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Editorial

By John T. Correll, Editor in Chief

Assumptions

May 10
reRaTION Allied Force began on
March 24 with cruise missile

strikes against carefully selected tar-
gets in Yugoslavia. It was the first step
in a NATO campaign to break the will
of Serbian President Slobodan Milo-
sevic and restore order in Kosovo.

In a television interview that even-
ing, US Secretary of State Made-
leine Albright said, “I don’t see this
as a long-term operation.”

Unfortunately, Milosevic did not
cave in as anticipated. On April 28,
the 36th day of the conflict, Presi-
dent Clinton dropped hints to news
reporters that the bombing might con-
tinue into July.

The theory of a quick finish was
only one of the assumptions that had
fallen away by early May when Op-
eration Allied Force went into its sev-
enth week.

NATO's ability to effectively pros-
ecute a military campaign had been
left in doubt. Questions also arose
about the adeguacy and sustain-
ability of US forces in an extended
conflict. [t remained to be seen if the
Kosovo experience had shaken the
Clinton Administration’s dogged be-
lief in using limited military force to
send signals while concurrently shy-
ing away from actual warfare.

The Alliance chose to disregard
advice that it was unrealistic to ex-
pect airpower alone to root the Serb
troops out of Kosovo, where they
were engaged in door-to-door vio-
lence. It might have been possible
to essentially shut down the Milosevic
regime. The best chance of that was
for airpower to strike with surprise
and great strength at the full set o°
strategic targets, especially those in
the Serbian heartland. And that.
NATO was not willing to do.

The Clinton Administration’s ten-
dencies toward incrementalism and
gradualism were amplified by NATO,
where the political representatives
of 19 nations vote on everything, in-
cluding targets. According to the New
York Times, lawyers in Britain re-
viewed every target before it was hit
to ensure that it was of a justifiably
military nature.
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Fall in Kosovo

The first week, aircrews flew an
average of only 48 strike sortes a
day against a limited target set. It
was regarded as a bold stroke when
NATO let the operation go on to
Phase Il and an expanded target list
without a bombing hali. The empha-
sis was on avoidance of casualties
and collateral damage rather than
on military results.

The operation escalated gradually

The US must look
again at the adequacy
of its force structure

and sustainability.

to more than 600 sorties a day, but
the politicians were not ready to call
it war, and the objectives werz still
constrained. When British Prime Min-
ister Tony Blair said NATO wanted
to oust Milosevic from power, he was
publicly corrected by Albright. She
said that we did not seek the re-
moval of Milosevic, although the Ad-
ministration earlier had compared
him with Hitler.

In the official lexicon, Kosovo was
a “smaller-scale contingency.” US
forces are supposedly able tc sus-
tain two “nearly simultaneous” ma-
jor theater wars and handle lesser
contingencies in between. Operation
Allied Force exposed the shallow-
ness of that assumption.

After the first month, the US Air
Force—which flew most of the mis-
sions—was running short of cruise
missiles and all-weather precision
guided munitions. Stateside units had
been stripped of spare parts and ex-
perienced aircrews. Except for front-
line units, readiness rates were drop-
ping. Commitments were so heavy
for crews of Joint STARS surveil-
lance aircraft that no instructor force
was left at home to train new crews.

Last fall, the Air Force announced
plans to organize its contingercy re-
sponse capability into 10 Aerospace
Expeditionary Forces, two of them

to be on call for deployment at any
given time. Since the Gulf War, de-
ployment demands had never ex-
ceeded the level of two AEFs, con-
sisting of about 175 aircraft each. In
April, acting Air Force Secretary F.
Whitten Peters told the Inside the
Air Force newsletter that about four
AEFs’ worth of assets were already
deployed for the Kosovo operation
and that the concept would have to
be re-examined.

The military objective in Kosovo,
Secretary of Defense William S. Co-
hen told the Senate Armed Services
Committee, was to “degrade and dam-
age the military and security struc-
ture” that was committing aggression
in Yugoslavia. Measured against that
mission, airpower achieved a num-
ber of successes in the first six weeks.
Much of Milosevic's military infrastruc-
ture had been destroyed, and more
of it was disappearing nightly.

Operation Allied Force will be
studied in the world's war colleges
for years to come. Among the points
of irterest will be the decision, dis-
closed ahead of time, not to put
troops on the ground in Kosovo.
That, along with the pattern of re-
stricted targeting and slow escala-
tion. gave Milosevic an early initia-
tive. Assured that a severely punishing
attack was not imminent, he could
afford to watch and wait. Both the
strategic and the operational deci-
sions were made by a committee of
political leaders, while air command-
ers were relegated to the tactical
job of servicing targets.

Diplomacy and war are related, but
they are not the same. Diplomatic
objectives are ambiguous by design,
leaving room not only for negotia-
tion but also for varying interpreta-
tions, which is often beneficial for
political purposes. This was seen,
for example, in the Allied peace pro-
posal of May 6. Military objectives
are—or should be—as unambiguous
as possible. They are about employ-
ing lethal force and putting ordnance
on targets.

The difference goes a long way
toward explaining why so many as-
sumptions went awry in Kosovo. =
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letters@afa.org

Force Reinvestment

The statement by acting Secretary
of the Air Force F. Whitten Peters in
the April article “Reinvesting in the
Force” [p. 28] that even with 19 aircraft
the optempo imposed on Joint STARS
crews and their families “would be
merciless and unsustainable” is pow-
erful evidence many more aircraft are
needed. It should not be surprising the
real requirement is well above 19 air-
craft since Joint STARS is the only
system in existence that provides US
forces with situational awareness and
battle management for attacks against
forces in the surface environment. In
contrast, the US fields many more air-
craft, both [the] Air Force E-3 AWACS
and Navy E-2 AEW, to provide the
same capabilities for operations in the
air environment. It should not be for-
gotten that our allies also complement
our E-3 and E-2 force by fielding large
numbers of theirown AWACS and AEW
aircraft but have no capability remotely
similar to Joint STARS.

The Secretary’s statement also
seems to imply that optempo, rather
than operational effectiveness, is the
main reason the Air Force is investi-
gating moving the Joint STARS Mov-
ing Target Indicator mission to space.
Since operational effectiveness must
be the main concern and space sur-
veillance is many years away from
being a proven capability, it seems
that the only way to mitigate the tech-
nological risks and maintain opera-
tional effectiveness is to field a much
larger fleet of Joint STARS. Also ar-
guing for more Joint STARS now is a
comparison of the likely differences in
surveillance performance between a
future space-based MTI system and
the future Joint STARS enhanced by
the Radar Technology Insertion Pro-
gram and other upgrades.

Still another reason for a larger
fleet is the vital contribution Joint
STARS makes to operational effec-
tiveness with its battle management
capabilities. The Air Force's experi-
ence with [the Airborne Battlefield
Command and Control Center] and
AWACS has demonstrated the im-
mense advantages of using airborne
platforms for decentralized execution.

6

Operational factors such as span of
control limitations and the vital mili-
tary requirement for command and
control that can gracefully degrade
under war’s friction argue strongly
against centralizing all surveillance
and battle management decision-
making funclions in a surface com-
mand-and-control facility.
Lt. Col. Price T. Bingham,
USAF (Ret.)
Melbourne, Fla.

Wake Up, Mr. de Leon

Rudy de Leon, undersecretary [of
defense] for personnel and readiness,
needs to do more than hold town hall
meetings on the Tricare problems!
[See “DoD to Tricare: Heal Thyself,”
April,“Aerospace World,” p. 15.] Tri-
(to)-care first needs adequate fund-
ing to bring it to par with Medicare
reimbursement for same services.
Secondly, it needs to pay providers
in a timely manner. [On] March 10, |
mailed a letter to the CEO of Region
2 and 5 about a claim that languished
since Sept. 1, 1998. Finally [it was]
paid during February and March 1998.

De Leon states, “And we must do all
we can to pay our health care provid-
ers on time so that the best civilian
doctors and other health care profes-
sionals will want to participate in the
Tricare system.” Wake up. Doctors
are pulling out of [Tricare] because of
low reimbursement and continuous
claim problems. They are not stand-
ingin line just waiting for a vacancy so
they can sign up to serve us!

One of our local pharmacies wrote
off in excess of $24,000. That is cor-

Do you have a comment about a
current article in the magazine? Write
to“Letters,” Air Force Magazine, 1501
Lee Highway, Arlington, VA 22209-
1198. (E-mail: letters@afa.org.) Let-
ters shoulc be concise and timely.
Woe cannot acknowledge receipt of
letters. We reserve the right to con-
dense letters. Letters without name
and city/base and state are not ac-
ceptable. Photographs cannot be
used or returned.—THE EDITORS

rect, $24,000—due to the number of
hcurs spent on the telephone with
CHAMPUS/Tricare trying to get paid,
arswerquestions, and [being] on hold
forever. This is a [Base Realignment
and Closure] area and our prescrip-
tions were to be covered. Numerous
ccntacts with our local Congressional
representative, by various person-
nel, about this problem resulted in no
results for our local pharmacy.
CMSgt. Robert G. Saner,
USAF (Ret.)
Greenbush, Mich.

The Total Class

Kudos on your pilot training article,
“The Next Class,” in the April issue [p.
34]. However, you seem to have
missed what may be one of the great
Total Air Force success stories of all
time. A cutline on p. 40 states that
stadents at Laughlin AFB [Texas] learn
from instructors that include “FAIPs,
pilots with frontline time, and older
civilians,” but there is no mention of
the large number of Air Force Re-
serve flight instructors who teach ev-
ery day at most AETC training bases.

When AETC realized two years ago
that the active duty pilot shortage would
soon impact instructor pilots as well, it
turned to the Air Force Reserve for
help. Beginning with 40 highly quali-
fied Reserve instructors flying T-38s
in training squadrons at Columbus
[AFB, Miss.] and Vance AFB [Okla.],
the program quickly became the 340th
Flying Training Group. In just two
years, the 340th has grown to five
squadrons at five training bases, in-
cluding Laughlin. Reserve instructors
flv T-37s, T-38s, T-1s, and AT-38s
and average 2,500 flying hours; 75
percent were trained and experienced
instructor pilots when hired. When the
340th reaches full manning, it will have
85 full-time Reservists and nearly 420
traditional part-time Reservists on
board. As is the case throughout the
Air Force Reserve, these pilots are as
capable as any on active duty and
o‘ten are more experienced.

While many Reserve missions are
more glamorous, none are more im-
portant than teaching aspiring Air Force
p lots to fly. That some of our experi-
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enced pilots are entrusted with this
demanding task speaks well of the
Reserve’s ability to support the Total
Air Force in yet another mission area.
It's entirely possible that you missed
this important part of the story be-
cause no one in the Laughlin flying
squadrons thought to bring it up.
There, like everywhere else in the
Air Force, Air Force Reservists inte-
grate so well with our active duty
counterparts that no one gives it a
second thought.
Lt. Col. Robert D. Coffman,
USAF/REIP
Washington, D.C.

I will never forget the dollar ride in
the “white rocket,” feeling the adrena-
line as we landed, and | was still a
half-hour behind the airplane.

Now, let me try to express the frus-
tration | feel in my Air Force and how
disappointed | am in the senior lead-
ership for the way they have copped
out on the pilot shortage. Part of my
concern is because my son, as an
AFROTC cadet, experienced firsthand
the effect. With the Air Force needing
almost 900 pilots only little over 500
were selected, [with] the rest [named
as] alternates.

What happened to thinking out-
side of the box? Where is the innova-
tion that created some of the greatest
technological advances in aviation?
It seems rather defeatist to accept
the fact that, because of the draw-
down and forced reduction in the mili-
tary, the pilot training bases cannot
handle the needed surge in trainees.

Granted, | may not have the big
picture, but why not contract or priva-
tize some of the initial screening/
training? The Air Force has seen this
problem like storm clouds on a Kan-
sas horizon and yet has done pre-
cious little to circumvent these road-
blocks. | have lost respect for the Air
Staff if it takes this long and the only
solution is to crimp off the pipeline.

Lt. Col. Michael A. Moran,
USAF (Ret.)
Kokomo, Ind.

The article on AETC at Laughlin
AFB was interesting and well-de-
served. Air Force training is the best
in the world. You should also make
mention of other AETC operations
such as Vance AFB, which logs over
60,000 flying training hours in T-37,
T-38, and T-1 ships.

Tom Tenbrunsel
Huntsville, Ala.

| would like to correct an error in
“The Next Class.” The article incor-
rectly states that “after learning the
basics in the T-37, students are se-
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lected to split off onto two tracks.”
There are actually four tracks that
students can follow to earn their wings.
Students who choose to fly the C-130
are sentto NAS Corpus Christi, Texas,
to trainin the T-44, and students who
choose to fly helicopters proceed to
Ft. Rucker, Ala., to fly the UH-1 to
finish their training.
| am disappointed that your article
failed to mention these important train-
ing programs. Every aircraft is criti-
cal to the success of our military ob-
jectives, and it should be an honor
and a privilege to have the opportu-
nity to fly any of them.
Angela May
Little Rock, Ark.

® The photo feature was not meant
to capture the entire spectrum of
USAF pilot training; rather it was a
snapshot of training at Laughlin.—
THE EDITORS

Oversimplifying NATO

Your April article “A Half Century of
NATO” [p. 42] did a good job of con-
densing 50 years of history into sev-
eral pages. Yet it oversimplified the
somewhat tortured evolution of the
Alliance’s military policies by stating
that, after the Korean War, “NATO
based its Cold War strategy upon a
classified NATO document known as
MC 14/3 ... [that] emphasized deter-
rence of Soviet attack with forward
deployed conventional forces backed
by the threat of a potential US nuclear
response.” In fact, the NATO Military
Committee (whence the acronym MC)
originally issued a document known as
MC 14/1 after the North Atlantic
Council's New York meeting of Sep-
tember 1950. MC 14/1 and the subse-
quent Lisbon meeting of the Council in
February 1952 called for an ambitious
buildup of military forces in Europe
capable of stopping the Soviets in a
conventional war. Forexample, in sup-
port of this goal US Air Forces in Eu-
rope was programmed to grow to 28
wings by the mid-1950s—22 wings in
NATO’s Central Region and three wings
each in its northern and southern re-
gions. This would have been in addi-
tion to the presence of numerous Stra-
tegic Air Command units in theater.

The costs inherent in such a huge
military buildup soon led to second
thoughts. In October 1953, the Eisen-
hower Administration set forth its New
Look defense policy in a National Se-
curity Council document (NSC 162/2)
which de-emphasized conventional
forces in favor of obtaining more bang
for the buck from strategic and tactical
nuclear capabilities. NATO eventually
codified this strategy with MC 14/2,
adopted in April 1957. In an analogy
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popular at the time, NATO's forward
deployed forces were to be considered
a trip wire, that, if crossed, would set
off an overwhelming nuclear response.
This strategy relied not only on SAC
and RAF Strike Command but also on
the tactical nuclear capabilities of
USAFE and other Allied air forces.
Faced with the Berlin Crisis of 1961
and various challenges elsewhere in
the world, the Kennedy Administration
implemented its Flexible Response
military posture which included improv-
ing conventional weapon capabilities.
French President Charles de Gaulle,
however, opposed extension of this
philosophy to NATO. It was not until
after he pulled France out of NATO's
military structure in 1966 that the Alli-
ance was able to adopt MC 14/3. An-
nouncedin December 1967, this policy
placed more reliance on various op-
tions short of nuclear war. Ironically,
the loss of bases and developed lines
of communication in France no doubt
hurt NATO'’s prospects for waging a
defense in depth against the threat of
a full-scale Warsaw Pact invasion.
As a former USAFE historian, |
think we were indeed fortunate that
NATO’s defense plans never had to
be put to the test.
Lawrence R. Benson
Alexandria, Va.

Pollyanna Rehash

After reading the April article “Find,
Hit, Win" [p. 50] | found myself disap-
pointed that we are continuing to offer
this Pollyanna—ish view of destroying
and halting enemy moving armored
forces to our critics. Let's get away
from rehashing our successes in Desert
Storm and take a critical look at the
problems airpower faces in theaters
that do feature heavily foliated or ur-
banized terrain.

| challenge many of the assump-
tions made in the base-case scenario
as simply not realistic. Our next war
will not be a replay of our desert vic-
tory. Our enemy of the future will not
allow us the luxury of a six-month win-
dow to pre-position troops and equip-
ment to the levels assumed in the ar-
ticle, and the assumed deployment
rates are simply unrealistic to expect.
The airlift and air refueling demands
needed to deploy and sustain this base-
case operation will far overshadow the
available supply. In addition, | would
argue the real-world successes of our
weapons and sorties flown will be much
less than our successes on the test
ranges and nowhere near what this
article suggests.

We in the Air Force need to con-
tinue to develop proper doctrine on
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the correct ways to accomplish our
military goals and properly employ
specific weapon systems to accom-
plish our objectives. The decisive halt
phase s there, and it offers a very real
opportunity to limit and contain future
conflicts. The danger is to expectit to
work with the same speed and suc-
cess as it did during Desert Storm.
While the article made for interest-
ing reading and academic thought, it
is too simplistic and optimistic in the
assumptions it makes. How about a
look at the problems airpower faces
in an urban or mountainous and for-
ested environment? Let’s start plan-
ning for the next war and quit thump-
ing our chests about the last one.
Maj. Richard C. DeMars,
Air Force Doctrine Center
O/L Ft. Sill, Okla.

More Famous and Formerly
First, wasn'titin Germany that Mel
Tillis started the group “The State-
siders” before they rotated back to
the States? [See “Famous and For-
merly Enlisted,” April, p. 66.] On
Okinawa it was Al Lynch [who] had a
group called the "Westerners,” but
they had a different name every time
they worked a new place. Second,
Jimmy Dean, the country—western
singer, who later became the Sau-
sage King, started at Andrews AFB
[Md.] in the early 1950s. He also
played all the local off-base clubs.

He always drew a good crowd.
Cletus W. Whitaker
Newburg, Pa.

You missed “Big Bird.” Carroll Spin-
ney, who animates Big Bird plus a
few other Jim Henson—created char-
acters, is a former airman. My brother,
Jack Seifert, produced a Sesame
Street Christmas Show in New York
20 years ago. | was a young captain
assigned to McGuire AFB [N.J.] and
got into a nice chat with Spinney on
the set. He talked fondly about the
time he was assigned to Nellis AFB
[Nev.] and doing a puppet show on a
local network affiliate station ... and
proudly of his service.

Col. Charlie Seifert,
USAF (Ret.)
Fairfax, Va.

I believe the writer missed the boat
by not including the achievements of
some of those enlisted members who
earned a commission and went on to
great accomplishments in the mili-
tary. Two good examples come to
mind; Gens. Chuck Yeager and Paul
K. Carlton both were former enlisted
men who achieved great things in

their careers. As you may know, over
2,700 enlisted men went through fly-
ing school in their enlisted grade in
1942. Many of them went on to distin-
guished careers in the Air Force. The
Army Air Corps Enlisted Pilots Asso-
ciation has metevery two years since
1982. The war stories told at those
reunions make it clear that this was
[a) proud group with lots to brag about.
Col. Keith L. Gillespie,

USAF (Ret.)

Fort Worth, Texas

How in the world did you miss in-
cluding Jimmy Stewart in your ar-
ticle? Some do not know that he was
[at] one time enlisted, but | for one
know better. It was Dec. 19, 1941. |
was the crew chief for Brig. Gen.
William Ord Ryan. We made an over-
night stop at Moffett Field [Calif.],
and | was assigned a bunk by the
charge of quarters. His name was
acting Cpl. James Stewart.

M. Jack Holland,
USAF (Ret.)
Riverside, Calif.

m Qur list for “Famous and Formerly
Enlisted"—like that for “Mustangs”
[March 1998, p. 52]—was drawn ex-
clusively from those listed on the
Wall of Achievers at the Enlisted
Heritage Research Institute, Maxwell
AFB, Ala. Jimmy Stewart and Chuck
Yeager were featured in “Mustangs.”
Achiever Gene Bell, world power lift-
ing champion, did not qualify as for-
merly enlisted because he is still in
the service. Otherwise, all “famous
and formerly” persons on the wall at
the institute were included in the April
article, except for the following, for
whom we either did not have suffi-
cient information or photos: author
Lee Arbon, actor Charles Bronson,
actor Peter Graves, Judge Charles
Griffin, test pilot Bob Hoover, Olym-
pic shooter Terry Howard, actor De-
Forest Kelley, actor Alan Ladd, and
actor Walter Matthau.—THE EDITORS

Old Spin on Space

There you go again, allowing Doc-
tor-of-Spin Rebecca Grant (and oth-
ers) yet another platform for her (their)
one-sided expressions of opinion to
promote Air Force attempts to mas-
ter space and just about everything
of national security interest. [See “The
Move Into Space,” by Otto Kreisher,
April, p. 75.]

| feel that after 27 years of involve-
ment in naval aviation | have a rea-
sonable understanding of the value
and limits of airpower in assisting a
local commander to achieve control
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on the battlefield as an element of
our national objectives. | also sup-
port the idea that projection of power
through presence is a valid national
requirement. However, | cannot sub-
scribe to the USAF position that
airpower—or space power—alone can
achieve that objective. That has be-
come increasingly clear in Irag and
Serbia/Kosovo. It certainly cannot be
reached by flying B-2s for 15 hours
from the US and back to drop a few
bombs on isolated surface targets.

If we can’t successfully exhibit con-
trol of the ground solely by airpower,
how can we possibly expect to do so
from space? By striving for uni-ser-
vice (USAF) control of space, Krei-
sher's article completely dismisses
the most important factor involved:
the need for troops on the scene at
ground level.

[It] also mentions the growing com-
mercial expansion in space. Do Air
Force planners really expect that
profit-motivated commercial interests
will allow any military—ours or theirs—
to gain a controlling hand for a pro-
jection of power which would threaten
their monetary gain? | don’t think so.

Again, | urge some more coopera-
tive thinking for who should be our
national controlling military agency
for space utilization. To me, that
agency should be jointly staffed and
free from interservice rivalries.

Capt. T.E. Newark,
USN (Ret.)
Virginia Beach, Va.

There continues to be consider-
able commentary in the pages of Air
Force Magazine devoted to the Air
Force role in space. The Air Force
has said that it must develop a gradi-
ent of capabilities that seamlessly
transition atmospheric and space-
based force delivery methods. Some
in the House and Senate have said
that if the Air Force doesn’t more
assertively assume the role of deliv-
ering force from space they'll (try to)
formulate a service that does. Vari-
ous pundits express concern that the
Air Force will lose its “mandate” in
space. Words pour forth, but there is
little elucidation of the subject.

It's as if the physics of the matter
were amenable to such bluster and
rhetoric. Appropriate propulsion sys-
tems need to be conceived, devel-
oped, and tested. There needs to be
non-nuclear orbital energy sources that
can deliver enough precisely targeted
energy through the atmosphere—and
be discharged more often than once
in a while. The extreme vulnerability
of space-based platforms, and envi-
ronmental considerations, impose a
veil of impossibility over the whole

AIR FORCE Magazine / June 19399

matter. And there is the question of
whether mankind wants the outcome
of such activity looming over its col-
lective head. There are, after all, trea-
ties prohibiting the military use of
space. Finally, there’s cost. Are there
any targets (or national objectives)
that are worth the cost of the weapon?
Defending turf because it's there
may not be the best idea. When all is
considered, it just might be prudent
for the Air Force to let Congress es-
tablish a Space Service so that the
Air Force doesn’t have to bear the
consequence for the result.
Ernest C. Guerri
Melbourne, Fla.

As a space professional, | have
followed [the] ongoing debate over
the term “aerospace.” To putit bluntly,
air and space are two separate medi-
ums and no amount of linguistic gym-
nastics will ever change this fact. While
| agree wholeheartedly that space
operations need to be fully integrated
into air operations, | also believe just
as strongly that space operations must
also be fully integrated into land and
maritime operations as well.

The [Scientific Advisory Board] fo-
cused too much on new sensors such
as space-based radar and hyperspec-
tral sensors. New sensors are great,
but what our forces need for informa-
tional superiority is TPED that is better
and faster than the adversary. TPED
stands for Tasking, Processing, Ex-
ploitation, and Dissemination. Task-
ing is simply telling the sensor where
to point and take a “picture.” Process-
ing is developing the picture. Exploita-
tion is identifying what is in the picture
and dissemination is getting the ex-
ploited information (aka useful intelli-
gence) to the user in the proper format
and in a timely manner. Fast and effi-
cient TPED will enable our forces to
operate inside an adversary's decision
cycle—a must for the light, lean, and
lethal AEF concept.

Systems that will improve TPED
are under development. For example,
the Space Warfare Center is develop-
ing the Multi-Source Tactical System.
MSTS provides updated fused infor-
mation to give our aircrews better situ-
ational awareness while en route to
the target. The Air National Guard
and the National Reconnaissance
Office are collaborating to develop a
Theater Deployable Imagery System.
TDIS will provide the disadvantaged
users at the wing level the ability to
receive updated imagery, manipulate
it, and then produce both hard and
soft copy outputs.

Maj. Tom “Dingo” Doyne
Air Command and Staff College
Maxwell AFB, Ala.
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Awesome!
| was elated to see the article on
gunships in [Southeast Asia] in the
April issue [“The Awesome Power of
Air Force Gunships,” p. 78]. The AC-
119 has been the unknown step child
for too many years. | was among the
first crew members to check out in the
AC-119G Shadow and was one of the
fortunate ones to fly one of the first
missions on Jan. 5, 1969. | was also
on the only crew to fly missions over
the Ho Chi Minh Trail in the G-model
Shadow, which we quickly figured out
was not a good idea. But the K-model
Stinger did an excellent job later on.
Our role in the gunship history has
been overlooked for too long. ltis true
we were intended as an interim fix,
but our role in the Vietnam War was
significant and noteworthy and we have
suffered too long in the shadow of
other weapon systems. | am in no way
trying to take away from all the aircraft
and crews that served so nobly but
am only asking for equal recognition.
All of us who served in the AC-119
gunships are proud to have done so
and hold our heads and hats high.
Maj. W.H. Hamilton,
USAF (Ret.)
Mountain Home, Idaho

Fine article, and | am so glad to see
[Walter Boyne] finally recognized that
there were indeed AC-119Gs and AC-
119Ks in Vietnam. | do not recall any
of the AC-119G Shadows that | flew
being equipped with radar—not the
DPN-34 or the SPR-3 radars. | must
have flown only the early models?
The 17th Special Operations Squad-
ronwas notreplaced by the 18th SOS.
The assets of the 17th were turned
over to [the] Republic of Vietnam Air
Force (819th Squadron, VNAF) in 1971
and those of the 18th (821st Squad-
ron, VNAF) in 1972-73.

Col. Wendell E. Cosner,
USAF (Ret.)
Albuquerque, N.M.

Awesome power was not the only
outstanding characteristic of the Air
Force gunship program. When | ar-
rived at Ubon [RTAB, Thailand] to
become the OIC, Gunship Branch (and
later commander of the 8th Organiza-
tional Maintenance Squadron), the AC-
130s were suffering an extremely high
rate of aborted flights. My first order
from Col. Pat Humphreys, the wing
commander, was that | had “one week
to get Balls Eleven in the air.” The
aircraft, suffering from a plethora of
maintenance problems, had not flown
during the past 50 days. We did, and
it did! And from that time forward, the
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16th SOS, supported gallantly by the
8th Tactical Fighter Wing maintenance
organizations, flew 1,327 consecutive
missions off on time [and] flown as
briefed. The string was broken on the
1,328th sortie by an IFF system which
failed after the airplane had crossed
the fence. There's something to be
said for durability, also!
Col. R.L. “Bob” Griffin
USAF (Ret.)
Tucson, Ariz.

As a direct beneficiary of the work
of an Air Force gunship crew, | was
fascinated by Boyne’s article. On April
25, 1969, my UH-1H was the third
101st Airborne Division Huey forced
to land in an LZ on the northeast
edge of the northern A Shau Valley.
Our intelligence before the combat
assault was a little murky, but it got
[really] clear later that we'd landed
next to a [North Vietnamese Army]
regimental headquarters.

There were about 25 of us on the
ground the first night and the NVA
must have had about a 100 rocket-
propelled grenades for each one of
us. They probed our perimeter a
couple of times. Thankfully, we had
all those M-60 door guns—but each
one had just one box of 7.62 mm.

What could have ended up a little
like the Alamo turned around when a
Spooky arrived on scene. There's
nothing quite as helpless as an Army
warrant officer without his aircraft and
without a radio, so | do not know
where the gunship came from or what
type of ship it was.

We couldn’t see the plane, just heard
all those engines droning overhead.
When it opened fire, it was like some-
one was spraying red ink through a
fire hose. For several seconds after
each burst ended, | could hear the
crashing of trees and limbs that rain of
metal had sawed down. It seems like
it was on station for hours, and while
it was there, the bad guys didn't probe
our perimeter, didn't fire anything at
us, didn't bother us much at all.

I finally was picked up April 27, and
every now and then, | wonder about
what | owe that gunship crew.

Chris Genna
Aerospace reporter,
South County Journal
Kent, Wash.

Your interesting article about Air
Force gunships left out a fairly recent
success story involving these power-
ful weapons platforms. A short time
line from October 1993 can illustrate
this achievement:

Oct. 3—4: 18 Americans are killed,

75 wounded in downtown Mogadishu
[Somalia]in the Bakhara Market battle.

Oct. 6: A mortar attack on the
Ranger compound at Mogadishu |AP
leaves another American dead and
12 wounded.

Oct. 8: Something is going on out-
side the walls of the airport that
evening; after bursts of machine-gun
fire are heard relatively close to the
Air Force compound, yours truly and
the other compound dwellers are or-
dered into bunkers to brace for yet
another attack by Somalis. Shortly
thereafter, a series of explosions can
be heard, each getting closer and
closer to the airport. Later we will
hear, those explosions were 105 mm
shells from an AC-130 gunship.

Oct. 9: The day is very quiet.

Oct. 10: [Somali warlord Mohamed
Farrah] Aideed decides to meet with
UN officials to discuss a cease-fire.

Capt. William F. Sims,
USAF (Ret.)
San Antonio

As aformer 16th SOS member and
commander of Spectre One crew, |
am very familiar with the operations
of the 16th [SOS] during its first year
at Ubon.

The first three crews to arrive at
Ubonin October 1968 joined the group
of six pilots and several other crew
members who were at Ubon with the
original test AC-130. This was aircraft
tail No. 41626 which had been operat-
ing in theater for several months prior
to our arrival. Subsequent to our ar-
rival at Ubon, ferry crews brought in
our aircraft. There were a total of five
AC-130s, one being the first produc-
tion model of the C-130, No. 33129.
The other four aircraft were Nos.
41623,41627,41629, and 41630. With
the arrival of these five AC-130s, No.
41626 returned to Wright-Patterson
AFB [Ohio].

This was the first experience in com-
bat for the majority of the members of
the three crews. Our year was a period
of learning, developing gunship proce-
dures, and amassing an enviable record
of truck kills. Boyne referred to the
hazardous work of our squadron, and
to this | can totally agree. He men-
tioned an aircraft taking a hit on March
3, 1969. The actual date was March 5,
and it was aircraft No. 41629 flown by
my crew. That night we were hit be-
tween the main landing gear and sus-
tained major damage to the right gear
and gear bulkhead. Only minor dam-
age repairs were made to keep the
plane in operation. This is the same
aircraft which we were flying on May
29, 1969, when we were hit by two
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rounds of anti-aircraft fire, one that
destroyed our hydraulic systems. This
left us with no flight controls since the
C-130 is a hydraulic aircraft. With en-
gine power and aileron trim, we were
able to return to Thailand, where | had
most of the crew bail out. The co-pilot,
flight engineer, and | then attempted a
landing. We did get the airplane on the
runway, but the right landing gear col-
lapsed and we veered off from the
runway, where we hit a runway barrier
reel. An explosion and fire followed.
My co-pilot, a navigator (whom | didn't
know stayed onboard), and | were able
to get out of the inferno, but my flight
engineer, for reasons unknown to me,
did not escape. The illuminator opera-
tor was wounded by one of the rounds
that hit the tail and died prior to our
attempted landing. This did not reduce
our gunship strength by a quarter, but
by one fifth. The next AC-130 to join
the 16th SOS was Surprise Package,
tail No. 60490, which arrived as our
three crews were departing.
Col. William J. Schwehm,
USAF (Ret.)
Lakewood, Wash.

Three-Time Winner

| read with great interest your ar-
ticle “Lucky Lady I1” in the March
issue [p. 72]. It was an excellent ar-
ticle. Near the end of the article you
wrote that the crew received the
MacKay Trophy for their flight and
mentioned other winners, such as
“Hap” Arnold, Edward Rickenbacker,
and Jimmy Doolittle, but no mention
of the only three-time winner, John A.
Macready!

He was awarded the MacKay Tro-
phy in 1921 (altitude), 1922 (endur-
ance), and 1923 (first nonstop flight
across the United States). He was
also the first crop duster and the first
to make an aerial photographic sur-
vey of America, first night parachute
jump, etc.

Sally M. Wallace
Hamilton City, Calif.

® |Wallace’'s sister, Jo-Anne M. Cal-
houn, also wrote. They are the
daughters of John A. Macready, an
aviation pioneer with the Army Air
Service.—THE EDITORS

Sandbox Revisited

| just finished reading “Desert
Stronghold”[February, p. 44]—what
a great story. It brought back a few
memories of my 1995 90-day TDY to
Al Jaber, Kuwait. Folks rotating to
the Sandbox are truly the unsung

heroes in the Air Force.
MSgt. James E. Riner Jr.,
Supt., Force Readiness
Aviano AB, ltaly
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| O Conference program

® This letter originally ran in “Let-
ters” [p. 8] in the April issue. How-
ever, the text was garbled.—r7HE EDI-
TORS

| find it astonishing that someone
flying the pine in Washington can
look at a single picture and come up
with so many things wrong with a
fighting position thousands of miles
away. Lt. Col. Stephen P. Howard
[‘Life inthe Sandbox,” “Letters,” April,
p. 8] offers advice after making quite
a few of assumptions regarding mis-
sion, enemy, terrain, friendly forces,
and availability of materiel.

Colonel, | believe your heart is in
the right place, and you obviously

[ Trade visitor information
O Hotel information

I Messe Berlin

Internet http://www.ila-berlin.de

know your stuff when it comes to
force protection, but | think you would
have served your cause better by
sending a private letter to the com-
mander on the ground, rather than
spotlighting your own expertise in a
national magazine.
SMSgt. David V. Jenkins,
USAF
Combat Maneuver Training Center
Hohenfels, Germany

UCAYV Is Not Around Corner

It was very interesting, reading
“UCAVs Move Toward Feasibility”
[March, p. 32]. | was a bit surprised to
read how expectantly the Air Force is
pursuing the [Uninhabited Combat
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Air Vehicle] concept. Pursuing the
technology and engineering to make
this a viable concept is good, but to
think that deployable UCAVs are
around the corner—don't hold your
breath. The concept has several very
large obstacles to overcome. Such
obstacles were mentioned in the ar-
ticle; however, they should be under-
scored.

The complexity of UAV operations
is underestimated. To operate a “sim-
ple” target drone currently uses one
controller and his assistant to ensure
that the drone and the air intercept
are well-coordinated. Human—machine
interface must make great leaps to
allow one operator to “manage” many
UCAVs at once in a tactical combat
environment. Secondly, a UAV or
UCAV must make similar leaps in re-
liability in both aircraft and control.
The aircraft must have redundant sub-
systems, because when a malfunc-
tion occurs the pilot’s not there to
analyze and circumvent the problem.
Also the communications bandwidth
must be large and solid. This will con-
tinue to plague the UAV community
until we can better control the elec-
tronic battlefield. When such prob-
lems are well in hand, its first job
should be [Suppression of Enemy Air
Defenses]. Or will it get the chance?
Missiles appear to me to offer less risk
and more economy. As the technol-
ogy of UCAV advances, so will that of
missiles. A series of long-range/loiter
missiles would become the strike pack-
age, eliminating the need for SEAD.
The UCAV concept could yield some
technological and engineering ben-
efits. UAVs may well continue to be
part of the Air Force's inventory of
weapons. | don't agree UCAVs will
become “animportant part of the force
structure.”

Maj. Alvin Brunner,
Lynn Haven, Fla.

Symington Letter Rebutted
Since Stu Symington and Jack
Northrop were long-term friends of
mine, | wish [Richard] Russell had
been a bit more specific. [See “Sy-
mington,” “Letters,” April, p. 9.] With
what company did Symington pres-
sure Northrop to merge? Powerful as
Symington may have been as Secre-
tary of the Air Force, | wonder if he
had the authority to cause all flying

wing aircraft to be destroyed?
Col. Charles Stearns,
USAFR (Ret.)
Santa Barbara, Calif.

Timely Year Group
Bruce Callander’s article “You and
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Your Year Group” [March, p. 38]could
not have been more accurate or
timely. As a member of the 1980 year
group, | am a prime example of how
“one's place in the chronological peck-
ing order can affect promotions, sepa-
rations, and earnings.” | am about
the firstin the barrel to test the ability
to receive a waiver to retire as a
lieutenant colonel with two years in
grade instead of three.

Having served a tour working fighter
assignments at Air Force Personnel
Center from 1892-96, | am extremely
familiar with the bathtub and distribu-
tion of year groups. The problem for
our specific year group stems from
the factthatthe 1979 year groupis so
large that the 1980 year group was
greatly delayed in promotion to both
major and lieutenant colonel. Our
primary board to major was two years
after the 1979 year group’s primary
board, and the same was true for our
lieutenant colonel board. Thus, over
two-thirds of the 1980 year group
pinned on lieutenant colonel rank af-
ter the 17-year pointin their commis-
sioned careers. This makes it impos-
sible to retire in grade at 20 years of
service because the available waiver
is not being granted.

When | questioned why the waiver
is not being granted, | was told that it
is because retention and Air Force
total end strength numbers are low.
The fact is that this will not affect
retention a bit because one ... may
still retire at the conclusion of the
ADSC, albeit in the next lower grade.
This means that | am retiring as a
major and still not positively affecting
retention or end strength numbers.

If | would stay for one more year in
the Air Force just to receive another
$355 per month in retirement pay, |
will lose almost $20,000 in airline pay
by the end of my second year of retire-
ment. The net loss gets even larger
with each subsequent year.

Disapproving the existing waiver
to retire with only two years in grade
has helped neither retention nor Air
Force end strength numbers. | hon-
estly don't believe that the retire-
ment-eligible lieutenant colonels are
the ones the Air Force should be
trying to retain. Additionally, younger
Air Force members see this and ques-
tion their own place in the puzzle, as
they decide which road to take.

Lt. Col. (soon to be Maj.) Bill
Goodwin
Hill AFB, Utah

Atanumber of times in this century
the military [services] have offered
leaves of absence or similar programs

to encourage members of one year
group to move into more junior year
groups. The last time USAF did this
was in the mid-1970s when they
wanted to smooth out the Vietnam
War “hump.” Such a program would
offer people the opportunity to pur-
sue personal goals related to educa-
tion, family matters, religion, etc. This
can be a very attractive option, espe-
cially when people are sure there will
be a job waiting for them when their
leave [is] over. | hope the corporate
memory has not forgotten this op-
tion.
Lt. Col. M.J. Bettencourt,
USAF (Ret.)
Black Forest, Colo.

lam puzzled. AFPC claims there is
a terrible pilot shortage, but Fig. 2 of
this article shows healthy overages
in every year group from nine (com-
missioned service) to 28, except for
years 24 and 25, which are about
equal. Using paper-napkin analysis,
| estimate that these overages fill the
shortage bathtub all the way to about
800 of year six, leaving a gap of
about 1,050 for years six, seven, and
eight—not 13,986 as claimed.

One might aver that the older pi-
lots might not be as good as younger,
more energetic ones. | suggest that
experienced pilots might prove far
more valuable than any gaggle of
charging young stallions, simply be-
cause they've survived long enough
to gain that experience. Do we want
smart pilots or just aggressive ones?

| submit that USAF has tried to
solve its navigator shortage (visible
in Fig. 4) by doing just what | did with
my napkin: rounding up every navi-
gator [who] will hold still in year groups
10 through 28 and hustling [him or
her] back into those empty cockpit
billets in years two through nine.

No talk of navigator bonuses—just
lectures about going where one is
told for the needs of USAF and simi-
lar variations on the theme of “ser-
vice before self.” Extensions to 24
years for twice-deferred majors will
snare more navs than it would in any
other specialty, since they are de-
ferred for promotion at higher rates;
neither do they have a six-figure ca-
reer field they can flee into as easily
as pilots do with the airlines. Read-
ers who still retain shreds of memory
might note that AFPC has been busily
sending “please come back” letters
to navigators [separated under re-
duction in force moves] in the early
1990s.

As a navigator, | can be attacked
on grounds of self-interest. How does
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that affect the substance of my argu-
ments?

Dean C. Spraggins

Bellevue, Neb.

Desert One—More to Learn

| was pleased to see your article on
the Iranian hostage rescue attempt
generate so much response. [See
“Views of Desert One,” “Letters,”
March, p. 6.]1 believe that historians
still have a great deal to learn about
this operation, and it won't be learned
just from the people who decide to
write books about it. At times, these
publications are as much about self-
justification as they are history. The
real lessons yet to be learned will
come from the thousands of people
who were involved in one way or
another but have yet to tell their tale.
Two of your recent letters interested
me greatly.

Maj. Gen. [Cornelius] “Nute” Nug-
teren, like many others, asked about
an assessment of this operation’s po-
tential using the HH-53 Pave Low. This
idea had advocates even as the prepa-
ration and training for this mission was
under way. As [members] of the 1st
Special Operations Wing, we knew that
our H-3 helicopters weren'’t up to the
task. We were, however, involved in
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planning conferences and exercises
where such options were discussed.
We knew then that the right bird for the
job was the Pave Low, but this idea did
not receive much interest from the se-
nior officers running these sessions. |
believe their concerns about security,
flavored with a touch of interservice
protectionism, convinced them that the
benefits of this aircraft didn’t outweigh
the security risks. Later, as problems
with Marine helicopter pilot training
arose, momentum and time constraints
made changing to the Pave Low too
tough to do.

The fact that many senior officers
recognized this option as a sound al-
ternative can be seen in how quickly
the Pave Low assets were “chopped”
to special operations after the rescue
attempt failed. Planning immediately
commenced for another attempt with
the Pave Low as a centerpiece. There
are many Air Force helicopter pilots
and engineers still serving today who
were key players in this operation, and
| hope their stories will be told as well.

One other aspect of this operation
was highlighted in the letter you pub-
lished from Lt. Col. John F. Guilmartin
Jr. He put his finger on something
which | saw from my limited experi-
ences. Operational experience, par-

ticularly special ops experience, was
not at a premium in the Air Force in
1979 and 1980. in the year prior to the
fall of the embassy in Tehran, the com-
mander of the 1st Special Operations
Wing had to prepare plans on how to
disperse the wing assets and close the
base. Many viewed special ops as a
post—Vietnam dinosaur whose time for
extinction had come. Flying helicop-
ters was viewed as the fast track to a
short career. This was particularly true
in Tactical Air Command. The wing
survived the budget knife that year and
within two months, we had a crisis on
our hands for which these same as-
sets were needed. Many units in the
Air Force had some “special ops” train-
ing in their syllabus. Therefore, many
presumed to know more about special
operations than wisdom should have
permitted. Those most in the know
were the least in favor and their voices
were seldom heard.
Wheneverknowledge is discounted,
and operational experience becomes
a square to fill instead of a skill to be
developed, we place our success, our
futures, and our people at risk. It hap-
pened. Will it happen again?
Lt. Col. Bruce Adriance,
USAF (Ret.)
Warner Robins, Ga.

Defense Against the Cuner Mhreat

From Cold War to Cyber War, ANSER has been
developing strategies, tools and solutions for
over forty years. ANSER provides decision-
makers like you an on-call resource of seasoned
experts and multidisciplinary experience.

ANSER, a not-for-profit public service research
institute, is trusted by government clients to
conduct impartial analyses and present viable
options — free from conflict of interest.

From vulnerability assessments and require-
ments analyses to decision support planning,
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The Investment Drought

Tracking USAF’s Budget

Millions of Constant FY 2000 Dollars

Year
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

Investment vs. Operations

70
60
50
40

Percent

30
20

10

Total
$121,165
$115,613
$105,944

$96,224
$89,587
$83,069
$81,097
$78,164
$76,161
$78.236
$77,723
$78,615

Investment
$58,526
$54,181
$43,377
$42,293
$39,781
$34,105
$31,197
$30,839
$31,019
$31,974
$33,075
$32,780

Current Ops

$62,639
$61,432
$62,567
$55,931
$4¢,806
$46,964
$49,900
$47,325
$45,142
$46,262
$4<,648
$45,835

As z percentage of USAF budget

The slump in Air Force
investment has entered
its second decade, as
the figures for Fiscal
1989-2000 show. Invest-
ment comprises all fund-
ing for procurement;
research, development,
test, and evaluation; and
military construction.
Current operations fund-
ing comprises every-
thing else—mainly
operations and mainte-
nance and military per-
sonnel.

Investment, in absolute
terms, peaked at $58.5
billion in 1989, seen as
the last year of the
Reagan buildup. Declin-
ing investment since
then bottomed out at
$30.8 billion in 1996. A
slight uptick of about 6.2
percent from 1997
through 1999 is followed
by a proposed drop in
investment in 2000, to
$32.8 billion.
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By Peter Grier

Curtis Bows Out

Former Deputy Secretary of En-
ergy Charles B. Curtis, whom the
White House had planned to tap as
its next nominee to be Secretary of
the Air Force, withdrew his name from
consideration for the post.

Curtis had become concerned that
his confirmation hearing in the Senate
would focus on lax security at Energy
Department labs, said Pentagon
spokesman Kenneth H. Bacon on April
9. The result would be “a lengthy,
protracted confirmation hearing” that
would “deny the Air Force a perma-
nent Secretary,” said Bacon. At least
one DoE lab has allegedly been the
source of leaks of sensitive nuclear
weapons technology to the Chinese.

Curtis, a Washington lawyer, was

US Mobilizes Guard, Reserve for Balkan Duty

President Clinton authorized Secretary of Defansa William S. Cohen to call up
members of the National Guard and the Reserve to active duty to provide suppcrt
for NATO operations in and around Kosovo, the Defense Department reported.

The Pentagon declared April 27 that roughly 2,000 Guardsmen and Reservisis
will be called up initially for support of air-refueling operations. and others may be

called in the future as required.

Clinton approved a Presidential Selected Reserve Call-up, or PSRC. to sup-
port NATO operations. It authorizes Cohen to call up 33,102 members of the

Selected Reserve to active duty.

Announcing the move, Cohen said, “Until now, we nave bzen able to meet many
of our military requirements for operations in -he Balkans using volunteers from the
National Guard and Reserve who have been serving side by side with the active
forces.” He added, "Ongoing operations now require more support from the reserve
forces. The PSRC is designed to help us meet those expanding needs.”

Guard and Reserve forces are thoroughly intagrated into the Total A r Force.
For example, more than half of USAF's aerial refuelinc capability and airkift
capacity resides in the Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve Command.

US law permits a President to call to active duty up to 2C0,000 membars of the
Selected Reserve and the Individual Ready Reserve for up to 270 days.

a classmate of Secretary of Defense
William S. Cohen's at Boston Uni-
versity’s law school. He had been
involved in security matters as a
deputy secretary at the Energy De-
partment and “has been cited for his
zeal in dealing with [security] prob-
lems,” insisted Bacon, when asked
about the withdrawal.

Lax security at DoE labs has be-
come acontroversial subjectin Wash-
ington, with Republicans charging that
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the Clirton Administration did not
react quickly enough to reporis of
Chinzse espionage. Recznt reports
indicate that, among other things, the
Chinsse may have obtained data on
the exact shape of the Trident || W88
nuclear warhead.

F-22 Back in the Skies

The F-22 is back in the skies after
e planned three months of ground
tests and system updates. On April 8,

The reserve force call-up wlll beef up
USAF refueling operations in the
Balkans.

Lockheed Martin test pilot Jon Beesley
flew Raptor 02 to an altitude of 50,000
feet and performed both flutter tests
and flying quality maneuvers.

“The entire F-22 team is excited
about moving into the next phase of
testactivity,” said Tom Burbage, presi-
dant of Lockheed Martin Aeronauti-
cal Sysiems. “The tests and modifi-
cations performed on the F-22 over
the past three months will pave the
way for expanded flight activity the
rest of this year.”

The flight hiatus started at the be-
g nning of 1999. Technicians swarmed
over the two F-22s assigned to the
Combined Test Facility at Edwards
AFB, Calif., trying out maintenance
tasks and completing support equip-
ment validations. Among the changes
the ground tests produced were modi-
fications to landing gear support equip-
ment and reduced tool requirements.

“Testing a fighter aircraft today s
really a combination of ground tests
and flignt tests,” said Maj. Gen. (sel.)
Michael C. Mushala, director of the
F-22 Systems Program Office. “The
F-22 has performed extremely well 'n
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Shining Hope Aids
Expelled Kosovars

Responding to the tidal wave of eth-
nic Albanians fleeing “ethnic cleansing”
operations in Kosovo, the Air Force gen-
arated the largest humanitarian airlift in
Europe in 50 years.

Not since the Berlin Airlift of 194849
have Europeans seen such a massive
movement of food, medicine, tents, and
supplies.

The airlift, part of NATO's Operation
Shining Hope, delivered to Kosovar refu-
gees in the first month alone more than
3,150 tons of emergency supplies—
2,000 tons of food, 400 tons of shelter
gear, 520 tons of support equipment,
140 tons of bedding, 30 tons of medical
supplies, and 60 tons of vehicles.

More than 1 million ethnic Albanians—
more than half of Kosovo's former total
population—have been displaced as a
result of the fighting that began to esca-
late in March 1998 and went into high
gear with the start of Operation Allied
Force March 24. The NATO offensive
campaign sought to compel Yugoslav forces to halt operations in Kosovo and
withdraw.,

Of the total refugees, more than 500,000 have crossed the border from Kosovo
into Macedonia, Albania, and Montenegro, where they are concentrated in
spartan refugee camps. The rest are displaced within the war-wracked Yugoslav
province itself.

Joint Task Force Shining Hope provided a lifeline of sorts for Kosovars outside of
their homeland. The US effort comprises airmen, soldiers, sailors, and Marines, who
are at work in the Albanian capital of Tirana and Skopje, Macedonia, supporting the
United Nations® plan for distributing humanitarian supplies to the refugees.

Leading JTF Shining Hope is Maj. Gen. William S. Hinton Jr., commander of
USAFE’s 3d Air Force. He directs the mission from a communications facility in
Germany.

The operation began April 5. Forty airmen from the 86th Contingency Re-
sponse Group, Ramstein AB, Germany, arrived in Tirana, established a base
camp at a local airfield, and made preparations for a relief force to follow. The US
presence grew to about 400.

C-5s, C-17s, and C-130s have hauled many tons of supplies, including a loader
and forklifts. The airlifters have brought in thousands of prepackaged humanitar-
ian daily rations, as well as support equipment. A contract 747 carried tons of
rations, or about 68,000 meals, in one early flight. Relief supplies include tents,
cols, sleeping bags, blankets, and 700,000 daily rations.

Flights have originated not only in Europe but also from points in the United
States. Supplies have been offloaded not only in Albania and Macedonia but also
in Italy, where they were transferred to ships for transport.

Other US services and NATO countries, including France and England, are
also providing humanitarian assistance.

both areas, demonstrating 25 per-
cent more flight test points and 20
percent more logistics, or ground test,
points than originally planned.”

The ground team also carried outa
number of planned modifications to
the aircraft themselves. These in-
cluded new brakes, new fuel pumps
and fuel system probes, and new
flight control actuators and horizon-
tal tails to meet stiffness requirements.

Raptor 02 also received a spin re-
covery chute for use in upcoming
high-angle-of-attack testing.

During the coming months, flight
tests will attempt to push the F-22
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pastMach 1.8 and demonstrate super-
cruise, or the ability to cruise faster
than the speed of sound without use
of afterburners. If all goes well the
Department of Defense will likely
award contracts for the first six pro-
duction F-22s in November.

JSF Goes Back for Replanning
The Pentagon has asked the two
contractors vying to build the Joint
Strike Fighter, Boeing and Lockheed
Martin, to submit reworked plans to
make sure they can finish the dem-
onstration phase of the program with-
out busting their $1.1 billion budgets.

A1C Jimmy Blevins, 437th Security Forces Squadron, Charleston AFB, S.C.,
provides security for a C-17 at Tirana, Albania, where US forces have been
deployed to provide humanitarian aid to Kosovo Albanian refugees.

The Pentagon requested both com-
panies to submit their revised plans,
detailing how they propose to remain
on budget and on schedule through
the concept demonstration phase to
downselectin 2001, by the end of April.

The move came in response to a
$100 million cost overrun by Lockheed
and an aircraft redesign by Boeing,
which might add cost in the future.
The JSF concept demonstration pro-
gram began in November 1996 and
will end when a contractor is selected
in 2001. Boeing announced April 7
that it has begun final assembly of its
model, the X-32A, two weeks ahead
of schedule.

DoD program officials had not set
a date for completing a review of the
revised plans.

Luke Finds F-16 Engine Cracks

An investigation looking at the
causes of a series of crashes at Luke
AFB, Ariz., has found significant en-
gine cracks in 18 F-16 fighters, the
Air Force stated in late April after
completing inspections of the 190
F-16s located at Luke.

The cracks were found in relatively
old Pratt & Wnitney 220 engines. They
were located in augmenter ducts,
which help boost engine thrust by
channeling exhaust from the engine’s
nozzles. Some of the cracks were up
to an inch long, said officials.

Luke has been bedeviled by acci-
dents, with six base F-16s crashing
since last October. Air Force officials
temporarily halted flights at the base
after a March crash near Phoenix.
Flights were halted once again after
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Allied Force’s “Amazing” Achievement

A May 3, 1999, analysis of the USAF-led Balkan War by Anthony Cordesman,
senior fellow for strategic assessment at the Center for Strategic and Interna-
tional Studies in Washington, contained this statement:

“As of April 27, NATO had flown over 11,574 sorties with only one loss—an
F-117—in combat and with no accidents costing the lite of a pilot or destroying an
aircraft. It had flown over 4,423 attack sorties under some of the most difficult
weather and terrain conditions that can be encountered in modern warfare and
under extremely demanding rules of engagement designed to limit collateral
damage. Since thattime, NATO has flown over 14,000 sorties, although it has lost
an F-16C/D to engine failure and one AV-8B in an accident. .

*NATO has had few incidents involving collateral damage and only two

-invelving Kosovar Muslim civilians. There were four to five strikes on Serbian and
Kosovar civlians during some 4,423 attack sorties. This was a maximum ‘mistake
rate’ of about 0.11 percent per attack sortie flown. By {May 3], there have been
‘seven to eight incidents involving serious collateral damage in Serbia. This is still
a mistake rate of under 0.2 percent per attack sortie flown. This is an amazing

tactical and technical achievement.”

the sixth crash, which occurred April
26 near the White Tank Mountain
Range, northwest of the base.

Service officials announced three
days later that faulty landing gear
was the probable cause of the latest
crash, involving an F-16D which had
passed the engine inspection. It was
the first instance of a landing gear—
related crash and prompted an in-
spection of 100 of the fighters with
similar equipment.

However, with four of the six crashes
engine-related, the Air Force has be-
come increasingly concerned about
the older F-16 power plants. The prob-
lems now stretch from cracks to bear-
ings to compressors and turbines.

Many F-16s are now powered by a
newer, updated Pratt & Whitney en-
gine, the F100-PW-229.

“The Air Force has never lost an
F-16 equipped with a 229 engine,”
said company spokesman Tim Burris.

NMD Test Postponed

The Ballistic Missile Defense Or-
ganization has postponed the first
scheduled intercept test in the Na-
tional Missile Defense program from
mid-June until mid-to-late August,
officials said April 14.

The move is apparently precau-
tionary, not the result of any specific
problem. Officials do not want NMD—
which would be the heart of any
planned missile defense of the United
States homeland—to suffer through
the same growing pains as its troubled
little brother, the Theater High Alti-
tude Area Defense system.

The planned experiment will in-
volve launch of a target missile from
Vandenberg AFB, Calif., and a proto-
type interceptor from Kwajalein atoll
in the central Pacific. “Additional time
is needed to complete detailed sys-
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tems checks and inspections prior to
the test,” said a Pentagon statement
on the decision.

Even with the delay the NMD pro-
gram may be rushing things some-
what, according to a report from DoD’s
director of operational test and evalu-
ation, Philip E. Coyle Ill.

Over the next six years NMD has
scheduled an average of three inter-
cept tests per year, Coyle said in a
report to Congress. That does not
leave enough time between shots to
apply lessons learned, he said.

This spring both the House and
Senate passed legislation calling for
deployment of a National Missile De-
fense “as soon as technologically pos-
sible.”

NMD proponents say the bill en-
sures that deployment of such a sys-
tem is now a matter of when, not if.

The Clinton Administration disputes
that interpretation, saying that the
legislation makes clear that NMD is
still subject to the annual military
appropriations process, and thus li-
able to cancellation, as are other pro-
posed new weapons.

USAF Defends SBIRS Tactic

Acting Air Force Secretary F. Whit-
ten Peters is defending the service’s
decision to channel $1.4 billion into
key modernization accounts rather
than use the funds to keep the 2002
launch date for the Space Based In-
frared System High.

SBIRS High would be a crucial set
of eyes for any National Missile De-
fense effort and space-minded law-
makers have objected to past reduc-
tions in the program.

When the Air Force received an
extra $1.4 billion in funds from the
Clinton Administration this fall, Sen.
Bob Smith (R) of New Hampshire

questioned why part of the money
was not used to prevent the first
SBIRS High launch from slipping to
2004—a prospective delay first re-
vealed in budget papers this year.

Such items as F-16 aircraft, preci-
sion air targeting pods, and an extra
Joint STARS radar airplane were sim-
ply much higher priorities, said Pe-
ters in a letter to senators this April.

“If you will look at the Air Force's
unfunded priority list, you will see
thatthere are many high-priority items
that could not be funded,” Peters said.
“Given these circumstances, we could
just see no way to divert funds from
other high-priority programs in order
to restore the 2002 launch.”

Phoenix Aviator Rising

Phoenix Aviator 20—the Air Force's
new pilot retention program—has
been highly successful so far, say Air
Force personnel officials.

Nearly 400 of the 1,500 service pi-
lots eligible for the program have signed
up since it began Oct. 1, says Lt. Col.
Philip Barbee, head of the PA-20 pro-
gram office at the Air Force Personnel
Center at Randolph AFB, Texas.

“Thisis agreatprogram,”said Barbee.
“It offers several benefits to pilots in
turn for a commitment to stay on active
duty past 20 years of service.”

The basic aim of PA-20 is to help
retiring pilots make the transition to
commercial airlines. Among other in-
centives, it promises enrollees a flying
job their last two years in the Air Force
and guarantees an interview with one
of its participating airlines.

As of mid-April, 31 enrollees had
gone through the interview process.
Thirteen had received job offers.

“The biggest carrot of the program
has turned out to be the interview.
Interviews with a commercial airline
are hard to come by,” said Barbee.

Lt. Col. John C. O’Donnell was one
of the PA-20 participants offered air-
line employment. He recently finished
his USAF career with an assignment
as an advisor to an Air National Guard
KC-135 unit. O’'Donnell says that PA-
20 will be an effective way for the
service to try and entice pilots at the
15-t0-16-year mark to stay.

“Many aircrew members just want
to fly,” he said. “The opportunity to go
from a staff job back to the cockpit for
your last two years in the service
certainly sweetens the pot.”

Missile Crew Assignments
Extended

The first tour of duty for new mis-
sile combat crew officers has been
extended from three to four years, Air
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Force Space Command officials said.
The move will provide the officers
in the space and missile operations
career field with more opportunities to
gain experience, accordingto AFSPC.
“This is a win—win situation for ev-
eryone,” said Col. Perry N. Karraker,
chief of the operations and training
evaluation division for AFSPC.

“New officers in a four-year tour will
get a chance to grow and take some of
those desirable jobs, such as flight
commander and assistant flight com-
mander, that many of the officers in a
three-year tour miss out on.”

The change took effect March 25
with Class 99-11 of Undergraduate
Space and Missile Training, held at
Vandenberg AFB, Calif. Reaction
seems positive so far.

“I'm excited about the change,” said
2d Lt. Timothy Koczur, a 99-11 stu-
dent. "It will provide stability for my
family and give me a chance to grow
as an officer.”

On the downside, the change means
an extra year at a northern-tier USAF
base where winter can close around
you like a clenched fist and large
metropolitan areas are a long ways
away. It is an experience that can be
particularly hard on single officers.

But that is a problem that was pre-
existing. The added year does not
make it significantly worse, said some
single students.

“| already considered this when |
came to missiles,” said 2d Lt. John

Bales, another 99-11 student. “l have
my four-wheel-drive truck and plan to
make the best of it.”

C-17 Becomes a Little Lighter

C-17s rolling off Boeing's produc-
tion line in Long Beach, Calif., will
now have a new, lighter horizontal
stabilizer, thanks to a joint military—
industry improvement effort.

The new stabilizer is a hybrid com-
posite/metal structure that is 20 per-
cent lighter than the C-17's existing
all-metal tail.

The new stabilizer also uses 90
percent fewer parts and 81 percent
fewer fasteners than its predecessor.

All C-17s from No. 51 onward will
have the new structure, which was
designed under the Military Products
Using Best Commercial/Military Prac-
tices pilot program.

The pilot effort was a combined pro-
gram funded by the Aeronautical Sys-
tems Center, the Air Force Research
Laboratory, and C-17 contractors.

The program’s overall goal is to
take the best acquisition and design
practices it can find and extend their
usage throughout the weapons build-
ing process. Specific goals for the
tail redesign were to demonstrate a
20 percent weight saving and 50 per-
cent cost saving over the metal tail
baseline.

“The lessons learned from this pro-
gram will benefit Boeing, Northrop
Grumman, and many other aerospace

NATO Embraces Broad New Security View

At their fate April gathering in Washington, NATO officials formally adopted a
new Allied strategic concepl, one that greatly expands the scope of Alliance
security plans to encompass nontraditional—even nonmilitary—dangers.

The document, released April 24, was viewed as being as significant as any

since NATO's founding in April 1949.

In its first 50 years, NATO functioned strictly as a defensive military Alliance
based on collective security. Soviet-led Warsaw Pact forces were the adversary.
Each ally pledged to treat an attack on one as an attack on all, “Out-of-area”
operations—that is, those that would unfold beyond the actual territory of NATO

nations—were virtually nonexistent,

Now, NATO's new 18-page concept document takes official note of *“the
evolving strategic environment” and the new ‘security challenges posed by
regional instability—such as the wars in the Balkans—terrorism, and the spread

of Weapons of Mass Destruction.

The document reaffirms NATO's determination to counter direct armed attack
on NATO soil. However, in the key passage, the Alliance contends, “Alliance
security interests can be affected by other risks of a wider nature, including acts
of terrorism, sabataga, and organized crime, and by the disruption of the flow of
vital resources.” Further, said the document, “The uncontrolled movement of

- large numbers of people, particularly as a consequence of armed conllicts, can
also pose problems for security and stability.”

The new approach appears to place major emphasis on “political, economic,
social, and environmental factors™ as well as the "indispensabla defense dimen-
sion."” Moreover, the new NATO concept appears to view out-of-area operations,
‘such as that now under way in Kosovo—as a foregone conclusion. “As NATO
forces may be called upon to operate beyond NATO's borders," it said, Allied
capabilities must be “flexible, mobile, rapidly deployable, and sustainable.”
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companies as our industry continues
to search for more efficient ways to
design and produce structural com-
ponents,” said Mark Wilson, chief en-
gineer for ASC's C-17 System Pro-
gram Office.

JASSM Crashes

The Joint Air to Surface Missile
crashed on its first test flight April 8 at
White Sands Missile Range, N.M.
Flight Test Vehicle No. 1 struck the
ground 40 seconds after separating
cleanly from an F-15.

Air Force program officials said an
electrical glitch caused the missile to
go into safety mode after it was
dropped. That means its wing and
tail never deployed.

The JASSM program is supposed
to deliver the first of its stealthy cruise
missiles to the force beginning in
2002. The program remains on sched-
ule, according to program officials.

Air Force Mum on F-117 Loss

Air Force officials say they have
a preity good idea what caused an
F-117 stealth fighter to crash in Yu-
goslavia on March 27—but that they
will not publicly disclose the causes
while operations against the Bel-
grade regime of Slobodan Milosevic
remain ongoing.

Officials did say they had ruled out
an act of God or loss of conscious-
ness on the part of the pilot. Mechani-
cal failure has not been entirely elimi-
nated as a cause, but indications are
the aircraft was brought down by a
Serbian surface-to-air missile.

“It’s not invisible,” said Maj. Gen.
Bruce A. Carlson, USAF’s director of
operational requirements, at a Pen-
tagon briefing. “It never has been
invisible. We know [there are] radars
that can track our stealthy airplanes.
They can sometimes find us. The key
is that that zone of detectability or
lethality is shrunk by orders of mag-
nitude, but it's still not invisible. For
instance, the F-117's radar signature
increases when its bomb bay doors
are open, said Carlson.

Operational changes have attempted
to minimize the amount of time the
doors are open during bomb runs.

Reports indicated that among the
possible causes of the Serb’s unex-
pected anti-aircraft success were the
undetected shifting of a surface-to-
air missile battery, a predictable flight
path by the F-117, and a US elec-
tronic jamming aircraft that was fly-
ing too far away.

Of 60 F-117s built, according to
Carlson, seven have now been lost.
Six were destroyed in accidents.
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The Archaeology of Stealth

The fallowing statement about stealth technology came from Maj. Gen. Bruce
A, Carlson, director of operational requirements at USAF, in an April 20, 1999,
briefing for reporters:

“We started out a long time ago building airplanes that had low observable
technology incorporated into their design. The SR-71 was an example of where
we took the aerodynamic design and then added some radar absorbing material
to the airplane to make it slightly stealthy. ..

*We went to the second generation of airplanes and ... we designed that
airplane, the F-117, essentially from the bottom up to be staauhy It was crude
technology. It was developed at a time when we didn't have the modeling and
‘computer power we needed to make the kind of aemdynamic design that we
‘would have liked, but we built one that we thought was very stealthy. ..

“Then we came to the third generation of stealth airplanes—we built the B-2.
And of course, by that time, we had the modeling tools and the design tools and
the computing power to make an aerodynamic design that was optimum. And this
airplane is [a] much higher altitude, much better performing airplane than the
F-117. We were able to eliminate a lot of the radar abserbing material from the
structure.

*By the time we got to the fourth generation [the F-22], we were able to add
supamnic speed, the agility of an F-15-, F-16-class airplane, and do that with no
degradation to the stealth. In addition to that, we were able to add a number of
‘apertures—in other words. openings—in the airplane’s surface for antennas,
radars, and other sensors. And in the F-22, as an example, there are over a
‘hundred of those apertures on the airplane, where if we jump back a couple of
generations to the F-117, there are essentially a couple of aperture openings and

the rest of them we hide' when we go into combat.”

DoD Updates Funeral
Commitment

Every US military veteran who has
honorably served will be entitled to
the presence of two armed services
representatives, plus the playing of
“Taps,"” at his or her funeral, accord-
ing to a Pentagon proposal announced
April 21.

The Defense Department has been
besieged by complaints about funerals
from veterans’ families in recent years.
Many say they have been unable to
have Taps played at funeral ceremo-
nies or have a military representative
present the family with a flag.

Under the new proposed rules, the
military representatives would con-
duct a flag folding and presentation
ceremony. Taps would be played by
either a bugler or a “high-quality au-
dio recording,” according to DoD.

“Our heartfelt, shared goal was to
honor appropriately and consistently
those veterans who have faithfully
defended all Americans and our na-
tional interests,” said Undersecretary
of Defense for Personnel and Readi-
ness Rudy de Leon. “These propos-
als accomplish this important goal.”

Critics of DoD funeral practices may
find the new rules—which must be
approved by Congress—inadequate.

Sen. Paul Sarbanes (D) of Mary-
land introduced legislation which
would mandate a five-person military
detail at veterans’ funerals, for in-
stance.

But on this as on so many matters,
the Pentagon is caught in a squeeze
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between increased demand and a
shrinking active force.

Since 1989 the number of veteran
deaths per year has increased 18
percent. Yet during that time the size
of the military has shrunk about 35
percent. And demand for funeral hon-
ors is sure to increase further.

Currently, the Pentagon provides
honors at about 37,000 funerals per
year. Officials estimate that about
250,000 families per year could even-
tually request funeral honors in the
coming years.

The rising demand will present
geographical challenges, as well.

With the closing of more and more
bases, “funeral honor guard details
must often travel greater distances
than in years past to provide sup-
port," according to DoD.

The Defense Department also said
that it will streamline the process for
requesting honors, via a toll-free re-
quest number and a Web site for use
by funeral directors.

CNN, Arnett Part Ways

The Tailwind affair has claimed its
highest-profile journalist—Peter Arnett.

Cable News Network has parted
ways with perhaps its most recogniz-
able correspondent, the Pulitzer
Prize—winning Arnett, at least in part
because of his role in a CNN special
report that falsely charged the US
military with using nerve gas during
the Vietnam War.

Arnett was chief correspondent for
the so-called Tailwind report, broad-

castlast June 7. Following an internal
CNN report last summer that found
that the story was unsupported by the
evidence, Arnett argued that his role
in preparing the broadcast was in fact
minimal. He was allowed to keep his
job but was placed in limbo. He had
appeared on air only once since last
July.

Now CNN plans to exercise an exit
clause in his contract, Arnett said
April 18. The move effectively re-
moves him with two years remaining
on a five-year employment pact.

Arnett has long been one of the
most recognizable faces on TV. He
won a Pulitzer for Vietnam coverage in
1966, when he was a writer for the
Associated Press. He broadcast live
from Baghdad in 1991, when US air-
strikes began the Gulf War. His future
journalistic plans are uncertain.

Downsizing at ACC

In a reorganization that began
May 1, Air Combat Command is aim-
ing to reduce its current 4,849 head-
quarters job slots by 1,000.

Too-large headquarters staffs at
Langiey AFB, Va., are taking up
money and personnel that could be
put to better use in stressed frontline
units, said ACC officials. A stream-
lining of headquarters organizations
could also speed decisions on every-
thing from training to parts resupply.

Col. Perry Lamy, director of a 35-
person re-engineering team, said the
effort will force specialists, such as
logisticians, intelligence experts, and
communicators, to work in multidis-
ciplinary teams instead of their own
specific specialities. Military jobs can
be reassigned to squadrons and other
field units. The first reductions will not
begin to take hold until next year.

Readiness Challenge Canceled

Readiness Challenge VIl was sup-
posed to start April 19 at Tyndall
AFB, Fla. But the biennial, multina-
tional combat support competition was
canceled. Teams that had planned to
take part were needed to augment
NATO's Operation Allied Force in the
Balkans, said Air Force officials.

“It's only prudent to free up our
combat support resources in case
they’re needed,” said Col. Bruce
McConnell, contingency support di-
rector, Air Force Civil Engineer Sup-
port Agency. “The competitors ... and
allinvolved with Readiness Challenge
will now focus their attention on real-
world contingency operations.”

Civil engineering, public affairs, and
chaplain services are among the sup-
port groups that take part in Readi-
ness Challenge competitions. Canada,
the United Kingdom, Germany, Nor-
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Called On—and Under—the Carpet

Gen. Klaus Naumann, then chairman of the NATO Military Committee, met
April 26 with the Defensa Writers Group in Washington, where he was asked why
Germany was reluctant to consider providing ground forces for a NATO land
campaign in Kosovo. His reply:

“You should never forget the psychological situation of Germany. It was, after
all, among others, you who told us, ‘You Germans behave properly. March
'undemeath the carpet, but in an uprigh! position, and never dare again to come
on the carpet. You stay down there.” ... Then suddenly, when unification [of West
‘and East Germany in 1990] came ahout you told us, ‘Now you Germans are on
the carpet, and you are not only & feet tall, you are 10 feet tall." You cannot get
consensus for things like this overnight. That we achieved this in more or less the

incredible short period of eight years is something which | believe is quite

remarkable. | am not so familiar with all the details of American history, but | know
that it took some 30 years for you to think about the use of military power outside
the United States of America after the Civil War. ... The Germans are not doing
‘too badly at this time. If | look at the NATO councll, they [the Germans] are
definitely not the ones who are delaying decision. Thare are a few others that are

wobbling.”

way, and Japan were all scheduled to
send competitive teams.

Events test a range of skills from
setting up tent cities with sanitary
water supplies and electricity to pump-
ing out press releases.

Canada was the first to cancel,
when the Canadian team was placed
on standby for deployment to the
Kosovo area. The team from US Air
Forces in Europe also withdrew—at
which point officials decided that per-
haps other challenges took prece-
dence over their scheduled contest.

ABL’s Mirror Milestone

The Air Force’s Airborne Laser pro-
gram passed another major milestone
April 13 when its primary optical mir-
ror was delivered to the contractor
who will polish it to the needed opti-
cal quality.

The mirror—62 inches in diameter
and 8 inches thick—was built by Corn-
ing Glass, N.Y. Design and fabrica-
tion took two years and included use
of a unique water-jet machining tech-
nique to reduce the weight of the
mirror core by over 90 percent.

Now Contraves Brashear Systems
of Pittsburgh, Pa., will take another
year to polish the mirror to the optical
quality necessary to direct a high-
energy laser beam to a target hun-
dreds of miles away.

“This event represents another
successful milestone in the effort to
develop and demonstrate this revo-
lutionary weapon system,” said Col.
Michael W. Booen, director of the
ABL System Program Office at Kirt-
land AFB, N.M.

Hawley Set to Retire in July
On April 9, the Department of De-
fense announced that Gen. Richard
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E. Hawley, commander of Air Com-
bat Command, will retire July 1. His
replacement will be the current Air
Force vice chiet of staff, Gen. Ralph
E. Eberhart.

A change of command ceremony
was tentatively scheduled for June
11. Hawley has headed ACC since
April 1996. He first entered the ser-
vice in 1964 after graduating from the
Air Force Academy and has more
than 3,000 flying hours, including

more than 430 combat missions in
the O-2A, A-10, F-4, and F-15.

Priorto his assuming the ACC post,
Hawley was the commander of US
Air Forces in Europe and Allied Air
Forces Central Europe at Ramstein
AB, Germany.

Eberhartis a fellow graduate of the
academy and received his commis-
sion in 1968. He has accumulated
more than 4,000 hours in a variety of
Air Force aircraft and flew 300 com-
bat missions as a forward air control-
ler in Vietnam.

Benken to Step Down

On April 7, Chief Master Sergeant
of the Air Force Eric W. Benken an-
nounced that he will retire from the
service after wearing his nation’s uni-
form for more than 29 years. His for-
mal retirement ceremony will be July
30 at Bolling AFB, D.C. Benken ad-
mitted that part of him still wanted to
stay on the job. He likely could have
remained on until the end of Chief of
Staff Gen. Michael E. Ryan’s term.

But at three years—plus Benken’s
time in the top NCO job has already
been longer than most. And he has
strong feelings about extending past
the 30-year mark.

“There are many Vietnam-era
chiefs like myself who would like to

USAF Raises Space Budget

Senior Air Force officials disclosed April 26 that the service plans a five-year
buildup of space funding that will come at the expense of air funding.

“Each program is important,”

said F. Whitten Peters, the acting Air Force

Secretary, “but you must remember that we are trying to create a seamless

[aerospace] system of systems.”

He said that the service's space Science and Technology account will rise from
somewhat under $500 million today to $712 million by 2005. At the same time, air
S&T funding will drop from $749 million to $541 million.

Peters and the Air Force Chief of Staff, Gen. Michael E. Ryan, talked of other

space topics as well.

® USAF space assets supported the Balkan War effort with GPS, surveillance,
communications, combat search and rescue, and weather.

® The Air Force is interested in shifting the moving target indicator role from Joint
STARS aircraft to space. This is “a mission naturally suited to migrate to

space,” said Ryan.

® New GPS satellites will have two jam-resistant channels for military-only use,
as well as two new civilian-only channels.

®m The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Agency and DoD will merge

their weather satellite operations.

m "Space negation” studies are under way now. They are being undertaken
pursuant to the “right of self-protection under international law.”

® The Air Force hopes to launch a space-based laser in 2010 rather than 2012.
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stay beyond 30 years,” he said. “I
have asked them not to do that, so
we can make room for the younger do.”
troops to move up. It would be inap-

propriate for me to do something |
have asked my fellow chiefs not to

The chief began his careerin 1970

after noticing a recruiting poster em-
blazoned with what he now jokes he
thought was a direct order: Join the
Air Force. He began as an adminis-

Senior Staff Changes

NOMINATIONS: To be General: Lester L. Lyles.

To be Lieutenant General: Paul V. Hester, Leslie F. Kenne.
To be Major General: Roger A. Brady.
To be Brigadier General: Gary H. Murray.

CHANGES: Brig. Gen. Thomas L. Baptiste, from Cmdr.,
Cheyenne Mountain Ops. Ctr., NORAD/USSPACECOM, Chey-
enne Mountain AS, Colo., to Dir., Plans, NORAD, Peterson AFB,
Colo. ... Brig. Gen. Barry W. Barksdale, from Cmdr., 37th Tng.
Wg., AETC, Lackland AFB, Texas, to Vice Cmdr., 12th AF, ACC,
Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz. ... Maj. Gen. (sel.) John D. Becker,
from Cmdr., 305th AMW, AMC, McGuire AFB, N.J., to Cmdr.,
Tanker Airlift Control Center, AMC, Scott AFB, IlIl. ... Brig. Gen.
Richard B. Bundy, from Dir., Manpower, Orgn., & Quality, DCS,
P&P, USAF, Pentagon, to Vice Dir., Operational Plans &
Interoperability, Jt. Staff, Pentagon ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Richard
J. Casey, from Exec. to the CINC, USTRANSCOM, AMC, Scott
AFB, Ill., to Cmdr., 43d AW, AMC, Pope AFB, N.C. ... Lt. Gen.
(sel.) Donald G. Cook, from Dir., EAF Implementation, DCS, Air
& Space Ops., USAF, Pentagon, to Vice Cmdr., AFSPC, Peterson
AFB, Colo. ... Brig. Gen. Sharla J. Cook, from Dir., Log., AETC,
Randolph AFB, Texas, to Cmdr., 82d Tng. Wg., AETC, Sheppard
AFB, Texas ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Kelvin R. Coppock, from Chief,
Global Engagement Div., USSPACECOM, Peterson AFB, Colo.,
to Dep. Dir., Ops., AFSPC, Peterson AFB, Colo.

Brig. Gen. Tommy F. Crawford, from Cmdr., 354th FW,
PACAF, Eielson AFB, Alaska, to Dep. Dir., Ops. (Natl. Systems
Spt.), Jt. Staff, Pentagon ... Maj. Gen. Daniel M. Dick, from Vice
Cmdr., 12th AF, ACC, Davis—Monthan AFB, Ariz., to Cmdr., 13th
AF, PACAF, Andersen AFB, Guam ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Lloyd E.
Dodd Jr., from Command Surgeon, AFSPC, Peterson AFB,
Colo., to Cmdr., 311th Human Sys. Wg., ASC, AFMC, Brooks
AFB, Texas ... Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart, from Vice C/S, USAF,
Pentagon, to Cmdr., ACC, Langley AFB, Va. ... Brig. Gen.
Edward R. Ellis, from Cmdt., AFOATS, AU, AETC, Maxwell AFB,
Ala., to Dep. Cmdr., 5th ATAF, Allied Air Forces, Southern
Europe, Vicenza, Italy ... Brig. Gen. Michael N. Farage, from
Dep. Commanding Gen., USSOCOM, Ft. Bragg, N.C., to Cmdr.,
37th Tng. Wg., AETC, Lackland AFB, Texas ... Brig. Gen. (sel.)
Stanley Gorenc, from Cmdr., 80th FTW, AETC, Sheppard AFB,
Texas, to Vice Cmdr., 5th AF, PACAF, Yokota AB, Japan

Maj. Gen. (sel.) Thomas B. Goslin Jr., from Dep. Dir., Prgms..
DCS, P&P, USAF, Pentagon, to Dir., Ops., USSPACECOM,
Peterson AFB, Colo. ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Elizabeth A. Harrell,
from Exec., Vice C/S, USAF, Pentagon, to Cmdr., 81st Tng. Wg.,
AETC, Keesler AFB, Miss. ... Maj. Gen. William S. Hinton Jr.,
from Cmdr., 3d AF, USAFE, RAF Mildenhall, UK, to Dir., EAF
Implementation, DCS, Air & Space Ops., USAF, Pentagon ...
Brig. Gen. John L. Hudson, from Senior Mil. Asst., USD, Acqg. &
Tech., USAF, Pentagon, to Dep. Dir., JSF Prgm., Asst. SECAF,
Acq., Arlington, Va. ... Brig. Gen. David L. Johnson, from Cmdr.,
43d AW, AMC, Pope AFB, N.C., to Vice Cmdr., AFSOC, Hurlburt
Field, Fla. ... Lt. Gen. Ronald T. Kadish, from Cmdr., ESC,
AFMC, Hanscom AFB, Mass., to Dir., BMDO, USD, Acq. & Tech.,
Pentagon ... Maj. Gen. Leslie F. Kenne, from Dir., JSF Prgm.,
Asst. Secy. Navy, R&D & Acq., Arlington, Va., to Cmdr., ESC,
AFMC, Hanscom AFB, Mass. ... Maj. Gen. Rodney P. Kelly, from
Dir., Ops., USSPACECOM, Peterson AFB, Colo., to Asst. DCS,
P&P, USAF, Pentagon ... Brig. Gen. Edward L. LaFountaine,
from Vice Cmdr., AFSOC, Hurlburt Field, Fla., to Cmdr., 6th
ARW, AMC, MacDill AFB, Fla. ... Brig. Gen. Dennis R. Larsen,
from Cmdr., 363d Air Expeditionary Wg., ACC, Prince Sultan AB,
Saudi Arabia, to Dir., Air Expeditionary Forces Mgmt. Team,
ACC, Langley AFB, Va. ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Robert H. Latiff, from
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Sys. Prgm. Dir., Jt. STARS JPO, AFPEO, Asst. SECAF for Acq.,
Hanscom AFB, Mass., to Cmdr., Cheyenne Mountain Ops. Ctr.,
NORAD/USSPACECOM, Cheyenne Mountain AS, Colo. ... Brig.
Gen. Theodore W. Lay II, from Cmdr., 57th Wg., ACC, Nellis
AFB, Nev., to Dep. Dir., Politico—Mil. Affairs, Jt. Staff, Pentagon
... Brig. Gen. Richard B.H. Lewis, from Dep. Dir., Ops., Natl. Mil.
Cmd. Center, Jt. Staff, Pentagon, to Vice Cmdr., 6th ATAF, Izmir,
Turkey ... Lt. Gen. Lance W. Lord, from Vice Cmdr., AFSPC,
Peterson AFB, Colo., to Cmdr., AU, AETC, Maxwell AFB, Ala. ...
Maj. Gen. David R. Love, from Dep. Cmdr., 6th ATAF, lzmir,
Turkey, to Cmdr., AF Security Assistance Center, AFMC, Wright—
Patterson AFB, Ohio ... Gen. (sel.) Lester L. Lyles, from Dir.,
BMDO, USD, Acq. & Tech., Pentagon, to Vice C/S, USAF,
Pentagon ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Robert E . Mansfield Jr., from
Cmdr., Defense Reutilization & Marketing Service, DLA, Battle
Creek, Mich., to Dir., Supply, DCS, Instl. & Log., USAF, Penta-
gon ... Brig. Gen. Michael C. McMahan, from Cmdr., 7th BW,
ACC, Dyess AFB, Texas, to Dir., Manpower, Orgn., & Quality,
DCS, P&P, USAF, Pentagon ... Brig. Gen. Duncan J. McNabb,
from Cmdr., TACC, AMC, Scott AFB, lll., to Dep. Dir., Prgms.,
DCS, P&P, USAF, Pentagon

Brig. Gen. Richard A. Mentemeyer, from Cmdr., 12th FTW,
AETC, Randolph AFB, Texas, to Cmdr., 305th AMW, AMC, McGuire
AFB, N.J. ... Maj. Gen. (sel.) Teed M. Moseley, from Dep. Dir.,
Politico-Mil. Affairs, Jt. Staff, Pentagon, to Dir., LL, OSAF, Pen-
tagon... Brig. Gen. Paul D. Nielsen, Dir., Plans, NORAD, Peterson
AFB, Colo., to Vice Cmdr., ASC, AFMC, Wright—Patterson AFB,
Ohio ... Brig. Gen. Charles N. Simpson, from Cmdr., 9th Recon.
Wg., ACC, Beale AFB, Calif, to Cmdr, 363d Air Expeditionary Wg.,
ACC, Prince Sultan AB, Saudi Arabia ... Brig. Gen. James N.
Soligan, from Cmdr., 6th ARW, AMC, MacDill AFB, Fla., to Dir.,
Strategy, Policy, & Plans, USSOUTHCOM, Miami, Fla. ... Brig.
Gen. John M. Speigel, from Cmdr., 81st Tng. Wg., AETC, Keesler
AFB, Miss., to Cmdt., AFOATS, AU, AETC, Maxwell AFB, Ala. ...
Brig. Gen. Randall F. Starbuck, from Cmdr., 45th Space Wg.,
AFSPC, Patrick AFB, Fla., to Dir., Air Expeditionary Forces Mgmt.
Team, ACC, Langley AFB, Va. ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Joseph P.
Stein, from Cmdr., 93d ACW, ACC, Robins AFB, Ga., to Cmdr.,
7th BW, ACC, Dyess AFB, Texas ... Brig. Gen. Lawrence H.
Stevenson, from Vice Cmdr., 5th AF, PACAF, Yokota AB, Japan,
to Cmdr., 12th FTW, AETC, Randolph AFB, Texas ... Brig. Gen.
Billy K. Stewart, from Dir., Supply, DCS, Instl. & Log., USAF,
Pentagon, to Dir., Log., AETC, Randolph AFB, Texas ... Maj. Gen.
Garry R. Trexler, from Dep. Cmdr., 5th ATAF, Allied Air Forces,
Southern Europe, Vicenza, Italy, to Vice Dir., Jt. Staff, Pentagon
... Maj. Gen. Thomas C. Waskow, from Cmdr., 13th AF, PACAF,
Andersen AFB, Guam, to Dir., Air & Space Ops., PACAF, Hickam
AFB, Hawaii ... Maj. Gen. Joseph H. Wehrle Jr., from Dir., Prgms.,
DCS, P&P, USAF, Pentagon, to Cmdr., 3d AF, USAFE, RAF
Mildenhall, UK.

SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE RETIREMENTS: Russell R.
Burton, Johnny M. Rampy, David S. Sibley, George W. Simon,
Jerome P. Sutton, James A. Vinarskai.

SES CHANGES: James D. Bankers, to Asst. Vice Cmdr.,
AFRC, Robins AFB, Ga. ... James A. Cunningham, to Exec. Dir.,
ESC, Hanscom AFB, Mass. ... Donald C. Daniel, to Dep. Asst.
Secy., Science, Tech., & Engineering, OSAF, Pentagon ... Lorna
B. Estep, to Dir., Materiel Systems Gp., Wright-Patterson AFB,
Ohio ... Edward C. Koenig, to Chief, Combat Spt. Div., USAF,
Pentagon ... Jon G. Ogg, to Dir., Engineering, ASC, Wright—
Patterson AFB, Ohio ... David E. Tanzi, Dir., Plans, AFRC,
Robins AFB, Ga. ... Patricia J. Zarodkiewicz, to Dir., Budget
Investment, OSAF, Pentagon.
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Phote by Paul Kennedy

Gary Hart, in the Spotlight Again

Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen announced April 2 the selection of Gary
W. Hart to serve as the co-chair of the Senlor Advisory Board on National
Security.

The former Democratic senator and failed Presidential candidate will replace
former Sen. David Boren, who stepped down as a result of responsibilities as the
president of the University of Oklahoma.

The Pentagon announcement said that Cohen, an old Senate colleague of Hart's,
“highlighted Hart's vast experience, keen intellect, and many important contribu-
tions to the nation's security.” Cohen added, “Gary Hart stands out as one of our
nation’s best thinkers and most skilled practitioners on matters dealing with
America’s security.”

Hart represented Colorado in the United States Senate from 1976 to 1984. Before
that, he had worked as campaign manager for Sen. George McGovern in the
latter's unsuccessful 1972 bid for the Presidency.

Hart was himself twice a Presidential candidate. He was forced to abandon his
1988 quest for the White House when he was caught in an adulterous affair. He
is the author of several books, the latast of which, The Minuteman, was published
in 1998.

Hart and co-chair Warren Rudman will lead the national security study group, a
two-and-one-half-year effort that will focus on three areas:

B The global security environment of the first quarter of the 21st century.

B The character of the nation during that period and what might be an
appropriate national security strategy.

W Possible alternatives to the current national security apparatus.

The group will complete its work in February 2001.

trative specialist, now known as an
information manager.

Besides Vietnam, his overseas pos-
tings included Taiwan, Korea, Bel-
gium, and Germany. He assumed the
post of Chief Master Sergeant of the
Air Force in November 1996, after

serving as USAFE senior enlisted
advisor.

“Knowing he was my advisor on
enlisted issues has meant peace of
mind for me,” said Ryan. “He tackled
many tough issues in particularly
tough times for our Air Force.”

At a dedication ceremony, ANG Brig. Gen. David Beasley answers questions
about the newest asset of the 175th Wing, in Baltimore. The wing received the
ANG’s first C-130J Hercules and named it The Pride of Baltimore. Maryland will
take delivery of eight of the cargo aircraft during the next two years.
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News Notes

® The US military will soon have
two new chiefs: On April 21, Secre-
tary of Defense William S. Cohen
nominated Gen. Eric K. Shinseki fcr
appointment as chief of staff of the
Army and Lt. Gen. James L. Jones Jr.
for appointment as commandant of
the Marine Corps.

m On April 9 the Department of De-
fense announced that Lt. Gen. Lester
L. Lyles has been picked for appoint-
ment to the grade of general and the
position of USAF vice chief of staff.

m On April 12, President Clinton
announced that he will issue an ex-
ecutive order designating the Kosovo
area of operations as a “combat zone”
for tax relief benefits. Those serving
within the zone will be largely exempt
from income tax on their military pay,
among other benefits.

®m The nation’s 20th B-2 stealth
bomber was named Spirit of Indiana
at a ceremony at Grissom ARB, Ind.,
May 22.

m On April 21, Secretary Cohen
asked Congress for the authority to
transfer former military base property
to local communities at no cost if they
use it for job-generating economic
development. The new policy of no-
cost economic development convey-
ances would minimize the need for
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time-consuming property appraisals
and negotiations, officials said.

m The best food service programs
in the Air Force are at Hurlburt Field,
Fla., and Kirtland AFB, N.M. That is
what the Air Force Services Agency
Food Branch decided in designating
them the 1999 Hennessy award win-
ners for multiple and single dining
facilities, respectively.

m Lockheed Martin Aeronautical
Systems formally turned over the first
C-130J Hercules to the US Air Force
Reserve in a March 31 ceremony at
Keesler AFB, Miss. The airplane is
the first of two training aircraft and will
be used by the 403d Wing at Keesler.

m The first brand-new F-15E to roll
off the production line since 1994
took to the skies over St. Louis for its
initial flight April 1. Boeing is slated
to deliver 17 new Stirike Eagles by
early 2000, bringing the total deliv-
ered to the Air Force up to 226.

= Boeing has been picked to pro-
ceed into the second phase of the
Uninhabited Combat Air Vehicle pro-
gram, Pentagon officials announced
March 25. The UCAV is a demonstra-
tor effort aimed at producing an un-
manned craft capable of carrying out
suppression of enemy air defenses
against anticipated threats of 2010.

m The AIM-9X Sidewinder air-to-
air missile completed its first air launch
atthe Naval Air Warfare Center, China
Lake, Calif., March 18. The AIM-9X
is a joint Navy and USAF program
currently in engineering and manu-
facturing development that aims to
update the famous Sidewinder short-
range weapon now used by more
than 40 nations around the world.

m ANG Maj. Suellen Overton, a le-
gal officer assigned to the lowa Air
National Guard’s 132d Fighter Wing
in Des Moines, has been selected as
the 1999 American businesswoman
of the year by the American Business
Women’s Association. In private life,

CIA’s Chinese Damage Assessment

On April 21, CIA director George Tenet made public a brief, declassified
summary of its internal inquiry into Chinese intelligence operations in the US
nuclear arms establishment. The damage assessment report was titled “The
Intelligence Community’'s Damage Assessment on the Implications of China's
Acquisition of US Nuclear Weapons Information on the Development of Future
Chinese Weapons.”

The report made the following points:

*By at least the late 1970s the Chinese launched an ambitious collection
program focused on the US, including its national laboratories, to acquire nuclear
weapons technologies. By the 1980s China recognized that its second strike
capability might be in jeopardy unless its force became more survivable. This
probably prompted the Chinese to heighten their interest in smaller and lighter
nuclear weapon systems to permit a mobile force.

“China oblained by espionage classified US nuclear weapons information that
probably accelerated its program to develop future nuclear weapons. This
collection program allowed China to focus successfully down critical paths and
avoid less promising approaches to nuclear weapon designs.

“China obtained at least basic design information on several modern US
nuclear re-entry vehicles, including the Trident |l (W88). China also obtained
information on a variety of US weapon design concepts and weaponization
features, including those of the neutron bomb.

“We cannot determine the full extent of weapon information obtained. For
example, we do not know whether any weapon design documentation or blue-
prints were acquired. We believe it is more likely that the Chinese used US design
information to inform their own program than to replicate US weapon designs.

“China’s technical advances have been made on the basis of classified and
unclassified information derived from espionage, contact with US and other
countries’ scientists, conferences, and publications, unauthorized media disclo-
sures, declassified US weapons information, and Chinese indigenous develop-
ment. The relative contribution of each cannot be determined.

“Regardless of the source of the weapons information, it has made an impor-
tant contribution to the Chinese objective to maintain a second strike capability
and provided useful information for future designs. ...

“China has had the technical capability to develop a Multiple Independently
targetable Re-entry Vehicle system for its large, currently deployed ICBM for
many years but has not done so. US information acquired by the Chinese could

help them develop a MIRV for a future mobile missile.”

Overton has her own law practice in
Council Bluffs, lowa.

® An aircrew from the 40th Heli-
copter Flight, Malmstrom AFB, Mont.,
rescued two injured snowboarders
from a mountainside near Augusta,
Mont., April 19. The crew hoisted the
men nearly 60 feet to the safety of a
UH-1N Huey, bringing the unit's total
number of saves to 318.

®m Four pararescuemen from the
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New York ANG’s 106th Rescue Wing,
Francis S. Gabreski IAP, N.Y., para-
chuted to the aid of the unconscious
captain of a freighter near Bermuda
on April 4. The seaman, who had
suffered a brain aneurysm, repre-
sented the unit's 276th rescue.

m On April 5 the Department of
Defense announced the formation of
an advisory panel, headed by Vir-
ginia Gov. James Gilmore (R), to
assess domestic response capabili-
ties for terrorism involving Weapons
of Mass Destruction. The WMD Advi-
sory Panel will be a three-year effort
and will report its findings, conclu-
sions, and recommendations to the
President and Congress.

= Secretary of Defense Cohen an-
nounced the winners of the 1999 Com-
mander in Chief's Award for Installation
Excellence on April 2. The winners—Ft.
Benning, Ga.; MCAS Cherry Point, N.C.;
Fleet Activities Yokosuka, Japan; Hickam
AFB, Hawaii; and Defense National
Stockpile Center, Alexandria, Va., are
being recognized for providing excel-
lent working, housing, and recreational
conditions. n
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Washington Watch

By John A. Tirpak, Senior Editor

The First Six Weeks

After a slow start, USAF-led
NATO air forces were freed
from some political shack-
les and showed some of
what they could do.

WasHingTon, D.C., May 5, 1999

o On March 24,
NATO attacked Ser-
 bia by air, with both
. bombs and cruise
missiles, to coerce
Yugoslav President
Slobodan Milosevic
to stop the repres-
sion of ethnic Alba-
nians in the province of Kosovo.
NATO insisted that Serbia stop its
efforts to ethnically cleanse the prov-
ince, remove its military and para-
military forces from Kosovo, permit
a NATO-led armed force to enter
Kosovo, guarantee the safe return
of refugees, and sit down to sub-
stantive talks on a permanent politi-
cal solution to the crisis.

It was hoped that the initial round
of airstrikes would coerce Milosevic
to agree to the five conditions, and
consequently NATO did not dedicate
a war-size force to the action. It also
announced at the outset that it had
ruled out a ground invasion of Yugo-
slavia. The aim of the airstrikes,
NATO said, was to degrade the mili-
tary forces of Serbia and force Milo-
sevic to choose between a peaceful
settlement and unacceptable military
losses.

Six weeks into Operation Allied
Force, NATO had substantially esca-
lated its pace of bombing targets in
Serbia and Kosovo. The total num-
ber of airplanes in the action had risen
from 400 to over 700 and the number
of strike airplanes from 120 to nearly
400. By early May, the rate of both
overall sorties and strike missions had
risen about 60 percent over what had
been achieved in the first three weeks
of the air action, and the focus of
attacks had shifted. While the initial
thrust of bombing had been aimed at
taking down Serbia’s integrated air

AIR FORCE Magazine / June 1999

defense system and command-and-
control network, attack priority had
moved to its strategic facilities at
home and its fielded forces in Kosovo.

“The US Air Force is in a Major
Theater War,” service Chief of Staff
Gen. Michael E. Ryan told reporters
April 30, when asked about the size
of commitment USAF had made in
strike and support airplanes to the con-
flict. He later amended the remark by
saying the one-MTW effort included
the ongoing Operations Northern and
Southern Watch in Iraq. US aircraft—
including those from the Marine Corps
and Navy carriers—represented just
over 60 percent of the aircraft in the
Allied effort in the Balkans.

Participating in the action for the
US were B-1B, B-2, and B-52 bomb-
ers, marking the first time since World
War |l that the US has employed three
types of bombers in a conflict. Both
F-16C and F-16CJ (equipped with the
HARM targeting system to suppress
enemy air defenses) aircraft were con-
ducting strikes. The F-15E and F-117
were filling the deep-interdiction mis-
sion, and a host of support airplanes,
like AWACS, Joint STARS, C-130s
equipped for jamming and communi-
cations relay, tankers, and the Preda-
tor unmanned reconnaissance vehicle,
were in the action. Navy and Marine
F/A-18s, Navy F-14s, and Marine AV-
8Bs were also in the fight.

Also engaged were attack airplanes
from 12 other countries—the largest
contributors being France and Britain.

Some Important Lessons

While the duration and outcome of
the conflict remained uncertain, the
42-day-old air campaign had already
brought into sharp focus some im-
portant lessons about NATO: the
awkwardness of managing a war by
committee and the widening gaps in
capability between the US and its
NATO partners. For the US specifi-
cally, the action highlighted the ef-
fects of years of reduced military fund-
ing and the drawbacks of the strategy
underpinning its size and posture.

Nevertheless, against a well-
equipped, well-trained, and highly
motivated enemy, in rugged terrain

and in some of the worst weather
seen in 50 years in the area, NATO
forces had in the first six weeks lost
only one airplane to enemy action,
and only seven-tenths of a percent
of its bombs had gone astray to
cause collateral damage. Military
analyst Anthony Cordesman of the
Center for Strategic and International
Studies called this “an amazing tac-
tical and technical achievement.”

By early May, NATO had dedicated
a force of over 700 aircraft to Allied
Force; of those, about 400 were strike-
capable airplanes, and hundreds more
were expected as soon as basing ar-
rangements could be made for them
in nearby countries. The US had con-
tributed the large majority of intelli-
gence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance capabilities, such as satellites
and Joint STARS and AWACS air-
planes, as well as support types in-
cluding tankers and jammers.

Over 15,000 overall sorties and
more than 5,000 bombing sorties had
been flown by May 5. The result,
according to outgoing NATO Military
Committee Chairman Gen. Klaus
Naumann, could become a 50-year
setback to Serbia’s economy and a
substantial degradation of its mili-
tary capability.

Maj. Gen. Charles F. Wald, the
Pentagon’s top military explainer of
NATO action in the Balkans, said May
4 that Serb—fielded forces in Kosovo—
tanks, trucks, and armored vehicles—
had been reduced by about 25 per-
cent since the start of the air campaign.
Serbia’s air force—inherited almost
intact from the Warsaw Pact days of
the former Yugoslavia—had been dra-
matically reduced, with all but a few
frontline MiG-29s destroyed on the
ground or in air combat by early May,
and a sizable portion of the rest of its
fighter force also out of action.

Seeking to indirectly immobilize
Serbia’s military forces, NATO had
disrupted the nation’s rail lines, all
but obliterated its oil refineries, and
continued to strike at petroleum stor-
age tanks. Factories capable of pro-
ducing weapons or spare parts for
weapons had been bombed to rubble,
and all bridges that cross the Danube
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River in Serbia had either been
dropped into the water or rendered
impassable by vehicles. The personal
and party headquarters of Milosevic
had been bombed, as had television
stations and other enterprises con-
trolled by Milosevic's family and cro-
nies, in an effort designed to loosen
the loyalty of key supporters.

Power plants had been disabled;
on May 2, 70 percent of the nation
had been blacked out by simultanecus
attacks on five transformer stations
with special US weapons. The muni-
tions scatter carbon filaments over
transformers, causing them to short-
circuit. While the strike caused no
permanent damage, NATO spokes-
man Jamie Shea said the mission
would put Serbia on notice that “NATO
has its finger on the light switch. ...
We can turn the power off ... when-
ever we want to.” In terms of military
effectiveness, NATO said the outage
turned off Serbian military computers
and air defense systems temporarily.
The mission was also intended to in-
convenience the Serb people and fur-
ther erode their support for Milosevic's
policies and leadership.

In the first month of Operation Al-
lied Force, about 92 strike sorties a
day were flown by NATO airplanes;
in the two weeks after, the daily av-
erage had leaped to over 300 sor-
ties, striking at up to 80 targets. Of
those, about 50 were flown against
fixed sites and another 20 to 30 were
targets of opportunity, Wald said.

The responsiveness of NATO air-
planes against targets spotted by air,
space, or ground sources had also
increased. A number of combat air-
planes either orbited near Yugoslav
airspace or sat ground alert waiting
for a call to action when surveillance
platforms detected moving targets
such as armored vehicles.

“There was the hope in the politi-
cal camp that this could be over very
quickly,” Naumann told defense re-
porters in Washington. Still, NATO's
Military Committee, he said, had no
illusions that if the airstrikes didn’t
swiftly produce the desired resuits,
a phased air campaign would have
to ensue that would take some time.

President Clinton said in late April
that Allied Force could well stretch
through the summer months, and
he requested $6.3 billion in emer-
gency supplemental funding to cover
the cost of fuel and spare parts,
combat pay, replacement of ex-
pended munitions, and for humani-
tarian relief for refugees, who in
early May were still fleeing Kosovo
at a rate of a thousand per hour.
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Congress in turn moved to more than
double the requested amount, to
over $13 billion, both because it be-
lieved the costs had been underes-
timated and to fix some military pro-
grams that it believed had gone
underfunded too long.

NATO may have miscalculated in
its choice of bombing as the lever to
force Milosevic’s acquiescence, Nau-
mann said. The “flaw in our think-
ing,” he admitted, may have been
the assumption that Milosevic would
“act like a responsible statesman” in
the face of an orchestrated attack
on his nation.

However, “this man is apparently
so obsessed with his grip [on] power
and his will to stay in power that he
is gambling with the future [of Ser-
bia)],” he said. NATO can be forgiven
for its miscalculation, he added, be-
cause “that is something which is
most probably alien to the thinking
of our leaders.”

Bombing Takes a Toll

At the NATO summit in April, it
was decided to reassess last fall’s
decision by NATO to rule out a
ground campaign of any kind. The
reassessment was judged appropri-
ate, not because of criticisms that
the air campaign wasn't working, but
because the bombing had taken a
toll and likely changed the number
and type of ground forces that might
be needed, NATO said.

The rules of engagement from the
start were very strict: It was ordered
that bombs would not be released
on any target unless the pilot could
confirm the target and be assured of
no civilian casualties. Gun-camera
footage released by the Pentagon
showed several cases where pilots
pulled off a target because they no-
ticed a civilian structure or vehicle
that would have been hit. Especially
because so many targets were mixed
into civilian settings, this forced
NATO to rely on—more than 90 per-
cent—precision guided munitions
such as the US Joint Direct Attack
Munition and Laser-Guided Bombs.

In areas where military targets were
more isolated, airplanes like the Ameri-
can B-1B and B-52 were free to use
gravity bombs, especially against tar-
gets like barracks, where precise aim-
points were not necessary. Still, Wald
took pains May 4 to stress that the
B-52s are not laying waste to huge
swaths of real estate as was done in
Vietnam. According to Wald, the clus-
ter of explosions from today’s better-
equipped bombers can be confined in
a footprint only 1,000 feet long.

After six weeks, the ratio of dumb
to precision weapons began to shift.
A senior defense official on April 30
said that PGMs then represented just
two-thirds of the munitions being
dropped.

Air Combat Command chief Gen.
Richard E. Hawley startled Washing-
ton when he declared, in an April 29
session with defense reporters, that
the demand for PGMs and cruise mis-
siles was so heavy that USAF risked
facing shortages of both types. The
Conventional Air Launched Cruise
Missile—never intended to be any-
thing more than a stopgap capability
until the delivery of the Joint Air to
Surface Standoff Missile—had been
fired in the opening rounds of Opera-
tion Desert Fox and Allied Force, and
stocks had been depleted to where
USAF would have “to be very judi-
cious in [their] use,” Hawley said. Or-
ders were rushed off to Boeing to
convert more of the 322 AGM-86B
nuclear cruise missiles to CALCM
configuration, and Ryan reported that
“we’ll start getting some of those be-
fore the end of the year.”

The JDAM, being new to the in-
ventory, is reserved for use only by
the B-2 stealth bomber, making its
debut in Allied Force. USAF had pretty
well run through the JDAM inventory
by the beginning of May, but another
batch, said Hawley, that was due in
July was to be delivered in May.
Boeing has stepped up production of
the weapon from 200 to 300 a month.
The JDAM, which uses the Global
Positioning System to find its target,
can achieve nearly the precision of a
Laser-Guided Bomb in bad weather.
The LGBs, however, must have cloud-
free conditions to work properly, a
fact that contributed to the lower pace
of target destruction early in the con-
flict, when bad weather prevailed over
the Balkans.

The B-2, due to its stealth and all-
weather accuracy, was called on to
attack when it was known in advance
the weather would be bad over some
time-critical targets. The B-2s have
been “in the mix almost every night,”
Wald said, and they fly from their
home bases on 30-hour round-trip
missions to and home from their tar-
gets in Serbia. Although their pace
of action could be faster if they were
based closer to the theater, the B-2s
require specialized shelters and fa-
cilities to best maintain their stealth
surfaces, and USAF has not yet taken
delivery of deployable shelters and
stealth-maintenance systems.

Ryan elaborated on Hawley's re-
marks, noting that “we’'re not run-

AIR FORCE Magazine / June 1999



ning out of bombs” and that stocks
of LGB kits and other munitions were
still “very robust” and more than ad-
equate for the operation as it was
expected to play out.

Hawley, however, also noted that
the Balkans action had consumed all
of ACC'’s best pilots and ground crews,
as well as its war-readiness stocks of
spare parts and munitions. The de-
cade-long drawdown of forces had not
left a bumper crop of either airplanes,
crews, or spare parts on which to draw
for contingencies. What was left in
the US were air- and ground crews
that were less experienced and that
had less equipment with which to train.
Consequently, they would be less
ready for war if called on.

“We are noticing the strain today,”
Hawley said. “If we deploy the addi-
tional forces that are under consider-
ation those strains will become more
evident.” Remaining forces will expe-
rience a “significant decline in the
mission capability rates,” he added.
Mission capable rates among state-
side units could plunge to 50 percent
or less for some types of aircraft.

Hawley also noted that the US strat-
egy of being able to fight two Major
Theater Wars in close succession had
been built on a scenario of having to
fight in Irag and North Korea. “There
was nothing to preclude a different
[Major Theater War], which is what
has arisen here,” he said.

From “an air perspective, [this] is
a Major Theater War,” Hawley as-
serted, and “clearly, we didn't size
or shape the force to deal with three
simultaneous contingencies.” If an-
other—or a third—were to break out,
‘we’re going to have to prioritize
where we want to engage and where
we want to take risks.”

Hawley did note, though, that US
and coalition forces are already de-
ployed to the Middle East and Ko-
rea, “and [those forces] are not in-
significant.”

Ryan observed that the Air Force
had never claimed to be able to fight
two MTWs on its own, and he noted
that the majority of the Navy, Marine
Corps, and Army have not been called
on for the Balkans action, so that the
US still retains substantial capability
to deal with other contingencies.

Naumann said that most NATO Eu-
ropean members must take steps to
address new technologies or face the
prospect that “we will see a gap in
five years time which will give us diffi-
culties of interoperability.” He specifi-
cally noted that only the US and the
UK possess the standoff capabilities
of cruise missiles and that the lack of
a Joint STARS-like capability—and
other large surveillance or “technical
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intelligence” platforms—throughout
NATO is being felt in this operation.
The process of choosing and de-
stroying targets in Allied Force has
not closely mirrored that of the 1991
Gulf War, which, at a comparable point
of execution, had decimated the Iraqi
army and its highest-value targets. In
the Gulf War, there was a definite air
boss, then—Lt. Gen. Charles A. Horner,
who commanded all coalition aircraft
and had a free hand to assign and
attack targets to the participants.

Meet the New Boss

In Allied Force, targets must pass
muster with the NATO Military Com-
mittee. A Pentagon official involved
in air campaign planning said that
the Supreme Allied Commander Eu-
rope, Army Gen. Wesley K. Clark,
personally signs off on each target,
having been given a list of guide-
lines by the 19 members to govern
what is destroyed.

Naumann explained that Clark had
been given “written guidance ... in
which the target categories were
spelled out. ... Within that range, he
has a free hand.”

As a result, crafting of the daily
air tasking order “to some degree
circumvents” the normal chain of
command, the Pentagon official re-
ported. If the NATO Military Com-
mittee were to take a hands-off ap-
proach to targeting, targets would
be chosen—or ruled out—exclusively
in the shop of Lt. Gen. Michael C.
Short at the Combined Air Opera-
tions Center in Vicenza, Italy.

“We’'re in an alliance, though,” the
official said. “So this is how we have
to do it.”

Targets are gleaned from an ency-
clopedia of fixed sites of military sig-
nificance maintained by NATO and
the US. Their location, and the need

to strike them with sufficient destruc-

tive power while avoiding civilian ca-
sualties, “drives the type of munition
we use,” the official said.

“So, strategy drives the target,
which drives the type weapon, which
in turn drives the strategy,” he said.
“It feeds back on itself.”

He said the strategy and amount
of top-level involvement of air action
in the Balkans is reminiscent of a
low-intensity conflict, like El Dorado
Canyon, the one-night attack on Lib-
ya in 1986. “In a situation like that,
the top guys look over almost every
aimpoint. And that's what’s going on
here, except that we are doing this
at a level of effort that is at the other
end of the spectrum, ... very close to
all-out war,” the official explained.

Naumann noted, however, that as
Serbian forces dug in and Milosevic

became more defiant, certain addi-
tional categories were added, with
no objection from the NATO com-
mittee. This resulted in the widening
of targets seen in late April and early
May, he said.

For targets of opportunity, the drill
works this way. Ground targets are
spotted by a Joint STARS aircraft,
which passes along the data to an
Airborne Battlefield Command and
Control Center EC-130. The ABCCC
vectors an attacking aircraft into a kill
box with specific boundaries within
Yugoslavia. The ABCCC controls the
entry and departure of the attack air-
planes. Moreover, it has a big role in
the job of deconflicting the flight paths
of hundreds of airplanes crammed into
airspace about the size of New En-
gland.

Another limit imposed by NATO—
and one which has fed most of the
criticism of the air war—is the need to
bomb from 15,000 feet or higher. Most
of Serbia’s high-altitude Surface-to-
Air-Missiles, like the SA-3, have been
crippled or destroyed, allowing NATO
airplanes to fly at 15,000 feet. How-
ever, Serb forces have conserved
many missile systems, so NATO is
not sure where they all are. More-
over, Serbia still has a wide array of
anti-aircraft artillery and shoulder-fired,
man-portable SAMs, creating a situa-
tion which is “still very dangerous ...
to our aircrews,” Ryan said April 30.

By early May, NATO was seeing an
uptick in the number of SAMs launched
unguided, almost completely without
effect, and some minimal efforts to
get Yugoslav fighters in the air. Wald
said it wasn't clear whether this was
an act of “desperation or stupidity.”

The Serb air defense system had
not yet been destroyed 42 days into
the air campaign because it is highly
redundant, Wald said. Pentagon plan-
ners noted that the system had also
been decentralized and disconnected
so as to minimize the effects of single-
point failures. This tactic, however,
makes it far less effective, according
to the planners.

They acknowledged that by early
May, the air defenses in Serbia and
Kosovo had not been sufficiently
damaged to permit free air action by
Army AH-64 Apache attack helicop-
ters or lower-flying A-10 attack air-
planes. However, it was expected
that these aircraft would be employed
along the perimeter of Yugoslavia,
Pentagon spokesman Kenneth Ba-
con said.

“It certainly looks as if he's ex-
pecting to be invaded,” Bacon said.
Wald noted that “that makes it easier
for us [to attack them]. We know
where they are.” [
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The Air Force plans to make do with its present bomber fleet
for almost 40 more years.

The Bomber Ro¢
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A Joint Direct Attack Munition is readied for a 15-hour, one-way ride to Serbia
aboard a B-2 bomber. “Shacks” on as many as 16 targets by each stealth
boember are not uncommon in Operation Allied Force. Stellar as the B-2/JDAM
combination has proven, though, USAF doesn’t plan to seek more bombers for
at least the next decade-and-a-half.
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By John A. Tirpak, Senior Editor

HE Air Force’s new Bomber
Roadmap, released in March,
features a detailed set of plans to
upgrade the existing bomber fleet
with new precision weapons, more
reliable components, and new com-
munications gear that will consider-
ably improve its combat power and
reliability. The document includes a
rationale for the role of the bomber
in overall national strategy, as well
as in the Air Force’s new expedi-
tionary structure.

What the roadmap doesn’t feature,
however, is a definitive new-build
bomber program, a fact that’s frus-
trating to members of Congress and
others who had hoped to see a new
and greater budgetary emphasis on
this mission area. In fact, it was the
lack of even a budget placeholder
for a new bomber that led Congress
last year to require USAF to update
the Bomber Roadmap, last over-
hauled in 1992.

The Air Force said it will continue
to fly its current bomber fleet of B-1,
B-2, and B-52 bombers well into the
2030s—beyond the B-52’s 80th
birthday. This is possible, USAF said,
because the life expectancy of all
three airplanes is believed to be well-
understood. The service maintains
that, barring a surge in losses due to
accidents or war and with regular
upgrades, it will be able to keep the
fleet operationally relevant and af-
fordable until 2037. Only at that time
will the fleet fall below required lev-
els and a new system need to enter
service. Working backward from
2037, USAF judges it will need to
start work on this new system in
2013.
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Congress mandated the roadmap
update last year, only weeks after
completion of a highly classified
study by the independent Panel to
Review Long Range Airpower. The
panel stated—among numerous rec-
ommendations—that funds intended
to hold open some parts of the B-2
production line would be far more
usefully spent on upgrades to the
existing bomber fleet. This was es-
pecially true, said the panel, with
respect to improvements that would
increase bomber sortie rates.

In an unclassified summary of its
findings, the panel reported that in-
creasing the sortie rate for bombers by
a factor of two “doubles the capability
to deliver bombs on target.” It added,
“From an investment perspective, in-
creasing the efficiency of the bomber
force is more cost effective than pro-
curement of additional aircraft.”

The panel also noted the lack of
any replacement bomber program on
the Air Force’s books and suggested
that the service “move out smartly”™
on such an effort, given the increas-
ing value of high-payload, long-range
bombers at a time when forward-
basing options for shorter-range, low-
payload aircraft are narrowing.

“Current plans do not adequately
address the long-term future of the
bomber force,” the panel asserted,
and it advocated that USAF buy ei-
ther “a variant of the B-2, incorpo-
rating upgrades suggested in this
report and those that will emerge in
the future, or [pursue] development

of more advanced technologies that
might lead to a better solution for the
next generation aircraft.” The panel
noted, “Today, there is not yet ad-
equate basis for such a choice. A
continuing program to demonstrate
advanced technologies in support of
long range airpower should be given
high priority.”

Clearly, USAF took many panel
suggestions to heart in crafting the
new roadmap. It emphasizes new
weapons, which, as a result of their
accuracy, produce “a tenfold increase
in bomber lethality.” Taking another
cue from the panel, the Air Force
asserted that bomber funding will
focus on connectivity with air- and
spaceborne sensors and command-
and-control systems, for greater situ-
ational awareness. This will not only
improve the ability of the bombers
to return from battle intact but en-
able them to rapidly shift targets on
the fly, to keep pace of a fast-chang-
ing battlefield. Finally, USAF will
implement the panel’s suggestion to
invest in improvements that will in-
crease bomber sortie rates.

On the subject of a new bomber,
though, the Air Force was unmoved.

The service remains “committed to
bomber modernization,” stated the
roadmap, and has in the past decade
spent $3.6 billion for “new combat
capabilities and reliability and main-
tainability upgrades.” Even so, itnoted
the bomber program is “budget con-
strained” and thata new airplane is not
affordable in the foreseeable future.

With standoff weapons like this Conventional Air Launched Cruise Missile and
the Joint Air to Surface Standoff Missile, the B-52’s utility can stretch far into the
next century, USAF believes.
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In fact, beginning in Fiscal 2001, the
service actually will reduce the amount
it spends on bombers.

In the roadmap, USAF acknowl-
edges that its bomber spending plan
will be about $100 million a year
short of what it considers necessary
to keep its current fleet sound. Over
$900 million of “needed” improve-
ments have not been budgeted, and a
further $1.36 billion worth of “de-
sired” and “candidate” upgrades have
also been put off. The latter category
includes, for example, digital engine
controls for the B-2; USAF projects
that, without them, it will have to
ground the B-2 fleet starting in 2009.

As much as the Air Force would
like to buy anew bomber, other items
have a higher priority right now,
senior service officials said.

“We need to upgrade all our sys-
tems every 20 to 30 years,” said F.
Whitten Peters, acting Secretary of
the Air Force, at the unveiling of the
roadmap. Under USAF’s time-phased
modernization, bombers last received
a major influx of new-build money
in the 1980s, when it procured the
B-1B and developed the B-2. In the
1990s, priority shifted to airlift, pri-
marily the new C-17 transport. In
the 2000s, most of the effort will go
to upgrading the fighters, which are
in dire need of replacement, he noted.

Much of the bomber fleet is rela-
tively new, Peters said, meaning
USAF can safely defer a new big
airplane for now. He emphasized that
the service’s priority for bombers is
not to buy new ones but to better
equip them with new munitions and
connectivity enhancements that will
give the fleet the ability to carry out
its mission until a compelling new
aircraft requirement emerges.

Neither the threat posed by enemy
air defenses nor any new laboratory
discovery demands an acquisition
program justnow, Peters added. “We
feel ... there is no compelling tech-
nology out there that we need to
capture.”

The acting Secretary went on to
say that, despite the success of the
B-2 program, much is still being
learned about stealth, especially from
the F-22 and Joint Strike Fighter
programs. The service hopes to bet-
ter understand and sharply reduce
the cost of maintaining the low ob-
servable features of the B-2 “before
we rush off to build the next low
observable airplane,” he stated.
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USAF says precision weapons will make the 2004 bomber fleet 10 times as effective as the 1992 fleet.

Moreover, Peters pointed out, Air
Combat Command has a program
under way to keep abreast of newly
emerging technologies that could be
applied to an advanced strike sys-
tem. Dubbed the Future Strike Air-
craft program, it calls for working
with industry to identify emerging
or expected technologies that could
form the basis of a replacement sys-
tem 10 to 15 years hence.

The FSA program will look at al-
ternatives such as Uninhabited Com-
bat Aerial Vehicles, hypersonic mis-
siles, and other technologies. There
is no assumption at this point that
the next system to do the long-range,
quick-response, precision power-pro-
jection mission must be another big
airplane. In fact, contractors work-
ing on it have been warned away
from making any hard assumptions
at the outset of the project.

However, the FSA program has
been allocated less than $1 million
in funding and is not geared toward
becoming a full-blown acquisition
program. It will simply inform Air
Force leadership about the state of
the art in aerospace technology and
catalogue those technologies that
could be tapped to fill a require-
ment, should one be stated.

The roadmap calls for a force of
190 bombers, which it maintains is
enough to meet Air Force responsi-
bilities as spelled out in the National
Defense Strategy. The strategy sees
bombers as the first weapon called
on to make strikes against an enemy
beyond the reach of forward deployed
forces and as doing much of the work
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of halting an invasion of the terri-
tory of a US ally.

The level of 190 aircraft would
be achieved by Fiscal 2004. The
fleet would comprise 21 B-2s, 93
B-1s, and 76 B-52s. Of the 190 air-
planes, 130 would be available for
combat at any time and the others
would variously be in depot main-
tenance, test, or training. To reach
130, the Air Force will restore some
non-combat coded B-52s to the
fighting force. These so-called at-
trition reserve airplanes currently
are off the books, with their regular
funding diverted to pay for weap-
ons upgrades.

By taking some airplanes off the
books, USAF was able to save funds
which it then applied to the Conven-
tional Mission Upgrade Program for
the B-1 and B-52. As that program
winds down, the sidelined bombers
can be brought back into the active
force, officials said.

Since the end of the Cold War, the
bomber fleet has transitioned from
emphasis on nuclear warfare to con-
centration on conventional conflict.
The B-1 has been turned into a purely
conventional system. The B-2s and
B-52s retain their power to engage
in nuclear missions, but bombers no
longer sit alert for nuclear war.

The roadmap describes bombers
as being “a cornerstone of America’s
airpower and force projection,” pos-
ing “a strong and highly visible de-
terrent force just over the horizon
from the enemy.” If deterrence fails,
bombers can launch from the conti-
nental US and “strike time-critical

targets and stall the enemy attack
anywhere in the world.”

Due to their range and stealth,
bombers are especially effective
against command-and-control cen-
ters, weapons of mass destruction,
and advancing enemy armored col-
umns. Forward deployed, they offer
sustained heavy firepower without
the need for vast armadas of fighters
in a strike package. At the same time,
they can integrate with these pack-
ages and boost their effectiveness.
Increasing their sortie rates will be
the equivalent of buying more bomb-
ers, USAF said.

Bombers are likely the first weapon
to be called on in a shooting war,
since they could arrive first, “par-
ticularly in regions where the United
States does not routinely maintain
forces or have basing rights.” Act-
ing to halt an enemy invasion, and
then conduct “continuous, parallel
attacks™ on the enemy, they create
“the conditions for follow-on forces
to access the [battle area].”

The weapon of choice for attacks
on enemy strategic targets, bombers
can also destroy enemy airpower
close to its source, as well as sup-
press enemy air defenses and de-
stroy ground forces and naval forces.

In the Aerospace Expeditionary
Force concept, bombers are especially
important, given the potential limita-
tions on overseas basing. They also
offer regional commanders in chief
the element of surprise when launched
from CONUS, the Air Force said.

In nuclear operations, bombers
serve as ameans of permitting gradual
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Often described as a bomber-sized fighter, the B-1B’s speed allows it to work
well with expeditionary forces. Its fast-and-low attack profile, however, will
cause it to wear out well before its B-52 and B-2 stablemates.

escalation and de-escalation of a cri-
sis and as an essential part of the
nuclear war plan.

In the future, as standoff weapons
increase the range from which bomb-
ers can launch their munitions, bomb-
ers will acquire a kind of self—Sup-
pression of Enemy Air Defenses
capability, said the roadmap. Also,
new, inexpensive munitions like the
“[Joint Direct Attack Munition] and
[Sensor Fuzed Weapon] greatly en-
hance the cost-benefitratio” of bomb-
ers compared to smaller airplanes,
USAF said. Bombers will be able to
hit more targets in a single pass,
reducing the required number of sor-
ties and allowing a force commander
to “accelerate the pace of the cam-
paign and to maximize the offensive
potential of available aerospace force
assets.”

The Panel to Review Long Range
Airpower, in an unclassified report,
said the advent of precision munitions
has fundamentally altered the role of
bombers, vastly increasing the speed
at which an air campaign can be con-
ducted. It called for more work on the
concept of operations for bombers,
asserting that current war plans do not
fully exploit their capabilities.

The Air Force Chief of Staff, Gen.
Michael E. Ryan, argued that bomb-
ers are indeed getting the operational
attention they deserve. “The CINCs
recognize their capability and ask
for as many as we can give them”
Ryan said. However, he prefers not
to think of bombers as a stand-alone
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but an element of the larger force.
“It’s integrated into everything we
do,” Ryan said.

Bombers have gone from virtually
a segregated force during the Cold
War into one that fits well into the
mix of combat and surveillance air-
craft, said the Chief of Staff. De-
pending on the target, “we’ll use the
platform that makes the most sense,”
Ryan added.

Donald B. Rice, a former Air Force
Secretary, was amember of the panel.
He said that, in several key areas, he
was disappointed with the Air Force’s
new Bomber Roadmap. Though he
found it to be thorough and reason-
ably comprehensive, he felt the road-
map fell short, especially on the B-2
and a follow-on.

Rice asserted that the panel was
very clear that the B-2 needs im-
provements in both the maintainabil-
ity of its low observable materials
and the overall degree of stealth in
the airplane. The time lines for im-
provements to both aspects of the
B-2 as quoted in the roadmap were
“pushed way out ... from where they
should be,” Rice said.

By rapidly improving the B-2’s
stealth and its maintainability, Rice
argued, the Air Force can get a quick
handle on how to proceed with a
successor airplane, which Rice feels
is necessary in the near term, not the
long term.

“If you believe bombers last 50
years, and you want to maintain a
force of, say 200, ... that means you

need to be building about four a year,
doesn’t it?” Rice noted. To his think-
ing, a new bomber—most likely a
variant on the B-2—should be under
way by 2006 at the latest. When it
comes to replacement capability, the
roadmap puts off the choice too long,
he said. The panel “had more concern
about this than [the roadmap] shows.”

“By the time we get to 2005-06,
we will only have built 21 B-2s over
a20-year period,” Rice said. “That’s
not fast enough [to maintain the
force].” Even if it cost $6 billion to
$7 billion to reconstitute the B-2
line, it would still be a substantial
savings over an all-new bomber pro-
gram, he added.

The long range of bombers is an
exceedingly useful capability and
will be more so in the future, Rice
said. “The panel looked at the avail-
ability of bases and felt more con-
vinced that bombers are becoming
more important, not less,” he added.
The panel “believes long range air-
power is enormously important, and
it’s hard to see that reflected in the
Air Force’s resource allocations.”

Rice has an interesting view of the
proper balance of bombers and fight-
ers. He strongly supports the F-22 as
a critical program and argues that
USAF should build not only the air
superiority version but also a ground-
attack version. However, given a
choice between the Joint Strike
Fighter and more bombers, he said,
he would have to argue against the
shorter-range aircraft and go for
bombers.

Those are the funds he would re-
consider in finding resources to pay
for a more aggressive bomber pro-
gram, Rice said, given the dispro-
portionate value of bombers vs. fight-
ers in the strike role.

Rice also said he’s very worried
about USAF’s plan to maintain the
B-52 beyond 80 years. There simply
isn’tenough good evidence, he added,
to bank on the airplane lasting that
long, especially when threats are al-
ways improving. The B-1s, Rice feels,
will wear out long before USAF esti-
mates, due to their fighter-like, high-
speed, low-level missions, which put
enormous stresses on the airplane.

“Five to 10 years from now, we’re
going to have to make a choice among
these alternatives [about how to re-
plenish the bomber force],” Rice as-
serted. If the Air Force doesn’t pre-
pare now to have answers to the
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questions, “there will be few options.
... Iwould prefer that we have many.”

Rep. Duncan Hunter (R-Calif.)
was instrumental in bringing about
the panel study. He also is impatient
and dissatisfied with the roadmap,
as it did not, in his opinion, ad-
equately address the importance of
bombers in the event that forward
deployed forces are hit by weapons
of mass destruction.

Hunter vigorously advanced that
view in an exchange with Lt. Gen.
Gregory S. Martin, the principal
deputy assistant secretary of the Air
Force for acquisition, at a House
Armed Services Committee hearing
held March 22. He asked that the
roadmap be reviewed with an eye
toward the role bombers would play
in Korea if forward airfields were to
be hit by chemical attack.

Martin responded that such a sce-
nario would indeed cause the value
of the bombers to go up but that such
calculations had been taken into ac-
count in setting a level of 130 com-
bat-coded bombers. Hunter countered
thatif US crews were killed by chemi-
cal attack in Korea, “it may be very
difficult, politically, to continue [tac-
tical air] operations on the penin-
sula.”

Martin also defended the Penta-
gon’s strategy of swinging bombers
from one Major Theater War to an-
other as a prudent way to prepare
against a scenario considered un-
likely.

He made the analogy that to buy

How Long Will the Bombers Last?

The B-1 flies low-level, high-speed missions which take a physical toll on the
airplane. Based on continued rough usage, and gauging the rate at which B-1s
have been lost in peacetime training, USAF expects the B-1 fleet to dip below a
minimum-required level of B9 aircraftin 2018. The overall fleet will wear out in 2038.

No B-2s have been lost in accidents, so the Air Force guesses that its attrition
rate will mirror that of the B-52, with one crash every 10 years. Based on that, as
well as a design life of about 40,000 hours and a fairly benign flight profile, the
B-2 fleet will likely drop below the minimum of 19 needed by 2027.

Most robust of the three bombers is the B-52, built at a time when little was
known about aircraft life expectancy. To be safe, the B-52s were built to take twice
the expected punishment. Now serving as a high-flying bomb truck, the B-52's
main limiting structure is the upper wing surface, which will give out sometime
after 32,500 hours. Expected mishaps and fatigue will bring the B-52 fleet below
the 62 required in about 2044, First built of the three, the B-52 will outlast its newer
stablemates by up to 26 years, by Air Force reckoning.

The Air Force noted that the predictions for all three bombers will be affected
by actual wartime usage, changes in tactics, unexpected technical problems, or

changes in the threat.

more bombers to cover a second
MTW would be like “Washington,
D.C., buying snow removal equip-
ment at the rate they buy it in Buf-
falo,N.Y.” The swing strategy works
with bombers—but not other kinds
of systems—because of their speed
and range, Martin told Hunter.

The general noted that the panel
had suggested some improvements
that would further reduce the ob-
servability of the B-2. However, he
said such improvements would cost
$120 million—$180 million rather than
$50 million, as the panel suggested.

Gen. John Michael Loh, the retired
former head of Air Combat Com-
mand, reported that he would have
liked to have seen in the roadmap “a
stronger strategy underpinning ... for

Today, B-1Bs carry dumb bombs like these Mk 82s. Soon, all bombers will have
capability for precision weapons and USAF will be able to merge mass and
precision in the same platforms.
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the unique contributions of bomb-
ers,” emphasizing their “long range,
precision payload, and independence
of foreign bases or parties.”

Loh said that, as ACC commander,
he spent “a lot of time convincing
our overseas commanders [of the
value of bombers in their war plans].”
This message needs to be reinforced
with more joint doctrine and promo-
tion of the bomber, he said.

A series of detailed five-year
plans—Ilooking 25 years into the fu-
ture—to improve the survivability,
lethality, and cost of operating the
bomber fleet would benefit the Air
Force’s planning process, Loh said.
The roadmap took a much shorter-
term view than what he feels is nec-
essary to stay ahead of requirements.

Loh sees a need for a “B-X" tech-
nologies line item in the Air Force
budget—a placeholder for a future
bomber—and he would fund it at
roughly equal levels with the indi-
vidual B-1, B-2, and B-52 upgrade
lines—about $100 million a year.
The money would further underscore
“our need to claim core competence
in bomber technology forever,” he
added. To set a date of 2037 for the
nextin-service bomber-like capabil-
ity “is all but asking the [Defense
Department] and industry to forget
bomber technologies and innovative
ways to project power [from the US],”
Loh maintained.

Such a B-X line would be compa-
rable to Navy line items that develop
technologies for certain types of ships
even if the ships are not being pro-
cured at the time, Loh pointed out. “I
don’t think we should wait until 2020
to start thinking about bombers again.”
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Asked why he thinks the Air Force
has not pursued a new bomber, he
said, “T think the Air Force believes
...if they put together arobust bomber
roadmap that would showcase bomb-
ers now, that it would ... be per-
ceived by Congress as a sign that
we’d prefer bombers today [and draw
away funding for the F-22 or C-17],
which have a higher priority today.”

Loh also felt the Air Force paid
insufficient attention to the nuclear
role of bombers in the roadmap, hav-
ing become perhaps too enamored of
the fleet’s huge conventional capa-
bilities.

“It seems to me ... the bomber has
the most promise for keeping all our
options open, wherever we go in
nuclear policy,” he asserted. He also
noted that the B-2 is now the only
penetrating nuclear bomber, the B-1

ANG photo by MSgt. Kavin L Bishop
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having been withdrawn from the
nuclear mission. A small handful of
penetrating nuclear bombers is not
enough, and the Air Force needs to
“think nuclear” in future editions of
the roadmap, Loh said.

Loh collaborated with Boeing on
putting together a list of new and po-
tential technologies that would be ap-
plicable to the bomber mission, but he
said the long deferral of a new system
will leave industry “not too interested”
in doing such research. Without in-
terim funding, USAF may not have a
competent contractor at hand when it
finally gets around to ordering replace-
ment bombers, Loh said.

Maj. Gen. Bruce A. Carlson, di-
rector of operational requirements
on the Air Staff, said he is aware of
the panel’s suggestion to aggressively
improve the B-2’s stealthiness but
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B-2s Make Combat Debut in Allied Force

The B-2 stealth bomber saw combat for the first 1ime on the night of March 24.
Two of the long-range aircraft struck a series of targets in Yugcslavia in the
opening hours of Operation Alled Force. Making a round-trip, 30-heur flight
from—and back to—Whiteman AFB, Mo., the B-2s used a combinec 32 Joint
Direct Attack Munitions to strike a “variety of so’t and hard targets.” such as
command-and-control sites, airfields, and barracks, an Air Force spakesmar said.

The B-2s have since been “part of the mix” in almost every night of the air action
in the Balkans, Maj. Gen. Charles F. Wald, vice directer for strategic plans and
policy on the Joint Staff, told reporte-s at the Pentagor. Service officials report
that the B-2's ability to sirike targets with rear arecision in all weather 1as made
it a valuable part of the NATO str king force. Tha JDAM usesa Global Pasitioring
System satellite location device which doesn't require clear weathe- or tha pilot's
intervention to score a precise Fit.

In an April 20 Pentagon briefing, Maj. Gen. Bruce A. Carlson, director of
operational requirements for the Air Staff, said the B-2s are "doing superbly” in
combat operations. “The B-2 continuas o improve in its maintainability," he
reported. “In fact, two of them landed the other day at Whiteman in a dr.ving rain,
and they had flown 30 hours. And the [low observables] maintenance was
essentially routine. In other words, there were no major LO write-ups ... ihat would
have kept it from flying immediately thersafter. So we think we're turning the
corner on low observable maintenance on t1e B-2, and | think it nas great
potential in the future.”

that USAF feels it can safely wait to
do so.

“The B-2 has a pretty good signa-
ture,” Carlson said. “For the way we
employ the bomber, it’s adequate.”
Given the stealth work being done
on the F-22 and JSF, he said, there is
confidence in the Air Force that
stealth materials will soon get easier
to apply and maintain.

“A little bit down the road, we’ll
be able to get [stealth improvements]
for less [than if an effort were
launched now and focused solely on
the B-2],” he asserted.

As for a new bomber’s absence
from the budget, he said USAF is
“pursuing technologies that fulfill
the mission area that are not neces-
sarily a bomber [such as UCAVs,
cruise missiles, and hypersonics].”

In the meantime, noted Carlson,
“We already have three manned
bombers. We don’t see a threat that
demands more. If, 15 years from
now, something better, ... a more
effective way comes along to do [the
mission], we'll do it. We are prepar-
ing the necessary [technological]
foundation to do that.”

The reality, he added, is that “the
budget won’t tolerate doing every-
thing at once.” Fighters have priority.

Carlson said the recent Nuclear
Posture Review stated the Air Force’s
strong, unwavering support of bomb-
ers in the nuclear role. However,
since the end of the Cold War, he
stated, “the target set has come down
dramatically.” A big increase in
bombers isn’t necessary to cover the
threat. The bomber inventory meets
the requirements of our strategic
planners, he said. Moreover, since
the conventional mission is more
demanding, in practical terms, than
the nuclear mission, “if you have
enough to do the conventional, then
you have more than enough to do the
nuclear,” Carlson asserted.

USAF is well aware that, into the
2030s, “all the bombers fall off the
chartinafive-to-eight-year period,”
Carlson said. “We are posturing our-
selves as well as we can [to have a
replacement in hand] well before we
come to that point. We feel the
[roadmap] is a prudent approach to
the mission. It’s more risky than it
would be if we had an extra $2.5
billion a year to spend. We would
have a different strategy if that were
the case. But we feel this is the most
prudent course we can take.” =
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Valor

By John L. Frisbee, Contributing Editor

One Turning and One Burning

The odds said Bill Lawley
couldn’t keep the crippled
B-17—with its eight
wounded crewmen—in the
air for another five hours.

FEB. 20, 1944, was the first day
of Big Week, those six days when
US Army Air Forces bombers and
fighters broke the back of the Luft-
waffe and gained control of the air
over Europe. All the pieces had a:
last fallen in place. Weather on the
Continent was clear and forecast to
remain good; for the first time, Eighth
Air Force could muster more than
1,000 heavy bombers; auxiliary tanks
had extended the range of escort
fighters. Only the English weather
refused to cooperate that Sunday
morning. At US Strategic Air Forces
headquarters, Lt. Gen. Carl A. “Tooey”
Spaatz considered the risks of launch-
ing nearly 2,000 bombers and fight-
ers into the soup that lay thousands
of feet thick over East Anglia, UK,
and made his decision: “Let 'em go.”

Now, several hours later, the 364th
Bomb Squadron, 305th Bomb Group,
was on its bomb run at 28,000 feet,
the target a Messerschmitt assem-
bly plant at Leipzig, deep in the heart
of Germany. Already it had been a
long day—the nerve-racking climb up
through overcast skies teeming with
aircraft, heavy flak en route, attacks
by enemy fighters, and now the ulti-
mate frustration for 1st Lt. William
R. Lawley Jr. and his crew. The
bombs in the bay of their B-17 would
not release.

As they came off target, Bill Lawley
worked hard to keep his bomb-laden
B-17 in formation. Glancing ahead,
he saw enemy fighters boring in
head-on, their guns blazing. Then,
suddenly, the cockpit exploded into
a screaming, icy maelstrom. Lawley’s
head was slammed back against the
seat, and, through a crimson haze,
he saw the copilot slumped over the
controls. Sensing that the bomber
was in an almost vertical dive, he
automatically chopped the throttles,
forced the copilot’s body off the con-
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trol column, and with his left hand
fought for control of the stricken
plane.

For what seemed an eternity, the
Fortress plunged earthward, sub-
jected to stresses it was never de-
signed to withstand. At 12,000 feet,
Lawley, using every trick he knew,
regained enough control to assess
the situation. A 20 mm shell had
knocked out the right windshield and
killed the copilot. One engine was
burning furiously, the aircraft con-
trols were badly damaged, and Law-
ley was bleeding profusely from deep
cuts on his face, neck, and hands.
Flight instruments, covered with
blood, were useless; there was vir-
tually no forward visibility through
what remained of the bloodstained
windshield.

Lawley reached for the bail-out
bell, hoping to get his crew out be-
fore fire reached a fuel tank and
the bomber exploded. As the bell
rang, a crewman brought word that
eight of the crew were wounded,
two so seriously that they couldn’t
use their chutes. Lawley decided
there was only one thing to do: try
to put out the fire, then nurse the
shattered bomber, with its wounded,
over several hundred miles of en-
emy-held territory back to England.
If the machine held out, maybe he
could, too.

He gave the crew the option to
bail out, which the flight engineer
did—winding up in a POW camp.
Lawley, with no copilot or engineer
to help, finally extinguished the en-
gine fire and headed on three en-

gines for France, where the crew
might find help from the underground
if they had to crash-land. Flying in
the clouds as much as possible, he
managed, with the help of bombar-
dier Lt. Harry Mason, to evade en-
emy fighters and to put out a second
engine fire. They couldn't get the
copilot's body out of the seat, so
Mason tied it to the seat back with a
parka. He then stood between the
seats and helped Lawley with the
controls when Lawley’s strength ran
out.

Over France, Lawley, who had re-
fused to leave the controls to re-
ceive first aid, collapsed from loss
of blood and exposure. Revived by
Mason, he was able at last to salvo
his bombs as they approached the
Channel. With the bombs gone, the
chance of making those last 50 miles
over the gray, icy waters of the Chan-
nel improved. But near the English
coast, a second engine quit. Then
one of the two remaining good en-
gines caught fire and continued to
burn until Lawley found Redhill, a
small fighter strip south of London,
and brought the Fortress in for a
crash landing nearly five hours after
it was hit over Leipzig. All of the
wounded, whom Lawley had refused
to abandon, survived the long or-
deal.

On Aug. 4, 1944, Lawley was
awarded the Medal of Honor for his
heroic performance on that first day
of Big Week. He remained on active
duty until his retirement in 1972. =

First appeared in June 1963 issue.
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USAF photo by TSgl. Brad Fallin

Night and In Weather. At right, a
member of the 510th FS, Aviano AB,
directs the pilot of an F-16 fighter
out to work on April 4, during one of
the first nights of the campaign.
Most of the early air operations took
place at night.

From the start of the war, USAF
provided a wide range of aircraft.
Air Force units at Aviano launched
both F-15E Strike Eagle fighters and
F-16CG fighters, equipped with the
LANTIRN night targeting and
navigation system and laser-guided
bombs. Below, rain-drenched SrA.
Aaron Fontagneres and SSgt. John
Rodriguez of the 494th FS, RAF
Lakenheath, UK, load an Mk 82 bomb
on an F-15E in preparation for an
April 7 sortie. Foul weather was a
factor throughout the war.

To the Fight. Above, a French
Mirage 2000 flies combat air patrol in
Balkan airspace. At right, SSgts.
Heath Yarbrough and Paul Hofer,
509th Bomb Wing, load JDAMs into a
B-2's bomb bay at Whiteman AFB, Mo.
The B-2 was about to mount an April 19
sortie in which it departed Missouri,
struck Serbian targets, and returned
to base, with no intermediate stops.
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Inspiration. Returning from an April
16 sortie, an F-16 pilot from the 23d
FS, based at Spangdahlem AB,
Germany, but deployed to Aviano,
evinces high spirits. He carried the
small American flag on the mission.
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Pros With the Hose. The profes-
sionalism of USAF aerial refueling
crews proved critical to the execu-
tion of long Air Force bomber
missions out of RAF Fairford, UK,

and even longer ones by B-2s flying

from the United States. At right, a
KC-10 refuels another tanker, a
KC-135, over the Adriatic Sea at
dusk on April 16. The KC-10 was
from McGuire AFB, N.J., and the
KC-135R was based at RAF
Mildenhall, UK. Most Guard and
Reserve forces in the first call-up
were assigned to tanker units.

Expeditionary Force. Everyone, it

]
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eemed, had bags packed and ready
to go to Europe on a moment’s
notice. This airman with the 20th
Fighter Wing, Shaw AFB, S.C.,
carries bags to his room after
arriving at Aviano on April 15. At
right, an F-117 from the 49th FS,
Holloman AFB, N.M., awaits takeoff
on March 24—opening night.

Checkpoint. The war brought an
abrupt tightening of security at every
NATO base but especially at Aviano,
where the bulk of NATO air opera-
tions originated. Security forces
were everywhere to be seen, working
to keep the flight line secure. At left,
A1C Kenneth Brisbane at Aviano
checks a crew chief’s ID as he enters
the site on April 2. Brisbane is a
member of the 790th Security Forces
Squadron at F.E. Warren AFB, Wyo.
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Racked and Stacked. Af RAF
Fairford, UK, rows of bombs stand
ready to be loaded into a B-1B for an
April 2 mission. Below, a weapons
load crew member of the 28th Opera-
tions Group, Ellsworth AFB, S.D.,
transports a Mk 82 gravity bomb at
Fairford. Not since World War Il have
US bombers taken off from British
bases to attack targets in Europe.
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Warthog Rounds. A1C Jerry Heron
(driver), SrA. Jason Chaftin (left),
and SSgt. Mark Nogel, all of the 81st
FS, Spangdahlem AB, Germany, pull
an AGM-65 Maverick from its case to
load it onto an A-10 for an April 10
sortie. Warthogs initially were used
for observation and spotter duty, but
they soon went to work at their
speciality—blasting armor.

The Yugoslav forces long managed
to frustrate NATO airmen by putting
tanks and armored vehicles in
forests, barns, and similar hiding
spots, refusing to bring them into
the open. Yugoslavia was able to do
this because President Clinton
publicly ruled out the use of NATO
ground forces, relieving the enemy
of the need to concentrate his own

forces for battle. . 4
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The Wait. Maintenance crew
members from the 77th BS, Ellsworth
AFB, stand by for their aircraft to
launch at RAF Fairford, after which
they will spend nervous hours
waiting for the return of their
bomber. SrA. Bradley McAfoos (left),
weapons load crew member, 28th
Operations Group, works on a Mk 82
bomb.
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Shining Hope. Above, airmen with
the 623d AMSS, Ramstein AB, load
equipment and supplies into a C-17
for an April 14 flight to Albania.
USAF mounted a major airlift of
food, water, shelter, medicine, and
other items. The C-17 at right is at
Rinas Airport, in Tirana, Albania, the
hub of the Allied humanitarian relief
effort, Shining Hope.

=
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Load and Lift. At left, a crew chief
with the 627th Air Mobility Support
Squadron, RAF Mildenhall, direcits a
C-5B to a parking spot after an April 22
delivery of fuel trucks. Above, C-130s
land at Gioia del Colle, Italy, to
resupply forces there. USAF’s airlifters
provided a vital edge to NATO forces.
So did various special-use aircraft
such as the E-3 AWACS, E-8 Joint
STARS, and RC-135 Rivet Joint.

Big Muddy. SrA. Walter B. Goss and
SrA. Daniel L. Deuville, both of the
52d Civil Engineering Squadron,
Spangdahlem AB, clear mud from
their tent at Rinas. Heavy rains in the
Balkans engulfed their makeshift
living quarters in a sea of mud. In
time, all of the temporary quarters
received wooden floors to improve
the troops’ living conditions.
Inhabitants of the camp were civil
engineers, explosive ordnance
disposal teams, combat communica-
tions operators, and weather teams.
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Fighting Trim. At Aviano, mainte-
nance crews from the 43d Expedi-
tionary Electronic Combat Squadron,
located at Davis—-Monthan AFB, Ariz.,
work on April 2 to replace an engine
on their EC-130H Compass Call
airplane. Below, SSgt. Paul Guyer,
from the 510th FS, at Aviano, checks
out his F-16 before he’ll let the pilot
fly it on a planned April 2 mission.
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Bomb Factory. TSgt. Scott Heister-
camp of the 9th Munitions Squadron,
Beale AFB, Calif., loads GBU-12 500-
pound laser-guided bombs on a rack
for assembly at Aviano on April 13.
Allied Force constituted the most
intensive use of advanced munitions
in history. Roughly 90 percent of all
Allied strikes were made with
precision-guided weapons, com-
pared to less than 10 percent in
Operation Desert Storm eight years
ago.

Workhorse. An F-16 from Shaw
AFB, S.C., takes off from Aviano on
April 28 for another sortie into the
Balkan battlespace. The single-
engine aircraft proved to be a
workhorse of the war, used exten-
sively not only by the US Air Force
but also by the air arms of many
European Allies.
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Stress and Strain. A B-52H from
Barksdale comes to a stop after an
April 14 combat sortie in the Bal-
kans. USAF aircraft have been ridden
hard in the Balkans. Gen. Richard E.
Hawley, commander of Air Combat
Command, told reporters on April 29
that weeks of war had left USAF
munition stocks critically low, facing
shortages of conventional air-
launched cruise missiles and the
precision JDAMs used by B-2
bombers. Hawley worried aloud that
USAF could exhaust its supply of
JDAMs before a resupply effort
begins to kick in.
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Long Haul? Bomber crews—at left,
B-52H crews from the 2d Bomb Wing,
Barksdale AFB, La., and the 5th BW,
Minot AFB, N.D.—conduct a forma-
tion brief at RAF Fairford, before an
early April cruise missile attack.
Above, a BUFF takes off for an April
11 mission from Fairford. Airmen
were warned that the war could go
on for months.

No Travel Plans. Members of the
31st Air Expeditionary Wing, Aviano
AB, Italy, watch an F-16 prepare to
take off on an April 23 mission. For
American servicemen and -women,
all signs were that it would be quite
a while before they could reaffix
these travel pods to their fighter
aircraft for the long trip home. R
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Verbatim Special: The Balkan War

“We need a Europe that is safe,
secure, free, united, a good partner
with us for trading. ... That's what this
Kosovo thing is all about.”—President
Clinton, speech to American Fed-
eration of State, County, and Mu-
nicipal Employees, March 23.

“What if someone had listened to
Winston Churchill and stood up to Adolf
Hitler earlier? How many people’s lives
might have been saved?"—Clinton,
AFSCME speech, March 23.

“We're coming close to starting
World War 1l."—8Sen. Ted Stevens,
floor statement, March 23.

“We have plans for a swift and se-
vere air campaign. This will be pain-
ful for the Serbs. We hope that, rela-
tively quickly, ... the Serbs will realize
that they have made a mistake."—
Pentagon spokesman Kenneth Ba-
con, briefing, March 23.

“North Atlantic Treaty Organization
forces have initiated military action
against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia. ... The military objective of our
action is to deter further action against
the Kosovars and to diminish the abil-
ity of the Yugoslav army to continue
those attacks, if necessary."—Secre-
tary of Defense William S. Cohen,
DoD briefing, March 24.

“l don’t see this as a long-term op-
eration. | think that this is something
... that is achievable within a rela-
tively short period of time."—Secre-
tary of State Madeleine Albright,
PBS “Newshour,” March 24.

“If NATO's invited to [send a peace-
keeping force], our troops should take
part, ... but | do not intend to put our
troops in Kosovo to fight a war."—
Clinton, address to nation, March 24.

“This is in fact NATO'’s attempt to
enter the 21st century as global po-
liceman. Russia will never agree to
it."—Russian President Boris Yelt-
sin, Kremlin statement, March 24.

“We're going to systematically and
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progressively attack, disrupt, degrade,
devastate, and, ultimately—unless
President Milosevic complies with the
demands of the international commu-
nity—we’re going to destroy these
forces and their facilities and sup-
port."—Supreme Allied Commander
Europe Gen. Wesley Clark, NATO
briefing, March 25.

“These bombs are not going to do
the job. It's almost pathetic. You're just
going to solidify the determination of
the Serbs to resist a peace agreement.
You'd have to drop the bridges and
turn off the lights in Belgrade to have
even a remote chance of changing
Milosevic's mind. What you'll get is all
the old Vietnam stuff—bombing pauses,
escalation, negotiations, trouble."—Sen.
John McCain, New York Times (NYT),
March 25.

“It was always understood from the
outset that there was no way we were
going to stop these paramilitary forces
who were going in there and murder-
ing civilians in these villages."—Clark,
CNN interview, March 26.

“We are on the brink of a major hu-
manitarian disaster in Kosovo, the likes
of which have not been seen in Europe
since the closing stages of World War
II."—Allied spokesman Jamie Shea,
NATO briefing, March 28.

“We're in it, and we have to win it,
and we have to do whatever is neces-
sary in order to ensure that this is not a
failure. ... That means that we have to
exercise every option. ... We must win
this conflict with whatever it takes."—
McCain, ABC’s “This Week,” March
28.

“l don’t know if we can do it with-
out ground troops.”—Gen. Michael
Ryan, USAF Chief of Staff, NYT,
March 28.

“We never thought we could stop
this. You can’t conduct police actions
from the air in any country."—Clark,
press interview, March 29.

“We miscalculated. We thought

when the bombing started Milosevic
would play the victim, not turn into
Adolf Hitler Jr."—Unnamed US offi-
cial, NYT, March 30.

“I think right now it is difficult to say
that we have prevented one act of
brutality at this stage.”—Bacon, DoD
briefing, March 30.

“That [possibly running out of cer-
tain munitions] is something that we
do worry about. We have a supply
now, but it won’t last forever."—Ba-
con, DoD briefing, March 30.

“He’s hurting. We know that he is
running short of fuel. We're now start-
ing to hit him very hard on the ground.
... You will start to see the resolve
starting to crack very quickly."—Air
Commodore David Wilby, NATO
briefing, March 31.

“The thing that bothers me about
introducing ground troops into a hos-
tile situation, into Kosovo and into the
Balkans, is the prospect of never be-
ing able to get them out."—Clinton,
CBS “60 Minutes II,” March 31.

“We may not have the means to
stop it, but we have shown we have
the will to try.” —NATO Secretary Gen-
eral Javier Solana, NYT, March 31.

“We clearly intend to loosen his grip
on power and break his will to con-
tinue and, as weather permits, to chip
off his assets in Kosovo. If we start to
chip away at the institutions that keep
him in power, he may think it over.”
—@Gen. Klaus Naumann, then chair-
man of NATO Military Committee,
NYT, April 1.

“IIn a 1998 NATO study of troops
needed for a ground invasion], the num-
bers came in high. No one said yes, no
one said no; it was taken off the table.
... It was a complete eye-roller.”— “Se-
nior Administration official,” Wash-
ington Post (WP), April 1.

“When you fly less than 50 bombing
sorties per day for seven days, you're
Continued on p. 50
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Verbatim Special continued

not serious about what you're doing.
At best, it's sporadic bombing."—HRe-
tired USAF Gen. Buster Glosson,
key figure in Gulf War air campaign,
Associated Press, April 1.

“The ring is closing around the Yu-
goslav armed forces."—Solana, NATO
briefing, April 1.

“I'm surprised we didn’t bomb it [the
downed F-117 fighter], because the
standing procedure has always been
that, when you lose something of real
or perceived value—in this case, real
technology, stealth—you destroy it. ...
Once you get the pilot out of there,
you blow the thing to smithereens.”—
Retired USAF Gen. John Michael
Loh, former head of Air Combat
Command, Defense Daily, April 2.

“We are prepared to sustain this
effort for the long haul. Our plan is to
persist until we prevail. ... Let me be
clear. The ethnic cleansing of Kosovo
cannot stand as a permanent event."—
Clinton, remarks to press, April 5.

“l think we wish we had a larger
inventory of certain types of weapons.
There has been significant utilization
of some of our more advanced cruise
missile systems."—Deputy Secretary
of Defense John Hamre, speech In
Philadelphia, April 6.

“So far, we haven't heard complaints
from the CINCs, that | know of, that
they can't do the mission. ... So as we
speak today, the readiness of the US
military has not been really affected
by this. We have the capability to cover
all the regions as we speak today. The
number of US aircraft in theater is noth-
ing near the total aircraft or military
capability we have today in the US
military. Even though it is a fairly so-
phisticated, a fairly large commitment,
we still have a significant amount of
forces [in] reserve that can handle the
two MRCs."—USAF Maj. Gen. Charles
Wald, DoD briefing, April 6.

“This is no time to pause. ... We
will reject any settlement that freezes
the result of Milosevic's genocide and
rewards him for his brutality.”—Cohen,
April 7.

“This is war as waged by humani-
tarians, idealists, and the flotsam of
the counterculture. This NATO war
machine is being directed by whom?
By a German foreign minister from
the pacifist Green Party. By the head
of NATO, Javier Solana, who vigor-
ously opposed his nation’s entry into

S0

NATO lest Spain develop close mili-
tary ties to the United States. By an
American secretary of state who sup-
ported the nuclear freeze and opposed
the Gulf War. And by an American
President who—well, forget his mili-
tary history."—~Columnist Charles
Krauthammer, WP, April 8.

“We've been officially reassured at
a high level that Russia will not be
drawn into the conflict in the Bal-
kans."—White House spokesman
Joe Lockhart, Reuters, April 9.

“They want to bring in ground troops.
They are preparing for that. They want
simply to seize Yugoslavia to make it
their protectorate. We cannot let that
happen to Yugoslavia. ... | told NATO,
the Americans, the Germans: Don’t push
us toward military action. Otherwise,
there will be a European war for sure
and possibly world war.” —Yeltsin, tele-
vised statement, April 9.

“NATO early on made an assess-
ment ... as to what [number of ground
troops] it would actually take to do
the job, and those numbers varied
from lows down in the twenties—
20,000 or so—up to a couple of hun-
dred thousand."—Gen. Hugh Shel-
ton, JCS Chairman, ABC’s “This
Week,” April 11.

“Russia is an absolutely essential
player in the search for peace with
Belgrade. We must respect its desire
to play a constructive role in the se-
curity and stability of our continent.”
—French Foreign Minister Hubert
Vedrine, WP, April 13.

“This campaign has the highest pro-
portion of precision weaponry that’s
ever been used in any air operation
anywhere. ... [NATO is] using almost
all precision strike weapons when the
targets are point targets, and in some
cases we're actually attacking indi-
vidual tanks on the ground with laser-
guided weaponry. The reason for this
is it's a very efficient means of attack,
it reduces collateral damage, and it
reduces the continuing exposure of
aircraft going after the same target."—
Clark, NATO briefing, April 13.

“We can't have troops passing out
blankets one day and then tell those
same forces to conduct combat opera-
tions the next. You've got to train the
force. You've got to prepare them."—
Retired Army Gen. George Joulwan,
former SACEUR, WP, April 14.

“| would characterize the [rules of

engagement] as as strict as I've seen
in my 27 years [in the] military. ... The
rules have been, and are, that, unless
you're 100 percent sure in your mind
what you're hitting ... you won't drop."—
Wald, DoD briefing, April 14.

“All the suggestions—'Did you con-
sider this? Did you consider that?” We
did."—Albright, statement to a House
committee, April 15.

“The military mission ... is to reduce,
diminish, degrade the military capabil-
ity that Milosevic’s forces have to con-
duct their campaign of brutal repres-
sion."—Cohen, Senate Armed Ser-
vices Committee (SASC), April 15.

“We could sit on the sidelines. We
could fold our arms and say, 'lt's not
our problem.’ But | think that that would
have been a real challenge to our own
humanity."—Cohen, SASC, April 15.

“We're certainly engaged in hostili-
ties. We're engaged in combat. Whether
that measures up to, quote, a classic
definition of war, I'm not qualified to
say."—Cohen, SASC, April 15.

“Limited actions beget limited re-
sults."—McCain, SASC, April 15.

“If the public knew our state of
readiness, or our lack of readiness,
there would be an outrage out there.
The fact that we are roughly at one-
half the force strength that we were
in 1891—How many people know
that?"—Sen. James Inhofe, SASC,
April 15,

“I'd say Milosevic has lost. He's los-
ing his military infrastructure and his
ability to sustain his forces. He's los-
ing his air defense system slowly but
surely. We see signs of lower morale,
evidence of desertions, leadership
gaps, command-and-control problems.
It's not over. ... We're in the first 25
minutes of a two-hour movie. You can’t
predict how it's going to end."—Ba-
con, WP, April 18.

“We won't serve as a postman. We
won't deliver NATO’s ultimatums to
Belgrade. That is not our mission."—
Russian Foreign Minister Igor Iva-
nov, statement, April 26.

“Of course, [we] may have one flaw
in our thinking. ... Our flaw may be
that we think [Milosevic] may have at
least a little bit of responsibility for his
country and may act accordingly, be-
cause otherwise he may end up be-
ing the ruler of the rubble."—Nau-
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mann, statement to Defense Writ-
ers Group (DWG), April 26.

“We are winning. Milosevic is losing,
and he knows it. He should face up to
this, and he should face up to it now.”
—Clark, NATO briefing, April 27.

“Step by step, bit by bit, we are
cutting off his ability to reinforce or to
sustain his forces easily down in Ko-
sovo. Of course he can still walk them
in through the gullies and the rivers
and so forth, and it is never going to
be complete, but it is certainly com-
plicating their life down there.”—Clark,
NATO briefing, April 27.

“He's bringing reinforcements in con-
tinually. If you actually added up what's
there on any given day, you might ac-
tually find out that he's strengthened
his forces in there.—Clark, NATO
briefing, April 27.

“We have never said that we can
fight two wars simultaneously. What
we have said is that we would want to
structure our resources in a manner
so that we can unequivocally fight one
major regional contingency—a war—
and to be able to have enough re-
sources to deter our opponent from
accomplishing [its] objectives in a sec-
ond theater until we can clean up the
operation in the first and move re-
sources to take care of the second. ...
And | think we do have the resources
for it. But right now, we’re committing
the equivalent of the MRC worth of
air assets for this operation.”—Hamre,
to Senate appropriations commit-
tee, April 27.

“What good has been accomplished
so far? Absolutely nothing. What long-
term goal will be accomplished by hav-
ing our troops there? None, unless
you’'re willing to occupy all of Yugosla-
via."—Rep. Tom DelLay, House Ma-
Jjority Whip, floor statement, April 28.

“There are deep reservations in the
Congress about the prosecution of this
war. It's been screwed up from the
first day."—Rep. Heather A. Wilson,
floor statement, April 28.

“The Secretary of State, the Secre-
tary of Defense, and the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff told us that this
was no big deal, that we were going to
bomb for a couple of days, 48 hours,
and then stop bombing, and Milosevic
would come to the table. When asked
the question, ‘What if he does not come
to the table?' they said, ‘Well, we will
go to Phase I, and Phase Il is that we
will bomb for a few more days. Then he
will be going to the table, by crackie.’
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And then we asked, ‘Then what?’' Then
they said, ‘Well, we will bomb for an-
other week and that will force him to
come to the table and this will be all
over with.” And then we asked, ‘Then
what?’ There was silence."—DeLay,
floor statement, April 28.

“l say to my colleagues, we have a
war in Yugoslavia. We can call it what-
ever we want, but it is a euphemism
unless we recognize it is a war. It is
an unmitigated disaster. Our and
NATO’s involvement in this war is an
unmitigated disaster. That is the ugly
truth, and everybody knows it. They
certainly know and talk about it in
the Pentagon."—HRep. Doug Bereu-
ter, floor statement, April 28.

“Clinton is a better communicator
than anyone else. Once Clinton de-
cides that's what he's going to do [to
negotiate an end to war with Milo-
sevic], he’ll sell it. If Nixon could sell
the fall of Saigon as peace with honor,
Clinton can sell this."—“Senior Ad-
ministration official,” NYT, April 29.

“Airpower works best when it is used
decisively. Shock, mass are the way
to achieve early results. Clearly be-
cause of the constraints in this opera-
tion, we have not been able to, haven't
seen that at this point."—Gen. Rich-
ard Hawley, ACC commander, state-
ment to DWG, April 29.

“We are going to be in desperate
need, in my command, for a signifi-
cant retrenchment in commitments for
a significant period of time. ... | think
we have a real problem facing us three,
four, five months down the road in the
readiness of the stateside units."—
Hawley, DWG, April 29.

“We have no interest in destroy-
ing more targets in Serbia than is
absolutely necessary. We dislike us-
ing power, really."—Gen. Christian
Hvidt, Danish chief of defense,
NYT, May 2.

“We clearly can do two major the-
ater wars. Now, if you had something
happen in the Gulf, and if you had
something happen in Korea, then we
would have to make a decision."—
Gen. Joseph Ralston, vice chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
NBC’s “Meet the Press,” May 2.

“The fact that the lights went out
across 70 percent of the country, | think,
shows that NATO has its finger on the
light switch in Yugoslavia now, and we
can turn the power off whenever we
need to and whenever we want to."—
Shea, NATO briefing, May 3.

“We can have a bombing pause if
it's clear that it will be in aid of [a]
larger purpose.”—Clinton, news con-
ference, May 3.

“l don't think you can character-
ize [the Administration goal] as ‘to-
tal victory.” That's not what I'm ask-
ing for.”—Clinton, news confer-
ence, May 3.

“The President of the United States
is prepared to lose a war rather than
do the hard work, the politically risky
work, of fighting it as the leader of
the greatest nation on Earth should
fight when our interests and values
are imperiled. ... Shame on the Presi-
dent if he persists in abdicating his
responsibilities, but shame on us if
we let him."—McCain, floor state-
ment, May 4.

“We need to find a way to reconcile
the conditions of a coalition war with
the principle of military operations such
as surprise and overwhelming force.
We did not apply either in Operation
Allied Force, and this cost time, ef-
fort, and potentially additional casu-
alties.”—Naumann, NATO briefing,
May 4.

“The mission is to pin them down,
cut them off, take them out. ... We
have pinned them down, we have
pretty much largely cut them off, and
are about to begin to take them out."—
NATO spokesman Maj. Gen. Walter
Jertz, NATO briefing, May 6.

“Let there be no doubt: This war
must be won. ... The overriding justifi-
cation for military action is quite sim-
ply the nature of the enemy we face.
We are not dealing with some minor
thug whose local brutalities may of-
fend our sensibilities from time to time.
Milosevic's regime and the genocidal
ideology that sustains it represent
something altogether different—a truly
monstrous evil, one that cannot be
merely checked or contained, one that
must be totally defeated. ... There are,
in the end, no humanitarian wars. War
is serious and it is deadly. Casualties,
including civilian casualties, are to be
expected. Trying to fight a war with
one hand tied behind your back is the
way to lose it. We always regret the
loss of lives, but we should have no
doubt that it is the men of evil, not our
troops or pilots, who bear the guilt."—
Margaret Thatcher, Wall Street Jour-
nal op-ed article, May 6.

“It's not a conventional thing, where
one side’s going to win and one side’s
going to lose."—Clinton, remarks to
press, in Germany, May 6. m
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Next Steps In
Information Warfare




Napoleon said war is 90 percent information—and that
was 200 years ago.

N the opening decades of the
nextcentury, the ability to col-
lect, process, and apply mas-
sive amounts of information in
.| near real time will be a crucial
warfighting advantage for the US
military and particularly the Air
Force. American cyberpower will be
the enabler for the Aerospace Expe-
ditionary Forces and is key to the
Jeint Chiefs of Staff’s Joint Vision
2010.

However, increasing dependence
on the unfettered flow of informa-
tion also will be one of the greatest
threats to America’s national secu-
ritv and economy as the power to
use—and abuse—information tech-
nology becomes readily available to
the smallest national or non-state
ertity.

Those are some of the key themes
presented by four active duty and
thrze recently retired senior Air Force
officers at a forum on Information
Operations and Information Warfare,
staged by the Aerospace Education
Foundation’s Eaker Institute March
24-25 at Lackland AFB, Texas. A
large number of Air Force personnel
were among the attendees at the ses-
sions.

The conference unexpectedly fea-
turzd a senior Air Force commander
involved in an armed conflict—Op-
eration Allied Force—which began
or: the first day. Appearing via live
satzllite transmission was Gen. John
P. Jumper, commander of US Air
Forces in Europe, from his headquar-
ters at Ramstein AB, Germany. His
report on the performance of his air-
crews lent weight to his presentation

on the importance, and the dangers,
of Information Warfare. Jumper’s ap-
pearance, in itself a testament to the
power of modern information tech-
nology, was handled by the Brooke
Army Medical Center’s cutting-edge
telemedicine facilities.

The importance of the topic was
reinforced by a new report from the
National Research Council warning
that the vulnerability of the US mili-
tary computer networks creates “a
pressing national security issue.” That
report echoed similar findings by the
Defense Science Board and Ranp,
which sparked warnings that America
could face an information calamity,
one in which attacks on the intercon-
nected computer networks caused
havoc in the nation’s utilities and its
governmental, financial, and national
security institutions.

The conference was opened by Gen.
Michael J. Dugan, USAF (Ret.), a
former Air Force Chief of Staff and
now chairman of the Aerospace Edu-
cation Foundation. Dugan warned
that, in the future, “information will
be more critical to the conduct of
military operations, and, at the same
time,” he said, “a wide range of new
vulnerabilities will be thrust on mili-
tary commanders.”

“Just as classic Napoleonic ma-
neuver tried to isolate an army from
its logistics base, current strategies
are looking for more and more ways
to isolate warriors from crucial flows
of information that provide or con-
found battlefield awareness,” Dugan
said.

Although the services are putting
“much needed resources into this

By Otto Kreisher

arena, it is not clear, however, that
the organizational issues have been
identified or resolved to ensure that
information operations are prudently
conceived, effectively led, and co-
herently carried out across the wide
spectrum of government and private
agencies involved,” stated Dugan.

He reminded his audience that
Napoleon himself took the view that
“war is 90 percent information.”
Though the concept has not changed
in the intervening 200 years, Dugan
continued, the ability to exploit the
concept is radically different.

“As former Sen. Sam Nunn put it,
the nation might be headed for an
electronic Pearl Harbor,” said Dugan,

General Jumper

Jumper provided a unique per-
spective on the subject because of
his position as an operational com-
mander.

“We get overwhelmed, in most
cases, by a discussion of Informa-
tion Warfare at the strategic level,”
which means the protection of Amer-
ica’s information infrastructure or
attacks on an enemy’s information
systems, Jumper said.

As a commander, he is concerned
about the operational and tactical
use of information, which means how
todeal with targets, the general said.

“Ineed to be able to think in terms
of ... target effects,” Jumper said,
picturing the “info warriors™ around
the same targeting table with the
fighter and bomber pilots and the
special operations people.

The information warriors may have
the capability to take out a target but




are prevented from doing so because
of legal concerns, he said.

“This is an example of policy get-
ting in the way of warfighting prin-
ciples, what I define as a lack of our
attention to Information Warfare at
the tactical and operational level.”

Jumper also worried about the dif-
ferences in definitions that can in-
clude “offensive and defensive war-
fare, psychological warfare, deception,
and electronic warfare all captured
under this definition of ITW.”

Including electronic warfare mixes
up electronic bashing and electronic
manipulation, he said.

Jumper also disagreed with the
tendency to separate offensive and
defensive Information Operations, a
concept that troubled other speakers
as well.

“There is a very fine line between
the offense and the defense, and any
step that we take to separate or seg-
regate the two will be a great disser-
vice to us,” he said. “I think they are
side by side and in many cases indis-
tinguishable,” although they require
different tools.

As a commander, Jumper said he
wanted not just to take on targets but
also to deceive an enemy so that an
intercept operator “sees something
completely different than what is
really there” or acommander’s com-
munications are so distorted he can-
not act.

“That, at the operational and tacti-
cal level, is the sort of IW capability
that a commander needs,” he said.

General Minihan

Lt. Gen. Kenneth A. Minihan,
USAF (Ret.), former director of the
National Security Agency, shared
Jumper’s concerns about separating
the components of Information War-
fare.

“We act as if there is an offense
and a defense, and there isn’t; it is
all common technology,” he said.
“Itis more like playing soccer; you’ve
got to know where you are on the
field.”

Minihan insisted, “There is no
place for computer network defense
if there isn’t a place for computer
network attack. There is no place for
you to conduct the offense if you
choose not to do the defense at the
same time. ... Exploiting that me-
dium is what it is going to be all
about.”

America’s “strategic coin is shift-
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ing from [an] industrial base to [an]
information infrastructure technol-
ogy,” he said. “But the value in that
is not the infrastructure or the net-
work; it is the content. Our job is to
develop the ability to stay relevant
to the nation’s strategic coin, which
is going to be its knowledge or con-
tent.”

Information technology is mov-
ing much faster than the military’s
adjustments to it and “if you want to
know where [the] technology is go-
ing, don’t go visit the services be-
cause they are not spending any of
this money,” Minihan said.

The commercial information sec-
tor is spending enormous amounts
of money each year on new technol-
ogy, he said, and “they plan to rein-
vent their companies every three or
four years.”

If the services are not working
closely with major commercial lead-
ers, “we are not tuned in to where the
nation’s investment is,” Minihan
said.

In terms of information technol-
ogy, Minihan said, “it is all global,
stupid. It isn’t air; it isn’t space; it
isn’t service oriented. It is all global.
We are going to work in a com-
pletely different analytical paradigm
than the one we are accustomed to
applying to our missions,” he said.

That also means “you really are in
an era when there is the death of
distance,” added Minihan. “You've
reached the point now where, in terms
of affecting the battlefield, it doesn’t
matter where we are on the globe.”

Minihan also warned that the mili-
tary’s dependence on the public com-
puter infrastructure increases the risk
of disruption and information com-
promise.

The commercial investment in in-
formation technology “is building
the battlespace in which we will op-
erate,” he warned. “It is driven by
commercial technology and it is all
global and we are going to operate in
it. That brings great opportunities
and huge vulnerabilities.”

Countering the dangers requires a
strategy, Minihan said, which he
called “information assurance.”

General Cunningham

Lt. Gen. Charles J. Cunningham
Jr., USAF (Ret.), currently serves as
deputy assistant secretary of defense
forintelligence. He noted that Amer-
ica has “no monopoly on all of the

things that would impinge [on] or
cause problems for [its technology-
based economy and defense].”

“We have no monopoly on 10 and
IW,” he said. “We have no monopoly
on information technology. We have
no monopoly on information assur-
ance or any of that kind of stuff.”

Cunningham noted that the book
War and Anti-War by Alvin and Heidi
Toffler said that “developed nations
will fight their wars the way they
make their money.” America is “es-
sentially making [its] new money in
information technology,” said the
general. “We can expect to conduct
a lot of our military operations very
much in that way.” But, he added,
the threat to that technology “is ev-
erywhere. ... We must therefore re-
double our efforts and do better with
it.”

Cunningham recalled helping run
a staff exercise in Europe last year
for Jumper. In this exercise, the joint
forces air commander operations in-
volved little Information Warfare
aspects. That happens because “our
emphasis ... is so exclusive at the
strategic level,” he said.

Cunningham urged the warfighters
to spell out their needs for Informa-
tion Warfare “as requirements” and
to develop the doctrine, the tactics,
and procedures necessary for suc-
cessful information operations.

Asked what the Defense Depart-
ment’s developing information op-
erations strategic plan would con-
tain, Cunningham said: “It is largely
aimed at engagement and ... how
you work with other entities in in-
formation operations.”

The strategy, which should be re-
leased this fall, “will key on the con-
cept of engagement and sharing and
loosen up a lot of things that are now
very rigid because we feel that we
are the only ones to possess certain
capabilities and information,” he
said.

In response to another question,
Cunningham said the military’s in-
volvement with the commercial side
of information technology would
increase, which would mean an in-
creased defensive role.

But, he argued, “Perhaps we need
to understand what the life cycle of
information is. What is the life cycle
of usefulness? It strikes me that we
go overboard to protect a lot of in-
formation that is extremely perish-
able.”
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General Baker

Maj. Gen. John R. Baker, com-
mander of the Air Intelligence Agency,
said the Air Force, coming out of
Desert Storm, “understood that [the
service] needed to break down some
of the barriers between some of the
various intelligence organizations ...
so [it] can turn around information
quicker and get it to the operator
faster.”

Today, both the Air Force and the
Joint Chiefs “are looking at infor-
mation operations in a large way,”
Baker said. “What is driving all this
is technology,” he said, which “is
racing faster than we are.”

Baker noted the difference between
the joint and the Air Force doctrinal
descriptions of Information Warfare
and expressed his preference for the
more comprehensive service defini-
tion.

He also explained the Air Force
leadership’s decision to dismantle
the 609th Information Operations
Squadron at Shaw AFB, §.C., and to
shift the squadron’s IO specialists
into operational units throughout the
Air Force.

“We are going to embed people ...
[who] have both offensive and de-
fensive training so they understand
both sides of the equation,” said
Baker. “We will have gain and ex-
ploit, attack and defend expertise in
there.”

Because the military depends on
communications, understanding how
to control bandwidth usage is be-
coming more important, he said. “The
demand for information is increas-
ing. The demand for imagery is not
going to get less. The ability to move
that information around the world is
going to be a big challenge for us as
more and more organizations com-
pete for bandwidth.”

General Wright

Air Force Brig. Gen. Bruce A.
Wright, the deputy director for In-
formation Operations on the Joint
Staff, said information warfare has
evolved from some “traditional mili-
tary operations that we have done
for years.”

With its growing importance, “to-
day, everyone has an idea of what
Information Warfare is. ... All the
services and the joint warfighters
are right with us,” Wright said.

As a result, his office “has been
very busy these days.”
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His office supports the JCS Chair-
man, Wright said, “but more impor-
tantly,” it supports the warfighting
commanders in chief, all of whom
have Information Warfare programs.

Warfighting always seeks to hit
an enemy’s center of gravity and
“the center of gravity for Informa-
tion Ops is six inches of gray mat-
ter,” he said, referring to the human
brain.

The key to effective Information
Operations is “to stay ahead of the
bad guys’ thought process,” he said.

Wright said the Joint Chiefs are
seeking to “seamlessly integrate 10
in support of national objectives,” at
both the operational and strategic
levels.

There are more than enough chal-
lenges in Information Operations,
he said, with everyone from the Rus-
sians to juvenile hackers trying to
access the US information networks.

Information Operations, Wright
said, can cover the entire range of
military missions—from peacetime
through crisis to conflict—and can
affect basic public services such as
power and water supplies or infor-
mation systems.

Because of the potentially grave
impact of an information attack, he
said, “one of the major challenges is
defending our information infrastruc-
ture.”

General Newton

Gen. Lloyd W. “Fig” Newton, com-
mander of Air Education and Train-
ing Command, said the control of
information will be a key strength,
and major vulnerability, for the Air
Force in the next century.

“By the turn of the century,” New-
ton said, “our Air Expeditionary
Force will allow us to better posture
for the threat of the next millenium
by allowing us to reach far beyond
our borders to respond effectively to
the full spectrum of crises. ... Infor-
mation will be the key enabler to this
expeditionary force.”

But, he noted, attempts to pen-
etrate the military’s information tech-
nology infrastructure are increasing
because “the information revolution
has made technology available to
just about anybody and everybody
who wants to have it” and “many of

those are at odds with our national
security objective.”

“At the same time, [US] military
operations have become more de-
pendent on fast, reliable exchange
of information, so we find ourselves
almost in this catch-22 of more people
are becoming more dangerous to more
of our operations,” Newton said.

Among the basic features of stra-
tegic infowar, Newton said, is this
fact: “You can have a low-cost entry
into the conflict.” Instead of the siz-
able financial resources or state spon-
sorship needed for traditional weap-
ons technology, “information system
expertise and access to important
networks may be the only prerequi-
site for getting in,” he explained.

Another feature is the erosion of
traditional boundaries, such as the
lines between public and private in-
terests, warlike and criminal behav-
ior, and geographic boundaries be-
tween nations, he said.

Information warfare also will make
it more difficult to build and sustain
coalitions because of the conflicting
needs to protect information systems
and to share techniques and ideas
with the coalition. “This will make
warfare much more difficult,” New-
ton said.

The vulnerability of the US home-
land also increases as “information-
based techniques render geographic
distance irrelevant,” he said. “Tar-
gets within the continental United
States are just as vulnerable as those
in-theater targets are.”

With the US economy’s increased
reliance on high-performance net-
works, “anew set of lucrative strate-
gic targets presents itself to any one
of our potential enemies,” Newton
said.

Because the Air Force recognizes
the importance of information op-
erations, AETC is working to “en-
sure that we have credible informa-
tion warriors, both defensive and
offensive.”

“Qur goal ... is to assure that all
Air Force personnel are able to oper-
ate effectively in this fast-moving,
information-rich environment. Infor-
mation dominance isn’t something
that can be left to a few one or two
specialties or a few agencies or to
just one command,” Newton said. m

Otto Kreisher is the national security reporter for Copley News Service, based in
Washington, D.C. His most recent articles for Air Force Magazine, “The Move
Into Space” and “Inhofe on Readiness,” appeared in the April 1999 issue.
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By Bruce D. Callander

IRS

N June 3, 1959, 207
Air Force Academy
cadets completed their
l academic work and be-
came, as a group, the

academy’s first graduating class.
Events on that day, 40 years ago this
month, generated more than a few
lasting images.

Bradley C. Hosmer, the top gradu-
ate of that first class. received not
only a diploma and Air Force com-
mission, but also a Rhodes Scholar-
ship. John G. Hayes Jr., still recover-
ing from a skiing accident, limped to
the stage on crutches. Flaye M. Ham-
mond III came forward to the sound
of classmates whistling the “Marines’
Hymn"; he was the lone graduate com-
missioned in another service. John
M. Melancon received a special round
of applause. He received his diploma
but was med:cally disqualified from
commissioning.
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Their undergraduate years had
been historic, but they weren’t lack-
ing in difficulty, The Class of '59
spent its first three years in refur-
bished World War II barracks at
Lowry AFB, Colo. Their upperclass-
men were stand-ins—USAF officers
who had graduated from other acad-
emies. Their permanent uniforms and
the campus at Colorado Springs still
were works in progress.

By graduation day, however, the
academy was up and running. The
cadet wing had grown to more than
1,000 members, and the school had
received accreditation. Its varsity
football team had played in the Cot-
ton Bowl and one of its members,
Brock T. Strom, had been named all-
American. What had been firsts for
the Class of '59 were becoming tra-
ditions for their successors.

Prosperous

In later years, the Class of ’59
prospered. Fifteen members became
general officers, four of them retir-
ing with four stars and one as the
vice chief of staff of the Air Force.

Robert D. Beckel served with the
Thunderbirds, flew fighters in Viet-
nam, and returned to the academy as
commandant of cadets. Later, he re-
tired as a lieutenant general.

Hosmer completed his studies at
Oxford, entered pilot training, and
flew combat missions in Vietnam.
He came back to Colorado Springs
in 1991 as the academy’s first home-
grown superintendent.

The Air Force Academy'’s first class begzan training in July 1955 at Lowry AFB,
Colo. (above). Three years later, the Class of '59 moved their gear into the
academy’s permanent campus at Colorado Springs (previous page).

Karol J. Bobko joined the space
program and commanded the first
Challenger shuttle. Robert E. Blake
became the first in his class to shoot
down a MiG. Both retired as colo-
nels.

Harlow K. Halbower’s career was
cut short in Vietnam. After winning
12 Air Medals and the Silver Star, he
was shot down near Saigon, becom-
ing one of four 59ers to be lost in
Southeast Asia. A fifth was a re-
turned prisoner of war.

Fifty-five graduates later resigned
their commissions, several of them to
become airline pilots. A total of 135

g m
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Outside Lowry’s World War ll-era buildings, jumpsuited cadets made a quick
transition to military life. Uniforms had been in the works even before Congress
authorized USAFA’s creation, but they weren’t ready for the 1955 opening.
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served until retirement; many of those
have had second careers in fields such
asreal estate, investment counseling,
management, and education. One en-
tered the ministry, another became an
orthcpedic surgeon, and a third be-
came an attorney.

The dream of an academy for air
officers preceded the reality by de-
cades. Brig. Gen. William Mitchell
propased just such a separate school
in the early 1920s. In 1931, the Army
Air Corps consolidated all primary
flight training at Randolph Field,
Texas, and optimistically dubbed
the tase West Point of the Air. Be-
fore and during World War 11, the
Army Air Forces ran aviation ca-
dets through a compressed version
of academy-style training combined
with flight instruction,

It was not until 1949, however,
that the US took a major step toward
creation of USAFA. Secretary of
Defense James Forrestal named a
board to take a broad look at the
training requirements of all services.
The zroup, headed by college presi-
dents Dwight D. Eisenhower (Co-
lumb:a) and Robert L. Stearns (Colo-
rado), concluded in 1950 the Air
Force required a separate institution.

It zook another four years for Con-
gress to authorize creation of the Air
Force Academy. USAF Secretary W.
Stuart Symington in the mean time
named a site-selection commaission,
which considered 580 locations and
narrowed the choice to three. Air
Force Secretary Harold E. Talbott
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picked Colorado Springs in 1954,
Randolph had been the sentimental
favorite of some Air Force leaders,
but Colorado offered a more iso-
lated location and, to sweeten the
deal, state leaders offered $1 million
toward purchase of the property.

The first 306 cadets entered train-
ing at Lowry in July 1955. Their
quarters were barracks and the din-
ing hall was a standard GI mess, a far
cry from today’s dorms and dining
hall at Colorado Springs.

“I don’t think any of us had much
basis for comparison,” said Hosmer,
now a retired lieutenant general.
“There were a few who came out of
military high schools, but most of us
had little prior connection with the
military.”

Ready When You Are, C.B.

The cadet wardrobe also was large-
ly government issue. A distinctive
uniform had been in the works since
1952, but Air Force officials could
not agree on a design. Talbott finally
appealed to Hollywood director Cecil
B. DeMille for help. When it became
apparent the permanent uniforms
would not be ready in time, how-
ever, the Air Force cobbled together
a temporary outfit from standard-
issue items, added shoulder boards
to regulation shirts, and used the old
Air Corps propeller-and-wings em-
blem for lapel and cap insignia.

Hosmer recalls that the hybrid
ensemble caused some confusion
evenin active duty circles. “We made
a field trip to Langley [AFB, Va.]
while my dad was a colonel teaching
at Ft. McNair [D.C.],” he said. “He
took me with him to some gathering
in Washington where the people were
mostly military. Later, my folks said
that there was a lot of buzz about
who that young fellow was in the
odd uniform. The consensus was that
I was a Russian ensign.”

The only new item in the clothing
bag was a one-piece, sky-blue fatigue
outfit with a cap modified from the
one worn by the Brooklyn Dodgers.
Dubbed “the bunny suit” by cadets,
the coveralls proved impractical for
field training and soon were aban-
doned for more traditional fatigues.

Permanent cadet uniforms eventu-
ally were provided, as were hastily
developed flags and interim heraldic
designs. Buildings were another mat-
ter. Congress had authorized con-
struction in 1954 and the firm of
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Skidmore, Owings, & Merrill won
the contract over 339 rivals. How-
ever, SOM’s first design was con-
sidered too modernistic. Forexample,
an accordion-like design of the chapel
drew from innovative architects such
as Frank Lloyd Wright,

Changes increased the cost and
delayed construction so the actual
work did not get under way until
July 1955, when the first class al-
ready was in training at Lowry.
Hosmer said that, during their rare
leisure moments, cadets would visit
the site to see how the construction
was going.

“Iremember wondering about this
huge girder-like construction, which
was sitting on the ground,” said
Hosmer. “It was just a great big box.
It turned out that it was the roof for
the dining hall. They built it and
then pulled it up on the columns.”

The campus still was under con-
struction when the class of 59 moved
in for its fourth year. The dining hall
and recreation center were usable,
the academic building was far enough
along to be functional, and one wing
of the dormitory building that was to
be Vandenberg Hall was ready for
tenants.

“The dorm was elegant compared
with what we had had at Lowry,”
said Hosmer. “The rooms had panel-
ing and one whole wall was all win-
dow with these gorgeous aluminum
fittings.”

Elegant they may have been, but
not without their problems. “You
get a very powerful wind coming
through there on occasion,” said
Hosmer, “and there were a number
of design features that just weren’t
compatible with it. Doors banged
open, standing metal lights got ripped
away. All that got corrected in time,
but there was a lot of broken glass
for a while.”

“Venturi Valley”

Wayne C. Pittman Jr., now a re-
tired colonel, has similar memories.
“The buildings had center-hinged
doors, which the wind promptly tore
off,” he said. “So most of the year,
we had plywood in the doors.”

Col. Robert E. Blake recalls that
the cadets nicknamed the campus
“Venturi Valley,” areference to the
venturi effect in which the intensity
of winds increases as they pass
through a narrow opening.

The cadets had little time to worry

The Second First Class

Twenty-one years after the first
all-male class entered the Air Force
Academy, another, smaller group
marked another historic first—the
first women at the academy.

Like the other services, the Air
Force initially resisted the school's
going coeducational, largely on the
grounds that the academies trained
officers for combat, from which
women were excluded. Lt. Gen.
Albert P. Clark, superintendent
from 1970-74, also argued that
female cadets would be a “distrac-
tion."

As the admission of women be-
came inevitable, however, Clark set
about planning to house them and
transform school activities. In 1975,
President Ford signed legislation
to allow women in all the acad-
emies and the following June, the
Air Force led the other services by
admitting 157 of them. Active duty
officers, in this case female offi-
cers, were installed as “upper class”
for the women cadets.

The academy's Command Histo-
rian Elizabeth Muenger noted, “Be-
cause the Air Force had a plan,
things went fairly smoothly in terms
of the physical aspects. | would not
say it went as smoothly in terms of
the functional integration. With re-
spectto the attitudes toward women
by academy staff and by fellow male
cadets, it was rockier. Women were
isolated in separate quarters. They
were integrated into the squadrons
but there were such small numbers
that it was heavily slanted in terms
of minority and majority.

“l know several women from that
Class of 1980, and when you get
them going about what those four
years were like, it's not a pretty
picture. They were notkindly treated
by their fellow cadets or by faculty
members and [Air Officers Com-
manding]. They were dropping out
at higher rates than the men for a
while."

Like their male counterparts in
the Class of '59, however, most of
the women in the Class of '80 stuck
it out to graduation and did well in
their Air Force careers.

Lt. Col. Kathleen M. Conley, the
first to graduate, returned to the
school as a teacher and T-41 in-
structor and then went on to com-
mand a flying training squadron.
Maj. Debra J. Dubbe came back as
an AOC before becoming a foreign
liaison officer at Hg. USAF. Lt. Col.
Karen O'Hair Fox became a flight
surgeon and commander of an aero-
space medicine squadron.

Next year, the women will cel-
ebrate the 20th anniversary of the
academy's gender integration. That
same year, the school will record
another landmark, the graduation
of its first class into a new millen-
nium.

59



/

Although the campus was still under construction, the dining hall was ready to

serve meals to the first class, when it arrived in summer 1955. The new facility
was a great improvement over the Gl mess the cadets had used at Lowry.

about such distractions, however. In
addition to a standard bachelor of
science curriculum that was heavily
tilted toward engineering, USAFA
cadets took navigation training. In
those days, all cadets had to be physi-
cally qualified to fly and those who
remained so graduated with naviga-
tor wings. Later, 186 of the gradu-
ates went on to pilot training and
168 became dual-rated.

Pittman went directly from the
academy to a B-52 navigator assign-
ment with Strategic Air Command.
Later, he took graduate work in en-
gineering, flew in RF-4s in South-
east Asia, and returned to the acad-
emy for three years as an instructor,
His later assignments were as anavi-
gator and commander.

“I thought the academy was per-
fect preparation,” said Pittman. “It
was less technical than it is now.
There may be some justification for
the change, but I think a lot of us feel
they have gotten overspecialized. We
had the experience of a common edu-
cation and it worked very well for
us.”

Hosmer said, “Most of the class
went to pilot training, so not many of
us were dropped into the active force
immediately. I would say we were
really well-prepared for further train-
ing experiences. The hallmark of the
academy was that you left the place
equipped to handle pressure and well-
prepared to learn.”

Blake said that the navigation
course was particularly helpful to
him in pilot training. “We already

60

knew a lot about aids to navigation
and that sort of thing,” he said, “and,
of course, we had had a lot of math.”

It was not all smooth sailing, how-
ever. Blake said, “When I got out
into the ‘real Air Force,” I know
there was some resentment. We had
been told to expect it, so we were
careful not to act as though we were
special. In flight training, some of
my best friends were from other com-
missioning sources. Maybe academy
grads did have an edge, but we knew
that we still had to prove ourselves.
Out there, a second lieutenant was a
second lieutenant—regardless of
where he came from.”

In addition to absorbing both mili-
tary and academic subject matter,
the first class developed many of the
traditions that future classes would
follow.

One was the selection of a mascot.
The choice narrowed to a tiger and a
falcon. There was a show of hands;
the bird won.

A more serious decision was the
adoption of the honor code. Hosmer
remembers the process as beginning
with suggestions from Air Officers
Commanding, active duty officers
in charge of cadet squadrons. “There
was a small group of AOCs from
other military academies who had
detailed knowledge of some of the
honor codes in use at that time,” said
Hosmer. “The head of that group,
Capt. Bill Yancy, introduced the sub-
ject very early during our fourth-
class summer. He said, ‘You will
want to have one of these so you
guys have to decide what it’s like.’

“So, we had elections for honor
representatives and they developed
it, drawing on the advice of the AOCs
and their own good sense of what
one ought to be.”

The Hardest Part

“Of course, what we came up with
looked a lot like the West Point code
except that we formalized the non-
tolerance part of it, which at that time
was not formalized at West Point. It
is by far the hardest part of the code.”

Blake recalled that, initially, there
was some resistance to the code.

At the dedication ceremonies of the Interim Air Force Academy, cadets had
marched like a crack drlll team, despite only two hours of practice. in July
1959 (above), another group of young men strive for a successful first day.
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“Early on,” he said, “we didn’t think
so much of it. It seemed we’d inher-
ited this thing from West Point and
there was a lot of nit-picking about
it. We’d have squadron briefings and
raise all kinds of questions.

“We weren’t allowed to drink in
uniform, for example, and I remem-
ber somebody asking, ‘Well, sup-
pose I'm visiting my brother in town
and I have a beer. I'm in civilian
clothes but I'm still wearing my GI
socks. Do I have to turn myself in
because I was drinking in uniform?’

“Then, one of the officers said,
‘Halt! You’re making it too compli-
cated. You know in your own mind
whether something is right or not.
You have to get this thing into your
head so you don’t have to think about
it but just do it.” ”

Blake said, after that, the honor
code business began to make sense.
“It was hard sometimes,” he recalled.
“You thought if somebody later ad-
mitted he had violated, maybe you
should give him a second chance.
Things have eased up since then, but
I think if you asked my class today,
most of them would vote for keeping
it. I would. You want to know that, if
you're in a combat situation, you
can count on somebody without any
question.”

Hosmer noted that life under the
code has changed with time.

“The code itself has remained es-
sentially the same over the years,”
he said, “but the system for applying
it has evolved a lot. In our time, it
was straightforward. If there was a
violation, you were gone. And you
were expected to come and say so if
you had violated.”

No member of the Class of ’59
was discharged for honor violations;
10 resigned for that reason.

Second Chances

“But, starting in the 1960s,” said
Hosmer, “a practice developed of
acknowledging that some people can
make a dumb mistake and it doesn’t
mean they are dishonorable and that
they can learn from it.” Since then,
the history of the honor system has
been punctuated by great shifts in
the extent to which the academy
allows cadets to have a second
chance.

“The due process part has become
laborious, now. It takes much longer
for honor cases to get settled, now,
because the due process part has be-
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The Class of '59
created traditions and
set high standards for

all who followed. Its
top graduate, retired
Lt. Gen. Bradley C.
Hosmer, said cadets
graduated from the
academy knowing how
to handle pressure
and well-prepared to
learn.

come meticulously careful, and that
has both pluses and minuses. The
minus is that there are cadets who
hang around for many months with a
cloud hanging over their heads and
the case may go either way,” he added.
These changes were inevitable,
Hosmer said, as the makeup of the
cadet wing itself changed. “My crowd
came out of a period when tradi-
tional values were fairly common
across society,” said the retired gen-
eral. “The situation is uneven today.
What you see coming out of the
coastal and urban areas, forexample,
is starkly different from what you
see coming out of the Midwest. Also,
the notion that it is important and
valuable and rewarding to do some-
thing for a purpose that is bigger
than yourself is not thick on the
ground among today’s teenagers.”
He quickly added, “Bringing that
variety of attitudes up to a common
denominator of what you might
loosely call character is, in my opin-
ion, the core challenge for a military
academy. And getting that right is

one of the things we do more or less
uniquely at military academies.
“On balance,” said the general,
“the diversity of the classes has been
a good thing. I think it is helpful in
meeting the core problems that all
the services are going to face over
the next decade or so, which is sur-
viving in a period when the culture
as a whole doesn’t care much about
the military because it doesn’t have
to.”
Cadets in the Class of 2000 will
have majored in fields such as astro-
nautical engineering and space op-
erations, done their homework on
microcomputers in their dorm rooms,
and gained hands-on experience by
launching their own small satellites.
Some, doubtless, will be astronauts.
By contrast, Pittman said, “I can
remember in our third or fourth year
when they suddenly had to crank in an
astronautics program because of Rus-
sia’s Sputnik. No textbooks existed
and we had to use one produced by our
instructors. When we started, the
book hadn’t been finished yet.” =

Bruce D. Callander, a regular contributor to Air Force Magazine, served tours
of active duty during World War |l and the Korean War. In 1952, he joined Air
Force Times, serving as editor from 1972 to 1986. His most recent story for
Air Force Magazine, “Lucky Lady Il," appeared in the March 1999 issue.
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USAF has some special
friends—19 of them—
on Capitol Hill.

Air Force
Caucus

N the early 1960s, Cliff Stearns

was a young Air Force officer

stationed in Los Angeles. He used

to travel around the US to work

on the service’s military space
endeavors. He would go to Florida to
accept ground equipment from con-
tractors, up to Loring AFB, Maine, to
take part in satellite testing, and back
to California, to Vandenberg AFB,
for launches.

The Air Force was on the cutting
edge of technology, and he found that
tremendously appealing. “At the time,
the enormous possibilities were appar-
ent to me,” said Stearns, now a Repub-
lican congressman from Florida.

Fast forward to 1998. Now a 10-
year veteran of the House, Stearns
asked Air Force leaders what he could
do to help them keep the service strong
as it looked to develop new capabili-
ties for the decades ahead. Their an-
swer: Band together with like-minded
legislators to support Air Force posi-
tions and needs on Capitol Hill.

He did just that. With fellow Air
Force veterans Rep. Sam Johnson
(R-Texas) and Rep. Joseph R. Pitts
(R-Pa.), Stearns founded the Air
Force Caucus last September. It is
the first such group formed around
pure Air Force issues.

“The Air Force Caucus, in itself, is
a new phenomenon,” said Stearns in
aninterview. “We felt that the service’s
mission is a little different from the
other missions [of the US military].”
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By Peter Grier

For example, he said, “Control and
exploitation of space—that’s pretty
big.”

Distinguished Records

Thz new caucus ncw has 19 mem-
bers. Each has Air Force or Air Na-
tional Guard service in his or her back-
ground. Some had rotable military
careers. Co-chair Jchnson, for ex-
amplz, was a fighter pilot from 1951
to 1979 and was a prisoner of war in
the Vietnam War for nearly seven
years. Rep. Jim Gibbcns (R-Nev.), an
Air Force (1967-71) and Air National
Guarc (1975-95) pilot, won the Dis-
tinguished Flying Cross as an RF-4C
fligh: leader in the 1691 Persian Gulf
War. Rep. Heather Wilson (R-N.M.)
is a 1982 graduate of the Air Force
Academy, a former Rhodes Scholar,
and was a US arms nz2gotiator during
the Eush Administration.

Members come from all parts of the
country and both ma’or parties.

“You spread the leadership and
spread the politics, it helps,” said
Stearns.

So far, the group’s formal schedule
consists largely of breakfasts with the
Air Force leadership. Stearns and his
fellow co-chairs have been trying to
organize a group trip to bases around
the country for a firsthand look at
service CONcerns.

Nowadays, a declining percentage
of national lawmakers have military
experience in their background, points
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out Stearns. In 1994, about 40 percent
of the House of Representatives and
61 percent of th= Senate, were counted
as veterans. Today, the percentage in
the House i3 less than 30 percent and
less than 50 percent in the Senate.

Members without military experi-
ence sometimes have to be convinced
that the post—Cold War world still
contains real szcurity dangers, such
as the possible proliferation of nu-
clear warheads, said Stearns. Such
attizudes make the value of a service-
specific caucus to the men and women
of the Air Force greater than ever,
according to the group’s co-founder.

“For people in the mainstream Air
Force, thinking that there are 19 mem-
bers of Congress willing to go to bat
for them ... has a morale effect,” said
Stearns.

Caucus members function as an in-
formal lobbying arm for Air Force
projects aad proposals, making their
views known on the House floor, in
hearings, and other private legislative
forums.

They are an effective force for chan-
neling service concerns to the leader-
ship in both tke House and Senate,
claimed Stearns. “When a person like
[Senate Majority Leader Trent] Lott
getsacall frcm Representative Johnson,
... ii’s a lot different from somebody
from the Air Force calling.”

The fact -hat Congress has passed
lzgislation urging implementation of
a national missile defense shows that
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lawmakers do pay attention to Air
Force concerns, according to Stearns.

“National missile defense is a big
step,” said Stearns. “The Air Force
has to be at the forefront of this, and
they don’t have the funds.”

Some of the issues the caucus is
concerned about affect all the ser-
vices. Pay and pensions are primary
examples. Efforts to give the military
araise this year are a good start, noted
Stearns, but, on the whole, US mili-
tary pay still lags well behind that
found in the US private sector.

Health Care Worries

Health care is another general worry.
As chairman of the Veterans® Affairs
subcommittee on health, Stearns is
particularly concerned about the ac-
cess to health care issue. He is sup-
portive, for instance, of the effort to
study whether opening up the Federal
Employees Health Benefits Program
to military retirees makes sense. He
said that in some areas, the current
Tricare health system is working all
right but that in others it is not. I[n
those problem spots, it might make
sense to open up FEHBP to the mili-
tary, he said.

He said FEHBP “gives choice. It has
a very low inflation rate. It’s private
market oriented.” Stearns added, “When
you look at people who get benefits
from the government, shouldn’t people
who volunteer to put their life on the
line get first crack at good health care?”

In January, Stearns introduced leg-
islation (H.R. 119) that would estab-
lish a 12-member task force to study
the health care problems of Medicare-
eligible military retirees. He said the
group would look at all the promises
concerning health care made to mem-
bers of the military over the years and
where the government is in terms of
fulfilling those promises.

“Isn’t the military deserving of high
priority inits health care?” said Stearns.

However, most caucus members are
concerned with specific Air Force is-
sues. One is the lack of an officially
designated civilian leader. Stearns and
others have expressed concern to lead-
ing senators about the long period of
time in which the Air Force has lacked
a formally confirmed Secretary. An-
other is the struggle with the Marine
Corps over the site of the proposed
Air Force Memorial in Arlington, Va.

The Marine leadership has actively
lobbied members of Congress in an
attempt to block the Air Force Memo-
rial, which would be in the general
vicinity of the Iwo Jima Memorial on
Arlington Ridge. Such active involve-
ment by uniformed officers on a sen-
sitive issue was inappropriate, accord-
ing to Stearns. The Air Force Caucus
wrote a letter to colleagues complain-
ing about the Marine actions.

“The Marine Corps was stepping out
and doing things when the Air Force
wasn’t,” said Stearns. “The Air Force
was not lobbying. The Marine com-
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mandant is not supposed to lobby. I
think in this case the Air Force needed
support.”

Among the specific legislative items
the Air Force Caucus will likely focus
on this year are pilot retention, Air
Force infrastructure, and acquisition
funding—particularly missile defense
funding.

Retention of pilots might by helped
by making sure the Air Force has the
legislative flexibility and money to pay
bonuses. Other critical skill areas have
personnel shortages, too, said Stearns.
The Air Force—as well as the Navy—is
experiencing retention gaps in first- and
second-term enlisted members.

Second-term enlistment rates have
dropped 13 percent for the Air Force
over the last five years.

“It’s one of the key areas we have to
work on,” said Stearns.

Base Overload

As to infrastructure, the Air Force
may have more trouble with excess
base capacity than other services, ac-
cording to Stearns. With so many de-
ployments around the world, particu-
larly now over the Balkans, the Air
Force is taking money that would oth-
erwise be devoted to infrastructure
maintenance and improvement and
using it to pay for sorties.

Stearns said that he personally has
some trouble with the way the Air
Force is being used. Over the last five
years, the service has taken part in 25
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deployments, he points
out. Yet in the 10 years
before that, there were only
10 major deployments.

Peacekeeping deploy-
ments in Somalia, Haiti,
and Bosnia have already
cost $13 billion. The ex-
pense of the NATO opera-
tions over Kosovo will only
be added on top of that.

“There comes a point
where, if you stretch your-
self too far in this busi-
ness, you're going to col-
lapse,” he said.

Supplemental appropria-
tions might eventually pay
for sending US airpower
around the world in 1999,
Still, “we’re going to have
to look at a base closure
round again,” said Stearns.
“The Air Force Caucus
could stand up to the plate
and say to colleagues,
‘Look, we need some more closures.
Either you fund the Air Force or cut
their overhead.” ”

Stearns himself has already seen
his district lose one installation—
NAS Cecil Field, Fla. He is not opti-
mistic that a round of closures will be
approved during this session of the
106th Congress. But he said it will
happen eventually and that until then
the Air Force should be circumspect
in its planning for a future base net-
work.

“I think the Air Force is wise not to
talk about base closure and to have
any particular lists, because if any list
gets out, you're going to see all hell
break loose from members of Con-
gress who are in swing districts,”
Stearns told Air Force Association
members at the AFA Air Warfare Sym-
posium in Orlando, Fla., in February.

On missile defense, Stearns, him-
self a former aerospace engineer,
thinks lawmakers are waking up to
the economic and strategic implica-
tions of launching such an effort. It is
necessary in a world where nuclear
proliferation is continuing, yet it is an
unexplored frontier.

“How is the Air Force going to do
this?” he asked. “We’re not just talk-
ing about funding a branch of the ser-

vices. We're talking about a mission
with such a broad implication.”

Other areas where the Air Force
might need legislative help include
expanding air mobility, upgrading
conventional bombers, and bolstering
support for continued fighter modern-
ization. Funding for spare parts for
engines is becoming increasingly im-
portant.

“I realize there are a lot of engines
that are being used in our planes that
are 25 years old, and so getting the
spare parts for them is crucial to mo-
rale and training,” Stearns told AFA.

Push for Numbers

For the future, a goal of the Air
Force Caucus is to motivate a larger,
more active membership. Co-chair
Stearns said that for his part he would
like to see other organizations, as well
as legislators, become members of the
group.

“If we had a range of Air Force—
oriented interest groups [in the Cau-
cus], they could come together to ad-
vise us, ‘Here’s what we need right
now,” ” said Stearns.

Group trips could help further un-
derstanding of Air Force issues among
legislators. Rounding up members for
these delegation jaunts can be diffi-
cult, as they are often scheduled dur-
ing breaks in the Congressional cal-
endar, when district concerns compete
for members’ time. But there is no
substitute for meeting the rank and
file where they live and work, accord-
ing to Stearns.

“We might hear from the Secretary
of Defense, but most members of Con-
gress don’t hear from the enlisted
people or the pilots,” he said. “It’s
worthwhile to meet these men and
women.”

The caucus co-founder said that'he
believes the Air Force leadership has
already found his group useful. They
benefit just from knowing there are
members of Congress they can call
informally, he said, and let their hair
down to reveal some of the things
they’re really concerned about.

“They can get a little parochial and
not worry about it. They need an out-
let for talking about their issues, with-
out looking partisan. I'm hoping this
helps them, too,” said Stearns. ]

Peter Grier, the Washington bureau chief of the Christian Science Monitor, is
a longtime defense correspondent and regular contributor to Air Force
Magazine. His most recent article, “Partners in Space,” appeared in the

February 1999 jssue.
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Flashback

The Lighter than Air Force

Long before satellites and advanced
technology, the hot-air balloon per-
formed the first reconnaissance mis-
sions. The Army's first air arm was cre-
ated during the Civil War, under the
command of balloonist Thaddeus S.
Lowe. The Balloon Corps of the Army of
the Potomac, as it was called, proved to
be a valuable asset in aerial observation
but was disbanded in June 1863 due to
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changes in Union Army command. In
1887, impressed with the balloon’s con-
tributions in the Civil War, Signal Corps
chief Brig. Gen. Adolphus W. Greely es-
tablished a balloon squadron, much like
the one seen here at Ft. Myer, Va. Dur-
ing the Spanish-American War, the Sig-
nal Corps used balloons to observe
Spanish forces and direct artiflery fire in
the Battle of San Juan Hill. Even during

the early stages of World War |, bal-
loons continued to be used as recon ve-
hicles. With th2 invention of the airship
and airplane, the skies became unsafe
for balloon travel, thus ending the use
of balloons in recon missions.
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The government says the program is working,

but the complaints continue to pour in.

Tricare Goes Nationwide

FOUR years after letting its first
contract, Tricare is finally up and
running nationwide. Defense officials
say the new health care setup has done
nothing less than revolutionize the
peacetime delivery of military medi-
cine. They insist that it has provided
better access to high-quality care for a
larger number of beneficiaries, more
cost-effectively, than previous systems.
Those on Tricare’s receiving end
do not always feel that way. Retired
members of the military, in particu-
lar, contend that it does not always
seem to meet their needs. From slow
claims processing to access standards
and killing limits, the complaints about
Tricare just continue to pour in.
“There are still significant issues
that must be resolved,” warned Cmdr.
Virginia M. Torsch, USNR, an assis-
tant director of The Retired Officers
Asscciation, at a Congressional hear-
ing on military health programs early
this spring. Echoing those words at
the same hearing was Sydney T.
Hickey, an associate director of the
National Military Family Associa-
tion, who, like Torsch, spoke on be-
half of the Military Coalition, a group
of organizations (including AFA) rep-
resenting the views of some 5 million
active duty and retired personnel, plus
their families.
A sampling of their testimony:
Slow claims processing. “For ben-
eficiaries, claims processing delays
often result in dunning notices from
providers or even having their ac-
counts turned over to collection agen-
cies—jeopardizing their credit rat-
ings if they fail to pay the claims out
of their own pockets. In fact, [Mili-
tary Coalition] associations have been
informed that beneficiaries are rou-
tinely paying bills sent by providers
rather than spend the hours, and some-
times days, necessary to fight the
Tricare claims process. As the chief
of staff of the Army noted recently, a
claims system that requires only 75
percent of claims to be paid within 30
days is inadequate protection for uni-
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formed services members and their
families.”

Rigid pre-authorization. “Require-
ments for pre-authorization for care
for both Prime and Standard beneficia-
ries vary widely from Tricare region to
region. For example, in Region 1, the
managed care contractor requires pre-
authorization for all inpatient care, re-
gardless of the beneficiary’s enroll-
ment status (Prime or Standard) or
residence (in or out of the catchment
area of a Military Treatment Facility).
The coalition is also very dismayed
that pre-authorization is even required
for Tricare beneficiaries with other
health insurance that pays first. This
blanket requirement for pre-authoriza-
tion is creating havoc among benefi-
ciaries in this region. For example, the
coalition just heard of a case where a
Tricare Standard beneficiary residing
in a noncatchment area in Region 1
almost had to cancel his wife’s surgery
because he was unable to obtain pre-
authorization in time. If a staff mem-
ber from one of the coalition’s associa-
tions had not stepped in and asked a
representative from the managed care
contractor in this region to look into
this situation, the surgery would have
had to have been canceled. Another
Standard beneficiary in Region 1 re-
ceived care from her local Veterans
Affairs hospital (under contract as a
Tricare provider) which did not get
pre-authorization, so now they are try-
ing to charge her $3,000 for her inpa-
tient care. Although we have been as-
sured she will not have to pay this bill,
both of these cases point to a break-
down in communication to providers
about the requirement for pre-authori-
zation, especially outside catchment
areas.”

Point of service charges. “The coa-
lition also continues to hear of a prob-
lem that it raised in last year’s testi-
mony to this committee—the issue of
Prime enrollees being unknowingly
referred to an out-of-network provider
and thus incurring point of service
charges, which are much higher than

By Peter Grier
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Prime copayments. Again, this prob-
lem now appears to originate from
military providers referring Prime
enrollees to out-of-network provid-
ers, not the civilian contractors. The
civilian managed care contractors ap-
pear to have set up mechanisms to
help eliminate any mistaken referral
to an out-of-network provider. How-
ever, military hospitals have failed to
implement any such procedures. In
fact, the coalition recently heard about
a Congressional staff member who
incurred major health care costs, while
still on active duty, from an erroneous
referral by a military physician to an
out-of-network provider. This indi-
vidual happened to be a base com-
mander and asked the very obvious
question that, if a base commander
has such trouble with unplanned, and
unrequested, point of service charges,
how does the enlisted service member
prevent this from happening?”

Triple Option

Tricare is a triple-option health ben-
efits package. Beneficiaries have a
choice of Tricare Prime, a managed
care Health Maintenance Organization
type of option; Tricare Extra, a pre-
ferred provider option; and Tricare
Standard, the old CHAMPUS fee-for-
service system.

The heart of Tricare is the existing
network of military hospitals and clin-
ics—what officials call “the direct care
system.” This network has been aug-
mented by managed care support con-
tractors to provide health care and
administrative services not available
from military facilities.

“Approximately 75 percent of the
health care is delivered in the direct
care system, and nearly 87 percent of
the 3.3 million people that are en-
rolled in the program are enrolled in
the direct care system,” Dr. H. James
T. Sears, executive director of the
Tricare Management Activity, told the
Senate Armed Services Committee
subcommittee on personnel.

Even critics admit the system has
made progress from a slow start-up in
many parts of the country. For in-
stance, it is easier to get service pro-
vider representatives on the phone in
many Tricare regions. Claims process-
ing has improved.

Last year, 83 percent of all Tricare
claims were processed within 21 days,
according to Dr. Sue Bailey, assistant
secretary of defense for health affairs.
The goal for contractors to hit was 75
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percent of claims within the three-
week time period.

“Not Good Enough”

“Although meeting the standard, it
is not good enough,” Bailey told the
Senate panel.

How true, say some recipient groups.
Claims remain one of their biggest
areas of concern.

A cumbersome and unresponsive
claims process is a primary cause of
frustration for both beneficiaries and
civilian Tricare providers, said Torsch,
representing the Military Coalition.

Providers often face months of de-
lays in getting paid and have a diffi-
cult time even getting in touch with
Tricare claims processors to discuss
their problems, said Torsch. It is the
single most frequently mentioned rea-
son providers opt out of the system or
decline to join it in the first place, she
said.

It was a major cause, for instance,
of the recent withdrawal of Group
Health Cooperative of Puget Sound,
Wash., as anetwork provider in Tricare
Region 11.

“The loss of Group Health is par-
ticularly troublesome since GH has
over 23,000 enrollees in Tricare Prime
and moving these enrollees to other
providers is no small task,” said the
Military Coalition in a written sub-
mission to senators.

The Military Coalition believes that
Tricare’s claims processing goals are
not adequate to protect service mem-
bers and their families. Some benefi-
ciaries are routinely paying bills them-
selves rather than expend the energy
needed to fight the claims process.

One big cause of these problems is
that, in the entire nation, there are
only two financial intermediaries fa-
miliar with the Tricare claims pro-
cess, according to the coalition. With
a virtual monopoly on the business,
they have little incentive to invest in
electronic claims processing or other
new, efficient procedures.

Torsch recommended a complete
redesign of Tricare claims processing
in at least the two Tricare regions
whose managed care contracts are
being renewed next year. The aim is
to streamline information flow and
decision making.

*“Adoption of such practices would
likely save the government $300 mil-
lion per year,” reported the Military
Coalition, “because the $9 Tricare per-
claim processing cost vastly exceeds

the $2-per-claim cost of best private
practices.”

Beneficiary concerns go beyond the
well-known issue of claims, however.
Other areas of worry include:

Overall funding. The Military Coa-
lition and other groups remain con-
cerned about the amount of money de-
fense health programs receive in the
budget. Although DoD added $445
million to the medical budget in Fiscal
1999, and allocated another $2 billion
overall for the next five years, unan-
ticipated medical costs from military
operations could have an impact on the
budget for the rest of the system.

Specifically, the coalition is call-
ing for Tricare program funds to be
based on the number of uniformed
services beneficiaries who are eligible
for the system, as opposed to being
based on the number of beneficiaries
who actually used the system the pre-
vious year.

Continuity of care. This does not
exist under Prime, claim the critics.
Depending on specialists and services
that are available in local Military Treat-
ment Facilities, patients can be shuffled
back and forth between MTFs and ci-
vilian specialists. In civilian HMOs,
the beneficiary’s primary care man-
ager acts as a gatekeeper, overseeing
and recording all treatments and medi-
cations, whatever their source. But in
Tricare Prime there is no such gate-
keeper with a fully informed over-
view—at least, not when the benefi-
ciary receives both MTF and civilian
care.

“Their primary care manager in that
case is normally the clerk at the Tricare
service center,” said Hickey.

Portability of enrollment and reci-
procity of care are other particular
Prime problems, said Hickey. It is
DoD policy that Prime enrollees should
be able to transfer their policy from
region to region when they move and
that a recipient from one region should
be able to receive care in another when
traveling. But this flexibility has yet
to be implemented in all areas of the
country, claims the coalition.

It can take weeks for Prime enroll-
ees to transfer policies. “We have one
case where it took five months to ef-
fect,” she said.

Reciprocity is scarcely more wide-
spread. This situation hampers ben-
eficiaries who live near the border
between regions, for example. The
closest specialist for a procedure they
need may be just across the border—
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but getting approval for a visit can be
difficult, if not impossible.

Seeking Seamlessness

“Tricare must become a seamless
system to truly serve a beneficiary popu-
lation that is probably the most mobile
in the country,” said the coalition’s
written presentation,

Such basic standards as ease of ac-
cess are not being met for Tricare
Prime in many regions. Critics con-
tinue to insist that they have many
instances where standards for time of
access and distance to treatment are
not being met.

Interestingly, it is no longer civil-
ian providers who are most often cited
as the cause of these problems. “This
is primarily at our Military Treatment
Facilities,” said Hickey.

Evzn Tricare Standard, the fee-for-
service military health option, does
not escape unscathed from critics of
the new system.

For one thing the Standard cata-
strophic cap—the total amount a ben-
eficiary would have to pay in the event
of an expensive, acute medical prob-
lem—is $7,500 for retirees. That is much
higher than the $2,000 or $3,000 cap in
many civilian fee-for-service plans.

Tricare Standard billing limits can
also hinder beneficiaries. In 1995,
the Pentagon unilaterally reinter-
preted Standard’s 115 percent bill-
ing limit in cases where beneficiaries
also had third party insurance. This
has cost beneficiaries considerable
money, complain critics.

This Much, No More

Providers can charge whatever they
want for a given procedure, but Tricare
Standard only recognizes amounts up
to 115 percent of its preset “allowable
charge” for any given procedure. Say a
beneficiary with third party insurance
goes to a favored provider who charges
a high price, perhaps 200 percent of
Standard’s allowable charge. The third
party insurer pays first and antes up an
amount equal to 115 percent of the
allowable charge.

Under post-1995 rules, Tricare won’t
kick in an extra dollar. The beneficiary
has already received the 115 percent of
allowable charge limit—even though
it was not the military doing the pay-
ing. Under pre-1995 rules, Tricare
would have paid the balance that the
third party insurer did not cover, since
in any case that sum would be less than
what the military would have paid if
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the beneficiary didn’t have third party
coverage.

“DoD’s shift in policy unfairly pe-
nalizes beneficiaries with other health
insurance plans, by making them pay
out-of-pocket what Tricare previously
covered,” said the coalition.

Fixing all these problems in Tricare
will be far from easy. But coalition
spokesmen insist that it is necessary
to keep faith with the current and re-
tired military members, and their fami-
lies, who feel they were promised
quality health care as payment in part
for serving their country.

“The coalition believes that each of
these problems must be addressed in
an expeditious fashion in order for
Tricare to enter the 21st century as a
fully functioning uniform health care
benefit,” concluded Hickey.

Furthermore, it would be a mistake
to think that Tricare’s problems cen-
ter on treatment for military retirees
and their families. Shortcomings in
defense health programs for retirees
are spilling over into the active force
as well, insists the coalition.

In the spring, the Army’s 5th Re-
cruiting Brigade held a Family Sym-
posium in St. Louis. The meeting
brought together military spouses to
discuss matters of concern to recruit-
ers, their families, and the Army. At
the close of the symposium those
present voted on their top five issues.
According to Col. Charles C. Partridge,
USA (Ret.), an official of the Na-
tional Association for Uniformed Ser-
vices, “Issue No. 2 was ‘Timeliness of
Tricare Claims Payment.’ Issue No. 1
was ‘Lack of Tricare Providers.” ”

Pentagon and military service offi-
cials say that Tricare is a solid founda-
tion on which to build. They are encour-
aged by surveys that show increasing
satisfaction among Tricare users—93
percent of Prime users would re-enroll,
according to a recent Pentagon poll.

However, the Defense Department
does not insist that the system is per-
fect. Among the problems that Air Force
Surgeon General Lt. Gen. Charles H.
Roadman II identified for the Senate
Armed Services subcommittee on per-
sonnel were claims processing diffi-
culties, Tricare Standard maximum al-
lowable charges, and improvement of
beneficiary awareness.

Challenges

“As with the civilian sector, we are
frequently met with local resistance
to managed care, from local medical
societies, civilian providers, and our
patients,” said Roadman. “This is all
part of the education process with
which we are challenged.”

The health care budget remains a
challenge, too. From 1997 to 1999,
the Air Force delayed needed health
care infrastructure and equipment pur-
chases to pay for patient care, accord-
ing to Roadman. The 2000 budget has
halted this slide, but it has not totally
redressed the shortfall.

“Facilities are still funded at about
80 percent of requirement,” said
Roadman. “Equipment replacement
is funded at about 75 percent of re-
quirement.”

Some Tricare regions are doing bet-
ter than others, Pentagon officials
admit. Some are on top of their claims
and access scheduling delays, while
some are not.

DoD is attempting to reverse this
situation through enforcement of
today’s standards and establishment
of tougher ones. The current goal is
to get 75 percent of bills processed
within 21 days. This fall, the goal
will rise to today’s Medicare stan-
dard, which is a 90 percent closure
rate in 21 days.

Monetary incentives may help, too.
“If claims are left for over 30 days, ...
there will be interest paid on those
claims,” said the Pentagon’s top doc-
tor, Bailey.

Phones will be monitored more as-
siduously. Training will be expanded.
Phone systems will be added to help
ease the access crunch. Confusion and
out-of-pocket costs should be reduced
for recruiters, ROTC members, active
duty military personnel who support
the Guard and Reserve, and other
Tricare beneficiaries who work in ar-
eas remote from MTFs,

“We all know that we have tar-
nished the image of the military health
care system through these [past prob-
lem] business practices, even though
we give world-class delivery of health
care on a regular basis,” said Bailey.
“We need to restore confidence in
Tricare and that’s what we’re actively
trying to do at this time.” ]

Peter Grier, the Washington bureau chief of the Christian Science Monitor, is a
longtime defense correspondent and reqular contributor to Air Force Maga-
zine. His most recent article, “Partners in Space,” appeared in the February

1999 issue.
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The T-3A Firefly
is still grounded,
but the
Introductory
Flight Training
program

is in the air.

Civilian flying schools have
contracts to conduct IFT, and
some cadets are being sched-

uled for pre-pilot training at Air
Force Flight Training Centers.
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HE Air Force’s new Intro-

ductory Flight Training pro-

gram finally got fully up

and running Feb. 1. On that

date, the Air Force Acad-
emy’s cadets once again began to
undergo cadet pre—pilot training fly-
ing. USAF’s commissioned officers
destined for Specialized Undergradu-
ate Pilot Training had begun to par-
ticipate in the program a few months
earlier.

IFT is the successor to the cur-
rently defunct pilot-screening pro-
gram, which was suspended in sum-
mer 1997 after the crashes of three
T-3A Firefly screening aircraft over
the preceding three years of the fly-
ing program. These crashes resulted
in the deaths of six Firefly crew
members and touched off a political
uproar.

The Firefly remains grounded for
the moment. Now, the Air Force pro-
vides the IFT course entailing 40
hours of FAA-approved syllabus-
prescribed flying time in light air-
craft and completion of at least one
solo flight. The syllabus generally
follows the training required for a
private pilot’s license.

Civilian flying schools at more
than 180 locations throughout the
United States have been given con-
tracts to conduct IFT for commis-
sioned officers scheduled to enter
SUPT.

An estimated 560 Air Force Acad-
emy cadets in the Class of 1999 were
destined for SUPT. Because of IFT’s

USAF acquired the T-41 in the mid-1960s for preliminary flight screening, and

The T-3A had been used to screen candidates before they entered undergradu-

ate pilot school, but USAF suspended Firefly operations in July 1997 after a
series of accidents that have been linked to the engine’s fuel supply system.

late start, plans called for many of
those cadets to undergo introductory
training after commissioning. Some
others were scheduled to fly at local
Air Force Flight Training Centers
(formerly Aero Clubs) before leav-
ing the Academy.

During the hiatus in operations,
USAF lacked any type of pre—SUPT
screening program. The service’s
inability to prequalify pilot candi-
dates hampered efforts to lower train-
ing attrition, which has become a
critical problem. Declining pilot re-
tention and training system con-
straints have kept the Air Force from

the Air Force Academy used T-41Cs, based on the Cessna R172E. In April
1992, the T-3 was selected to replace the Mescalero.
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increasing pilot production. Strict
selection at the start of the process
results in more success, especially
in the Air Force’s technically ad-
vanced systems.

Cost Cutter

Lower attrition translates directly
into fewer entering trainees, fewer
and smaller bases and training fa-
cilities, fewer instructors, smaller and
less costly spare parts and materiel
inventories, and lower utility bills,
to name some of the more obvious
benefits. In short, it saves money.
The imposition of high entry stan-
dards helps the Air Force to limit the
quantity of expensive flying hours
and other scarce resources that it
expends on candidates with little
potential to actually become rated
pilots.

There has been a sharp erosion in
USAF’s ability to train new pilots.
Col. Fred K. Wall, chief of opera-
tional assignments at the Air Force
Personnel Center in San Antonio, said
itis a long-term problem. “Before the
problem can be turned around in
2002,” he said, there will be “a deficit
of some 2,000 to 2,100 pilots.”

Because of increased operational
requirements, decreased retention,
training base closures, and belt-tight-
ening measures forced by budget cuts
and other factors, pilot training re-
sources are stretched to capacity.

Next year—and for the foresee-
able future—pilots must be gradu-
ated at a rate equaling the maximum
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capacity of USAF to train them, about
1,100 a year. There is no “slop” avail-
able—and the steady requirement for
a pilot force of 14,000 is not ex-
pected to decrease in the foreseeable
future.

For all these reasons, the quality-
in philosophy is critical to selecting
and screening potential Air Force
pilots. Today’s smaller, near-capac-
ity pilot training system can no longer
absorb large numbers of entrants only
to have many of them fail to com-
plete the course before going on to
advanced flying.

Careful introductory training, with
the predictably lower attrition rates,
is required to ensure an efficient and
effective supply of pilots to the com-
bat forces.

The Air Force expects that some
85 percent of those successfully com-
pleting the new introductory pro-
gram will win their Air Force wings,
according to Lt. Col. Dan Beatty,
assistant to the chief of Air Educa-
tion and Training Command’s fly-
ing training division at Randolph
AFB, Texas. It’s the only way to do
more with less and maintain a con-
sistent SUPT output.

“We’re in such a deep hole, now,
the only thing that will get us out is
to keep pilot production high for a
long time,” claimed Wall. IFT is one
way to accomplish that.

Before IFT came into operation,
USAF had sent some pilot trainees
with no previous hands-on training
or skills screening to SUPT. Predict-
ably, elimination rates for those with-
out screening or prior flying experi-
ence increased.

Four Times Better

During pilot training classes 99-1
through 99-9, 93 out of 589 active
duty pilot candidates (15.8 percent)
were eliminated. The success rate
for those who had undergone the
prescribed 20 to 25 hours of pilot
screening was four times that of train-
ees who had not undergone any sort
of screening.

This snapshot view of attrition is
alarming. In terms of dollars and
mission impact, each unsuccessful
pilot trainee costs the Air Force about
$50,000 and deprives someone who

Without screening by the Firefly, pilot training attrition rates had been climb-
ing, according to AETC. With a pre-pilot training program in place, USAF expects
that about 85 percent of those who complete it will go on to earn pilot’s wings.

might otherwise have won his or her
wings from entering pilot training,
said Beatty.

The requirement for predictable
SUPT production in the face of de-
clining pilot retention demands a
relatively inexpensive way to ensure
that pilot training candidates are vi-
able prospects for Air Force wings.

IFT’s civilian-contracted, per-stu-
dent charge for a small aircraft such
as the Cessna 172 or T-41 is $4,000.
This includes flying hour fuel costs
for a minimum of 40 hours of flying
time, ground school and instructor
fees, aircraft maintenance, and all
other factors associated with over-
head, administration, and operation
of the program.

Since suspension of the screening
program in 1997, exhaustive studies
of the Firefly problems have been
conducted by USAF, AETC, and
other field agencies. The Air Force
announced in January that FAA sup-
plemental-type certification has been
obtained. Modifications to both the
T-3A and the training syllabus have
also been approved.

Pilot screening in the T-3A is ex-
pected to resume at the Air Force
Academy and Hondo, Texas, when
the program and aircraft changes are
completed sometime after the year
2000.

Col. Walter D. Miller, USAF (Ret.), lives in Colorado Springs, Colo. His most
recent article for Air Force Magazine was "Airmanship Spoken Here," in the

December 1995 issue.
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In the interim, each of the remain-
ing 110 Fireflys are expected to un-
dergo 10 separate aircraft systems
modifications at an estimated total
cost of $6 million.

Compared with the cost of the T-41,
which is a high-wing basic trainer,
the T-3A is more expensive, but,
unlike the T-41, it offers aerobatic
maneuver capability and the ability
to operate “in the vertical,” as many
high performance Air Force combat
aircraft are required to do. With such
capability, prescreening before SUPT
is expected to be more effective and
attrition further reduced during jet
training.

When contrasted with aircraft
used in SUPT, however, the greatly
reduced cost of light aircraft as in-
troductory ftrainers is abundantly
clear. Hourly cost for operating a
T-41 or Cessna 172 IFT-type air-
craft is approximately $40 per fly-
ing hour. This compares with the
beginning SUPT aircraft, the T-37,
at $251 an hour; advanced SUPT
airplanes, T-38s, at $618 per flying
hour; and the T-1, used for those
students destined to fly tanker and
transport aircraft, $164.

Once T-3As are returned to flight,
AETC can begin another step on the
road toreturning to T-3 operations—
the process of screening and train-
ing instructor pilots. AETC offi-
cials estimate a minimum of 18
months will pass before the T-3A is
back in operation on a full-time
basis. m
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Throughout the 1930s, American airmen fought
the Imperial Japanese Army in China.

Before the Flying
Tigers

By Robert E. van Patten <

uLLy 10 years before the advent of Claire Chennault’s Flying
Tigers, American pilots and airplanes were involved in an air
war over China. What was to become the Sino-Japanese War
in 1937 actually began with a Japanese incursion in Manchuria
in 1931. This conflict festered for the next six years. In that
period, pilots from the US, Britain, France, Italy, Russia, and
probably Germany took part in battles in the skies over China.

With the exception of the Italian and Russian contingents, which were
officially sanctioned by their governments, the pilots who trained the Chi-
nese and who fought for them were adventurers, soldiers of fortune, and out-
of-work military professionals. Most of them were Americans. Many histo-
rians consider this hit-or-miss, bloody little air war to be a backwater of
events. Yet the battles fought by these early warriors laid the groundwork for
a massive air war over China, Southeast Asia, the Mariana Islands, and the
Japanese homeland.

The fighting history of US—built aircraft in combat inside China actually
extends back to 1930, when American—produced light bombers were used in
action against two northern warlords. In 1931, 20 light bombing—observation
airplanes were ordered from Douglas. These are believed to have been the
Type 02MC-4, large two-place, radial-engined biplanes, which were used as
trainers at the Nanking flying school.

The invasion of Manchuria by Imperial Japanese Army units in September
1931 added impetus to the strengthening of the Chinese Air Force, not least
because the Japanese attack put an end to a civil war between factions based
in Nanking and Canton. The factions included all of the loose-cannon
independent warlords except for a holdout in Fukien province.

The First Casualty

The first American aviator to die in combat against the Japanese, Robert
Short, was killed Feb. 22, 1932. Short, a native of Tacoma, Wash., had been
hired by the L.E. Gale Co. to fly and sell Boeing fighters in China. Relatively
little is known about Short beyond the fact that he was an ex—Air Corps pilot



Two Japanese bombers scatter as mt,g
after them. Short was among the first Amer



By the mid-1930s, Curtiss Hawks had become the primary fighters used by the
Chinese Air Force. Both American and Chinese pilots took Hawk lls into
combat against nimble Japanese fighters like the Mitsubishi A5M4 Claude.

seeking work. Described variously
as a stunt and endurance pilot and as
a soldier of fortune, he once said in
anewspaper interview that he would
be happy to die in his fighter.
Short had no official Chinese man-
date to engage in air combat. How-
ever. he flew his Boeing Model 218
with loaded guns. Then, in mid-Feb-
ruarv 1932, he actually used them on
a formation of Japanese Nakajima
A1N2s flying off the carrier Hosho.
Short damaged one of the Japanese
aircraft and then disengaged. On the
day of his death, Short was ferrying
his Boeing from Shanghai to Nanking
when, in the vicinity of Soochow, he
encountered a group of Mitsubishi
B1M two-seaters from the Japanese
aircraft carrier Kaga (later to be part
of the Pearl Harbor attack force). He
attacked one of the Japanese air-
craft, killing its gunner, but was
trapped by the escorting AI1N2s and
shot down by Japanese pilot Yoshiro
Sakemago. After his death, Short was
so venerated by the Chinese people
that the government erected a monu-
ment to him at the entrance to the
Hungjao aerodrome in Shanghai.
Some idea of the limited capabili-
ties of the CAF during this period
can be gained from one observer
who noted that, in 1931, there were
only five Chinese pilots competent
to fly all types of aircraft and an-
other 20 capable of flying trainers.
By 1934, there were about 200 na-
tive Chinese military pilots, but train-
ing standards were not high, and there
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is no reliable information on how
many of them had actually soloed.

In January 1932, the war brewing
between China and Japan generated
the so-called Shanghai Incident. It
began as a Japanese reaction to a
Chinese boycott of Japanese goods,
a reaction that led to two months of
hot combat. Japanese troops assaulted
the Chinese 19th Route Army near
Shanghai, and it was during this pe-
riod that Short was shot down and
killed.

The Chinese Air Force fared badly,
despite its use of some 200 US, Brit-
ish, French, Russian, and Italian air-
craftin battle. By the time the Shang-
hai Truce was signed, the Nanking
government had finally become suf-
ficiently alarmed about the short-
comings of Chinese airpower that it
moved to establish a new and mod-
ern flying school utilizing American
know-how.

In July 1932, the Chinese flying
school saw the arrival of its first
American military instructor pilots.
They were led by John H. Jouett,
who had been separated from the
Army Air Corps as a consequence of
budget cutbacks. China accorded
Jouett the rank of colonel. He ar-
rived in the company of other invol-
untarily retired pilots, all of whom
retained their reserve ranks. Each
recrnit was cautioned to keep his
contract with the CAF secret, part of
a vain attempt to keep Japan from
figuring out what was going on. The
cadre was fleshed out with mechan-

ics, riggers, armorers, and engineers
who either traveled to China with
Jouett or were recruited by him after
he arrived. About 30 American pi-
lots were in China at this time (see
box, p. 76).

Randolph of the Orient

Jouett immediately set about the
task of turning the CAF flying school
at Shien Chiao into an Asian Randolph
Field, establishing an immediate pro-
gram to upgrade the physical plant of
the base. He insisted that all instruc-
tion be in the English language and
used training aids, tech orders, and
manuals he had brought with him
from the US. The American instruc-
tors were pleased to discover that
most of their CAF cadets were moti-
vated and intelligent, and Jouett’s fly-
ing school soon produced graduates
and Instructor Pilots. This was a wel-
come change from earlier training
efforts in which pilot candidates were
selected on the basis of family status
and connections.

Jouett annually cranked out gradu-
ating classes of 100 Chinese cadets
until the contract expired in 1935
and he returned to America. The pace
of work was nothing if not brisk. The
notes kept by one American IP noted
that he commonly logged 100 hours
a month of flying instruction.

Life at the school was not easy. It
suffered serious manpower losses due
to injuries compounded by incompe-
tent medical care. In that primitive
and unsanitary environment, seem-
ingly insignificant wounds could be-
come terribly infected. Jouett had to
be circumspect in his comments about
the incompetence of local doctors, as
this would cause immense political
problems. Another problem was that
the Chinese ground support and fly-
ing personnel were not as safety con-
scious as the American instructors
would have liked.

The main flying school never came
under Japanese air attack, but it was
once thought to be seriously threat-
ened by the aircraft of the forces
loyal to the rebel Fukien warlord.
The intelligence warning turned out
to be false, but only after the Ger-
man-trained Chinese anti-aircraft
gun crews had a field day with their
new Bofors automatic cannons. For-
tunately they did not hit any of the
friendly aircraft they had mistaken
for marauding Fukien airplanes.

Chinese politicians and military
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leaders sometimes gave Americans
“confidential assignments,” some of
which strayed far from military tasks
for which the pilots had been hired.
Mostly, these did not violate the Neu-
trality Act and did not, therefore, raise
legal dangers in the US. So strong
was isolationist sentiment in the US
at the time that any pilot caught en-
gaging in an act of war on behalf of
the Kuomintang (or any belligerent)
would have been stripped of his citi-
zenship. As the military situation in
the Far East deteriorated, however,
provisions of the Neutrality Act were
far less stringently enforced. In April
1941 President Franklin D. Roosevelt
issued an executive order permitting
military pilots to fly and fight abroad
for up to one year.

Sailing to Byzantium

The Americans had to cope with
Chinese politics that were truly Byz-
antine. Take, for example, the expe-
rience of American pilot Thomas
Taylor toward the end of his time in
China. While flying money, destined
to pay Chinese troops, from a bank
in Hankow to one in Chungking, he
had been approached on three occa-
sions with a request to load the Con-
dor with bombs and other ordnance
to resupply Nationalist forces fight-
ing the Communists they had cor-
nered in Yunnan. Taylor said that,
because of the Neutrality Act, he
consistently refused. Finally, during
a face-to-face meeting he had in-
sisted upon, Madame Chiang Kai-

Even Jimmy Doolittle went to China in the 1930s. His work as a corporate
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In 1938, both an American group of volunteers and a Soviet contingent were
stationed in Hankow. Soviet aircraft in China included Tupolev bombers and
Polikarpov fighters. The Japanese Army had captured this one in Manchuria.

shek pleaded, Taylor said, stating
that the Communists would surely
behead the American missionaries
trapped in the area unless he flew
bombs and ammunition to the CAF
units there. Taylor, knowing that
Communist troops had decapitated
other missionaries, gave in.

Taylor was not the only American
mercenary pilot who encountered
Madame Chiang. In 1938, Cornelius
Burmood showed up in China with
two Beechcraft Staggerwing D17Rs,
intending to sell them to Generalis-
simo Chiang Kai-shek as VIP trans-
ports. Burmood said Madame Chiang

demonstration pilot took him to a Shanghai airshow, where his acrobatic display
in a Curtiss Hawk convinced the Chinese to buy the fighter for its air force.
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had soon convinced him to serve as
her personal pilot, but the American
found himself hauling top Chinese
officers through thick flak in every
battle zone in China.

In the 1930s, China became the
arena of a fierce competition to
sell fighter aircraft to the CAF.
The primary contestants were Italy
and the US. The Italian candidate
was the Fia: C.R.32, a fast, sturdy,
and handsome product of the mind
of Celestino Rosatelli. The other
was the Curtiss Hawk, a proven
design which, in the hands of Jimmy
Doolittle as corporate demonstra-
tion pilot, decisively won the com-
petition in May of 1933.

Doolittle resigned from the Army
Air Corps in early 1930, establish-
ing a reputetion as a top acrobatic
pilot, racing pilot, and consulting
aeronautical engineer. The demon-
stration he put on with the Hawk ata
show in Shanghai featured an acro-
batic displav that included an out-
side loop performed at such low al-
titude that even experienced pilots
observed with terror. This display
had both the newspapers and the CAF
agog. From that time on, Hawks were
the primary fighter series used by
the CAF.

The greatest influx of American—
made aircraft into the CAF came as
a result of a 1936 fund drive in cel-
ebration of the 50th birthday of
Chiang. The fund drive raised al-
most $1 million; it was used, in part,
to acquire 10 Boeing P-26As based
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at Nanking. These aircraft were di-
vided into two squadrons and were
flown by a mix of Chinese and mer-
cenary pilots. The P-26s scored a
success Aug. 20, 1937, when they
shot down six bombers attacking
Nanking. The Chinese career of the
“Peashooters™ was brief. By the end
of 1937, they had suffered fatally
from a lack of spare parts and were
all out of service.

Then, on July 7, 1937, the Sino-
Japanese War began in earnest. The
two Asian giants had grappled for
years in virtually continuous small-
scale engagements. Now, they em-
barked on a path of mortal combat,
commencing a conflict that was not
to end until 1945, after a world war
that brought the total defeat of Impe-
rial Japan. Shortly after the official
outbreak of hostilities, press reports
in China heralded the arrival of more
than 100 hotshot American pilots
and creation of the 14th Volunteer
Bombardment Squadron.

Chennault Arrives

Two months earlier, Claire L.
Chennault had appeared in China as
an aviation advisor to the Kuo-
mintang. The US Army Air Corps
had grounded him because of dam-
aged hearing, bronchitis, and low
blood pressure. Chennault had a
reputation as a brilliant air combat
tactician, as well as an outstanding
acrobatic pilot. Never one to suffer
fools in silence, Chennault had an-
tagonized high-ranking Air Corps
leaders—to the extent that they
shuffled him out of the way by put-
ting him in command of the Air
Corps acrobatic exhibition team.

Claire Chennault (center) arrived in China in 1937 as an aviation advisor. He
later organized the 14th VBS and the Flying Tigers. This 1942 photo shows
him with Col. Robert Scott Jr. (left) and Brig. Gen. Clayton Bissell at Kunming.

In early 1937, however, an Amer.-
can friend, then serving in China,
relayed to Chennault an offer from
Madame Chiang to join the anti—Japa-
nese effort. Chennault was more than
ready for an opportunity such as th:s
and arrived in China at the end of
May 1937. He stayed for eight years.
He first served as aviation advisor
(and de-facto air chief of staff) to the
Kuomintang in the period 1937-41.
During that time, he organized the
14th Volunteer Bombardment Squad-
ron and, in 1941-42, the famed Flv-
ing Tigers. He finished out his tour in
China as commanding general of tke
US Fourteenth Air Force.

Organized under Chennault’s lead-
ership in the autumn of 1937, the 14th
VBS (which some sources refer to as

Among the American Pilots in China,
1932-40

James W.M. Allison
Art Chen

Claire L. Chennault
Jimmy Doolittle
E.D. Dorsey

Cecil Folmar
Franklyn G. Gay
Elwyn H. Gibbon
Harvey Greenlaw
L. Roy Holbrook
John H. Jouett
W.C. “Foxy” Kent
M.R. Knight
William C. MacDonald
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Christopher Mathewson
John May

George E.A. Reinburg
Harry T. Rowland
Ronald L. Sansbury
John Schweitzer
Vincent Schmidt

Ellis D. Shannon
Robert Short

Sterling Tatum

Thomas Taylor

John “Luke” Williamson
George H. Weigle
Lyman Woelpel

the International Air Squadron) was
the first predominantly American
volunteer combat group in China.
Chennault’s pilot roster never num-
bered more than a dozen, even count-
ing the odd French adventurer who
occasionally would show up. The hard
core of the 14th VBS pilot cadre con-
sisted of James W.M. Allison, a vet-
eran of fighter operations in the Span-
ish Civil War, Billy MacDonald, Luke
Williamson, and George Weigle all
of whom were handpicked by Chen-
nault. Most of the rest who scrambled
to join up in the 14th were not of the
same high caliber.

The 14th VBS was stationed at
Hankow in 1938 at the same time as
a large Soviet contingent. The So-
viet commitment in China consisted
of twin-engined Tupolev SB-2 bomb-
ers and Polikarpov I-15 biplane and
I-16 monoplane fighters. Following
the demise of the 14th VBS, this
Soviet force, amounting to over 120
aircraft, played a large role in air
combat over China until they were
withdrawn to deal with Japanese in-
cursions along the Mongolian bor-
der and the outbreak of hostilities in
Europe.

The combat history of the 14th is
described only in pilot diaries. One
surviving account records that the
14th was in heavy action during the
winter of 1938. On Feb. 27, 1938,
Vultee and Northrop bombers at-
tacked Japanese troops and convoys
in the vicinity of Loyang on the Yel-
low River. After bomb release, the
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formation’s gunners administered a
heavy strafing to troop concentra-
tions near boats drawn up on the
shore, apparently in preparation for
a river crossing.

Short, but Sharp

Although the combat history of
the 14th was short, it was intense. In
the five months the outfit was a for-
mal entity, one pilot recorded that he
flew 116 sorties, which included 28
bombing missions and 15 night mis-
sions. Most of these missions were
to targets in northern China and in-
volved round-trip flying times as high
as nine hours. Bombers weren’t very
fast in those days.

The 14th VBS was disbanded March
22, 1938, and, though it was gone,
some of its pilots soldiered on in
China. A letter written by Chennault
records that, on April 29, 1938, his

2%

The 14th VBS was the first predominantly American volunteer combat group in
China. They paved the way for the American Volunteer Group—the Flying
Tigers—like (I-r) John Alison, David Hill, Albert Baumler, and Mack Mitchell.

Before it was disbanded in 1938, the 14th VBS put in an intense five months of
missions mostly to northern China. Its aircraft ranged from Hawk biplane
fighters to Northrop bombers and some export versions (Boeing 139) of the

Martin B-10s.

pilots participated with Soviet air-
planes and pilots in an action that
enticed the Japanese to fall into a trap
prepared long in advance. It must
have been some fight since eight en-
emy bombers and 13 fighters went
down, accompanied by the loss of

nine CAF fighters. Pilots of two of
those nine CAF aircraft bailed out
safely and two others made success-
ful forced landings. This “fur ball”
included 60 fighters in the Chinese
force against 12 bombers and 25 fight-
ers in the Japanese force.

Robert E. van Patten is assistant clinical professor at Wright State University
School of Medicine, Dayton, Ohio. Until 1989, he was chief of the Acceleration
Effects Branch of the Biodynamics and Bioengineering Division of Armstrong
Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory. He is a consultant in aerospace
medicine, life sciences, and accident reconstruction. His most recent article for
Air Force Magazine, "Punching Out,” appeared in the March 1995 issue.
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By the spring of 1941 it was time
for the early warriors to pass the
torch. The American Volunteer
Group later known as the “Flying
Tigers” was well on its way, begin-
ning with men like Gregory “Pappy”
Boyington and its established ace,
A.J. “Ajax” Baumler, who, at the
age of 22, had made five kills over
Spain.

When America finally entered the
war in late 1941, US military offi-
cers learned that the CAF had pre-
served some Chinese territory; such
territory served as a sanctuary for at
least a few of the Doolittle Raiders
after their April 1942 raid on To-
kyo. Soon after came the establish-
ment of the China Air Task Force
and the disbanding of the Flying
Tigers. The Task Force was, in its
turn, superseded by Fourteenth Air
Force and from that point on, the air
war in China accelerated in tempo
and scope.

The efforts of these early aviators
in China prior to the Flying Tigers
helped the Kuomintang hang on long
enough, and retain enough territory,
to be able to provide the foundation
for the major anti—Japan air cam-
paigns of the early and mid-1940s.
Without the skill and sacrifice of
these obscure pilots, it is probable
that there would have been no saga
of the airborne supply line over the
Hump and the history of the Four-
teenth Air Force campaign would
have been bloodier and more pro-
tracted. B
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The “secret” war in Laos was a sideshow to the main war in
Vietnam—and the crossroads of it lay here.

The Plam
of Jars

By Walter 1. Boyne
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HE Plain of Jars is a 500-square-mile, dia-
mond-shaped region in northern Laos, cov-
ered with rolling hills, high ridges, and grassy
flatlands. Its average altitude is about 3,000
feet. It derives its name from the hundreds of
huge gray stone “jars” that dot the landscape.
About 5 feet high and half again as broad, these containers
were created by a people of & megalithic iron-age culture
and probably served as burial urns. Exactly who created
them, and why their culture disappeared, is not known.

During the long Southeast Asian war, all sides found
the Plain of Jars to be situated in a highly strategic
location. The area was a home to several airfields and
contained a limited road complex that connected various
sectors of Laos to themselves and to the outside world.
This crossroads has been a battleground for centuries but
never so intensively as-in this century’s many overlap-
ping conflicts in Indochina.

The struggle for the Plain of Jars in Laos in the 1960s
and 1970s was a mysterious and tragic affair, wrapped up
in confusion and obscured by years of falsehoods and half-
truths. It was a sideshow to the main war in Vietnam, but
it was ennobled by some of the finest and most heroic
flying in the history of the United States Air Force.

These valiant efforts were designed to support US—
backed forces and destroy communist North Vietnamese
units that opposed them. The many campaigns in the
Plain of Jars were fought in parallel with a continuing
bombing effort against the Ho Chi Minh Trail. The latter
campaign would prove to be futile, for enemy activities
in South Vietnam could be sustained on as little as 60
tons of supplies a day—the equivalent of about 30 trucks’
worth of materiel.

This Was the Home Team

The Royal Laotian Air Force made its
first-ever strike on Jan. 11, 1961, using
its entire operational fleet of four North
American AT-6 aircraft, equipped with
wing-pylon mounted rockets. Ten AT-6s
had been provided, but there were not
enough pilots to fly them.

The US arranged for training in Thai-
land, with the Waterpump program open-
ing at Udorn in 1964. The RLAF began an
expansion that would see it receive 60
North American T-28Ds as its main attack
force, supplemented by about 50 trans-
ports and 30 helicopters.

Like their infantry colleagues, few Lao-
tian pilots were aggressive, and on critical
missions the T-28s were often flown by Air
America, Thai, or occasionally Raven FACs.
A small number of Hmong pilots were
trained, and despite their primitive up-
bringing in which the most advanced tech-
nology might have been a flintlock rifle,
they proved to be exceptional. One, Lee
Lue, a cousin of Vang Pao, was the veri-
table Hans-Ulrich Rudel of the Laotian
war. The Raven FACs loved to work with
him, for they considered him the best
fighter—-bomber pilot they had ever known.
Lee Lue flew continuously, as many as 10
missions a day and averaging 120 combat
missions a month to build a total of more
than 5,000 sorties. Physically ravaged by
fatigue and the endemic tropical diseases
of the area, he literally flew until he was
killed, shot down by heavy anti-aircraft fire
July 12, 1969. Had the RLAF had more
Lee Lues, the outcome of the war might
have been different.
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At the strategic Plain of Jars, US-backed forces fought North Vietnamese army and Pathet Lao units.

The Secret War

The Laotian war was a “secret
war, by tacit agreement of both sides.
It was nominally a civil war, pur-
portedly reflecting the divided in-
terests and political loyalties of mem-
bers of the Laotian royal family. In
fact, the war was fought largely by
surrogates for their own aims, the
Laotians proving generally to be
peace-loving even when—especially
when—in uniform.

The communist force comprised
tough, regular North Vietnamese
army units and supplementary—and
generally not very effective—local
Pathet Lao units. They were opposed
by the very ineffective Royal Lao-
tian armed forces, whose leaders
preferred to let the despised Laotian
hill people, the Hmong, do the real
fighting. The US supplied airpower
on a very limited scale, initially, but
in greater and greater amounts as the
war progressed.

As the Hmong casualties rose, the
US—sponsored fighting forces were
increasingly augmented by Thai “vol-
unteers,” whose numbers eventually
reached 17,000. These mostly were
mercenaries paid with US funds and
led by the Thai army’s regular offi-
cers and noncommissioned officers.

”
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The situation suited the US, which
was loath to introduce American
ground forces. The Hmong were sup-
ported by airpower and supplied by
the CIA. Coincidentally, the North
Vietnamese also were content to let
the war simmer, as long as they could
protect traffic along the ever-grow-
ing Ho Chi Minh Trail. Air sorties
against the Plain of Jars tied up US
military assets that otherwise would
be used to bomb the trail. North Viet-
nam was confident that, when South
Vietnam fell, Laos would fall.

The worst result of the 14-year
struggle for the Plain of Jars was
the destruction of a noble ally, the
Hmong. They fought in countless
battles against North Vietnamese
forces and were in the end left to
their fates. Originally numbering
about 300,000 people, living high
on mountain ridges and subsisting
by means of slash-and-burn agri-
cultural techniques, the Hmong suf-
fered some 30,000 casualties, mostly
young fighting men.

The Hmong families were driven
from their homes to CIA—-supported
hilltop encampments, where they
were fed by “soft rice drops™ and
armed by “hard rice drops.” When
the end came, those who could do so

fled to camps in Thailand. Those
who chose to remain in Laos were
for years hunted down and killed by
Laotian communists. A few Hmong
relocated to the US.

The war was fought through the
years on a seasonal basis, with US—
sponsored forces advancing from
April through September in the mon-
soon season and the North Vietnam-
ese and its allies responding during
the dry season of October through
March. Perhaps unique to this ebb-
and-flow war was an unusual verti-
cal separaticn of territory, for the
Hmong often dominated mountains
and ridges even when the Pathet Lao
or North Viernamese owned the val-
leys below. _t should be noted that
the lowland Laotians discriminated
against the hill people.

Laos is a ‘andlocked country that
shares a border with Cambodia, China,
Thailand, Viztnam, and Burma (now
called Myanmar). Its recorded his-
tory starts with the Lao kingdom of
Lan Xang, founded in the 1300s. It
has since suffered through six centu-
ries of more or less unbroken war-
fare. In 1907. France established the
modern bordzrs of Laos, primarily to
serve as a bulwark against Thai and
Chinese expansion into what was then
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French Indochina. It was granted in-
dependence in 1953.

In the Beginning

The communist influence in Laos
originated with the 1950 creation of
the Pathet Lao by Prince Souphanou-
vang and a hard-core communist from
Hanoi, Kaysone Phomvihan. The US
backed an unusual dual-regime
arrangement consisting of Prince
Souvanna Phouma and his neutralist
government and that of the right-
wing General Phoumi Nosavan.

Ultimately, the combination of
Hanoi’s interference and attempts
by the US to control the develop-
ment of internal Laotian affairs pre-
cipitated a crisis in 1962. Open war-
fare was averted, and despite the
intensity that the conflict would reach
over the next 13 years, both the US
and North Vietnam would steadily
deny any official involvement of
regular ground forces in Laos.

The war would see Laos divided
into three regions of de facto foreign
control. The Vietnamese controlled
the east, the area which became a
corridor for the Ho Chi Minh Trail;
US and Thai forces controlled the
west, while the Chinese controlled
the north, where they had enormous
gangs of laborers building roads and
railways for future use.

As the US became ever more in-
volved in the war in Vietnam, the

importance of Laos and the Plain of
Jars grew. Things remained relatively
stable until 1968, with each side ad-
vancing during the season appropri-
ate to it.

In 1968, however, things began to
change. President Lyndon B. John-
son’s declaration of a bombing halt
over North Vietnam caused the inten-
sity of the fighting—and the air war—
to increase drastically in two Laotian
theaters: the Plain of Jars and the Ho
Chi Minh Trail. The conduct of the
war in northern Laos was delegated

to the CIA—supported Hmong, who
were led by a classic Asian warlord
figure, Maj. Gen. Vang Pao. Napole-
onic in stature and ambition, Vang
Pao, had worked at age 13 with France
against Japan and later against the
Viet Minh, predecessors of the Viet
Cong. He did so well that he was
selected for officer training. In 1961
he was recruited by the CIA to serve
as Hmong leader. '

Type A Leader
Vang Pao was a type A person-

Plain of Jars (above). The hole in the leading edge of a Forward Air Controller’s
O-1 below shows that threats from ground forces were always a danger.

ality, an enthusiastic and de-
manding leader, willing to do
the dirty work himself and
more than willing to lead in
combat. He was trusted by
the Americans, who delivered
to him something no Lao
leader had ever possessed,
massive logistical support and
airpower. He expanded the
number of Hmong personnel
under arms until they eventu-
ally numbered some 40,000.
He saw to it that they were
trained and well-equipped and
led them first in guerrilla war-
fare and finally in conventional
warfare against the North Viet-
namese. Vang Pao was always
proudly conscious that he was
a Hmong who had made good
in competition with the low-
land (read, “highbrow™) Lao-
tians.
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His leadership style led to some
monumental victories but also caused
some heavy defeats. His tactics re-
sulted in heavy casualties over the
years, so much so that eventually
only preteen-age children and men
over 45 remained to serve as sol-
diers. Everyone else had been killed,
captured, or wounded. To spur re-
cruitment, he would withhold rice
from communities that sought to
shield their young from joining his
armies,

Nonetheless, in a country where
fighters were few and fighting lead-
ers almost non-existent, Vang Pao
established himself as the man to
deal with, and he was generally ad-
mired by the Americans who flew in
his support, whether with the CIA—
operated airlines or with the Ravens,
the covert US Air Force Forward Air
Controllers.

The year 1968 proved to be a wa-
tershed period of the conflict in Laos.
The North Vietnamese committed
more and more regular army units,
and the Hmong villages were over-
run, forcing evacuations to CIA—main-
tained hillside encampments. A seri-
ous setback occurred in March when
asecret US installation at Phou Phathi
(Site 85) fell to a determined North
Vietnamese attack. Fitted with a modi-
fied TSQ-81 radar and a TACAN in-
stallation, the station had been vital
for raids on Hanoi. Despite desperate
efforts by Vang Pao and heavy air
support, the site succumbed to over-
whelming North Vietnamese army
strength, with a heavy loss of life.

By the end of 1968, Laos was
swarming with about 40,000 North
Vietnamese troops and about 35,000
Pathet Lao. The Royal Lao Army was
characterized at the time as “over-
weight in generals and underweight
in fighting.” It had 60,000 troops but
still had a preference for leaving the
real fighting to the Hmong.

Vang Pao scored one more great
success, reconquering the Plain of
Jars in 1969 with a brilliant attack
heavily supported by American air-
power. However, North Vietnamese
troops recaptured the Plain again in
early 1970 and held the initiative
from that point on, twice besieging
Vang Pao in his huge secret main
base at Long Tieng. By this time, Air
America was keeping some 170,000
Hmong refugees alive with airdrops
of rice, a situation that had gone on
so long that Hmong children were
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Air America flew in support of the Royal Laotian armed forces. The CIA-
operated airline set up short runways (above), called Lima Sites, to transport
arms, spies, equipment, and refugees and to carry out medevac missions.

said to believe thatrice was not grown
but simply fell from the sky.

The battles continued until US
support ceased in 1973. Then the
end came as predicted. Saigon fell
April 30, 1975; Vang Pao and his
family of six wives and 25 children
flew out to Thailand on May 14.
Thousands of Hmong followed by
whatever means possible. The Pathet
Lao announced their assumption of
the government of Laos on Dec. 2,
1975.

Levels of Operations

Military aviation was seen in many
forms and conducted at many levels
of intensity in Laos over the course
of the war. There were at least four
general categories. The first, and the
earliest, was the aircraft and airlift
provided by the Soviet Union. The
second was that furnished by the
CIA, primarily by its proprietary,
Air America. The third was the rather
shaky support furnished by the Royal
Laotian Air Force. (An exception
was the excellent effort of Hmong
pilots when, at last, they were trained
to fly in the RLAF.) The fourth was
the tremendous involvement of US
airpower.

The story of CIA air operations
has been told at length in several
books, of which the most authorita-
tive is Christopher Robbins’ Air
America. It began with the 1950 pur-
chase by the CIA of Civil Air Trans-
port, an airline started by Lt. Gen.
Claire L. Chennault and Whiting

Willauer. CAT operated not only as
an actual commercial airline but also
as a conduit for covert US intelli-
gence operations. In 1959 it was re-
named Air America.

The struggle for the Plain of Jars
cried out for Short Takeoff and Land-
ing aircraft and for helicopters; Air
Americaresponded by acquiring such
aircraft and building Victor Sites,
extremely short runways often on
mountaintops. These later became
known as Lima Sites, and their num-
ber reached 400 by 1972.

In 1962, Air America greatly ex-
panded its fleet in Laos, acquiring
some 24 twin-engine transports, in-
cluding the workhorse C-46 and the
C-123. A similar number of STOL
aircraft, made up of Pilatus Porter
and Helio Courier types were also
brought into service, along with 30
helicopters.

The relations between the official
US military and Air America were
often blurred, as assets, including
aircraft like the C-130, were trans-
ferred in secret when the need arose.

Air America eventually employed
more than 300 pilots to fly in and out
of Thailand and Laos. In 1970 alone,
it carried more than 46 million pounds
of food to the Laotian people. It also
carried arms, spies, radar equipment,
and refugees and flew medevac mis-
sions.,

As the war progressed, its equip-
ment became more sophisticated and
its missions more demanding. Air
America crews flew at low altitudes
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and in bad weather to insert or ex-
tract agents and combat units far
behind enemy lines. They conducted
photoreconnaissance missions dur-
ing the day and used night vision
equipment and sophisticated elec-
tronics fornightreconnaissance. Late
in the war, they even dropped “hot
soup”—that is, napalm—on enemy
positions, rolling barrels out the rear
of Caribous.

Always controversial, the Air
America crews flew valiantly under
extremely difficult conditions. As
the military situation in the
Plain of Jars deteriorated, Air
America’s operations became
increasingly hazardous. The
proprietary often undertook
missions in adverse weather
and with terrain conditions that
would have grounded regular
military operations.

The Rescue Role

Air America was for a time
the only organization capable of
conducting aerial rescues of
downed American airmen. Even-
tually supplanted by strong USAF
rescue forces, quick reaction times
by Air America crews saved many
an airman before regular rescue
helicopters could arrive. They also
operated as FACs when there was
no alternative.

Unquestionably, some Air
America pilots violated the law,
sometimes conspiring in the ship-
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On a tiny Lima Site, a T-28 and two Raven O-1s wait while a C-123 takes of,

ment of contraband. The bottom line,
though, is that Air America was asked
to do jobs that Washington wanted
done but could not or would not do
itself. They did the jobs, at great
risk, and suffered many casualties.

The first use of regular American
airpower in Laos came in December
1960, when two reconnaissance mis-
sions were flown by the US air
attaché’s VC-47A. This was the har-
binger of the future in more ways
than one, for a unique situation de-
veloped in which the American am-

(top photo). Air America helicopters, like this one, performed aerial rescues of
US airmen, among the many jobs they carried out at great risk.
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bassador in Laos was to become the
controlling agency for the applica-
tion of US airpower in Laos. The
three American ambassadors in Laos
during the long conflict all were pow-
erful, assertive men who enjoyed
directing military operations. They
were Leonard Unger, William H.
Sullivan, and George McMurtrie
Godley. It was Sullivan who lobbied
for the assignment of what became
the 56th Special Operations Wing to
Nakhon Phanom, Thailand. It scarcely

needs to be noted that the USAF
commanders did not enjoy the fact
that an ambassador, however com-
mitted and enthusiastic, was direct-
ing air operations.

Reconnaissance operations contin-
ued with SC-47s, one of which was
shotdownFeb. 11, 1962. This aircraft
type was to be replaced by the RT-
33A from Udorn RTAB, Thailand. In
December 1962, the US began to
launch “Able Mable” flights by RF-
101s of the 15th Tactical Reconnais-
sance Squadron and the 45th TRS,
operating out of Don Muang, near
Bangkok, Thailand. For “protective
reaction,” the 510th TFS brought a
detachment of F-100s while the 509th
TFS provided a unit of F-102As.

Also in 1962, the buildup contin-
ued. Two squadrons of F-100D fight-
ers were deployed to Takhli RTAB,
Thailand. These were augmented by
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Marine UH-34D and A-4 units. [t was
for a time a combined operation, fea-
turing an RAF Hawker Hunter squad-
ron and Australian Sabre squadron.
The success of a March 1964 Pathet
Lao offensive led to the use of “Yan-
kee Team”™ armed reconnaissance,
using a combination of USAF RF-
101Cs and US Navy RF-8As and
RA-3Bs. US air operations intensi-
fied in 1964, with the initiation of
the long-lived Operation Barrel Roll,
which endured until 1973. The first
attack, by eight F-100s, took place
June 9. against Pathet Lao anti-air-
craft positions. It soon became obvi-
ous that US FAC aircraft were nec-
essary to strike the Pathet Lao and
North Vietnamese forces. Initially
called Butterfly, these FACs even-
tually were given the call sign Raven.

Greater Intensity

Beginning with the 1968 bombing
halt over North Vietnam, Barrel Roll
operations increased in intensity, and
by 1970, B-52 sorties were called in
to halt the North Vietnamese forces
and keep them from overrunning Vang
Pao’s main camp at Long Tieng. The
B-52 sorties built up at an amazing
rate; by the war’s end, some 3 million
tons of bombs had been dropped on
Laos, with 500,000 tons of this total
dropped in the northern regions. The
weight of bombs would enable be-
sieged Hmong forces to hold on, fa-
vorably affecting the course of the
war for as long as the B-52s contin-
ued to bomb.

Though the enemy feared the B-52
sorties, the Hmong were especially
grateful for the AC-47 gunships,
which were freed up for use in Laos
after the arrival of the AC-119G/K
gunships in Vietnam. The Spookys
were perfect for Laos, where they
were exceptionally useful in defend-
ing the mountaintop encampments of
the Hmong. As the war went on, both
AC-119s and AC-130s were increas-
ingly used in Laos along the Ho Chi
Minh Trail and in support of the
Hmong.

Seasoned, combat-tested US Air
Force FACs were recruited to fly as
Ravens in what was called the Steve
Canyon Program. It was known to
be a very hazardous assignment.
These Air Force officers worked in
civilian clothes and carried no mili-
tary identification, although enemy
agents at Vientiane routinely pho-
tographed them upon arrival. Under
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In civilian clothes, without military ID, covert USAF FACs operated in Laos,

supporting the Hmong troops. Among the last of these Ravens in the country
were (I-r) Chuck Hines, Darrel Whitcomb, Craig Dunn, Terry Pfaff, and H. Ownby.

Project 404, the umbrella program
for covert Air Force activities in
Laos, they were considered “loaned”
to the US air attaché in Laos, who
became their nominal Air Force
commander. In the field, they actu-
ally performed missions under the
command of the CIA and of the
Laotian generals.

Never were there more than a few
Ravens. Originally, the group num-
bered only two at a time. This num-
ber grew slowly to a maximum of 20
operating at one time. Ultimately,
fewer than 300 persons served as
Ravens during the course of the war.
Their O-1s and T-28s were based at
the five airfields where one found
air operations centers: Vientiane,
Pakse, Savannakhet, Long Tieng, and
Luang Prabang. The Ravens flew
from these fields or from Lima Sites
controlled by the Hmong or the Royal
Laotian Army.

The Ravens flew almost continu-
ously, often exceeding 120 hours
per month and sometimes directing
more than 100 sorties a day against
enemy targets. Informal statistics
indicate that the Ravens suffered
casualty rates as high as 30 percent.
They gathered an intimate knowl-
edge of their terrain, and many be-

came extremely proud of and loyal
to the work of the Hmong troops
they were supporting. The Hmong
in turn were grateful to the Ravens
and gave them unconditional ap-
proval.

As one might expect of an organi-
zation forbidden to wear uniforms,
led through a confusing chain of
command, stationed in isolated out-
posts, and subjected to the utmost
stress in battle, conventional Air
Force discipline and decorum did
not always prevail. Ravens became
noted for an aggressive attitude, un-
usual dress, and a willingness to
party. Their colorful history was re-
corded in another book by Christo-
pher Robbins, The Ravens, and vet-
eran Ravens will concede that the
author got it mostly correct.

The tremendous fighting over and
bombing of the Plain of Jars over a
14-year period decimated the popu-
lation and destroyed its civilizational
structures. Some Hmong returned to
the plain to resume the timeless pat-
terns of their lives. The seasons still
come and go, the sky still fills with
smoke from burning fields, and the
mysterious jars still stand sentinel
over the plain, now verdant with new
life. a

Walter J. Boyne, former director of the National Air and Space Museum in
Washington, is a retired Air Force colonel and author. He has written more
than 400 articles about aviation topics and 29 books, the most recent of
which is Beyond the Horizons: The Lockheed Story. His most recent article
for Air Force Magazine, "The Awesome Power of Air Force Gunships,”

appeared in the April 1999 jssue.
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AFA President Thomas J. McKee has
appointed these council members
and advisors for 1999.

AFA
Councils
and Advisors

Air National Guard Council

Maj. Gen. W. Reed Ernst II (Chair) Lt. Col. Craig A. Noll

Maj. Tracey L. Hale (Liaison) Col. Henry Parker

1st Lt. Timothy P. Kern CMSgt. Carroll Rousseau (Ret.)
SMSaqt. Joseph J. Kuchera SSgt. Julie A. Singewald

Lt. Col. Scott R. Leitner (Ret.) Brig. Gen. Craig R. McKinley
Maj. Ronald W. McDaniel (Advisor)

Kuchera Leitner

MeDaniel Rousseau Singewald McKinley
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Civilian Advisory Council

Dennis H. Alvey (Chair)
Frederick R. Beaman
Lynda D. Cooper

Laura L. Loflin
Merlin L. Lyman
Lynn Matsler—Brod (Liaison)

K. Sue Evans Michael D. McAdams
Edward W. Garland Teresa M. Salazar
Alvin P. Jones Teresa A. Warren

Shirley C. Williams
Sandra G. Grese (Advisor)

| B

Beaman Cooper

Lucy J. Kuyawa

Warren Williams

Salazar

Enlisted Council

CMSagt. Paula Campa (Chair)
CMSgt. Marie Ashmore (Liaison)
S8gt. Joseph L. Caldiero Jr.
MSgt. Daniel L. Edwards Jr.
SrA. Aileen D. Fermin

MSgt. Timothy Gordon

CMSgt. Joseph L. Holguin

TSat. Sandra L. King

A
Campa Ashmore

Gordon

Junior Officer Advisory Council

CMSagt. (sel.) Pamela J. Lane
SMSat. Deiadra J. Moore

TSgt. Gil Morales

SMSgt. Paul A. Sikora Jr.

SrA. Homero Ruiz Perez

TSgt. Jessica L. Wilson

TSgt. Quinton K. Yoakum
CMSAF Eric W. Benken (Advisor)

Holguin

Morales

Yoakum Benken

2d Lt. Paula Branson

1st Lt. Wesley P. Cox
Peter Dettelis

1st Lt. Leonard Giaquinto

Capt. Grant S. Case (Chair)
Capt. Shannon Averill (Liaison)
Capt. Jamie L. Baggstrom
Capt. Timothy S. Bailey

Averill

ey :ﬁ
A

Gordon Herrmann
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Capt. Carol Gordon

Capt. Jonathon Herrmann
Capt. Thomas Livingston
Capt. Tom Nelson

L *

Branson

a
Santa Ana

Rutherford

2d Lt. Gwen Rutherford
Capt. Peter P. Santa Ana
Capt. Jeff Tyrcha

Brig. Gen. John F. Regni
(Advisor)
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Reserve Council

Brig. Gen. Jack Gingerich (Chair)
Maj. Richard C. Ahlguist

Lt. Col. Paul L. Bailey

CMSqt. John H. Breslin

Capt. David R. Calland

MSqt. Patrick J. Devine

Col. James W. Graves

Brig. Gen. Walter T. Hatcher (11
Maj. Dona M. Iversen

Capt. Sharon M. Johnson

TSgt. Cassandra McMillan

Capt. Diana Newlin

Lt. Coi. Scott E. Nielson Graves Hatcher Iversen
CMSagt. Gail Paich (Liaison)

Brig. Gen. Michael J. Peters
(Ret.)

CMSgt. Jeffery Rooding
CMSgt. Jackson A. Winsett
Wayne R. Gracie (Advisor)

2

Gingerich Ahlquist

Nielson Paich Peters Rooding Winsett Gracie

Thad A. Wolfe (Chair)

David Campanale

Rev. Richard Carr

James H. Changey

Maralin K. Coffinger

Richard G. Galloway

David A. Guzman

Ann A. Hollinger

Bev Hooper

Ira L. Kemp
Charles E. Lucas r

Russell W. Mank Galloway Guzman
Tommy A. Roberts
Pat L. Schittulli
James S. Seevers
Thomas G. Shepherd
Richard Siner

Carr

Coffinger

Hooper Kemp

R -l

Lucas Mank Roberts Schittulli Seevers

&£

Shepherd Siner

AFA Presidential Advisors
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AFA State Contacts

¢

DY

Following each state name are the names of the communities in which AFA chapters are located. Information regarding these
chapters or any of AFA’s activities within the state may be obtained from the appropriate contact.

ALABAMA (Birmingham, Huntsville, Mobile, Mont-
gomery): Roy A. Boudreaux, P.O. Box 1190,
Montgomery, AL 36101-1190 (phone 334-241-
2739).

ALASKA (Anchorage, Fairbanks): Steven R.
Lundgren, P.O. Box 71230, Fairbanks, AK 98707
(phone 907-459-3291).

ARIZONA (Green Valley, Phoenix, Prescott, Se-
dona, Sierra Vista, Sun City, Tucson): Angelo Di
Giovanni, 973 Vuelta Del Yaba, Green Valley, AZ
85614 (phone 520-648-2921).

ARKANSAS (Fayetteville, Hot Springs, Little Rock):
John L. Burrow, 352 Rollston Ave. #1, Fayetteville,
AR 72701-4178 (phone 501-751-0251).

CALIFORNIA (Apple Valley, Bakersfield, Edwards
AFB, Fairfield, Fresno, Los Angeles, Merced,
Monterey, Orange County, Palm Springs, Pasa-
dena, Riverside, Sacramento, San Diego, San Fran-
cisco, Sunnyvale, Vandenberg AFB, Yuba City):

Paul A. Maye, 1225 Craig Dr., Lompoc, CA 93436

(phone 805-733-5102).

COLORADO (Colorado Springs, Denver, Fort
Collins, Grand Junction, Puebio): Howard R.
Vasina, 1670 N. Newport Rd., Ste. 400, Colo-
r%da ‘Springs. CO 80916-2700 (phone 719-591-
1011).

CONNECTICUT (Brookfield, East Hartford, Mid-
dletown, Storrs, Stratford, Torrington, Waterbury,
Weslpori, Windsor Locks): Joseph R. Falcone, 14
High Ridge Rd., Ellington, CT 06029 (phone 860-
875-1068).

DELAWARE (Dover, New Castle County, Reho-
both Beach): Stephanie M. Wright, 5 Essex Dr.,
Bear, DE 19701-1602 (phone 302-834-1369).

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (Washington): Rose-
mary Pacenta, 1501 Lee Hwy., Arlington, VA
22209-1198 (phone 703-247-5820).

FLORIDA (Avon Park, Broward County, Daytona
Beach, Fort Walton Beach, Gainesville, Homestead,
Huriburt Field, Jacksonville, Leesburg, Miami, New
Port Richey, Orlando, Palm Harbor, Panama City,
Patrick AFB, Spring Hill, Tallahasses, Tampa, Vero
Beach, West Palm Beach): David R. Cummock,
2890 Borman Ct., Daytona Beach, FL 32124
(phone 904-760-7142).

GEORGIA (Atlanta, Peachtree City, Savannah, Val-
dosta, Warner Robins): Zack E. Osborne, 306 Lake
Front Dr., Warner Robins, GA 31088 (phone 912-
953-1460).

GUAM (Agana): Thomas M. Churan, P.O. Box
12861, Tamuning, GU 96931 (phone 671-653-
0525).

HAWAII (Honolulu, Maui): Norman R, Baker, 1284
Auwaiku St., Kailua, Hl 96734-4103 (phone 808-
545-4394).

IDAHO (Mountain Home, Twin Falls): Chester A.
Walborn, P.O. Box 729, Mountain Home, ID B3647-
1940 (phone 208-587-3757).

ILLINOIS (Belleville, Chicago. Moline, Rockford,
Springfield—Decatur): John D. Bailey, 6333
Cotswaold Ln,, Cherry Valley, IL 61016-9379 (phone
815-874-8024).

INDIANA (Bloomington, Columbus, Fort Wayne,
Grissom ARE, Indianapolis, Lafayette, Marion,
Mentone, New Albany, Terre Haute): James E.
Fultz, 3915 Baytree Ln., Bloomington, IN 47401-
9754 (phone B812-333-8920).

IOWA (Des Moines, Marion, Sioux City, Waterloc):
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Donald E. Persinger, 1725 2d Ave., South Sioux
City, NE 68776 (phone 402-494-1017).

KANSAS (Garden City, Topeka, Wichita): William
S, Clifford, 2070 Milford Ln., Garden City, KS 67846
(phone 316-275-4317).

KENTUCKY (Lexington, Louisville): Daniel G.
Wells, 313 Springhill Rd., Danville, KY 40422-1041
(phone 606-253-4744).

LOUISIANA (Baton Rouge, New Orleans, Shreve-
port): William F. Cocke, 1505 Gentilly Dr., Shreve-
port, LA 71105-5401 (phone 318-797-9703),

MAINE (Bangor, Caribou, North Berwick): Peter M.
Hurd, P.O, Box 1005, Houlton, ME 04730-1005
(phone 207-532-2823).

MARYLAND (Andrews AFB, Baltimore, College
Park, Rockville): Edwina C. “Clare” Reid, 8705
Crystal Rock Ln,, Laurel, MD 20708-2431 (phone
301-314-3242).

MASSACHUSETTS (Bedford, Boston, East Long-
meadow, Falmouth, Hanscom AFB, Taunton, West-
field, Worcester): Thomas P. O'Mahoney, 2 Col-
lege Rd., Burlington, MA 01803-2708 (phone
617-221-7476).

MICHIGAN (Alpena, Battle Creek, East Lansing,
Kalamazoo, Marquette, Mount Clemens, Oscoda,
Traverse City, Southfield): Terry L. Dankenbring,
13748 Tallman Rd., Grand Ledge, MI 48837-8711
{phone 517-627-8030).

MINNESOTA (Duluth, Minneapolis—St. Paul):
Coleman Rader Jr., 8481 Glacier Ln. N., Maple
Grove, MN 55311-4154 (phone 612-559-2500).

MISSISSIPPI (Biloxi, Columbus. Jackson): Billy M.
Boyd, 107 N. Rosebud Ln,, Starkville, MS 39759
{(phone 601-434-2644),

MISSOURI (Kansas City, St. Louis, Springfield,
Whiteman AFB): Graham Burnley, 112 Elk Run
Dr., Eureka, MO 63025-1211 (phone 314-938-
6113).

MONTANA (Bozeman, Great Falls); William T.
Rondeau Jr., 700 8th Ave., Apt. #3, Great Falls,
MT 59405-2056 (phone 406-771-0979).

NEBRASKA (Lincoin, Omaha): Densel K.
Acheson, 903 Lariat Cir., Papillion, NE 68128-3771
(phone 402-554-3793).

NEVADA (Las Vegas, Reno): Albert S. “Sid"
Dodd, 1921 Dresden Ct., Henderson, NV 858014-
3790 (phone 702-295-4953).

NEW HAMPSHIRE (Manchester, Portsmouth):
Terry K. Hardy, 31 Bradstreet Ln., Eliot, ME 03903-
1416 (phone 603-430-3122).

NEW JERSEY (Andover, Atlantic City, Camden,
Chatham, Forked River, FL. Monmouth,
Jersey City, McGuire AFB, Newark, Old Bridge,
Toms River, Trenton, Wallington, West Orange):
F.J. “Cy" LaManna, B Elizabeth St., Caldwell, NJ
07007 (phone 973-423-0030).

NEW MEXICO (Alamogordo, Albuguerque, Clovis):
Charles G. Thomas, 4908 Calle Del Cielo, Albu-
quergue, NM 87111-2912 (phone 505-845-3506).

NEW YORK (Albany, Binghamton, Buffalo, Rome,
Jamestown, Nassau County, New York, Queens,
Rochester, Staten Island, Syracuse, Westhampton
Beach, White Plains): Bonnie B. Callahan, 6131
Meadowlakes Dr., East Amherst, NY 14051-2007
(phone 716-741-2846),

NORTH CAROLINA (Asheville, Charlotte, Fayette-

ville, Goldsboro, Kitty Hawk, Raleigh, Wilmington):
Bobby G. Suggs, P.O. Box 53469, Fayetteville,
NC 28305-3469 (phone 910-483-2221).

NORTH DAKOTA (Fargo, Grand Forks, Minot):
Gary H. Olson, 725 Center Ave., Ste. 3, Moorhead,
MMN 56560 (phone 218-233-5130).

OHIO (Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, Dayton,
Mansfield, Youngstown): J. Ray Lesniok, 33182
Lakeshore Bivd., Eastlake, OH 44095-2702 (phone
440-951-6547).

OKLAHOMA (Aitus, Enid, Oklahoma City, Tulsa):
William P. Bowden, P.O. Box 620083, Oklahoma
City, OK 73162-0083 (phone 405-722-6279).

OREGON (Eugene, Klamath Falls, Portland): John
Lee, P.O. Box 3759, Salem, OR 97302 (phone
503-581-3682).

PENNSYLVANIA (Allentown, Altoona, Beaver
Falls, Coraopolis, Drexel Hill, Harrisburg,
Johnstown, Lewistown, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh,
Scranton, Shiremanstown, Washington, Willow
Grove, York): Clair Smith, 1509 Logan Ave.,
Tyrone, PA 16686-1725 (phone 814-684-3593).

RHODE ISLAND (Newport, Warwick): Eugene M.
D'Andrea, P.O. Box 8674, Warwick, Rl 02888
{phone 401-461-4558).

SOUTH CAROLINA (Charleston, Clemson, Co-
lumbia, Myrtle Beach, Sumter): Guy R. Everson, 9
McKay Rd.. Honea Path, SC 29654 (phone B64-
369-0891).

SOUTH DAKOTA (Rapid City, Sioux Falls):
Charles A. Nelson, 1517 S. Minnesola Ave.,
Sioux Falls, SD 57105-1717 (phone 605-336-
1988).

TENNESSEE (Chattancoga, Knoxville, Memphis,
Nashville, Tullahoma): William E. Freeman, 2451
Stratfield Dr., Germantown, TN 38139-6620 (phone
901-755-1320).

TEXAS (Abilene, Amarillo, Austin, Big Spring, Col-
lege Station, Commerce, Dallas, Del Rio, Denton,
Fort Worth, Harlingen, Houston, Kerrville, Lubback,
San Angelo, San Antonio, Wichita Falls): Henry C.
Hill, P.O. Box 10356, College Station, TX 77842-
0356 (phone 409-821-0201).

UTAH (Clearfield, Ogden, Salt Lake City): Craig E.
Allen, 5708 West 4350 South, Hooper, UT 84315
(phone 801-774-2766),

VERMONT (Burlington): Erwin R. Waibel, 1 Twin
Brook Ct., South Burlington, VT 05403-7102 (phone
802-654-0198).

VIRGINIA (Alexandria, Charlottesville, Danville,
Langley AFB, Lynchburg, McLean, Norfolk, Peters-
burg, Richmond, Roanoke, Winchester): Thomas
G. Shepherd, HCR 61 Box 167, Capon Bridge, WV
26711-9711 (phone 540-888-4585).

WASHINGTON (Seattle, Spokane, Tacoma): Fred
Rosenfelder, P.O. Box 59445, Renton, WA 98058-
2445 (phone 206-662-7752).

WEST VIRGINIA (Charleston): Samuel Rich, P, O.
Box 444, White Sulphur Springs, WV 24986 (phone
304-536-4131).

WISCONSIN (Madison, Milwaukee, General
Mitchell IAP/ARS): Kenneth W. Jacobi, 6852
Beech Rd., Racine, WI 53402-1310 (phone 414-
639-5544).

WYOMING (Cheyenne): Irene G. Johnigan, 503

Notre Dame Ct., Cheyenne, WY 82008 (phone 307-
773-2137).
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AFA / AEF National Report

By Frances McKenney, Assistant Managing Editor

AFA Celebrates Space Day

The third annual Space Day cel-
ebration took place May 6, with Air
Force Association chapters and schools
nationwide participating through ac-
tivities in their locations.

Both AFA and the Aerospace Edu-
cation Foundation are among the
more than 50 sponsors of Space Day,
the culminating event of the “Em-
brace Space” educational initiative
that focuses on the achievements,
benefits, and opportunities in space.

Space Day opened with aceremony
at the National Air and Space Mu-
seum in Washington. Visitors explored
exhibits including a space shuitle
replica.

A live, interactive “Cyber Space
Day” broadcast on the internet took
place. Susan Stamberg, from National
Public Radio, was a host for the four-
hour cybercast that gave students a
chance to ask John Glenn, Bill Nye
the Science Guy, and astronaut Kath-
ryn . Sullivan, among others, ques-
tions about aerospace iopics.

Earlier this year AEF prepared AFA
chapters for Space Day by mailing
information to chapte- aerospace
education vice presiden:s. Itincluded
suggestions on how to promote Space
Day activities in their communities.

The Colorado Springs/Lance Sijan
(Colo.) Chapter asked Gov. Bill Owens
(R) to proclaim May 6 as Space Day.
Centennial State AFA chapters also
arranged for the mayors of Colorado
Springs, Denver, Littleton, and Arvada
to issue similar proclamations.

Charles P. Zimkas Jr., past chap-
ter president, said AFA chapters in-
vited former astronauts to visit schools
that participate in the USA Today-
AEF “Visions of Exploration” program.
The astronauts were Brice McCand-
less Il, a veteran of two shuttle flights
and now with Lockheed Martin in Colo-
rado; Michael L. Coats. who flew on
the Discovery shuttle in August 1984;
and Ronald M. Sega, mission spe-
cialist on the first joint US—Russian
space shuttle mission in 1994. He is
dean of the College of Engineering
and Applied Science at the Univer-
sity of Colorado at Colo-ado Springs.

In California, Edith A. Magerkurth,
the state’s aerospace education vice
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AFA President Thomas McKee spent several days observing basic military training
ectivities at Lacklarnd AFB, Texas. At a lunch with trainees from the 320th Training
Squadron, he learned firsthand how recruits feel about Gender- Integrated Train-
ing. At the table (I-r): Katrina Cordova, AEF President Jack Price, Linda Callaway,
squadron commander Lt. Col. Chino Harris, Daniel Pena, McKee, and Aron Lee.

president, reported that the Maj. Gen.
Charles |. Bennett Jr. Chapter helped
the Castle Challerger Learning Cen-
ter of the San Joaquin Valley carry
out Space Day activities in Merced.
For a “Star Party” with telescopes,
the chapter worked with a local as-
tronomy club and helped round up
volunteers. A play called “Profiles in
Space,” adapted by Magerkurth, de-
buted at the Learning Center that
night, performed by students from
Golden Valley High School in Merced.
“he play not only covers aviation
history butis also a vehicle to provide
information on where to train for avia-
tion and aerospace careers.
Magerkurth, who won AEF’s 1997
George D. Hardy Memorial Award for
her aerospace education initiatives,
said the pley wculd be performed
later at other places and that chapter
members would be transporting the
student actors to performances.
The Castle Ctallenger Learning
Center is part of the Challenger Cen-
ier for Space Science Education,
founded in 1986 by families of the
crew that died in the January 1986

explosion of the space shuttle Chal-
lenger.

In New York State, the L.D. Bell-
Niagara Frontier Chapter presented
their Teacher of the Y=zar award to
Maria C. Freitag on Space Day at an
assembly for several first-grade class-
rooms.

New York State President Bonnie
B. Callahar announced at the as-
sembly that Freitag had also been
selected as the state and the North-
east Regior Teacher of the Year.

Freitag teaches at Forest Elemen-
tary School in Williamsville, N.Y., and
has developed a space-oriented pro-
gram for her first-grade-s. They have
constructed and launched model rock-
ets, constructed their own space suits
and helmets, downloaded real-time
pictures on the Internet of Glenn’s
spaceflight last year, and hosted a
visit by former shuttle astronaut Jo-
seph P. Allen IV.

Robert Bienvenue served as mas-
ter of ceremonies for the Space Day
assembly, attended by William C.
Rapp, national director emeritus, and
Richard Waring, chapter president.

AIR FORCE Magazine / June 1999

LUSAF phote by Ron Johnson



USAF pholo by June Spadechane

1LY
afa-aef@afa.org \\‘é‘.‘%’j

Back to Basics

AFA National President Thomas J.
McKee got a comprehensive view of
basic military training at Lackland
AFB, Texas, in March.

Beginning his activities at Randolph
AFB, he met with Gen. Lloyd W. “Fig"
Newton, commander of Air Education
and Training Command, and received
briefings from AETC directorates on
recruiting, operations, and plans and
programs. Alamo (Texas) Chapter
member Col. John R. DiPiero, direc-
tor of staff at AETC headquarters, and
Bob Cantu, an AFA national director,
sat in on these presentations.

At Lackland the next day, McKee
and Jack C. Price, AEF president,
listened to briefings on the 37th Train-
ing Wing’s mission and then headed
out to see some of the places and
processes 35,000 civilian recruits per
year go through for Air Force, Air
National Guard, and Air Force Re-
serve basic military training. They
observed activities at the confidence
course, Warrior Week site, and a field
training exercise.

Lt. Col. Chino Harris, commander
of the 320th Training Squadron, gave

the visitors a squadron and dormitory
tour, and the group lunched with 320th
TS basictrainees Linda M. Callaway,
Katrina L. Cordova, Aron Lee, and
Daniel Pena.

Gender-Integrated Training has
been a topic of Congressional con-
cern, but McKee reported, “It was obvi-
ous to me during my lunch with the
four trainees that they felt GIT was
not a problem and that they under-
stood why the Air Force supported it.”

McKee later toured several other
training squadrons. At the Air Force
Clothing Initial Issue Function, he saw
the wide range and sizes of military
clothing items on hand for the train-
ees and even watched some new
recruits get their first military hair-
cuts. “The burr cuts reminded me of
my own first Air Force haircutin 1970,”
McKee said.

Meanwhile ...

AFA President McKee worked in
the many stops on this tour of basic
training while attending the Eaker
Institute’s Defense Colloquium on
Information Operations, held in San
Antonio.

At the black-tie gala “An Evening in Fort Worth,” individual mobilization
augmentee MSgi. Yvonne Robillard (AFRES), the Fort Worth (Texas) Chapter
secretary, and her husband, retired MSgt. David Robillard, met Gen. Joseph
Ralston, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Diane Ralston.
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He also attended the Alamo Chap-
ter’s Blue Suit Awards Dinner at
Lackland’'s Gateway Club, where more
than 75 outstanding USAF members
were honored. They represented 15
organizations. In addition, several
chapter members received awards
for their volunteer efforts.

More than 400 guests were present
at the dinner, the culmination of two
days of AFA activities held in con-
junction with the colloquium.

Eugene E. Habiger, who was com-
mander in chief of US Strategic Com-
mand until his retirement last Au-
gust, received a special recognition
award atthe dinner. The plaque noted
his extraordinary operational, plan-
ning, and command skills and that he
had risen in the ranks from an Army
enlistee in March 1959 to become a
four-star general. Habiger is an Alamo
Chapter member.

An Evening in Fort Worth

Gen. Joseph W. Ralston, vice chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Rep.
Kay Granger (R—Texas), and Texas
Gov. George W. Bush were among
the honored guests at the Fort Worth
(Texas) Chapter’s 12th annual black-
tie galain March, “An Evening in Fort
Worth.”

About 300 people turned out for the
reception, dinner, and dance, held as
a fund-raiser for the chapter's educa-
tional programs. The 531st Air Na-
tional Guard Band performed before
the dinner and in the opening ceremo-
nies, and a local high school’s jazz
band provided the dance music to cap
the evening.

In his speech to the gathering,
Ralston noted the importance of Fort
Worth’s defense companies—includ-
ing Lockheed Martin, Bell Helicopter
Textron, and Northrop Grumman—to
the nation. He also spoke about the
difficult decisions to be made on NATO
military operations in Kosovo.

Granger spoke briefly about the
status of military forces and stressed
the need for a strong military.

Among the special guests at the
event were James M. Kegk, former
AEF president (1988-89) and chair-
man of the board (1989-94).
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AFA/AEF National Report

Elisabeth Humphries, Dallas (Texas) Chapter president, was joined by (right)
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Thomas Kemp, vice president (Southwest Region), and (left) Bill Harris of the
Armed Forces Communications and Electronics Association in presenting a
token of thanks to Marine Corps Maj. Gen. (sel.) Michael Hough. Deputy
director of the Joint Strike Fighter program, Hough had presented a briefing
on the JSF io a joint meeting of the AFA and AFCEA chapters.

Proceeds from An Evening in Fort
Worth help fund the chapter's AF-
JROTC and AFROTC projects and
its sponsorship of 60 classrooms in
the USA Today-AEF “Visions of Ex-
ploration” program. A Fort Worth mili-
tary base newspaper featured the
event on its cover and ran two pages
of calor photos taken at the gala.

Heroic Story

Intelephoning Badger State (Wis.)
Chapter members one by one, to
encourage them to attend meetings,
Chapter President Russ Klug received
many suggestions on whom to invite
as guest speakers.

Chapter member George Hender-
son, for example, recommended his
son, Vietnam War POW William J.
Henderson, who became the chap-
ter’'s March meeting guest speaker.

A USAF pilot from 1969 to 1973,
Henderson’s OV-10 was shot down
by a surface-to-air missile April 3,
1972. At the time, 1st Lt. Henderson
was participating in a search and
rescue mission to recover Lt. Col.
Iceal E. Hambleton, who had been
shot down behind enemy lines.

After Henderson’s aircraft was hit,
he ejected in the middle of the fireball
and anded in a field. Although he hid
under some vines, he was captured
when a squad of North Vietnamese
soldiers began digging a machine
gun pit virtually on top of him. He
ultimately ended up at the “Hanoi
Hiltcn” before his release in March

90

1973. Today he is director of human
resources a: Allen—Bradley in Mil-
waukee.

The story of the search for Hamble-
ton is told in the book Bat-27 and in
the 1988 movie, siarring Gene Hack-
man as Hambleton. Several of the
pilots who attempted the rescue, in-
cluding Henderson, were combined
into one characte-, portrayed by ac-
tor Danny Glover.

Sikorsky Perspective

Sergei Sikors<y spoke to the Frank
Luke (Ariz.) Chapter in March about
the deve opment of aviation, stress-
ing the parspec:ive of his father, Igor
Sikorsky. designer of Pan Am's “Clip-
per” and the frst practical single-
rotor helicopter.

Chapter President Harry Bailey said
Sikorsky showed slides and told the
audience at the Luke AFB, Ariz., en-
listed club that “the first visual evi-
dence of a heliccpter-like toy, invented
by the Chinese around 800 B.C., ap-
pears in a 1460s painting in a French
church.”

Sikorsky said his father’s lifelong
interestin aLthor Jules Verne led him
to develop the helicopter. According
to Bailev, Sikcrsky noted that the
helicopter and its life-saving role be-
came his father's most gratifying ac-
complishment.

Retired frcm Sikorsky Aircraft since
1992, Sergei Sikorsky is a longtime
AFA member and a consultant who
frequent y visits Russia and Europe.

On a recent trip to Russia, he was
able to read aircraft logbooks that
had only recently been made avail-
able to the public; they documented
his father’'s aerial exploits before his
immigration to New York City in 1919.
Angelo DiGiovani, state president,
attended the chapter dinner meeting,
as well as cadets from JROTC and
Civil Air Patrol units. “This was a
fabulous opportunity to learn about
historical events from a personal per-
spective,” commented Bailey.

March Marches

Several Florida chapters helped
sponsor an AFA Florida AFJROTC
drill competition held at Embry—Riddle
Aeronautical University in Daytona
Beach, Fla., in late March. About 600
cadets, representing 21 schools in
the state, turned out for the event.
They competed for 31 trophies in drill
team, color guard, and individual cat-
egories and were judged for overall
excellence and for best commander,
exhibition, regulation, and inspection.

David R. Cummock, state president,
presented the best-of-the-meet Bob
Johnson Trophy to the winning team
from Pine Ridge High School in Del-
tona, Fla. The same school also re-
ceived the AFA Florida Trophy for over-
all excellence. Cadets Evie Dunbar
and Serena Wilson accepted the award.

Cadet Johann Gonzalez from Hi-
aleah Senior High School in Hialeah,
Fla., received the Eric A. Ortega Tro-
phy for color guard excellence. Rich-
ard A. Ortega, state vice president
for aerospace education, made the
presentation. The award is named in
honor of his late son.

Also on hand to present awards
were Marguerite H. Cummock, Brig.
Gen. James R. McCarthy (Fla.)
Chapter president; Tommy G. Harrison
of the Central Florida Chapter; Rob-
ert F. Cutler from the Gen. Nathan F.
Twining (Fla.) Chapter; and Ken-
neth R. Beers, representing the Flor-
ida Highlands Chapter.

Other Florida chapters sponsoring
trophies at the drill competition were
the Cape Canaveral, Col. H.M. “Bud”
West, Eglin, Gainesville, Gold Coast,
Indian River, Jerry Waterman, John
C. Meyer, Miami, Panama City, and
West Palm Beach Chapters.

Embry—Riddle cadets planned the
day’s events and carried out the ac-
tivities with 160 volunteers. William
L. Sparks, AFA national director,
narrarated the awards ceremony.

Earlier that month, the John W.
DeMilly Jr. (Fla.) Chapter cospon-
sored a JROTC pass in review near
Homestead ARB, Fla., in March.
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Army Maj. Gen. Alfred Valenzuela,
deputy commander in chief of US
Southern Command, served as re-
viewing officer for the 1,200 cadets
on parade. They represented 21 of
Miami—-Dade County’s 22 JROTC
units, including 16 Army, four Air
Force, and one Navy group.

Braddock G. Holmes Senior High
School of Miami won the competi-
tion. Its cadets hauled home a 7-foot-
tall award, the William Susser Memo-
rial Trophy, named in memory of the
chapter’s longtime treasurer and a
former chapter president.

To carry out this first pass in re-
view, the DeMilly Chapter joined
forces with Miami—Dade County Avia-
tion Department, Dade County public
schools, and the 482d Fighter Wing
(AFRC) of Homestead ARB. Local
Air Force Reserve, Marines, and
Coast Guard organizations pitched
in, providing a static display of air-
craft that included an F-16, F/A-18,
and helicopters.

Thunderbird Steak

The Langley (Va.) Chapter hosted
its 23d annual steak dinner for the
Thunderbirds, USAF’s aerial demon-
stration team, at the Langley AFB,
Va., Bayside Enlisted Club in March.

The Thunderbirds perform an “ap-
proval show” at Langley each year to
earn the Air Combat Command com-
mander’'s go-ahead to begin their fly-
ing season.

About 140 attended the informal
dinner, including Lt. Gen. Thomas J.
Keck, ACC vice commander; Brig.
Gen. Theodore W. Lay Il, commander
of the Thunderbirds' parent organi-
zation, 57th Wing; Brig. Gen. (sel.)
Gary R. Dylewski, 1st Fighter Wing
commander; and CMSgt. Jim Finch,
ACC command chief master sergeant.

Chapter member Ellen Merilic, the
event’s coordinator, added that 25
enlisted members from the 1st FW
joined the dinner at the invitation of
their command chief master sergeant,
CMSgt. Bruce Robinson.

As thanks for the chapter's sup-
port, Thunderbirds leader Lt. Col. Brian
Bishop gave an autographed picture
to Chapter President Barry Creighton.

Academy Hockey

The L.D. Bell-Niagara Frontier
(N.Y.) Chapter hosted a night of
hockey at Niagara University in March,
when the US Air Force Academy’s
hockey team came to town for the
final two games of their season.

According to Chapter President
Richard Waring, the Falcons were
surprised to hear a large group of
fans clapping when they scored their
first goal at this out-of-town game.
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Chapter President Lt. Col. Richard Waring, USAF (Ret.) (left), and retired Brig.
Gen. William Rapp, an AFA national director emeritus, were among the L.D.
Bell-Niagara Frontier (N.Y.) Chapter members who turned out to cheer for all-
American candidate Justin Kieffer (center) and the US Air Force Academy
hockey team in a game at Niagara University.

Although the academy team lost
the intercollegiate game 4-2 earlier
in the evening, the entire 22-member
hockey team and about 80 AFA guests
turned out for a chapter-sponsored
reception at a Niagara Falls hotel.

Waring and AFA National Director

Emeritus William C. Rapp presented
an AFA Citation to the hockey team’s
head coach, Frank Serratore, to thank
him for bring ng academy hockey to
upstate New York.

Also on hand was team captain
Justin Kieffer, who went on to end the

Affordable Wearahles

C1 aFa will Pro
Style Cap. Black
embroidered with
“AFA." Silver and
teal lettering. $12

Baseball Cap.
Mesh or full crown
with embroidered

AFA name and logo.

Available in white,
tan, red and dark
blue. $18

€3 1-shirt. 100%
preshrunk cotton
with “Air Power
For a Strong
America” on back
and AFA logo on
front. Unisex sizes:
M, L, XL, XXL. $18

C4 ara
Sweatshirt. Crew
neck embroiderad
with double AFA
logo. Ash. Unisex
sizes: M, L, XL,
XL, $27

€5 air Force
T-Shirt. 50/50
cotton blend. Full-
color print on front,
Ash. Unisex sizes:
M, L, XL, XXL. $12

cé Lightweight
Rain Jacket.
Double front
Zippered pockets,
hidden hood and
embroidered AFA
logo. Unisex sizes:
M, L, XL, XXL. Dark

Order Toll-Free
1-800-727-3337

Please add $3.95 per order
for shipping and handling

€7 Denim Shirt.
100% soft cotion
with buttor-down
collar by Gear.
Embroidered with
AFA/USAF 50t~
Anniversary logo.
$40

Polo Shirt

100% combec cotton

with embroidered
AFA logo. Unisex
sizes: M, L, XL XXL.
Red, white or cark

blue or maroon, $83  blue. $27

AFA Silk Tie.
Embroidered AFA
loga. Maroon with
navy stripes or
navy with maroon
stripes. $28

C10 ara Recktie.

Silk and polyester
covered with full-
color AFA logos.
Dark blug only. $15
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season with 24 assists and 38 points.
The team lost its second game to
Niagara's Purple Eagles the follow-
ing night, completing their 1998-99
season with a record of 15-19-2.

War Stories

Thomas V. Thain Jr., a World War ||
P-51 fighter pilot, spoke to a quarterly
meeting of the Columbia (S.C.) Chap-
ter, relating how he helped shoot down
a German Me-262 near Regensburg,
Germany, in March 1945. He also
spoke about shooting down a Bf-109
earlier that month and reminisced
about his eight years in the military.

The chapter meeting took place at
the Flight Deck Restaurant, an avia-
tion theme restaurant in Lexington,
S.C., Thain's hometown. Filled with
aircraft photos and models, the res-
taurant also features a huge print of
Than's fighter, framed with other
period photos, including one of Thain
as a young pilot with the 84th Fighter
Squadron, 78th Fighter Group, based
in Duxford, UK.

Jubilee

The Francis S. Gabreski, Queens,
and Nassau Mitchel Chapters in
New York held the fifth Jubilee of
Liberty Medal ceremony in March,
honoring veterans who took part in
the Normandy invasion of France in
June 1944,

Twenty-six veterans received a
certificate, special proclamation, and
the medal, authorized by the Nor-
mandy government in 1991. The
tricounty New York chapters have
periodically made formal presenta-
tions of the medal to Normandy vet-
erans who weren't able to travel to
France to receive them during 50th
anniversary commemorations of the
Invasion.

Held at Hofstra University in Hemp-
stead, N.Y., the latest ceremony’s
attendees included more than 100
family members and 30 AFA mem-
bers, including Chapter Presidents
Roy Pitter from the Gabreski Chap-
ter; Ed Keil, Queens Chapter; and
Fred DiFabio, Nassau Mitchel Chap-
ter. William Stratemeier, AFA New
York downstate vice president, served
as master of ceremonies for the four-
hour event.

Mission to the Moon

With funding help from the Leigh
Wade (Va.) Chapter, several sev-
enth-grade students from Colonial
Heights Middle School in Colonial
Heights, Va., commanded a rocket to
the moon in a computer simulation in
March.
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The chapter paid to transport 10
students to the Science Museum of
Virginia in Richmond, Va., and also
paid the fee that allowed the young-
sters to use the museum’s computer
lab.

From the lab, the students con-
nected via the Internet to Space Ex-
plorers Inc. Following a script, they
mimicked actions of those who actu-
ally put the Lunar Prospector satel-
lite into orbit in January 1998 with an
Athena Il rocket. The students then
downloaded real-time data that the
satellite currently sends to NASA as
it orbits the moon searching for wa-
ter.

Atthe end of their mission, a Space
Explorers representative debriefed
them over a speaker phone.

The students’ teacher, Melinda
Kelley, is a Leigh Wade Chapter
member and was the AEF Regional
Teacher of the Year in 1998. Her
students also take partin Space Day.

Scholarships

Six Embry—Riddle Aeronautical Uni-
versity cadets received scholarships
sponsored by William W. Spruance,
an AFA national director emeritus. The
scholarships are named in honor of
several USAF, AFA, and AEF leaders.

Eric McUmber received the Doyle
E. Larson Scholarship. Paul Vicars
received the Gen. Lloyd W. “Fig”
Newton Scholarship. A scholarship
named for Michael J. Dugan went to
Robert Ungerman, while Katherine
Harwell received the Thomas J. Mc-
Kee Scholarship. The Jack C. Price
Scholarship went to Tracy Goff.
Marisa Wyssling received a scholar-

ship named for the president of the
university, George H. Ebbs.

Spruance, an AEF trustee and
member of the Diamond State (Del.)
Chapter, funds all of these scholar-
ships.

More AFA/AEF News

= Falls Cities (Ind.) Chapter Presi-
dent John Dietrich and chapter mem-
bers Robert H. Anthis and James
Humbertattendedthe AFROTC Awards
Banquet for Jeffersonville High School,
Jeffersonville, Ind., in April. Dietrich
presented an AFA award and certifi-
cate to cadet Eric Argentieri, who was
selected for the honor on the basis of
his military leadership potential. Anthis
presented four other awards. Dietrich
said about 130 people attended the
ceremony, which was covered by local
newspapers.

m The Enid (Okla.) Chapter, city of
Enid, and local Rotary Club commis-
sioned a plaque to honor Vance AFB,
Okla., forits accomplishmentsin 1998.
Oscar Curtis, chapter secretary and
program chairman, joined Enid Mayor
Mike Cooper in presenting the plaque
to Col. Curtis Bedke, 71st Flying Train-
ing Wing commander, on March 1—
proclaimed Vance Day in Enid. In his
remarks, Bedke thanked the Enid citi-
zens, saying the city and the base are
“partners in the sky.”

Have AFA/AEF News?
Contributions to “AFA/AEF National
Report” should be sent to Air Force
Magazine, 1501 Lee Highway, Arling-
ton, VA22209-1198. Phone: (703) 247-
5828. Fax: (703) 247-5855. E-mail:
afa-aef@afa.org. ]

AFA Conventions

June 4-6
June 4-6
June 4-6
June 4-6
June 11-12
June 19
July 9-10
July 16-18
July 17
apolis, Minn.
July 17-18
July 23-25
July 30-31
July 30-31
July 30-31
Aug. 4-5
Aug. 7-8
Aug. 14
Aug. 20-21
Aug. 21
Aug. 21
Aug. 27-28
Sept. 11
Sept. 13-15

Arlzona-Nevada-New Mexico State Convention, Laughlin, Nev.
lowa State Convention, Sioux City, lowa

New York State Convention, Owego (near Binghamton), N.Y.
Ohlo State Convention, Dayton, Ohio

Mississippl State Convention, Jackson, Miss.

Louisiana State Convention, New Orleans, La.

Oklahoma State Convention, Tinker AFB, Okla.
Pennsylvania State Conventlon, Trevose, Pa.
Minnesota—So. Dakota-No. Dakota State Convention, Minne-

Virginla State Convention, Arlington/Alexandria, Va.
Texas State Conventlon, McAlien, Texas

Florida State Convention, Daytona Beach, Fla.
North Carolina State Convention, Fayetteville, N.C.
Washington-Oregon State Convention, McChord AFB, Wash.
Michligan State Convention, Fort Wayne, Ind.
Missourl State Convention, Branson, Mo.

Georgia State Convention, Warner Robins, Ga.
Colorado State Conventlon, Colorado Springs, Colo.
lllinois State Convention, Galesburg, Iil.

Indiana State Convention, Indianapolis, Ind.
Arkansas State Convention, Fayetteville, Ark.
Delaware State Convention, Dover AFB, Del.

AFA National Convention, Washington, D.C.
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1it Reunions

reunions@afa.org

1st CEG (RBS), all detachments. Sept. 26-Oct.
1, 1999, in Bossier City, LA. Contact: Emerson
McAfee, 2015 Sunlake Blvd., Apt. 304, Hunts-
ville, AL 35824 (256-772-7052) (emcafee@
logsa.army.mil).

5th AF (WWIl and Korea). Sept. 15-19, 1999, in
Omaha, NE. Units include the 314th Composite
Wg and Hq squadron, 5th Bomber Command,
5th/108th Station Hospital, 80th Service Gp, 405th
Signal Co, and 502d Tactical Control Gp. Con-
tacts: Louis J. Buddo, PO Box 270362, St. Louis,
MO 63127 (314-487-8128, 314th Composite Wg
and 5th Bomber Command). Virgil Staples, 725
16th St., West Des Moines, |A 50265 (515-225-
8454, 80th Service Gp). Jeff H. Seabock, PO Box
3635, Hickory, NC 28603 (828-324-6464, 5th/
108th Station Hospital). Phil Treacy, 2230 Pe-
tersburg Ave., Eastpointe, M| 48021-2682 (810-
775-5238, 405th Signal Co). Fred Gorsek Jr.,
5015 Wolf Creek Rd., Sherman, IL 62684 (217-
496-2510, 502d Tactical Control Gp).

7th Ferrying Gp, Gore Field, Maont. (WWiIl). Aug.
26—29,1999, at the Holiday Inn Great Falls in
Great Falls, MT. Contact: Byron McMahon, 1200
32d St. S,, Apt. 63, Great Falls, MT 59405-5340
(406-771-0437).

13th BS Assn, Korea. Sept. 29-Oct. 2, 1999, in
Crlando, FL. Contact: Charlie Hinton, 585
Teakwood Ave., Satellite Beach, FL 32937-3108
(407-773-6665) (chinton@iu.net).

17th/47th BW, Hurlbut Field, FL, and RAF
Sculthorpe, UK. Oct. 14-17, 1999, at the Radisson
Beach Resortin Fort Walton Beach, FL. Contact:
Ed Johnson, PO Box 462, Mary Esther, FL 32569
(850-302-0020) (ejohn@brandons.net).

37th FS Assn (WWII) and current 37th Flying
Training Sq. Sept. 30—-0ct. 2, 1999, in Branson,
MO. Contacts: Leslie E. Knapp, 9819 Gemini
Dr., San Antonio, TX78217-3204 (210-655-0908)
or Frank Gallup, PO Box 415, Sunapee, NH
03782,

39th FIS, F-94Bs and F-86Ds, Japan (1954-57).
Oct. 1518, 1999, in San Antonio. Contact: Ken
Fleenor, 13735 Corinth, Universal City, TX 78148-
2620 (phone: 210-658-2572 or fax: 210-658-4840)
(KandAFLNOR@aol.com).

43d BG Assn (H). Oct. 1724, 1999, at the
InnSuites Hotel & Resort in Tucson, AZ. Con-
tact: James Thompson Jr., 7018 Calle Bellatrix,
Tucson, AZ 85710-5333 {520-747-9490).

58th BW Assn (B-29), including the 11th, 12th,
13th, and 14th Photo Recon Sq; 25th, 28th, 86th,
and 87th Air Service Gp; and 40th, 444th, 462d,
and 468th BG. July 27-Aug. 1, 1999, at the Hilton
Charleston North in North Charieston, SC. Con-
tact: Harold P. Crowell, 12637 S.W. 62d Ave.,
Miami, FL 33156-5618.

86th Fighter—-Bomber Gp, A-36, P-40, and P-47
(WWII). Sept. 22-25, 1999, at Vandenburg AFB,
CA. Contact: Sid Howard, 211 Brownstone Dr.,
LaHabra, CA 90631-7397 (714-992-2504).

91st Recon Sq (LR) Photo, Panama/Trinidad
(1945-46). Oct. 21-24, 1999, in San Antonio.
Contact: Allen Weddle, 9748 Golden Dr.,
Orangevale, CA 95662 (916-988-0753) (aweddle
@compuserve.com).

93d BW, Castle AFB,CA (B-52s, KC-135s). Oct.
15-17, 1999, at McClellan AFB, CA. Contact:
Phil Barger, PO Box 163, Penryn, CA 95663
{916-663-2948).
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Mail unit reunion notices well in
advance of the event to “Unit Re-
unions,” Air Force Magazine, 1501
Lee Highway, Arlington, VA 22209-
1198. Please designate the unit
holding the reunion, time, location,
and a contact for more information.

320th BG. Oct. 27-30, 1999, at the Crown Reef
Resort in Myrtle Beach, SC. Contact: Ralph
Woolf, 4095-A Palm Bay Cir., West Palm Beach,
FL 33406 (561-686-9075).

363d FG, Mustangs (WWII). Oct. 1-3, 1999, at
the Harvey Suites Hotel, Dallas/Fort Worth Air-
port in Texas. Contact: Felix Kozaczka, 1112
Kiowa Dr. W., Lake Kiowa, TX 76240 {phone/fax:
940-665-5363).

390th BG (H) Veterans Assn, Eighth AF, Station
153, Framlingham, UK (WWII). Sept. 21-26, 1999,
in Charleston, SC. Contact: Ken Rowland, PO
Box 28363, Spokane, WA 99228-8363 (phone:
509-467-2565 or fax: 5089-487-2565) (rowland
@ior.com).

417th BG, Fifth AF, southwest Pacific. Sept. 20—
22, 1999, at Harrah's Reno in Reno, NV. Con-
tact: K.W. Klopp, 3031 Knollwood Dr., Cameron
Park, CA 95682 (530-677-3717).

420th Air Refueling Sq (TAC), RAF Sculthorpe,
UK (1955-64). April 10-13, 2000, at the Holiday
Inn Palo Verde in Tucson, AZ. Contact: Wiiliam
E. Dietzel, 8477 E. Norwich Ave., Fresno, CA
93726. (559-291-1239) (BDietzel@aol.com).

452d BW, Korea (1950-52). Aug. 7, 1999, at the
Petroleum Club in Long Beach, CA. Contact:
Gene Hoffman, PO Box 3785, Long Beach, CA
90803 (562-438-7138).

456th BS, 323d BG, Ninth AF (WWII). Oct. 19—
24, 1999, in Tucson, AZ. Contact: Tom Curtin,
1874 Southwood Dr., Surfside Beach, SC 29575
(843-650-0405).

460th FS, 348th FG, southwest Pacific (WWII).
Sept. 23-27, 1999, in Washington. Contact:
DeWitt R. Searles, 1605 Dunterry Pl., McLean,
VA 22101 (703-356-8958) (drsearles@prodigy.
net).

462d Service Sq, 358th FG. Oct. 1-3, 1999, at
the ClubHouse Inn & Conference Centerin Nash-
ville, TN. Contact: Lubbertus H. Lok Jr., 19070
Maple Rd., Effort, PA 18330 (570-629-3488).

465th Service Sq Assn, Eighth AF. Oct. 21-24,
1999, in San Antonio. Contact: Bill Butts, 611
Clyde Ct., San Marcos, TX 78666 (512-392-2517).

484th BG Assn, Fifteenth AAF, Italy (WWII), all
ground and air personnel. Oct, 6=9, 1999, in St.
Louis. Contact: Bud Pressel, 436 Hunting Park
Ln., York, PA 17402 (717-757-1218).

487th BG (H), Eighth AF (WWII). Oct. 4-11,
1998, in San Francisco. Contact: Roy Lewvy,
10162 Robin Ave., Fountain Valley, CA 92708
(714-962-6293).

1090th SRG, Det. A, Sandia Base, NM (1950
53). Sept. 28-Oct. 1, 1999, in Albuguerque, NM.
Contact: Bob Brooks, 4187 S. St. Louis Ave.,
Tulsa, OK 74105 (918-744-5115) (rbrooks120@
aol.com).

1435th and 15th Air Evacuation Sq. Oct. 20-
24,1999, in Riverside, CA. Contact: J. L. Jones,
21378 Westover Cir., Riverside, CA 22518 (phone:
909-697-2659 or fax: 909-656-4339).

1503d Supply Sq, Haneda, Japan (1946-56).
QOct. 11-13, 1999, at the Settle Inn in Branson,
MO. Contact: Ed Bimler, 119 Keith Rd., Newport
News, VA 23606 (757-930-1210).

1906th/1881st Communications Sq, Hill AFE,
UT. Sept. 11, 1999, at Timber Mine Restaurant
& Steak House in Odgen, UT. Contacts: Sande
Kellogg, 833 W. 2350 N., Layton, UT 84041-
4701 (801-776-3188 or B801-524-7661)
(sande.kellogg @siemenscom.com) or Alvornia
Thacker, 3392 S. 4700 W., Hooper, UT 84315
(801-731-0244).

Air and Security Police, Wiesbaden, Germany,
all years, all squadrons, including the 60th, 517th,
7100th, 7122d, and 7150th. Sept. 23-26, 1999,
in Colorado Springs, CO. Contact: Rowland D.
Garver, 182 E. Fifth St., Peru, IN 46970-2340
(765-473-7184).

Air Force Navigator/Observer Assn. Sept. 22—
26, 1999, at the Hope Hotel, Wright—Patterson
AFB, Ohio. Contact: Wayne Pittman (937-426-
1289).

Air Weather Recon Assn. Sept. 15-18, 1999, in
San Diego. Contact: David Magilavy
(phone: 949-631-7607 or fax: 949-631-4110)
(davidmagilavy@compuserv.com).

FTD Mobileer. Sept. 23-26, 1999, at the Holiday
Inn Hotel & Suites in Wichita Falls, TX. Contact:
Leo V. Watts (940-855-2906) or Jim Kincaid (940-
563-0408).

Nagoya/Moriyama Radio Receivers Site, 1st
Comm. Sq, Japan {1952-56). Oct. 5-11, 1999, at
the Holiday Inn Select Convention Center in St.
Louis. Contact: J. Seay, 1507 Collier Ave.,
Rantoul, IL 61866-3504 (217-893-0320) (p-seay
@juno.com).

Aviation Cadet Class 59-15N, navigator train-
ing. Sept. 23-26, 1999, in Lake Conroe, TX.
Contact: Mike Ferris, 7281 Kingston Cove Ln.,
Willis, TX 77378 (409-856-4689) (bearboat
@mcia.com).

OCS Class 49-B. Oct, 22-23, 1989, at Lackland
AFB, TX. Contact: Bob Faley, 27850 Espinoza,
Mission Viejo, CA 92692-2156 (949-770-2521)
(BKLYNNOMAD@®@aol.com).

Pilot Class 42-D, Stockton Field, CA. Sept. 21—
24,1999, at the Flamingo Resort Hotel & Confer-
ence Center in Santa Rosa, CA. Contact: Noel
Turner, 200 Deer Vailey Rd. #2M, San Rafael, CA
(phone: 415-499-B916 or fax: 415-499-8927)
(leonrenrut@aol.com).

Pilot Class 53-A, all bases. April 5-9, 2000, in
San Antonio. Contact: Pilot Class 53-A Reunion
Assn, 1620 Peach Leaf St., Houston, TX 77039
(956-727-4475) (reunion53a@aol.com).

Society of the Strategic Air Command. July
12-16, 2000, at the Haoliday Inn Convention Cen-
ter in Omaha, NE. Contact: SAC Society, PO
Box 1244, Bellevue, NE 68005-1244 (402-293-
7433).

Swiss Internees. Oct. 14-17, 1999, in Savan-
nah, GA. Contact: Guy Earle, 25 N. Cromwell
Rd., Savannah, GA 31410 (phone: 912-897-6326
or fax: 732-901-0899) (bobsiai@aol.com).
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WWII Air Commando Assn, 2d Gp, CBI, and 3d
Gp, southwest Pacific. Oct. 20-24, 1999, in Fort
Walton Beach, FL. Contact: W. Robert Eason,
10031 Barnetts Ford Rd., Orange, VA 22960-
2307 (540-672-4074).

Seeking personnel who served with the 48th
TFW or 494th Fighter-Bomber Sq (1951-55)
for a reunion. Contact: Bill Murphy, 3950 W.
Redfield Rd., Phoenix, AZ 85053 (602-843-2080)
{Wmurphy293@aol.com).

Seeking veterans of the US Army Air Corps
training units in Miami Beach, FL, 1942—-45, and
other WWII AF veterans for a reunion Dec. 3-7,
1999. Contact: Forrest S. Clark (B24vet@
aol.com). -

Bulletin Board bulletin@afa.org

For a book, seeking contact with and information
on C-124 Il Globemaster aircrew members, par-
ficular y partricipants in Operations Deep Freeze,
Gyroscope, and Ice Cube and operations in Ko-
rea and the Congo. Contact: James L. Seay,
1507 Collier Ave., Rantoul, IL 61866-3405 (217-
893-0320) (p-seay@juno.com).

Seeking contact with Lt. James D. Grey and the
family of Col. Ceil L. Wells. Both were with the
358th FG. Contact: Lubbertus H. Lok Jr., 19070
Maple Rd., Effort, PA 18330 (570-629-3488).

Seeking contact with Robert D. Hays, 37th FS,
WWII, whose last known location was Miami.
Contact: Leslie E. Knapp, 9819 Gemini Dr., San
Antonio, TX 78217-3204 (210-655-0908).

Seeking pictures or slides of an F-4, F-51, F-84F,
F-86, F-100, F-111, and P-47 in 391st FS colors
or markings for use in a squadron history. Con-
tact: Steve Classick, 1238 N. Caucus Way, Me-
ridian, 1D 83642.

Seeking contact with or information on Malcom
Lindsey, of Marana AFB, AZ, Class 58-E, who
attended the University of Colorado, entered
USAF in November 1956, and graduated from
basic flight training at Goodfellow AFB, TX, in
December 1957. Contact: Don Severe, PO Box
3707C5, Denver, CO 80237 (303-773-3343)
(disevere@uswest.net).

Seeking members of the 68th BS, 44th BG, Eighth
AF (UK}, in early 1943 who knew 1st Lt. R.C.
Lunenfeld, killed on a raid over Wilhelmshaven,
Germany, Jan. 27, 1943. Contact: Robert
Lunenfeld, 8 Lynn Ct., Hampton Bays, NY 11946.

Seeking copies of 391st BG (Martin B-26) Spe-
cial Orders, 1943-45, for crew listing. Contact:
George T. James, 8461 Traminer Ct., San Jose,
CA 95135 (snrglfr@msn.com).

Seeking contact with anyone from the 738th BS
(H), 434th BG (H), WWII, with information about
the loss of B-24 The Goast, during a mission
over Genoa, ltaly, June 4, 1944. Especially
interested in contact with TSgt. Wilbur V.
Hawks and SSgt. John F. VanLare of Newark,
NY. Contact: William D. Hicks, PO Box 752,
San Mateo, FL 32187-0752 (w.deanhicks-
fla@worldnet.att.net).

Seeking members of OCS Class 58-A to form
alumni association. Contact: Merle R. Browning,
H.C.52, Box 611, Hemphill, TX 75948-9620 {409-
579-3121) (mbrow@sabinenet.com).

Seeking information on or any books, maga-
zines, or other material on the 1960s TV series
“12 O’Clock High.” Contact: Gary A. Mclntosh,
5043 Tuscarora Rd., Niagara Falls, NY 14304-
1169 (716-297-3259) (Fyrfann@aol.com).

Seeking members of the 3d SOS, Nha Trang AB,
Vietnam, in the 1960s. Contact: C.R. Timms, 620
Lowry Ln., Seneca, SC 29678 (864-888-4133).

Seeking James R. Moore I, of St. Louis, who
was group commander in the AAC during WWII
and a flying crew member. His last known ad-
dress was in Los Angeles. Contact: James M.
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Parise, 117 N. Washington St., Boston, MA D2114-
2115.

Seeking prints and photos of Spectre AC-130E
gunships, particularly during duty in Southeast
Asia on the Ho Chi Minh Trail. Contact: Jack
Lamb (973-364-0044) (jlamb@perproinc.com).

Seeking members of Aviation Cadet Class 59-
15N, navigator training, who graduated Aug. 19,
1959, Harlingen AFB, TX. Contact: Mike Ferris,
7281 Kingston Caove Ln., Willis, TX 77378 (409-
856-4689) (bearboat@mcia.com).

Seeking MSgt. Coy Edward Johnson, of Lon-
don, KY, who was with the 93d BG, Castle AFB,
CA, 1950-52, and 5th AF, Japan, in the early
1950s. Contact: William E. Martin, PO Box 72205,
Yuma, AZ 85365 (520-783-5310).

Seeking contact with former USAAF B-24 Lib-
erator and USN/USMC PB4Y-1 Liberator and
PB4Y-2 Privateer crew members for a database.
Contact: International B-24 Museum, 31001
Magnuson Ave., Pueblo, CO 81001 (phone: 719-
948-9219 or fax: 719-948-2437) (pwam@
usa.net).

Seeking information on Fit. A, 53d/59th WRS, for
a history to be used by the US Air Force Museum,
Wright-Patterson AFB, OH. Also seeking a squad-
ron shoulder patch for museum collection. Con-
tact: Kenneth E. Mears, 6936 Jonetta St., Huber
Heights, OH 45424.

Seeking information on the conversion of a C-47B
into a glider at Nichols Field, Philippines, and its
movement to Tachikawa, Japan, in November
1946, Contact: Harrison W. Rued, 2321 Oakwild
Ln., Santa Rosa, CA 954C1.

Seeking post-1954 3d BG/Wg publications
“Invader"or “Vanguard” for republication of 13th
BS (Korea) Assn magazine. Contact: Bill Ricketts
Jr., 11650 E. Calle Aurora, Tucson, AZ 85748-
8319 (520-885-1438) (bill-ricketts-jr@junoc.com).

Seeking contact with or information on organiza-
tions formed by post-WWII B-29 operators,
maintainers, etc. Contact: J.L. Pattillo, 1143
Glenview Rd., Santa Barbara, CA 93108 (phone
or fax: 805-969-27986).

If you need information on an indi-
vidual, unit, or aircraft, or want to
collect, donate, or trade USAF-
related items, write to “Bulletin
Board,” Air Force Magazine, 1501
Lee Highway, Arlington, VA 22209-
1198. Items submitted by AFA mem-
bers have first priority; others will
run on a space-available basis. If
an item has not run within six
months, the sender should resub-
mit an updated version. Letters must
be signed. ltems or services for
sale, or otherwise intended to bring
in money, and photographs will not
be used or returned.

Seeking contact with anyone who knew flight
instructor R.M. Kreig, Oxnard, CA, Class 43-A.
Contact: Bob Powell, 1545 Rainier Falls Dr.,
Atlanta, GA 30329 (404-636-3747).

Seeking contact with members of the Eighth AF
bomb squadron to which TSgt. Manuel S.
Vasquez belonged. Vasquez was in basic train-
ing in Pueblo, CO, and advanced training at Ft.
Bliss, TX, in 1942, He served in the UK between
January and February 1943 and was a B-17 tail
gunner on Ruptured Goosewhen it was downed.
Contact: Joe Herrera (559-528-6298).

Seeking contact with Clifford Leroy Christensen,
who might have been born in December 1917. He
was a member of Eighth AF, Bovingdon AB, UK,
1942 to July or August 1945 and had been a
teacher, Contact: Susan van Diemen, PO Box
144, Uraidla, South Australia, Australia 5142
(phone: 61-8-8390-1214 orfax: 61-8-8379-6244).

Seeking any crew member on the SA-16 that
rescued Lt. Richard Frailey from the Yellow Sea
at the mouth of the Yalu River and returned him
to Kimpo AB, South Korea, June 15, 1953. Con-
tact: John Lowery (916-933-3520) {john.lowery3
@gte.net).

Seeking letters, diaries, photos, or other me-
mentos from WWII for Florida State University's
Department of History. Contacts: William O.
Oldson or Mae Nielander, The Institute on World
War Il and the Human Experience, Florida State
University, Tallahassee, FL 32306-2200 {phone:
850-644-9033 or fax: 850-644-6402).

Seeking information on and photos of the mark-
ings of the F-105F Thunderchief, #638301, as-
signed to the 357th TFS, 355th TFW, Takhli
RTAB, Thailand, flown by Lt. Col. Leo Thorsness
and Capt. Harold Johnson April 19, 1967, Par-
ticularly interested in photos of the aircraft with
names of the crew chiefs on the aircraft's right
side canopy after its Medal of Honor mission.
Contact: Matt Fray, 10538 Lighthouse Way, In-
dianapolis, IN 46256 (317-842-3326) (mfay@
iguest.net).

Seeking a copy ofthe book Valley of the Shadow,
by Maj. Ward Millar. Contact: Robert P. Garnet,
2265 Jester Ct., Reno, NV 89503 (775-747-9090).

For the Korean air force's 50th anniversary cel-
ebration Oct. 2, 1999, in Seoul, Korea, seeking
pilots and maintenance crew members who par-
ticipated in the Korean War. Also seeking Colo-
nel Hess, 6146th Counsellor Gp commander,
and 6147th TCG members. Contact: Col. Hak
Soo Yoon, The Office of the Air Attaché, 2450
Massachusetts Ave. NW, Washington, DC 20008
(phone: 202-939-5693 or fax: 202-483-1843).

Seeking information on the post-WWII career of
Col. Arthur DeBolt, commander of 2d Air Com-
mando Gp, India, during WWII. Contact: Harry
H. McCormick, 830 W. Quincy Ave., Englewood,
CO 80110.

Seeking Sgt. Frank M. Jackson, a mechanic
crew chief possibly stationed at Holloman AFB,
NM, in 1950. Contact: John Black (915-877-
3256) (gtmst@aol.com). .
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Books

Compiled by Chanel Sartor, Editorial Associate

Caldwell, Donald. The JG
26 War Diary Vol. 2: 1943-
1945. Seven Hills Book Dis-
tributors, 1531 Tremont St.,
Cincinnati, OH 45214 (513-
471-4300). 1998 576
pages. $49.95

Dannenmaier, Witliam D.
We Were Innocents: An In-
fantryman in Korea. Univer-
sity of lllinois Press, 1325 S.
Oak St., Champaign, IL
61820 (217-244-4689)

1999. 230 pages, $26.95

WEWERE
IMNOCENTS

Haulman, Daniel L. Hitting
Home: The Air Offensive
Against Japan. US GPO,
Supt. of Documents, Mail
Stop: SSOP, Washington,
DC 20402-9328 (202-512-
1800). 1999. 39 pages
$2.75.

Jenkins, Dennis R.
Fairchild-Republic A/OA-10
Warthog: WarbirdTech Se-
ries Vol. 20. Specialty Press
Publishers and Wholesal-
ers, 11481 Kost Dam Rd.,
North Branch, MN 55056
(800-895-4585). 1998. 100
pages. $16.95.

Jenkins, Dennis R.
Boeing/BAe Harrier:
WarbirdTech Series Vol. 21.
Specialty Press Publishers
and Wholesalers, 11481
Kost Dam Rd., North
Branch, MN 55056 (800-
895-4585). 1998. 100
pages. $16.95

Kennedy, David M. Free-
dom From Fear: The Ameri-
can People in Depression
and War, 1929-1945. Ox-
ford University Press, 198
Madison Ave., New York,
NY 10016 (800-451-7556)
1999. 936 pages. $39.95.
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Menard, MSgt. David
W., USAF (Ret.). Before
Centuries: USAFE Fight-
ers 1948-1959. Howell
Press, 1713-2D Allied
Ln., Chearlottesville, VA
22803 (B00-868-4512).
1998. 128 pages
$34.95.

Mets, David R. The Air
Campaign: John Warden
and the Classical Airpower
Theorists. Air University
Press, OAS/PR, 160 W.
Selfridge St., Maxwell AFB,
AL 36112-6610 (334-953-
2773). 1998. B6 pages
$10.00.

Nanney, James S. Army Air
Forces tMedical Services in
World War (. US GPO,

Supt. of Documents, Mail
Stop: SEOP, Washington,
DC 20402-9328 (202-512-
1800). 1398. 37 pages
$4.25.

Pendry, Command Sgt.
Maj. J.D., USA. The Three
Meter Zone: Common
Sense Leadership for
NCOs. Presidio Press, 505 B
San Marin Drive, Ste. 300,
Movato, CA 94945-1340
(415-898-1081). 1999. 230
pages. $24.95

THE THREE
METER ZONE

Peters, Ralph. Fighting for

the Future: Will America Tri- HGEE NG
umph? Stackpole Books, FUTURE
5067 Ritter Rd., 3 mrica -
Mechanicsburg, PA 17055-
6921 (717-796-0411). 1999,
210 pagz=s. $19.95

RALPH PETERS

Rosenkranz, Keith. Vipers
in the Storm: Diary of a Gulf
War Fighter Pilot. McGraw-
Hill, 11 W. 19th 5t., New
York, NY 10011 (212-337-
5951). 1999. 325 pages
$24 95

Russell, Edward T., and
Robert M. Johnson. Africa
to the Alps: The Army Air
Forces in the Mediterranean
Theater, US GFPO, Supt. of
Documents, Mail Stop:
SSOP, Washington, DC
20402-9328 (202-512-

1800). 1999, 34 pages
$2.25

Russell, Edward T. Leap-
ing the Atlantic Wall: Army
Air Forces Campaigns in
Western Europe, 1942-
1945 US GPO, Supt. of
Documents, Mail Stop:
SSOP, Washingtan, DC
20402-9328 (202-512-
1B00). 1999. 34 pages
$2.00.

Smith, R.G., with
Rosario “Zip” Rausa.
The Man and His Art,
R.G. Smith: An Autobiog-
raphy. Schiffer Publish-
ing Ltd., 4880 Lower Val-
ley Rd., Atglen, PA
19310 (610-593-1777)
1999. 112 pages

$29.95.

Tibbets, Paul W. Return of
the Enola Gay. Mid Coast
Marketing, 1620 E. Broad
St., Coumbus, OH 43203
(877-330-0870). 1998. 339
pages. $15.00.

Tucker, Spencer C. Viel-
nam. The University Press
of Kentucky, 663 5. Lime-
stone St., Lexington, KY
40508-4008 (800-839-
6855). 1999, 244 pages.
$19.00

Warnock, A. Timothy. Air
Power versus U-boats: Con-
fronting Hitler's Submarine
Menace in the European
Theater. US GPO, Supl. of
Documsants, Mail Stop:
SSOP, ‘Washington, DC
20402-9328 {202-512-
1800). 1999, 24 pages.
$1.75
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Pieces of History

Photography by Paul Kennedy

College Park

Just outside Washington is the College
Park (Md.) Airport, site of many “firsts”
in aviation history. Wilbur Wright—whose
brother’s watch is shown here—staried
things off in 1909 when he conducted
flying lessons at CoNege Park for Lts.

Benjamin Foulois, Frank Lahm, and
Frederic Humphreys. Wright made the
first dual-instruction flights with Lahm
ard Humphreys, then set a world speed

96

record of 46 mph at the site. Other
College Park milestones: The first
woman airplane passengar departed
from the airport. It became the first
military air base, It saw tne first use of
field lights. It was the site of the first
bomb drop from an aircraft with a
bombsight. In 1912, Lt. Penry H. ‘Hap”
Arnold set a world recorc for height
when he took off from College Park and

climbed to 6,540 feet. The world’s
oldest, continuously operated airport,
the College Park facility will celebrate its
90th birthday this September.
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Memaorabilia courlesy College Park Aviation Museum



The AN/APN-241

Th2 bast military
airlifter radar for the
toughest missions.

The AN/APN-241 navigation and
weather radar supports all-weather,
precision airdrops for the most
challenging missions. Its unique
high-resolution ground mapping
and advaaced weather and wind-
shear prediction capabilities also
guide aircraft to safe landings under
adverse weather conditions. Even
when nav:gation aids are limited,
or unava:lable. Operational with
~he USAF since 1993, the AN/APN-
241 has successfully demonstrated
its performance during the most
demanding international peace-
keeping missions. This compact,
lightweight svstem can be installed
in the C-130 or other zirlifters in a
meztter of hours by vour mainte-
nance personnel. The AN/APN-
241 is the clear choice for
airlifrer radar retrofit
>rograms worldwide.
Norchrop Grumman.
The right tecknolo-

gies. Right now

NORTHROP GRUMMAN

997 Northrop Grumman Corporation




~ The C-17

proves itself every day.

It celivers rto some of

the world’s shortest, most

austere airfields. It's the

most versatile airlift aircraft

ever built. And it’s the plane

America will continue to rely on day

in and day out, in crisis and in peace

www.boeing.com






