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~The Arab-lsraell War of 1973 provides an exce!lent case
study for the use of alrllft resources during a modern day
battle. The two slides In conflict, the Arabs and the Israells,
were supplied with sophisticated weapons that would Increase the
rate of attritlon and operational tempo. Thlis excessive rate of
loss caused the lsraeiis concern about suppl!les of equipment and
ammunition needed to provide for a counter offensive. The
Israells would need the help or thelr friend the United States.
The U.S. had the capaclity to deliver much needed supplies but the
new Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, did not want to disrupt
detente with the Soviets. Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger
wanted to be sure the U.S. could play an;"honest broker™,cole In
the peace settlement after the war ended. The Defense 2nhd State
Departments were pursulng thelr own course of actlon but the
combinatlon was causing a delay In the start of the alrlift.
Thlis paper will 1ook at the effects of airlift and its ablllity to
play a deterrent role in conflicts. The decision making process
In the Unltea States was hindered but a timely decision needed to
be made. Thlis paper will evaluate the decision process and the
alrlift resources avallable. A brlef comparison of alrlift with
sealift will be made. The American alrlift will be compared with
the Soviet effort to show our strengths. The plans needed for
the future will be discussed In light of the lessons le¢arned
durling the American alrllift to Iscael In 1973.t— -
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THE AMERICAN AIRLIFT TO ISRAEL IN 1973:
THE MILITARY AND POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS

Chapter 1

Introductlion

The Arab-Iscaell conflict of 1973 was a test for the
political and military Instruments of the United States.

The history of lsraell forces in combat Is an impressive
record, filled with qulck victories over an inferlior foe,
that tends to prejudge the cutcome of Iscael! wars. A same
type of Inltlal Judgment of the war In 1973 was to become
evident In the declslion making process of when to begin a
resupply effort. If we played a moderate role we might have
some Influence over the Arabs and we could possibly medliate
the peace settiement when the conflict ended.

The abllity to ald Israel In time of need placed the
alrlift forces of this country In the limelight as a
political Instrument of national pollicy. The U.S. had bezn
dedicated to maintaining the survival of Israel and
attempting to maintaln peace In the region. However,
massive support to the Israells would mean no influence over
the Arabs and no role in the peace settlement.

The Soviet Unlor, on the other hand, had been a
constant ally of the Arab stales in the reglion. And as such
they were not the least bit hesitant to come to the aid of

thelr clients.
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The United States Alcr Force possessed at the time an
alrlift force that could operate and functlon effectively on
a short notice basis. This force consisted of two highly
capable alcrcraft, one was the C-141 and the cther was the
world’s largest aircraft, the C-S. The C-5 at the time was
relatively new In the inventory, but It was suffering from a
potentlal wing-life problem that could possibly cause the
Alr Forv.e to take some drastlic measures with the alrcraft.
Such proposals at the time ranged from putting half the
fleet In flyable storage to drastically cutting the flying
time cf the alrcraft itself and the payload It could carry.
The repaicr costs to flix structural problems was estimated at
9259 inllllon.l Desplite the controversy the events of
October were to drastically alter the 1ife of the C-5 and
thereby change the present mobility capacity of the United
States.

In this paper I will discuss the events as they
unfolded and how they affected the very .ife of Iscael and
sti1]l to this day Impact on decisions. Without the will and
determination of our governmental officlals, all the power
and might we have placed In our milltary capatrilities will
gc for nothing. We must l1ook to the past to provide
us with the lessons for the future. Therefore, the
Arab-Israell war of 1973 |s a rlich case study for us, both
in the political and the milltary sense. A quick evaluatlon

of the alrllft in contrist to the sealift and the alrlift of
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the Saviets will allow us to see how valuable our alr!iée
¢ncces can be. Alcllift force modernization is a must | f we
are to maintaln influence throughout the world. Desplite the
lack cf hard data from the Soviet Union we can draw
conclusions from her actions and the capabllitlies of her
alclift force. With the Information avallable I will
compare the Soviet capablllity with the U.S. to see how each
superpower used her military as a political instcument of
national power. On the U.S. side the various books and news
periodicals written as the events progressed will afford us

an opportunlity to draw conclusions.

ENDNOTES

1. Clarence A. Roblinson, Jr., "Recommendation Expected

Soon For Fixes to Extend C-SA Life," Aviation Week & Space
Technology, p. 14.




CHAPTEP II
GENERAL BACKGROUND

The events surrounding the unrest In the Middle East In
the tall of 1973 appear to be easily untdecrstocd when one
looks back. The problem however, |s being able to interpret
events and predict courses of action as the actual events
unfold. This chapter will look at the actlions of three

actors: the Arabs, the Israells, and the Urlted States.

ARAR PQSTURE

Since the Arab-lIscaell war of 1967 the Arab natlons had
been looking for ways to regain the pollitical and mllitary
Initlative In the Middle East. The Six Day War of 1967 was
a humillating defeat for the Arabs as the Israells had
captured the Golan Helights, the West Bank, and the Sinai
Peninsula.! Until the onset of hostilitles there had been a
constant drumbeat of deflance on the part of Egypt who with
Sadat, now in charge, wanted to reestablish a measure of
political and mlllitary credibllity for the Arab cause. The
state of occupation on the east bank of the Suez gave the
Egyptlans a persistent view of the Israell presence.Z This
situation, the Israell occupation and the loss of prestige
for the Arab forces, needed to be corrected. Sadat had been

Indicating to the world press there would socon be a remedy




to the situation. In an iInterview with Arnaud de Borchgrave
of Nevswegk Sadat sald that negotlations had falled and now
was the t!me for action. He was pretty specliflic when he
said: "Evervone has fallen asleep over the Mideast crisis.
But they will soon wake up“.3 Sadat was telling of the
forthcoming war but urnfortunately no one was llistenling to
him.4 The Arabs were searching for a way to regaln
polltical infiuenrcs !n the area and were getting no where
vvitnin the political and diplomatic chan~~'s, so the rext
2nd only solutlion appeared to be tmIough the use of military

force.

ISRAELI _MOOD

The mezd In Igrael auring the flrst few days of October
Wwas uneasy as mar; conflicting signals, about a possible
war, were beling recelved. This uneasiness however, was
calmed by the approaching high holy day of Yom Klppur ana
the usually highly accurate estimates of the Israell
intelligence community. According to these estimates the
threat of war was low. Another assumptlion that contributed
“o this feellng of calm was that Sadaf would not attack
untll Egypt had bullt up |ts alr power.s Additionally,
Egypt had for the last ten years held the same typc of
maneuvers every autumn.5 In "act, In May 1973 Egypt made

preparations to cross the canal and withdrew its forces at




the vecy last moment., The Israell response to this was a
pactial mobllization that cost the government some 811
million.” The combination of these many factors led the
evaluation of the sltuation to the erroneous conclusion that

wvar wvas not imminent.

U.S, ESTIMATES

The United States intelllgence community also falled In
reading the Arab milltary signals and the growing Egyptian
frustration in the lack of progress In the diplomatic arena.
The bellef was that the Arab armlies were arrayed in
defenslive formations and the Amerli~an Intelllgence sources
had no reason to belleve otherwise.8 While 1t cannot be
positively determined i1t appears that the U.S. evaluation
relled heavlly upon the Israel! evaluation of events and the
Impresslive record of the Intelligence community In Israel

which had very rarely been wrong In the past.

ENDNOTES

1. "Six Years of Stalemate," Newsweek, 15 October
1973, p. 42.

2. Willlam A. Rugh, Arab Perceptions of Amecican
Policy During the October War, p. 7-8.

3. Insight Team of the LONDON SUNDAY TIMES, The Yom
Klppur War, p. 62.




' 4. lbld.

S. Chaim Herzog, Tre War of Atonement Qctober, 1973,
) p. 26.

6. Insight Team, p. 91,
70 Herzog’ po 290
8. Matti Golan, The Seccret Conversations of Henry

Kissinger: Step-by-Otep Diplomacy In the Middle East.
p. 37.




CHAPTER I1I
CRISIS IN THE "HOLY LAND"

BACKGRQUND

As the new Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, began
to awake In his hotel room In New York Clty, fear was
beginning to arlise In Israel. The signals that had been so
badly misread were now becoming clear. It was around 0615
on the morning of 6 October 1973 that Joseph Sisco,
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South
Aslan Affalrs, woke Kissinger to tell him of the impending
Arab attack in the Mideast.! This began a flurry of
actlivity that was aimed at avolding a potentially dangerous
conflict, but Kissinger had only ninety minutes of peace
left before hostilities began on the northecrn and southern
flanks of Iscael. Kissinger’s concern at ths momen: was to
deter the outbreak of war and ensure that the state of
Israel did not launch a preemptive strike against Arab
targets.2 A preemptive attack could possibly prevent the
U.S. from taking unllateral action to ald the Israelis if
they got Into trouble.

Within the flrst hours on the sixth of October the
U.S., however, had been assured twice that the Israell
military would not preempt. Thls assurance came from the
Prime Minlister, Golda Melr, herself.3 This Informatlion was

also passed to the Soviet Ambassador, Anatoly Dobrynin. The
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critical portion of this situation, eliminating any chance
of a preemptive strike, would be world opinlon and the
abllity of the United States to help Israel in the future.
The Six Day War of 1967 started with an Israell preemptive
strlke. A second war with the same kind of beginning would
be hard to support, especlally when the Arab natlons were
starting to discover the Importance of the oll embargo
weapon. The American public, which had Jjust finished the
Vietnam War, would be hard pressed to aid Israel [f she
attacked first. The Israell feellng towards a preemptive
rald was summed up by Golda Melr when she sald: "We don’t
kihow now, any of us, what the future will hold, but there |is
always the possiblillity that we will need help, and 1f we
strike first, we will get nothing from anyone."? This
feellng was one that left the government of Israeil to
believe she was making a great military sacrifice for the

friendship of the U.S. by not launching a preemptive rald.s

Rate of Attritlon

This sacriflice of Israel, absorbing the first blow from
the Arabs, was to become more evident as the war progressed,
The bliggest surprise of the war was to be the rate of
attrition of both men and material. The new 2qulipment
supp!led to the Arab forces, by the Soviets, had an

unexpected impact upon the Israell armed forces. The




acquisition of new and sophisticated surface-to-alir-missiles
(SAM)> and anti-alrcraft-artillery(AAA) gave the land forces
of the Arabs an umbrella that would allow freedom of
movement on the northern front in the Golan Helghts and
across the Suez Canal In the south. In the north the
Syrlans deployed this type of air umbrella to protect
"defensive llnes, mllltacy alcrflelds, and major clties."6
The use of these same two systems, the SAMs and the AAA, on
the southern front provided protectlon that was termed
"“...the densest area alr defense In the world."’ The high
rate of attrition in materlal was totally unexpected and
worrisome to the Israelis. In fact, according to one
source, the Israellis lost over 50 alrcraft by 9 October and
this actualiy accounted for almost half of thelr total
losses for the entire October War.8 The toll being taken or
tanks and ammunition was also adding to the Israell concern
about the war effert. It ls estimated that by the end of
the first three days the Israells had lost some 300-400

tanks, out of 900, earmarked for the whole southern sector.9

Arab Succesgses

The Inltial sucrcesses of the Arab forces not only
surprised the Arabs themselves, but most of all It surprised
the world. The effort on the northern front was different

In that the Israells were able to push the Arabs back to
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within 20 mlles of Damascus after thelr Initlal thrust, 10
The efforts of the Arabs even on this front changed the
world’s view of the Arab as a combat soldler.

On the southern front however, the Israells were able
to galn very little during the first week of flghtlng.11 As
each day went by the Arab soldler was galning credibllity.

The Arab successes and the unexpected high rate of
attrition placed the Israelis [n a positlion of requiring

Immediate assistance.

Israell Reguest for Assistance

Resupply was golng to be the critical question and
according to one source the thoughts on requesting resupply
were discussed as early as the first cablinet meeting held by
Prime Minister Golda Melr on 6 October.l2 The rate of
attritlion served to iIntensify the need 2s the war raged on
two fronts. The Initial request was dellivered on 7 October
and was for a small amount of supplles, 200 tons of
equipment, which could go by :shlp.i.3 But by the end of the
seventh day of October 1t was estimated that Iscael had lost
some 35 high performance aircraft.14 This was a staggering
number when It Is compared to the 1967 war and was the cause
for much concern iIn Israel. The Washington response was
much different than expected thereby heightening the Israel]

fears. Golda Me!ir had sent a personal messaye to Henry

11
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Kissinger that sald: "You know the reason we took no
preenptive actlon. Our fallure to take such actlion ls the
reason for our situation now." 15 This message did have some
effect In that It probably planted in Kissinger’s mind a
sense that all was not well on the war front in Iscael.

The Initlal course of the war was golng badly and
lsrael needed help and she was going to ask for It from her

staunch supporter and frliend, the United States.

ENDNOQTES

1. Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval, p. 450.
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CHAPTER 1V
SOVIET SUPPORT OF THE ARABS

The lnitlal response of the Soviet Unlon In support of
their friends in the Middle Fast was judged to be in line
with the spirit of detente by Kissinger and he was willing
to accept the present gtate of Soviet ald to the Arabs. The
collusion of the Soviets in alding the war Is conclusive as
the Soviets evacuated their dependents from Syria and Egypt
on the two days prlor to the beginning of hostillities.! It
seems the U.S. attitude towards the Soviet actions, during
the flrst two days of the war, was a walt-and-see approach.
During this time the effect of this pollcy was to downplay
the role of the Soviets and to refraln from critliclizing both
the Arabs and the Russlans.? The eventual aim of this
approach was to preserve the spirit of detente and the flow

of oll to the United States.

THE SOVIET AIKLIFT

The Soviets can be a detriment to their own policles
and courses of acilon at times. When the Arabs began thelr
attack It was probably with the aid and advice of the
U.S.S.R., not in a direct manner at the start, but Iln the
most direct manner as the events unfolded. The U.S. wvas

Initially satisfied wlth the Soviet actlons but by 13
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October a change occurred that caused A major shift In
American policy. The Russian aicllift had changed from 200
tons per day, on 1C Qctober, to over 1000 tons per day by 13
Qctober and this ald was having an effect upon the outcome
of the war. lsraei was beginning to suffer a setback on the
hattlefield by not being able to mount a successful counter
offensive on the southern front. Kissingec now started to
suspect the Soviet’s conduct for the Israell problems,3 In
fact, three occucrences took place that greatly Influenced
Kissinger. One, the Soviet Charge d Affalirs In Jordan was
urging King Husseln to enter the effort. Two, Brezhnev sent
a message to President Boumedlienne of Algerla encouraging
him to lend a hand.4 Third, the Soviet alrllft changed from
"moderate® to "massive*.5S Ail these events caused the
Secretary of State great concern and speeded up his
reactions to events that were takling shape. The reasons the
Soviets took their actlion may never be known, but |t most
certainly drove the U.S. into action. Nixon despite all his
troubles started to take an actlive Interest in the events
for he started to feel that he was being played for a fool:
for the Soviet alrllft was making a difference in the war.5

The Soviet airlift began a few days before the 1.S.
endeavor but |t differed in many respects. The most obvious
was that they were able to respond much quicker to the pace
of everits which will lead one to believe that they had

already planned to deliver supplles and equipment before the
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outbreak of the war.’ The Soviets also did not have to
satisfy two opposing factlions, for all they needed to do was
satisfy the Arabs and begin an immedlate airlift.

The actual alrlift began on 10 October and ran untll 23
Octnber during which they flew over 900 missions.® The

mainstays of the Soviet effort were the AN-12 and AN-22
alrcragt, both of wnich ace turboprop cargo alrcraft. They

each are capable of carrying 20 tons and 85 tons
respectively(See Appendix IV).? pespite their capabllitles
It appears the Soviets only averaged 10 tons for the AN-12
and S0 tons for the AN-22(See Appendix IV)>.10 This meant
the Soviets were only using half of thelr capabllity but
this was probably done to preclude refueling on the ground
In the Arab countrlies. The advantage for the Soviets ot
course was the short distance they had to fly which averaged
only 1700 nautical miles.!!

The Soviets were able to muster thelir alrlift In a much
quicker fashion because of thelr form of government, but due
to their alrcrafc czpabllities they were nnt able to match
the workload of the American alriift. Most certalnly thls
lack of capacity led to thelr development of the AN-124,
which present!y ls the wurld’s largest alcrcreft. The
Pusslan effort had A signiflcant Impact upon the Arab focces
who would not have had the success they did without their

help.12
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The ques*tion of supplies to Israel! however, hinged upon
the actlions of the Soviets. The expansion of the alclift
from moderate to massive had a profound reaction In the
minds of the Ameclican leadershlp. The question that
remalned was, when was the alrlift goling to beglin and would

It change the millitary situation in the Middle EBast?
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CHAPTER V
U.S. DECISION MAKING

The Initlal request for resupply was made after the
first Washington Special Actions Group(WSAG) meeting on 7
October. According to Henry Kissinger the attlitude of the
U.S. government towards this request could best be described
as "shacply divided". Most millitary experts expected a
ceplay of the Six Day Wac and that would mean most of the
suppl!les would not arcive untll the war was over. So
whatever was sent now would not have much of an Impact on
the outcome of the present battle.l! This feeling was set
forth by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, James H.
Noyes, who felt they dld nct need anything. By the second
WSAG meeting that day there was a request for speclallzed
equipment. The Secretary of Defense, James Schlesinger,
suggested a delay prior to shipping anything as "...shipping
any stuff into Israel blows any image we may have of a
honest broker."?

The Defense Department was not alone In this appralsal
for the Deputy Secretary of State Kenneth Rush Indlcated he
felt there were "...no real shortages."3? So the two major
governmental departments, who would plan the resupply
effort, agreed that the Initlal Israell requests were
premature to say the least. Kissinger however takes no side

at this stage of the discusslion |n trying to reconcile the
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Iscaell request with the attltudes of State anc Defense.
Perhaps It was the small request that made the Secretary

declide that Immediate action was not necesaary.4 Kiasinger

wie nat treing tn renege on America’s responsiblliities bhut

he most certalnly was trying to walk a narrow !line between
affending the Arabs and supporting the Israell government
and people.

As long as the Soviets kept their aicllift and thelr
support for the Arabs at a "modest" level the declision tao
hold oft the resupply seemed |lke the easiest and best
course of actlion for the moment. For the U.S., It would not
be risking an oll embargo nor would detente be at risk. No

actlion was the best course of actlon.

U.S. STRATEGY

The start of the war brought about three major concerns
for the new Secretary of State. The flirst one was the need
to ensure the survival and securlity of Iscael and the second
was to malintaln relationships with the moderate Arab
states.S The third concern was the need to keep pursuing
the course of detente with the Soviet Union and that would
require restralnt on the part of the United States In Its
support of Israel. But the opposite was also true In that
the Soviets should act with restraint also and not provide

massive overt support that would allow thelr cllient states,
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Egypt and Sycla, to defeat a friend of the Unlted States.S
Amor lcan support for Israel had to ensure the safety and
security of that state, for the powerful frliends of Iscael
In the American publlc and in the members of Congress would
ctequire such a response.

-
Acap Tensjons

The resulting conflicts In interests were pulling the
new Secretary in many dlfferent dicrectlons. The U.S. could
not risk an ol! embargo for akLout 1S percent of the American
ol! needs came from the Arab refinerles and even more for
our allles in Europe. The use of :n oll embargo to elicit a
pro-Arab posture from the U.S. could hinder our attempts at
solving the pollitica! problems In the Middle East. The new
Secretary of State did not want to begln his term of service
with such a handicap. If the U.S. was percelived, by the
Acabs, as having a heavy handed approach to providing
support to lscael, then the American government could not

play an "honest broker" role In the peace process.

Iscaell Tensions

One of the most powerful lobbies within the United
States |s the Jewish lobby and Klissinger knew i1t. He wanted
tn avoid the subtle pressure that could be appllied for he

had plans, namely detente with the Soviets, that would take
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precedence over a pure Israell agenda. The Israe!l
Ambassador to the U.S. was Simcha Dinitz who had been the
personal assistant to Golda Meir In the office of the Prime
Minister.’ The relationship between Kissinger and Dinitz
was close but not close enocugh for Dinlitz to get everything
he wanted from the Amerlcans. Xlissinger asserts that he was
not overly influenced by his associatlon with the Israell
Ambassador.e However, Kissinger was aware that Dinitz was
an exceptionally capable person who could moblllze
Congressional pressure.? This capacity to work the American
public led Kissinger to keep Dinitz informed, but at arms
length to ensure that the Secretary of State could work hlis
ow.. course of events. There Is no doubt that this
independence of actlion allowed Kissinger place the
responsibllity for the alrllft delays on the Secretary of
Defense while remalning on a friendly basis with the Israell
Ambassador. Dinitz on the other hand was gettlng pressure
from his government on the support that was golng to be
needed.

The new tactlics and equipment of the Arabs were taking
a heavy toll on the Israell ablillty to mount a counterattack
on the southern front. During the flrst meetings between
the two men, the Israe!! Ambassador was very optimistlc and
relayed to Kissinger that they would only need 48 hours
(from Monday, 8 October) to finlsh the military operatlons

underway.10 That optimism was to have more influence over
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the course of events than anything the Israells could have
sald or done. The Israeli agenda needed attention but It

must be balanced by putting it In perspective of a possible
Arab ol! embarge of the U.S., loss of global detente, and a

possible superpower confrontation.

Global Det

Doctor Kissinger did not want to disrupt the policy of
detente with the Soviets and most certalnly he did not want
a showdown with the USSR.!! Desplite the Arab attack and the
subsequent Russian support, Kissinger still felt that
detente was a viable process for dealing with the Scviets on
the International level.!2 His view that detente was not a
thing of the past seems gstrange In view of what was to come,
but at the time Xissinger still sought to effectively deal
with the Soviets. This was leading to further delays in the
dellvery of supplles to the Israells.

The U.S. needed to have an evenhanded approach lf It
was golng to have an impact on the peace process that would
come after the confllict. The area could not be viewed as a
competitive arena for the two superpowers. Falrness, with a
feeling of equal conslderatlon, was going to be the approach
we would need in this new confllct and the emerging

realltles of a competent Arab soldler.
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However, a crisis was taking place in the U.S. that

would almost lead to no resupply effort for the Israells.

U.S, Domestic Crisis

The deepening domestlic crises taking place in the U.S.
were absorbing most of the time of President Richard Nixon
and these distractions were removing him from the actlive
decislon-making role in the resupply effort. The Watergate
investigation and the resignation of Vice Presldent Spiro
Agnew were occupying the thought processes of the President.

These problems were limiting the effectiveness of a
decislve decision-maker. The confllct between the
Department of State aiid the Department of Defense was not
being resolved In terms of starting the airlift. This delay
was causing great concern in Israel and in the pro-Israell

interest groups In the U.S. publle and the Congress.
ENDNQTES

1. Henry Kislinger, Years of Upheaval, p. 478,
2. Ibld.
3. Ibld.
4. Mattl Golan, Ing_Sggng&_anxfnsﬂﬁignﬁ_gi_ﬂgnnx

1

pp. 45-46.
5. Klissinger, p. 467.
6. Ibld., p. 468.

23




10.

11.
war, pp.

12.
p. 460.

Ibld., p. 484.

Ibid., p. 485.

Ibld.

Ibld.

Eag Maghroer! and Stephen M. Gorman, The Yom Klopucr

Macrvin Kalb and Bernard Kalb, Kissinger,

24




CHAPTER VI
U.S. DILEMMA

KISSINGER VERSUS SCHLESINGER

The U.S. dllemma of when to begin the airlift was
taking shape In a controversy between Henry Klssinger,
Secretary of State, and James Schleslnger, Secretary of
Defense. The controversy centers around who was causling the
delay in the start of the airlift. One version says tbh "
Kissinger from the start wanted to dellver suppllies to
Israel but the problem was when to start. Kissinger felt
that It would be a short war with a quick Israell victory.
The other side of the controversy concecrns Schleslinger.
This side of the argument Indicates he had a greater concern
for oil Interests than the survival of Israel.!

Schlesinger supposedly denied an Initial Israell
request for selected items of ammunition and spare parts on
the third day of the war, 8 October. When told of this
rejection, Kisaslnger promlsed Ambassador Dinitz he would
help. But because of "bureaucratic difficultlies" with the
Defense Department, only two F-4 Phantom fighters would be
replaced instead of the one-for-one loss policy that was

believed to be In effect.2

As the losses In the war began to mount, over 50
alccraft in the first three days, the list of required

supplies also grew In length. The delay process contlinued
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unti! the critical day of 10 October, when the idea of a
quick Israell victory and fast cease-fire dlsslpated.3

At this point in time Kissinger told Schlesinger to get
going on the resupply effort. But Kissinger still was not
guaranteed of Schlesinger’s help. To ensure the cooperation
of the Defense Depactment Kissinger Intervened with
President Nixon to get a "direct Presidentlal order."4

Another version of the controversy, the delay of the
resupply effort, indlcates Kissinger was directing the
entire delay plan and that the Defense Department was only
following orders.s Kissinger knew of the loyal following
and support Israel had In the Congress and the American
public. To try to go against such a wealth of support would
be foolhardy and not consistent with Kissinger’s style.

So It appears the controversy boils down to the
dli fferences between Schlesinger and Kissinger about the
proper approach to the resupply mission. Once the decision
was made by Nixon, who Instructed Schlesinger to use the
Military Alrlift Command, the conflict between Schlesinger
and Kissinger was over. Attempts at a low profile supply
strategy were finished and we were now golng to undertake a
full blown resupply of Israel complete with United States

Alr Force alrcraft.s
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CONTINGENCY PLANS

It was clear by 10 October, and the fifth day of the
war, that the battle was not going to end In a short perlied
with the expected quick Israeli victory. As a matter of
fact the questlion did arigse about an eventual Israell
victory. The Soviets had begun to commit themselves to a
"massive" alrlift and started to provide considerable ald
for Egypt and Syria. The American policy was to support
Israel and President Nixon sald it best, "We will not let
Israel go down the tubes."”

The WSAG, on 9 October, had before it six options for
the Isrcell arms request. The options started at the low
end of the spectrum where a low key effort was one method of
resupply and extended all the way to the high visiblllity end
where the U.S. used American military alrplanes.e

The Inltial use of E! Al, the Israell airline,
alrplanes with thelr talle painted out was a very limited
operation because of only having passenger alrplanes and no
true cargo carcriers. In fact, El Al had only a maximum of
twelve alrplanes that could be used.® The 1ist of Israell
needs Included such ltems as ordnance, electronic equipment,
tanks, anti-tank ammunition and weapons, and F-4 Phantom

fighters. The limlitations of the El Al option became even
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more obvious as the war progressed and the larger equipment
was needed,

Another optlon, under consideratlion, was the chartering
of Amerlican alrlline companies. This ldea was not possinle
for several reasons which Included the Insurance
compl!ications of being In a war zone for the companles
involved.!® Another reason was the risk of an Arab boycatt
that no alrline wanted to face.

When Kissinger was presented with the additional delays
and bottlenecks In the Department of Defense, he labeled
them “foot-dragg!ng."11 The Secretary of State relayed his
thoughts to Nlxon about the sltuation who immediately told
him: "Tell Schlesinger to speed it up."12 The final
declision was made and It was the use of American milltary
1irplanes.

Initlally the Pentagon wanted to use only three C-5
alrcraft but the feelling was that " ... we would take Jjust
as much heat for sending three planes 2s for sending
thirty.", said President Nixon.!3 The President knew of
tshlesinger’s reluctance but the war had reached a cruclal
+rolnt and the Preslident was willing to accept the
responsiblliity 1f the U.S. was allenated from the Arab

communlty.14
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ALLIED SUPPORT

The lack of allled support had a major effect upon the
p'anning of the airlift. The U.S. was denied the use of
bases in Europe to help in the resupply. The decision made
by our allles was done because of the threat of an ol
embargo. A large portion of Europe’s oil supply came from
the Mideast and to cut the flow off would have a tremendous
impact throughout thelr economles. Only Germany and
Portugal played a supporting crole.

Germany allowed the U.S. to pull milltacry equipment out
of its stocks, on German soll, In order to ship It to
Israel. This was done on a very low proflle basis to avold
diplomatic prob ems.

Portugal on the other hand provided the key support by
allowing the U.,S. to use 1ts alr base In the Azores. Thils
lsland base served as a refueling stop to allow the
alrplanes to carry a maxlmum amount of cargo.

Support from other allles was nonexlistent.

DELAYED IMPLEMENTATION

The lessons of history had an influence on the American
psyche as much as anything else. The myth of Israell

invincibllity and the infalllbllity of the intelllgence
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communlity, all served to develop a mind set that led to some
very wrong conclusions. According to Kissinger the Iscaells
would have the upper hand by Tuesday or Wednesday of the
filrst week, 9 or 10 October, and would have the original
borders reestabllshea.is Xissinger did not want to rush
Into anything especially If the war was golng to end In a
few days. However, he wanted to be sure there wis at least
a draw or a weak Israell victory, but a thought of an
Iscaell defeat did not even enter his mind at the start.
Ald dellvered too soon could damage cooperation with the
Arab natlons and risk an oll! embargo. This |Is the one polint
that both Klissinger and Schlesinger agree upon.16

There have been accusatlons that the Secretary of
Defense had been overly concerned with the oll lobby and
that the Deputy Secletary of Defense, William Clements, may
have had an influence. He supposedly convinced Schlesinger
that more Information would have to be gathered about U.S.
inventories before timetables for delivery could be
provlded.17

Whatever the delay, the crisis In Israel! was gett!ng
worse. What would drive the U.S. to actlion? It was not a
sense of inner responsibillity but the actions of the Soviet
Union, which was trying to help achlieve a decislve Arab

victory through a massive alrlift effort.

30




ENDNOTES

1. Edward N. Luttwak and Walter Lacqueur, “*Xis=ainger %
the Yom Kippur War, Commentary, September 1974, p. 33.

2. Luttwak and Lacqueur, p. 34.

3. Luttwak and Lacqueur, p. 34.

4. Luttwak and Lacqueur, p. 34,

S. Luttwak and Lacqueur, p. 35.

6. Luttwak and Lacqueur, p. 37,

7. Rlchard Nixon, RN: The Memoirs of Richard Nixon,
p. 924.

8. Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval, p. 495.

9. Herbert J. Coleman, "E| Al Played Key Role In
Israell Defense", Aviation Week & Space Technolagy,
26 November 1973, p. 28,

10. Nlixon, p. 926.

11. Klissinger, p. 501.

12. Nixon, p. 924.

13. Ibld., p. 927.

14. 1bld.

1S. Xlssinger, p. 481.

16. Mattl Golan, Theu Segret Conversations of Hency
mmwmwmum

17. Ray Maghroor! and Stephan M. Gorman, The Yom Kippur
Wac, p. 19.

31




CHAPTER VII
THE ATRLIFT

President Richard Nixon knew by the thlird day of the
October war that things were not going too well for the
Tsraells. "I had absolutely no doubt or hesitation about
what we must do. I met with Kissinger and told him to et
the Tsraells know that we would replace all their 'osses,
and axked him to work out the loglistics for doing an . "1
Now that the decision had been made !t should only be a

matter of time before the arms started to flow.

IHE MECHANICS

The alr)ift forces swung Into Immediate action with Its
various airlift alrcraft. The Inltial problem that faced
the airlift was the lack of advance planning because of the
lack of information from Israel for there was no plan on the
shelf that could be pulled out, dusted off, and put to
Immediate use., With the constantly changing pollitical
environment the planning was even more confused. Despite
these nindrances the alrllft began on 13 October and ran
through 14 November. The planning was done on an ad hoc
basis.2 The civil carrlers were asked to augment , but
refused unless the provisions of the Civil Reserve Alr

Fleet (CRAF) were [nvoked. The use of transhipment to the
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Azores was ru'!ed ocut because of the large amount nf time
that would be neeced for such an operatlon.3

The Secretary of Defenase malntalned control aver the
alz'i€t to the extent of limiting the number of alrcratt
thrat could land at Lod Alrport(now Ben Gurion Alrport) in
Tel Aviv., These 1imits were six C-58 and seventeen C-141s
per day.4 This was to eventual'ly result in approximately
1000 tons dellvered per day and after the flrst full day nf
the American effort the U.S. had already matched the Soviet
alrlift of four days.5 While the airport and personnel
could have probably handled more flights per day: this
number was kept low to keep the American alclift fcom
becoming massive, embarrassing the Soviets, and kept the
lsraells from soundly defeating the Arab forces.

It was a distinct effort on the part of Klsslinger to
keep the alrlift 25 percent ahead of the Sovliets.® This was
done to keep the rhetoric of the airllift low and not to brag
about how wel! the Millitary Alrllift Command was dolng.7
This still seems to flt into Kissinger’s plan to not upset
the Soviets or their cllents, the Arabs.

The major workhorse in the effort was the C-5 aircraft
uhich flew 147 of the total 569 f1lghts(See Appendix II).
This was about 26 percent of the total number, but the C-5
accounted for about S0 percent of the total tonnage
dellvered. Almcst 30 percent of the C-5 missions carried

outsized cargo which could only be carried by the C-5
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alone.B A list of «ome of the types of cargo delivered is
at Appendix I.

One incredible fact of the alrlift is the lengthe that
the Millitary Alclift Command had to go through tc get to
Iscael. Since landing and overflight rights were denied by
the European nations the one way fllight diatance from the
Azores was some 3200 nautical miles(See Appendix VI)., Add
to this the distance from the Unlted States and you wil}
come up with some over 14,000 nautical miles for a complete
cround trip(See Appendlx VII>.? This route avolided 1and
masses and remalned outside the Flight Information
Reglon(FIR) of the Arab states on the North African coast.
The U.S. Navy did provide some ten ships at various
locatlions throughout the Mediterranean Sea. About 100
nautical miles from landlng at Lod the Israell Alr Force
fighters Intercepted the cargo planes and escocrted them to
Te! Aviv, 10

The work that had to be done on the ground at Lod was
even more Impressive. To offload cargo equipment you need
specialized ground handling equipment especially configured
tc match the needs of the U.S. airfleet. In order to
operate efficiently on the ground at Lod a team of U.S. Alr
Force ground personnel, composed of some fifty men to help
with malntenance and servicing, was needed. However much of
the servicing was done by E1 Al ground personne!.ll The

operations handled by these people wer. impressive for they
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were able tc keep the ground times to a minimum and greatly
limit the expasure of U.S. assets. In fact the average
cfflcad and servicing time for the alrplanes was 2.5 hours
far *he -5 and 1.7 haurs fac the C-141.12 This compares
very favarably with the peacetime figures of 4 and 3 hours
respectively for the normal operation of the alreoraft
Involved. Golda Melr explained that her ground crews
learned "almost overnight" how to use the speclial
equipment.13

The alrlift dellvered only 39 percent of the total
materlal prior tc the cease-fire on 24 October, but the
alcl i€t served a greater purpose.14 It served notice on the
Soviets that we would not =it ildly by and watch the state of

Israel be consumed by her hostile nelghbors.

THE SEALIFT COMPARISON

For the sake of comparison a qulick look at the dellivery
of supplies by gsea Is In order. Sealift while dellivering
the bulk of Israell suppllies, 74 percent, was very slow |n
response time. The first shipments to reach Israel were
offloaded on 2 November, some 27 days after the start of the
confllict. The shilp cdellvered over 3200 tons of outslized
supplles includling tanks, self-propelled howitzers, and
cargo trucks. By thlis time the C-5s alone had dellivered

some 1200 tons of equlpment.15 The obvious advantage of
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speed can provide a psychological hoost for a friend cr
serve notice on a foe that we do have the resolve to ald
allies In their time of need. However the only way to
deliver hig equipment ard lots of it Is through sealift
which requires plenty of transit time. 1In total some 85,000
tons were delivered to Israel during Qctober and November
1973 and of that total 63,000 tons were dellvered by ship or
ahout 74 percent(See Appendix V>.16

Speed requires airlift while bulk equipment requires
the capaclity of seallift. This is abundantly evident In the

resupply to Israel.
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CHAPTEP VIIT
AMERICAN AND SOVIET AIRLIFT COMPARISONS

The airlift forces of the two superpowers played 2
major role in the Arab-Israelil War of 1973 by virtue of
their commitment of supp!les and alrllft resources to this
nonflict. A comparison of these ‘wa efforts will highlight
the dlifferences and allow us to draw conclusions.

First, the Soviets flew almost twice a many missions as
did the UUSAF, The Soviets generated 934 sorties to fulfll!
the needs of the Arabs and they took almost two weeks to
complete the alrllft.! The USAF, on the other hand, flew
only 569 missions In a month’s *ime.2 Thls equates to about
60% of the total Russian sortle generation(See Appendix II),

Second, the total tonnage delivered differs by a wlide
margin. The Soviet estimated total, for there is no hard

3, while the American effc~t was

data, is around 12,500 tons
ahout 22,300 tons?. The Sovlets could only muster 56% of
the U.S. tonnage while flying almost twice as many

sort les(See Appendix II).

What accounts for the bigger total Is the indlividual
alrcraft capablilities. The primary Soviet alcrcraft, the
AN-12 and AN-22, could carry 22 and 85 tons respectlively.®
The U.S. alrcraft, the C-141 and C-5, could carry 32 and 107

tons respectlvely.6 The differences in the tota! tonnage

delivered came In actual tonnage averaged during thelr
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missions. The C-141 averaged 28 tons or 88% of Its
capablility, The C-S5 carried 73 tons or 68% of lts capaclity.
Th!ls compares with the Soviet averages of 10 tons or 45% of
capaclty for the AN-12 and S0 tons or 58% of capabliity for

the AN-22(See Appendlx IV)Y,

AN-12 45% AN-22 S8%
C-141 88% C-S 68%
Di f ference 43% 10%

Table VIII-1 Percentage of Capablility

The greater dl!fferences In the tonnage percentage of
capability for the U.S. alrcraft 1s the reason why the U.S.
could deliver more cargo in less missions.

The biggest alrcraft, the C-5 and the AN-22, accounted
for 25% and 8% of the total U.S. and Soviet s=ortles. This

also accounts for the tonnage dlsparlty(See Appendix III),

c-5 147 sortles (258% of total V.S sorties)

AN-22 74 sortleas (8% of total Sovliet sortlies)

Table VII-2 Heavy Alrcraft Sortie Rates
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This was done while the U.S. had to 2verage a round
trip distance of over 14,000 miles(See Appendlx VI and
v11).” The Soviets, on the other hand, had to only average
a round trip of 1700 mlles¢See Appendlx VT1).8

Both countries had gone all out to ald their friends
and the comparison shows the U.S. bettered the Soviets In

every aspect. Thls was truly an lmpressive effort.
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CHAPTER IX
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSTON

The events surrounding the Amer!ran airli¢t to Israel
are shrouded in secrecy and the human tallings cof select!lve
recall., After the war was over and some of the dust had
settled there arose a controversy between Henry Kiss!nger,
Secretary of State, and James Schlesinger, the Secretary of
Defense., Tt basically centered around who was to blame for
the delay In the star. cf the airllft,

The abllitles of two superpowers to ald thelr friends
and allles can lead to the stability of a slituation or to an
increase in the tensions in a given area. A comparlison of
the 2ir1ift capabliities can glve us a sense of how a
superpower behaves on the Internatlional level. The lessons
learned for the U.S. during this operation are many and we

shall explore them.

THE CONTROVERSY

As Klssinger sald In hls news conference of 25 October
the President was convinced there were two problems faclng
the 11.S. during the hostllities. The first was to quickly
end the flghting and the second was to end it In such a
manner that the U.S. could play a major role.l With this

pollcy as a broad guldeline Kissinger went to work. He was
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aware that a highly vislible supporting role by the U.S.
would lead to problems.

Secretary Schlesinger or the other hand was not prilvy
to the ear of Preslident Nixcn. Besides the President had
plenty of his own problems to deal with on 2 dallvy baslis.
Schlesinger undoubtedly knew that any ald on the part of the
U.S. could lead to an Arab ol! boycott which could have a
disastrous effect upon the United States. He states that
there were two foundatlons to our policy: "...that Israel
would quickly defeat !'ts foes, and that the U.S. should
maintain a low profile and avoid visible Involvement . "2

An lmportant event in the alrlift decision was the
briefing that was given to Xissinger by Ambassador Dinitz
and General Mordechal Gur, Israel’s Armed Forces Attache.

ITn this briefing Kisslnger was told that the losses
evperienced have been staggering, l.e. the loss of 500 tanks
and 49 alrplanes. A rate of attrition that was totally
unexpacte '. This told Kissinger why the Arabs had not asked
for 3 cease fire earlier, as they had the opportunity for a
blg win 1f they kept up the pressure.3

As the crisis iIn Israel grew, the concern on the part
of Dinitz and the Prime Minister increased. The situation
was getting de=-~>rate on the home front and the Israells
needea not or.:y moral support but material support. When

the news kept gettling worse something needed to be done and
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't took the intercession of a domestical!ly wounded President
to get the airllft moving through the Ralls of the Pentagen,

T helleve that after look!nrg at news reports and
exam'ning books on the Kissinger versus Schlesinger feud
there wasg nat an actlive aco''usion on thelr parts to delay
the start of the alrlift. It was a combination of many
fantors !ncluding, domestic events, an effort ta malntaln a
‘ow proflile on the international level, hureaucratino
squabbling, and most of all relyling toc heavily on the
history of the Six Day War. All these factors added
together to cause a delay In the resupply of a frliend, whom
we had a responsibility to ald, and put at risk the ver,

survival of Israel.

BAIRLIFT COMPARISONS

The Soviet Union was operating in an Internatlional
enviconment that permitted them to enjoy short flight time
leg=z. In fact the flight time of most of the Russlian
flights was around two hours. They even overflew Turkey
without permission in order to fly the most direct route to
thelr destlinations.4 This vas taking place whlle Turkey
cdenied the U.S. overflight rights,

When the comparisons are complete the Soviets flew over
900 missions to dellver approximately 12,500 tones of cargo

over a round trlp length of about {1700 miles. The United
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States flew 569 missions and resupplied Israel with over
22,000 tons of equ'pment and material over a round tr'p

length nearing 14,000 miles, A truly outstanding Jlob.

TESSONS LEAPNED

The lessons l!emarned were many but among them are the
following. The firast lessen learned wam the need to have
the airlift crews qualified In the inflight alr refueling
operation.s This will eliminate the need for encoute stops
to refuel. The reluctance of European natlions to allow us
landing rights made this polint abundantly clear. The C-S5
had been designed with this capabllity but the crews were
not trained In the mission proflile. A tercrible waste of a
capabllity that was bought and paid for in the initla)
design. Within nine months after the airlift, crews were
being tralined so we would have the capablillity If It was ever
needed in the future,

Second, there was a need for improved management of
alrlift resources. I think this can be seen today In the
studlies that have 1ooked at our mobility capacity and the
need to procure the C-17, an air refuelable direct delivery
alrcraft of the future., This new alrcraft |s presently
under dealgn and the first prototype is already belng
congstructed. It will have the ablility to fly te the forward
alrfield and offload its cargo. Plus |t will allow the U.S,
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to tncrease !ts tota! alr'i€t capacity.

Thicd, it was noted that the curtai!'ment nf the
original C-5 procurement of 120 to a dellvered number nf 81
had an adveree effect on our alclift abilities.® The
present capaclty is being Increased by procurlng S50 brand
new C-5B alrcratt from Lockheed. Back In 1974 this restart
of the C-S alrcraft construction line was deemed the most
econcmical way to proceed n order to increase our aiclift
assets‘7

Fourth, the aiclift would have been a much eas’ -
process (€ there had bheen a ptan on the shelf, This would
have given the decision makecs a place to start from in
order tn speed up the initlation nof the ajclilft, I
certalnly hope there |s a skeleton form of an emergency
alrlift coperation in somecone’s flles, This will most
assuredly help the planners in the future.

Fifth, the design of army equipment to fit iInto the
ajirllfter of the future is also a task that needs to be
studied further. Without coordination between the designers
of alrcraft and the designers of army equlpment more army
vehicles wll1l not £fit Into alrcraft and will have to go by
sea. That obviously will extend the time to close the
supply of crlitical resources.

Sixth, the speed of alrllft can be declisive, especlally
1f a nation Is trying to project resolve durlng a crisis Ir

the Internatlional arena. The alrplane s the only thing
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that can operate with speed. That speed, however, requires
base access righte ard ovecrflight cights ¢ an alrecraft s
ta he effectively used, Large !tem=, tankz and the like, !¢
needed in meaningfu! quantities must go hy ship ¢ they are
ta play a =ole In cnnfllicts that may only last a short time.
The psychnlog'ca! effect wi!l)! serve a greater purpo®e than
the actual supplies dellivered,

Seventh, natlions supp!ied by the two superpowers with
the mnst sophisticated and modern equipment may wage a very
short war. The high rates of attrition on the modecrn
battlefield will certalnly strain the logistics tatl of any
army. Adequate mobllity, transport alrcraft, and lots of it
are necessary to keep and maintain the momentum on the front

lines,

A _EINAL WORD

The final words should be left to the Prime Minister of
Israel who sald of the alrltift: "Thank God I was right to
reject the ldea of a preemptive strike! It might have saved
lives in the beginning, but I am sure that we would not have

had that alirlift, which is now saving sc many llves.“e
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PERSONAL NOTES

Rack In October 1973, I was a young captaln cop'lat In
the C-5 ard I had just returned from a year tour in Vietnam
ard Thalland., My family and I had just acrived at my
parents home which was over 120 miles ancd a two hour drive
from my station of Dover Alr Force Base, Delaware when the
Aalrllft decision was announced an the television news,

After hearing the news, 1 called my squadron and they
told me tc come on back as ! was now scheduled to depart the
next day for the airlift. The family and I climbed back
Into the car and took off for Delaware after a 30 minute
vislt with my parents.

I called the squadron when I arcrived and they satd I
was leaving the next afternoon. For where they had no l!dea,
The next day we flew tn Ramstein AB, Germany and plcked up
some equipment. The next stop was the Azores where we
entered the flow to go down range to Iscael. Having Just
returned from a war zone the previous spring, I was not toeo
sure about what would happen as we approached Tel Aviv.

The misslon consisted of a load of six 175mm gun
barrels and two pallet positions of 105mm ammunition, A T
remember 1t was a long seven hour flight down the
Med!l terranean. Along the way we relayea our positlions back

to a statlon In the U.S. who kept track of us. Qur flight
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p'ar Yept us nn the edge n€ the flight Infarmation reglinns
which was basically a no-mans land.

Blnng the rnute we could see the U.S. Navy ships he'nuw
us on the sea. They were visible to the naked eve and also
nr the radar, At varlicus times fighters from the carrlers
wanld join up on our wing and fly with us for a few miles,
Ahout 100 miles out of Tel! Aviv Israell Alr Force fighters
wou'ld Jjain us for the remainder of the trip to Lod., They
were a welcome sight for we did not know what to expeat of
the Arah air forces. Along the way you could hear the
Rercflot alrecraft relaying thelr peosition reports to the
~tv!) ailr trafflc controllers in Calro. A real strange turn
n¥ events as we crossed paths on our missions to help our
friends.

Once on the ground I have never seen a more exuberant
group of people. They were genuinely happy and grateful to
see us and the equipment we had in the belly of our huge
transport. We went into a makeshift operatinns room which
was outflitted with the first class seats out of an El1 Al

alrliner. We were fed with what was obviously food from the

kitchens of El Al. Once finished we went back to our jet
fully expecting to see some of the cargo still being
nffloaded. But much to our surprlise the alrplane was closed
up, refueled, and the cargo gone. The Israell ground crew
with a blg smile on their faces told us the cargo was

probably already belng used on one of the fronts. Thelr
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evpediency at ground hand!ing the world’s largest alrplane
certalnly helled thelir lack nf evtended experlience with our
ground equipment. Before we took off cne o0f the leazders nf
the ground crew gave each member of the crew a memento and a
word of thanks, T received a2 travel book about Tsrae' 3nd a
key chain with the emhlem of the Israell Defense Farces
engraved with their thanks. I stil! have both cof these
items tnday and 1 cherish them greatly as they are the anlvy
materia! remembrance of the airllft I have. My own
government and Air Force gave nothing, not even a kind word.
Most of all though, I have the memorles cf the ground crew
who were so happy to see usgs that their exuberance
overflowed., 1 have never agalin felt that genutlne

thankfulness for the job 1 was dolng.
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APPENTIX I

F 0

r
C-5 ATRCRAFT*
A-4 fighter alrcraft tall/fuselage sections
¥M-48 Chapparel missile carrlers

¥M-163 Vulcan 20mm carrier

M-109 self-propelled 155mm howltzers
Communications vans

Fuel truckxs

Cargo loading equipment**

Maverick missiles

C-97 alrcraft engines

Shrike, Walleye, and Hawk mlssliles

M-107 self-propelled 175mm guns

C-S englnes and engine servicing platformx
Self-propelled alrcraft towing vehiclexx
Rockeye bombs

Fue! tanks

Tents

Alccraft wheels

Clothing

Support for Maverick missiles

Bombs

105mm ammuntition

Bomh fuse= and pins
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23, 2.75mm rockets

24. Chat¢

75, CH-53 hellcopters

26. Hawk battery radar and {lluminators
27. M-60 malin battle tanks

28. M-48 hattle tanks

290. F-4 fighter alrcraft wing

30. Power and transformer vans

1. 175mm gun tubes

*Source: Comptroller General of the Unlted States, Alrlift
Operatlions of the Mlllitary Alrlift Command During the 1973

Middle East War, pp. 45-47.

#*Ttems specifically for support of the alell £t.
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RAPPENDIR I1

Total Rirlift Missions By Superpower

_ 15, 22300 TS

Total Tonnage Delivered By Superpower

Sources: "flviation Week & Space Technology", 10 December 1973;
‘Mason and Robertello, "Soviet Strategic flirlift"
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APPENDIX I11

C-3 147
C-141 422
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AR-12 860
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Hissions By Rircraft Type By Superpower
-5 1w
N-22 M
T, 1 W2
AN-12 860

Comparison By Comparable Rircraft By Superpower

Sources: Comptroller General; \.andt, Williom
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APPENDIX IV

RN IR R NN NNANRAR RN NANNRNNNRNNN
VANARA AN EAA D RN A AN AR RAANANAAARAD RRANAY

I

¢-) 107 Tons
C-141 32 Tons

AN-22 85 Tons
AN-12 22 Tons

Rircraft Capability By Superpower

C-3 73 Tons
AN-22 50 Tons

C-141 28 Tons
AN-12 10 Tons

fictual Tonnage Delivered Comparison By Comparable Rircraft By Superpower :
An Average

Sources: Comptroller General; Quandt, Williom
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Comparison Of Tonnage Delivered By Rir And Sea

Source: Bullard, Edward M.
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