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Abatract of
BLUE WATER CARRIERS IN A BROWN WATER NAVY

The blue water carrier will provide the operational
commander an effective war-fighting tool in the brown water
conflicta of the future. The new asecurity environment is
regionally focuased and the principal natiocnal asecurity
elements of criasis reaponae and forward presence have taken
center stage. The carrier’s expeditionary nature and unigue
capabilitiea make it a keyatone for national aecurity in
thia new era. But there are conaiderable problema and risks
involved with littoral operationa. Desert Storm was an
aberration and an analysia detaila the real dangers of
mines, cosgatal naviea, coaatal batteries, air-to-surface and
air-to-air migailea. New operational concepta are
introduged which offer the operational commander a combined
arms team and an adaptive airwing to meet the particular
needa of hia Area of Reaponaibility. Specific carrier
deployment astrategieas and aircraft design/procurement issues

are not addressed.
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Blue Water Carriers in a Brown Water NMNavy

I. INTRODUCTION

The cataclysmic events of the later part of the past
decade ushered in a period of world-wide upheaval and

XL
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collapse of Soviet communism marked the end of the Cold War.
Ethnic struggles, latent nationalism and regional cancerns,
formerly in the shadow of superpower struggle, have now
taken center stage. U.S5. national security and military
strategies are evolving around this new environment.
Simultanecusly, military force structure 1s being
"rightsized" to align with this changed strategy and the
decline in U.S. economic power. The challenge for the U.5.
is to shape military forces for effective employment in the
warfare environments of the future.

The aircraft carrier will remain the centerpiece for
our changing maritime strategy. The expeditionary nature
and power projection capabilities of the carrier make it the
xeystone For national secuwrity in the principal elemenuvs o/
forward presence and crisis response. In the event of
hostilities, the aircraft carrier’s ability to quickly
respond and influence events by presence, or force, make 1t
an invaluable war—fighting tool for the operational

commander.
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Carriers, moving forward to respond in crisis
situations, will face unigque challenges aperating in the
complex operating environment of the littoral or "coastlines
of the earth”. As noted in the September =8, 19%9&
Navy/Marine Corps Strategy White FPaper From the Sea,
"Mastery of the littoral should not be presumed. It does
et derive ool Cuaticiig Ul e Nl scas. it 15 an
cbjective which requires our focused skills and resocuwrces.

The aircraft carrier is presently shaped around an
open-ocean, Soviet threat. "Mastery of the littoral” will
require the carrier to adapt war-fighting capabilities
around the new operational environment. Operational
commanders must: (1) understand the capabilities and
employment concepts for using the carrier as an instrument
of U.S8. foreign policy, in the context of the changed
security landscape, (&) appreciate the problems and risks
associated with operating in the littoral — despite the, "at
first glance", lessons learned from Desert Storm, and (3)
develop new operational concepts for employing the carrier
in this new environment.

This paper will address these issues from an
opevrational commander?s perspective. Three major sections
are presented. First, the discussion will examine the
dynamics behind the movement from global to regional
concerns and shifting paradigms for the employment of the
carrier, Second, the primary problems and risks of

gperating in littoral waters will be identified — using
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Desert Storm as a point of departure for risk assessment.
Finally, key operational concepts will be introduced in
orde» to help create a vision for the employment of the
aircraft carrier in the littoral arena.

This analysis will conclude that the carrier will be

effective on the littoral battlefield if: (1) operatignal
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capabilities of this key expeditionary asset, (&) the real
"littoral lesscas learned" and other relevant problems/vrisks
frrom Desert Storm are studied, appreciated and applied
toward future conflicts, and (3) innovative operational
concepts continue to evolve which provide the CINC the tools
necessary to influence events and, if necessary, fight in
this challenging environment.

It will be beyond the scope of this paper to present

specific deployment strategies or specific design or

procurement issues.

-
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II. FROM BLUE WATER TO BROWN

As the continuing turmoil in virtually every

region of the world underscores, we have not achieved a
permanent peace. Although the forces of integration
are stronger than ever, new and in some cases

dormant forces of fragmentation have also been
unleashed. Even as the danger of global war recedes,
the potential for smaller but still highly destructive
conflicts between nations and within naticns is
growing.*=

Moving From Global to Regional Concerns

Stratengies for the Future. Recognizing that the

collapse of the Soviet Union and ouwr collective victory in
the Cold War had fundamentally changed the strategic
landscape, PFresident Bush articulated a new, regionally
oriented, national security strategy. This strategy,

codified in the White House publication Naticnal Tecuvrity

Strategy of the United Gtates, seeks to maintain global and

regional stability by: (1) ensuring that no hostile power
is able to dominate or control a region critical to our
interests, and (&) working to avoid conflict by reducing
sources of regional instability and violence.®

Military stratepy which reflected these changes was
developed by Secretary of Defense and first articulated by
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff in the January 1992,

National Military Strategy of the United States. The four

fundamental pillars for defense are strategic deterrence and
defense, forward presence, corisis response, and

reconstitution.*
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This new strategy is, in many ways, more complex than
the containment and deterrent deszsigns of the Cold War era
and is decidedly focused around regional conflict.

Expeditionary Environment. Dite to the traditionally

expeditionary nature of the aircraft carrier, the Navy is
particularly suited for forward presence and crisis
response. U.S. security and military strategies reguire
adaptive expeditionary forces that can operate forward and
effectively respond to the brush fires of the future. As
expressed in From the Sex, "MNaval Expeditionary Forces
provide uncbtrusive forward presence which may be
intensified or withdrawn as required on short notice".=

A snapshot of the global security picture in January,
1993 highlights the carrier’s expeditionary capability in
the "new world disorder". Carriers were simultanecusly
involved in three significant military operations; e.g., the
humanitarian relief effort in Somalia (US5 Rsnger CV-61),
enforcing the Iragqi no~fly zone (USS Kitty Hawk CV-63) and
forward presence operations off the coast of the former
Yugoslavia (USS Jehn F.Kennedy CV-67).

The centerpiece for U.S. national security interests
isy, and will likely remain, the aircraft carrier. This
quintessential expeditionary asset will continue to provide
CINCs the ability to meet the challenges of regional

instability in the elements of forward presence and crisis

response.
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From the Sea — Open Ocean to Near Land. Operating in

regional areas of the globe is interpreted by the Navy to
mean pérforming,mawitime missions in littoral waters. Fronm
the Sea states:
Our ability to zommand the seas in areas where we
anticipate future operations allows us to re-size our
naval forces and to concentrate more on capabilities
reguired in the complex operating environment of the
"littoral”" or coastlines of the earth.&®
But it would be wrong to surmise that, devoid of Soviet
military influence, U.S. command of the sea is preeminent.
Suffice it to say that less emphasis can be placed on sea

contreol in a regional conflict and more on sea denial (use

by vyou, denial to the enemy) and power projection.

Shifting Paradigms for Employwment.

As the focus shifts away from open—ocean war~fighting
toward the littoral, concepts for carrier employment
continue to evolve.

While carriers are still ..Z:2 *35 protect the Sea
Lines of Communication (8LOCs), increased emphacis - “=~ing
placed on its unigue "enabling" features. These featu. e«.
center around the carrier’s ability to quickly move forward
and influence events in a crisis situation; e.g., provide
the underpinning for diplomatic activities or create the
nucleus for joint power projection.

Fower projection, at the lowest end of the spectirum of

conflict, can now be described as influence projection or,
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as Les Aspin recently described, compellence. RAdoiral Faul
David Miller writes,

The new security environment reqguires the United States

to project not only force but also influence. The

changed world calss for the military to be both a sword
and & plowshare in maintaining peace.”

As the nucleuws for joint operations, the aircraft
carrier can facilitate a smooth transition from crisis to
conflict. Gaining sea control in the aresa of regional
conflict and sea denial in the littoral enables the
introduction of subsequent joint forces and ensures access

for the logistic support reguired to sustain military

UL L Ui

Emerging Themes

In sum, it is prudent that the operational commander
consider the following themes which emeyrge from the ashes of
the Cold War:

# Regional conflict will likely dominate the
international strategic landscape of the future.

% As & premier expeditionary asset, the carrier
will play an increasingly important role in the areas of
forward presence and orisis response.

* Maritiue emphasis has shifted from sea contirol
cf the open-ocean to sea denial and power projection from
the littoral.

# The carrier functions as an effective "enabling

force" in the litteoral by providing the capability to act as

both a sword and a plowshare.
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- III. FROBLEMS AND RIGSKS

Problens

Defining the Battlespace. Durimg tracitional,

open—ocean carrier operations, the battlespace was well
defined. Water space, underwater cpace, and air space were
painstakingly sliced into distinct areas of responsibility.
As the battle group approached the coastline, there was a
purposeful lack of ovevlap between the carrier?s airspace
and the Amphibious Operating Area (RDA), greatly simplifying
command and contsol. Now the lines of cortrol and arexs of
aperation are less distinct as the carrier battlespace
becomes a part of the joint littoral battlespace.

As & general concept, From the Sea defines the littoral

as comprising two =zegments of the battlespace:
* Seaward: The area from the open—ocean to the
shore whirh must be contreolled Lo sunport operationse sshore.

* Landward: The area inland from shore that can

be supported and defended directly from the sea.®

The edges of these areas, then, are indistinct and
cannot be defined by mere nautical miles or kilometers but,
instead, will depend on the power projection capabilities of

our forces and those of ow enemy. The boundaries will
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expand and contract like an accardion under the precssures of
combat. Hence, “.ne two concepts of warfare - sea and land -~
collide and meld, making one relatively indictinguishable

from the other, crealing the complex, joint littoral

battlesy

MRourioes Millevr, Pauaul Do, & L) . nd .
Irnatitute raoar Foreign Falicy Gnalyaiw, Tarfeem UNniverastity,

19, p. 21,

The Resource/Task Dilemma. Naval Warfare Fublication (N

1, Btrategic Concepts of the U.S5. Navy, sets forth specific

fundamental and suppovtirg maritime tasks: Anti-air Warfare
(AR, Anti-submarine Warfare (ASW), Anti-surface Ship
Warfare (ASUW), Strike Warfare (5TW), Amphibious Warfare
(ALY, Mine Wartfare, Ocean Surveillance, Intelligence
gathering and r»econnaissance (RECCE), Command, Control and
Communications (C3), Electronic Warfare( EW), and
LLogistics.®

The traditional, open-ocean carrier needed this diverse
package of war-fighting skills. Independent battles against

the Soviet Fleet in the bastion. of the North Rtlantic meant




simultaneously maintaining sea control, projecting power,
and Fleet Air Defense (FAD). Most airwings today still
possesses Chls wlde range oV capauviiities.

However, this diversity is a "two edged sword". The
operational commander can guickly respond, with & broad
range of options, against virtually any air, surface or sub-
surface thireat. But the overall effectiveness of this force
is a "mile wide and an inch deep".

The role of the carrier in Desert Shield and Desert
tornm provides a useful example of this paradox of
capabilities and limitations. Acs noted in a post-war
Department of Defense report:
Within one hour of the start of the & August attack,
the USS Independence (CVY-&2) battle group (forward-
deployed to the Indian Ocean) and the USS Dwight D.
Eisenhower (CVU—-£9) battle group (forward-deployed to
the eastern Mediterranean Sea) were ordered to the Buif
of Oman and the Red Sea, respectively.?®
The carriers had the capability to fulfill a wide range
of warfare tasks, but the CINC’s real needs centered around
strike warfare; e.g., the ability to bomb Ivagi forces if
they invaded Saudi Arabia. The carrier force was actually
limited by diversity and not optimized for the task at hand.
Ironically, over—-specialization (tailoring an airwing
around strike warfare) also presents a dilemma. The
operational commander has the capability to generate a

higher number of strike sorties but is limited in his

ability to perform otherr tasks (notably ASW and ARW).



The Falklands War serves as an example of the price of
over—specialization. 0On 21 May, 1982, Argentinian pilots
penetrated the air defense screen set up by the AVYV-8B Sea
Harrier — primarily a strike aircraft - around the
Amphibious Operating Area. In his ook Task Force, The
Falklands War, 1282, Martin Middlebrook describes the
action:

The carrier group put at sea had seen no action but the

seven destroyers and frigates in Falkland Sound had

sacrificed themselves to protect the landing ships and
forces ashore. The Ardent was sinkings; Antrim and

Argonaut were out of action with unexplocded bombs

lodged inside thems Brilliant and Broadsword had been

damaged. Only FPlvmouth and Yarmouth were unscathed.

From a styrictly military point of view, these losses

were not serious; all of these ships could be

replaced...But three British Naval Officers and
twenty—-one ratings were deed and a further twenty—-five
injured, some seriocusly; one man would never sce

again. "1?

What is needed, it seems, is an airwing which 1s
diverse enough to handle all threats and specialized enough
to provide ample firepower when reqguired - an "adaptive"

airwing. More about this later.

The Strategy/Doctrine Debate. Fundamental conceptual

differences in the nature of sea battle compared to land
hattle have in the past justified the Navy's reliance on
maritime strategy vice operational doctrine.

The realities of today's security enviraonment and the
shift toward littoral warfare have called into guestiaon the
validity of these conceptual differences. As naval forces
move into the restricted, near land environments, the

uniquely maritime concepts of freedom of movement,




independence, flexibility, mobility, and security need to be
scrutinized. The differences in land, cea, and air warfare
become guite indistinct in the context of the littoral
environment.

This has left modern maritime ctirategy 1n & guandary
and deficient in providing the necessary foundation and
framework on "how to fight" in this complex, near-land
environment.

While powerful figures and convincing arguments loom on
both sides of the naval doctrine debate, both generally
agree that it will take more than traditional thinking and
new technology to prevail in the future. = "Chanpe demands
new ideas, new assumptions, n2w approaches, but only

doctvrine can channel them into a comprehensive way of

CHinking —~ &and Tighvtiong. " 85 Abveban wincoln pu
dogmas of the guiet past, are inadequate to the stormy
present...RAs owr case is new, so we must think anew and act
aNEW. We must disenthrall ourselves™.1*

In general, doctrine provides the framework or baseline
for "how to fight" and effectively employ the carrier in the
littoral arena. Specifically, doctrine can help address a
number of key issues: How can carrier forces best be
employed to gain and maintain air superiority in the
sea—~land interface operating area? How can carrier—-based
aircraft use stra.egic air operations and deep air

interdiction to help wage a successful land campaign? What

specific command arrangements are most effective in
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integrating carrier—based airpower with land-—-based air
nower?ts
The complexities of operating in littoral vice

open—ocean enviraonments point to revolutionary change in the
concept of modern warfare. The Navy cannot look to the
19884 s Maritime Strategy to provide guidance on how to
effectively fight, train, develop technology and structure
forces on the littoral battlefield. The Goldwater—Nichols
Department of Defense Reorganization RAct of 18986, in fact,
demands that we break down our defiance and resistance to
chiange and develop joint coctrine. waval Torces will be lie
principle enabling tool for the operational commander and
the Navy has the opportunity to develop the foundation for
war—fighting in the littoral environment. Before this can
happen, the Navy’s fundamental war—-fighting principles must
be "extracted, re-assessed, and codified intec a single,
official doctrine for the Navy of the twenty-first
century", 16

A sound first step has been the establishment of the
Navy Doctrine Center, co-—located with the frny and Air Force
Doctrine centers in Hampton Roads, Virginia. The Navy
should take command of this "fast train” by translating
maritime strategy into naval doctrine and provide the

leadership for developing joint littoral doctrine.
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Defending the Carrier, Desert Storm serves as a useful

point of departure for examining the key issues and provides
an effective backdrop for anticipating the dangers
associated with future littoral operations.

Much has been written about the overwhelming success of
Desert Shield and Desert Storm and the Navy can be
justifiably proud of the aircraft carrier?s role in this
unigque victory.

But we must be certain that the lessons learned from
the Gulf War are szalient in terms of appreciating the risk
invelved if the enemy 1is less cooperative. Keep in mind
this effort reguired six aircraft carviers to operate in
waters previously considered too dangerous for carrier
operations.*? Consider the faollowing points:

First, The Iraqi surface Navy was small and
ineffectual. The offensive arm of the Iragi fleet consisted
of a few ex—Huwaiti fast attack boats and a training
frigate. *® Unfortunately for the Ivagis, the fire control
radars used Tor tne modern anti—aircraft guns on the attack
boats were incapable of keeping a lock at high speeds - due
to excessive hull vibration. This made the small craft
defenseless. British Lynx helicopters, carrying the Sea
Skua, were able to disable the small attack craft before
they became a threat.?*® Coalition aircraft would then finish

them off with unguided bombs.
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It would seem to follow that larger boats, equipped
with better fire—control systems will not only handle a helo
threat but also, vremain in action longer. Undoubtedly, this
lesson has not been lost on Third World nations as they
pursue ways to improve their littoral navies.

Second, the airborne missile threat never materiali:zed.
Irag was retuctant to use 1Ts armory orF 4@W K-35 cxocets
in the face of overwhelming coalition air superiority,s e
Only one maritime air strike was attempted and the Mirage
F-1 was shot down by Combat Air Fatrol aircraft.,=?

Howevery, the threat of airborne attack could never be
discounted altogether. "After all, they had used
air—-launched Exocets through much of the Iran—-Irag War,
including the near fatal [sicl attack on the USS Stark
(FFG-31)". ==

The upshot was that carriers in the Red Sea and Fersian
Gulf maintained constant combat air patrol, over and above
the air patrols protecting Saudi Arabia. In effect, this
reduced the number of aircraft that could attack Irag.=?

Third World nations may not be as hesitant in future
conflicts to use their air force against the carrier.

Third, coalition forces were able to operate largely
beyond the range of cocastal Iraqi Silkwors missile
launchers. “Iragq was able to launch only a single Silkworm
missile in the war - on 28 February 1991 against the USSH
Missouri (BB-63). It was intercepted by two Sea Dart

surfare—-to—-air missiles fired from HMS Gloucester. "=« But




the small mobile launchers proved to be extremely difficult
to locate and Irag still had numerous Silkworms at the end
of the conflict.s=S

What if Iran had joined in the fray and brought her
plethora of coastal silkworms to bear? Would the carriers
have then been forced to fight their way into the Fersian
Bulf or be forced to operate from the Indian Ocean?
Luckily, this threat never materialired but 1t, once again,
points out the uniqueness of the Gulf War.

Fourth, Iraqi mine warfare was highly effective.
Testifying before the Senate RArmed Services committee in
June 1991, General Schwarzkopf admitted t- -7 the =rtensive
Iraqi minefields "had a serious impact " on U.S5. plans to
conduct an amphibious assault along the ceast of Kuwait.&e

After the war, Iragq estimated that it laid 1,302 mines
during the conflict. Coalition forces reportedly sighted
229 anag destroyed 133.%7 "On 17 February 1991, the
amphibious assault ship, USS Tripoli (LFPH-1@), and the Regis
cruiser, USS Frinceton (CG-59), struck mines and were
damaged, . =®

Mines will continune to be an effective tool in third
world, littoral regions. They are cheap, anonymous, easily
deployed and readily available on the global arms market.
Recent studies indicated that the Soviets own 25@,204 to
450,202 mines.*?® The praliferation of mines among Third
World nations is a concern as the former Soviet republics

attempt to shore up their failing economies. Add that to a
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world mine 1inventory NNEbEr Lig el iiapes Lo wiie i eds ol
thousands, held by more than 4@ states, and the full
dimencion of this undercea threat to U.8. and callicd
interests comes into sharper focus."2®

Finally, The Iraqis didn’t awn any submarines.
NMevertheless, this problem cannot be ignored and is
considered by most wilitary exgeris o De (tag ndidoer one
difficulty facing forces operating in shallow water. Most
believe that the Navy lacks both the weapons and sensors to
fight shallow water RASW. Here are some of the concerns:3t

* Research and development concentrate on the
open—gcean environment.

* Fixed array hydrophon systems do not cover the
coastal zonej; they look outward from the continental shelf.

¥ Towed array passive saonars are impractical in
shallow water because of high ambient noise levels and the
possibility of damage if the array hits bottom.

* The Mark 46/48 torpedo requires & sepavation
between target and sea floor making them difficult to use
against a target hovering near the bottom.

Coincidentally, in December the Iranian navy tock
delivery of the first of three Kilo-class diesel-electric
suubs fraom Russia.?® One anti-submarine warfare specialist
sees the Kilo as a particular littoral threat because of its
capacity to wreak havoc with "torpedoes and mines as well as

covert commando operations against coastal oil

installations., 32
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The councvinuwed proliferation of submarines among Third
World nations presents a monumental challenge to operational

commanders wishing to exploit the littoral battlefield.

Problems/Risks Conclusions

In sumy, there arre several piroblem/risk take-—aways TFor
the operational commander to consider and digest when
considering employment of the carrier in future littoral
operations:

*# The littoral battlespace is ill-defined and
highly complex.

* The traditional airwing provides the operational
commander with diverse capabilities but is limited in its
ability to bring forces to bear in any one warfare area.

* The Navy?’s Maritime Strategy has limited
application in littoral warfare. Evolving naval doctyine
will provide the "how ta fight" in this new environment.

# Desert Storm was an aberration. Further
analysis reveals that mines, subs, coastal batteries,
air—to-air/air-to-surface missiles will be serious threats
in future littoral conflicts. Third World weapons

proliferation will exacerbate the problem.
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IV. THE NAGTF & THE ADARFRTIVE AIRWING — CONCERTS FOR SUCCESS

Dy capacity to employ maneuver warfare at sea, moving
from deep to shallow water, then over land in a
seamless way, allows maritime striking forces to
concentrate intensive offensive power at & time and
place of our choosing to seize and hold littoral
facilities. @«

The "Ways" to Fight

The Naval Air Ground Task Force (NAGTF). While

doctrine can provide the framework for "how the carrier will
fight" in the littoral enviranment, the “ways" of
effectively employing the carrier in the "near iand" arena
must be analyzed.

To become effective in the littoral environment, the
carrier must offset the limiting factors (problems and
risks) inhevent in operating close to shore by seizing
opportunities. Carrier forces operating in brown water vice
blue water can take advantage of strengths and capabilities.
While technologies continue to evelve around this arena, the
Navy is challenged to develop operational concepts to fully
integrate the aircraft carrier in sea~land interface
warfare.

Fortunately, the Navy need only look within to find
the foundation for change. The United States Marvine Corps
(USMC) provides the conceptual basis for using maritime

forces to effectively and expediently transition from
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srapower to land power. The Coarps is especially adept at
understanuing the concepts involved in power projection fro

the littoral. Originally established as a combined arms

m

team, the Corps?! very natuwre is to fight in a joint manner -

to simultaneocusly exploit the capabilities of air, land and

sea warfare,
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battle, serves as an "accelerator”" for the shift in emphasi
frrom the traditional meritime concepts of flexibility and
mobility to maneuver from the sea. "Maneuver from the sea,
the tactical eguivalent of maneuaver on land, provides a
potent war—-fighting tool to the joint task fTorce conmander
& tool that is literally the key to success in many
contingency scenariogs”.33

Fleet Marine Field MWManual 1 (FFFM 1) offers the best
definition of the modern concept of maneuver and considers
application in both dimensions — space and time:

"Maneuver warfare is a war-fighting philosophy that

seeks to shatter the enemy’s cohesion through a series

of rapid, violent, and unexpected actions which create

a turbulent and rapidly deteriorating situation with

which he cannot cope’.=3¢

The Marine Corps has chosen the Marine Air Ground Task
Force (MAGTF) to pravide "forwaird—deployed ov vapidly-
deployable forces capable of mounting expeditionary
operations in any environment”.?7 This task organization 1is
equipped and structured to perform a flexible variliety of

tactical actions - amphibious, air, and land.
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The MAGTF consists of ground, aviation, combat service
support, and command components that have no standard
structure, but are constituted as appropriate for the
specific situation. It is an independent, self-contained
fighting force that can employ elements of air, land and sea
to act alone in an undeveloped theater of operations where
no cosmand structure 1z in place o in concert with othov
forces, in a developed area, as part of a campaign.=®

Historically, carrier forces merely opened the door for
the Marine Corps and subseqguent amphibious ocperations.

There was, in effect, a hanc-off to the Marine Corps during
the carrier’s approach to the littoral. The carrier’s role
was to provide air superiority in the battlespace and,

thereby, keep the SLOCs open for support and reinforcement.

This view was articulated in a recent U. S5 Naval
Institute Proceedings article which stated that the most
important and primary function in the objective area i3 to
"subjugate enemy air forces so that the rest of the Navy and
Marine Corps force can get on with its assignment. The
carrier exists for the care and feeding of air superiarity
fighters — and everything else is secondary."2®

This, of course, justifies the carrier?s existence, but
it does say not much about what the carrier can do snce it
has established air superiocrity and can now be used to
saticsfy other operational reguirements. Furthernore, 1t

views the carrier in a detached, "supporting" role incapable
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and unwilling to expand its focus beyond the attainment and
preservation of air superiority and self defense.

While absolute air superiority is tenuous at best, it
is conceivable that in most third world, littoral
contingencies the aircraft carvier will be able o maintain
air superiority and support amphibious and land operations
with sea—land~air interface missions. (Close Al Support -
£AS), Battlefield Air Interdiction — BRI). Therefaore, the
caryiar must be able move frowm the "supmoviing” to oz "Foll
participant” role.

On the From the Sea battlefield, the carrier will no
longey "hand the ball off" to the Mayrine Corps but, instead,
@ wmiadle” of the littoral and join in synergictic
blue/green warfare.

What is envisioned is the Naval Air Ground Task Force
(MNAGTF) . A concept which takes advantage of the
capabilities of the carrier and MRGTF. The aircraftt carrier
will supply horsepower to the NAGTF with potent power
prejection forces. The Marine Corps will provide the
nucleus for littaoral doctrine, amphibious command and
control and maneuver warfare,.

The exact "flavors of forces" making up the NAGTF is
not as important as the idea itself. The aim hewre 1is to

adopt the concept of an expeditionary naval service that

takes advantage of the unique capabilities of the Mavy and

the Marine Corps. This concept will, in turn, provide the
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focus of the Navy/Marine team in organizing, training, &and

Lo e -
CoiTE 28,

equipping ow littoral
The interoperability between these forces will provide
TiTE Byliergy WNLCHT T resunLts wWieh ofite Siviledab o owr She Suas
force are so effectively employed that 1.viv Jova. mrirtary
impact exceeds the sum of their individual contributions. =2
There are legitimate operational challenges that must
be overcome before the NAGTF can reach its full potential
and provide the operational commander a force that can
effectively act i1ndependently and serve as a nucleus for
follow—-on joint operations. They include:
¥ Improving the carrier’s capabilities to assume
the waole of Joint Forces Tunctional Al Component Commander
(JFFAC) or sevve as Joint Task Force (JTF) headguarters.
# Fully integrating the caviriers Composite Warfare
Commandey (CWC) doctrine with accepted procedures for
command, control and employment of amphibiouns forces.
¥ Educating the Commander RAmphibiocus Task Force
{CATF) on how to effectively work with the CWC to
effectively integrate the carrier airwing.
These challenges can be met but necessitate increased
cooperation between the Navy and Marine Corps in order to
develop appropriate littoral war-fighting capabilities. The

NAGTF provides the basis for this cooperation.
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The "Means"™ to Fight

The Adaptive Rirwing. During the last two decades, we

have responded to each CINC®s requirements with a fairly
rigid combination of permanently assigned forces and

standardized deployment groups.®** Howrver, in view of the

Fomim Vomdomzeoe ond the need to downcize faorce

B S T
e R A R | B

sti-ucture, efforts are undevway to orrganize, train and
employ forces that make up in joint capabilities what w:
lose in size.%®

Cenaral Colin Doncll, Coonandeor Joint Chie: of Staff
(CJCSY, and Admiral Paul Dawvwid Miller, Commander in Chief,
ftlantic Command (CINCLANT), are leading the endzavor to
evaluate "ways to better organize and train forces, making
it easier for supported CINCs to call forward the specific
birands of capability needed in their respective RORs. "The
focrus will be on "rotationally deployed forces”” from all
services organized into an fAdaptive Joint Force Rackage ~ a
package of specific capabilities scheduled to deploy during
a given period, supported by designated back-up units that
remain stateside. "4

The idea works like this. Ready units from each
service are drawn to forge the full joint force package.
This package is trained jointly (together) and structured to

support specific requirements of a particular CINC. "The
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training must focus on contingencies and operations that the

Joint force may be called upon to execute'.*”

s ~
Ready Army Units
FORCECOM i L
ORCECO Jont ) Amiy J o

Command ~/ Divsion
Ready Air Force U Element B
eady Air Force Units
ACC ' (2 {2 {2 _]
Ready Naval Forces Navil it Force Manre
STFLT/PACT Baitle Wrrf) Expeditionary
LANTFLI/PACFLT Group Wirge) (™ Bt

[Okher Supponing CINCs j ___ J
\/SP; A/S M .
STRATCOM/SPACECOM/SOCO Full Joint Force Package

SHonmroa s 1L L 2w, Paul D., B3 v oyt | = ¥ Y, Lot X 2N . Py} I

Rz forces are needed, the package is adapted and
tailored elements of the full package can ke moved forward

to meet the CINCs particular reguirements. (s this concept

matures, the aim is %o allow the supporited (CINC) tao "write
a more accurate prescription" -~ based on the current
situation in hie AOR.
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Admiral Paul David Miller, in his visionary work, BHoth
Smoprds and Rlowshares: Military Roeles in the 19980's, csees
the concept satisfying several other important objectives:*=

¥ since the full joint force package will be

trained and exercised together, additional forces can be

deployed into a theater when they are required. Surge
forces will arrive in the theater organized, trained and
ready to support the CINCY's reguirements.

¥ The careful calibration ot fovward positioned
capabilities to the needs of each CINC means we can maintain

needed forward presence without over-committing our forces.

One example of this concept can be found in the recent
incorporation of a Special Marine Rir Group Task Force
(SPMAGTFY - 1@ F/A-18s (VMFA-3Z12), &2 Marines, & Ch—353Ds
and 4 Uh—-1 - as part of Carrier Air Wing Eight (CVW-8)
onboard the USS Thecdore Roeosevelt (CV-71).%% The move has
given the Roocsevelt the capability to carry ont a variety of
missions; e.g., noncombatant evacuation, humanitarian
asslstance, disaster relief, and Nostage r»ewiue. Lav ab a
nyios. Due to deck space limitations, the airwing now has 8
fewer F-l4s, 1& fewer A-6’s, and 2 S-3s. This points to
reduced capability in RAW, ASH, and all-weather strike.

Does this over—specialization sound familiar?
The adaptive (NAGTF) airwing concept would take this
concept one level higher. The operational commander would

be empowered with the flexibility to adapt carrier assets




arter deployment as the requirements o, i NI Lo
battlefield change. This would go & long way in solving the
resource/task dilemma.

S0, instead of bringing forward merely additional
tailovred - i tre CINEG can call forward decidedly
different kinds of forces with different capabilicies. A

poirnt must be empiasized here. Titas 1s not anothner notionat

airwing. It is an _adaptive airwing.

For example, when the carrier first deploys the
tailored airwing might lcook something like the Roosevelt
airwing — designed to carry ocut & variety of Lower Intensity

Conflict (LIL) micsione.

Low Intensity Conflict Mix

18 F-14 & CH-53
2@ F/A-18 4 UH-1N
g A/e

When a crisis develops, the cacrier could be required
to "flex out” of the littoral and then "flex in" - fighting
its way back in with & preponderance of air superiority
assets (F-14), long-range -..crike aircraft (R-6), and anti-
submarine assets (5-3). Elements of the SFMRGTF would fly
of f to airfields in the AOR or "1lily pad" to other elements
of the NAGTF.

F-14s, A-6s, and 5-3s wanuld fly on as part of the adaptive

alrwinga.




"Flex In" Mix

F-14
F/A-18
A-6
S~3

My Py [
nmere s

After air superiority is established and the carrier
moves into tne Hupnioiows Uperating RAreas (AOR) the mix will
include aircraft and helicopters designed to support the

Marine Corps and the land battle. (F/-18, AV-8, CH-G3).

Mid Intensity Conflict Mix

12 F~14 12 AV-8
=8 F-18 6 CH-S
12 A-6

0]

Nayeayers will certainly pointing to a myriad of
maintenance, personnel and logistical concerns. These
problems can be overcome with innovative and forward-
thinking deployment/support pachkages. The Mavy can meeft the
challenge of providing the forces relevant to the task at

hand - the CINC deserves no less.




V. CONCLUSION

The blue wgter carrier will provide the aperational
commander an effective war fighting tool in the brown water
conflicts of the future.

Regional concerns will likely cantinue to dominate the
global security znvironment. The expeditionary nature of
the aircraft carrier will allow it to move forward guickly
and resolve events in a manner favorable to U.S. security
interests. Once on station, the carrier will provide
independent influence and power projection or act as a
nucleus for joint operaticons. Operational commandeys muct
understand, and take advantage of, the inherent capabilities
of this uniquely capable expeditionary asset,.

But there are significant problems and risks associated
with poeyating in the confines of the littoral. While
Desert Storm proved that carviers could, under certain
circumstances, successfully operate in littoral waters,
analysis confirms the hostile nature of this complex
environment. The risks of operating in coastal waters will
continue to increase as Third World nations expand their
inventories of mines, attack aircraft, airv-to-surface
missiles, submarines, coastal defense vessels, and coastal
surface—to—-surface batteries. Doctrine must be developed to
move beyond the maritime strategy of the past decade in

order to provide littoral war—-fighter the "how to" operate
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in this complex environment. The real "littoral lessons
learned " fyom Lesert Storm and the other significant
problems and risks must be studied, digested and applied
toward futuare littoral conflicts.

Finally, innovative concepts must continue to evolwve
which offer the CINC the necessary resources for fighting on
the littoral battlefield. As farce structure is reduced the
operational commander will be again asked to do more with
less. Concepts must be developed which allow the CINC to
effectively tailor his resources around the specific
reguirements of his ROR and apply these resouwrces

) v

efficiently across the spectrum of conflict. The MNARAGT

combined arms team and the tailoired airwing are visions of

the way ahead.
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