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ABSTRACT

AN ARMY AND AIR FORCE JOINT ISSUE:
PRINCIPLES AND PROCEDURES FOR AIRLAND WARFARE

A PERSPECTIVE OF OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
ON THE MODERN BATTLEFIELD

The central argument of this paper concerns itself with
the extent that current U. S. Army and U. S. Air Force
principles and procedures provide for the effective
conduct of AirLand warfare at the operational level of war
under modern conditicons. This paper was written by Major

Stephen T. Rippe, USA, and contains 155 pages.

An examination of the evolution of joint doctrine in WW
I1, focusing on the North African Theater, establishes
that our present system of coequal and interdependent air
and ground forces, originating with the 1943 publication
of FM 100-20, was based upon the British system developed
by Field Marshal Montgomery. Organizationally, this sy:-tem
was designed to function at the operational level of war.
This paper determines that the WW II criteria for joint
operational effectiveness were primarily based upon the
collocation of headquarters and joint planning at the

operational level.

An overview/comparison of current joint Army/Air Force

doctrine as expressed in General Operating Procedures for
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Joint Attack of the Second Echelon (J-SAK) and that of

NATO establishes that fundamental differences exist
regarding joint planning levels, air apportionment, and
the air and ground comgponent structure. A conceptual
modern battle scenario is used to update the historically
derived criteria and to compare the relative effectiveness
of J-SAK and NATO principles for air/ground operations.
The thesis concludes that generic principles must provide
the foundation upon which our joint procedures are built:
air superiority in consonance with the campaign plan,
joint planning at the operational level, BAI as a direct
support combat resource, and mission oriented air

requests.
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CHAPTER ONE
THESIS QVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

General William W. Momyer, United States Air Force

(retired), stated in his book Air Power in Three Wars:

". . . the flexibility of air power and its capacity to
concentrate large quantities of fire power in a short time
make it a most desirable addition to an army or aavy. As a
consequence, these two forces have sought the division of
air power, placing it under their control when needed for
their own mission.“l Momyer's statement illustrates an
unresolved joint U. S. Army and U., S. Air Force conceptual
issue that has been reemphasized by the Army's AirLand
battle doctrine: the most effective means to control and
use air power. Focusing on the control and use c¢. air
power, the central question examined in this paper is: To
what extent do current U, S. Army and U. S. Air Force
principles and procedures provide for the effective con-
juct of AirLand warfare at the operational level of war
under modern conditions?
The £following definitions provide a basis upon
which to view the remainder of this paper:
- Doctrine. Acconrding to Field Manual,
100-5, Operations; "An Army's Operational Concept
is the core of its doctrine. It is the way the
Army fights its battles and campaigns, including
tactics, procedures, organizations, support,
equipment, and training . . . . The Army's basic

operational concept 1is «called AirLand Battle
doctrine."2 According to Air Force Manual 1l-1,
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Basic Aerospace Doctrine; "Aerospace doctrine is a
statement of officially sanctioned beliefs and
war fighting principles which describe and guide
the proper use of aerospace forces in military
action."3

- Operational Level of War. The operational level
of war encompasses the movement, support, and
sequentia employment of large military
formations usually corps and above) in the
conduct of military campaigns to accomplish goals
directed by theater strategy or other higher
military authority. It 1is the connecting link
between scrategy and tactics.

- Principle. Webster's unabridged dictionary
defines principle as, "A general or fundamental
truth: a comprehensive and fundamental law,

doctrine, or assumption on which others are based
or irom which others are derived."4

- Procedure. Webster's defines procedure as, "A
purticular way of doing or of going about the
siccomplishment of something."$S

- Synchronization. Synchronize is commonly defined
as "to occur at the same time." Synchronized
joint military operations result from an all
pervading unity of effort by air and ground
forces. They are characterized by a
concentration of combined arms combat power that
complement and reinforce each other at a
decisive point in time and space based upon an
operational concept.

The essence of AirLand warfare is the combined
effort of all ground and air forces directed against the
enemy 1in a coordinated plan that includes deep, close-in,
and rear battles.6 According to Lieutenant General Jack
Galvin, ". . . Both ground and Air Force commanders must
have a common view of how the battle will be fought. . . .,
Although the U. S. Army has put great emphasis on AirLand

battle in recent tactical developments, the tendency has

e




3
been to continue coing our separate ways in the ground and
air forces; that is, to neglect joint planning and execu-

7 It is

tion, especially of battlefield air interdiction.”
almost a2 given that we cannot afford to neglect the joint
plianning and execution of AirLand warfare without jeopard-
izing our ability to fight and win. In order to win, the
principles and procedures upon which joint planning and
execution are based must provide for the effective conduct
of Airland warfare at the operational level of war. It is
only through an effective joint oporational doctrine that
we will be able to syncnronize our air and ground forces
to concentrate the maximum amount of combat powesr, based
upcen an operational concept, at a decisive point in time
and space against enemy forces. That is why this paper is
relevant today; based upon currcent threat capabilities, it
will take the combined effort of all our air and ground

forces to fight and win on the modern battlefield.

THESIS ORGANIZATION

Chapter Two focuses mainly on the development of
joint principles and procedures in North Africa during
World War 1II. Before 1943, United States tactical air
forces were employed much like artillery.8 Our air forces

were subordinated und decentralized to army unit control.9
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e Two of the important inherent capabilities of air power T

were therefore reduced: flexibility of operations and con- E:

_ &; centration of fire power.lO The effectiveness of Air Force EE

; & and Army joint doctrine originated with the British and . ?

slowly evolved into our own joint procedures. According to Eg

ﬁ; R R. J. Overy, in his book The Air War 1939-1945: ". . . ) i

. only when the command tactical relationship was firmly ;

ff established along the lines c¢? greater cooperation and C?

§ _ E understanding of the exercise of air power were the Allies ;

; i able to use their dominant numerical position to ;

_(, advantage, not only in Tunisia but in Italy and Western g

y 3 Europe."ll It was from the British North African E

“}‘ éf experience that the Army published Field Manual (FM) i

_\ 100-20, Command and Employment of Air Power.'? This field t

ij:‘ £; manual established the principle that land power and air ;

A O . 13 . S

s power are coequal and interdependent forces. Following &
iis N an overview of the evolution to Field Manual 100-20, this

LS .

ggi_ R chapter briefly summarizes the effectiveness cf this

et = doctrine during 1944-45 1in the European Theater and
establishes the significant criteria for operational

‘. effectiveness that caused the AirLand campaign(s) to

.
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As a second step, Chapter Three of this paper »

examines our current joint AirLand warfare doctrine and

this doctrine and the "unofficial" doctrine of NATO's

R the significant conceptual differences that exist between E
.J‘
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Allied Air Forces Central Europe (AAFCE). It does this
through a comparison of the significant differences
ketween the manner in which the joint U. S. Air Force and

U. S. Army publication General Operating Procedures for

Joint Attack of the Second Echelon (J-SAK) prosecutes Air-

Land warfare and the manner in which Army and Air Forces
in Central Europe prosecute AirLand warfare. (Milestone
events occurred in November and December of 1984 when the
Air Force and Army Chiefs signed the J-SAK Joint Service
Agreement and the Commanders of TAC, TRADOC, and REDCOM
signed the J-SAK procedures manual; thus making it joint
doctrine.) This chapter also analyzes this doctrine to
determine possible explanations concerning why it exists
as written. Additionally, this overview should establish a
conceptual framework of principles and procedures upon
which the modern battle scenario in Chapter Four is built.

Once a review of our current joint principles and
procedures in Europe is completed, Chapter Four of this
paper examines the validity of “hese principles and proce-
dures by means of a conceptual, modern battle scenario.
The purpose is to determine whether or not principles and
procedures are adequate to meet the demands of fast paced
operations on today's battlefield. This determination est-
ablishes modern criteria for operational effectiveness
that cause an AirLand campaign to succeed. Simply put, it

outlines how procedures at the operational level permit
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6

concentration of AirLand combat power in time and space to
support the AirLand warfare operational concept.

As a final step, this paper compares those proce-
dures examined in Chapter Three with the criteria for
operational effectiveness as established in Chapter Two
and in Chapter Four. This comparison allows a determina-
tion of the adequacy or inadequacy of our doctrine to

support AirLand warfare at the operational level of war.

SUMMARY

As stated by Major Robert C. Ehrhart in his

article "Some Thoughts on Air Force Doctrine":
Botn doctrine and the implementation of
doctrine are dependent on history. The
broad perspective that history can provide
enables the astute observer to different-
iate more clearly between the fundamental
principles and the more transitory methods
of putting them into effect.l4

Historically, the fundamental air power principles of

flexibility, concentration, and sustain.aent of effort have
bzen implemented by various procedures. The procedural
methods of putting these principles into effect have been
directed toward attaining the most effective control and
use of air power in support of AirlLand warfare. In short,

this paper examines the validity of current principles and

procedures, It does not ask all of the questions or




>
Ty

"

]
. " w x
L e L e

7
provide all of the answers. In many areas it only
scratches the surface. Hopefully, it will make you think.

Also, hopefully, it provides an increased understanding of

how the Army and Air Force will fight the next war and of

the effectiveness of our current principles and procedures

in the conduct of AirLand warfare at the operational

level.
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CHAPTER TWO
WW II DEVELOPMENT OF JOINT AIR/GROUND DOCTRINE

IHNTRODUCTION

Chapter Two examines the World War II evolution of
the principles and procedures concerning air and ground
force relationships. An understanding of how and why these
principles and procedures evolved is helpful when evaluat-
ing current doctrine. LTG Elwood (Pete) Quesada, the
Commander of the IX Tactical Air Command in 1944 and 1945,
describes this evolution as follows:

Prior to the outbreak of World War 1II,
Tactical Air Power was virtually an unknown
factor in the armed forces . . . none of
these ideas were ever developed into a
concrete doctrine for actual application in
waging war . . . we began with almost a
complete wvacuum and ended with a concrete,
highly developed doctrine that provided a
complex, but efficient, team of air and
ground forces.l

The success of Allied Forces was, to a great degree, the

result of two developments. The first development was how

2

to gain and maintain air superiority. The second

development was a system of effective cooperation between

3

air and ground forces. Additionally, the three basic

missions of tactical air power - counter air, interdic-
tion, and close air upport =~ emerged from World War II

4

(See Appendix 1 for definitions).’ As succinctly stated by

Air Force Manual 1l-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine, "To place

SR Y e

',' L_ L

2

TSNS T,

I ik BN T

P S

PRy | Aratabalaspuaey 2 Fayy

> = = R TN 2. B PR "




RS

“w
<

Sy

P Aok A Ay
-
.,

]

g . -
ShhahS]

. r

10
aerospace doctrine in perspective and to understand ' stter
its evolution, it 1is useful to understand the roots of
basic doctrine and to trace its development since that

> To this end, Chapter Two initially examines the

era."
development of joint principles and procedures concerning
air and ground relationships in North Africa during World
War II. As stated in Chapter One, it was as a result of

the British North African experience that the Army

published Field Manual 100-20, Command and Employment of

Air Power, which established the fundamental principle
that land power and air power are coequal and
interdependent forces.6 Next, this <chapter  briefly
summarizes the effectiveness of this doctrine 1in the
European Theater of Operations during 1944-1945 and,
finally, establishes the significant criteria for
operational effectiveness that caused the AirLand

campaigns to succeed.

NORTH AFRICA

The North African Campaign of World War II was
instrumental in the development of United States doctrine
concerning how to organize and employ air power in
theaters of war.7 Prior to the invasion of North Africa,

Field Manual 1-5, Employment of Aviation of Army,
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advocated that the requirements of the supported ground
command would be the determining factor in the selection
of air operational objectives. By doctrine, aviation was
to be used as a tool of the ground commander and would
normally be attached for operaticnal command and control.
This manual was written with the strategic defense of the
Continental United States as its primary concern.
Operationally, the concept was to employ aviation 1in
support of ground forces much the same as artillery. Field

Manual 31-35, Aviation 1in Support of Ground Forces,

published in 1942 after the creation of the Army Air
Forces, somewhat refined this concept but still treated
aviation support conceptually much the same as artillery.
It stated that aviation in support of ground forces would
normally be composed of Air Support Commands which are
component parts of Air Forces and would be attached to or
support an army in the theater.8 After the invasion of
North Africa, it became apparent that our doctrine for
AirLand warfare, especially regarding air and ground force
relationships, was inadequate.9 An air support command was
the initial organization that functioned with either a

field army or a corps.lo

For example, in 1942, the Army
Alr Force's XII Air Support Command was attached to II
Corps.llAir Support Commands, therefore, were doctrinally
attached to an army formation and worked for the ground

force commander.12

The ground force commander, normally
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corps or higher, was given the authority to decide how to

;i ~? employ these assets, 1including decisions on target
éi Lg priorities.l3 By January 1943, it had become evident that
&f:;i? a change 2n principles and procedures was necessary.
lfﬂﬁtf Because of the doctrine, there was not a centralized, con-
;Lf.:ﬁ certed effort to gain air superiority in the theater of

operations.14 Therefore, our air power was employed every-
where and effectively concentrated nowhere. As a result,
the efficiencies gained by svnchronizing combat power to
support specific operational objectives were significantly
reduced.

Meanwhile, by early 1943, the British had
developed more effective principles and procedures for
AirtLand warfare. This had not been easy. Initially
ineffective against the Axis Forces, they had to rethink
their AirLand doctrine. Colonel Bonner Fellers, a U. 8.
Military observer in North Africa, cabled the following
report to the War Department in June of 1942 after the
capture of Tubruk by the Germans:

With numerically superior forces, tanks,

aircraft, artillery, and transports,

reserves of all classes, the British Army

has twice failed to defeat the Axis in Libya

. +« « . Its tactical conceptions were

constantly faulty; it neglected completely

the use of combined arms . . . . The only

remaining certain and effective method of

destroying Rommel is to unify Air and Army

Commands, to reorganize the VIIIth Army
under new leadership and new methods.l5
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13
The British did, in fact, reorganize the Eighth Army under
new leadership. This new leadership instituted AirLand
warfare principles and procedures concerning how air and
ground forces should be related to each other that were
much more effective. On 13 August 1942, Bernard Montgomery
assumed command of the Eighth British Army. By January of
1943, Montgomery had driven Rommel from El Agheila and had
led the Eighth Army into Tripoli. Air Vice Marshal Sir
Arthur Coningham commanded the British Desert Air Force

that supported the Eighth Army.l6

According to Lieutenant
General (U, S. Air Force retired) Pete Quesada, "Coningham
was the first air force guy who established tactical air
doctrine as supportable doctrine which everybody accepted
. . . he overcame the concept of using aviation as

17 Coningham believed that in AirLand warfare

artillery."
the Army and Air Force must work together to concentrate
combat power in time and space. His air force defeated the
German Air Force in the western desert and provided close

18 ynlike the

air support for the breakout of El Alamein.
U. S. Army Air Forces, the Royal Air Force had been an
independent force since 1918. Therefore, in Coningham's
view, army/air force equality was a fundamental concept.
Coningham and Montgomery made this concept highly
effective in an operational context.

In January of 1943, two significant events

occurred. First, at the Casablanca Conference, among other




14
agenda items, Roosevelt and Churchill agreed on the
reorganization of all air power 1in the Mediterranean
Theater. Secondly, Montgomery held his "Tripoli
Conference.” At this <conference he distributed his

pamphlet Some Notes on High Command in War. This pamphlet,

basically, outlined Montgomery's AirLand warfare
philosophy. These events provided the foundation upon
which FM 100-20 was built.

The reasons for the reorganization of air power in
Northwest Africa were not clear-cut. The British wanted
the U. 8. XII Air Support Command under the command of a
British Theater Air Commander and not under the command of
an American Army Corps Commander. As previously noted,
there were obvious operational shortcomings that demanded
a more efficient use of tactical air assets. However, from
the American perspective, politics and personality played
a major role in this decision. Since the main business of
the conference was to decide in which theater the enemy
would be engaged in 1943, Roosevelt's decision to agree to
the British proposal for reorganization of Mediterranean
AirLand forces could be readily viewed as a compromise.19
In any event, the reorganized Northwest Africa Tactical
Air Forve was commanded by Air Vice Marshal Sir Arthur
Coningham, who fought as a coequal with the reconstructed
18th Army Group. Along with the restructuring of the Air

Forces, the restructuring of the 18th Army Group placed
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15
all ground forces, including the British First Army, the
British Eighth Army, the American II Corps, and French XIX
Corps, under the command of a Theater Ground Component

Commander.20

In the Northwest Africa Tactical Air Force,
the XII Air Support Command was coequal with the American
II Corps and French XIX Corps, the Desert Air Force was
coequal with the British Eighth Army, and the 242 Group
was coequal with the British FPirst Army.21 Air Marshal
Tedder, the commander of the newly formed Mediterranean
Theater Air Command, stated in his memoirs, With
Prejudice, how he had decided to call this newly formed
organization a Tactical Air Force:

Long experience determined me to avoid the

use of the title 'Air Support Command' for

Coningham's charge. I found intense opposi-

tion to the title of 'Tunisian Command' and

so came to the <conclusion that the

functional title 'Tactical Air Force' was

the right one. The retention of the title

'"Twelfth Air Support Command' in Central

Tunisia was a sop to sentiment which I

thought it necessary to allow.22
The British not only institutionalized the phrase
"tactical air force" but also formally institutionalized
the concept that army and air forces are "coequal and
interdependent forces." The African Theater, at that time,
had coequal air and army component commanders. Additional-
ly, the interface between air and army forces was at the

23

tactical air force -~ field army level. It was at this

level that commanders made the major AirLand warfare
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decisions concerning the hour-by-hour changes in an

24 Above the army 1level, commanders were

operation.
concerned with long range plans and general campaign stra-
tegy; at the army/tactical air force level, campaign plans
were translated into specific goal oriented actions.25 It
follows that the operational level of war was practiced at
the field army level.

In the Army Ground Forces Study No. 35, Army

Ground Forces and the Air-Grournd Battle Team, published in

1948, Colonel Kent Roberts Greenfield stated, "The drive
to obtain this high declaration of doctrine <FM 100-20>
received its decisive impulse from General Montgomery's

Notes on High Command in War, to which Marshall's

attention was invited . . . as furnishing material for a

wlb

new statement of written doctrine. The significant con-

ceptual 1ideas from Montgomery's Notes derived through

practical combat experierce follow:

- All that is reguired 1is that the two staffs,
army and air, should work together at the same
H. Q. in complete harmony, and with complete
mutual understanding and confidence.

- The commander of an army in the field should
have an Air H. Q. with bim, which will have
direct control and command of such squadrons as
may be allotted for operations in support of
his army.

- But through this Air H. Q., the Army commander
can obtain the support of the whole air
striking force in the theater of operations,
because of the flexibility of air power.
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- It follows that control of the available air
power must be centralized, and command must be

exercised through RAF channels.27
The American officer primarily responsible for infusing
Montgomery's principles and procedures intp American
doctrine was Brigadier General L. S. Kuter.28 On 12 May
1943, the same day Axis forces in North Africa
surrendered, Kuter sent a letter from the Northwest Africa
Tactical Air Force through channels to the Commanding
General, Army Air Forces. UVY.ter explained in detail the
pcoblems with ., S. &rmy Air Force organization,
principles, and procedures (see basic letter at Appendix
2). He also highlighted the successful application of
Montgomery's principles and the effectiveness of the
January 1943 reorganization. Kuter wrote in the summary
paragraph of his letter that the organization of American
air units in North Africa from November 1942 through
February 1943 had proven unsound in battle due to the cen-
tral ideas concerning the relationship and employment of
air and ground forces. Kuter further wrote that after the
reorientation of these ideas and the reorganization of the
air units under the British model, a much higher degree of

29

combat effectiveness liad been achieved.” Kuter's letter

supported the principles and procedures of Montgomery and
Coningham concerning the unity of air power. Their theory

30

had stood the test of battle. Only three months after

the reorganization of Allied AirLand forces, and the
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refinement of their operational methods, the Axis forces
in North Africa were forced to surrender. Coequal and
interdependent forces had proven to be the most effective
method for commanding and controlling air power in a
theater of operations.31 On 20 July 1943, FM 100-20,

personally written by Kuter, was published.

FM 100-20

According to the 1984 edition of Air Force Manual

1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine, FM 100-20 is viewed as the
w32

Alr Force'’s "Declaration of Independence. In 1943, this

"declaration" did not receive unanimous support. The War

Department published it over the objections of the Army

33

Ground Forces Commander, General McNair. The ground

forces did not take exception to certain generalized
statements taken from Montgomery's notes.34 What the
ground forces feared was a dogmatic, inflexible
application of the centralized control of air power in a
theater.35 The central thesis of the Army Ground Force

argument as outlined in Army Ground Forces Study No. 35

-was that a rigid doctrine centralizing the control of air

power under an air commander would, in fact, impair the

ability of the U. S. Army as a wheole to mass ground and
3514

air power, when and where needed, to fight and win,
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short, ground commanders where afraid that they would not
have air power when and where they needed it to support
ground actions because air commanders would be concentrat-
ing their assets to fight an air war.37 Air commanders,
however, believed that ground commanders would
decentralize their air assets into small packets making it
impossible to maintain air superiority or to mass air

38 The

power in support of a specific ground operation,
basic reason joint doctrine evolved the way it did was
because the Air Force proponents "won their case" based
primarily upon the recent experiences in North Africa and
the success of British organization, principles, and

procedures in that theater.

On 21 July 1943, Field Manual 100-20, Command and

Employment of Air Power, was published. This manual super-

seded Field Manual 1-5, Employment of Aviation i the

Army, and was regarded as rendering Field Manual 31-35,

39

Aviation in Support of Ground Forces, obsolete. M

100~-20, as previously mentioned, stated that land power
and air power are coequal and interdependent forces. This
was a radical departure from previously accepted American
ideas concerning air and ground relationships. FM 100-20
established the principle that "the command of air and
ground forces in a theater of operations will be rested in

the superior commander charged with the actual conduct of

operations in the theater, who will exercise command of
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air forces through the air force commander and command of y—
<.
ground forces through the ground forces commander "9 :3
Finally, this manual institutionalized the prioritization i;
of air power effort in a theater of operations: - ;
- First Priority - To gain air superiority o
{currently referred to as Counter Air>. - i—
-~ Second Priority -~ To prevent movement of troops o
and supplies into and within theater <currently i
referred to as Air Interdiction and Battlefield .

Air Interdiction>,.
- Third Priority - To participate in a combined ;T
effort of air and ground forces <currently on
referred to as Close Air Support>. k.
EUROPEAN THFATER o
R
B
b&‘
Theater General Board Study No. 56, Air Power in &
s
N
the European Theater of Operations says that the >~

fundamental principles and doctrine of the command and

..
... /4

o
)
..

employment of air power as directed in FM 100-20 "were
adhered to 1in the European Theater and were proved
sound."41 The Air Force organizational structure for this
theater was based directly upon the British North African
model. In fact, a British officer, the Deputy Supreme Com- -

mander, Air Chief Marshal Sir Arthur Tedder, exercised the

general direction of all Air Force operations in the

—.r T 4 v e = - - - g e e e
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European Theater.42 Furthermore, the Theater Air Component

Commander of the Tactical Air Forces was another British 2

officer, Air Marshal Leigh-Mallory. As Commander of the Q
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Allied Expeditionary Air Forces, the Second British Tacti-

7
NS

cal Air Force and the Ninth U. S. Air Force were under

Mallory's command. (The Allied Expeditionary Air Force was

dissolved on 15 October 1944 because, primarily, there was
not a theater ground component headquarters with which it

could function. Nothing resembling a theater component air

43

command remained.) By June of 1944, numbered Tactical

Air Commands had been formed to fight with each of our
Field Armies and numbered Air Fcrces with Army Groups.44
The largest Tactical Air Component in the European Theater
was the U. S. Ninth Air Force, formed on 16 October 1943,
and commanded by an American, Lieutenant General Lewis H.

Brereton.45 The U. S. Ninth Air Force worked with the 12th

[

7

:i; Army Group. It consisted of the IX Tactical Air Command,
1'* N .
D which fought with the First U. S. Army, the XIX Tactical
-.:_\! .
K % »

Air Command, which fought with the Third U. S. Army, and

P

the XXIX Tactical Air Command, which fought with the Ninth
U. S. Army.

The Tactical Air Commands had their forces shifted
among the Armies as Army requirements changed. Fighter
Bomber Groups were assigned to Tactical Air Commands to

46 The control of these

meet operational requirements.
Fighter Bomber Groups was exercised by the commander of a
Tactical Air Command.47 The flexibility of this command

and control system allowed the Air Force Commander to con-
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centrate air power in support of operational decisions.

Theater Board Study No. 56 described this process:

. . .The Air Force Commander issued broad
directives for the execution of priority
one, two, or three type missions <the
priorities as outlined in FM 100-20>,
indicating the area of responsibility of
each tactical air command and usually the
size of the force to be employed. This was
based on the tactical situation and the
scale of intended effort by the armies as
indicated by the army group commander. The
commander of the tactical air command pre-
pared hnhis air plan by allocating the
necessary force to missions as required by
directives from the air force commander
and his own local tactical air situation.
Close cooperation missions <currently
referred to as close air support> resulted
from jeint planning by commanders of the
tactical air command and the army. Request
for air effort beyond the resources of the
tactical air command . . . were submitted
to the tactical air force headquarters by
the commander  of the tactical air
command. 49

22
48

The fundamental principle of c¢oequal and

interdependent

forces had resulted in a flexible, ‘ffective oraanization-

al structure that could modify procedures as practical

experience and innovation dictated.

CRITERIA FOR OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

The misapplication of air power at the beginning

of the North African campaign caused a re-examination of

AirlLand warfare doctrine by the British.

The fundamental
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alr power problem that had to be solved before air forces
could effectively support AirLand warfare was how to gain
and maintain air superiority. Inter-service rivalries,
personalities, and coalition warfare politics aside, the
air superiority 1issue caused the British to structure
their AirLand forces to take the maximum advantac-= of the
inherent flexibility of air power. It was this flexibility
that allowed air power to rapidly concentrate on the
battlefield. With the reorganization of forces 1in the
North African theater and the publication of Montgomery's
Notes on High Command, which ied to the publication of FM
100~-20, the Americans had established an Airtand warfare
doctrine for what they determined to be the most effective
control and use of air power. The Army Commander now had
an established, battle proven doctrine that allowed
concentration of combat power in time and space to support
an operational concept. The forces in the European Theater
of Operations were organizacionally structured in support
of that doctrine. This organizational structure allowed
for the continued development of more effective procedures
such as those for visual markings, a thorough air/ground
liaison system, joint planning, and an air-ground tactical
fighter control/communications system. According to Army

Ground Forces Study No. 35 the primary reasons for

operational success were the close tie-in between Armies

and Tactical Air Commands through the employment of a
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- 2 thorough liaison system and adjacent air and ground head-
;f]';i: quarters. The study goes on to state that the majority of
I~ . SEN
» . - . . . :
}:' = alr missions performed "continued to be those planned

jointly in the combined operations centers at army-

g tactical air command level."50 Therefore, the centraliza-

N tion of air power at the operational level allowed the
:Jﬁ}‘ army and air component commanders to concentrate most ef-
ﬁ?-‘:f: fectively their combat power in conscnance with the goals

f;"lf' established by higher authority. As outlined by Montgomery
;. N in his Notes: The air and army statfs must work together
in the same headquarters, with complete mutual understand-

51 The practical way out ¢f air and

ing and confidence.
ground mutual distrust was to organizationally perfect
coordination and air/ground relationships. This coordina-
tion allowed the operational (army) commander to conduct
warfare under the protection of air superiority while
still maintaining the flexibility to rapidly concentrate
air power on the battlefield.
The specific, significant criteria that caused the
AirLand campaigns to succeed follow:
~ Headquarters were collocated at the operational
level (army/tactical air command). The interface
of the air and ground componeat ccommanders was
at the field army/tactical air command level
because the system was organizationally designed
to support AirLand warfare at the operational

level. A combined operations center was formed
which jointly planned AirLand operations,
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- The air and ground organizations were structured
to support the €fundamental concept of air
superiority whilc. taking into account the air
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force flexibility to concentrate combat power
rapidly.

- Cooperation and mutual understanding of air and
ground forces greatly increased their
operational effectiveness. For example, the XIX
Tactical Air Command developed a close
relationship with Patton's Third Army. Instead
of accepting missions on a target by target
basis, the XIX TAC accepted the mission of
protecting and watching the Third Army right
flank along the Loire River while the Army moved
across France. It was successful.

~ Alr forces were not under the command or control
of ground forces.

- Organizational lexibility allowed fighter
bomber groups to be shifted among tactical air
commands to support operational requirements.

In addition to the criteria outlined above, the personali-
ties of the Allied leaders were a dynamic force, albeit
difficult to capture, that certainly had a significant
impact upon the doctrine, organizational structure, and
very effectiveness of the AirLand forces themselves,
Furthermore, the impact of practical experience and
innovation can be largely measured only through
coujecture. Yet, as 1s characteristic of the American
people, the ‘"system" took advantage of practical
experience and encouraged innovation, Simply put, it
worked.

SUMMARY

The AirLand warfare principle of coegqual and

interdependent air and ground forces in the conduct of
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cperations can be directly traced to the Second World War.,
The principles and procedures developed in North Africa
through experience, and solidified with the publication of
FM 100-20, were proven to be operationally sound. Prac-
tical men under trying circumstances had developed a
workable solution to the problem of doctrine for air and
ground forces. They organized and structured their forces
accordingly and changed their thinking concerning how air
and ground forces should be related to each other. The
coordination of effort between the ground forces and the

53

tactical air forces was highly effective. The Allies

enjoyed a tremendous operational advantage because of the
air superiority maintained by the Allied Air Forces.54 Air
superiority, both before and after the 1invasion of
Normandy, allowed the Allies a degree of operational
mobility and logistical freedom from air attack that was
nearly "absolute insofar as any threat from the Luftwaffe
was concerned."55 Basically, from 22 June 1944 onward, the

56 Further-

Luftwaffe was not a serious operational threat.
more, interdiction of the enemy's lines of communication
profoundly affected tl'» relational force balance on the

37 Aerial reconnaissance was effectively developed

ground.
and served as a force multiplier for the ground commander.

A quotation from Army Air Forccs in World War II, Europe:

Argument to V-E Day succinctly describes the success of

AirlLand Warfare operations in World War II:
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It is not intended to suggest that the air i
force won the war, or even that they could S
have won single-handedly a war deliber- .
.

ately planned, on the principle of inter-
dependent land, sea, and air forces.
Rather, the purpose 1is to emphasize that

o
e
L t.l

, the final triumph owed much of its com- o
pleteness to an extraordinarily effective i‘-Q
coordination of the ground and air z::'}
effort.58 i~

o

The doctrinal principles of FM 100-20 proved themselves “’
h.‘,‘.

sound 1in battle. Our current Air Force/Army command and e
control organizational arrangements and relationships were j:\{:
: Iy

built upon these principles and procedures. Chapter Three E"‘
examines contemporary joint doctrine. :::'.\f
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CHAPTER THREE {t“”

A

CONTEMPORARY JOINT DOCTRINE :'_:

INTRODUCTION i

Chapter Three examines our contemporary joint Air- E@

Land doctrine. In November of 1984, the J-SAK Joint E;
Service Agreement was signed by the Air Force and Army fL
Chiefs of Staff and in December of 1984 the procedures ;S
manual was published. These significant documents are 3;
among our first statements concerning how air and ground g£
forces will jointly conduct modern warfare. It is signifi- ;ﬁ
cant because since the end of World War II, the Army and ;i
Air TPorces have become separa.e services, have had f;

separate interests, and have fcllowed separate paths. How-

ever, as stated in Chapter One, it is only through an

O

-
vl‘! ; s
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-

effective joint operational doctrine that we will be able

e M

22 T+t

to synchronize our air and ground forces, concentrating

[ TR
LN

the maximum amount of combat power against enemy forces at

s
‘é,'

a decisive point 1in time and space based upon an

X

operational concept. This chapter examines o"r current

joint AirLanu warfare doctrine and the siquificant concep-
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»

tual differences that exist between this doctriue and the

"unofficial" doctrine of NATO's Allied Air Forces Central S
Europe (AAFCE). Finally, this chapter analyzes this é‘
*

doctrine to determine possible explanations concerning why

L 3
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»

it exists as written. The intention of Chapter Three is to
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provide the background information and conceptual
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framework upon which the modern battle scenario in Chapter
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Y DEFINITIONAL EXPLANATIONS
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T
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2 The following definitional explanations are -

- integral to a clear understanding of this chapter.

- Air Apportionment. The J-SAK states:

- "Air apportionment 1is the determination E
N and assignment of the total expected "
e A tactical air efrort by percentage or N
' priority that should be devected to the -
various tactical air operations or N
geographic areas for a given time. Air >
apportionment is based upon priorities 5
established by the joint force commander
during consultation with the subordinate
commanders and is designed tc assure opti- '
mum distribution of limited assets which "
perform a wide range of missions. The air ;
apportionment process apportions the L
tactical air effort among the foliowing y
missions: alr interdiciion <AI>, -
counterair <CA>, close air support <CAS>, -
tactical surveillance and reconnaissance,
tactical airlift, and special operations. L
The LCC <land component commander> t
influences the air apportionment recommen-
dation by keeping the ACC <air component
commander> informed of the ground
situation, status of planned and ongoing
maneuver operations, and current and
proiccted reconnaissance and attack objec-
tives and priorities. The air
apportionment recommendation is
accomplished by the ACC and submitted to
the JFC for approval The resulting J¥C
decision establishes the basis for execut-
ing the tactical air effort,"1l
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- Battlefield Air Interdiction (BAI). The
Joint Service Agreement states: "Air
interdiction (AI) attacks against land
force targets which have a near term
effect on tLhe operations or scheme of
maneuver of friendly forces, but are not
in close proximity to friendly forceq, are
referred to as battlefield air
interdiction (BAI). The primary difference
between BAI and the remainder of the air
interdiction effort is the near term
effect and inflvence produced against the
enemy 1in support of the land component
commander's scheme of maneuver. BAI
attacks require joint coordination at the
component level during planning anrd may
require coordination during execution. BAI
is executed by the air component commander
as an integral part of a total air
interdiction campaign."2

- Battlefield Coordination Element (BCE).
According to the Joint Service Agreement:
"The BCE is a Land Component Commander
(LCC) liaison element which is collocated
with the Tactical Air Control Center
(TACC). The BCE processes land forces'
requests for tactical air support,
monitors and interprets the land battle
situation for the TACC, and provides the
necessary interface for the exchange of
current intelligence and operational data
. « . Detailed Air force planning for exe-
cution of battlefield air interdiction is
conducted at the Tactical Air Control Cen-
ter (TACC), 1in «coordination with the
Bat:lefield Coordination Element (BCE)...
The TACC of the ACC <air component
commander> and the BCE of the LCC <land
compenent commander> are the staff
agencies which exchange detailed
operational and intelligence information
to accomplish the c¢oordination for J-SAK
operations (see Figure 3-1)."3

-~ Subapp. ortionment. Per the Joint Service
Agreement, "Subapportionment is a process
of expressing, by percentage, the porticn
of the air interdiction effort projected
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;

to be flown against battlefield air inter- }
diction (BAI) targets."5 :
1

L

JOINT i

FORCE .

LoMMANDER
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3 s J-SAK - GENERAL t
~3 . 5
N . K
- .
§  . Air Force Manual 1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine,
s SR

' _E states that as a crucial element in interdependent air and f
b ground forces, air power can be the decisive element in "
44 3
L g
s 4§ warfare, and commanders must design their organizations y
SRR and plans to maximize the effects of this relationship.6 E
[ The J-SAK is a joint attempt to strengthen this N

interdependent Army and Air Force relationship. In scope,

TaT T

the J-SAK is "applicable to the employment of Army and Air

ST R

S

Force interdiction assets to direct, disrupt, delay, or

-

destroy enemy second echelon forces,"’ The stated
objective of joint attack of second echelon targets is to
divert, disrupt, delay, and destroy the enemy's capability
to wage war by altering the momentum of his effort. This
gives commanders at the forward line of own troops (FLOT)

the time and space necessary to fight the FLOT battle
8

B . R G 1 P ol R e

while senior headquariers plan for follow-on operations.
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The following paragraphs describe the specifics of this
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joint doctrine.
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' J-SAK -~ RESPONSIBILITIES

R

R o o P 2R
f" -
e -

The J-SAK is built upon the fundamental principle

T
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of coequal and interdependent air and ground forces in a

theater of operations. As such, it carefully defines
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command responsibilities. It is important to understand
the verbiage that describes these air and ground
relationships because the words themselves have been care-
fully agreed upon by the two services. The joint force

commander (JFC) exercises operational c¢ommand through the

subordinate component commanders and is responsible for
the apportionment of air assets and the assignment of land
assets.9 It is the Jjoint force commander (JFC) that
establishes the theater guidance and objectives for the

interdiction campaign.lo The subordinate land component

commander (LCC)} and air component commander (ACC) consult

with each otaer concerning, among other things: schemes of

maneuver, pric.ities of tactical air support, and the air
b s 11

apphrtionment recommendation.

The land component commander exercises command of
all assigned land forces in a joint force. The J=-SAK, for
clarity, addresses the theater land component structure as
a field army land component commander with several
subeordinate corps. The land component commander:

- establishes the priecrity for tactical air

support to each subordinate corps and provides

this to the tactical air control center (TACC)
through the battlefield control element (BCE).

-

L3

- establishes a BCE which works for and is respon-
sible to the land component commander and 1is
located at the TACC.

- is responsible for nominating interdiction
targets, that interest the land component, to
the air component commander.l2
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The air component commander exercises command of

all assigned air forces in a joint force. The air
component commander exercises control over the assigned
air forces by means of the tactical air control system
(TACS) and 1its senior control element, the tactical air
contral center (TACC).l3 It is the air component commander
that is responsible for developing the air apportionment
recommendation and submitting this recowmmendation to the

joint force commander for apprcval. The air component cowm-

mander is also responsible for the planning and execution

of the air interdiction campaign. Therefore, air interdic-
tion planning and execution, by doctrine, is not a joint

responsibility.

J-SAK - OPERATIONS

To synchronize an attack against enemy second ech-
elon forces, coordination must take place within and
across service lines among several levels of command.14
The theater command and control process must ensure that
the joint force commander's intent is translated into the
most effective control and use of AirlLand forces.

The air component provides close combat support

and general support air power to the land component within

the theater guidance and objectives set by the joint force
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p N commander. Close combat support is provided by close Wl

.n.
L
22l
o
X

air support missions. General support of the 1land

{ o 3
e

14
.
s
i
..

?3 'fw component is provided by the maintenance of air 3&
LA ; superiority and by the interdiction of second echelon g&
;& ‘ iz forces. Therefore, general support is provided by counter- ‘ ;:
:E _ 1- air and air interdiction missions. It is important to - E;
2“;if5 understand that from an Air Force perspective, battlefield ;i
I?-' ff air interdiction is a part of the entire air interdiction iﬁ
:éj '?f campaign and not a separate effort. -
:f:{*\i The joint force commander decides upon the air é;
éi':;jf apportionment recommendation developed by the air ?j

component commander. Although it may be difficult since &%

their headquarters are not doctrinally collocated, the air ;;

component commander and land component commander consult b

LS

each other concerning this recommendation., Since their L

L
s s v
L

headquarters are not collocated, it is the tactical air

control center (TACC) and battlefield control element

-
A -
Pl

P
.

e -

(BCE) that normally accomplish this consultation and coor-

)
et
’ » a

dination in lieu of the commander's themselves. Joint

planning by the staffs of the air and ground component

R ..

commanders does not occur.

el

The air apportionment decision established by the y %?

joint force commander designates the priority or a§
Y

Y

percentage of effort for air interdiction and may R
)

subapportion part of this effort for battlefield air hﬁ
interdiction. According to the J-SAK, whatever the g‘-‘
kY

O"‘
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"-'_; decision regarding the percentage of effort directed tﬁ
3 8 against battlefield air interdiction, its scope will "not <
L' 9§ R
“i E -\. .l'.‘l
N 8 be described or ©bounded in geographical terms."16 Y
.\\: . .‘):‘
R Additionally, since battlefield air interdiction is part a0l
< 4 ' EL
s 5 of the theater interdiction campaign, once targets are Y
N 4 2
E?”;*: . identified and prioritized by land forces, it is planned o
R & T
= 9 at the tactical air control center (TACC).17 The Joint S
- k.
e - Service Agreement further states that: "Planning for S
{f " missions in support of land force units operating beyond ff
\T' the FLOT parallels that of AI and BAI in terms of force ;&
b T . , . .
gj fQ packaging. Final attack for those sorties flown in close E}
e 9§ e
[ 9 proximity to friendly forces will follow close air support Wi
‘:‘: f s ~
. A operations.“18 Therefore, air power planning and execution ;i
- N in support of maneuver beyond the forward line of own %ﬁ
R x: o
_33"32 troops (FLOT) will employ a combination of CAS and BAI %:
‘::; ) . f\:
KNG procedures. E%
i The land component commander recommends to the s
joint force commander which "land" assets will be used in %:

-’.

support of the interdiction campaign. The air component o

commander also recommends through the TACC to the BCE g:

o1

which targets should be engaged with land component tx

N

C . . . A\

assets., When interdiction 1is accomplished with land .1

component assets, the land component commander must L*

coordinate with the air component commander through the ﬁg

“

'

BCE to the TACC. 3
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J-SAK TARGET LISTS/DIVERSIONS

The Joint Service Agreement, in summarizing the
interdiction targeting process, states that there will be
separate AI and BAI target lists. These lists will be
prioritized and integrated at the TACC. The land component
commander can nominate targets to the a r component
commander's AI target list. The land component commander
also develops and updates the BAI target list. "These tar-
gets are normally identified and prioritized through army
echelons and are nominated to the TACC through the BCE.
The LCC's target prioritization designates the relative
weight of BAI effort to subordinate commands (usually
corps). 19 Therefore, the land component commander cannot
designate BAI targets. He nominates targets which are
prioritized and selected by the air component commander's
TACC. Our contemporary doctrine, in short, depends on the

principle of consultation for the synchronization of

air/ground combat power.
The air component commander has the authority to
divert an attack from any target. The implication is that

the TACC has the authority to divert BAI sorties. When

diverting, the only requirement is that the TACC inform

the BCE. Essentially, because the air compcnent retains

the centralized control of all air power assets and is
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T g responsible for the entire air interdiction campaign, the —

S ¥ - PN o~
:¥? j air component is given the full authority to divert BAI o
:“. :-A. :: “"
‘3. . sorties which are part of this air interdiction campaign. o
o '_ } ':.l:
P The significance »f this principle is that, £from the o

R "
é;;ﬁa R perspective of the land component, air power resources =7
E;";“Ql ' vital for operational success may be absent at a critical ,;
point in time and space. w2

3 ‘.
R J-SAK ~ CORPS, DIVISION, TACTICAL AIR CONTROL ;

e DARTY (TACP), AND AIR SUPPORT b.
ﬁ& - QPERATIONS CENTER (ASOC) jt
<4 ;: According to J-SAK, it is the corps that orients ﬁ
RERY ! E\-
X primarily on the operational level of war. Although true e
N . v

as a generalization, corps operations can range from pure- "

o

RS

ly tactical, to tactical and operational, to purely opera-

tional. Nevertheless, the J-SAK states that the

-- -
ST
LA .- .| M

e

orientation on the operational level of war involves "con-

ducting campaigrs and battles, closely monitoring battles :
;&“ fought by subordinate divisions, assisting with resources ?
&%. when required, and seiziag and exploiting the initiative ;
\i when planned windows of opportunity open for friendly %

20

X

offensive action." If the corps cannot attack targets

o

iy

with 1its organic assets, it must forward prioritized

S SIS

targets through the BCE to the TACC, Therefore, the

planning for BAI targets is focused at corps level because
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- corps second echelon targets are primarily attacked with
L4 < tactical air.
; y
.
3 ' _V \..I
S BGE
- Cryef
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., Ajriift
Section
2 N ‘ ADA/A{rspacH Blans Inteigence
® ¥ £220980 | |BRSE35M0"s | [Management Section | {secsion
. 63
- Plans
-\ =,
-
.. o 2 1
¢ N CTOC-BCE Interface
N 3 Figure 3-2
(Figure 3-2 illustrates the interface between elements
of the Corps Tactical Operations Center and the Battle- '
field Control Element.)
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Divisions orient primarily on the tactical level
of war.22 Their planning horizon, 24 hours vice 72 hours

for a corps, requires the availability of more near

real-time information. Per the J-SAK:

The division battle staff, with the assis-

tance of the  TACP, identifies and L

B prioritizes targets 7or attack within the Y

. division area of influence. As enemy L

. forces begin to commit to specific avenues oo
e of approach, divisions begin attacking .

B targets within their <capabilities and o

K rqf request support from c¢orps as required. e

- The division staff works with the TACP k
[ located at division to provide the N
B commander advice on the capabilities and S
LT limitations of tactical air to support L
division cperations. Divisions forward g
their requests for tactical air support to s

the corps for inclusion 1in the corps e

tactical air requests.23 e

<

The TACP is found at every army level from corps ?b

through maneuver battalion. The TACP 1is not a joint Ei;
planning cell. The TACP offers advice ccncerning air power %S

assets and capabilities. Additionally, the TACP assists in T
the development of AI targets, BAI targets, and other air N

power requirements.

The purpose of an ASCGC is to coordinate and direct ha

close air support and tactical air reconnaissance. The e

ASOC is under the operational control of the TACC and is hSt

o

normally c¢ollocated with the corps tactical operations Q;
2 4 SR o) ,‘4‘:‘

center, The J-SAK states that an ASOC performs two o
3

ALY

primary functions: the exchange of combat information }S
between air and ground forces and the coordination and A
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2 f;i execution of close air support missions.25 Although the Q
;: ;E land force planning for BAI targets is focused at corps i
LY T -
5& % level, the ASOC is not a joint planning cell where the Air ;
R ¢ L
> '§ Force and Army can operationally plan the synchronization E
;?- ”;} of forces. This is significant because the air and ground ;
?j.f§i component staffs do not jointly plan for the synchronized - i
‘ use of combat power on the battlefield. Instead, because :
:ﬁ,';iT of the fundamental air power principle of centralized con- ?
Ea; ”; - trol and the inherent flexibility of air power, we have N
:'f jointly established procedures which arz: intended to E
3;? -if communicate the intent  of commanders at various :
organizational levels. The following section examines the
more significant of these procedures. ;

PLANNING AND COORDINATION TIME LINE L

The method the Air Force uses to implement tac-

tical air support of AirLand warfare is the air tasking

order (ATO). The ATO is issued by a TACC and is normally g
valid for a 24-hour period. Aalthough the ATO covers a : E
specific period, the planning process is continuous. The . é
planning event time-line, as described in the J-SAK, ap- E
pfoximates when events should occur in the planning and §

'

coordination process. The J-SAK allows individual theaters

the flexibility to designate specific event times. A sum-

i .

mary of the critical events from this time-line follows:

5
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LR B
KRR

Approximate Time Prior &
To ATO Effective Period Event s
2

72+ hours - JPFC issues concept g

N

- ACC establishes tentative =

' apportionment recommenda- 3
tion after consultation -

with LCC, to include ex- Y

pected BRAI effort N

- LCC establishes tactical o

air priority for subordin- L

ation corps

- ACC develops theater in-
terdiction targets

P
ERR TR P

72 hours - BCE informs corps concern-
ing LCC's BAI priorities
which corps use for opera-
tional planning

LOPY ot PRd

-

48 hours - LCC again consults with
the ACC, through the BCE-
TACC,concerning the air
apportionment recommenda-
tion

The J-SAK procedures manual describes this consultation
process as follows:

"In consulting with the LCC on the
recommended apportionment, the ACC
identifies the forecast percentage ot
priority of effort for CAS, CA, and AI to
be BAI. Based on land force plans and
tactical air support needed, the LCC
consults with the ACC on development of
the apportionment recommendation. The LCC
provides his BCE and the corps . . . the
revised BAI forecast and initial CAS
forecast."26
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36 - 30 hours -~ ACC issues apportionmert
decisions made by the
joint force commander to
the TACC

A TR, WY TR W NPT,

b . et Lt -. RIS \ \ .
‘. . S
< k-ﬂ. L\\ 2. .-\Lo.‘p‘.k AR aMkaJ

A AN
s



gy
oY
oRs N
- - 46
;@tlaf; Approximate Time Prior i
I - To ATO Effective Period Event N
h. ‘ R I e———— .In_‘
o | ; . . .
N XY - LCC has tactical air =
N priorities confirmed and Dy
e distributed to subordinate ¥
- - corps "5
:§§S5g¥j 30 hours ~ BCE informs corps concern- .ﬁ
s 3 ing the specific number o
N N of sorties based on .
5 allocation -
jﬁm .fj - Corps provide BAI priority Ry
o of effort to subordinate "
g o units -
.:“,.:. . A
s B 24 hours ~ Divisions start to submit p
e BAI targets to corps "
- Corps provides updated AIX ;f
and BAI target lists to -
the BCE Y
!
12 hours - The TACC publishes the Air

4

.
“y
e

et

" F

Tasking Order

’

Al

- '\}'1

Less than 12 hours - Targets are continually
refined so that tne TACC
and wings have a ma&imum
of two hours prior to
takeoff for mission plan-
ning (this time period is
theater SOP dependent)

7

'.l".r"“" !}-Ai‘ '...‘.'-

-

ant]

ATO 24 hour - Wings execute ATO. Targets
Effective periond continue to be refined

It now becomes readily apparent that the above procedures
probably require continuous consultation and coordination
to cause the effective prosecution of AirLand warfare. Two
important points concerning these procedures deserve
emphasis. First, the corps commander knows 30 hours prior
to the ATO effective period how many sorties he will have

available. This time becomes especially critical to a
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corps because operational plans are probably already at }l
L
the subordinate unit level prior to 30 hours. Second, the t§
D)

J-38K procedures manual states that tactical air support %:

L

] , requests may now be submitted in the form of mission ;
B A ks
. - . . . . . . e
[ o oriented air requests. This statement 1is not contained in R
t;f the Joint Service Agreement. However, this procedure has :ﬁ
s - o
C tremendous implications for the Air Force institutionally .
(73 : i
[y | . .
2 . O and for the land component commander's ability to -
w8 integrate air power and land force operations. Because of i
My N -
'8 o
‘ : their importance, these issues are subsequently examined g
S = b
r & in detail. [
W ".-'~ 'S .‘ ‘t‘
Fy < [
N 8 J-SAK _COMMUNICATIONS .
R 4 o
& The communications to support J-SAK AirLand F
-:f warfare depend upon the interoperability of both army and E

A air force systems. The J~SAK advocates that the theaters L
themselves should develop their own specific procedures, ¥

G- & _ ) b
N 9 : However, multi-channel systems provide the primary method "
¥: . *f of theater communications with single channel netted f
radios used to provide redundancy (see Figure 3-2). The F

e , . , b
b J-SAK summarizes communications support as follows: i
s:\_' y
Qﬂ - The defense communications system (DCS), joint 3
:5 theater communications system (TCS(J)), corps )
bl area system, and the tactical air control system A
provide communications media. F

5'*

i
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- TCS{J) provides the primary means of communica-
tions from the joint headquarters to the compon- :
ent commands. The JFC designates the component Ny
responsible for the TCS(J) (normally the army, .
under the dominant user concept).

P
S e ts

LS
fa 2 I
i SN
.

- The system between the TACC-BCE and the land R
component headgquarters is established as part of T
the theater communications system (TCS). 0

- Two systems provide redundancy between the CTOC )
and TACC-BCE to enhance reliability. -

- An Air Force high frequency communications B
central is a dedicated radio system between the -
TACC and the ASOC. It may be used as standby
equipment, as an interim system  during

al
-

v
-

displacement of the multi~-channel system, or if ;
range of multi-channel systems is exceeded.27 "
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o
J-SAK - SUMMARY s
The J-SAK, as previously stated, is intended to e
emplov AirLand forces to divert, disrupt, delay, or ;ﬁ
N destroy enemy secoad echelon forces. The followiny issues ;3
) summarize the key elements in the interim J=-SAK ?f
. -
- procedures: o
- The Jjoint force commander establishes *heater )
guidance and objectives for the interdiction o
campaign and makes the air apportionment o
decision. N
- The land component commander and air component f
. commander consult and coordinate with each -
- - other. They command c¢oequal and interdependent -
N . forces. o
- The air component provides close combat support ;
(close air support). He provides general support b
. (counter air and air interdiction) by the 0!
. maintenance of air superiority and interdiction. "
- Battlefield Air Interdiction is a subapportion- ﬁ
ment of air interdiction and ngt a separate -
effort. *
3
- Tactical Air Control Center and Battlefield E
Control Element  conduct  consultation and &
coordination. Joint planning by the staffs of !
the air and ground component commanders does not vy
occur. Therefore, there is no joint planning or
execution at the operational level. b
- The Air Support COperations Center is not a joint §
planning cell. 1Its purpose is to coordinate and b
direct close air support and tactical air e
reconnaissance. 3
- The 3cope of BAI will not be described or ?
X

bounded in geographical terms.

T4

y—

- The Tactical Air Control Center has the
authority to divert any BAI mission.
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- Normally accepted corps planning horizon is 72
hours. The Jjcint £force commander makes his
apportionment decision 30-36 hours prior to the
Air Tasking Order (ATO) effective period. Corps
is informed of specific air sortie numbers 30
hours prior to ATO effective period.

- Tactical air support requests may be submitted
in the form of MISSION ORIENTED REQUESTS. {For
example, delay the 24 Motorized Rifle Division
north of the Yellow River for five hours.)

- The 1land component commander prioritizes BAI
targets. The air component commander prioritizes
ATl targets and makes final interdicticn target
selecticn.

CENTRAL EUROPE - GENERAL

The stated purposes of the operational doctrine

described in ATP-27(B), Offensive Air Support, reflect

those of one of its historical antecedents, FM 100-20:

- Gain and maintain air superiority.

- To prevent the movement of enemy forces into and
within the theater and to destroy these forces
cnce in theater.

- To assist in ground force objectives through
joint operations.29

It is the fundamental principle of air superiority first,
with 1limited resources for simultaneous tactical air
missions, that has driven the corceptual thinking

concerning how best to employ air power. ATP-27(B)

describes the unclassified, generic principles and

procedures that NATO employs to solve this dilemma. The
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following paragraphs describe the Central European _a_
l.' : .' organizational structure and, then, the significant f
'-(: conceptual differences Dbetween those principles and
'!’. :: procedures in the J-SAK and those in Central Europe. _;_
= - 4
5‘3 , %
" 3
e CENTRAL EUROPE ~ ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 2
" Although the end result may be the same, the
.a command, control, and liaison agencies existing in Central .
*-: i Europe and the functions performed at each level are k.
::: g :1 somewhat different from those defined in the J-SAK. The
‘ 5 Central BEuropean battlefield is characterized by a highly
\ complex, coalition warfare environment where the efforts E
E of several nations must be combined into a single theater :\é
:f campaign plan. As such, different principles and ::*
""_:. . M procedures have been developed to solve the problems [:
“ associated with air and ground relationships in maneuver
warfare. Figure 3-4 illustrates the generic NATO
structure; while Fiqure 3-5 illustrates the Allied Air i
Forces Central Europe (AAFCE) organizational and support ‘\
structure, Of significance is the fact that in Central ‘\
Europe, the AAFCE serves as the air component headquarters 4
which exercises command of all assigned Air Forces. \
Second Allied Tactical Air Force (2ATAF) fights with the :
Northern Army Group (NORTHAG) while the Fourth Allied
N
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Tactical Air Force (4ATAF) fights with the Central Army

.
-

4

Group (CENTAG). However, in Central Europe there 1is no

:v'_"v*‘v.vvw
s
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land component headquarters that exercises command of all

P
Sy vy
' ald

Faal

assigned land forces. .
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HQ AAFCE
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Figure 3-5

The Joint Command Operations Center (JCOC) is basically an

at the Army Group/Allied

asciad joint operations staff
Tactical A.r Force (ATAF) lavel. The Central Region Air
Speratioans Center (CRAOC) is the operations element for

AAFCE whi-h has overall operational control of all central

aL. tacces. The Air Command Operations Center
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(ACOC) 1is essentially NATO's version of the TACC.
According to General Glenn K. Otis, Commander, U. S. Army
Europe, "While there is no NATO equivalent to the TACC/BCE
(their function 1is spread between Corps/ASOCS, ATOCS,
CENTAG/4ATAF and even AFCENT/ AAFCE elements) the essence
of the TACC/BCE is now in the collocated Army Group/4ATAF
HQ."32 Additionally, because of the inherently difficult
command and control problems generated by the magnitude of
the forces and aircraft in Central Eurcpe, tie Allied
Tactical Operations Center (ATOC) exists as a subordinate
air operations center (see Figure 3-5). An ATOC would
normally have tactical control, which in NATO terminology
means detailed and local direction and control, over the
air assets allocated to them from the ACOC. It is the ATOC
that would task flying units with mission requirements and
also direct the execution of OAS missions. Simply put, the

ACOC plans the war. The ATOC executes it.

CENTRAL EUROPE - CONCEPTUAL DIFFERENCES

There are three fundamental, conceptual
differences between the way the Army and Air Force's J~SAK
doctrine prosecutes AirLand warfare and the way in which
the Army and Air Force in Central Europe prosecute AirLand

warfare,
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. b
K ¢ First, the most significant difference 1is the if
EE {: fundamental disagreement over the concept of air &E
%g :i apportionment. NATQO does not view BAI as part of AI as %S
i;i L . does the J-SAK. The J-SAK advocates the concept of direct ?Q
Eé; i combat support thrcocugh CAS. It also advocates general ?;
;E' o support to land forces through counter air and air .

fj interdiction missions. NATO advocates direct support Ei
égf:,*g through the use of offensive air support (OAS). Offensive :f
‘éi_ _i Air Support is "that part of Tactical Air Support of land E%

operations that consists of Tactical Air Reconnaissance,

G £

T

Battlefield Air Interdiction, and Close Air Support, which

are conducted in direct support of 1land operations."33 ST
Therefore, in NATO, when the joint force commander makes ;z
his apportionment decision, it 1is based upon general ?5
priorities that are translated into specific percentages Si
or sorties at the Allied Tactical Air Force/Army Group &
level. BAIl is not subapportioned as part of the air Eg
interdiction effort. Rather, it is apportioned to the army Y

o

"

R4

%

group commander as part of offensive air support (0AS)

'.m‘
.
Al 13 1%

which makes it a direct support asset. Figure 3-6
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illustrates the NATO air apportionment principle while
34

Figure 3~7 illustrates that of the J-SAK.
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Figure 3-7
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Second, the Joint Service Agreement specifically ?;
b,
states that the scope of battlefield air interdiction Eﬂ
(BAI) will not be described or bounded in geographical EE;
= . terms. However, in Central Europe, because BAI 1is in o2
2?;+”:i direct support of the operational commander, the ?é
E?V:Lf Reconnaissance and Interdiction Planning Line (RIPL) ;E
:;1 %~ delineates an area forward of the Fire Support %i
i;t ,a Coordination Line (FSCL) in which the corps commander is ﬁ?
§§7  i5 responsible for BAI. The area bayond the RIPL is targeted ;3
< for AI missions by echelons above corps. The RIPL, in %;
ﬁ; short, is an operational planning line that assists in the E?
2 . o
j§177ﬂi synchronization of forces in support of AirLand warfare. L;
NY - o o
;;lﬁj It  essentially defines the corp-level area of A
Ei'gfgf responsibility (see Figure 3—8).35 i:
%zs  £; Third, the Central  European procedures for ig
ff:;f‘ offensive air support do not allow for tactical air s
support on a MISSION ORIENTED BASIS. Although this Z

? procedure is not contained in the Joint Service Agreement, EE

it is contained in the J-SAK manual itself, This seemingly E;

innocuous procedure has tremendous implications for ZArmy 33

. and Air Force mutual support and cooperation. It also has g?

) tremendous implications for the Air Force as an ::

E institution and would affect, as a minimum, their entire :

? approach to training (mission vis~a-vis target mentality). %E
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WHY?

The most effective control and use of air power
has been an issue since the First Wcrld War. Experience
suggests that the fundamental air power principles of
flexibility, concentration, and sustainment of effort were
greatly enhanced by the creation of <c¢oequal and
interdeperndent air and ground forces that functioned in
collocated headquarters. The barometer of their effective-
ness can be measured by the results of airfand warfare.
The achievement of these regults depended to a large
degree on the amount of cooperation that has existed
between these forces., Our current systems, in fact, are
based upon mutual cooperation and a series of procedures
that attempt te maximize the principles mentioned above.
Politics and inter-service rivalries aside, the basic
probl: 1 that has confronted all joint AirLand doctrinal
thinking has been how to make the best use of the scarce
air power resources while simultaneously supporting ground

forces and maintaining air superiority. Qur documents

exist as currently written in an attempt to solve this
dilemma. The J-SAK Joint Service Agreement and procedures
manual are a significant step forward. These docum=nts
formally recognize that both air and ground forces are
necessary to fight and win on the modern battlefield and

are an attempt to provide a generic, jolnt doctrine which
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establishes a conceptual framework within which theater
specific procedures may fit.

The J-SAK apportionment principle has its roots in
World War 11 where air superiority was aii operational
necessity and where interdiction was managed at the
Army/Army Group level. As previously stated, in Central
Europe, the theater specific apportionment principle 1is
curren:ly approached from a fundamentally different
perspective. It recognizes the necessity for the
maintenance of air superiority and also the necessity for
offensive air support (0OAS) 1in direct support of the
operational commander. Simply put, practical soldiers
attempnting to solve the problem of how best to synchronize
AirLand warfare in Central ©Europe have instituted
different methods to achieve their objectives. Chapter

Four examines these methods.
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AIRCRAFT CAPABILITIES VIS-A-VIS
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As stated in Chapter One, it is a given that we

oo

p

cannot afford to neglect :he joint planning and execution

o

Ve
r

R dal )

of AirlLand warfare withcut Jjeopardizing our ability to

P

L)

fight and win., The prinziples and procedures upon which
joint planning and execution are based must provide for
the effective conduct of AirLand warfare at the opera-
tional level of war. It follows that the organizational

level at which joint AirLand warfare is planned may have a

gignificant impact upon the outcome of a future war. To
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maximize our force effectiveness, we must ensure that we
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take a systemic, functional approach to our doctrines.
During World War II, air apportionment was essentially
conducted below the theater level by the army group/tacti-
cal air force. Today, J-SAK advocates the elevation of
this process t-= the joint force commander/theater level.
On the surfac: . :onsidering the tremendous advance in air-
craft technology and the resultant 1increase in the
capability to concentrate on the battlefield, the
elevation of joint planning to the theater level would
appear to make good sense. However, upon investigation, it
may not adequately address air wud ground interface
requirements.

The inherent ability of air power to concentrate
rapidly, which provides a flexible combat power resource,
has been discussed in detail in the previous two chapters.
It would seem logical to assume that there is a definitg,
traceable correlation between the combat radius cf
aircraft and the lovel at which the employment of this
resource is planned. Table 4-1 wxamiies tie combat rdlius
and ordnance capability of selected Urited States World

War II and contemporary tactical combat aircraft,
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~ WWII Contemporary .
o 3 1 4 i
N P38 LIGHTNING F4 Phantom ‘
S \ 2000 lbs 16,000 1bs i
oo . 230 miles * 300 miles e
N . '\ . 2 5 r.a':j
- . P40E Kittyhawk F15E Eagle 3

o 600 lbs 16,000 1bs T
N X 300 miles * 300 miles )
o P47D Thunderbolt’ ALO0 Thunderbolt 11° X
- 9 2500 1lbs 16,000 lbs L
- 315 miles 250 miles E‘
fﬁ%;. ; * Although published fiqures are higher, experienced }ﬁ
e & pilots maintain7 that 300 miles is a more v
= ¥ realistic fiqure. o
- TABLE 4-1 ;’:
.- o
e 8 =
N o
S . An examination of Table 4-1 illustrates the fact that -
\ii :. the combat radius of tactical fighter aircraft, without ;
N 9 T
o refueling, has not changed significantly since World War ﬁ%
. 2 . )
zﬁﬁﬁmgﬁ II. What have changed significantly are the accuracy of tﬁ
5] - ordnance delivery, ability to refuel aerially, speed, and E
EQ‘ 8 the amount of ordnance that can be carried by one air- :I
o . B N
ﬁﬁ' ¥ craft, Admittedly, the combat radius capability of the %
e ~ontemporary aircraft in Table 4-1 is a worst case E
estimate that assumes a low altitude ingress and egress 2

X

with afterburner usage and no aerial refueling. However, @

*he comparison is somewhat enlightening. g

As previously discussed, during World War II the s

M

operational level of war was at the field army level. It L

was at this level that the army and the tactical air t

Uy

command s+affs jointly planned operations, The World War E

i

E

5

.

....... e W - - vy - . . et . N R T LT T S Ny e
DR L SIS A T T A T ﬂ.('\ \-&"& AL A )‘ﬂlL'\‘ '-.'\.'x'\';.'- : ‘-.'.'v \.‘-q.’\ .\'n.‘v ".'.‘-‘.‘\ Aty et e :.?*".'1'\‘."\2&"-'&-.’3?;'\ﬁ.’(\.\ﬂif&h




66
IT battalion in the defense could be expected to control
about 400 acres.8 Currently, because of more powerful wea-
pons and better mobility, contemporary divisions have 10
times more firepower than their WWII counterparts.9 A pre-
sent day battalicn in the defense in Germany would be
expected to control as much as 18,000 acres; an area which
gives 1t an operational radius at least 40 times greater
than its WWII counterpart.lO Carrying this argument one
step further, the contemporary corps would be responsible
for an area approximately 13 times greater than the WWII
field army. Because of this increase in lethality and the
resultant area of responsibility, the corps has supplanted
the army in the conduct of operational warfare.

The significance of this argument is that altnough
the corps is responsible for an area much larger than the
WWII field army, the combat radius of tactical aircraft in
support of the corps has not increased proportionally;
when compared with the Second World War, this radius
currently appears to be inversely related to the level at
which joint planning occurs. There are many variables to
the equation that determine at what level joint AirLand
warfare planning is conducted. The J-SAK advocates joint
planning at the joint force commander level, while in Cen-
tral European NATO joint planning is conducted at the Army
Group/Allied Tactical Air Force level., In short, this cur-

sory examination affirms that the combat radius of
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e N aircraf which 1s a main determinant in their ability to ::

:{_.: _' concentr=te on the battlefield in support of an operation- <

AT, LN . . ':.:

NS 3 al conce~t, 15 not togically connected to the level at .

QF_;”j- which ©he joint =mployment of this resource 1is planned. :j

- ' This may 2e :r exampie of doctrinal thinking regarding =

5}7,?ﬂ joint planning _.2vels bdeing out of synchrcnization with }

:iWL,QC tne ~hjective ;zalities of the situation. i
3 The 3loviets have carefully considered objective
_:ff7lg reez it.es in denigin.ag their functional system for air and
!’;"ﬂ; ground »perct.ons. “he following section briefly examines

R Sov.2t air/ground cre-ations, k.

.

N

, v

SOVIET AIR/GROUND OPERATIONS - AN OVERVIEW b

In December of 1981, General Colonel F. Gayvoron- 5

skiy, Deputy Commandant of the General Staff Academy in Q

5 Moscow, summarized the major operational elements that are Z;

W

. required to execute a rapid, destructive conventional 8

. i-T

operation: ~

Under present day conditions when only 5

conventional weapons are wused in the b

SR conduct of the offensive, effecting a N

- penetration could require the application .

. of large masses of artillery, aircraft, :

. and tanks; thorough suppression of the g

" enemy's numerous anti-tank weapons; and Q

- protection of the attacking forces from D

" air strikes, including strikes by combat 2

N helicopters. To increase the tempo of the "

. offensive and stop the approach of enemy g

reserves towards the penetration sectors, Ky

N ]

“-: 1.‘

A ot AR

”
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3 _ ;J it will be necessary to make air and x
. « missile strikes throughout the depth of r
N the enemy's defenses and make wide use of .
- A airborne (air assault) landings.ll :
R X ;
> W The Soviets are organized to exploit their numerical -
f:. .:4 superiority and their overall offensive strategy which .
N O
:f = takes advantage of their capability to concentrate large -
04 numbers of troops and equipment.l2 In order to breach g

N S . defenses rapidly and maintain offensive momentum, Warsaw g
- Pact doctrine advocates the use of massed, high speed, :
- .Lé heavily armored forces at a time and place of their t

%

o 13

choosing. During offensive operations, the advanced

= penetration element and the first echelon maintain N

LR

-"..‘%‘ pressure on the defense 1in an attempt to find its
‘f;" u{ weakness. Then second echelon forces and Operational
. Maneuver Groups (OMGs) are used for exploitation.
- According to General Bernard W. Rogers, Supreme Allied
Commander Europe:

Pact forces can be expected to enploy

highly mobile exploitation formations at

army and army group (front) levels. These

combined-armed forces, called Operational

Maneuver Groups (0OMGs), are designed to

penetrate deeply into the rear of NATO's -
defense in order to seize critical

objectives, cut lines of communications

and to limit the ability of NATO forces to *
respond, especially with our theater

nuclear forces.l4

ETETRTY T ST AL, Ty T R,V Y Y s 5 v g

£

The Soviet offensive would probably be conducted in three

major phases: "the air operation, the anti-air operation

15

and rapid, deep OMG-led penetrations on the ground.” The

2
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purpose of the air operation would be to neutralize the

16 Shortly

bulk of NATO's air and nuclear capab.lity.
following the start of the air operation, ground forces
would attack with large scale OMG-led raids in conjunction
with air assault and airborne landings into the depths of
NATO's defenses.17 Simultaneously, the anti-air operation
would seek to protect the air and ground forces throughout

18

the entire depth of the battlefield. Follow-on forces

would then conduct exploitations in an attempt to conclude

13 The Soviets are convinced that they can

the war rapidly.
win conventionally. Their entire structure is designed for
fast tempo operations which can be executed to defeat NATO

forces, presenting them with a fait accompli, before NATO
20

can execute a nuclear option.

The Soviet armed forces are organized into five
separate components: the Strategic Rocket Forces, the
Ground Forces, the Alr Forces, the Air Defensive Forces,
and the Naval Forces.21 Conceptually different from the
United States organization of forces, all except the Naval

Forces are included within the generic term Scviet Army.22

Unclassified, specific details of current organizational

changes within the Soviet defense structure are not

. 23 . . .
available. However, Soviet forces are organized into

three main theaters: the Western, the Southern, and Far
Eastern, with a Central Strategic Reserve which consists

of the Moscow, Volga, and Ural Military Districts (MD).24
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The Western Theater, which is the strongest with the most
modern equipment, also includes the non-Soviet Warsaw Pact
forces and is divided into three Theaters of Military

Operations (TVD).25 Although a 1984 National FCefense

Review article by Victor Suvorov "Strategic Command and
Control, the Soviet Approach" stated that a TVD is a
military-geographical zone and not a military-operational
headquarters, most unclassified sources maintain that the
TVD provides "stategic planning and operational control
for continental, oceanic, and intercontinental forces
(missile forces, SSBN and bombers) assigned to them.“26
Furthermore, most analyists agree that the Soviets
designed the TVD to eliminate the operational pause *that
occurred between frontal operations in World War II; it is
intended to operationally synchronize multi-front
operations. During time of war, the East European Warsaw

Pact divisions would be incorporated within the Soviet

Army operational structure. The basic operational command

subordinate to a TVD is the front. Based upon current
deployments, "the Western TVD could have four fronts: two
in East Germany, one in Czechoslovakia, and one in Poland.
The two tronts in East Germany total 12 tank and 13 motor
rifle divisions; three motor rifle divisions less than two
typical fronts,. In Czechoslovakia and Poland the total
would be 14 tank and 16 motor rifle divisions; two tank

divisions above the 'normal' level. Reinforcements could
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be quickly available from the Belorussian MD, which
contains 10 tank and four motor rifle divisions."27
Therefore, a front which is roughly equivalent to a
US/NATO army group could be composed of between three to
five armies depending upon the Soviet analysis of mission,
enemy, troops, terrain, and time (METT-T).28 The Soviet
ground forces form two types of armies which are roughly
equivalent to a US/NATO corps: combined arms armies and

2% rhe combined arms army will normally

tank armies.
contain a majority of motorized rifle divisions while a
tank army will contain a majority of tank divisions formed
tbgether in a mix of three to six divisions per army.

Soviet Air Forces have three main components:
Frontal Aviation, Long-Range Aviation, and Military
Transport Aviation (see Figure 4-1). Soviet Frontal
Aviation is comparable to the United States Air Force
Tactical Air Command.31 It has approximately 6,000 combat
aircraft that are assigned to military districts within
the USSR and to the Western Theater TVDS.32

A typical Soviet front has an assigned Aviation of
the Front. This organization has also besen referred to as

a Tactical Air Army. The organizational structure for this

Aviation of the Front is not fixed. However it would

rocutinely include fighter, fighter~bomber, bomber, -

. . . 3
reconnaissance, and helicopter transport reglments.3

Furtherinore, evidence currently exists that the front
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ORGANIZATION OF THE SOVIET AIR FORCE :

HQ SUPREME i
HIGH COrMMAND .

(STAVKA) : .

! . .o
! ;
AIR FORCES §

LONG FRONTAL | MILIT&RY _
RANGE AVIATION TRAMSFORTAT I CN \

AVIATION AVIATION

TACTICAL
AIR ARMY

<
R A

Figure 4-132
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commander may subordinate his SU-25 Frogfoot attack
aircraft, which perform the equivalent role of NATO's

34 The planning and

A-10, tc the army level for operations.
vreparation of air support before an offensive beging is
driven by the front commander's orders to his army
commanders. The front commander's concapt ~f operation, as
approved by higher authority, is the focus of the entire

combined arms effort. According to FM 1006-2~1, The Soviet

Army, Operations and Tactics, the front commander's order

specifies ". . . the air units to be committed, the ground
armies to be supported and the time of attack."35

Lieutenant General (Retired) John H. Cushman
stated during a December 1983 seminar at Fort Leavenworth
that in this air operation, frontal aviation would be used
to open corridors through NATO air defense belts . . . .
Artillery missiles would suppress air defenses and command
centers . . . Fighters and fighter bombers would then have
the ability to pass through open corridors to attack deep
counter-air t\rqets.36 General Cushman also pointed out
that current US/NATO joint AirLand warfare doctrine does
not match the integration and detail of this Soviet
operational thought . . ." The Soviet approach to military
organizations 1is 1integra*ed, functional, and comprenen-
sive. It emphasizes unity c¢f purpose and unity of com=-

37

mand! In shurt, the Soviet front commander (approximate-

ly equivalent to a US/NATO army group commaader) has at
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Aviation of the Front

AVIATION OF

THE FRONT
FIGHTER-BOMBER' FIGHTER-INTERCEPTOR' RECONNAISSANCE
FIGHTER DIVISION OIVISION DIVISION REGIMENT
TRANSPORT HELICOPTER HELICOPTER - GEN. PURPOSE
REGIMENT ECM SQUACRON HELICOPTER SQUADRON
Figure 4-2

Fighter Division

FIGHTER DIVISION

, SERVICE AND
HEADQUARTERS ELEMENTY FIGHTER REGIMENT SUPPORT ELEMENT

FIGHTER SOUADRON

Figure 4-3

Notes:38

Aviation of the Front has no fixed organization aund may
be tailored to meet specific needs.

Fighter, fighter~bomber, and fighter-interceptor divisions
have tasically the same structure as a fighter division.

A fighter squadron normally consists of 12 aircraft divid-
ed into three flights.
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the operaticnal level all of the combat power under his
command to accomplish goals as directed by theater
strateqy or other higher military authority. This
difference between the U. S. and Soviet apprecach 1is
fundaméntal; the Soviet operational level commander does
not have a coequal air commander with whom coordination
must be made. Air and Ground Forces are not, in the Soviet
view, coequal and interdependent. Rather, they are both
subordinate to the operational dictates of the front
commander. The significaance of this is that because of the
Soviet functional approach, the necessity for U. S. joint
doctrinal thinking to effectively integrate air and ground

operations has increased expofentially.

NATO VS WARSAW PACT CAPABILITIES

Depending upon the source, the numerical imbalance
which exists between the Warsaw Pact and NATO in combat
aircraf- may be as much as approximately 2.3:1 in favor of

. 39
thie Savriatys,

This figure, however, includes only
Luropenan based aircraft. The Soviets have three other
sio=.ficant acdsantages: first, secure and relatively short
: 21~ -orcewer routes, and second, many more military
ai-“ields for Jdeployment of their air power resources.40

Adcitionally, one significant advantage not reflected in
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aircraft capabilities and their numerical superiority is

that the weapons in service and the tactical doctrines for

their use are standardized throughout the Warsaw Pact.4l

The technology gap, which once gave NATO a
qualitative edge over Warsaw Pact numbers, is closing.
According to Air Marshall Sir Patrick Hine, the 2d Allied
Tactical Air Force Commander:

Aircraft such as the (SU24) Fencer, of
which there are almost 400 £facing us 1in
the central region, a.2 capable of
reaching targets deep into western Europe,
and of delivering their weapons, even in
bad weather, with an accuracy comparable
to our own. In the air defence role,
Foxbat E (MIG-25) is now based in 3East
Germany; and the Russian "F-18 ski," (MIG
29) the Fulcrum, is likely to be deployed
forward within the next two years. The
(SU27) Flanker, which looks similar to the
U. S. F-15, may also appear in the forward
area before too long.42

The fourth generation fighters mentioned above, the MIG 29
and SU27, both have look-down, shoot-down radar, a
technology based upon Soviet access to the F-14's radar

system in Iran.43

In short, Soviet Air Force capabilities
can no longer be characterized as short-legged, day only,
with marginal crew training standards.44 General Lew Allen
Jr., former U. S. Air Force Chief of Staff, summed up the
narrowing technology gap when he stated, "We now see a
shift wherein this force is becoming more potent with a

significant offensive striking capability with ranges that

cause the U. K, no longer to be regarded as a sanctuary,
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and with a capability of at least doing some attacking in
night and bad weather conditions.“45

The ability of NATO's forces to provide ground
support to the wmaneuver commander would probably depend
upon their ability to survive the air attacks and ground
based air defenses of the Warsaw Pact.46 William P. Mako
stated in a 1983 study for the Brookings Institution that
because NATO has fewer airfields and aircraft s-eltercs
than the Warsaw Pact, it would probably he at some dis-
advantage in waging its counterair campaign, however
“NATO has been deploying new fighters, such as the F-15
and ¥-16; <and> . . . airborne warning and coatrol
systems (AWACS) are expected to give NATO a considerable
advantage in battle management.“47

The Airborne Warning and Control System, an
integral part of the Tactical Air Control System, causes

48 ag of late 1984, 12

problems for Soviet air operations.
of the 18 E~3A AWACS planned for NATO had been delivered.
According to James H. Hansen in an 1984 article published

in International Defense Review, "Cruising over the

wastern part of West  Germany, AWACS can detect
low-altitude targets deep in East German and Czechoslovak
airspace. It can detect higher targets almost to the
western borders of the USSR according to press raports.
Accordingly, AVWACS can help to deny the Sovizt/Pact air

forces the element of surprise in mounting attacks."49

o m wm
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NATO does still enjoy a narrowing margin of ~vera:l

electronic superiority and probably had greater

(3}

S
<

flexibility in comand and control in combat conditions.

Any attempt to assess the conventional balance
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact using comparisons of
combat wunits or technological capabilities contains a
large amount of uncertainty.Sl There are numerous, dynamic
characteristics that make a clear-cut advantage difficult
to evaluate; to name a few: doctrine, trainina, morale,
geographical advantage, leadership, initiative, quality of
equipment and units, and logistical support.52 William P.
Mako also succinctly addresses this problem in his 1984
Brookings study:

Projections based upon a range of expert

opinion about the military potential of

both NATO and the Warsaw Pact forces

indicate that neither side could count on

achieving a decisive numerical edge. Under

these circumstances, the outcome of a

conflict could well hinge on factors other

than numbers of troops and weapons. 1In

some areas, such asg air power, NATO seems

to enjoy advantages that could compensate

for numerical shortcomings in ground

combat power .53

The essence of this discussion is that although
the Pact may be somewhat numerically superior, neither
side really has a clear-cut advantage. It is our ability
to conduct joint AirlLand warfare that will decide the
outcome of some future conilict. Tables 4~1 and 4-2, from

the 1934 book NATO Jnder Attack, supp,xt this assertion by
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oroviding an interesting comparison between numbers and
.;echnulogy.s4 During World War II the operationally
aeficient French were defeated by German forces that were
inferior in most categories of numbers and technology. The
U. S. and NATO must counter what may be Soviet advantages
by a superior joint operational doctrine. This superior
joint operational doctrine is fundamental to battlefield
success in the resource constrained, political environment

within which democracies exist.

The balance, in numbers and technology, in the
battle of France, 1940.

France Germany Advantage held by
Numbers a
Men 3,500,000 2,800,000 Francz (loser)
Tanks 3,800 2,574 France (loser)
Aircraft 2,100 3,000 Germany (victor)
Antitank guns 12,600 12,800 Indecisive
Technology b
Tanks SOMUA PzKW III France (loser)
Aircraft Blochl%2 Mel09 Germany (victog)
Antitank guns 47mm 3 7mm France (loser)

a. Includes French, British, Dutch, and Belgian ground/

air forces in northeastern France and the Low Countries.
b. In terms of tank~versus-tank combat.
¢. In terms of armor penetration versus opposing enemy
tank armor.

Table 4-2
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The balance, in numbers and technology, in a future

conventional war in Central Europe.

NATQ Warsaw Pact Advantage held by

Numbers a b
Men 758,090 859,Mr"0 Pact
Tanks 7,000° 20 500, Pact
hircraft 2,251 1,950% Pact
Antitank Large Lavge Indecigive®
waapons
Antiaircraft Moderate Large Pact
weapons
Technology
Tanks M6 TH Indecisive
Aircraft F4 MiG 21 NATO
Antitank TOW, LAW SAGGER, RPG Indecisive
WeapIng
Antiaircraft ROLAND, 75d~23/4 Indecisive
weapons MARDER

#. oes not .nciude French forces.

b, inciudes East German, Polish, Czech, and Soviet
forces in those countries in peacetime.

. Daes nct include French tanks.

¢ 1lncludes taciical bombers, fightec bombers, fighter
1atercentcrs, and reconnalssance alrcraft, From Inter-
national JXastitute for Strategic Studies, The Military
Balance 1979-1980 (London, 1879), p. 1ll.

&, Both sides emphasize antitank weapons. The defensive
strategic stance of NATO is reflected in the greater
numbars of helicopter (TOW: and fixed-wing aircraft
(A~10,/GAU~8) antitank weapons.

Table 4-3
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CORPS OPERATIONS - AN OVERVIEW

It is the army commander's campaign plan that
"provides the concept of operations and objectives which
will allow the corps commander to put his own plans in
perspective vis-a-vis the overall army objective and the
operations of adjacent corps."55 Corps operations will
require the synchronization of air and ground combat
powe.r.56 That is why the corps commander must understand
the overall air campaign plan, the overall theater
interdiction campaign plan, and the resultant, expected
apportionment of air resources. The allocation and use of
air combat power by the army commander must fit within
both the objectives cf the various corps campaign plans
and the objectives of the joint force commander's theater
campaign plan. The army commander's intent must be clearly
communicated to the corps commanders. The corps commander
must understand how his corps fits into the army's mission
in support of theater goals and how the army commander
visualizes mission accomplishment.

Corps operations, therefore, are conducted in con-
sonance with the army commander's campaign pl;m.57 Current
doctrinal thinking and objective realities posit that
corps campaigns, such as would be conducted in Central
Europe, generally consist of sequential phases which can

be described as defensive, offensive, and exploitation.58
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National strategy, such as our forward defense in Europe,
dictates that the initial phase of a campaign would be

operationally defensive. The objective of this phase is to

reduce the tempo of the attacking force, to create an
opportunity for offensive action(s), and to force the
enemy to change his plan.59 Cnce the attacker's tempo is
disrupted, and he is forced to alter plans, the corps has
an opportunity to regain the initiative and to force

60

further enemy reaction. The -bjective of the offensive

phase 1is to sustain the initiative by rendering the

enemy's first operational echelon combat ineffective.61

During the exploitation phase, operational maneuver is
conducted to accomplish army level ©objectives in
consonance with the army commander's campaign plan. There-
fore, each phase of the campaign plan must be designed to
accomplish sequential objectives which build upon one
another to accomplish the corps mission as assigned by the
army commander. Additionally, each separate phase of the
campaign plan is conducted with th= understanding that the
62

rear, close, and deep battles a-e "inextricably linked."

The Operational Concept For Corps Deep Battle describes

this relationship:

The key to this relationship between rear,
close and deep battles 1is to avoid
sub-optimization of any one region, and to
allocate resources and establish
priorities with the objective of the over-
all plan in mind . . .63
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_ . To fight and win, the corps commander must be able to
- s
%& =y - synchronize his combat power in time and space as dictated
o by the flow of the battle. This synchronization of combat
."; ¥ ) '\:
AN power 1is the corps commander's primary task; he must
N N " 4
ﬁ?‘ 'Q_ isolate and focus his efforts on the deep threat.°4 Table
O
o 7;. 4-4 illustrates the focus of each echelon of command and
L the depth of the battlefield in terms of the time that
:f}, ‘f‘ enemy formations are beyond the FLOT.65
AREAS OF INFLUENCE/INTEREST

"

TIME BEYOND FLOT (HRS)

LEVEL ENEMY

OF COMMAND INFLUENCE INTEREST ECHELON OF PRIME CONCERN

BATTALION 3 12 Lead Regts of Attacking
lst ECH Divs

BRIGADE 12 24 lst & 2d ECH Regts (lst
ECH Div)

DIVISION 24 72 lst ECH Div of 1lst ECH
Army

CORPS 72 96 2d ECH Div of lst ECH
Army

Failure to achieve the required depth on the battlefield
results in insufficient space and time tc plan for and
conduct proactive operations.

Table 4-4
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The army and corps campaign plans must counter the
two Soviet <characteristics of aggressive offensive

. . . .o 66
orientation and numerical superiority.

These campaigns
plans must be proactive. Actions must alter the Soviet
troop control and decision process, which essentially
means disrupting rollow-on forces, to cause the enemy to
react to our actions. Figure 4-4 provides a summary of the
analysis process that the corps commander and his staff
might use to develop their proactive campaign plan.67The
proactive options that arrive as output consider friendly
means against enemy responses.68 The object is to counter

the enemy's ability to interfere with each proposed

friendly course of action.

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

INPUTS [ PROCESS oLTPUT
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, H; To be successfully proactive, the corps commander
i}: and his G3 both during planning and during the course of
.

X - the battle must continually ask themselves five basic

{-.‘\"‘ R A :‘. 69
. questions:

- Where are we tactically?
- Where are we operationally?
- Where are we relative to the higher HQ plan?

r,-f;

- What 1is the most dangerous thing that the

:Sé.ﬁfﬁz enemy can to do us that would prevent accom=-
;"<_'1f plishment of the corps mission?
?_ E; - Given the above, what opportunities are there
3;5 that can be exploited to achieve the corps
__:ks operational mission?
;iﬁ“ E - The outputs from the above analysis will result in
f?gf decisions regarding: forces, times, priorities, and
:tir. :i locations.
i;d - The corps is the level of command where
i€~l §E information from national systems and tactical systems is
ﬁ?' ,:j combired to form an accurate intelligence picture of the
threat in depth.70 As indicated in Figure 4-4, the corps

uses this information both to plan future operations and
to disrupt follow-on forces while the battle at the FLOT

is underway. According tc FM 32-20, Military Intelligence

Group, in the corps area of influence the corps commander,

to plar and conduct a proactive campaign, must have the

locations of "enemy division and army command posts, NBC
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delivery systems, radioelectronic combat units, logistic
installations, communications, and frontal aviation
operations centers."7l Although specific capabilities are
classified, the corps obtains this information from a
variety of s0urces:72

- Subordinate divisions,

- Armored cavalry regiments.

- Corps MI units.

- Adjacent corps.

- Tactical air reconnaissance.

- Echelons above corps.

- National systems.
Therefore, the corps must integrate information from all
sources to conduct a successfully proactive campaign.,
Generally, because of current éapabilities, information
that the corps receives beyond its area of influence will
be provided by higher headquarters or national systems.

Finally, the result of the intelligence effort
must be to determine where, when, and in what strength the
main attack will occur. The corps campaign plan must shape
the battle at the FLOT so that the campaign can become
proactive and proceed logically to its offensive and
exploitation phases. The significant point  when
considering the synchronization of air and ground combat
based upon intelligence information is target value analy=-

sis.73 The value of a given set of targets or enemy

LY ".” "

CFET XSRS L

EAPaF S ok - P A

LRl S

Dl o S0 2P She S SN )

—

T

T T A T A T WY U Wi

P

b 2ar awrr >




87

capabilities is a function of their ability to influence
the corps campaign at a given point in time and space.
This is why AirLand warfare must be jointlv conducted in
consonance with the overall operational goals 1ia the
context of the theater campaign plan. Without the joint
employment of forces in accordance with a single
operational concept, we greatly reduce our ability to

synchronize our combat power against high value target

sets.

CENTRAL EUROPE - AN OVERVIEW

The lack of depth in the central region has a
great influence on current campaign planning. According to

U. 8. Ground Forces and the Defense of Central Europe,

"The lack of depth in the region discourages plans for

wide~ranging defensive maneuvers of the kind the Germans

executed in Russia during World War II":74

From the East German border to Hamburg is less
than 40 kilometers.

- PFrom the East German border to the Rhine-Ruhr
industrial area is less than 150 kilometers.

- From the East German border to Frankfurt is
approximately 100 kilometers,

- Thirty percent of the West German population
and 25 percent of its industrial base is within

100 kilometers of the border.
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This strategy of forward defense is inherently risky. The
Commander of Northern Army Group has stated that he has
been ordered to defend "as far to the east as possible."75
This forward defense with a lack of operational depth
increases the risk of penetration and encirclement.76 How-
ever, any attempt to change this overall strategy would be
politically unfeasible within NATO.77 Therefore, because
of this theater's geographical <characteristics, the
synchronized use of air forces in consonance with the army
campaign plan becomes even more important. The projection
of air power through counter air, air interdiction, close
air support and battlefield air 1interdiction can add
operational depth to the battlefield. The synchronized
exaecution of AirLand warfare is an absolute necessity,

especially in a theater with a forward defensive

orientation and a lack of operational depth.

CONCEPTUAL BATTLE SCENARIO -~ OVERVIEW

The following scenario describes various air and
ground AirLand warfare situations that could occur during
the three phases of a corps campaign. The graphics and
situations posited are based upon the illustrative example
contained in the Operational Concept for Corps Deep

Battle.78 As such, the situations and criteria for

operational effectiveness are descriptive in nature, and
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,__i not the result of a battle simulation. A battle simulation
N would align forces, "fight" the battle, and produce
) - results that are somewhat empirical. This discussion, how-
b . ever, based upon the material previously presented in this
t 3 paper, examines the possible battlefield implications of
2 our current joint principles and procedures. The principal
focus of this examination is:
3 E - Air apportionment.
g -~ Mission vice target lists.
L - Use of the RIPL (Reconnaissance and
" Interdiction Planning Line).
. :2 The criteria used to evaluate the above issues are:
- Responsiveness to c¢orps commander's ability to
synchronize combat power on the battlefield.

- Ability to support the air component
commander's overall air campaign plan.

- Ability of the air campaign plan to support the
goals of the theater campaign plan.

THE SCENARIO

The situation and army commander's concept
follows:

The scenario begins on 15 December 198___ with an
attacking Soviet front approaching a deployed blue army
somewhere in Central Europe. The FLOT has stabilized as
indicated on Figure 4-5. Relative air parity has existed

to date. Intelligence collection efforts from a variety of
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sources and the subsequent analysis of data indicates that
the front's main effort will be in the zone of the 85th
Division, with a probable secondary effort in the zone of
the 23d Division. The attacking front contains three
armies, two combined arms armies in the first echelon and
a follow-on tank army in the second echelon. A frontal OMG
has not been identified;

The First Allied Army, which consists of II Corps
and IV Corps, is defending as indicated in Figure 4-5.
VIII Corps, positioned in depth in the army sector, is the
army operational reserve. II Corps, on the left, consists
of the 85th Mechanized Division, the 2lst Infantry
Division (Light), and the 60th Armored Division as the
corps operational reserve, Iv Corps, on the right,
consists of the 23d Light Infantry Division, the 40th
Mechanized Division, and has no operational reserve.
Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force, which is the coequal air
component fighting with First Allied Army, has E3-A AWACS
aircraft operating as part of its Tactical Air Control
System. To date, communications between the Corps, First
Allied Army, and Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force have
been effective.

The Army Commander's concept of operations is
based upon the objectives of the Joint Force Commander's
theater campaign plan. The Jecint Force Commander has

ordered the First Allied Army to render the attacking
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front combat ineffective and seize the key 1line of

communication center at objective 4. This supports the
operations of the adjacent army and places the theater in

an excellent position to defeat the Soviet follow-on

fronts. The Army Commander's three phased campaign plan

concept follows:

- Initially, First Allied Army defends; the
purpose of which is to create an opportunity for offensive
action and to force the enemy to shift the intended employ-
ment of his follow-on tank army to the east into the IV
Corps sector. First Allied Army must control the battle at
the FLOT. IV Corps will delay for 48 hours back to PL
Tiger and hold at PL Tiger. This will cause the enemy to
reinforce success and shift the focus of his main effort.
Since this will not be a linear battlefield, corps
commanders may allow penetrations of PL Tiger to execute
their corps campaign plans. The important point is that
the army show unyielding strength in the (West) II Corps
sector and exploitable weakness in the (East) IV Corps
gector.

~ Once the enemy s3hifts the focus of his main
effort toward the IV Corps sector, II Corps will have the
opportunity to destroy the first echelon combined arms

army through operational maneuver.
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- Exploiting success, II Corps and VIII Corps
will envelop the second echelon tank army and seize the
key communications network at objective 4.

IV Corps:

- Conduct defensive operations in zone.

- Delay for 48 hours back to PL Tiger. Hold at
Tiger.

II Corps:

- Initially defend the sector.

- Conduct operational maneuver to render the 24
echelon divisions of the lst echelon combined arms army
combat ineffective.

- Control key terrain at objective 3.

~ Be prepared to exploit success to objective 4.

- Be prepared to pass VIII Corps to the south of
objective 3. On order, follow and support the VIII Corps
exploitation to secure objective 4.

VIII Corps:

- On order conduct offensive operations through
IT Corps sector to envelop and destroy the 24 echelon tank
army.

- Be prepared to continue the exploitation toward
objective 4.

The Commander of the Fourth Allied Tactical Air

Force has outlined his air campaign as follows:
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The mission of the Fourth Allied Tactical Aair

Force is to defeat the attack of enemy forces, both air
and ground, as far to the east as possible. The objectives
in support of this mission are to obtain air superiority,
protect friendly command and control, maximize air support
to the army component, and maintain a friendly nuclear
capability. Therefore, the initial response of the Fourth
Allied Tactical Air Force is to provide for the defense of
NATO air bases by achieving either general or limited air
superiority by defeating phase one of the Soviet
offensive, the air operation. Once air superiority is
achieved to a degree that will allow an acceptable amount
of operational freedom, dual mission capable aircraft will
be increasingly re-roled to perform other missions. Based
upon coordination with the First Allied Army Commander,
Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force will recommend air
apportionment to the AAFCE (Allied Air Forces Central
Europe) Commander that provides for both the maintenance
of air superiority and supports the critical ground
maneuver of II Corps and VIII Corps. The purpose of the
theater air interdiction campaign is to slow, disrupt, and
delay follow-cn forces by the interdiction of reserve
forces, transportation nodes, communication facilities,
supply points, and industrial facilities. It is essential
that Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force synchronize its air

interdiction campaign based upon the ability of high value
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target sets to influence both the theater and army ground

campaign plans.

CONCEPTUAL BATTLE SCENARIO - DISCUSSION

The remainder of this discussion will examine the
joint operational effectiveness of II Corps.

Phase I. Thirty hours prior to the commencement of
operations, the II Corps Commander received a confirmation
of the sorties available. The contemporary principles and
procedures contained in J-SAK and practiced in Central
European NATO to arrive at this allocation would have heen
fundamentally different.

J-SAK:

-~ The J-SAK principle of air apportionment would
have the Air Component Commander responsible for the
entire theater interdiction campaign.

- Targeting is a continuous, dynamic process. 1II
Corps forwarded its request for BAI targets to the BCE
approximately 30 hours prior to the start of operations.
The Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force Commander and his
staff, the TACC, then prioritized their targets in
accordance with the objectives of the theater air campaign

and in coordination with the Ground Component (through the

BCE) .
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- The Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force Commander
decided to orGer the combat aircraft allocated for 1II
Corps BAI missions to delay the 1lst Combined Arms Army's
second echelon divisions north of the corps ©SCL for 24
hours. This would present a picture of unyielding strength
in the II Corps sector and separate enemy units at the
FLOT from their follow-on forces, thereby reducing the
tempo of these attacking forces.

- Since the Air Component Commander is
responsible for the theater air interdiction campaign,
there was no use made of a planning line, such as the
RIPL, within which the corps would focus its intelligence
collection assets, planning efforts, and target analysis
to synchronize combat power according to the Corps
Commander's campaign plan.

- There was no joint planning at the operational
level. There was joint coordination and consultation at
the component level. However, the army component and air
component coordinated through subordinate staffs, the BCE
and TACC.

NATO:

- The air apportionment decision recognized the
principle of Offensive Air Support. Therefore, the IT
Corps Commander was responsible for the joint air and
ground force planning for the use of BAI and

reconnaissance (RECCE) against high value target sets., The
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Corps Commander would designate, not recommend, the attack
of BAI targets,

- The Corps Commander and his Staff used the RIPL
to focus their BAI efforts.

- The Army Group and Tactical Air Force Staffs
are colleocated; therefore, joint planning was conducted at
the operational 1level, since II Corps in Phase I was
basically conducting a tactical operation.

Discussion:

The successful execution of Phase I depended upou
a myriad of factors. The Army Commander's campaign plan,
which intended to show strength in the west and relative
weakness for the east, required subtle execution and a
closely coordinated syrchronization of available corhat
power. Since one of the main concerns of the Joint Force
Commander was the threat air operation, he approved the
recommendation of the Air Component Commander to apportion
the majority of the tactical air effort into the roles of
counte air and defensive counter air in an attempt to
defeat the threat air and attain air superiority. The
Joint Force Commander approved the plans of the lst Allied

Army Commander and, as such, intended to commit available

resources for execution. The Army Commander ensured that

his subordinate Corps Commanders understood his intent and

did not focus only on the threat in their corps sectors,
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Phase II and III.

Phase I was successful. The counter air campaign
through solid intelligence collection, good early warning,
and the concentration of air resources defeated the
initial Soviet air operation ad local air superiority was
obtained. II Corps controlled the battle at the FLOT. The
1I Corps Commander was ab.e to synchronize the BAI assets
he had available to slcw, delay, and disrupt the second
echelon divisions. The Soviet front commander, sensing
weakness in the east, decided to alter his plan and have
the 3d Tank Army follow the 2d Combined Arms Army to
exploit success (see Figure 4-6).

On 17 December 198, the II Corps Commander
seized a "window of opportunity" and ordered 60th Armored
Division to counterattack. The counterattack by the 60th
Armored Divis.on to destroy the 2d echelon divisions and
control the key terrain at objective 3, was the priority,
operatioual effort for the First Allied Army. The IV Corps
Commander, familiar with the Army Commander's intent, knew
that the air effort would be weighted in II Corps' favor.
Although local air superiority had been obtained, the
Fourth Allied Air Force Commander still had to maintain a
somewhat reduced counter air and defensive counter air
effort. The Army Commander, concerned about IV Corps'
ability to hold at Tiger, was anxious to follow the

success of 60th Armored Division with the VIII Corps

L4

» e s e e -
2. wj . L.
P N bl

- D

1
Rt
PR A R SN

Ty
]

F’T v
, Lt

L

T T AL

< 1
ol

v
>




. ¢ + ¥ W _4 & R R Bal” wa” AW ' s 8 » T,
el 0 E.\\\‘\.\ ._, —q..
SRS M PW&I:&.’\-&.‘. e et el e ol ]

Nhl

13

4o

x ©
|
B g
o))
} 9
AE1 2
bat ~d
) =,
v
Z
sl
\n
(oo
X
Q@
X
- =
. e s O . . - MR . Lt gL L. . EEEE g SR Tl g T e e P VPP W X ] *
BT . DAL N A .. OO o 7 ! 7



;E;E
i."’.
exploitation. Once again, J-SAK and Central European FL
NATO's principles and procedures would have been fundamen- g%
tally different: \"E:‘
J-SAK: ) &
Y
The Air Component Commander was responsible for R
planning the interdiction efforts in support of the maneu- Eﬁ
LA
ver of the 60th Armored Division., The BCE received the ;D
corps BAI and AI target 1lists «.. 15 December and S;
continuously updated the 1lists as new information was é;
received. The Fourth Tactical Air Force and First Allied ;;
Army coordinated through the BCE/TACC concerning the "
synchronization of combat power 1in support of this
operation. The BAI targets were part of the theater inter- v
ng diction campaign; therefore, the Air Component Commander ?E
gﬁ_ was the approval authority. The Corps Commander assigned E%
&;f B II Corps the majority of Close Air Support (CAS) sorties. Ef
- Because this deep maneuver would create highly ;}'
fluid situations, the Corps Commander requested that the 5}
air component accept the mission of interdicting key road QE
networks to cause confusion and prevent the second echelon .
divisions from maneuvering against the 60th Armored
Division. :
- During the exploitation phasce, the priority of
air effort would shift to VIII Corps. Although the VIII

Corps Commander had identified tentative BAI targets, he

had no definitive guidance concerning where to focus his
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BAI planning efforts bhecause the Air Component Commander
was responsible for the entire air interdiction campaign.
As a rasult, there was no definitive area within which to
focus planning efforts.

NATO:

- As the Army main effort, II Corps received the
majority of Offensive Air Support. The II Corps Commander,
focusing on the operational maneuver of the 60th Armored
Division, planned his BAI sorties to synchronize the maxi-
mum amount of c¢ombat power against the second echelon
threat divisions.

- A series of phase lines were established that
served as on order RIPLs. This enabled the corps to focus
its BAI planning efforts in conjvnction with the "decision
triggers" necessary for the maneuver of the 60th Armored
Division. Additionally, during Phase III, the on order
RIPLs allowed a smooth air power transition as VIII Corps
passed through I1 Corps and continued to exploit north.
The RIPL was an additional control measure that enabled
the VIII Corps Commander and Staff to focus their planning
efforts.

Discussion:

The defeat of the Soviet front in Phases II and
III was the result of an aggressive Airland warfare army
campaign conducted in consonance with theater objectives.

Many variables influenced the outcome of this proactive
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campaign. The air and ground coordination necessary to
conduct the division and corps deep manesuver was highly
intensive. The entire ground campaign pian hinged on the
ability of the air component to obtain at least local air
superiority thereby allowing ground formations the freedom

to maneuver without significant tactizal air threat inter-

ference. Once air superiority was obtained, air and ground
forces fought teogether under a single operational concept

to achieve the campaign gcals.

JOINT DOCTRINAL IMPLICATIONS

The following section briefly examines the joiat
doctrinal implications of J-SAK vice NATO as described in
the preceding scenario according to the follewing,
previously mentioned, criteria:

- responsiveness to corps ccmmander's ability to

synchronize combat power on the battlefield.

- Ability to support the air component commander's

overall air campaign plan.

- Ability of the air campaign plan to support the

goals of the theater campaign plan.

J-SAK:

- Responsiveness to Corps Commanders ability to

synchronize combat power on the battlefield:
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The Air Component Commander was responsible for
the entire theater interdiction campaign. According to
J-SAK, air interdiction planning and execution 1is the
responsibility of the air component commander. Since the
theater interdiction campaign includes both NORTHG and
CENTAG, the responsiveness to a single ccrps commander's
ability to synchronize combat power on the battlefield was
dysfunctional and depended upon perfectly communicated
intentions across the spectrum of multi-corps operations.
Mission type orders (auftragstaktik) to the Fourth
Allied Tactical Air force were fundamental to success.
Without a certain amount of mission execntion by the air
component, the complicated procedures for passage of
interdiction target lists and their approval would have to
function almost perfectly to result in the effective
synchronization of combat power. Furthermore, the time-lag
between target passage and target attack in a fluid
situation would only serve to de-synchronize the effects
of combat power,

- Ability to support the air component commander's

overall air campaign plan:

The principles and procedures outlined in J-SAK
would appear to effectively support the air component com-
mander's overall air campaign plan. However, without joint
operational planning it 1is doubtful that the theater

commander's intention could be effectively translated
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into a cohesive plan suitable for multi-army group/corps
operations.

- Ability of the air campaign plan to support the

goals of the theater campaign plan:

The theater campaign plan provides the single
operational concept upon which joint forces are employed.
Since there is no land component commander in Central
Europe, the air component commander (Allied Air Forces
Central Europe) has no headquarters with which to jointly
plan operations. Therefore, the air component (AAFCE) may
issue operational guidance to subordinate Air Forces based
upon one interpretation of the theater commander's
intentions while the army groups interpret somewhat
differently the same intentions. Since J-SAK provides for

joint coordination and consultation below the joint force

commander level, air and ground operations may not be
synchronized with a single operational concept. The
benefits derived through 3joint planning do not exist.
Therefore, the abilities of the joint force to synchronize
combat power are reduced.

NATO:

- Responsiveness to Corps Commander's ability to

synchronize combat power on the battlefield:

Because BAI 1 1 part of offensive air support
(0AS) and not part of AI, the air component commander was

not responsible for the entire theater interdiction
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campaign. In this multi-corps environment, the corps
commanders had the ability to designate BAI targets that
would support their campaign plans. In a resource con-
strained theater, this allowed the corps commanders to
focus their interdiction planning efforts and to synch-
ronize the employment of combat power in time and space
according to a single operational concept.

Without mission-type target execution
(auftragstaktik) by the Fourth Allied Air Force, the
procedures established for BAI target identification and
BAI target list passage had to function perfectly. 1In a
fluid combat environment "target list procedures" may not
provide the responsiveness necessary to disrupt, delay, or
destroy enemy follow-on forces.

The use of the RIPL fit within the context of
offensive air support. It provided a means by which the
BAI and AI planning efforts could be separated, thus
avoiding duplication of ¢ fort. Furthermore, as previously
mentioned, the RIPL allowed the II Corps Commander to
focus his BAI planning efforts to synchronize combat power
in consonance with the operational concept. However, with
the use of the RIPL as a planning and control measure, the
First Allied Army Commander had to ensure that his corps
commanders did not focus their BAI target interest only
within their areas of influence. The Army Commander had to

also ensure, through joint planning with the Fourth Allied
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Tactical Air Force Commander, that the individual corps
BAI targets mutually supported adjacent corps and were
integrated into the theater interdiction campaign. Without
the use of the RIPL there would have been no definitive
division of BAI area responsibility. Furthermore, BAI
would have been much more difficult to synchronize in sup-
port of the maneuver of the 60th Armored Division and VIII
Corps.

- Ability to support the air component commander's

overall air campaign plan:

The Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force was assigned
the mission of defeating the attack of enemy forces, both
air and ground, as far to the east as possible. The objec-
tives of obtaining air superiority, protecting friendly
command and control, maximizing air support to the army
component, and maintaining a friendly nuclear capability
required a functional concept jointly planned to achieve
the campaign objectives of the Theater Commander. The col-
location of First Allied Army and Fourth Allied Tactical
Air Force Headquarters was fundamental to the success of
this operation. Additionally, the Army Commander, because
of the joint air and ground planning at his level, had the
ability to provide available BAI sorties to his
subordinate corps in consonance with his campaign plan.
Joint planning, collocation of headquarters, and the abil-

ity to synchronize air and ground forces through a
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thoroughly coordinated interdiction campaign allowed the
air component commander the flexibility to effectively
concentrate his combat power.

- Ability of the air campaign plan to support the

goals of the theater campaign plan:

The Central European theater is structured
basically as it was during World War II. There are two
Army Group Headquarters, each of which fights with a
coequal and interdependent Allied Air Force. There is no
land component commander; however, there is an air
component commander (AAFCE) much the same as existed
during the 1initial phases of the Second World War's
European Campaign. Granted, things have become more
complicated in Central Europe's multi-national coalition
environment, but the basic structure remains the same as
it did forty years ago. Currently, the theater commander
issues broad guidance that is translated into operational
campaign plans at the Army Group/Allied Tactical Air Force
level. NATO principles and procedures recognize that the
theater commander cannot possibly micro-manage daily air
apportionment decisions. Furthermore, it also recognizes
that the air component commander cannot possibly
micro-manage the interdiction effort for the entire
theater. The theater commander's broad aif priority

guidance and campaign plan proviies the hasis upon which
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the Army Group and Allied Tactical Air Force Commanders
formulate their plans.

In the preceding scenario, the air campaign plan
was functionally designed to support the gecals of the
theater commander. The counter air and interdiction
efforts provided the concentration of combat power in con-
sonance with the First Allied Army campaign plan. Offen-
sive air support provided the II Corps Commander the
ability to synchronize combat power in support of his
operational plan. However, the presence of an air
component headquarters without a coequal lard component
headquarters could be dysfunctional without a clear
understanding by the AAFCE Commander regarding the Joint

Force Commander's intent.

CRITERIA FOR OPERATICNAL EFFECTIVENESS

- Success of the counter air campaign and the
ability to maintain at least local air superiority was
fundamental.

- The complexity of this operation points to the
fact that joint planning at the army level was probably
necessary to conduct this functional AirLand warfare
multi-corps campaign., Without the collocation of Fourth
Tactical Air Force and First Allied Army staffs, coordina-

tion and communication of intent would have to be "text
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book style" for success. Battle attrition and
communications loss, which are Jjust two of the many
frictions of war, would have greatly reduced First Allied
Army's ability to operate in fast moving, fluid,
multi-corps situations where coordination was conducted
through a TACC/BCE, IAW J-SAK procedures.

- The First Allied Army Commander's campaign plan
was the basis of the entire corps operation. The Army Com-
mander had to ensure that his Corps Commanders did not
focus only on their corps areas of interest. Rather, they
had to plan with a perspective vis-a-vis the army plan.

The necessity for the Fourth Allied Tactical Air
Force Commander, First Allied Army Commander, and II Corps
Commander to understand completely the Joint Force
Commander's goals were also fundamental.

- The First Allied Army Commander, to request air
support realistically and plan his ground campaign, had to
understand the Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force
Commander's campaign plan and how the two fit together
according to the Joint Force Commander's concept.

- The ability of the II Corps Commander to
effectively synchronize air and ground combat power in
accordance with his campaign plan was crucial to success.
During Phase I, the II Corps Commander used the limited

BAI sorties that he received to slow, delay, and disrupt
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the second echelon divisiors of the first echelon army.
Since the priority of effort was directed toward the coun-
ter air campaign, the BAI sorties available were
synchronized against high value target sets.

- The cooperation and mutual understanding of air
and ground forces greatly 1increased their operational
effectiveness. The acceptance of mission oriented air
requests by the air component was fundamental to their
ability to successfully accomplish the objectives of the

air campaign plan.

SUMMARY

Chapter Four initially examined the organizational
levels at which joint planning 1is coordinated and
determined that the combat radius of aircraft, which is a
main determinant in their ability to concentrate on the
battlefield in support of an operational concept, is not
logically connected to the 1level at which the joint
employment of this resource is p' nned, As a second step,
the threat overview concluded that the difference between
the U. S. and Soviet approach is fundamental; the Soviet
operational level commander does not have a coequal air
commander with whom coordination must be made. Because

Soviet air and ground forces are both subordinate to the
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operational dictates of the front commander, the necessity
for U. S. joint doctrine to effectively integrate air and
ground operations, thereby overcoming its inherently
dysfunctional nature, has greatly increased. As a third
step, the brief overview of corps operations posited that
Army and Corps campaigns must counter the two Soviet
characteristics of aggressive offensive orientation and
numerical superiority. Actions must alter the Soviet troop
control and decision process, which essentially means dis-
rupting follow-on forces, to cause the enemy to react to
our actions. Finally, Chapter Four deduced the criteria
for operational effectiveness necessary to fight and win
on the modern battlefield. These criteria are not
procedurally oriented; rather, they are fundamental
principles applicable to modern AirLand warfare. Withocut
air and ground agreement concerning the fundamental joint
principles necessary to fight and win issues such as air
apportionment, joint planning levels, mission vice target
lists, and the use of the RIPL (Reconnaissance and
Interdiction Planning Line) will continue unresolved in
our joint doctrinal thinking. In short, the use of
procedures to conduct AirLand warfare in the absence of
agreement concerning fundamental Jjoint principles is a
dysfunctional approach to the issue.

The historical model examined in Chapter Two is

fact. The essence of this argument then becomes which of
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our current principles and procedures based upon the World
War II «criteria and the modern operational scenaric
criteria are most applicable to modern AirLand warfare.
Chapter Five, therefore, concludes this paper with a
discussion concerning the adequacy or inadequacy of our
doctrine to support AirLand warfare at the operational

level of war.
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CHAPTER FIVE

“

R

This chapter reviews, in summary form, the gist of gﬁ

the argument developed so far and provides this author's ;E
answer to the question. EE
In a 1984 article, "Targeting Soviet Forces," gf
Lieutenant Colonel Donald M. Mercer stated in simple terms ?;
the problem facing our joint doctrinal thinkers, "The suc- ’i
cess of AirLand battle hinges on attacking the critical %
elements =f enemy formations with the maximum means avail- ?
b

able in the minimum amount of time."l A recurring theme i
throughout this paper has been that to achieve this éi
synchronization of AirLand forces the U. S. Army and U. S. ;
o

Air Force must practice a joint doctrine that enables them

- -.{.."

to concentrate the maximum amount of combat power based

upon an operational concept at the decisive point in time

TR

E‘ and space against enemy forces. Therefore, in support of i
E' this theme, the central question examined in this paper g
J has been: Focusing on the concrol and use of air power, to g

what extent do current U, S. Army and U, S. Air Force ?

(3
v el

principles and procedures provide for the effective

.

- eg, -

TV T A A PR

conduct of AirLand warfare at the operational level of war
under modern conditions?

Chapter Two examined how the AirLand warfare prin-
ciple of coequal and interdependent air and ground forces

developed in World War II. The principles and procedures
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'

..................

.....




- o
5 9 118 o
L developed in Nerth Africa through experience, and -
BN solidified with the publication of FM 100-20, were proven o
N . . o
.- . to be operationally sou~d. Practical men had developed a S
[] ) St
P At

E workable solution to the problem of operational joint doc- =
) trine for air and ground forces. They designed a system Lff
; .o
- that would gain air superiority as a first priority and %
then attack targets in consonance with a campaign plan. -

The most significant criteria that caused the AirLand cam- o

paigns to succeed, as established in Chapter Two, were: _;ﬁ

- Air and ground organizations were structured to &A

support the fundamental concept of air iﬁ

superiority while taking into account the air R

force flexibility to concentrate combat power A

rapidly. R

- Headquarters were collocated at the operational W

level (army/tactical air command’. hiv

~ The interface of tne air and ground component ﬂﬁf

commanders was at the field army/tactical air S

command level because the SYSTEM WAS
ORGANIZATIONALLY DESIGNED IQ SUPPORT AIRLAND
WARFARE AT THE OPERATIONAL LEVFT,.

ﬂu..
A . ;"
SOL IS XX

The air/ground interdependent and coequal system, as orig-

inally designed by General Bernard Montgomery and

. .
R , . A e
|2 LA

’ S
R HE LSS

reflected in FM 100-20 was intended to function at the

operational level of war. Montgomery summarized in a few &;
words how he solved the air/ground coordination and \ tﬁj
oty

cooperation problem: i
All that 1is required 1is that the two §f

staffs should work together at the same HQ Qﬁ

in complete harmony, and with complete N

mutual understanding and confidence.2
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Chapter Two concluded that our current air and ground com- e

mand and control organizational arrangements and relation-

ships were built upon the principles and procedures estab-

lished in the Second World War. é“

Chapter Three examined our current joint AirLard f?t
warfare doctrine, as established by the J-SAK, and the Eji
significant conceptual differences that exist between this s

doctrine and the "unofficial" doctrine of NATO's Allied
Air Forces Central Europe (AAFCE). The J-SAK, most signif-

icantly, establishes that: Ry

3
- The land component commander and air component Q?
commander consult and coordinate with each o
other. They command coequal and interdependent e
forces. ‘o
:.‘..'..

- The air component provides close combat support L

(close air support). He provides general support
(counter air and air interdiction) by the
maintenance of air superiority and interdiction.

- Battlefield Air Interdiction is a subapportion-
ment of air interdiction and not a separate
effort. e

- The Tactical Air Control Center and Battlefield S
Control Element conduct consultation and N
coordination, Joint planning by the staffs of .
the air and ground component commanders does not b
occur. Therefore, there is no joint planning or b
execution at the operational level. S

- Tactical air support requests may be submitted X
in the form of MISSION ORIENTED REQUESTS. (For '
example, delay the 2nd Motorized Rifle Division l
north of the Yellow River for five hours). :'

~
hY

- The land component commander prioritizes BAI
targets. The air component commander prioritizes Ve
Al targets and makes final interdiction target R
selection. *

,
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120
NATO, however, based upon the principie of air superiority
first, with 1limited resources for simultaneous tactical
air missions, has established fundamentally different
principles and procedures for modern AirLand warfare:

- The army group/tactical air force headquarters
are collccated and jointly plan operations.

- BAI is not part of AI. It is apportionad as part
of Offensive Air Support and is a direct support
asset.

- The air component commander does not manage the
entire theater interdiction campaign; rather, he
is responsible for the interdiction planning for
those targets/missions beyond the Corps/Army
Group RIPL,

Chapter Three concluded that Central European principles
and procedures for AirLand warfare are approached from a
substantially different perspective, recognizing the main-
tenance of air superiority, and also the necessity for
offensive Air Support in direct support of the operational
commander.

Chapter Four deduced criteria for joint operation-

al effectiveness as examined in the context of a
conceptual battle scenario. As background information,
Chapter Four determined that:

- The combat radius of aircraft, which Ls a main
determinant in their ability to concentrate on
the battlefield in support of an operational
concept, is not logically connected to the level

at which the joint employment of this resource
is planned.

- The difference between the U. S. and Soviet
approach is fundamental because the Soviet air
and ground forces are both subordinate to the
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operational dictates of the front (approximately
equivalent to U. S. Army Group) commander.

- Army and corps campaigns must counter the two

Soviet characteristics of aggressive offensive

orientation and numerical superiority through a
disruption of follow-on forces.

At the conclusion cf the conceptual battle scenario, the

most significant criteria for joint operational effective-

ness that were deduced in Chapter Four suggested that fun-

damental air and ground joint operational principles from
World War II remain basically valid today:

- Air superiority is fundamental.

- Joint planning and collocation of staffs are
key.

- The corps commander must have the ability to
synchronize effectively air and ground combat
power in accordance with the operational
campaign plan. As a result, the corps commander
must be able to designate BAI targets and have
an area within which to focus his planning
aefforts.

Chapter Four concluded that these criteria are not
procedurally oriented. They are fundamental principles
applicable to modern AirLand warfare. Without agreement
concerning fundamental joint principles, J-SAK vice
Central Europe, the use of "official procedures" prescrib-
ing the joint conduct of AirLand warfare is a dysfunction-
al apzroach to the issue.

Conceptually, the Army and Air Force view the term

"doctrine" differently. Doctrine, in Army terms, conceptu-

ally translates into "how the Army fights." Doctrine, in

Air Force terms, conceptually translates into "a statement
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of officially sanctioned beliefs and war fighting
principles." Simply put, the Army will fight wars based
upon its doctrine while the Air Force may fight its wars
based upon "theater specific doctrines" that will be more
specific than that which is "officially sanctioned."

General Lew Allen, Jr., a former U. S. Air Force
Chief of Staff, summed up the importance of focusing the
majority of our Jjoint doctrinal efforts on our most
dangerous threat when he stated in 1982, "We are thus
faced with a confrontation which we must fully address. As
far as the United States is concerned, Europe is the

3 This seems to

central focus of that confrontation."
create a paradox for the Air Force. While Europe provides
the most dangerous high intensity battlefield threat, and
indeed the resultant justification for many of the U. S.
Air Force's procurement efforts, there still exist
fundamental differences between "officially sanctioned"
joint doctrines and those established for Central European
AirLand warfare.

The J-SAK Joint Service Agreement and Procedures
Manual is a significant step fcorward in U.S. Army and U.S.
Air Force "jointness." These documents are among our first
joint statements concerning how air and grouna forces will
conduct modern warfare. Not 1intenacd to be theater
specific, the intention of J-SAK is to provide a generic

joint doctrine which allows a theater the flexibility to
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modify this doctrine in accordance with its specific
requirements and peculiarities. The single greatest flaw
with J-SAK is that it attempts to establish procedures
without establishing fundamental principles for AirLand
warfare.

Withcut overstating the case, the significant
point missed in most doctrinal debates when addressing at

what level joint planning should occur, is that the corps

is now recognized as the organizational level at which

operational warfare is usually conducted. Therefore, it is
at this level that joint planning by "two staffs . . . at
the same HQ in complete harmony" should océur. J-SAK, how-
ever, advocates coordination and consultation at the air
and land component level and makes no provisions for joint
planning at the corps/operational level. Central Europe
recognizes the necessity for joint planning and has there-
fore collocated the Army Group and Tactical Air Force
Staffs, However, even 1in Central Europe, there is no
institutionalized method for joint planning at the corps
level when and if a corps would conduct operational level
warfare. In short, the principle should be joint planning

and collocation of headquarters at the operational level

regardless of the organizational level at which operation-
al warfare occurs. Our current joint doctrine |is

inadequate because it establishes only coordination and

consultation at the operational level.
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The J-SAK formally recognizes the concept of an
air and 1land component commander in a theater of

operations. This principle may be effective in a theater

vith one or two corps or possibly a single army group.
However, if Central Europe is the focus of our readiness
efforts, it seemfs dysfunctional to advocate a doctrine
that is unworkable in that theater. There was no land com-
ponent commander in Central Europe during World War II
and, by definition, there is no land component commander

in Central Europe today. Furthermore, although there is an

air component commander in Central Europe (Commander of :f@
Allied Air Forces Central Europe), the procedures outlined fﬁ?
in the J-SAK further complicate AAFCE's role in theater bt

level warfare. Since the AAFCE Commander has no land
component headquarters with which to plan, it is critical
that the AAFCE Commander have the same understanding of
the theater commander's intent as the army group
commanders. Otherwise, the air effort may be out of
synchronization with army group campaign plans, Our
current joint  doctrine is inadequate  because it .
establishes the specific principle of a land component
commander in a theater of operations and procedurally
builds upon this principle. Therefore, not only do we have
a joint doctrinal principle that cannot be universally
applied, it does not apply to the theater in which we face

our most dangerous threat, Central Europe.
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Air superiority is fundamental. It is how best to

employ the limited resources for simultaneous tactical air

missions that has driven the <conceptual thinking
concerning how best to employ air power. Once again, the

system was originally designed at the operational level of

war to gain air superiority first and to attack targets in

consonance with the operational campaign plan. Following

this line of thought, it then makes good sense to separate
BAI from AI. This gives the operational commander the
ability to focus his planning efforts and designate
targets/missions which synchronize combat power. BAI
should be commanded and controlled by the Air Force. BAI
should only be allocated to a corps in consonance with an
army campaign plan agreed upon through joint planning with
the corresponding air commander's staff. BAI is nothing
more or less than another combat power resource used to
accomplish an operational objective. The NATO principle of
air apportionment recognizes and reflects the historical
framework upon which AirLand warfare was built. Therefore,
our current joint doctrine, as established by J-SAK, is
inadequate concerning the synchronization of combat power
at the operational level of war. Simply stated, the J-SAK
principle that the air component commander is responsible
for the entire theater interdiction campaign, and,

therefore, designates BAI targets prioritized by the oper-

ational commander does not give the operational commander

L3

R
w e

» PR T R
s 1 8 1 *

A 'y Ay
LRI

s'als
LN |

i




xr s

“

',‘

RN

»

126
the ability to focus planning efforts and synchronize com-
bat power in consonance with an air/ground campaign plan.

To conduct modern AirLand operations effectively
we cannot keep a "target list mentality." Patton
illustrated the validity of mission oriented air requests
in fast moving, fluid situations when the XIX Tactical Air
Command protected the Third Army's right flank as it moved
across France. The J-SAK recognizes the necessity for mis
sion oriented air requests. This 1is a significant step
forward and represents a milestone in our joint ability to
conduct modern operational warfare. The institutionaliza-
tion of this principle will have tremendous implications
for the Air Force. Mission oriented air requests will
undoubtedly change their approach to training (mission

vice target) and will more functionally integrate the Air

Force into campaign planning and execution.

The thesis of this paper based upon the previously
presented rationale 1is that although the J-SAK has
significantly enhanced inter-service dialogue and is an
important step forward in "jointness," the joint doctrinal
principles and procedures as practiced in Central European
NATO most closely approximate historical antecedents and
provide for the most effective conduct of AirLand warfare

at the operational level of war under modern conditions.

This argument is not based upon a Central European

doctrine that is theater specific; rather, it is based
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upon fundamental principles and procedures for AirLand
warfare, as reflected in historical fact, that should be
roughly applicable to all theaters at the operational
level of war.

Finally, the solution to our joint, generic
AirLand warfare doctrine should recognize fundamental cri-
ceria for war fighting based upon historical fact and pro-
cedurally adapted to modern circumstances, The essence of
these joint doctrinal principles at the operational level
of war are reflected in the following five criteria which
are necessary, although not sufficient, conditions for
operational success:

- The campaign plan drives all air and ground
activities.

- Air superiority 1is fundamental and must be
obtained in consonance with the g¢goals of the
campaign plan.

- Air and ground staffs should be collocated and
jointly plan at the operational level.

- Air Force acceptance of missions as part of the
overall campaign plan vice target by target
requests is key to our joint ability to execute
AirLand warfare doctrine,

- The operational commander must have the ability
to syn-hronize effectively air and ground
combat power in consonance with an operational
campaign plan,

Our joint Airland warfare doctrine as established in J-SAK
must provide a fundamental framework of generic principles

and procedures required to target and attack Soviet

forces. As currently written, fundamental principles are
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not established. The J-SAK should be descriptive vice pre- S
scriptive, establishing doctrinal principles applicable to i;
all theaters with a focus upon our most dangerous threat, &;
R
that of the Soviets in Central Europe. The five criteria ’ ﬁ?
mentioned above do provide a fundamental framework of i;
principles which can be procedurally adapted to specific &;
theaters. Furthermore, these criteria closely reflect his- ff
torical precedent and closely approximate those principles
already established for AirLand warfare in Central Europe.
Hopefully, this paper has indeed made you think z?
about our Jjoint doctrine and 1its implications on the i&
modern battlefield. Also, hopefully, it has provided an §£
increased understanding of how the Army and Air Force ::
intend to fight the next war and the effectiveness of our ;ﬁ
15
current principles and procedures to prosecute this war g%
successfully. In developing our joint doctrine we must ii
never forget that the difference between the U. 8. gﬁ
approach to AirLand warfare and the Soviet approach is ;ﬁ
e
fundamental: the Soviet air and ground forces are both ;‘
subordinate to the operational dictates of the frontal ) €€
L
commander. Therefore, to overcome this difference our ) FE
coequal and interdependent air and ground forces must be =
employed with doctrinal principles that effectively ;3
synchronize our forces based upon a single operational Si
concept at a decisive point in time and space. Both the E&
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the U. S. Army and U. S. Air Force have common interests.
Both services want to fight and win. Both Services want a

highly functional Jjoint doctrine that maximizes the

flexibility of air ©power to concentrate on the )
N - battlefield. The J-SAK, as previously mentioned, is a f.E
: significant step forward. It provides a specific point of
departure 1in the thinking concerning onr joint AirLand
warfare operational doctrine. Now is the time to
capitalize on our common interests and to develop :

fundamental joint principles. The Soviets are not omni-~

potent. We can indeed fight and win. As with the French in

World War II, it is a matter of doctrine, not numbers.
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END NOTES
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Command and General Staff College, May 1984) p. 24.

2Allen, Lew Jr. General, "U. S. Air Power," U. S.
Military Power in the 1980s, (London: McMillian Press LTD,
1983) p. 115.

3Montgomery, Bernard, Notes on High Command in

War, (Tripoli: Headquarters Eighth British Army, 1943) p.
29.
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APPENDIX 1
DEFINITIONS
Air Allocation. "Allocation is a function of the air

component commander which 1is based on and refines
apportionment by converting the broad directives of the
joint force commander into gross numbers of sorties for

application to each tactical mission.“l

Air Interdiction. "Air interdiction operations are

conducted to destroy, neutralize, or delay enemy ground or
naval forces before they can be brought to bear against

friendly forces."z

Combined Force. A force formed "between two or more forces
3

or agencies of two or more allies," Often used in World

War II terminology to describe a "joint force."

Component Commander. "The senior officer of each service
4

assigned to a unified command." The land component
commander exercises command of all assigned land forces in
a joint force and the air component commander cxercises

command of all assigned air forces in a joint force.
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Counterair Operation. "Counterair operations are conducted

EE

| SR POV YOIL YR SN,

Y
Celel
&

to gain and maintain air superiority by destroying or neu-

tralizing an enemy's air capability."5

Joint Force. "A general term applied to a force which is

composed of significant elements of the Army, the Navy, or
the Marine Corps, and the Air Force, or two or more of
these services operating under a single commander
authorized to exercise unified command or operational

6

control over joint force..'

Tactical Air Control Center (TACC). "As the combat

operations center ol the ACC, <air component commander>,
the TACC supervises the activities of assigned and
attached air forces and monitors the actions of both
friendly and enemy forces . . . . The TACC 1is the
operational facility in which the ACC and elements of his
tactical headquarters operations and intelligence staff
have centralized the functions of planning, direction, and
control over tactical air resources. Personnel at the TACC
conduct Air Force tactical planning in coordination with
the BCE, as appropriate, on the selection of weapons
systems, units, force package composition . . . times on
target, ordnance selection, and the myriad associated
details of tactical air control arrangements. The TACC

dispatches air tasking messages and/or tasking orders to
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the flying units, air support operations centers (ASOC) b
"
}; located at the corps headquarters, and other appropriate E%E
agencies of the TaCC. " :hE:
b;i
_i Tactical Air Control Party (TACP). "The TACP is an Air i&;
Force control element stationed with and supporting an Eﬁ?
Army combat unit. TACPs are located with corps, division, %i;
;_. e; brigade, and battalion levels and are tailored in manning '?g
and skills to Army unit to which they are attached. . . . :2?
The TACP provides the interface between the Army unit to Sﬁi
which it is attached and the Tactical Air Forcé unit 2&;
providing tactical air support. The TACP advises the fé;
; ground commander on the capabilities and limitations of %1
f tactical aircraft and weapons and assists in planning for N
; tactical air support."8 31?
-
A Tactical Level of War. "Tactics are the specific :ﬂﬁ
. techniques smaller units wuse to win Dbattles and ﬁﬁf

engagements which support operational objectives . . . .
At corps and and division, operational and tactical levels

are not clearly separable."9 The tactical level of war

usually refers to units of division size of smaller.

x 2 Second Echelon. The J-SAK Service Agreement defines tue

second echelon as: "Enemy ground military formations
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LR, not directly engaged in the battle at the FLOT and o
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.. A

8 N
o 1: positioned woehind the forces in contact as a reserve oot
9. :"’ ‘.“.':
N force, a Soviet-style second echelon, an operational )

)
)

A

ﬁu-'ﬁ maneuver group, or a follow-on force. These include combat
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forces, combat support, combat service support, and -

associated command, control, communications, and e

intelligence (C3I) elements.":? s
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’Ibid., p 4-18. oS
3Armed Forces Staff College Publication 1, Joint Ry

Staff Officers Guide. (Norfolk: AFSC, 1983), p. II-3. iii
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The arganimtion o? the air units in North Africa for the suppors
of ground foroes from Novomber 1942 through Fsbruary 1943 proved to be

During that period the railurs to achisvs a satise

factory degres of success in fighting in the alr, oa the ground, and in
concert was due to a considareble sxtent to the unsound air-ground
organization and its effact on muir gupport operations. In consequ=nge
a sweeping reorisntation and reorganization of the air effort was

A satiofaotory degres of success in dattle by both eir and
ground foroes kas resulted, Thess radical changes should be refledted
in the aorgsalmation of our alr foross, and partiocularly in the traine
1ng and equipment of additional uir units, and of replacerents without

directed,

dﬂlayg

Briefiy the recommended immediate action which i3 belleved to be
withbin the province of the Commanding General, Army Alr Foroces consist
of the following:
Cormends and the formation ef solect tnctical and strate ng)__reo.o.nnaimm

Bquadrons with speclal egulnm
Cralning tor exdlusive servion To

to initiate the inactrvaclon of all Alr Support

h performance alroraft and special
LU ground forces; to direct the
-e.eee the statement,

forase pudlications (o

inference or implication that any air foroe unit exsspt reconnalssance
squadrons oan normelly be expscted to opocrats undor the legal coamand
or prastioal sontrol of any sBurfaesé foree conmmander excepting only the
supremoe comusnder who oonducts GChe whole oampaign; und initiate a -
review of presene overall air foroe organization wherein the present
(numbered) ailr foroces, and their eomgartmented Bomber, Fighter, snd

Air Support Commands will ba rsplaoce

by (task) Alr Xorces to consiat

of the Air Diviasions, Conrmnds, Wings, and Groups as ansoessary to
i acoomplish the Alr Forcefs apsocific Job, :

II. DI3CUSSION

Unsuocessful é;tggcgon, ggvggbar 1942 to February 19438.

(qwiﬁfixad§

and ntghtwbombcxs
- the lat Army init
IT Alr Su ¢t Command with fighters (P-40s, P=398 and

¥ Corpe,

w’

Organization., B42 Group, R.A.?. equipped with fightere .
fighter~bombers ' {Hurri mbera Itnight-righters (Baaufighters

Hlsleys) was stationed with and was ordered to support
Y and was subsequently sinilarily ecployed with

UNCLASSIFIED
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e

'L ¢ @ % e ",.,'- .



L

o , A N WSS 7 o
- 8pitfires), light bombers {A-20s) and'a ground straffing odasrvation

\ exd o] ¢ Recruit
Ny

¢ : S S A Lt~ S SR PR A A R R I
.o 4 J " O . - 8 © . A S R T o S o

v~ AT - ) 'SR Sl
T A < 7 A
R

-

unit (P-393) was attached to II Corpe, lats o Januayry the goadﬁuartsrs
Allled Alr Support Command was plaoced in control of 242 Group ) $61
Zir Sapport Comrand, 1L was stationed with Eaadquartara,.?irzt.ﬁrmg '
end waa directed to support Plrst Army. Thos throughoat thls period,
the ourrent Americsn concept of Bupport Avigtfvntwes in vogue 3nd thers
wers large numbers and seg;ml—, typept 82 wiladrart ‘tnder the virtoal
coamand of ground © T *dawngﬁgﬁﬁﬁniaﬁoiﬁnaps Coomandera, =
. 2 N otre gl e b o 4 I

b. Concept =mod \mployment, Ceneral., During this periocd the
~alliss had more alraraft § However, the supsrior aly .
power inhsrsnt in our groeter numerical advantage wess never developsd
nor aaployed., The faot hanas never bdoen more olearly illustrated that -
greater numbers of aireraft thaa the speay poasssasa do nob sutomaticall;
gonfer any advantage unless thase greater sumbers ars organiszed undey
proper air forces occcmand, The %gastion *Tho is contalning whom?” was
nost ambarasaing durlng this period, The overall affect sf the unaoupd
organization and operational conoept of our alr effari was graigically -
illustr=tsd by tha fact that the snemy was permitted Lo move, in lightly
escorted and unarmed transports, as many as ons thousand men per da{ :
from Italy and 3loily to airdroass in Tunisia which were canly 80 milss
distant from our own alr bases, By air snd dDy sea thes enemy trange :
ported about 150,000 men with their armor and squipment, and supported an
then maintained them almost wholly from ajrdromes and sesaports within
the range of our supporting air fore=s. :

During this period a sizeadble pumber of combat unlita ware at
all times assigned to 242 OGroup, and XII Alr Support Comnand, and were
ecploysd in direct suppurt roles to the neglect of the proper offensive
tosk of obtalning aly superiority and thus assisting the theatre task
a3 & whols, This in spitae of the doctrine sed forth in Parugraph 2b
L 31-35 that states that othor types (than observation) ars assigned
or attached to Alr 3upport Commendg "a&s the situation requirss.” Each
ground oommander naturally and properly viewed ths gro {and air)
operetions on his immediate front as of paramount lmportance apd insisted
that his air sopport forcea ds employed almost exclusively on his froats
Zaoch ccamander agrecd that supericority im the alr was negessary, dut
that the air wer which oould gain that superiority should be fought by

. 7./ sozeone slsa's alr force. .In contrast the axis sir forges wara soved
0, freely up and down the frogt end were ordinarily able to strike in force

agninst only suoch oppositicn as our Ioccal air units ¢ould muster, ¥From
the viewpoint of the ground oommander, the condition was habitually Soo
precarious on his innsdiate fronu to permit “the divarsion of the air
units alloceted to support his ground forces from their direst support
tasks to distant alr force nmisaions,.”

The foregoing droad statements are aupported dy the general

. oourse of the oampaign during this period which terminated with the

abandoamant of Gafsa, evacuntion of the Thelepte and 8beitla alr lawms
areas and with the léﬁh and 2lst Panzer~Divisions moving on Tebessa and
Le Kof through ths Kasserine gateway,. Thase broad statsments are .
supportsd in specific detall by .numerous incldents in the offloial
records of whish the rpllowing are selocted as moat striking:

(1) Alr Umbrelia. -Thesn an offeasive to diplodge two battaiions
from the Fald Pasa.was being nlanned, it was estimated that the enemy
\fight asseadle 24 Spn}:kas:to dive-bomb ;.;_ 4
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insisted that a friendly fighter patrol s gl bved, the

battls area during all daylight hours on t%d successive days of x}

the operation as a prerequisite to taeking offeasive action or sven tp

plasning to attack, It was explained that our Lfighter strength and . |

time and distance factors would permit vs to maintalin only twelve -

- fightsrs on such & patrol end that that patrol ahould intarfore with

but oould not prohl :
It wes clearly explAindd/dy, tis b :
that the provision pf ithis Pumbrslla® siigh itsslf wes of questionabls.
value, would also automatically prohibit.using any of the many light -
bombers ab hand agalnat aither tho BtuRkas-al-thslr bases.or any hosille
ground targets end would furthormors prohibil any reconnalssance ‘

;:ﬂévdstermigsq St 8 from dslivering an attack.
ghe3t—air-qpunander in this theater,

‘whatsosver over the defiles through which reserves wers expsocted or

through which tho enemy might withdraw, Ths ground commander insisted
upon the umbrella thus emasculating all the offenslve power and ignor-
tng all of the reconntitcring ocapabilities of the slizeable alr force

at bis disposal for one defensive funsticn of doubtful valus,

{2) Ground Commanders’® svaluation of strategic walue of alr bdbases.

Yhen Romms) was 2ast of Tripoll, the Thelepte alr bages permittoed Opefaw
tion® by short range alrcraft deep into the hostils rear, Thlg atrategl
or tactical advantage wns repsatedly stresscd by the alr msen. Nevarthe

' less, throuch February 1543, tho ground forcas were deployed with thelr

pain strangth in the defensively strong natural terrsain in the far Nortt
from Medjez-eleBad to Djebel Bargou apd Gafsa and the Thelepte eir baser
wers surrendered.

(3) Misuse of aviation squipment, AL & time when the elir-borne
interception squirznent iz the %eaﬁ%[gﬁéer airplans was in the most aseore
catsgory, & numbar of Beaufighters wors assigned to XII Air Support
Coomand to pernmit operations agninst night inmtruders over the alr bages
and ground installations within II Corps area, Orders through sir . -
channels prohibited tho use of Beaufightera over hostile Serritory. The
Corps Cozmander directed that the Beauflghters be empluyad over hostile
torritory in front of II Corps. The alr commander informed tho ground
ooamandsr of the prohidition against such amployment. The groun
commandsr stated that it was his funotion to glvs .orders, nol to regolve
tham, and regardlsss of air ohannel instruotions he ordered the Beaue
figh&ora to take off., The Besufighters took off. This action obviously
prejudicad  the effectiveness of allled night intorception all ovur the
:grld for very limited advantagez ia a local situation of no world wide-

portance, .

(4) wmisuse of alr units., The Bisloy lisht bombar wes an obsolete -
airplane. 1t wns slow and practi@ally dofenssloss and sultoble for use
as e night intrudor only, In that role, however, it was very effective
the Bisley Wing, 4n

arny soamander ordsred a daytims attack by a Bisley squadron on objestiy
defended by Coerman fightors. The Blsley Ving-Oomrandsy protestsd becaus
of the unsuitability of his giroraft-atid the disproportionnte hasard

iovolved, The Army Commmidey, inaisted that the mission be performsde /
especially able squadrop-was selsoted and dispatched, Ivery Bislay was

GHELASSIFIED
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. {5) Infgmggtibilit of airpisane rangs and local pround cormandsrs

%%tcrent. oraft et the disposel of 11 écrpa wors ldle bub wers hsld

re 88 for an sotion which might have developed, XIX Oorps was Y

being attacksd by a foroes nf unknown size in an orea 70 miles Northwaprd., =

Yoery 4iffioult and mountainous terrain ssparated IT and XIX Corps. XIX
Corp's call for air reconnaisssnce was yefused by II Corps boosuse of
lack of imuedlate interest &r.of responsidility for operations so far

a ; A g _
istant io torms of groundszé):g?ang A f’?géggg& |
ﬁ'ﬁf: ntion,

y ) 8. Besult'anh mﬁ&ﬁaﬁg}:-cf' 0l as
e 7; Lo .-J . 4
f 4 (1) Zishters, As a general rule all fightors wsre used

_ de ively on covoring misaions, P-38s wore used {n smmall strength to
"fover® heavy and mediam bowhors from bases dsop within friandly terrie
fbory to thelr objlootives and all the way dack to their bascs, On anoth: .
37 oxtrems, 8ll of the fighters in the XIY Alr Support Command would have -
F; bsen required to mount & 48 hour “unbrells® gver elements of JI Corpt :

had not the plan to disledge two German Battallond TromfEXid Bood
cellef, 3ven at the end of thia period, adequats radar wvontrol of
fightsrs had not yet been provided. A8 a general statomsat no proper .
use was mede uf our offeasive fighter weaponl it wss continually mig-
used. on dafensive jJobs, and habliually in wnlts too small to assure a
degree of suscess proportionate to the expected {and sotual) losses.

o (3) Obssrvation. The 88th Obaesrvation Croup {Pe39s
and A-308) was in this theatre during the majority of this period, It
was aquipped, supplied, manned, staffed and trained to a much higher
degres than the Bgst vightar Group (P-398) and at least equal to 47th
Lizht Bombdardment Croup {(A-20's). ¥hile the babttle rongsd up and down
our 250 mils front whors the tsrraln and communication were bLoth so
difficult that highly mobile spacialised air ‘obserwation would h
been of extreme value, the 88th Obssrvation CGroup remained at
training, ovoperating with the mansuvers of the A {actuall;
becauss of proximity and absencs of mors profitable ocooupation) patroll. - ™~
ing Oran Bay for hostile submarines. The Blst Fishter Group and the 47¢ . ..
ijght Bombardment Group were meanwhile rushed into and fully engaged in i
the battle. The rsasoan for this apparent gross blunder is agaln one of
organizstion and concept, If theo CBth Obaervation Croup had been moved

to the battle aree to perform the observation for whlch 1t was troinsed,
without properly coantrolled fighter oover, German fighters would have L
destroyed it quickly and easily. On the other hand an efficiently orgar . .
{zed end operated fighter control unit opsrating over theo battle area '
would have permitted suitable high performence reconnalssance airplanes

to carry out rsoomnaissance operations in a satiafactory manner, and

with far fower alrplanes than tho numbor provided in the observetion

group. ' :

The organiszation and,ceaqﬁ&%f;}Qdﬁs@fvacion aviation was.
naturally ths rosult of ppogessive pansuvars whers reality was not
woll appreciated., Actual Isaotical and strategloe reconnaissence opsra-
tions within this thaddre ‘have besn performed’much more efractively y
by the tactical rsconnaiasance (Tao/ﬁ) whlch have bsen developed by | N
the R.A.F. during two yeare of dattle experience, Astion has been ,
taken separately and will be pursued to provide sech corps with its

‘own aeJ‘.not. highly trainsd and especial.ly oqﬁﬁ%iﬁggm?ﬁ own

rte ,'»'¢ It
’},"’.','..'.".‘.
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alr observotlion end photcgraphic reconnaissance operations, Siﬁiiarli‘
+  mtrateglec r connalssence and photograrhic macping ashould be providsd E
the theetre or sesnlor ground force head"uarters. : ..

{3) Lisht Bemberdrent. ‘Exhorbitent loss rated dus to
flak on sarly missions at low altitudes dy both light and medium bombapd
mepé-has teen accepted as proof thot each must operate at altitudes of
8000 to 12,000 feet in dsfended arass, Our lizht bombarédmeant uniss had
no bombsighta or bomburdicrs, Exporionce in one tiaa had bean-.
taken as & oriterion of whst d=2n crccmmt,:bg ‘Kbﬁ&g fn"all situations, -
Light bombardmzit should be qupgxp ,%?Q;qfiﬁﬁifat both modium anﬂ law

. altitudﬁs. ‘f’l 3
»; ,fu i . . ,“.:\_‘

: . (4) Beevy "Badium Bo- ﬁg:dment units, Thile not
componants of the Alr Suprort Command, heavy and medium bogbardment anit
in acoord with our Army Alr Porce policies, were frequently placed undex

t'.e oporational control of the Support Commande At that time we found
these units oapadble of daytime pperetiors but only agelnst fixed, slserl
1dentifi<d objectives—all detalls of which had to ba known many hours-i
advanoe, These units woers of no uwae whatsoever spainst fleeting dargetc
in the battle arsa, Again ths error is in our conospt of as Yalr suppor
¢ommend which is a portion of an alr force nor=ally excluding heavy and
mediom brmbard=nent elrplancs, It 1s undenladble thaet the power of the
gombnrdmonc airvlara must be made avalleble for the real emergency ia tt

attle arsa,

2, Alr Ground Ozggnizatibd for 3uccessful Battle,

8. Reorlentation, During late Jepusry and early Fsbrua
plens were lald end a radleal veorganizatisn and reorientation of e
and ground command, responaibility end functlion was implemented on
Fobruary 18, 1943, In the battle aroca there appesrsd the Headquarters,
12th Amy Group to plan end to direct ths ground efforts of the lat” and
8th Armios, snd th:re anpsared Headquarters, Northwest Africen Tactloal
Alr Force to nlan nnd dlrect nir force (not "sapport Porce®) oparations
in the battle arca.

¢

b, Cround Onorﬂtiors. Ths wéicht given t6 air~base raquirem:
by the 18tRH Army Uroup 18 seif-evident in Hg, 18th Army Group Opepetion
InagQchion ?o. 1, dated 20 February 1943, (Copy sttached and marked
Ahﬁ’ NC. lo i . ’ ’

0. Alr Ornerations, <The concept of an. independeat alr force -
working with a largc ground force is self-evideht in Gencrzl Op rationa:
Directive, NATAF, dated 20 Pebruary 1943 and in "Outline Opeirational Pl
NATAF, dated 8 Narch 1M48, (Copiss app.nded gnd marked ANIZX No. 2 and»
AVNEX No. 24 respectively), o

4, Iffectivensss, Redant milihAry hiﬁtory attests bhn utreat‘
ness or tdIa orgsnization. fram November through February, Cerman
ground and alr units ra p and down our {ronts thruatiag into
weaxneas esvorywhsre and o oubbh no where,; ond- moc&ing in the &ir and
on the ground relativ¢ly somll units of sur ground and air forces, Yhe!
the,roorganizatl on was placed in offect, Rommelts armor.was in the

contmgently Constsmbixw oxr. Alglerse
arnor was baockad into the Tunla
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........
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fired funstiocal lines 1s erroneous, Cosmosaite forcqgfggggnlsgd_Igz_,
___particnlar tosks are rsquired, PFor instance, sertain foroces orzganized ¢

all atbached 20d marked ANRIY o, 3, 34, and@ﬁo,i%,Véh,nnd 43 respeoki?ei

. ',’;4(. ! o T ete A U R

lane and, on Airil 19, the Jlorthwest Africen
{tiated the se of the final battle (o REHYBLNELS it HI RS
More conclusiva proof of military effec’iveness could not be oxempliriad.
{For deteils of air-ground combst, see Northwest Afrioan Taotiecal Alr
Poroe Operationel Plan and Pinsl assault oa Tunis deted 18 April 1943,
Apgondix "A® thersto, and Pirst Army Operation Instructlon Mumber 37
datad ? April, 19843 and Appendix "A" apf Inglneer Imefruction thereko,

™

-3, lesmsons lacrned, The basis p&defiyingQ%amza of the inerffactive.
ness of alr suppart operations wasyyn lrabillity 3o concentrats our. air
effort on particular objectlives, 6-much eviotion was availadble at &ll
times to ground forces for direct sippert missions even in periods of
inactivity and not encugh was avalleble for use ia attalning alr superic -
ity, Thrao raasons are proseptsd for thiss o

-

a, Jrganization,
b, Influence of ground coamanders.
8. Shartags of equipmant;

{a} Orgsanizstion. Ths presant organization of an air foros. along

strategioal bomblngs Tequire their own fighter units. A foroe organized
for opsratlions over the baltle area requirsd a unlt aimilar to en sir
dsfanse wiong., Another force orsanized for ¢castal dafense re;ulrsd an
air defonse (Pighter Command) units and sea soareh units, Total eir
offort in a thoatre of operations is &ifficult of attalnment if the
Alr ¥orce within the theaire is organized rigldly os i{s the tendenoy if
formed into a Domber, Fighter and Alr 8u t Command. It 18 suggestad
that the erganizational lessons loarned 6 R.A.P. in the RBattie of
Brittais bhavy doen-applied:too- hrbndly.«nd arn not approvriate in &
nobdile sltuation, .

Tith particular ref.rence to so=called alr support opsrations,
there wag formed the Tactlcal Alr Force, In the lyblan onmpaign, thare
was organized the West rn Desert Alr Porce, Both of thesc Foroes 00nw
trollad alr operations in direot supoort of ground forows amd all aisw
operations ovar tho dattle area., Thoy wére organizsd to cnphasize the
Job of attalalng alr superliority as ths deat support thot ocma be fure
nishad to ground foroes and as tho first miasion whiah fdust be mcoomp-
lished to make all othors poasibls, In this liea the diffarence detweer
the U,3. conception of an Alr Support organization and th+ present
organization existing in this theatre, T -

The asl% oelenat of the Tncbioal Aly Force 1s thet wbich
furnishes a ragar ighter cover undeX wplilch air recocnaissance, direct
suppory barmbing, and ground operntiona can take place uncolested by
hostile aviaticn. The 3rd Alr Defensce Wing wes located 8o es to "ec3” )
the battle arva, and if possible thea*advance spemy airdr mes to permit U
effiolent direotion end control of the fighter patrols, It al 1a ed

the nsod for accompanying flghters for recomnlﬂﬁ é&a{ﬁ gﬁ
| o i s
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« misslons and the dQesire for standing fighter crff?ﬁ
and our alrdromes, Also through this fighter »k s . ) ,
reconnalssance and domd mlsslons could be ca‘*—- x veorRaSqu il £
avoid hostila fishters, 1§ should be emphasized that in tlis rolag
Alr Defanse Wing 12 not orientsd for defense of a loocality but for
coatrol of offensive operstions, Action to rennme this particular anit
13 being taken saporatslye .

y", ’}"”.
{®») Influsncs of pround com 1, /L izd@airad to discusn this
opanly as & matter ¢of as suoh ccncern o greupd forces as to aly,

forees, Much of the dirficulty was due to mmrﬁm from which the
ground forces suffersd as seversly as the alr forcesd 4 Fswr of & 'Stukka
attack was out of all progorticn to tn. matorisl damngd idflicted. Thi
resulted in damands for lesal fighter cover ovoer all movemsnts and
looal opurations, This cover, in addition to being inelficient, wro-
aibited the offensive usse of aviation to attaln alr suporierity. When
ground troops become scasonsd to air attacks, it {= anticipated that o
darnands for looal osver will decrease as tbey did in the Xiddls Bast,

"Howevor, as long as the U. S. Alr Forces ars a part of tha Arrzy, these
demands are extremely dtrricult tn realst, §

Another insistent dcﬁnnd fTom the grourd forces is that, for
the naks of morale, our froat line troops must bs able to se2 the
supporting airplanes. Arparsntly the only airplapes seen ars enexy
airplanss. It 43 easy to arpreciats this attitude but against this
it is 4ifficclt to resistas long as alr forces ere an integral part
of the Army. A oure would bde posaible Py—an sducational program but
the delay involved la dangerous.

ThHe influsnce of ths ground copmander also manifests itself
in the alloration of airoraft to tasiks. The xigh commander, who i3
usually a ground officer, is influenssd by ths subordinate ground
corrander 0 e greatar extent than he {8 by the alr soncander and so
the recqests of the former for direct suprort aviatlon are sycpathetice
_§ggéﬁiiﬁjﬁgjiﬁﬁjngﬁnBE“sf-a cancentratlon of the alr crinry. IR

t is dcslrod to point out that even a roconnmajasannce mission detracts

P froma en :ated nir orfort as 1t norpmally reculres fighter protectl
""fn same I'mm.

It 15 slncerely belleved that there was insurficiont realize
tion of tho importance of airdroce locations in the ground plan or opsra
tiong, This is an itum of terraln which has to be given equal cons 1dey
tion viith mountaln rangeu, river linmes, atc., in the disposition of

ground troops. Prolinminary ground offensives normally have to be under
taken for tho purpose of securing airdromes ror thu mn;n offensive. :

—

The concertion of an aireground battle‘vherain ground support
‘is glven equol weight with alr support can becoues am actuality only
when peither the ground commander nor the alr doarander are subordinate
to ths other. BRath must pley a mutually supporting rols, In our servi
vhere seniority end discipline are inseperugle, boneotly coordinate

effort becomss aluoat impossible betwson a ground commander and air
1 aupport oomnmsndor., {For further elaboration see comments by Alr Marsha
ﬂ Cozlnghan apronded and marked AJBZI Xoe. 8.) The peradox that the

sasparation of ths Arxy, %%i§§§iy gnroa y ld bring ocloser unity
U :*P“ 3
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betwoon gréunﬁ foross and alr foroes is doknowleaged. That paradox ia

¢loarly supported by the effeotive employment of aviation with en indire f;
support. of ground forces during the campaign ofthe BLth Army and Weater: o

Desart Alr Porce fram Cairo to Tripoll and the striking augcoss of the
18th Army (rou the Northwest Efrican Taotical Alr Forge in

Tunisian eenmpa sne o i;
{a) Shortaze of snuiument. Tals racbﬁ LN 3355 r

the insffectiveness of early air support 2 ticna, Ih Tequ es.no .
discussion here axoept to point put that of fFRtytsio mads . for an
airoraft warning. acrvicc rngQprxqcntro'A-y i part CQmmand
38t~Up, N 14»_~ ~« TR

(a) Air Sugbort sétfgn. A general candeney did exist to aﬁai
disproportTonately iarge alr anits to thedefense of harbor andvcthics
rear arses installatiocns, Any such assigngsnt obviously reduses

. pffensive alr efford in the forward arcas.  The . aeir offensive has bees

fguad to provide the nmost effectivs defense of rear cr other lnztalla-
tions,

.

4s Conclusion.

_ {8) It is clear that a rodern battle is not Zouzkt or won bg
ground force alons or by a naval force slone. Any modern successfal
battle oconsists of m dattles in the alr which must be won before the
surface battle is dbagun. If ths air battle has besn won the surfacs
foroes ars freed from effeotive hostile alr attack and the offensive .
powsr of the free alr force ocan be applied directly in supportv of the -
surface forces. Modern battlvs srs fought as intcnsivcl{ in the alr as
on the ground. They are conmbined battles in which the sir forces are
plaocsd in a supporting role oo more often than the. ground by naval '
forces, Zach ¢arrien out its part of the task o attaln thes eommnn\gba.

Thls conception cansot be applied it ono force is subordinatec
to moother. Ao alr foroe ooordinate with the ground foree and ths navae:
farce is the only solutlion by which the thrse foross g¢an be made to pla:
coordinate roles. Pape B of the pamphlet "3ome Notes on High C

in War® (attached and marked ANNIX No. 6) is oited as evidence that thi:
oconolusion has also deen reached by nb least one 8uccesstul allied grow:
sommandar.

Tha effsotivenuss of the support rendered l8th Arcy Groug
tho coordinate alr foroe working with the allled srmies {s atteste
the conmander 16th Army CGroup oa lay 8,1943, in apnex Ho. 7 appendod
horeto,

' {b) The dosignetion of B amall part of -en ely rorca as aupporting
aviation 18 erronecous gs it tends to.hinder eonnen$QEhI?n of the santire
alr effort on tho partionler wamk &Kt- “hande ,.\ r”u i p‘ r o

W ae

{6) A rigid l orguniunbion of nir forcss is unsomnd as
alr oporations cannot? inta etalusivc runccicns

AT RS

Yo
K
!
Lo

-

. ar

A

N ud
Sl el

EER e P R R
[ }l L AR AR 2
I3 T T e e
AN e e e



e T ERPT s - o B : L B
‘. LT - O a - . - .

I A S SR VYA
. III, RECOMNERDATIONS, . . S

. i. Doe #o Rewrite the War Department publiications to it
4dslste ell ref-orences 30 the supporting role of aviation and to stress )
the ccordinate role of alr, lend and soa foress. The operatiocns of
each foroe to be cantrolle& by an expert in the furtherange of the °
coonon mission assisgned by highest acthority, This does pot confliet -
with the principls of uaity of conoend, ' :

'

A8 ge% i@%ﬁmicany —h
| Rk ! e

' aQ-gmgg%gg%; ﬁﬁxﬁgag; 4%
homogsnous unit apecifically des tad Thombardueab™;trigh etay

Tiogs, divisions, air commands, snd wik=forces should ba hradgiarters
deslgned Lo coptrol en alr task fores opganized to carry out 8 spooifis - -
alr Job, The only excsption to this may be a wing heedquarters similar o
to tho present defensive, lmmoblle Alr Defense Ving. To expedite admini
trative proececure, wings and eoumands ghould be ?ursly. faotical head- .
~quarters czrganiza& to dirsot and coordinate taoticml operations only. T
a limited extsnt, the composition, if not the organization of the weriou:
numbered alr forces alrsady reflect the tasks whish they ars expscted to
acoomplish,

- 'The ineffectiveness of obssrvation grecups should be accopted
as proved in this theatre z:id maxinaum effort should bz made to elavata:
the position of our preaent observstion aviation to a much hicher level
by the lmrediate formation of ¢ruly proficient tactical and strategical
reconnalissance squadrons and photo mepping squadrons, :

- s

o
\ “b
e
- -"‘\'
A3
- - -4
Le 3¢ NITR _ i,
: Lo
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APPENDIX 3

CHRONOLOGY

The following chronology is included tc give the
reader a quick reference guide to place World War 1II

events into proper

historical ©perspective, with a

particular emphasis on the publication dates of our joiat

air/ground doctrine.l

1 September 1939

3 September 1939

15 April 1940

22 June 1941

15 August 1941

7 December 1941

9 april 1942

24 July 1942

7 November 1942
January 1943

14 January 1943

14 February 1943
18 Pebruary 1943

A \"' LRI An i .., "\-\‘
A T et

Poland invaded by Germany.

Declaration of war on Germany by
France, Great Britain, Australia,
and New Zealand.

FM 1-5, Air Corps Field Manual,
Employment of Aviation of the Army
published.

Germany invades USSR.

Atlantic Charter is signed by
Churchill and Roosevelt.

Japanese bomb Pearl Harbor.

FM 31-35, Basic Field Manual,
Aviation in Support of Ground
Forces published.

Agreement reached by British and
American Chiefs of Staff concerning
TORCH.

Allied TORCH landings in North
Africa.

Montgomery holds Tripoli Conference
to review desert lessons learned.

Casablanca Conference. Reorganiza-
tion of air power agreed on by
Roosevelt and Churchill,

Battle of Kasserine Pass begins,

Northwest Africa Tactical Air Force
formed,
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North Africa. General wvon Arnim
taken prisoner. U. §S. Air Corps
Officer, BG Kuter sends report on
organization of American Air Forces
to CG, Army Air Force (see Appendix
2).
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12 May 1943 Surrender of all Axis Forces in e

1 July 1943 FM 100-20, Field Service
Regulation, Command and Employment
of Air Power published.

3 September 1943 Allies land in Italy.

16 October 1943 9th Air Force constituted.

1 January 1944 Establishment of U. S. Strategic

) Air Forces in Europe.

March 1944 Operation STRANGLE, first major air
interdiction campaign, begins in
Italy.

4 June 1944 U. S. Fifth Army enters Rome.

6 June 1944 Allies invade Normandy.

12 July 1944 Operation COBRA begins.

19 August 1944 U. 8. forces under Patton reach
Seine,

16 December 1944 Germans launch attack in Ardennes.

16 January 1945 Bastogne salient eliminated.

23 April 1945 Russians enter Berlin.

8 May 1945 V. E. day.
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