

First, the one thread of doctrine surviving from the
firzt emplovment of airpower until today, is rcentralized
control and decentralized execution. Airlift cuffered under
the same yoke of dispersal of assets during World War Two ac
dird tactical fighter forces. The absence of this doctrine
“or tacti;cal airlift was evident in 1941 when General “Hap'
Arnold cavtioned acainst too close association with the army
units for it would tead to trivial assignments for the
trancsportz and thesy woild be wasted on pure logicstical
mi:=i1ons when they had much more important work to do. (2:35)
tx: the biager cperations in Werld War Twoe materialized,
crrarppalle "OUVERLORD® ) "MARKET", and "VARSITY"; the airli+t
turces mere concolidated inte much larger organizations
corpozed of only airtift assete. This requirement was

dictated by the npucecsity to get maximum performance +rom
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the assigned transports. In operation "MARKET" for sure,
there was not enough airlift to go around which may have
contributed to the failure of the entire operaticn. ‘[t Gen
Brereton, senior American officer involved, felt that MARHET
could only achieve full =zurprise if all airborne forces
landed at the same time. This never happened. A:.r transz. aort
was unavailable in sufficient numbers to alicw the "MASRKET®
force to be committed simul taneously. «.. the landing
stretched cver three days." (2:9) The doctrine that emerge:d
was clear on one point: theater troop carrier rescurces
belonged under centralized control, normally within &
numbered troop carrier air force, Priorities amanag the
xirlift users would be establiched by the theater commxnder
through an air transportation board with triservice
reprezentation, outside the air component structyr=,
(4:26-27)

When Korea came along and the &ir Force was a
ceparate gervice, a central tasKing organizatian wa:
employved., Lt Gen Tunner crmmanded the FEAFCLC., which
responded to a joint organization for tasking. The ,ocint
organization maintained the 70 tons per dav airdrap
Tapability which quickly expanded to 250 tans per dax Auring
the Chosin Reservoir emergency. (S:2598) Thise agencs Took ai)

the requests, Army, Air Farce, and Nauy, and incured +#hat the




airli+t forces responded to the critical airlift needs firet
and the routine as necessary. They also insured that the
avzigned airlift forces were used to the maximum efficiency.
Thanke to thie central control, the airdrop capable forces
were able to quickly expand from airdropping only 16 tonz on
2% tlovember 1930 to the 250 tons on | December 19350, even
though they only advertised a 70 ton per day capability.
Doctrine development was fast during those early days.
Vietnam saw increaced use of airdrop forces and =
refrned command and control eystem. The Korean experience
with centralized control was expanded to include separation
of the control apparatus from the joint operations center. A
ceniral command post with smaller teams at forward airfields
bore little recemblance with printed doctrine in AFM 1-7,
wkich was current at that time. (4:103-104) By 1966 and the
addi tion of C-130s, the theater airlift effort had evalved
1oty a high volume, 24 hour a day, air logistics service
Vinking the major airfields. Aircraft were shuttlied in from
home stations cutside South Vietnam, reducing the need for 1n
country logistics support, maintenance facilities and ramp
zpaze, wthich in turn produced higher daily flying rates,
(1120 The efficiency of this cperation absorbed the
emergencs airdrop missione without disturbing the normal

logrstics rezupply missions.,
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Today, we still maintain the streamlined ceatraliz=d

command and decentralized execution concept. Through MaC -
numbered air forces, air divisions, and a commander a:rlift
forces (COMALF), today’s theater airlift airdrop capatcility
can be efficiently managed. In the central regian in Eurape,
the personne) are identified and in place to execute the
airlift mission, if required. The theater airliftt forres=
have definitely learned and establiched this thread of
doctrine as a principle of guidance, an important one learred
from history.

Secondly, basic airlift doctrine continues to drove
the way that we train. "The A&ir Force has =z primary fuanction
to train combat and support forces= to encure the conduct of
prompt and sustained aerospace combat...the goal of produciag
a credible, cohesive warfighting team." (1:4-4) Examples
throughout history prove if airborne operatinons or airdropsz
are to succeed, the theater airlift forces must be proficient
at their missions.

In Sicily, "With neither prior experience nor z joint
command or planning organization to guide thiz first
large-scale assault...allowed aircrews little time tu
practice the new tactics,...but troop carrier leaders wwere

optimicstic. Their cptimism was ill-founded." (Z:5) The

entire airborne operation was a dismal failure. The Suing

Commiscsion identified the problem, "The problem had been cue
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3 ot delivery rather than the concept of mass employment of

airborne forces”"; the result was further training for troop

carrier units., (2:4) Good training resulte in confidernce and
aceurate employment of the fragile airborne forces.
"Experiences in Sicily emphasized the need fcr a joint
wivborne planning headgquarters...and proficient troop

"e2e?)

carrier

L}

Wi

The Gezrmans learned the same lesson. "Germany had
v, few trained paratroopers left and no speciaiiy trained

ptiot

at 11 to drop them, and the whole operation (Battle
of the Bulger, gquickly came unstiched., Just ten of 105
transport planes reached the proper DZ near the town of
Malm=dy, fifteen miles behind the American lines. A dozen
v-icts became zo befuddled in the darknese that they released
their paratroopers cver the peaceful German city of Bonn,
titty miles away." (&:36-37)

The lescons have been learned--train the way you
intend ‘o fight and your doctrine should qQuide »>our trainino,
"LRGENT FURY" in Grenada proved theater airlift is ready tc
tave tihe Army to war right now., The airlift and airborne
torces employed had trained together previcusly, Due to the

intence and realicstic training qguided by current doctrine,

sncl without a dreses rehearsal, they accomplizhed a difficult
mizzion,  Qur current joint airbornesair transportability
tr<itning CJA/ATT) program s on track with our doctrine.
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The principles of war have not changed rmor have their
importance to each operation decreased. Surprise, mansuver
and mass, for the purpose of this summary, can be tumped
together for discussion. Theater airlift is extremely aware
of the critical role that it plavs in insuring that a1l three
are achieved in any operation.

Airlift crews are also well aware of the importar. s
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 during
local training missions by airlift aircrews. Airlift crewus
will not destroy the effect of surpricse during the plansing
or the execution phase of an airborne aperation.

The use of maneuver is limited. One recent example
comes to mind where the use of maneuver xided the succesze of
an operation. Due to the threat and to reduce time under the
canopy, the commander of the Ranger Battalion ordered the
Jump on Port Salinas to be conducted at 3500 AGL, instead of
the usual 1000 feet. Only one Ranger was injured during the
Jump. (7:99-103) As a result, the antiaircraft gurs wn the
ridges surrounding Point Balinas airfield were inetfective,
but they did cause the number twc and three aircraft to break
off the first run—-in on the D2 until supporting fire coutd

suppress the them.
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To theater airlift, masc translates to placing the
paratrocper and his supplies on the D2. Airdropping is an
art and not & science. Constant upqrade training is required
as zirdrop crew members mature and are replaced by lese
experienced personnel. Each TAS and airdrop tasked MAS uses
a majority of allotted local training time perfecting airdrap
procedures and techniquee. Operational Readiness Inspections
(ORI, graded by headquarters MAC personnel, test each
tactical airlift wing’s (TAW) and military airlift wing’s
(Mably ability to meet stringent airdrop criteria, day and
night, and if applicable, in adverse weather conditicns. The
recults reaftirm that each unit is capable of satisfactorily
meating the criteria specified by our doctrine and our
gquarantee to the Army for airdrop accuracy. By doing so,
2ach unit can assure the Army mascs will be achieved on the DZ
in evers operation by the theater airlift aircrews.

lLongistics can be eaczily translated into two words for
theater airtift: emplovment and sustainment. Thice means
tabing the cumbat forces into battle and Keeping them
sunplied while engaged in combat. Two basic methods of
a9rial delivery are used: airland and airdrop. The most
demanding is airdrop, the method we have focused an here. !l
have already discussed the accuracy of airdrops as the
pramary factor in achieving mass on the DZ and how airlift

forces are trained to produce accurate airdrop results. Ule

o)
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have also discussed the relationship of our entir . tronieg
program with our doctrine. NMNow we will see i+ our Turrens
operational doctrine reflects the lessons that w=ather,
thrext, and adequate airlift resources have provided diwwn
through the vears,

.. (Tihroughout & wide spectrum of climare tery z o
and conditions of combat,..." (s the airlift oper «ficnd
doctrine statement from A&FM 2-4, (1S:3) It 12 = wrald and
suppor table doctrine. We know weather tas inhiited
emploxment and sustainment by airdrop throughcul nistors-.  Ip

some instances, weather was a contributing factor tp oot

restricted sustainment of & ground force., During the effort

at Ztalingrad, Baztogne., and Khe Sanh: weather Jowered the

verage dailty tonnage of supplies delivered signiticantlis,

w

‘4

3P, 4:85, 14:266) Employment has alwars been restriited
by weather, Rugby force was severelr hindered biv oexther i,
Southern France., Their complex plan turned inSo a rightnare

when fog blanketed the DIz and troop carriers acattered

in

units, sunplies and equipment owver the region, soms az far

a
p

23 miles from their objectives. (8:72Y Qperatians a:z arg

Lol

as "QUERLORD" had problems, alco. Due to weathe:, "ii7 tin
13,000 American troops dropped, leess than 10 percent landed
in their DZ2s., but 40 percent landed within twn miles af L ir
zones ., (2319} Despite this airlift imposed proklem, the

paratroopers were sucIessful n seizing their abjrctyoe-,




Wi th AlADE and SKE, theater airlift forces have overcome must

we thér problems. Both authors have participated in JA/ATT
mi<sions, delivering paratroopers to cloud covered DZ2s
invizible from the &ir, IMC from takecoff to landing. Since
tne deveiopment of GRADS during Vietnam, airlift airdrop
furces have significantly improved their all-weather airdrop
capakility, Virtually all air crews are either AWADS or SKE
quaiified at the precent time. At the present time, airdrop
airtift forces can meet their weather doctrine statement, but
we muet continue to upgrade our all-weather capability with
new technology.

The next question after, “Can sustainment airlift get
ttere in any weather?" is "Can sustainment airlift get there

through the threat?" Qur operaticnal doctrine in AFM 2-4
=tatess "..,as far forward in the objective area as
requirements demand.” (1S5:3) With the Army‘s current mirLand
Eattle dactrine emphasizing deep attacks, our custainment
mizsiong could take us well acroes the FLOT. Usirg cur
=cenaria of the central European battlefield, we have just
shtered the most lethal airspace ever kKnown ta air combat

rorces, Jeffery Record assessed the threat in this region a:z

he talked of a possible repltacement for the C-1320. "Ir anx

conflict with the Soviet Union aor its well-equipped Third
Warld ctrent states, U.S, tactical airlift almost certainty

w11l fave a larger number of more lethal threats than ot !#




confronted in Vietnam.," (9:268Y Everynne questions theater
éirlift’s ability to zurvive in this environment. [fxior
Boston in his paper on airlift doctrine statez: "E:amination
of the historical role of tactical airlift reveals
constraints and limitations that very much aff=c*t future
operations. AiIr superiority is vital, ac i¢ szurpri-e and
neutralized ground defenses." (2:20) We are in serious doutd
that the Warsaw Pact and Soviet ground defenseszs will bz
neutralized in a corridor wide enough to permit airlift
transports to operate behind the FLOT without a tremendous
drain on resources,

Avatlable only in limited quantities, the large
number of specialized weapon systems required tc clear a
corridor wide encugh to allow airlift aircratt to cperate
behind the FLOT and FEBA, are not likely to be availatle.
Present darv theater airlift aircraft are nat equipperd to
defeat the threat, either with active or passive measires.
History lessons in this area are conclusive—~airlift sorces
cannot survive in a high threat environment without
suppression of enemy air defenses (SEAD? miscions in wuppart,
Even in "URGENT FURY", the 2Z2SU 23-4 antiaircraft weapons in
ptace, if properly emplored, could have shat down the [-150:z
as they crossed the DZ at Port Salinas airfield. Oniy a4
change in tactice by the Ranger battalion commznder,

preventad the C-130s from Fflying directly through bary g




fire, Even then, the last two aircraft requested SEARD from
an AL-130 overheau before dropping. (7:199-103) Remember,
‘irenada i< a third rate, third world island nation, yet it
poscecsed the capability to seriously hamper a vulnerable
mass airdrop insertion by transport aircraft. Jeffery Record
cxve there has been cuch a growth of pervasive, and more
lethal threat systems, ground and air, that brings into

e, oue question whether a permicsive environment will exist
to provide the relative safety for transport aircraft that
cccurred in past history., (9:16) We do not think that
current doctrine in AFM 2-4: "...as far forward in the
obiective area as requirements demand.', reflects our
criteria of "...,established by past experience." (15:3) The
FArmy s Airland Battle doctrine definitely goes deeper on the
lrattlefield in its demand for airdrop sustainment than
hiztory tells us our current theater airlift forces can

st liny and survive.

Likewise, reading our operational doctrine, you will
nct find any statements that limit our sustainment operations
dus to a lack of airlift resources. The only statement of
"how much" is implied in the brigade airdrop capability. The
et ynpublicshed Worldwide Intratheater Mobility Study (WIMS)
dJoes not even address airdrop requirements according to
telephone conversations with individuals who have read the

first draft of the study. OGITARS mentions that the




hl enough”". History also proves, with only one excepticon, o f
there is not enough airlift available., the missicne are

doomed to failure. Right now no one can ever qQuantit: the

requirement. "Unlike strategic airlift, the requirement for
which are driven by a handful of comparatively simple and
well-defined planning cscenarics that cam be calcuwlated in
linear terms, tactical airlift is devoted mainly to tre
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 host of
unpredictable variables, and that places a premium more on
such things as sortie ratec and numbers of planecs than upan
gross ton-mile productivity,” (92: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 Arabslsraeli War, only the C~120s wiid
be dedicated for theater airlift during the early stages of
the conflict, All the air refueled assets (C-17 and C-141)
will still be flying strategic sustaimment missions fram
CONUS to the theater im the first five dar=z.

During the past five years, the number of theater
airlift faorces have declined rather than increased, Twa
active duty sguadrons have clocsed and their aircraft zpr=az

throughout the srvstem, reptacing aircraft lost in
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" accidents and not replaced. The crew ratio in active duty
iZ-130 squadrons hate recently been reduced. As the budget
“hrinke, so do our theater airlift forces; but the

hl requirement grows and our doctrine remains unchanged.

Jeffery Record observed the trend for theater airlift

requirements: "Both cutside experts and responsible
cfticiale agree that future requirements almost certainity
will be more demanding than past needs. Among the factore
cited tn support of this conclusion are: (1) the nost-Vietnam
expansior of U.S. defense commitments into nontraditional
U.S. military contingency theaters of operatticons lackKing
adequate infrastructures of surface lines of communications;:
2> the expanded capablities of U,S. strateqic airlift, which
will increase the burden on intratheater distribution of
troops and supplies; (3) changes in U.S. Army coperational
dortrine that would expcse theater 3irlift to much greater
ricks on the battletielidy and (4) the emergence worldwide of
a variety of increasingly lethai threats to tactical
alrtidt s wartime survivabilits.® (9:vid Both authors agres,
there 1o nut enough theater atrlift resource=z to support the
anticipated emergency airdrop sustainment the army units will
almozt certainly require in an intense conflict 1n the
Centra) European regiof, unlessz our histary lessons are
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What does the fu‘ure look like--worse., Dedicaied
theater airlift forcee are declining and wearing out and
there is no plan in the near futiire to change this trend.
"Given the fact that U.S. tactical airlift requiremerts ar:
growing rather than diminishing, and qQiven the probabil:ty
that a new airlifter will ot be avatlable in numbers until
the end of the century, it would be imprudent tc cut exiszting
fixed-wing tactical airlift capabilities in the interim.”
(9:39) We are nct learning from our histor 1cal lezzons in
the area cof zufficient theater airdrop recrurces and not
reflecting those lessons in our operazt onzl woctrinm.,

"The driving force hehind tactical air)liFft haz aliea.=
been the Army‘s need for battlefield mokility, and the
lessons of combat provided the basis for tactice and doctrine
that emerged with the growth of airlift forces. Doctrine
developed ac experience revealed the capablities znd
limitations of tactical airlift forces.," (2:1) Fo ope euer
anticipates the need for sustainment by airdrop, twt in
todars world, everyone kKnows it exists. Then when the.
realize the requirement exists, they call for zirlift, Just
as Lt General Edward N. Aimond, X Corps Commmader, Jdid on 2%
November 1950 in Korea. FEAFCCC had just delivered al)
supplies requested that day, 1& tons worth., it General
Almond requested 400 tons be airdropped the next day to the

surrounded Marines at Chosin Reservcocir. (5:2553-259) I 1950,




the airift system surged to support the Marines at Chosin
Recervoir and saved the day. 1n 1990, qgiven the anticipated
routine requirements of the AirLand Battle, history tells us
there will not be =nough surge capability. We mav not be
abte to provide the apparent, unliimited theater airlift
support in our, ase vet unstated but alluded to, total airli+t
zuyppoart doctrine., You may call, but no cne will be home to
haul!

voctriney e i1t feasible?

With that indepth review of lessons we have or
hawep t carried into our present day doctrine from history,
we nor tyen Vo oan arnxlvesis of the feasibility of Air Force
doctrinz to support Airland Battle doctrine. In the final
analysics, thizs is the litmus tezt of effective policy; bLut
there js a tendenc, to brush mver this important area with
the "Follvanna" attitude of "we can do anything; once we set
our mind te it." &3 inoenitous and resourceful as Americans
flage proven to be, there is & 1imit to what we can accompliceh
bv zhwer =trength of will, 1§ our doctrine: cannat be
suppor ted ar executed, it is worthless., We must be careful
nat to enter s war with a doctrine we cannot support. The
zlakes are high and the consequences of micscalculation can e
cataztrophic,

g cutlined in the introduction to thiszs chapter, we

Will atrempt *o analvze the feasibility of airlift airdrog
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doctrine. As AFM 2-4 states: "...provide airiift throughout
a wide spectrum of climate, terrain and conditicns of combat,
as far forward in the nbiective area as requirementsz demand.”
(15:3) Sa, by focusing on the operaticonal variables of
weather, threat, and resources, as we did in cur analrei1s o¥
lessone from history, we will analyze cur current doctrine.
These three factors are not the only considerations far
formulating doctrine, but they stand out zs key elementse that
contribute disproportionately to success or failure. Tiir= s
particularly true when applied to airlift zirdrop doctrine.

Anyone who has ever flown in Europe, or even stood on
the ground for that matter, Knows the weather is bad for four
manths out of the year and lousy the rest of the time. Thi=
simple truth has sericus undertcrnes for all aerospace forces,
and airlif% is no exception. Ask the men =t Bastogne during
the Battle of the Bulge, and they will teil vou how szericue¢
it is. They waited for what must have ceemed an sternity for
the weather to break so badly needed supplies and
replacements could be airdropped to them. 1+ the weather had
remained bad for a few more days, the German counterottensive
might have had a different ending. (&6:85)

The AirLand Battle concept will not 2llaw ue to take
the chance that the weather will cooperate wtth our olans,
Whern & unit operating deep behind enemy lines needs

reinforcements, ammurnition, fuel, or =upplies, it needs the
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cunport now, not when the weather clears. The simple truth
of the matter ie that we can no longer pick the day or the
hour that we will provide airlift support. The wrmy” s
previcus doctrine of attrition warfare with its concept of
detensive eﬁtrenchment did not place the same demands on
airlift forces and logistice systems. After all, if the
weather prevented aerial resupply, the Army could alwars dig
in deeper to their defencive entrenchment or even fall back
fourther on their supply lines.

The AirLand Rattle doctrine, however, relies on
maneguer , epeed, initiative, and deep thrusts into the
epemy’s territory. This means that logistical support muct
vawp pace since thee Army will frequentlty have no supply line
to fall back ony and even if it does, the momentum and
tactical surprise will be lost if the Army must wait for
su~tzinment, Consequently, with the AirLand Battle
dactrine' s imperatives in mind, it is probably more important
then over before to have an all-weather airdrop resupply
capabi ity

Flyirng in this weather is no problem, &s we have had
that capability for decades. The trick is to precicely put
an airdrop pavicad on the D2 without visual contact with the
nround.  And again, we have this capability; however, it iz a

timited capability and enhancements and upgrades are needed,
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Al theater C-130 aircraft, ac well az C-14i
aircraft, are able to fly formation IMC using SKE. However,
only a few C-130"¢ are equipped to make airdrope with no
visual contact with the ground or no reliance on external
navigation aids. These are AWADS C-130s. The AWADE svstem
worked well in combat in Vietnam, but it has aged. Froblem:
with maintainability and the high degree of crew proficiency
are limitations. The relatively pew palletized inertial
navigation srystem (PINSY) add a new dimencicn to the AWADS and
significantly increases capability while reducing crew
workload,

The next planned upgrade is the selt contained
navigation system (SCMS). The SCHNS will greatly impraoue
accuracy, reliability, and maintainability. Furthermore,
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 activels trying to
maintain cur capability to support ocur all-weather airdrop
doctrine statement.

The C-141 fleet and non-AWADS equipped C-1307= can
only make IMC airdrops by reference to a ground navigation

aid. The C-141 can make airdrop in weather when & radar

o

beacon or zone marker beacon is placed on the DZ, provided
the &ircraft is properly equipped. Similarl., the C-130 caun

make an airdrop ucsing the radar beacon. The obvious drawback
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i« the requirement for a ground party, either a CCT or the
mrmy unit iteelf, to transport and place the radar/zone
marKer beacon oft the DZ2. In the absence of a ground
navigation aid, thece 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.
wrd significant upgrades are currently being made to the
C-130 srstem to enhance its -capability. At prezent, however,
the vast majority of the C-130 fleet and all C-{41‘s must
relv on external aids to make airdrops in IMC. This may
ranstitute Timitations to our doctrine statement, but we can
23y our doctrine is feasible without contradiction,

The second area for dicscussion in evaluating the
freazinility of A&ir Force airdrop dectrine is the threat,

More than any other factar, the threat in an AirLand Battle
1= the most difficult and pervasive dimension that must be
et oweth by airlift forces. Ae discussed &t various points
in *h:s paper, the Arm»’s concentration on the deep attack
raises the thrext threshold by a gquantum leap. Moreover, we
are unlikely to enjoy the same degree of air superiority that
wxz achieved in recent ware, particularly the Vietnam War,
Aincd anztead of facing antigquated and relatively
urnzaphizticated antiaircraft and smal) arms fire, we will be

forced to confront the finest weaponry in the Warsaw Pact
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arsenal. These include the tried and proven 28U 23-4 and the
hand-held infrared seeking S6-7 miscile, as well as the more
modern SAM‘s in the Soviet inventory.

Theater airlifters are highly vulnerable to fighter
aircraft attacks as well. Slow fiying and relatively
unmaneuverable, the larger airlift aircraft makes a tempting
target. Although Red Flag exercicses 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 cannct
expect to achieve unchallenged air supericrity in a Furopean
war. In fact, the zir defence threat is so high that <z+e
passage of airlifters cannot be assured even when combat air
patrol (CAP) and escorts are provided.

How dces this high threat environment aftect the
feasibility of our airdrp doctrine? The angwer i=,
tremendousty. Army doctrine calls +or concentration ind
mass, applied at precisely the right time and plsce., At
times, airborne operaticns may be the most effective, ar
perhaps the only, way to simultansously achieve *‘he dezired
mass and surprise. But mass airdrops mean large formations,
particularly if the goal is to maximize the number of
airborne paratroopers and amount of combat cquipment on the

ground in a specified periocd of time, fAs the interval

145




i hetween airdrop aircraft increases, the density of
paratroopere hitting the ground necescarily decreases.

Although large formations provide the mass needed for

theater curprice and shock, the string of large xircraft
prezents & highly vicible target. One of the most frequently
learned lessons at Ked Flag is the effectiveness of the
zingle 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
maskKing. In addition, the first aircraft in a large
formation may be able to surprise an antiaircraft battery,
but the tast few aircraft in the formation are unlikely to
<l1iy past the defenders.,

fhis discaourse does not mean that large formations
skould never be flown and mass airdrops should never be made.

Mwite the contrary; the Army has a leqitimate requirement for

B
[0
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assault coperations under the right set of conditions.
~lac, we learned the hard way in North Africa and Holland
during lorld Mar Twa that airborne operationes which lack the
necessary Mase can he dicastrous. (10:22) Grenada is one of
our recent succeszfuyl uses of mase airdrop. (11:2) But the
Army ang Air Force must jointiy recognize the mass airbarne
operationz are viable only in certain situations} even

Grenada proved to be very hazardous. (11:2) Certainly, ther

can be conducted in a benign environment, similar teo that
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which existed in parts of South Ujetnam., It may also e
feasible to conduct large formation airdropz in &« medium
threat environment if sufficient suppression of enem» air
defenses has been conducted prior to the operation and
fighter eccorts are provided in generous numbers. In a high
threat environment, many air)lift experts believe that lossec
would be heavy in spite of the level of suppression or rumier
of escorts. (10:24) The decision to employ mass airdrop
techniques under these circumstance shcould be made anly after
carefully weighing the potential riske againsi the expected
tactical advantage that might be gained.

Regardless of the size of the formaticon, theater
aircraft are particultarly vulnerable during the +inal run-tn
for an airdrop. During this periocd of time, Vasting from teo
to ten minutes depending on the tactics employred and th =ize
of the formation, the aircraft must slow down, climb to droc
altitude, and maintain a steady course to the D2. The Ima
airspeed makes it particularly difficult for the zircraft to
maneuver or take evasive action. & singie ship 20 small
formation can use tactics which minimize the time of &-povure
and maximize flight path unpredictability during the critical
period. But again, large formations have less flexibility
and must accept the hazards associated with the a.rdrag
run-in. Good intelligence ic particularly important when

selectinn the run-in route, and fighter escurts to knock ont
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ground fire and enemy interceptors are imperative. HNew
procedures and better airdrop equipment can reduce some of
the risk inherent in the airdrop operation and will be
acdrecesed in the next chapter.

Earlier, we noted that Air Force doctrine commits
airlift support to the Army "as far forward z2s necessary"
regardlecs of the level of conflict. Although this attempt
t: fully meet Army requirements, regardless of how bold these
requirements are, is admirable, it presents airlifters with
come challenges that must be squarely faced and realisticaliw
addressed., And the primary challenge is again the threat, =
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
environment, such as could be encountered in Europe, todav’s
theater airlifters could not regulariy penetrate unaided,
deep in enemy territory without unacceptable attrition rates.
A nubstantial amount of defense suppression would normally be
required to even make airlift plaucible. And several
knowledgable authors warn that all the defense suppression in
the worlg wiltl not make the air in central Eurcpe cafe enough
tor sustained airlift operations. (10:268, 21:133) This is a
cruzial question, I it ie not possible to fly deep airlift
miscions in central Eurcpe, we zhould tell the Army now

because their doctrine counte on it. On the other hand, if¥




missions in central Europe, we should tell the Army naow
because their doctrine counts on it. On the other nand, f
airlift operations are viable in a medium to high threat
environment, we need to determine the limitations and
constraints and fiqure out how to make it work.

The entire AirlLand Battle doctrine depends an
sustainment during deep attack coperations, and that mzansz
airlift airdrop requirements. The Air Force owee it ta the
Army to put our best minds on this matter and give it zur
most serious thought. With little hesitation, the authors
believe it ic feasible to provide deep airlift, btoth = rdrop
and airland, in a NATO envirconment, But the airlift support
in not without limitationes, and it cannot be conducted
without outside protection, Before discussing the
constraints and limitations, we hacsten to add that there mav
be isolated occasions when enemy defenses are zo dense and
formidable in the area of operation that airlift ic
infeasible., However, we believe thece zituatione will o=
relatively rare even in central Europe; and with the right
tactics and sufficient defensive softening., the operatian can
be conducted with acceptable, although certainlty not 1ow,
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

emplorment option, exact tactice, and minimum defensive




neasurez that should be used in a particular situation.,
However ., some general quidelines can be documented. The
COMALFE will spend the majority of his time assessing the
eremy threat and de-iding on the appropriate method to emplay
his +arces.

Ae discuccsed earlier in this chapter, mass airdrops
aid) Yarge formations should generally be considered only when
the threat ic Tow or can be neutralized with suppression
techniquez. There may be occasions when the tactical
xdvantage that can be achieved warrants exposing large
formations of aircraft to higher threat environments.
However, the Air Component Commander and Theater Commander
muyzt recuognize that large formations provide a multitude of
tucrative targets that are ceverely restricted in conducting
defensive maneuvers., As always is the case, the commanders
must insure the expected benefits outweigh the risk.

In nigh threat environments, fighter escorts will
nearly xfways be necessary to augment the defensive tactice,
Ard o f neceszary, SEAD campaign may proceed the airdrop
mizsion to Knock out, at least temporarily, the heaviest
enemy threats., The important point ie that aerial resupply
can nearly alwayse be provided to Army units, evern those
aperating behind enemy lines. However, the cost, both in
terme of anticipated attrition and required defensive

zuppaoct, increases exponentially with the threat. Before
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establishing an airhead or inserting paratrocopers deep in
enemy territory, ground commanders must understand that they
are placing a heavy burden on air assets, and a large
proportion of limited air rescurces will he required to
support the airlift sustainment of that force.

The feasibility of cur doctrine according to AFM 2-4;

«+esas far forward as the requirement demande.”, 3gainzt the

current threat is a grey area at best, in the authors’

opinions. (135:3> The analx¥zis is probabl> best summarirzed v

the following: Yes, we can do it, but the price will he

extremely high. High attrition rates for the airli+t asz=t:,

cL
o
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high in the number of CAP, SEAD, and ecscort forcez n f o
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protection of the airlift resources, or both,.

The final factor that we wil) loock at in assezsing
the feasibility of airlift airdrop doctrine is resourcez. Llle
have never had a war, nor will we sver have a war, where
resources were not limited and did not constrain combat
operations. So the question is not "Would we 1ike to have
more?", because the answer would be decidedly »s<. Rather
the quection should be "Are the quantity and quality of
resources sufficient to make our doctrine feasibls and
practical or does a different doctrine make more sence in
light of hardware shortfalls?"

This gquestion ie a vital cne from sewveral different

perspectives. In the first instance, we must answer tha




gquestion affirmatively to insure our doctrine is at least
reazonable. For example, the AirLand Battle substantially
increases airlift aircraft to threat exposure, and this
reality demandse x larger fleet size and qualitative upgrades
to overcoine the threat. Once we determine that our doctrine
ic reascnable, it c¢hould serve as the beacon tc guide our
force davelopment and modernization programs. That is,
doctrine must be more than a mere game plan which sits on a
thelf waiting for & war; rather, it is the focue around which
&1V our planning, development, and training revcolves.

There are ceveral aspects of the AirlLand Battle
concept that dictates an increasing number of theater airtift
sircrafr, These factors have already been discussed in depth
‘n the paper and will only be summarized here. The Army‘s
eztab!izhment and increasing reliance on light infantry
divizionz, for both low intensity conflicts as well as full
scale conventional war in a NATO setting, peoints to
sdfitiongl theater xirlift workload., Not only will airltift
torce s frequently be called on to insert these highly mobile
uriite, but the cuctainment effort will require more airlift
zorties thanm for a heavier unit which has more organic
capabir ity to sustan itsel+.,

Qimilarly, the aArmy’s deep attack concept will
generate increasing airlift reliance. As the Army extends

its logistics lines into enem» territory, ground logistics




become more difficult and tenuous. AiIrlift will be needed to
make up the shortfall. Many unite involved in deep
operations will undoubted!y rely exclusively on airlift for
sustainment.

Finally, this paper has not neglected the fact that
deep operations means an increasing threat. Thiec
relationship is true in virtually every battlefic\d
environment, but it is particulacly true in Central Euyrops.
The higher attrition rate expected in this medium ta hign
threat arena means that we must start with 2 larger fleael
size to meet cur sustainment requirements. More impor bzt .,
it also means that we must make substantial gualitative
improvements to enhance survivability, The exicting theater
airlift Jleet is Jimited exclusively to low Jevel cperations
and terrain shielding to avoid ground and air threat. The
next chapter will address recommendations for upgrades,

Although the requirement for theater zirl.ift haze
grown over the past two decades for the reasans cited above,
the theater airlift fleet has remained relativels static.,

The venerable C-130 has been the theater workhorze for acuer

30 years and a replacement iz not yet in zight. General

Minter, CINCUSAFE, complains that theater airlift iz ons of
his most critical problems. "The United States /&ir Foroe has
no organic airlift, We are the airlift experts of the worio,

and we don’t have any airlift to support ourselues " (12120




There are & variety of reasons why {he theater
2irlift fleet hacs not been modernized. First, the C-130 has
proven to be a versatile and highly adaptable aircraft.
tloreover, we have never faced a cricis in theater airlift
capability. Strategic airlift modernization was forced upon
the Air Force by the obvious gap in the amount of equipment
and number of troops destined for Europe during rapid
mobilization and the strategic airlift capacity available to
transport them., As mentioned earlier, however, the
requirement for theater airlift is more nebulous and
difficult to define. Congcequently, the need for more and
better theater airlift has not captured the attention of our
s makers to the same extent ac the strategic airlifter.
And the capability of the C-17 to perform the theater role as
we'l as provide strategic airltift, will only prolong the day
when ti-eater airlift receives the recognitieon it needs.

Dezpite cskepticism in come quarters that theater
commanders will be willing to use an aircraft as expensive as
ihe =17 an 2 theater mode, General Cascidy, CINCM&C, has
made 1t clear that the new aircratt is designed to operate in
thiz enviraonment, (13:8) In fact, the Airtiftt Master Plan
{AMP) recommends retirement of 180 C-1307s to make way for
the C-17., (14:73> Given the apparent shortfall in existing
theater z2arlift capability and the planned reduction of C-130

forces, we belicye that the theater commander will have no
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choice but to use the C-17 cselectively in a theater rale,
Moreover, so long as the risk of loss is balanced against the
potential gains, it makes perfectly gouod cense to use the
C-17.

Our indorsement of the C-17 in & theater role does
not mean that a replacement for the C-139 iz not needed. Tt
most surely is. Military Airlift Command recognizes the ceed
for a new theater airlifter as well. In 1283, a MaAl studs on
an advanced tactical transport (ATT) noted the deficiencies
and vulnerabilities of the C-130 for modern warfare. (%:ilat
However , budget constraints have forced MAC to decice betwren
a new strategic and new theater airlifter, and the command
correctly selected the T~17, We will recommend in the next
chapter that the battle for a C-130 replacement must
continue,

Although there is presently no quantitative data to
substantiate our claim, the authors do not helisus (hat the
Air Force currently has sufficient theater airltift capashil ot
to support the AirLand Battle, at least not to the degres the
Army envisions. The C-17, once it becomes operaticonal, will
alieviate the shortfall. Howewer, the strategic workload
will be so heavy, particularly during the initial dars cf the
war, that the C-17 will not fill the theater gap compistels,
We must either procure more airlift or the mrmy will hive ta

scale down their AirLLand Battle plans to match availabhie




airlift. Right now, we don“t think cur resources are
sufficient to support cur apparently unrestricted theater
airlift requirement. Since this requirement is as ret
unqualified, it may also be a point where Air Force and Army
doctrines are inconsistent.

Summary

Both authors feel ocur doctrine basically reflects
fiiztorical lessons and is feasible in most areas. However,
both authors are concerned about two doctrinxl areas after
analyzing our airlift airdrop doctrine against historical
leseons and feasibility to support the Army’s AirlLand Battie
doztrine: threat and resources. We have not prepared our
theater airlift force to face the threat history indicates we
wiil f¥ace=. Hence, our doctrine is less feasible in support
f AirlLand Fattle doctrine with ite reliance on deep attack,
whtch places vur vulpnerable theater airlift airdrop forces in
the mozt lethal airspace ever kKnown. LiKewise, history has
nrcder we could have used more theater airlift rescurces in
eeery coenflict, with the possible exception of WVietnam,
Coupled with AirLand Battle doctrine’s reliance on deep
attackz, the Army“ s increaced use of LIDs and the &ir Farce‘s
gteater strategic airlitt delivery capabiltity, all of which
pueint to increased requirements in the future for theater

aitrli+t airdrop forces, the indications are clear. Rowan
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Scarborough, in an article for Military Forum, makesz the same

point:
*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 likely 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.®
(14:18)

We agree and maintain cur courrent Air Force airtioft
doctrine does not reflect the historical ie=zcons of arriotr
shor tages and the potential effect of z very Yethal threot.
Nor does it provide the Army an indication of wossible
shortfalls in theater airlift resources or threat denial of
airlift sustainment. The failure to include either mav
create a false impression of airlift s ability to ful+ill aur
apparent total support doctrine. Failure to articulate these

limitations could possibly be very crucial to the cutcome o4

the mirl.and Battle.

157

9.

e



CHAPTER W

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary ang Conclusions

Throughout the histor, of airpower, the Air Force has
learned powerful lessons about the correct wary to employ
airlitt forces., Certainly, many mistakes have been made.
"MARKET GARDEN" ignored the principles of mass and surprise
and, a¢ a result, fzxiled to achieve its objectives,
Simitarly, tack of training and use of untested procedures
accounted for & micserable performance by American airlift
forces at St Mere Eglise during cperation "OVERLORD". But
there have been some great successes as well. Operation
"RITING” and "VARSITY" during World War Twoji Sukchon,
Zuncheon, and Chosin during the Korean Warj and Khe Sanh in
Yietnam were all airlift success stories because the Army and
“1c Force adheired to fundamenta) principles such as mass¢,
Mmaigger, and surprise. It is imperative that the Armed
Farces need these lessons of history.

fz we reviewed the basic doctrines of the Army and Air
Foreoe, we concluded that thesze basyic warfighting principles
hauve nat only been heeded, thewv have been meti.ulously
incorporated in the servicee” doctrinal manuals., The Airtand
BEatti- emphacsizes speed, rapid mobility, maneuver,

concwentr xtion of forces, and surprice. Air Force doctrine
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il takes advantage of ite inherent characteristice of spew~d,
range, and flexibility. These attributes of airltift ar« Ve

to providing the mass, surpricse and maneuver so importznt to

the Army.

Equally importanf, we further concluded thxt &rmv and
Air Force doctrine are closely aligned and consi “ltent in
their approach to warfinhting. The AirLand Battle envizions
fighting the next war with a combination of speed, maneavaer
initiative and deep operations. This vision neceszari v
relies heavily on substantial support and clo=e inteqratiorn
with airlift forces. The Army‘s doctrine would he patentis
unrealistic and unachievable without s complementary and
simitarly bold airlift doctrine. And the Air Force hag bewn
quick to step up to this challenge. In espousing 2
capability to support Army forces as far +forward in the
battlefield as necessary, Air Force doctrine fits perfect!w
with the most ambitious and challenging feature of ths
AirLand Battle: the deep attack. Clearly, the Army’<
doctrine revolves around the extended battlefield, and the
Air Force has stood up with unambiguous support,

Even the more controversial aspecte of Air Force
doctrine, the supremacy of air superiority and centralized
control, are consistent with the Army'e AirLand EBattle. &0
superiority is not an end in itsel+. Rather, contral of the

air ic merely a prerequicite for achieving other otijertyuves,
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iJnti) zir cuperiority is achieved, direct Army cupport
tunctionz, <uch ac close air support, airlift «nd
interdiztion mizsions, are infeasible. In like manner, the
purpoze of centralized control is to provide a more
responsive and flexible airpower force with the 1imited
resodrces available., Without centralized control, airpower
~annot be massed to provide the necessary level of support at
the decisive time and place.

Finally, we addressed the most difficult, yet
revexling, question concerning airlift doctrine. Is it
feasible? Can we accomplish what Army doctrine demandz of us
and what Air Force doctrine save we will do? The answer ics &
disappointing no, at least not with the assurance of success
thaxt we would like. Although the authors recognize that
rezources and capabilities will always be lezz than desired,
we bLztive there are shortfalls in three areac: all-weather
Zapability, Lhreat avoidance, and resource deficiencies. The
tatter two are concsidered the most serious shortfalls by far,

The &irLand Battle doctrine is a fast paced, dynamic

N

trateqy witin aperations deep incide enemy territory.
lonzequently, i will be vitally important to provide airlift
sypport to the mrmy when they need it and regardless of the
measther. &t present, however, our all-weather airdrop
capabil ity e Vimited to & emall percertage of *he tactica!

sl ft Fleet, And even thees aircraft have relative old and
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unsophisticated equipment., In short, our all-weather
capability is less than optimum, and system deficienciec may
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 ite
deep attack orientation, will place airlift forces intu the
most dense portione of that threat. Unfortunately, today'=
theater airlift forces have po internal threat detection ur
avoidance capability, and there are not enough fighters to
provide CAP and escort for every airlitt mission.
Consequently, it is quecticonable whether &xirli+t foarcez can
support the Army while maintaining acceptable attritiaon
levels.,

Finally, the demand for theater airlift ie rizing, and
will rapidly peak if we go to war, while the number of
aircraft is decreasing. There are a number of fxctore which
point to the need for a ltarger fleet. The increased expozure
to threats wil) create higher attrition rates. Furthermore,
the Army‘s recent emphasis on light infantry divisions tends:
to increase requested airlift corties., aAnd finslly,
supportable ground LOC’s quickly disappear for forces engaged
in a deep campaign, and this translates to increased reliance

on airlift for sustainment of these forces.,
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’ G:vern the size of the exizting force and the vintags of

g the tactical &irlift mainstay, the C-130, the authors are

doubtful that the airlift fleet is largc enough to handle
thig 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
tiret weeks of the war when the C-17 is preoccupied with
intertheater airlift.

For 11 of these reascns--weather restrictions, threat
avoidance limitations, and resocurce deficiencies——the ability
af airlift forces to meet their increasingly challenging
doctrinsl commitments is marginal at best. This does not
mean that the problem is insurmcuntable; it merely implies
that we have bit off more than we can chew at the moment. In
Vight of these conclusions, we will present proposals in the
arezs of dockrine, tactics, and resources that we believe are
prudent measures to enhance the capability of theater
bt

Fecammendaticns

The &ir Force muet first make a more realistic

docteinal statement regarding theater airlift. Current

doctrine proclaims thxt airlitt can go as far forward as

needecd, with absolutely no VYimitations explicitly stated.

¥

‘il thaugh the Army must Know thiz can not be entirely true,
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they have every right to rely on this optimictic statement of
airlift capability. And a literal reading of FM 100-5 would
lead one to believe that the Army has in fact, relied on the
Air Force’s implied promises when they formuiated the AirLand
Battle. The authors aagree with Colonel Wilke that Air Forre
doctrine should state that theater airlift "...will pravide
sustained support as far forward as the threast allowe,”
(1:348> 1f that support is important enough. 3 large
contingent of tactical air assets or even a major SEAD
campaign may be necessary. But, the airlift support in a
high threat environment wil) not come cheaply, and both =i
and ground commander<s need to understand this.

Air Force doctrine also places no restrictians
airlift support as a result of aircraft shorttalls, The
presumption ie that sustainment from zirltift iz virtually
unlimited, and this is patently untrue. Our doctrinal
statement should clarify that shortagee of theater and
airdrop aircraft will substantially restrict the number of
sustainment sorties that can be flown on a rontinuing basis,
The Army must not expect the Air Force to leap in the =ir the
instant they yell "airlift", because it cccasicnally won’t be
there, And it’s important that ground commanders understand
the limitations. Once confessing that airlift zssete ure

lTimited, TRADOC and MAC should axttempt to quantify the 1mpact

of the theater airlift shortftal)., For examplie, can existing




airlift recources sucstain an armored divizion for seven dx»

"

if it becomes izsolated from ground suppl. scurce=z? UWhat s
th impact on other expected airlitt requirements® There are
so many variables and unknowns that these gquestions are haird
tc answer, but we should mzke an attempt.

Secondiy, we recommend continued development of riew
tactical innovations to lower the threat threshold., @Ac
discussed previcusly, the airlifter 1< mozt vulnerable white
makKing the finxl rum-in for the airdrop and Jduring the drop
itself. @Gt thie time, the zircraft muzt low to drop
~airspeed (approximately 130 knote) and climb to drop altitude
(600 to 1000 feet AGL). WAt the higher aitiiude, the airccaft
ie distinctly =:1lhouetted agazinst the sky and highly wizihle

from ground perzpective, and et it i3 still law enough to

make an eacsv target for virtually any weapon srztem from
small arms fire Lo sophisticated S8AM =z, The slaow airzpeed
not only gives the enemy an easier target, but it reducse the
aircraft’s mancsuverability az well,

Recognizing this inherent weaknezs, MAC and TRADOD taue
addressed the concermn aszs part of their cverall airlitft
requirements study. They proposed tect:z and equipment
modifications which would permit high velacrty, low attitude
equipment and perconne) airdrops. (Z:17-1) &t present, onls
the MC-120 is structurall. capable of making high speed

drope. However, the C~17 dezign iz also compatible with tfs




capability. We recommend that all C-130 and a calculated

proportion of C-141 aircraft (probably 25-50 percent’ be

structurally modified to accomodate this surviwvability
tactic. High airspeed airdrop capability would substantiaily
increase threat survivability and improve our capability to
support the Army in an AirLand Battle envirurment,

Related to this recommendation, we further nropoze that
increased emphasis be placed on realistic training. U& must
train the way we intend to fight, and that mean:z sach
crewmember must be acutely aware of the threat ervironmsnt
and the techniques and tactics to defeat that threat. The
watchword in MAC for the past few vears haz been Combat
Aircrew Training (CAT>. This is certainly & trend 1n the
right direction, but it is time now to put muscies 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 baoth smal)l and large formation airdropes will be uzed in
the next war, we must develop tactics and train for both
techniques,

This proposal impties that more, not lecs, traitning
is needed; and we are concerned about the downward trend in

avthorized training time. Althcugh we recognize ficscal
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realities, this trend must be reversed and managers must find
wivs to Qget more training out of available flving hours.

Our final cateqgory of recommendations addresces the
shor tage and age of the current tactical airlift fleet. We
will point to the need for more theater airlift capacity,
uporades aon existing aircraft, and development of a new
theater axirlifter in the near future. We recognize the cost
x=so0ciated with these proposals and the pain they will induce
tn today s austere climate, but it is time to give theater
zirlift 1ts rightful place in the priority svstem. The Air
Force must take these steps now or confess to the army that
we cannor fulfill their expectations,

The most important upgrades that we can make on our
theater airlift fleet are thmse that will increace
zurwivabtlrty., Up to the present date, MAC has relied
“scluziuvely on evasive tactics, such as low level flight and
tercain masking, to avoid enemy radar and visual detectinon.
hen the threat warranted, fighter escorts and their
defenzive warning equipment provided an additional deqree of
orotzctiaon; bot the fighter’s mere presence gives away the
atrlifter’es position as well. The theater airlifters must te

abl

T

to operate autonomously in most situations and need
better internxl protection capabilities than aerial hide and

ek,

i
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We have already discussed structural modificationsz :n
C-130“s and C-141‘s to provide a high speed, low alttitude
airdrop capability. Clearly, pure aveoidance of the threat
based on intelligence information is the bezst defensze for
large aircraft, and the high speed airdrop will enhance cur
capability in this regard. However, intelligence information
can be faulty, and theater airlift aircraft shruld he
equipped with threat detection and avoidance systems,
including warning receivers, jammers, chaff, and infrared
countermeasures, Combined with improved tactics. more
realistic training, and better mutual support tecnnigues with
fighter aircraft, this internal defencive suite will provide
the degree of calculated protection that is absolutelw
scgentixl to haye any hope of operating in a medium to high
threat environment.

As impartant as these defensive upgrade:z cn the
existing fleet are, however, there is only so much vou .. an Ac
with an aircraft 30 years old. We badly need toc =tart
development of a new tactical airlift aircraft. For the next
“ew years, the C-17 will understandably drain all of MARC s
time, attention, and resources. And the C-17 will eaze the
burden on the theater airlift mizsion nearly as much as it

d.es on the intertheater mission. But the time has come for

a C~130 follow-on aircraft, and we need to start the process

no later than the early 1990’s.
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With a new theater airlift acquisition, we can
incorporate new information and lessons learned over the past
30 vezrz in the areas of Army support requirements, enemy
threat cvstemse, defencsive technologies, short field
capabilities, and aeronautical and computer system
developments, Jeffrey Record points out many of the
characteristics that would be decirable in this new aircraft.
Theze attributes include short field takeoff and landing
ner-formance, high maneuverability, greater speed and range,
optimized parload capability and self-contained cargqo
handling mechanisms., ¢<3: 33-34)

Ferhaps the most important design features are those
that des) with the threat and improve the probability of
zurvival in 2 high threat war. Mr. Record indentifies the
mast oromising survivability enhancements as radar signature
reduction, radar warning receivers, electronic
~ountermeasures systems, infrared reduction measures, missile
wernitng svitems, chaff and flare dispensers, protected fuel
z-zteme. and redundant components. (3:27) Of course, the
grnanced maneuverability provided by modern flight control
technolcygy ared structural improvements such as l'ight weight
metals and composite materitals alsc contribute immensely to
survivabitlity., Finally, improved low level, night, and

#ll-weather capability will add to the overall curvivability.
;

N




With today‘s technologr and incredible industrial
capability, it will be tempting to add more and mare fextures
into the decign of the new theater airlifter, More and more,

teast

that is, until the new aircraft is unaffordable cr at
not affordable in the quantities that will be needed. &
must focus on those characteristics that will allow us to get
the job done and survive in a high threat environment.
Everything else is fluff and must be rejected. If the Air
Force and industry counterparts design an aircraft that is
too expensive to produce in the numbers needed to accomodate
high wartime attrition, then we will hauve failed,

Optimistically, we are probably a decade zauay from
fielding & new tactical airlift aircraft. In the meantime,
we need to move toward aircraft upgrades and an increaszed
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. OQOther areas
include systems modifications to improve pavigation and
airdrop accuracy,

To reverse the unquantified, but uncontradicted
shortfall in theater airlift capability, we conzider 7
important to increace the intratheater fleet cize., The tiend
over the lact decade has been toward i1ncreased airlift

support requiremente, ac reflected in the AirLand Battle
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doctrins, and decreased airlift zircraft and consequent
capabiltity, There are two wiable alternatives for solving
thiz dilemma., The firet solution is to buy zxdditional C-17
a:rcrafi which would be earmarked for the intratheater
miszion. These aircraft would be particularly vital during
the first 20 davs of the war when the remainder of the C-{7
flest and the entire C-141 fleet would be totally saturated
with intertheater mobilization.

Alternatively, the Air Force could maintain the entire
C-131 fiezet in the inventory for the foreseeable future,
re*ner Lhan pursuing the planned phase out cf 180 C-130"s

cover ndne third of the fleet) when the C-17 comes on-board.

-

hough the AMF expecte the C-17 to pickup that portion of

Y

.':h

o

intratheater mizseion dropped by the 180 retired C-130'¢,
e elieve it ie more prudent to use these aircraft to fil)
the =xizting gap. As pointed out continuously thrcughout
this paper, the Airland Battle will demand & huge amount of
siriift, more than =ver considered in prior warcs, and there
vz oazmpte reason to syspect that these requirements have been
undere.-timaled,

Regardliesz of which alternative is selected, i+ either

une, we will peed

n

mi< of C-17°s and C-130"s to accomplich
the intratheater micsiaon effectively., The C-17 is most

witicient when direct delivery techniques are feasible or
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large payloads are needed. The C-130 is best suited +ar
lighter pavioads over emaller distances=,

Finally, we recommend expeditiocus completion of L
WIMS and its quantification of the theater airlift
requirement, This quantification is a difficult, but
necessary, exercise. There are many variahles thzt are

difficult to quantify, and as a result, precision i3 aot

likely to be achieved. Nanethelese, we must make an nifi

i

estimate of the theater airlift requirement. The numberz and

s

models can be upgraded as we learn more about the dyvnamics
involued from actual contingencies and exercizes, Qnae
ctalculated, the requirement for theater airlift wil)l qioe ys=
a rough 2stimate of the number of aicliftt aircratt needed 'n
a European war. We should Keep in mind, however, that p-=t
estimates have always been low, and there iz Tittle peason to
believe that modern estimatere have been suddenis struck b
divine inspiration.

The Air Force presently has the best strategic weaparns,
the most advanced fighter aircraft, the finest and bext
trained Army, and wil) soon have by far the most capalile
strateqic airlift aircratt in the worid. And this is az it
should be. But histor~ has also taught ue that recuponsivs
and effective intratheater sirlift is absclutely ewszentral
for the conduct of successful ground wartare. The time hz-

come to qive the proper attenticon te that lecsrn. The T-17,
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although adding conziderably to intratheater capability,
cannot ¥i111 both *he inter and intratheater gape by itself.
We call For renewed attention on theater airlift. Let us
upyrade the existing fleet first, and begin development of =z

new airlifter within the next five years. Our future depends

on 1 b,
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