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HY-BY-WIRE
FLIGHT GONTROL \

ACTIVE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY enabled General *
Dynamics to maximize F-16 performance, maneuver-
ability and handling qualities, making it the most \\

advanced air combat fighter in the world.

The key to successful implementation of Active Control
Technology is the fly-by-wire flight control system.

Teamed with General Dynamics, the Astronics Division of _F#
Lear Siegler, Inc. will provide the fly-by-wire flight control :
computer and the sidestick force controller.

The first production system of its kind, the F-16 fly-by-wire
flight control system, features quad redundant circuitry to
assure full-time active control, flight safety and mission
completion.

Proud to be a member of the team, Lear Siegler is
pleased to work with General Dynamics and

European Industry in this vital S'
aerospace program, l
]

LEAR SIEGLER, INC.
ASTRONICS DIVISION

3171 SOUTH BUNDY DRIVE o SANTA MONICA, CALIE. 90406 ® AREA CODE 213 391-7211




. Hercuies
is the toughest, most proven

airlifter in the jworld.

For years Hercules has been . air conditioning and auxiliary
making airlift history. As the plane that power.

can land where others can’t. Like on runways The avionics systems have been
of dirt, gravel and even snow. As the plane that can improved from nose to tail. Flight controls and
take off from runways as short as 2,100 feet. The hydraulic systems have been updated. During its
plane that’s now serving 37 nations. lifetime, every Hercules’ system has been improved.
And Hercules keeps making headlines because In some cases, we've improved the improvements.
we keep making it better. To date, there have been 47 different models of
At Lockheed, we've been working for 20 years Herc, including tankers, rescue planes, ski planes,
with countries who have needed great airlifters. and of course, the basic Herc able to carry trucks
So when it comes to impraving an airlifter, we and bulldozers completely assembled and ready to
know what improvements to make. roll out its 9’ X 10’ rear doors and go to work.
An inside look at the 1975 Hercules will find Hercules: the timeless airlifter that keeps
four completely new systems: radar, autopilot, getting better and better.

Lockheed Hercules

LOCKHEED-GEORGIA COMPANY
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The combat-proven A,
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It provides air support that’s always better than close.

The A-7 has the most
accurate navigation and
weapons delivery system
in the world for close air
support.

A digital computer is
the heart of the system.

It analyzes and coordi-
nates data from forward
looking radar, Doppler
radar, inertial measure-
ment set, air data computer
and pilot commands. This
data supports a navigation
capability that'scompletely
self-contained and auto-
matic, eliminating any
reference to ground-based
aids.

The computer-driven
Head-Up Display helps
insure accurate navigation.

[t provides a continuous
representation of aircraft
attitude, heading, altitude,
velocity and steering cues
to selected destinations.
The computer also drives
a projected map display

that continually shows
aircraft geographical
location.

For automatic weapons
delivery, the computer
instantly solves ballistic
prediction problems—

targets can be approached

from almost any attitude
or airspeed.

Close air support by the
A-T depends on a naviga-
tion and weapons delivery
system that’s totally inte-
grated and computerized.

Because “close” isn’t
good enough when you're
depending on pinpoint
accuracy.

) LTV AEROS PACE
CORPORATION

A SUBSIDIARY OF
FTHE LTV CORPORATION
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THE USN EA-6B PROWLER, combat-proven in
the most challenging electronic environment ever en-
countered. Designed by Grumman as a totally inte-
grated tactical jamming system, the Prowler has been
operational with the Fleet since 1970 and will soon
join the United States Marine Corps.

GRUMMAN AERCOCSPACE CORPORATIEGN
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Jamming Systemmns

anotherxr on thhe way

THE USAF EF-111A TIJS, in prototype de-
velopment at Grumman, will move the proven
ALQ-99 system and U.S. tactical jamming
into the supersonic era. Grumman is proud to
team with the United States Air Force in' the
EF-111A effort.

The Leaders in U.S. Tactical Jamming Systems



AN EDITORIAL

Détente—oOne Horse, One Rabbit

By John L. Frisbee
EXECUTIVE EDITOR, AIR FORCE MAGAZINE

HERE ARE many Americans who have long held dé-

tente as close to their hearts as motherhood. This
“lessening of tensions and hostilities” between the US
and the USSR, they have told us repeatedly, could spell
an end to the cold war, release from the specter of nu-
clear conflict, the passage from an era of confrontation
to one of negotiation.

These are goals devoutly to be sought, but as happens
more often than not in the affairs of men, realization
has fallen short of expectation. The cold war has not
ended—only taken new directions; the likelihood of nu-
clear conflict has, if anything, increased as the strategic
balance shifts in favor of the USSR. As for confronta-
tion, the character of Soviet actions would lead us to
believe that they are negotiating now, in order to con-
front later, and on more favorable terms.

We are not alone in this assessment. In recent months,
the enthusiasm with which détente was embraced, even
by some of its most ardent and articulate supporters out-
side of government, has waned. But no one can say that
two US Administrations have not tried to make it work.
In fact, some of the more severe critics of détente hold
that in pursuit of the elusive goal those Administrations
have mortgaged at least the lower forty if they haven’t
given away the farm.

We wouldn’t go rthat far, not yet, anyway. But we
wonder if détente is the right word for the supposedly
reciprocal process of tension-lowering that has become
a cornerstone of US foreign policy. It’s beginning to re-
semble the greasy-spoon recipe for “rabbit™ stew: fifty-
fifty horse and rabbit—one horse, one rabbit.

Look at the détente record, beginning with SALT I.
That agreement, laboriously negotiated but precipitously
concluded during Mr. Nixon’s 1972 visit to Moscow, has
proved to be full of ambiguities and loopholes that had
to be patched with protocols, interpretations, and uni-
lateral declarations which, in some cases, created their
own ambiguities. The Soviets have been alert to take
advantage of the situation and, allegedly, have gone be-
yond that to the point of cheating on the terms of the
agreement itself. That record is examined in much
greater detail than can be cited here by retired Adms.
Elmo Zumwalt, former Chief of Naval Operations, and
Worth Bagley, former Vice CNO, in a hard-hitting
article released by New York Times Special Features
early in August.

You will recall that in the SALT I Interim Agreement,
we conceded the Soviets 804 more ICBMs and SLBMs
than the US, a numerical superiority supposedly offset
by our MIRYV capability, which the Soviets did not have
in 1972. Both sides were allowed to modernize their mis-
sile forces, but no existing light missile was to be re-
placed by a heavy missile, nor could missile silos be in-
creased in dimension by more than fifteen percent. We

have never been able to get the Soviets to agree on the
definition of “light” and “heavy.” As for silo dimensions,
according to the Admirals, “our negotiators made it
clear that this meant an increase of fifteen percent in
one dimension. . . . [The Soviets] have argued that all
silo dimensions can be increased by fifteen percent, which
would give them silos fifty percent larger in volume than
before.” Thus, the USSR is now deploying the $§-19, “a
missile fifty percent larger and three to four times
heavier in throw weight than the SS-11 it replaces.” The
S8-19 carries up to six MIRVs in the one- to two-
megaton range, in contrast to the SS-11 with its single
one-megaton warhead.

Zumwalt and Bagley report other violations “such as
the construction of silos in greater numbers than au-
thorized under the treaty . . . [and] testing unauthorized
radars in an ABM mode.” The Russians have, the Ad-
mirals say, “violated the basic contracts of SALT I, the
attached protocols, the agreed interpretations, and the
unilateral declarations.”

Against this record of duplicity, can we trust the
Soviets to stick by the provisions of the November 1974
Vladivostok Agreement (the basis for on-going SALT
I1)? That formula will give them “a fourfold superiority
in missile megatonnage . . . and a 2.7-fold superiority in
warheads when the Soviets complete deployment of their
huge new systems.” But without foolproof verification
of MIRVing (and the Soviets insist that no real verifica-
tion is nceded) what is to prevent them from further
increasing their superiority by MIRVing more than the
allowed number of missiles? Soviet integrity? Do we
want détente badly enough to rely on that?

You can add to these Soviet contributions toward
lessening tensions their massive materiel support of
Hanoi in violation of the Vietnam cease-fire, their en-
couragement of the Arab states to increase oil prices,
their buildup of Warsaw Pact forces reported in these
pages last month. The wheat deals, though not in quite
the same category, have added a pinch of wormwood to
our cup of gall.

We could go on, but the clincher is Helsinki. There,
on August 1, in the name of détente, the US, along with
thirty-five other nations, signed the texts of the Euro-
pean Security Conference that sanctified Moscow’s con-
trol in perpetuity of Eastern Europe. Inevitably, Munich
comes to mind.

The détente-associated events of the past five years
are, as a matter of fact, more than vaguely reminiscent
of the European democracies’ attempts to lessen tensions
and hostilities between themselves and the Nazi regime
prior to World War II. A great deal of quid and very
little guo. But that was nearly forty years ago and his-
torical analogies are inexact at best. Besides, that wasn’t
détente. It was called appeasement. =
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Companion Ship.

The F-5E and the F-5F join the F-5 on duty, or

on order, with the air forces of 22 nat

The Northrop F-5E Tiger Il is in good company
when its companion is the two-place F-5F.

Both are high-performance fighters with
excellent combat agility and weapons delivery
accuracy, air-to-air and air-to-ground.

But the versatile F-5F, with its second cockpit
and dual controls, can be used for advanced
pilot training, as well as combat crew training,
while retaining full combat capability.

The easy maintenance, rapid turnaround, and
extended endurance of the F-5E and F-5F, muplcd
with their proven performance

capability, have made this pair 0
countries requiring flexible defense systems at
affordable costs.

have delivered more than 2,600 aircraft in the
F-5/T-38 series so far. On time. On cost. With the
promised performance, or better.

These planes, together with the new
McDonnell Douglas/Northrop F-18 for the U.S.
Navy, make up the Northrop family of fighters—
high performers at affordable :

Northrop Corporation, 1800 Century Park
East, Los Angeles, California 90067, U.S. A.

NORTHROP




Airmail

Common Causes (Cont'd)
Gentlemen: Claude Witze's “Stop
the B-1, Dishonestly” (AIR FORCE,
June 1975), an editorial review of
our new slide show, “The Super-
sonic Swing-wing Swindle: The
Story of the B-1 Bomber,” confuses
disagreement with dishonesty. While
it is clear that he disagrees with our
position that the B-1 will add billions
to corporate profits but nothing to
our national security, he completely
fails to prove the serious charge
of dishonesty.

Mr. Witze directly challenges our
facts in two areas: weapons profits
and Rockwell International’s history
of involvement in the bomber busi-
ness. The low profit figures he cites
express profits as a percentage of
sales. But the rate of return on
sales varies considerably accord-
ing to the characteristics of the
business, and in the case of the
weapons business it is particularly
deceptive because of the large
amount of capital provided by the
government. The standard generally
accepted by economists and secu-
rities analysts for comparing the
profitability of corporations and in-
dustries is rate of return on invest-
ment. Therefore, the fifty-six per-
cent rate of return on equity that
we cite from a General Accounting
Nffirna rnln.'_wrf ie miurh mara tn the
point.

Mr. Witze says that Rockwell has
not had a bomber in production
since 1951; we say, “Rockwell has
been in the bomber business since
World War II.” Both are statements
of fact. Rockwell has been working
on bombers since World War Il
even though only the B-45 reached
the production phase. The com-
pany’s predecessor, North American,
worked on a program which cul-
minated in the B-70 (for more than
a decade, 1954-1964). By the time
the surviving B-70 was retired to
the Air Force Museum, North Ameri-
can’s top management and scien-
tific teams were already hard at
work on AMSA and, later, prepar-
ing their bid for the B-1 project.

To illustrate our point that many
corporations have come to depend
on military contracts, we quote Wil-
lard Rockwell's reaction to his com-
pany’s B-1 contract award: “We
knew that as a company we had
one more chance—the B-1." Mr.
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Witze asserts (without substantia-
tion) that Rockwell was referring
“to military aircraft contracts only,”
but there is nothing in the accounts
published at the time (see Fortune,
July 1970) to back him up. Since
that time, North American Rockweli
has been involved in a series of
mergers so that the percentage of
Rockwell International's sales ac-
counted for by weapons is now
lessened. But military work con-
tinues to account for a major share
of the firm’s business.

Mr. Witze characterizes our ac-
count of David Packard’'s career as
a “vicious attack,” yet he does not
question our facts. Rather, he com-
plains that we do not acknowledge
that Packard “made a contribution
to his country and did it at huge
personal sacrifice.” We assert noth-
ing as to Packard's motives of sac-
rifice or gain, but point out that he
brought a corporate point of view
to his post of Deputy Secretary
of Defense and helped strengthen
a profit-oriented military/industrial
complex. A major thrust of his “re-
forms” was to expand cost-plus
contracts, thereby guaranteeing
profits to weapons makers on DoD
contracts.

The real difference between your
view and ours is over who is de-
sarvinn nf attentinn and svmnathy:
the Deputy Secretary of Defense
who had to put his $300 million into
a charitable trust for three years
and take a salary cut to $42,500
a year; or the eight million Ameri-
cans who are actively looking for
work they can't find. . . .

Despite the fact that the docu-
mentation of our slide show is
based on research using govern-
ment reports, congressional testi-
mony, newspapers, and industry
sources (including AIR FORCE
Magazine), Mr. Witze complains,
“There is no evidence of any input
from recognized authorities on air-
power or bombers.” We strongly
believe that the American people
should not leave questions like
whether to spend billions on a
bomber to the experts alone. . . .
NARMIC and the Stop the B-1
Bomber: National Peace Conver-
sion Campaign will continue to
work to convince people of our view
that the B-1 is not necessary for
national security and that it is

being pushed by special interests

to increase their own profits and

prestige.

Stefan Ostrach and David
Goodman

Producers of B-1 slide show for
NARMIC, a project of The Ameri-
can Friends Service Committee

Philadelphia, Pa.

® Rockwell International’'s annual
report does not provide a break-
down showing its sales of military
aircraft. In 1974, all government
sales, as opposed to nongovern-
ment, accounted for thirty-six per-
cent of the business. In that same
year, all aircraft sales, including
the firm's substantial commercial
jet business, added up to 10.7 per-
cent of all sales. There still has
been no bomber in production since
1951.

Also, in reference to the June
article, "“Airmail” in August carried
a refutation from Don Luce and
Jamie Lewontin of Clergy and Laity
Concerned (CALC), in which they
fook exception to what they called
the “suggestion” that they may be
funded in part by tax-exempt con-
tributions. It now develops that on
May 7, the day Mr. Witze's article
was written, Dr. Claire Randall,
General Secretary of the National
Cnuncil nf Churches a f::w-.nvam_nf
organization, advised CALC in
writing that any use of the Coun-
cil's name in CALC funding efforts
is unauthorized and must “cease
now and in the future.” On August
1, Rep. Steven D. Symms of Idaho
proposed in the Congressional Rec-
ord that Congress investigate the
incident.—THE EDITORS

Gentlemen: Claude Witze's July
article, “The Real Common Cause,”
would have fit better under “The
Wayward Press.”

First of all, Common Cause does
not favor unilateral disarmament
per se. It merely asks that re-
sources applied to national security
be the result of open debate. Its
opposition to the B-1 (whether right
or wrong) is based on the belief that
the manned bomber is becoming
obsolescent.

Secondly, if Mr. Witze must resort
to attacking Common Cause’s news
conference bumbling he is indeed
short of factual information. Such
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comments are hardly relevant to
the national security issue.

Finally, the logic attributed to
Rep. Joe Skubitz is naive. It as-
sumes that resources committed to
defense never endanger our nation-
al security. We should remember
that Mr. Skubitz' logic could have
been used to defend expenditures
for the Maginot Line.

The greatest threat to the Ameri-
can way of life was in the White
House from 1969 to 1974. It was
organizations like Common Cause
that fought that battle, which was
just as important as any fought by
the military. . . .

Col. Peter F. Dawson, USAF (Ret.)

La Verne, Calif.

Gentlemen: Your July article by
Claude Witze, entitled “The Real
Common Cause,” inaccurately de-
scribes the May 7 press conference
on the B-1 bomber. You fail to men-
tion, for instance, that the National
Taxpayers Union and Environmen-
tal Action were among five sponsor-
ing organizations at the conference.
Representatives of these two or-
ganizations and two cameramen
were the only people present when
Mr. Hébert ordered the press con-
ference canceled. Contrary to your
report, there was no unfriendly “ex-
change,”” nor did any of the anti-
B-1 people storm about in anony-
mous rage.

Mr. Witze attempts to conceal
the fact that the press conference
represented a significant coming-
together of disparate groups who
share a view that Congress may yet
endorse: that the B-1 is an extrav-
agant, unnecessary weapon that
will jeopardize world peace while
its enormous cost undermines the
real security of the American peo-
ple.

Roger Tresolini
National Taxpayers Union
Washington, D. C.

B-1 Propaganda
Gentlemen: The article, “Stop the
B-1, Dishonestly” [by Claude Witze,
June '75 issue], is a masterful pre-
sentation of how the antidefense
and anti-American economic sys-
tem propagandists have been op-
erating for the last fifteen years.
There seeme to be much eimilar-
ity in the propaganda techniques

employed currently in this country
and the techniques used in Nazi
Germany in the 1930s—and yet we
have a free press. Perhaps regular
exposés such as your story on the
B-1 will help bring back intellectual
and factual honesty. It's a great
start!

Col. Joe J. Synar, AFRES (Ret.)

Dallas, Tex.

Knowledgeable Analysis
Gentlemen: Once again Claude
Witze has hit the nail on the head.
His article, “The Real Common
Cause,” shows a keen insight and
personal knowledge of what is hap-
pening to our defense on the Hill
and tells it like it is.

Likewise, Claude's article on the
Paris Air Show, "Ploys and Para-
doxes,” shows that Claude was
there and knew what was going on.
His personal accounts of many of
the circumstances and happenings
at the show indicated his keen re-
porter instincts, combined with tre-
mendous background on aerospace
and defense matters, make him
tops in the business.

| would also like to congratulate
AIR FORCE Magazine for includ-
ing the guest editorial, "For an
Adequate Defense,” by Eugene V.
Rostow. It gives one the feeling
that maybe we are not yet fighting
a lost cause and there is still hope
for a strong America.

Ted Milton's article, “Indiffer-
ence—Archenemy of Defense,”
summed up other vital matters that
have been influencing the defense
budget. Likewise, he is one who
has been there and speaks with
authority.

| would like to suggest that we
hear more from Gen. lra Eaker. |
read his weekly articles; they are
solid and come from a well-informed
and knowledgeable General who,
over the years, has been right most
of the time.

The July issue of AIR FORCE
Magazine is an excellent in-depth
and knowledgeable analysis of what
has been happening in Washington
and around the country in aero-
space and defense.

Ralph J. Watson

Dir., Legislative Liaison
North American Rockwell
Washington, D. C.

Weather Team Slighted

Gentlemen: “The Day the Eagle
Streaked,” by Maj. Roger J. Smith,
in the July issue certainly empha-
sizes the criticality of weather in
determining the optimum flight pro-
file for the F-15 time-to-climb rec-
ord. | am dismayed, however, hy
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the lack of credit given directly to
the Air Weather Service. The arti-
cle, while explaining the need for
precise go/no-go weather informa-
tion, states, “l call the room of
Sgt. Jim Flaggart, our weather bal-
loon team chief. No answer. His
group is at work also.”

The author failed to indicate that
the Air Force Global Weather Cen-
trai at Offutt AFB, Neb., and the
local weather support unit had been
feverishly monitoring the condi-
tions necessary for launch—not just
on D-day but weeks prior. ! would
think that the author would give
more credit to those “invisible”
USAF weathermen than he has
done—for without them, the rec-
ord could not have been broken.

Maj. Dell V. McDonald

Staff Weather Officer

OL-E, 16th Weather Sqdn., USAF
Fort Leavenworth, Kan.

It's a Douglas B-26!

Gentlemen: On page 61 of the June
issue you have labeled a photo-
graph of a Douglas B-26 Invader as
a B-26 Marauder (the Marauder be-
ing built by Martin).

Of course, you are not alone in
this commonly made error. Almost
every magazine in the business has
done it more than once. That mis-
take was the subject of an article in
the McDonnell Douglas Spirit of
March 1971, entitled “A B-26 Isn’t

Always a B-26 ... Sometimes
It's a B-26,” authored by the under-
signed.

Please do not let my nitpicking
detract from the splendid job your
maaazine is doina. Keep up the
type of articles that you are current-
ly bringing to the reader.

H. S. Gann, Manager
Aircraft Information
Douglas Aircraft Co.
Long Beach, Calif.

e Our thanks to Mr. Gann and all
the other sharp-eyed readers who
picked this one up. Reference the
concluding paragraph above: We
won't. We will.—THE EDITORS

Oid 477
Gentlemen: Thank you for the ex-
cellent report by Charlotte Knight,
“The Air War in Korea,” in the June
issue. The portion regarding the
F-80s brought back some warm
memories—particularly the picture
of the F-80 on page 62.

| hate to disappoint anyone, but
the aircraft pictured is not an F-80.
It is an FP-80 or RF-80, and | say
this with sentimental authority. Num-
ber 58477 was assigned to me dur-
ing my stint as Operations Officer
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in the 12th Photo Recon Squadron
at March Field, Calif., in the late
forties. Old '477 and | had a hell of
a lot of fun (and got into our share
of trouble) during those great days.
The Gl ingenuity again referred to
in the paragraph dealing with the
“locally designed and manufactured
elongated wingtip tanks™ also struck
a spark. My acrobatic team wing-
man at March Field, Lit. (now
a retired colonel) "*Rabbit" Johnson,
was a front runner in that project,
and the story of how they brought
the thing off is terrific in its own
right.
Col. Valin R. Woodward,
USAF (Ret.)
Albuquerque, N. M.

Demonstration Teams Memorabilia
Gentlemen: The Air Force Museum
is planning a display highlighting
the various USAF aerial acrobatic
and demonstration teams of the
past and present, such as the
Thunderbirds, Skyblazers, Acrojets,
and Sabre Knights, as well as the
Skylarks and Three Men On a Fly-
ing Trapeze of pre-WW Il vintage.
We have obtained flight gear, ad-
vertising posters, and photos of the
Thunderbirds, but we would like to
hear from readers who have photos

or other memorabilia they would
be willing to make available to us
and which relate to the various
other USAF aerial demonstration
teams.

Charles G. Worman

Chief, Research Division

Air Force Museum

Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio 45433

RCAF Ciub
Gentlemen: | wish to advise readers
of the Royal Canadian Air Force
Pilots Club. The club has the same
aims as the RCAF Association.
Membership in the RCAF Pilots
Club is open to anyone who served
in the Royal Flying Corps, or the
RCAF, and who was presented the
pilot wing of either of those ser-
vices. Application forms are avail-
able from the undersigned.

Col. A. J. Bauer, Sec'y

RCAF Pilots Club

Box 1020, Station “B”

Ottawa, Canada

“Big Week” Missions
Gentlemen: | am writing a book on
the “Big Week” series of missions
undertaken by the US Eighth and
Fifteenth Air Forces during Feb-
ruary 1944,

| would be pleased to hear from

DYNALECTRON...

s« SErving

the United States Air Force

... worldwide

... providing diversified engineering,
technical, maintenance, logistics and
facilities management services ...

Dynalectron Corporation

Aerospace Operations Division

Headquarters: 6801 Calmont
Fort Worth, Texas 76116

Jack Vestal, Vice President

(817) 732-4481

Dynalectron Corporation
Technical Services Group Headquarters:

2233 Wisconsin Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20007
Dan Bannister, Group Vice President
(202) 338-4600

Operating Divisions:

Dynalectron Corporation

Facilities Services Divisions

Headquarters: Landmark Building
6303 Indian School Road. NE
Albuquerague, New Mexico B7110

Randy Nunnally, Vice President

(505) 292-0022
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Alrmail

anybody who was in any way in-
volved in those missions. Personal
reminiscences and photographs
would be especially welcome.

A. G. Wilson

27, Fairlands Road

Worplesdon

Guildford

Surrey, England

UNIT REUNIONS

AIRSHO 75
Produced by the Confederate Air Force,
AIRSHO 75 will be held October 9-12
at Harlingen, Tex., Industrial Airpark.
Featuring WW |l aircraft recreating his-
toric air battles; aerobatics by US and
international champions; Golden Knights;
Silver Eagles; home-built and antique
aircraft. For brochure and further infor-
mation write
Col. Glenn Bercot, CAF
Public Information Officer
Hg. Confederate Air Force
Rebel Field
Harlingen, Tex. 78550

Air Weather Service

Northern California AWS retired officers

will meet October 11 at the Officers’

Club, NAS-Moffett Field, Calif., for their

annual dinner meeting. All ex- and re-

tired AWS officers welcome. Contact
Milton H. Sipple, Jr.
2589 Dumbarton Ave.
San Jose, Calif. 95124

Phone: (408) 267-2555

Slow FACs
A Slow FACs reunion will be held Octo-
ber 24-27 at the Tropicanna Hotel, San
Antonio, Tex. For more information con-
tact
Capt. John Archer
2167 NE Loop 410, Apt. C-21
San Antonio, Tex. 78217

A-1E/H
The annual A-1E/H reunion will be
held October 17-18 at the Menger Ho-
tel in San Antonio, Tex. Spads, Sandys,
Hobos, Fireflys, Zorros, spADs, Downed
or Rescued Crewmembers, and any
other interested parties are encouraged
to attend. Send inquiries to

A-1 Skyraider Association

Box 41

Randolph AFB, Tex. 78148

Class 47-C

The USAF's first pilot class, 47-C, will
have a reunion QOctober 9-11, at the
Ramada Inn, Fort Walton Beach, Fla.
Class members who wish to attend or

PROGRAMMABLE ™\
TACAN Simulators...
off the shelf!

Only Republic can solve your TACAN
problems virtually overnight. Because we stock for immediate
delivery three TACAN Beacon Simulators that meet MIL, FAA
and airline requirements for testing airborne TACAN
interrogators and DME. No one else does. For one

very good reason: test and simulation equipment

isn’t asideline with Republic; it's our principal

business. And Republic is the world’s

leading manufacturer of
navigation equipment
simulators.

Write for details on
Republic off- the-
shelf DTS Series
TACAN Beacon
Simulators.

republic electronic

2000000
[ ERR X BN |
(L BN X S |
000 0 00

industries corp.

Il A Heath Tecna Company
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test equipment

575 Broad Hollow Road, Melville, New York 11746

who have knowledge of current ad-
dresses and telephone numbers of any
old classmates, please write or call
Lt. Col. Frank Bailey, USAF (Ret.)
114 Troy Circle
Fort Walton Beach, Fla. 32548
Phone: (904) 244-5118 (office)
(904) 242-8946 (home)

S0Ss
Squadron Officer School (S0S) will
celebrate its 25th anniversary Sept.
18-19. A variety of activities are planned
(see May '75 "Airmail,” p. 11) for all
former faculty members and graduates
of the first SOS class—the class of
1950 at Maxwell AFB. For further infor-
mation contact

Capt. Allan Kettiehut

SOS/EDOT

Maxwell AFB, Ala. 36112

305th Bomb Group
The 305th Bomb Group, Chelveston,
England, WW I, is planning a reunion
in Miami Beach, Fla.,, October 10-12.
A roster is being compiled. Get in touch
with

Abe Millar

P. O. Box 757

Sanger, Tex. 76266

312th Bomb Group
All former members of the famous WW
Il 312th Bombardment Group—please
send complete name, address, and
squadron assignment to me for use
in the history of the group which | am
writing.

Dr. Russell L. Sturzebecker

503 Owen Rd.

West Chester, Pa. 19380

353d Fighter Group
The 353d Fighter Group, 8th AF, Met-
field and Raydon, England, WW II, is
beginning regrouping action. A group
register is now established and a future
reunion is being planned. Former mem-
bers are asked to send donations and
addresses to

John M. Balason

1410 South Main St.

Las Vegas, Nev. 89104

351st Bomb Group
The 351st Bomb Group and all other
units at Polbrook, England, WW I, are
holding a reunion October 10-12 in
Miami Beach, Fla. For further details
write
Lt. Col. Donald B. Drought
2449 University Blvd., West
Jacksonville, Fla. 32217

Ohio 433d TC Wing
The Ohio 433d Troop Carrier Wing Vet-
erans Association is planning its 25th
anniversary reunion October 10-12, at
the Holiday Inn in Wickliffe, Ohio (just
east of Cleveland at Interstate 90 and
US 20). Please contact
John J. Primeau, Sec'ty
Ohio 433d TCW Veterans Assoc.
P. O. Box 17018
Cleveland, Ohio 44117
Phone. (216) 289-7200 (office)
(216) 531-0943 (home)
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U. S. Air Force

Task Masters.

For the jobs that need to be done,
the engines to do the job.

General Electric engines continue to prove they can handle the toughest Air Force assignment.

The B-1, for example, is now successfully airborne. Powered by four advanced-technology F101
augmented turbofans, the B-1 will fly from low-level penetration speeds just under Mach 1 to
supersonic speeds at high altitudes. And it will cover a longer mission range with greater survivability
and nearly twice the payload of America’s current intercontinental bomber.

The A-10, powered by twin GE TF34 high bypass turbofans, is poised to meet its mission
requirements, too. The TF34’s high thrust-to-weight ratio and low fuel consumption provide the
A-10 with unmatched performance capability for its close air support mission. Plus improved
short-field takeoffs and landings, exceptional maneuverability and the capability for increased
loiter time in the mission area.

Two advanced aircraft are powered by GE’s F103 engine. Powering the YC-14 Advanced Medium
STOL Transport (AMST), twin F103s will provide that aircraft with outstanding and reliable short-field
capabilities plus excellent mission range and payload. Powering the E-4A Advanced Airborne
Command Post, four F103 high bypass turbofans give that aircraft the power, reliability and low
fuel consumption needed to meet its varied and complex mission objectives.

General Electric engines. Once again, the Task Masters for critical Air Force missions. 205115

GENERAL @ ELECTRIC



The world has waited 43 years for this

The Boeing YC-14 two-
engine jet transport will fly in
1976.

The revolutionary, new
concept that will make this
advanced medium STOL air-
craft an aerodynamic “first”

was patented by Henri
Coandain 1932.

The Boeing adaptation of
this idea is called upper sur-
face blowing.

Boeing engineers have
used the Coanda effect to

create powered lift. Thrust
from the aircraft’s two engines
is blown over the wing flaps
and is directed downward for
added, powered lift.

The result is an airplane

with the capability of operat- &

-

)]




idea. If's worth waiting one more.

ing from an unimproved field
less than half the length of
those required by standard
aircraft of comparable size.
The YC-14 cantake offand
. land on a2,000-foot field with
' .a 27,000-pound payload.

Carry 69,000 pounds to and
from a 4,100-foof field. Cruise
at450 milesperhourandland
at a lazy 100 miles per hour.
There's no other plane like
it. And after 43 years, it's
worth waifing one more.

BOEING YL-IF




Airpower in the News

By Claude Witze
SENIOR EDITOR, AIR FORCE MAGAZINE

Back to the Kitchen

Washington, D. C., August 11

Newsweek magazine of August 11, this date, features
a story about the new French cuisine, which, News-
week says, is not as fattening as the old French
cuisine. On the cover, there is a spectacular picture of
chef Paul Bocuse, in white smock and high white hat,
posing with a strawberry dessert and lobsters. Inside,
the first and lead story is about the Helsinki confer-
ence and there is another color picture, this one of
President Ford, Leonid Brezhnev, and other chiefs of
state dining in splendor. Newsweek fails to tell us any-
thing about the menu, but we can’t escape the impres-
sion that Paul Bocuse would not approve of it. This
heretical French cook runs his kitchen without flour,
butter, sugar, or cream. He is trying, with notable suc-
cess, to change the recipes. At Helsinki they have
changed nothing, neither the menu nor the legitimacy
of Russia's conquests in Poland, Romania, Finland,
Estonia, Latvia, or Lithuania. This is détente; it is
peaceful coexistence.

George W. Ball, a former Under Secretary of State,
has posed the key question:

“Should we not, at least, insist on the evil nature of
the Berlin Wall—that it is not a fortification to keep in-
vaders out; it is a cage the Russians built to imprison
peoples who would opt for freedom?”

The fact that not one brick has been disturbed in the
Berlin Wall is something that real liberals, including
those in the US Congress, should view with alarm. Yet,
they do not. As the conference opened in Helsinki, the
House of Representatives refused to act on the removal
of the arms embargo to Turkey, a step approved earlier
by the Senate. Even the way it was done did not re-
flect credit on our representatives, many of whom
savor an issue that provides an opportunity to upset
traditional mores in Congress. The Chairman of the
Rules Committee, Rep. Ray J. Madden (D-Ind.), refused
to convene his committee to consider granting a rule
that would permit floor debate. This happened in the
same 94th Congress that, barely six months earlier,
had revolted against senior committee chairmen and
established customs of the House for their exercise of
precisely this kind of legislative conduct.

The general explanation is that everybody is mad at
Secretary of State Kissinger, and that probably is right.
The Helsinki agreement does not have to be approved
by Congress, which is fortunate for the White House
and State Department,

Of greater immediate importance, as Congress took
off for its summer recess, was the action by the Senate
on August 1, rejecting the House/Senate conference
report on military procurement for Fiscal 1976. The
turndown was unprecedented. The vote was 42 to 48.
On July 30, the House approved the bill, 348 to 60.

One reason the Senate vote was so stariling is that
it followed, by only a few days, the rejection of a reso-
lution that would have prohibited the Defense Depart-
ment from building expanded naval and air support
facilities at Diego Garcia, the British-owned island in
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the Indian Ocean. The proposed ban was fathered by
Sen. Mike Mansfield, the majority leader, and the floor
debate, on July 28, was longer than the one devoted to
the authorization bill: six hours as contrasted with two
and a half. Mr. Mansfield lost, and the Ford Administra-
tion won, 43 to 53.

In the Diego Garcia argument, the outcome also was
a victory for Sen. John C. Stennis, Chairman of the
Armed Services Committee. He suffered a nearly
humiliating defeat on the authorization bill. Basically,
the conflict was between him and Sen. Edmund Muskie
and his new Senate Budget Committee, The latter con-
tended that the bill, which asked for $25.8 billion for
weapons and research and development, "will inevi-
tably bust the budget target for defense’ approved by
Congress in mid-May. The target fixed at that time for
all defense spending in Fiscal 1976 was $100.7 billion,
and the Armed Services conferees from both houses
recommended that about a quarter of that be allocated
for procurement. Mr. Muskie argued that if the $25.8
billion were approved, the defense target would be
exceeded by $700 million.

The Muskie victory represented a somewhat freakish
merger of interests. The traditional foes of defense
spending, mostly liberals, many of them in favor of uni-
lateral disarmament, found support from the fiscal con-
servatives. These are members who are alarmed by
the outlook, with good reason, and are determined,
with Mr. Muskie, to make sure Congress succeeds in
controlling outlays. Urgency is lent to their cause by
the fact that the Budget Committee and its related
machinery, such as the Congressional Budget Office,
are new creations in the 94th Congress. Their spon-
sors want them to prevail; Mr. Stennis is fully as jealous
of the prerogatives of the Armed Services Committee,
and he has guided the defense authorization bill
through the chamber since the requirement was
created in 1961,

On top of this, Capitol Hill observers believe there
are votes against the conference bill that can be traced
to disenchantment with two projects. This opinion is
supported by a substantial part of the floor debate.
One item was the inclusion of $60 million to start work
on a nuclear powerplant for a new Navy strike cruiser.
The request was not in the original Pentagon budget
proposal. It was never debated; the Senate never held
hearings on the project. The Navy ship program also,
in recent weeks, has sailed straight into a hurricane of
criticism, the vortex of which spins around contro-
versial Adm. Hyman Rickover. He is a man who arouses
strong opinions,

A second project, critical to the Air Force, is the
inclusion of $887 million for the Rockwell International
B-1 bomber. This is $160.8 million more than originally
voted by the Senate before the bill went to conference.
It includes authorization for long-lead-time items spe-
cifically rejected in the previous Senate floor action,
at a cost of $87 million. The House had granted the
full request of $108 million for this purpose, but the
Senate deleted the funds. The compromise was not
acceptable to some members. Leader and spokesman
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for the anti-B-1 faction was Sen. Thomas J. Mclntyre

(D-N. H.). He chairs the R&D Subcommittee of Armed

Services and has disagreed with Mr. Stennis from the

gtart on the extent of fiscal support deserved by the
-1,

At the outset of the debate, Mr. Muskie made it clear
the authorization bill did not stand alone in his disfavor.
There was another conference report, fathered by Sen.
George McGovern, that exceeds the budget target by
almost $430 million. The money was for the school
lunch program. It would be wrong, Mr. Muskie said, to
reject one report and not the other, “Are we prepared
to say to America's families and their children that
we'll break the budget to buy bullets, but we're going
to cut back on the budget at the schooi Iunch
counter?”

Mr. McGovern asked for, and was given, permission
to delay action on his measure.

Mr. Stennis at no point conceded his bill violated
budget guidelines. He pointed out that the report under
challenge was only one of four measures making up
total action on defense appropriations. In addition to
one on foreign military assistance and the military con-
struction authorization, there is the major defense
appropriations bill. It covers operations and main-
tenance as well as all the other items not included in
the authorization actions.

Only the Appropriations Committee passes on all
proposed expenditures. Mr. Stennis was supported on
the floor by Chairman John L. McClellan (D-Ark.) of
the Appropriations Committee, He argued the Senate
would have another chance to cut when his bills are
ready for action later this year.

They did not prevail. Four members of the Armed
Services Committee did not support Mr. Stennis on the
floor. In addition to Mr. Mclintyre, they are John C.
Culver (D-lowa), Gary Hart (D-Colo.), and Patrick J.
Leahy (D-Vt.). Sen. Barry Goldwater (R-Ariz.) was
absent. Also, Sen. Henry Bellmon of Oklahoma, rank-
ing Republican on the Budget Committee, joined
Muskie in leading opposition to the bill. Mr. Bellmon,
who usually supports defense measures, said “this
country must be as prepared economically as it is
militarily.” Speaking up strongly in support of Mr.
Stennis was Sen. Sam Nunn (D-Ga.).

Observers on both sides of the Hill fully understand
Mr. Muskie’s determination to roll up a record of suc-
cess in this first year of his Budget Committee chair-
manship. There are many, however, who feel his cru-
sade was premature. This is in addition to the fact that
an authorization bill is not a spending measure. And,
Congress has fixed only a target figure for spending.
An actual ceiling will be proposed later by the Budget
Committees of both houses and there will be a new
chance to vote on the issue then.

There is nothing certain about what will happen next.
The House must request another conference and, pre-
sumably, the House/Senate conferees will go back to
work and try to come up with a new bill. Mr. Stennis,
who labored with them more than two months to per-
fect the rejected report, says they already have done
their best. He indicated, near the end of the debate,
that they should be discharged. He told the Senate:

“If the majority that votes down this bill will have a
conference and select conferees among themselves
who will go to conference and maintain the position

Sierra Hesearch Lorporation has
applied its advanced radar technology
to furnish the U.S. Air Force with two
unique systems for improved opera-
tional efficiency.

The AN/APN-169A Stationkeeping
Set (SKE) provides the Military Airlift
Command'’s C-130 airlift aircraft with
a capability of maintaining flight for-
mation regardless of visibility. The
AN/APN-169B, also being produced by

Sierra for MAC, extends this capability
to C-141 aircraft and includes a
compatible Zone Marker AN/TPN-27
for IMC air delivery operations.

Sierra’s latest contribution is the
AN/TPB-1A Air Support Radar. This
highly mabile system, as part of the
507th Tactical Control Group's Air Sup-
port Radar Team (ASRT), was recently
employed in a series of joint exercises
and contributed to the Tactical Air
[orce’s capability to FLY and FLIGHT.

SIERR.A

RESEARCH CORPORATION E  POST OFFICE BOX 222 BUFFALO, NEWYORK 14225
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Airpower In the News

of that majority, that is a step | would welcome
| have done all | can. | will welcome
having someone else carry the load.”

Later, there were indications that the chairman is
not prepared to abdicate his position, but that he wants

strongly. . . .

to give the opposition a lesson in the political facts of
life. He could seek representation for the dissenters in
a new House/Senate effort. Here, the men who rejected
his proposal would come face-to-face with their real
opposition, a delegation that can point to the vote in
their own chamber—2348 to 60 in favor of the bill—and
challenge the Senate conferees. What can they tell 348
members of the House who want $25.8 billion for mili-
tary procurement?

What can the cook tell a Frenchman who insists on
sauces rich with flour, butter, sugar, and cream? [

The Wayward Press

The Wayward Press hastens to report
that both the Los Angeles Times and
the Washington Post have retracted
their lead story of last June 8. It is the
one discussed in this space last month,
wherein a Times reporter wrote from
Hong Kong that American warplanes
had raided South Vietnam at the time
of our evacuation late in April. Both the
White House and the Pentagon told the
newspapers the story was false before
they printed it.

But print it they did. Then it took
almost eight weeks for them to agree
that their unidentified ‘"authoritative
sources” lack credibility. The story
“never should have been published,”
said Times editor William F. Thomas.
Then, he added in a careless choice of
words: “The blame is entirely the Times'
for publishing what appears to be a
misleading story.” Misleading? The
copy desk should have changed that
to “untrue.”

Then came Ben C. Bradlee, executive
editor of the Post, who avoided a con-
fession of editorial irresponsibility by
commending the Times for its ''profes-
sionalism in setting the record straight.”
He did say he regretted having pub-
lished the story. The record, of course,
would have been straight from the start
if the yarn had been spiked on the night
of June 7. In the newspaper business,
which Mr. Thomas and Mr. Bradlee call
a profession, there is no penalty for
malpractice.

* *

This is a fit moment to recall that a
year ago, on August 15, 1974, the Post
printed a lengthy and fully false ac-
count, alleging that authorities at
Charleston AFB, S. C., had buried “thou-
sands of dollars worth” of valuable gear
in a dump. In that case the Los Angeles
Times went along with the Post's out-
rage. So far, there has been no indica-
tion that the executive editor of the Post
intends to set the record straight in the
interest of professionalism, or even in
the interest of accuracy.

- - -

In the absence of a Watergate scandal
during this humid summer in Washing-
ton, the press has its “investigative”
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reporters homing in on the Central Intel-
ligence Agency. One man who has suf-
fered as a result of this intensive and
sometimes careless effort is Alexander
Butterfield, a former USAF colonel who
served in the White House under Presi-
dent Nixon and was the witness who
disclosed that the White House tapes
were made in the first place.

Mr. Butterfield has been looking for
a job this summer, but was handicapped
by a couple of major television networks
and a retired Air Force colonel, one
Fletcher Prouty. On July 11, Mr. Prouty
appeared on both the CBS Morning
News and the NBC Today show to re-
port that Mr. Butterfield had an affilia-
tion of some sort with CIA while he
worked at the White House. It never
was clear what he did for CIA, if he did
anything, but the television guest made
the headlines with ease. The only author-
ity he could give was E. Howard Hunt,
who was a CIA man before he was pub-
licly discredited and started serving a
term in jail.

Both networks said they tried to
locate Mr. Butterfield before they per-
mitted Colonel Prouty to air his loose
accusations, but were not successful.
The story was knocked around in the
press and on the tube for several days.
By the end of the week, the victim
had been located, and he appeared on
60 Minutes, a sort of news-vaudeville
show put on by CBS on Sunday even-
ings. The Butterfield response: Not a
shred of truth. He never was a desig-
nated CIA contact man. He never dealt
with CIA in any way.

One of the interesting incidents in this
sequence took place at the outset, on
the ABC Evening News broadcast of
July 9. The transcripts of that show in-
clude these paragraphs, reproduced
here in the interest of accuracy:

REP. ROBERT KASTEN: There's evi-
dence that [the staff of the House com-
mittee probing CIA] has developed . . .
that there is at least a reasonable
chance that a number of executive
agencies, including the White House,
may have been infiltrated, or may be
infiltrated, by the CIA.

SAM DONALDSON: Are you Just spec-

ulating, or does your staff have hard
evidence?

KASTEN: The evidence is that there
were or are CIA agents in certain de-
partments of the executive branch of
our government. The evidence, | be-
lieve, is hard.

DONALDSON: Meanwhile, another
member of the present CIA committee,
Ronald Dellums, told reporters the com-
mittee staff has evidence that the CIA
infiltrated the news media. Dellums cited
as a specific example the case of a
former vice president of CBS. He did
not give a name. it should be empha-
sized that what we are reporting here
are public statements by members of
Congress. ABC News has seen no evi-
dence to substantiate these statements.
Sam Donaldson, ABC News, Capitol Hill.

HARRY REASONER: When asked
about the Dellums statement, a spokes-
man at CBS said, it's news to us. We
know of no such vice president.

There are a couple of possibilities
here. One is that ABC is setting a new
ethical standard for television news
broadcasting. When it has no evidence
to substantiate statements by possibly

- irresponsible persons, it will say so, and

give the accused party, in this case CBS,
a chance to be heard. If CBS and NBC
had used the same professional tech-
nique forty-eight hours later, Alexander
Butterfield would have been spared
much distress.

The other possibility, and the more
likely one, is that TV newsmen, like their
peers who work with the printed word,
exercise a double standard. After all, a
CBS vice president is a Very Important
Person, unlike a former Air Force
colonel, and deserves courtesies denied
other citizens.

After the affair was all over, we heard
it discussed by Martin Agronsky and
some guests on his Evening Edition, on
the Public Broadcasting Service. Mr.
Agronsky, who probably is representa-
tive of his craft, dismissed the matter
with éclat. Alexander Butterfield, he
said, was the 'accidental victim” of
“investigative”” reporting. Professional-
ism was not mentioned, nor was mal-
practice.
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SCIENCE. SCOPE

The first U.S.-built experimental rocket launcher designed to withstand the buf-
feting and G forces of supersonic flight has been delivered to the U.S. Air
Force by Hughes and will be ground-tested at Eglin AFB. The launcher will house
18 folding-fin, 2,75-inch-diameter aircraft rockets. It is lighter than Euro-

et b e B e T e s - &
pean-designed launchers, thanks tc extensive use of heat-and-pressure-cured:

epoxy fiberglass composites, yet will carry nearly 100 pounds more payload,

The Orbiting Solar Observatory launched in June is giving solar physicists their
best opportunity yet to study the complex region between the sun's surface and
its corona, where temperatures soar from 10,000 to more than 3,000,000°F. Des-
ignated 0S0-8, the 2400-1b. spacecraft was built by Hughes for NASA's Goddard
Space Flight Center. Its stored command processor and small experiment computer
enable it to handle complex observation instructions. Its two sun-pointed tele-
scopes, which have a pointing stability of 1/3600°, will scan the sun's surface
in 450-mile swaths,

0S0-8's instruments will also search the Milky Way for celestial sources of X-
rays and observe X-ray binaries, which seem to consist of a visible star and a
small invisible companion -- possibly a 'black hole'".

The promise of electric propulsion for interplanetary travel moved a step closer
with the recent completion of a record-setting endurance test on an ion engine
by Hughes Research Laboratories scientists. The 30-cm mercury electron bombard-
ment ion thruster module, built for NASA's Lewis Research Center, was operated

for 10,000 hours in a space-simulation chamber to demonstrate the lifetime capa-
1-.4111-}7 of tha thructer and ite critical comnonente.  Ton engines are being con-

- e

sidered for spacecraft and for station—keeping and stabilizing functions for
satellites,

Ion engine technology has already produced spinoffs including a high-voltage DC
circuit breaker developed by Hughes for use in electric power transmission sys-
tems, as well as advanced ion implantation and ion sputtering techniques used in
microfabrication processes,

Sensitive instruments arrive damage-free when shipped in reusable Hughes 1S0PODTM
containers, An ISOPOD container is a rugged aluminum or polyethylene box with

a floating inner framework separated from the box by heavy wire coils, and a
breather valve to control inside pressure. Adjustable vinyl-padded shelves with
slots for nylon strap assemblies are attached to the inner frame. Fragile equip-
ment of any size or shape can be secured with a simple cinch of the strap.

ISOPOD containers protect their contents from the roughest handling and the most
severe shock and vibration encountered on trucks, ships, and aircraft. They are
available in a wide range of sizes and their reusability has saved at least a
million dollars on two Hughes programs alone.

Crulrng a new world wilh t.’tcfmmcs
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Think of us
as the transponder

supermark'et.




Available now. Multimission transponders to meet an
almost endless variety of critical space requirements.
Basic, proven hardware you can tailor to match your exact
mission requirements by using simple, functional, inter-
changeable modules. And no worry about cost overruns,
unexpected design problems or stretched out deliveries.

It sounds too good to be true, but read on...
Design engineers took on a big job at Motorola when
they set out to meet the following criteria:
1. Design and qualify for planetary and earth-orbit
missions.
2. Design to cut flight-unit non-recurring cost to an
absolute minimum.
3. Design to allow for maximum mission flexibility using
modular options.
4. Design, and complete documentation to achieve max-
imum manufacturing cost-effectiveness.

The development of the M-Series
multimission transponder marked the
successful completion of this engineer-
ing effort.

We have already delivered an engi-

neering model for an international broad-
cast satellite program. And the finishing
touches are now being put on the qualifi-
cation model. The diversity of other
M-Series contracts presently being worked
demonstrate the flexibility of the unit.
They include transponders for: (1) The
International Sun Earth Explorer (ISEE) satel-
lite which will study the magnetic field between
here and the sun; (2) The Mariner Jupiter Saturn
(MIS) "77 transponder for JPL's mission requiring
four years successful operation in deep space; (3) The
Venus Pioneer spacecraft designed for planetary orbit
and atmosphere sampling.
Every one of these M-Series transponders uses the
same basic hardware design with interchangeable modules

nnnnnnnnnnnn I meaanasafe .-.—.—nn Anntenntar that ha haa
VO ek v Cieoak U — s s

precisely what he specified for his particular mission. No
reason to pay for functions you don’t want or to settle for
less than you need.

Expandable
The basic multimission transponder configuration is
STDN and DSN compatible. Expanding this basic config-
uration to encompass frequency hopping and spread spec-
trum for TDRS requirements, or to adapt it for use at
SGLS ratios and for receiving suppressed-carrier signals,
is easy.
Advanced engineering benefits
® Highly stable ranging delay lets you make more accu-
rate range calculations.
® Wideband command link permits a number of com-
mand data channels to be processed simultaneously,
thus providing quicker update aboard the
spacecraft.
® Designed to be corona-free without pressurization
eliminates leakage and storage problems.
® Engineered for today and tomorrow with PRN and
tone ranging already built in and carrier-coherent or
non-coherent doppler tracking upon command.

Functional Interfaces with
Tracking Station and Spacecraft.
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Evolution not revolution.

The M-Series is the result of a steady evolutionary
advancement in the state-of-the-art as applied to space
transponder requirements. These new multimission trans-
ponder designs have grown from a family tree dating back
to the first days of the U.S. space program. Since then
Motorola has built more flight-proven space transponders
than everyone else in the business. And technological
leadership, know-how, and equipment reliability stem from
experience.

We know that the M-Series of transponders is not going
to be the ultimate in standard space transponders. As a
matter of fact, we are working hard to see that it isn’t. Our
engineering team is presently working with advanced
approaches to gain even higher reliability and reduce
package size from today's small 300 cubic inches to less
than 200 cubic inches.

All around the country we have listened closely to a
wide range of mission requirements, budget constraints,
interface problcms and a raft of other technical param-

atare l\nr‘ & nons -nnnr] e u:- ra An f"\n nnh!‘ fr-‘nf\!f

The identical concept the same basic des;gn, and cir-
cuitry we've carefully initiated and thoroughly tested for
the M-Series, is the way to go. Now we’re extending our
surface acoustic wave technology used in the present
M-Series. We're also applying new beam lead devices and
developing advanced custom ICs that will soon define the
state-of-the-art in standard space transponders. How soon
is soon? Present estimates indicate flight qualification
early in January of 1977.

In the meantime the closest thing to a standard trans-
ponder these days is the M-Series multimission trans-
ponder. And it’s available now.

Write for our new tell-it-like-it-is publication “How to
approach Transponder Standardization.” It has up-to-date
case histories including photographs, specifications and a
host of facts for your fancy.

Motorola Government Electronics Division, Mail Drop
3240, P. O. Box 1417, Scottsdale, AZ 85252, or call (602)
949-3192.

MOTOROLA

The mind to imagine . . . the skill to do



AlIR FORCE PLANE-
FOOT SOLDIERS’'FRIEND

When a battalion commander
calls for supporting air strikes,
he wants help that will get
there fast, getin close enough
with weapons that are effec-
tive and stay in the area long
enough to do the job.

That's what the A-10 is all
about. Capable of operating
from short forward airstrips,
the A-10 is immediately re-
sponsive—with a wide mix of
weapons to destroy enemy
armor and anti-aircraft defen-
ses from long clear-day, stand-
off ranges or down in the thick
of battle under enveloping

cloud cover. With its inherent
survivability, the A-10 can get
in close enough to visually
identify targets, distinguish
friend from foe, and strike with
pinpoint accuracy. With its un-
equalled staying power, the A-
10 can remain near the action
ready to re-attack. It can make
11 tank-killing attacks with the
GAU-8 30mm cannon alone.

To the foot soldier under fire,
the A-10 is a comforting

sight because it's a |ifé =t

saver. In fact, the closer it gets
—the better it looks.
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Aerospace World

News, Views
& Comments

By William P. Schlitz

ASSISTANT MANAGING EDITOR, AIR FORCE MAGAZINE

Washington, D. C., August 11
Roll-out ceremonies for the YC-
15 Advanced Medium Short Takeoff
and Landing Transport, or AMST,
took place at the McDonnell Doug-
las Corp. Douglas Aircraft Co. Divi-
sion facility at Long Beach, Calif.,
in early August.

Air Force Secretary John L. Mc-
Lucas was principal speaker at the
unveiling of the US’s first advanced
STOL transport prototype, expected
to make its first flight by early fall.

Boeing Co., competing with Mc-
Donnell Douglas in the AMST pro-
gram, is currently building its entry,
the YC-14, in Seattle, Wash.

The AMST objective, according
to USAF, “is to develop the tech-
nology for a transport to haul larger
and heavier payloads at jet speeds
and operate from shorter fields,
thus expanding the combat support
capabilities” of USAF's medium
transport force.

Roll-out of the new prototype YC-15 Advanced Medium STOL transport took

The four-engine YC-15 has a high
wing and T-tail and, powered by its
16.000-pound-thrust Pratt & Whit-
ney JT8D-17 fanjets, will cruise at
about 500 mph. One YC-15 feature
is a system by which wing flaps are
lowered directly into engine ex-
haust, boosting aerodynamic lift
and producing powered lift.

w

Liquid hydrogen as a substitute
for petroleum-based aviation fuels?
Some engineers seem to think so.
They claim that aircraft using lique-
fied hydrogen fuel could be lighter,
quieter, equipped with smaller en-
gines, require shorter runways, cut
pollution, and expend less energy.

At a recent symposium held in
Tokyo to consider the question,
hydrogen was termed “the out-

standing candidate” to replace in-
creasingly costly petroleum fuels,

place at Long Beach, Callf., in August. A feature of the plane is that Jet
exhaust from Its four engines is blown directly back over large fiaps to

provide extra lift during takeoff and landing.
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Climbing straight up is Northrop's
new F-5F fighter-trainer, two-place
version of the F-56E Tiger Ii Inter-
national Fighter. Two F-5Fs have
been built under a USAF full-scale
development contract and are in the
final stages of a comprehensive
tlight-test program. They have logged
some 400 flights between them.

which in the future may also be In
increasingly shorter supply.

tydrogen-can-ueproduced by a
variety of processes from water—a
basic worldwide source. Further-
more, engineers say, hydrogen
could replace fossil-based fuels in
many other uses and at a minimum
effect on the environment.

Allowing for a normal ten-year
development cycle, hydrogen-
fueled aircraft could be flying by
1986, says G. Daniel Brewer, a
senior Lockheed-California R&D en-
gineer who attended the Tokyo sym-
posium.

Despite drawbacks, such as the
current high costs of deriving the
hydrogen gas from water and re-
ducing It to a liquid state, hydro-
gen has 'a very attractive poten-
tial," Mr. Brewer believes.

Lockheed studies, begun in 1972,
indicate that powering aircraft with
high-energy hydrogen instead of
comparatively low-energy petro-
leum fuels could reduce overall
weight from one-third to one-half.
An additional plus is that hydrogen
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presents a lesser hazard than con-
ventional jet fuels.

NASA is interested in the hydro-
gen fuel concept. In 1974, its Lang-
ley Research Center gave Lockheed
a go-ahead to assess feasibility,
identify problems, and formulate a
development plan for the design of
both subsonic and supersonic trans-
ports. Another research contract
was awarded by NASA Ames Re-
search Center in 1975.

b

The second full-scale develop-
ment aircraft in USAF’'s Airborne
Warning and Control System
(AWACS) program made its maiden
flight late in July.

The plane flew the short hop
from Renton, Wash., to Boeing
Field, Seattle, where its extensive
avionics gear will be installed. By
October 1975, it should be ready
for a test program before going
into the operational inventory.

The first aircraft ticketed for an
AWACS role flew in February 1975
and is currently undergoing ground
testing in preparation for flight
loads and airworthiness tests. Once
the aerodynamic test-phase is com-
plete, it, too, will be equipped with
AWACS avionics.

The program's third aircraft is
scheduled to fly early next year.

Y

With the conclusion of the Apollo-
Soyuz mission in July, the US
manned space program has begun
a hiatus that will remain uninter-
rupted until the first Space Shuttle
missions some five years distant.
For the time being, astronaut re-
cruitment has ceased.

Meanwhile, the Soviet manned
space effort (and for that matter
the entire space program) seems at
flood tide. Even while Apollo and
Soyuz were making headlines, the
Russians had two cosmonauts
aboard spacelab Salyut-4 and
brought them down safely after nine
weeks in orbit, a new record for the
Soviets (the US still holds the world
mark—the eighty-four-day span set
by the Skylab-3 crew).

In July, the USSR also orbited
Cosmos-750, believed to be a mili-
tary monitoring mission vehicle;

26

Cosmos-751, a reconnaissance/sur-
veillance satellite; and a new type
of Cosmos spacecraft believed to
be on a special monitoring mission.

The Soviets have launched more
than fifty space missions thus far
in 1975, with a ratio of sixty to forty
percent in favor of military missions.

Also in July, the Soviet Union
initiated a new series of weather
satellites with the successful launch
of Meteor-2.

During negotiations last year, the
USSR suggested a second Apollo-
Soyuz mission, in 1976, but this was
turned down because of cost and
anticipated opposition from the
Congress.

The Soviets are aware of the
worldwide prestige emanating from
their space program and hinted at
advanced notice of future manned
flights, a first for them with the joint
Apollo-Soyuz mission.
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A PQM-102, the first full-size, supersonic drone, takes off unmanned on a
recent test flight. USAF plans to convert 127 F-102s to drones. See below.

In another air defense matter, the
first unmanned F-102 Delta Dagger
target drone was recently turned
over to ADCOM’'s Air Defense
Weapons Center, Tyndall AFB, Fla.,
to operate over the Gulf of Mexico
weapons range in the evaluation of
air-to-air missile systems under
realistic conditions, ADCOM said.

The Delta Dagger, a front-line
fighter/interceptor for almost two
decades, is the first full-size super-
sonic drone in USAF's inventory
(also see August issue, p. 48).
AFSC's Armament Development
and Test Center, Eglin AFB, Fla.,
is responsible for the conversion of
the F-102 drone—now known as the
PQM-102—during a three-year pro-
gram. Current plans call for the re-
configuration of 127 F-102s as
drones.

Sllizin s odunnasd nrouimihi oo
ing techniques, missiles fired at the
drone need not hit it to be scored,
and, if not actually destroyed by a
direct hit, the PQM-102s can be
recovered and reused, technicians
said.

The PQM-102 earned high marks
as a target vehicle during a series
of flight tests and firings at Hollo-
man AFB, N. M., during the pro-
gram’s developmental phase.

pX¢

USAF is pushing its advanced
program to develop a Digital Avi-
onics Information System (DAIS)
that will revolutionize cockpit avi-
onics and comprehensively upgrade
aircraft performance (also see July
'75 issue, p. 59).

Crux of the DAIS program is to
“reduce the weight, cost, and com-
plexity of electronics on an aircraft
by developing equipment that will
perform functions common to sev-
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eral systems, e.g., communications,
navigation, and flight control,”
USAF said.

At present, in the case of aircraft
electronics systems or “black
boxes,” each does pretty much its
own thing, such as sensing, compu-
tation, control, and display. Each
system operates more or less inde-
pendently. Thus, if additional sensor
capability is added to an aircratft,
the plane must be rewired—at a
cost several times that of the in-
stalled sensor itself.

DAIS, on the other hand, “will
organize aircraft electronics around
common computer modules that
will handle all the various sensor
information, make computations,
and display the appropriate infor-
mation to the crew at appropriate
times,"” technicians said.

Thisldata nelll_ba _sacrind_hu o
multiplex “bus,” whereby a single
communications link is shared by
more than one terminal, thus elimi-
nating the need for large bundles of
wire.

DAIS will also make possible
quick changeovers in weapons de-
livery sensors; for example, the
plug-in of infrared to replace TV
for night operations.

USAF has picked three firms to
supply DAIS equipment: Westing-
house for off-the-shelf computers
requiring no R&D; IBM for experi-
mental, developmental, and service
test models of a multiplex subsys-
tem; and Intermetrics, Inc., Cam-
bridge, Mass., for software coding.

pX¢

USAF's Flight Test Center, Ed-
wards AFB, Calif., has been the
recent test site for the new stereo-
vision aerial refueling control sys-
tem.

A HOIST MOVES IT THIS-A-WAY

AWINCH MOVES

Py

ITTHATAWAY

...and Breeze
moves it —

ANY WAY!

Breeze has designed and made over
90% of the airborne hoists and
winches used in today’s helicopters.
When you want to raise to, or lower
from, or move something in or out
of an aircraft . .. THINK OF BREEZE.
AIRBORNE WINCHES, HOISTS, CARGO LOAD-

ERS ACTUATORS, CONTROLS, MISSILE & TAR-
GET LAUNCHERS, RFI SHIELDING.

BREEZEI
M AR R

BREEZE CORPORATIONS, INC.

700 Liberty Avenue, Union, N.J. 07083
201-686-4000
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Basically, the system is designed
to remotely control refueling opera-
tions via television, Installed aboard
a conventional KC-135, a 3-D TV
console allows an operator seated
at it to observe aircraft boom and
receiver and position the boom via
remote controls. (This in contrast to
the standard practice of the boom
operator lying face down on an in-
clined pallet watching the boom and
receiver aircraft directly through a
window.)

As in 3-D of motion-picture fame,
the monitoring operator must wear
special glasses. McDonnell Doug-
las Corp.’s Douglas Aircraft Co.
Division designed the test hardware.

What makes the project of spe-
cial interest to USAF is the feasi-
bility of controlling boom opera-
tions from the cockpit as well as
the potential reduction of a tanker
crew slot, a significant saving. The
new refueling boom control system
is also part of the planning for the
Air Force's Advanced Tanker/Cargo
Aircraft (ATCA), under study.

W

The Continental Air Defense
Command (CONAD) was inactivated
late in June, its responsibilities be-
ing assumed by the Aerospace De-
fense Command. (CONAD was cre-
ated in 1954 to organize all US mili-
tary air defense activities under one
command; its deactivation is part of
the streamlining effort being under-
taken throughout DoD.)

For its part, ADC has also been
designated a Specified Command
and as such will report to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on all_operational
matters, officials said. Now known
as “ADCOM,” it is only the second
Specified Command within DoD;
the other is SAC.

ADCOM'’s role is that of single
manager of US air defenses and
aerospace surveillance forces, to
include warning and defense of
CONUS and Alaska against aero-
space attack as well as surveillance
and control of CONUS airspace.

w

By next summer, a new computer
operation should give a big boost
to Air Force recruiting techniques.

Designed in a joint effort by Air
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» texXtron coveany




Bell’s Tiltrotor:
there’ll be nothing like
it for combat rescue.

Imagine a rescue aircraft with the vertical lifting
capability of a helicopter, and the high speed
capability of an airplane. That's Bell's TiltRotor,
the next generation rescue aircraft.

The TiltRotor can dash in to reach a downed
airman . .. on land or at sea . . . two to three
times faster than a helicopter. Efficient loiter and
hover characteristics extend time-on-station,
increasing the probability of rescue. Low
downwash facilitates the pick-up. Even more
important, the TiltRotor can return to medical
facilities smoothly, at over 300 knots, while
emergency attention is given enroute.

Bell's TiltRotor. Watch for it. Faster, more
maneuverable, less detectable. There'll
be nothing like it for combat rescue missions.

peacekeepers
the world over

weirBell

HELICOPTER

Force Recruiting Service and the
Air Force Military Personnel Center,
the new process will match appli-
cants’ qualifications with available
Air Force jobs.

The new service—officially called
the Advanced Personnel Data Sys-
tem—-Procurement Management In-
formation System (APDS-PROMIS)
—will require data links at each
of the sixty-six Armed Forces Ex-
amining and Entrance Stations
(AFEES) throughout-the US. These
terminals will be tied to the sys-
tem’'s computer at Randolph AFB;
Tex.

APDS-PROMIS will allow recruit-
ers to feed such factors as age, ed-
ucation, aptitude, and skill prefer-
ences into a computer “job bank”
and within seconds receive a list of
Air Force jobs best matching quali-
fications.

Among the various enlistment
categories, Recruiting Service said,
an applicant who accepts a job will
have " it immediately reserved for
him in the system, and a computer-
generated job description called an
“opportunity card” will be printed
for him whether he chooses the de-
layed enlistment program or Regu-
lar Air Force. Among other things,
the ‘card will describe the work the
applicant will be doing and perhaps
even the technical training school
to be aittended and class duration
time.

Recruiters will also be able to
match waiting applicants to jobs
as the jobs become available.

W
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NASA is taking a hard look at the
efficiency of the reciprocating en-
gines used by general aviation. An-
ticipated goals: reduced fuel con-
sumption, pollutant emissions, and
noise.

One newly initiated program is
involved with hydrogen-injection
technology that could ultimately
bring a decrease in fuel consump-
tion of “at least twenty to twenty-
five percent,” officials said.

In league with industry and the
FAA, the space agency is also
studying major and minor modifica-
tion of engines now in use to de-
crease engine exhaust. (The spe-
cial safety factors and operating
environment of air-cooled piston
engines rule out most of the
emission-lessening techniques de-
veloped recently for automobile en-
gines.)

Wherever this broad research
leads, the basic problem is that, to
be practical, the end product must
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meet the price and production needs
of the commercial marketplace, offi-
cials stressed. No small obstacle.

px¢

Underlining the nation’s energy
difficulties is USAF's increasing use
of simulators for flight training (see
p. 38 for Air Force Chief of Staff
Gen. David C. Jones's remarks on
this and other matters).

Now, a single focal point for the
management of aircrew flight sim-
ulators has been set up by Air Force
Systems Command. At Wright-Pat-
terson AFB, Ohio, and under the
Aeronautical Systems Division, is the
recently created Aircrew Flight Sim-
ulator Division. (Also pointing up the
trend to simulators is that there
now is a special assistant for sim-
ulators at Hq. USAF.)

“Tasks assigned to the division
include technology efforts and
For 25 years DAYTON T. BROWN, INC. has weapon systems of all AFSC simu-
been serving the military as a support service and lator activities, existing and under
independent testing laboratory. development, as well as the

2 implementation of programs for de-
velopment and procurement of sim-
ulators for aircraft transferred to
the Air Force Logistics Command,”
AFSC said.

In a related matter, AFSC is de-
veloping a mobile Radar Proficiency

We are a multi—disciplined organization with the
following services offered.

Prototype equipment evaluation, test, re-design
and preparation of procurement packages.

Reliability and maintainability analysis
including L.C.C.

Design and fabrication of specialized test
stands, consoles and fixtures.

Climatic and dynamic testing including
preparation of test plans.

Preparation, engineering evaluation and
updating of military technical orders and
manuals with one of the nation’s most complete
and diversified technical publications and
graphic arts facilities.

Fields of expertise include:

Aircraft armament systems

Air crew survival equipment

Hydraulic system and component evaluation
including contamination study

Electromagnetic compatibility test/evaluation

DAYTON T. BROWN ..

CHURCH ST. BOHEMIA, L.I. NEW YORK 11716
(516) 589-6300

Simulator that will help sharpen
USAF air traffic controller skills.

Plugged into an on-site radar
system, the simulator can register
on an Air Traffic Control Radar In-
dicator a scenario containing up to
forty aircraft, including associated
weather, ground clutter, and com-
munications. The plane images
range from heavy bombers to light
trainers, at outward distances of
200 nautical miles and altitudes to
30,000 feet.

USAF has contracted Hydrosys-
tems, Inc., of Farmingdale, N. Y., for
two preproduction simulators for
test and evaluation, with an option
for ninety-one units later on.

W

NEWS NOTES—The 550th—and
last—of the planned Minuteman IlI
force has been emplaced and
checked out at Malmstrom AFB,
Mont. With the total Minuteman
force at 1,000, a subsequent Silo
Upgrading Program is set to begin
in 1976.
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Dr. Bruce C. Murray, nlanetary
scientist and authority on Mars,
Mercury, and Venus, was named
Director of California Institute of
Technology's Jet Propulsion Lab,
succeeding retiring Dr. William H.
Pickering, the lab’s head for twenty-
one years.

Lt. Col. Gaylord W. Clark, Direc-
tor of Command Control, ADCOM'’s
Fourteenth Aerospace Force Hq.,
recently was presented the coveted
Master of Space Defense Award.
He joins an elite group.

In another In Its serles of pro-
grams to show the feasibility of
high-power lasers for spacecraft
propulsion, NASA has contracted
Rockwell’s Rocketdyne Division to
design a laser-heated rocket thrust
chamber that would convert laser
energy into propulsive thrust.

Donald P. Hearth, Deputy Direc-
tor of NASA’s Goddard Space Flight
Center, Greenbelt, Md., has been
named Director of Langley Research
Center, Hampton, Va., replacing Dr.
Edgar M. Cortright.

In early July, President Ford
broke ground for the first building
—a classroom/lab facility—of the
new Uniformed Services University
of the Health Sciences, near the
National Naval Medical Center,
Bethesda, Md. The first class enters
in fall of 1976; University construc-
tion will take at least six years.

Brig. Gen. Joseph K. Bratton,
USA, has been named Director of
Military Application, Energy Re-
search and Development Adminis-
tration (ERDA). He'll be in charge of
nuclear weapons R&D, and of trans-
port, storage, and readiness of nu-
clear weapons. He’ll also provide
ERDA/DoD liaison.

Wright-Patterson’s 17th Bomb
Wing, a unit that dates back to the
historic Doolittle raid on Tokyo, will
be deactivated as of September 30.
The unit designation will be trans-
ferred to the 456th Bomb Wing,
Beale AFB, Calif., with the 456th
designation to be retired October 1.
All of the 17th's B-52s and KC-135s
have been reassigned.

The National War College and
the Industrial College of the Armed
Forces, both at Fort McNair, Wash-
ington, D. C., have been consolidated
and renamed the University of Na-

tional Defense, with Vice Adm.
Marmaduke G. Bayne, USN, as
President.

The Spruce Goose, Howard

Hughes's giant seaplane slated to
be dismantled and sections donated
to various aerospace museums, won
a reprieve when its Long Beach,
Calif., hangar lease was extended
one year. ]
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|.oss of elecfrical power aor
prime reference instrurments af night
or under [FR is when a pilot starts
thinking about insurance policies.
His own,

Ever since needle-ball-airspeed
became obsolete, a good standby
system has been needed. Now
J.ET. has the answer, Our Partial
Panel gives pilots all the necessary
case-contained standby reference
Instruments they need to salvage
their mission:

Our Partial Panel System pro-
vides complete aftitude, heading,

turn rate and yaw data in a 2 by
5-inch panel space with the same
accuracy and reliabilify as the "big
boys,” while the Emergency Power
Supply delivers exira power for
instrurent Iié:;hring. com-nav, frans-
ponder, landing gear and flaps.

In today's hi%h performance
aircraft, the JLE.T. Partial Panel is
a premium you can't afford fo be
without.

Write or call: Jet Electronics &
Technology; Inc., 5353—52nd
Street, S.E., Grand Rapids, Michigan
49508, Telephone: (616) 949-6600.

Mission insurance.
A premium
afford.

you ¢an
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June 1972 Contract signed for engineer-
ing design, development and fabrication
of two flight test protolype Compass Cope
'‘R' Remotely Piloted Vehicles.

January 1974 Formal rollout and presen-
tation to the U.S, Air Force of twin proto-
type YQM-98A aircraft — simultaneously,
on time, on budget.

“The flights Cope®

April 1974 Prototypes deployed to Ed-
wards AFB by C-5A transport.
Preparation of Compass Cope 'R’ aircraft
for developmental flight testing. Teledyne
Ryan ground support team to Edwards for
duration of flight test program.

August 1974 Maiden flight of Compass
Cope 'R, Model Two, completing 110
minutes at medium altiludes and cruise
speed.

Sept.-Oct. 1974 Second flight, spanning
5 hours, 8 minules, exercises all on-board
systems and redundancies. Followed by
third and fourth flights totaling 5 hours, 31
minutes, at altitudes of more than 47,000
feet.

November 1974 Unofficial world's flight
endurance record of more than 24 hours
of unrefueled operations at allitudes of
more than 55,000 feet during fifth flight of
Compass Cope 'R.

February 1975 Twin Compass Cope 'R’
prototype RPVs loaded aboard Air Force
C-5A transport and deployed to Cape Ca-
naveral Air Force Station for resumption
of flight testing.

May. 1975 Sixth flight—first from Cape
Canaveral —wilth FAA approval and co-
ordination.

First fully automatic "hands off" TALAR
landing demonstrated in seventh flight.

July 1975 Teledyne Ryan's Compass
Cope 'R' twin, or Model One, makes
2-hour, 33-minute, maiden flight. Adds
more than 7 hours in two subsequent
flights.

August 1975 Model One flies again al
altitudes above 55,000 feet and makes
another fully automatic landing. Mission
marks completion of 11 flights totaling 61
hours, 8 minutes, including three fully au-
tomatic landings. And they're still flying!

The successful flights of U.S. Air Force YQM-98A aircraft

mark another significant milestone in America's long history of
aerospace achievement. Compass Cope ‘R's performance, above
and beyond all previous records for endurance at altitude,
demonstrates Teledyne Ryan's special "can-do" capabilities in

the field of unmanned flight. And Compass Cope ‘R’ points up the
potential for service to the nation of the Teledyne Ryan"first

family of RPVs! No matter what the mission.
YPRTELE!

= RYAN AERONAUTICAL
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For almost three decades, the Air
Force Association has played an
important part in helping our
citizens visualize and understand
major defense and airpower issues.
That role is even more important
today.

As the United States begins its
Bicentennial celebrations, it is a
time both to reflect on our great
heritage and to look forward to
what will be required to maintain
and strengthen that heritage as we
begin America’s third century.

During this Bicentennial period,
we also are witnessing a number of
momentous political, technological,
and strategic events. The awesome
pace and scope of these events
highlight the need for the American
people to come to a greater
understanding ot the forces at work
in the world today.

We have entered a period of
ralavad tancinne with the Saviat
Union, which we call détente. This
period is characterized by the 1972
Strategic Arms Limitations
Agreements, the Vladivostok
understandings, and the on-going
SALT negotiations that seek to
achieve more permanent
agreements. Détente also is
accompanied by the fact that the
Soviets have under way the most
massive strategic armaments
program the world has yet seen:
four new ICBMs, new SLBMs, and
the Backfire bomber—all in various
stages of deployment or
development.
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AFA: HELPING THE
PUBLIC UNDERSTAND
DEFENSE ISSUES

BY THE HON. JOHN L. McLUCAS

SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE

Concerned citizens want to
understand how these weapons
programs relate to the SALT
agreements and the relative
balance of power. Are these Soviet
initiatives adequately offset by the
Minuteman lIl improvements and
the B-1? What about the future of
the manned bomber? How can we
assure ourselves that the strategic
balance necessary for stability in
the world is maintained? What
should be the relationship between
important strategic development
programs and the need for
modernization of our tactical
forces?

Broad strategic issues such as
these cannot be isolated from the
events unfolding now in NATO and
in other parts of the world, such as
Korea and the Middle East. Many
Americans still seek to unravel and
understand events in Southeast
Asia and to understand better our
proper role in the defense and
support of other nations.

What should our military posture
be to carry out our objectives?
What kind of equipment is
required? What new strategies and
tactics will advances in technology
permit? For example, developments
in avionics, remotely piloted
vehicles, and electronic
countermeasures could change
vastly our ideas about air warfare.
The full implications of
technological advances in satellite
systems, including the AFSATCOM
system and the NAVSTAR global
positioning system, need to be
explored.

Overshadowing much of this is
the basic concern about how to
pay for our military capabilities in
an era of higher costs and limited
dollars. Terms such as “Design to

Cost” and “Life-Cycle Costing” are
heard more and more within the Air
Force. Even though we have led the
way within DoD in acquisition
management innovation and
progress, we must renew our
efforts. We are exploring other
approaches to getting the right
military capabilities at a reasonable
price.

The F-16 is being *“designed to
cost,” will be produced both here
and in Europe, and will enter both
our own and our European allies’
forces. This multinational approach
will help to keep unit costs down as
well as provide the added benefit of
enhancing "standardization” within
NATO.

Keeping abreast of the important
strategic, political, and
technological issues that impact on
national defense is becoming
increasingly difficult for Air Force
nennla and avan mara an far the
general public.

Through AIR FORCE Magazins,
programs such as symposia and
reports of many kinds, and the
dedicated grass-roots efforts of
local Chapters around the country,
the Air Force Association has made
significant contributions to the
understanding of Air Force
achievements and critical defense
issues. As the volume and
complexity of those issues grow, |
am confident that the Air Force
Association will continue to meet
the challenge of helping the
American people reach the
decisions necessary for national
security. L
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AFA: ANOTHER
YEAR OF DEDICATED

SERVICE

BY GEN. DAVID C. JONES, USAF
CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

With preparations for the
Bicentennial focusing increasing
attention on our heritage and
accomplishments as a people, | am
reminded of an insightful comment
by Baron von Steuben at Valley
Forge in the winter of 1778. Writing
to a colleague in Prussia about his
responsibility for training the
Revolutionary Army, he observed,
“In the first place, the genius of this
nation is not in the least to be
compared with that of the
Prussians, Austrians, or French.
You say to your men, ‘Do this,’ and
they doeth it; but | am obliged to
say, 'This is the reason why you
ought to do that,” and then they
doeth it.”

Based on his experience with the
improvised American militia, von
Steuben’s observation was not of a
professional military force (which
the militia was not) but rather of an
enduring and fundamental
characteristic of the American
people. Today, the need to inform
the public—to articulate accurately
and responsibly not only “what”
but “why’'—remains an enduring
thread of the American system,
woven inextricably into our
national fiber for nearly two
centuries.

For years this critical need has
been served exceedingly well by
the responsible and concerned
efforts of the Air Force Association
and AIR FORCE Magazine. Last
year, | welcomed the opportunity
this issue provided to recognize
such a vital contribution; and | am
pleased to recognize them again for
another year of dedicated service

to both the Air Force and the
nation.

This contribution to the
development of a more informed
and enlightened public is
particularly critical during periods
of stress and divisive pressures,
which our nation has experienced
in recent years. | think it is a mark
of the resilience and strength of the
American people and their
institutions that the United States
has stood these tests exceptionally
well, and | believe that we are
emerging from our trials with a
renewed sense of purpose and a
greater degree of consensus and
cooperation. Certainly we have all
of the ingredients—the know-how,
the resources, and the technology—
to deal with the challenges that
face us. All we need is the vision
and a renewed sense of common
purpose—qualities that have
characterized our national heritage.

Although the past year has been
one of difficulties and testing, it has
also been one of significant
progress in many areas. | believe
the nation is on the upswing, and
my travels throughout the country
have provided reassuring
confirmation. While we pursue and
hope for continued progress in our
relations with the Soviet Union, |
sense both a rising concern over
increasing Soviet military strength
and a greater resolve that the
United States must maintain an
effective balance to that strength.
Congressional support for the major
elements of the 1976 defense
budget has so far reflected a
reassuring appreciation of these
issues, and certainly stands in
contrast with the dire predictions
made by many as recently as six
months ago.

Within the Air Force, we have

continued to improve the quality
and capability of the force while
tightening our belts wherever
possible. Our major weapons
systems are progressing well, and
the capability of our equipment will
improve significantly as the Air
Force gradually modernizes with
these new systems. The quality and
professionalism of our people also
continue to improve, and | am
greatly reassured by the caliber of
the young men and women entering
today’s Air Force. They not only
test well, but, more importantly, are
highly motivated, eager to work,
and looking for challenge. | believe
that the United States Air Force
remains the best in the world, and
we are determined to make it even
better.

Our future success, of course,
will rely upon the continuing
contributions of the total Air
Force—military and civilian, Guard
and Reserve, active and retired,
friends and supporters. With a
membership and readership that
includes the entire spectrum of the
Air Force “family,” the Air Force
Association and AIR FORCE
Magazine provide unique and vital
forums for participation and
communication. | salute them for
another year of dedicated and
responsible service. ]
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Need actuators
that wont freeze,

burn, dry out, or boil?
See Garrett, fast.

Garrett pneumatics make air do the work. Air that won't
freeze or boil. That won't catch fire and burn. That works in a
lighter and more reliable system, and in extreme high-
temperature environments. That won't leak away,

leaving you with no control.

Whether it's air, hot gas, or cold gas, Garrett knows more
about pneumatics than anyone.

Use Garrett pneumatics to move things. Thrust reversers.

Flaps. Spoilers. Control surfaces. Thrust vector controls. Variable
engine geometry. Nozzle controls. Almost anything that has
to be moved on an aircraft, propulsion engine, missile,
guided bomb, or underwater device.

Garrett pneumatics. The economical,

!'.‘::l‘}'d.IUiG [=1N1¥] bd;tﬁ wdy winouve

\ control systems.

> Want proof? Write: Manager,

Garrett Pneumatic Systems, AiResearch
Manufacturing Company of Arizona, =

402 South 36th Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85034, P

Or call: (602) 267-3011. B
The Garrett Corporation One of The Signal Companies [$]




Command & Control.

With IBM on board,
the many systems of

AWACS work to a
COmMmon purpose.




Take one Boeing 707, mix
well with the most sophisticated
avionics available, and you get
a plane with a lot of potential.

But tie all the avionics
and sub-systems together,
harness a computer to run the
whole thing, and you get a
system with a lot of advantages.
An Airborne Warning and Control
System known as AWACS. For
which IBM is providing the
central interface.

Put up an AWACS plane,
and suddenly things are a lot
clearer for commanders. Because
AWACS can help in many ways.
With essential data for long-range
surveillance of all air vehicles,
manned and unmanned, high-
and low-flying, in all kinds of
weather and over all kinds of
terrain; with real-time
information on the condition and
location of available friendly
forces; with the means to

command and control a total air
effort— strike, air superiority,
support, airlift, reconnaissance,
interdiction.

At the commander’s
fingertips is all the information
he needs to make command
decisions. In a centralized, but
highly mobile, command post
that can provide effective
management of his entire
resources.

What makes AWACS work
the way it should is its electronic
heart—an IBM System/4 Pi
CC-1 multiprocessor. It's the
CC-1 that tics cverything
together. It can operate anywhere,
under any conditions, performing
as many as a million operations a
second. It even carries its own
built-in spares.

For AWACS, IBM is helping
make a complex system work to a
common purpose. A challenge
that reflects IBM’s experience in
related programs of design-to-
price systems for command and
control, navigation, electronic
countermeasures, ASW
helicopters, shipboard and
submarine sonar, ground tracking
and launch control.

=T =6
Federal Systems Division,
Bethesda, Maryland 20034
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An Exclusive Interview With General Jones

When he talks about plans for shaping the Air Force of the future, the recurring theme is
quality—quality of people, of leadership, of doctrine, and of hardware. And the central, ines-
capable conclusion is that USAF's Chief of Staff is totally dedicated to making today's ‘first-
rate’ Air Force even better, in all aspects that relate to the defense posture of the nation
and to the quality of life for those who serve in the United States Air Force . . .

The Quiet
Revolufion in USAFSs
Capabilifies

BY EDGAR ULSAMER
SENIOR EDITOR, AIR FORCE MAGAZINE

CAUGHT between the shrinking purchasing power
of its budget and the need to offset the expansion
of the Soviet aerospace forces, the Air Force stands or
falls with quality. This is the view of USAF Chief of
Staff Gen. David C. Jones. Only because of “better
people, weapons, leadership, and doctrine,” USAF leads
the numerically stronger Soviet air and missile forces in
overall combat effectiveness by a “substantial margin,”
General Jones told Air Force Magazine.

The quality of USAF’s equipment is “far better than
that of the Soviet and other Warsaw Pact forces. We
have a clear-cut advantage over the USSR—and over
the rest of the world, for that matter—because we build
the world’s best airplanes, military as well as commer-
cial.” This advantage, General Jones said, extends from
aerodynamics, avionics, and propulsion to the effective-
ness and efficiency of the total weapon system.

Manning these better weapons are USAF’s people, “of
first-rate caliber, battle-tested, experienced, and inquir-
ing.” The latter trait, especially pronounced among the
younger members of the Air Force, “keeps management
on its toes.”

US military leadership is “light-years ahead” of the
Soviet and Pact forces, General Jones believes: “While
stationed in West Germany, I had an opportunity to
watch the Soviet military system at close range for a
number of years. I am convinced that our system is in-
finitely more flexible than the Eastern doctrine. Their

Gen. David C. Jones is optimistic about America's will to leadership is very inflexible and reluctant to make deci-
honor its defense commitments and to remain strong. sions, especially if things don’t go according to plan.”
38 AIR FORCE Magazine / September 1975



The Quiet Revolution

USAF's advantage over the Soviet aerospace forces
is essential to offset the tremendous imbalance in ground
forces, especially armor, in Europe. “I think we can
compensate for the Soviet lead on the ground. T admit
that 1 am more optimistic on this score than most peo-
ple. There are some misunderstandings about our role
in Europe. It’s being said that the Air Force is out to
win the air battle and then plans to go for deep inter-
diction. After that, the claim goes, we finally get around
to close air support of NATO’s ground troops. I know
of no commander in the Air Force, or in the US Army,
who believes that these are our objectives.

“Our first job in the tac air is to help blunt and stop
the armored thrust. This doesn’t mean that the total air
effort would go to close air support and battlefield inter-
diction. We would have to maintain localized air su-
periority to keep the enemy off our backs so we could
operate. The interdiction targets I'm talking about aren’t
deep in enemy territory. They are the ones that threaten
us in the battle area, and are related to our job of de-
fending NATO territory. This job, I'm confident, we
would be able to do.”

In part, General Jones’s high confidence in USAF’s
ability to support NATO rests on what he terms a “quiet
revolution in our tac air where new aircraft and subsys-
tems give us a quantum jump in capability.” These ad-
vances, USAF's Chief of Staff stresses, are pervasive,
“providing us with better ways of finding targets, greater
accuracy for attacking them, much improved air-to-air
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Left: The A-10's enormous firepower
and weapons delivery capability “put
us way ahead in close air support.”
Below: "“The F-15 is primarily meant
for the air-to-air mission."”

capabilities, greater maneuverabilily ana range, Detter
sensors, vastly better munitions . . . in short, our overall
effectiveness is going up sharply.”

Among the new weapon systems that revolutionize
USAF’s tactical capabilities are the F-15, F-16, AWACS,
EF-111, A-10, RPVs, and an array of standoff weapons,
General Jones explained. In the case of the A-10, he
cited enormous improvement in firepower—because of
the large cannon and the boost in payload—along with
marked advances in survivability and weapons delivery
capability to “put us way ahead in close air support.”

The Chief of Staff predicted broad and important
gains from the so-called high/low mix of F-15 and F-16
Air Combat Fighters, particularly in a European sce-
nario. Pointing out that the term “low™ in regard to the
F-16 refers “only to its relatively low cost in terms of
ownership and not its capability, which is quite high,”
General Jones envisions a “swing force” role for the
Air Combat Fighter in Europe: “The F-15 is primarily
meant for the air-to-air mission. The F-111 generally
will give us all-weather air-to-ground capability. The
A-10 is ideal for close air support. The F-16 furnishes us
with both great air-to-air and air-to-ground capabilities—
and we have deliberately developed it for these dual
missions—either of which we can capitalize on as op-
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erational needs shift. Hence the term ‘swing force.” To
some extent, the F-4 gives us this multiple capability
today, and of course we will continue to use these air-
craft both in the active force and the Reserves for some
time to come.”

Mini-RPVs and All-Weather Standoff

Extending USAF’s tactical air capabilities further are
several weapon systems still in a formative state. Among
them, according to General Jones, are standoff systems
that “enable us fo determine the location of targets re-
motely and attack them without having to expose
manned aircraft to terminal defense.” A case in point
is PLSS, the Precision Location Strike System, currently
under development and test, that “pinpoints targets re-
motely and directs weapons against them with high pre-
cision. I foresee a day when we will be able to deal with
most fixed targets—and there always are a lot of them—
remotely. That is, we won't have to fly over a target and
eyeball it, or ping it directly with radar. Instead, it
should become possible to screen targets remotely by
television or other sensors, located either on an RPV
or on the weapon itself. The trend clearly is toward
greater standoff capability.”

Predicting increasing reliance on remotely piloted
vehicles, the Chief of Staff said “we are particularly at-
tracted to mini-RPVs that can be bought in large quan-
tities and at low cost, and operated in a variety of mis-
sions.” (See July '75 issue, p. 48.)

The status and qualifications of personnel required
to operate RPVs are being examined, but no final deci-
sions are likely until the systems themselves are more
clearly defined, General Jones said. In the case of RPVs
“that look pretty much like an aircraft, it may well be
necessary to use both rated and nonrated personnel. But
I see no reason why we would need rated people to op-
erate mini-RPVs, highly-automated drones, or expend-
able RPVs.”

Although he did not rule out the possibility of using
RPVs for air-superiority missions, the Air Force Chief
of Staff thought this would not happen in the near fu-
ture: “Air superiority is predicated on flexible operation
and poses a formidable challenge to command and con-
trol. It isn’t at all like the air-to-ground mission—much
of which could be handled by RPVs. We might use
RPVs as decoys in the air-superiority role, but it is hard
to envision how unmanned interceptor aircraft could be
effective.”

The Air Force’s current five-year plan includes no
provisions for a follow-on to the Mach 3-plus SR-71 that
General Jones said “will be around for some time. The
SR-71 has fantastic capabilities and is highly surviv-
able.” He added that it is too early to decide on when
a successor system should be developed and what its
characteristics might be. General Jones called attention
to the B-70 program that was terminated about a decade
ago on grounds that a bomber flying *“at Mach 3 at the
SR-71’s altitude would be terribly vulnerable . . . all
would get shot down. The SR-71’s experience since then
proved that the postulated defense capabilities were
overstated.”

Reduced Flight Training
The proficiency of USAF’s flight crews requires con-
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tinuous training, a requirement not easily met in this
era of sharply curtailed flying time. General Jones is
“concerned” that the cuts in flying hours may go too
deep. The Air Force, he said, is trying to “come up
with a happy medium” involving a mix of simulator
training, flight training on a low-cost trainer, and limited
operation of the actual combat aircraft. In this three-
pronged approach, General Jones explained, the Air
Force recognizes “the increasing importance of simula-
tors that are becoming much more realistic. I flew in
the new C-5 simulator a little while back. It is totally
different from most simulators used by the Air Force
in the past, and far more realistic.”

The second element of flight training continues to be
the operational aircraft to which flight crews are as-
signed. “We simply can’t afford to drop below a certain
minimum of flying time on the mission aircraft—not
only for the sake of crew proficiency but in order to
exercise the whole system, including maintenance and
so on. It isn’t possible to stay totally in an idling mode
and expect to shift to full speed all at once. Our goal—
and we are still working on our new training proce-
dures—is to produce well-trained crews at minimum
cost.”

The combination of simulator training and limited
flying aboard the mission aircraft “could give us people
who are reasonably well trained, but they would be
short on experience, especially experience under stress.
We are looking, therefore, for a trainer that is at once
quite inexpensive yet has reasonable performance. It
won'’t necessarily be supersonic but it must be inexpen-
sive to own and operate, and nonpolluting.”
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Above: The E-3 AWACS offers potentials
for boosting US general-purpose force
capabilities that are “almost mind-
boggling.” Right: Minuteman Il could
evolve into Minuteman IV.

If such a trainer can be operated at a fraction of the
cost of standard aircraft, “we should be able to fly a lot
mara honre and aive anr nilate tha Lind of ctrace avnari-
ence and confidence they need. I am especially con-
cerned with the psychological effects of night and
weather flying. You know that you always walk away
from a simulator ‘crash’ in one piece. That is why an
economical trainer is so essential. In my first three years
of active duty, I got more than 3,000 hours of flying
time. If we don’t watch out, it will take a whole career
to get in that amount of time.”

Total Force Emphasis

Air Force Reserve Forces now provide fifty-six per-
cent of USAF’s total airlift capability and more than
half of the Aerospace Defense Command’s peacetime
alert force. For the first time in history, the reserve
components have been given a strategic role through
the transfer of KC-135 tankers to the Air National
Guard and Air Force Reserve. “Our support of the
total force concept is much more than lip service. Many
years ago, I was an instructor in the Reserve program.
That’s when I first recognized the great contributions
of our Guard and Air Reserve forces to the Air Force,
and my experience with activated units in Vietnam and
Europe has reinforced that conviction,” General Jones
told AIr Force Magazine.
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Pointing out that the relative size and slot allocation
between the active-duty force and the reserve com-
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and the former somewhat reduced this year—General
Jones said, “We now seem to have the right balance
between them, particularly in light of the emphasis on
modernizing the reserve components’ equipment. Over
a four-year period, we are modernizing more than half
of the Reserve flying units and assigning them a greater
role in peace as well as under conflict conditions. There
will be more annual training away from home bases,
preferably in overseas areas where the units might have
to operate in case of war. It won’t be possible to do this
for every unit every year, but the trends will be in that
direction.”

Close Cooperation With Other Services

Mutual support and close cooperation among the mili-
tary services is essential to achieve the highest possible
productivity of each. “In my years in the service, I have
never seen better relations among the services than we
have today. There is good cooperation and mutual
respect in the JCS. We do have different perspectives, of
course, but there is no parochialism, and there is strong
mutual support across the board, from training to actual
mission areas. The Navy, for instance, supports the
Aecrospace Defense Command [through the allocation
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of fighter forces under certain contingencies], and we
in the Air Force are hard at work assisting the Navy
in maritime missions,” General Jones said. This ancillary
USAF mission goes well beyond deployment of B-52
bombers equipped with antishipping weapons and in-
cludes the F-15, SR-71, and F-111 as well as a “lot of
joint exercises.” AWACS, General Jones told this
reporter, ‘“offers a potential for enhancing the effec-
tiveness of our [tactical] land, sea, and air forces that is
almost mind-boggling. I foresee a brilliant future for
that system.”

Merits of Prototyping
The present healthy state of USAF’s tac air is in part
due to the prototype concept in effect over the past few

Setting the Record Straight on the
Mayaguez Rescue

~ In May of this year, Air Force Chief of Staff
Gen. David C. Jones served as the Acting Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff during the seizure
and subsequent rescue of the US merchant ship
Mayaguez and her crew from Cambodian forces
in the Gulf of Siam. He described some of his
impressions for AIR FORCE Magazine:

“l had the honor and responsibility to serve
[then] as the Acting Chairman and to participate
in all the deliberations of the National Security
Council and the President's meeting with' the
congressional leadership. The determination to
succeed was clear from the start. Napoleon said
that ‘in war the moral is to the material as three
to one." Key to moral strength is the confidence
that one is going to succeed.

“There never was any question in our minds
about getting the ship’s crew back. That attitude
of confidence permeated all our actions. | believe
that a major reason for our success was the
President’s straightforward determination and the
calm and collected manner in which the deci-
sions were made. It was gratifying to see that the
nation can act effectively in its own interest. |
don't want to overblow the meaning of getting
the ship back, but our action did have profound
impact on our allies.

“There were claims of inadequate intelligence
in connection with the rescue operation. | would
have to say that | have never been involved in
any military operations where we had all the in-
telligence we wanted. This didn’t mean that the
intelligence system failed us. The first question,
of course, was, ‘Where is the ship?' It took us a
little while to find it in the middle of the night,
but the reconnaissance forces did a fine job.

“The next question was, ‘Where are the crew
members?’ We were uncertain. We acted on the
best information available. | don’t call it a failure
of intelligence that we couldn't track thirty-nine
people immediately in that very difficult area of
the world. In general, intelligence gave us all the
information we could reasonably expect. And
the forces of three services acted gallantly in the
rescue of the crew.” '
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years, according to General Jones. “Prototyping has
paid off in the case of the A-10 and the F-16. As a
matter of fact, it makes all the difference in the world.
Competition is what has made this country great. Proto-
typing brings industry’s imagination into the forefront
through competition. We advocate prototyping and ex-
pect to see increased reliance on this approach in the
years ahead. The challenge, as I see it, is to be able to
engage in prototyping without having to go into pro-
duction, the idea being simply to advance the state of
the art. Industry, understandably, is not as interested in
prototyping as in production.” Reconciling the divergent
interests of government and industry presupposes com-
promises by both parties, with the Air Force position
being that “we don’t propose to completely disassociate
prototyping from production, but the latter should not
become a requisite for starting a prototype program,”
General Jones said.

The FY *77 USAF budget request can be expected to
provide “the lead points™ of a number of long-term pro-
totype programs. Among them may well be an aircraft
of “even more advanced aerodynamic features than
those of the F-16 and, we hope, of equal benefit.” Other
new Air Force initiatives are likely to include a new
digital radar system, a lightweight radar missile, and a
low-cost trainer. The fertility of US defense technology,
General Jones pointed out, enables the Air Force “to
sort out our priorities and to ensure that we buy just
the right things. But we have so much on the drawing
boards right now that we must be very careful to avoid
what could be termed a ‘bow wave’ of funding in the
future that is larger than we can handle.”

Doubling Strategic Mobility

The Air Force is taking a number of steps to increase
the strategic mobility of US general-purpose forces. The
long-term goal, General Jones told Air Force Magazine,
is to cut the time required for aerial deployment “at
least in half, particularly in getting the lead elements
to Europe in support of NATO commitments. As Sec-
retary Schlesinger points out, it doesn’t do any good to
have a Marine division at Camp Pendleton or an Army
division at Fort Carson if we can’t airlift the people
and their equipment into the conflict area in time.”

USAF’s airlift enhancement program involves aerial
refueling of the C-5 and the C-141, stretching the latter,
developing the Advanced Medium STOL  airlifter
(AMST) and an Advanced Tanker/Cargo Aircraft
(ATCA), and expanding CRAF, the Civil Reserve Air
Fleet, General Jones said. “We are covering airlift en-
hancement in a broad sense, with particular emphasis
on deployment of Army forces. We have good airlift
capabilities for USAF’s own forces, but there is a great
need to improve our ability for handling the other ser-
vices.”

Although the C-5 is “not without troubles, particularly
in wing structure, it can do things that no other aircraft
in the world can. For instance, we were able to take
eight F-5Es to the Middle East nonstop in one C-5,
using aerial refueling,” General Jones said.

The Strategic Balance
General Jones’s high confidence in USAF’s strength
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in the general-purpose arena extends also io strategic
deterrence, but is tempered with caveats: “We have
today what undoubtedly is perceived as a state of stra-
tegic balance. But we must also recognize that the world
is a far less stable place today—under a condition of
strategic parity—than in the 1950s and the early 1960s
when the US had clear-cut strategic superiority. It is
hard to predict what wouid happen if the Soviets were
to gain strategic superiority, but obviously there would
be considerably less stability than today. What we are
trying to do in our FY 76 budget and our longer range
planning is to maintain the strategic balance with the
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USSR. We don’t seek io regain superiority. We support
the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks. As a matter of
fact, we hope they will lead to further reductions of
strategic weapons by both sides. Our goal is not a large
Air Force. Our only objective is protecting the security
and interests of the United States and the free world. If
we could do that with fewer systems and a smaller mili-
tary establishment, I am all for it."

The shift in national policy toward flexible deterrence
requires “no major changes” in USAF’s force structure,
according to General Jones. What is required are modi-
fications in “how we deploy the force and in our




planning doctrines and training, coupled with some hard-
ware changes.” These include installing the Command
Data Buffer to improve the retargeting capabilities of the
Minuteman IIT force, increased accuracy, and advanced
warheads with greater yield, and greater flexibility of
the strategic bomber force through introducing the B-1.
“I am not suggesting that we developed the B-1 to
implement strategy of flexible options, but the aircraft
happens to have these capabilities.”

Commenting on recent changes of the B-1 program,
General Jones said Air Force specialists probed cost,
performance, and reliability factors associated with the
aircraft’s variable engine inlets and crew module. The
findings in both instances were that deletion would
simplify the aircraft, enhance its reliability and main-
tainability, and reduce costs. The escape module, now
replaced by ejection seats, “required almost as much
additional maintenance as a fighter aircraft.

“It has been suggested that we make the B-1 a sub-
sonic airplane. Such a recommendation ignores the fact
that the aircraft requires variable-sweep wings in order
to penetrate at high subsonic speeds on the deck as well
as to provide it with acceptable takeoff, range, and ride
qualities. Once you have variable sweep and nuclear
hardening, you already have paid for most of the super-
sonic features.”

Changed B-52 Posture

The Air Force has adjusted the alert rate of the B-52
strategic bomber force from forty to thirty percent and,
at the same time, changed crew training to “broaden the
versatility of our bombers.”

An intrinsic advantage of the strategic bomber force,
General Jones said, “is the ability to vary its alert rate,
thereby adjusting its capability, and signaling the seri-
ousness of our concern. That is one of the reasons for
changing our alert posture somewhat. The changes in
crew training are only partially tied to the emphasis on
limited nuclear options. We are expanding some aspects
of training to gain greater versatility for the strategic
bomber force, involving conventional as well as nuclear
weapons.” While he abstained from describing the
nature of the expanded B-52 flight training, he. stressed
that, as a result, “we can pick and choose more as to
how we use the force, with or without nuclear weapons.”

Strategic Missiles

Two fundamental options are available in assuring the
long-term viability and credibility of the ICBM force:
“The choice essentially is between upgrading the missile
force in an evolutionary way or in a substantial, radical
way.” Two factors will influence the decision—changes
in Soviet capabilities and the need to replace existing
systems because of aging, according to General Jones.
In the absence of significant change in the Soviet threat,
only normal aging and obsolescence would have to be
allowed for. This could lead to the evolutionary develop-
ment of what General Jones called Minuteman IV,
an upgraded version of the present family of silo-based
ICBMs. But such a gradual upgrading requires an
alternative in the form of a measured R&D program
involving MX, a new-generation missile that can be
deployed in mobile form as well as in fixed silos.
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“We are working on advanced development programs
of the MX missile, which contain a series of milestones
providing for timely decisions on such matters as specific
basing modes and actual deployment. For the moment,
we are not foreclosing either an air-launched or a
ground-mobile approach, in addition to fixed-site de-
ployment. We are starting work on the underlying con-
cepts in terms of the missile itself, its guidance and its
propulsion. Sometime downstream, as we examine the
advantages and disadvantages of the various design
options, we will make final decisions about basing mode
and deployment. What the Soviets do in the interim will
have direct impact on how we proceed, but it doesn’t
necessarily follow that if they take a certain step we will
do the same,” General Jones said. Future MX prototypes
are to be considerably larger than Minuteman, weighing
in at around 150,000 pounds to provide a throw weight
close to that of Titan, or that of the new Soviet SS-19
missile.

The Air-Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM), another
advanced development program in the strategic weapons
area, is in a similarly tentative state. “We have pro-
visions in the budget to work on such a system that
could go on the B-52 and the B-1 to augment SRAM.
We don’t have to decide right now when and how many
of these missiles we will need, but I would expect that
such a determination will be made within the next five
years.” While the Air Force would prefer to have a
supersonic ALCM, “if we didn’t have to pay too much
for it, our cost-effectiveness tradeoff studies to date indi-
cate” that starting out subsonically and maybe later
shifting over to supersonic performance makes more
sense, according to General Jones.

A recently completed Air Force study called “New
Horizons,” which examined areas of potential break-
throughs in aerospace technology, produced no evidence
“that exotic space weapons can be expected to revolu-
tionize the nature of warfare in the near future. We do
expect space to give us continuing improvements in our
surveillance, command control and communications, and
other capabilities that are not directly force-related. But
we don’t think that space will yield any dramatic change
over the near term,” General Jones told AR FORCE
Magazine.

Although USAF supports NASA’s development of
the Space Shuttle because “obviously there will come a
time when it becomes necessary to shuttle back and
forth to space, it is very difficult to establish the system’s
cost-effectiveness at this time. It isn’t clear yet how
much we will use the Shuttle in our space program or
whether continued use of our present family of launch
vehicles will be more economical. We do believe that
such a system is inevitable, and the only question is
when, not if,” he said.

But more important to US defense capabilities than
weapon systems and the internal structure of the Air
Force is “our country’s will to maintain its defense com-
mitments and to remain strong. When I talk to Air
Force people and civilians alike, I detect a deep con-
cern about the future. The overriding question seems to
be ‘are our best days behind us or is there a bright future
ahead?’ I believe that we have good reason to be op-
timistic.” The Chief of Staff says this with conviction, ™
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We produce VSDs for the F-15.
Now the B-1will have ours, too.

S[nerrv ie fact heramina the name in cathode
ray tube displays for aircraft of all types—fighter,

bomber, transport and helicopter.

F-15 pilots have been praising our Vertical Situa-
tion Display, commenting on its

"sharp, bright symbols" and the
ability to read the display even
when the cockpit is bathed in
sunlight.

Now Sperry is delivering
VSDsto Rockwell International |
for the new B-1 strategic
bomber. In addition to display-
ing symbology normally seen
on an electromechanical atti-
tude director indicator, the
Sperry VSD has provisions for
displaying a picture of ap-
proaching terrain sensed hy a
low light level television or an
infrared system.

Sperry CRTs have also been
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1sed successfullv in a number of subsonic air-
craft. They are being used in NASA's STOLAND

projectaboard a Convair 340, deHavilland Buffalo,

SPPERRY

FLIGHT SYSTEMS

Twin Otter and a Bell UH-1. The Air Force used a

Sperry display in a C-141
during an all-weather landing
program.

In the near future our CRT
will be installed in Boeing's
YC-14 as an electronic attitude
director indicator, and aboard
Navy SH-3H helicopters,
where our display will be part
of Teledyne Systems' tactical
navigation system.

If you would like to test our
CRT capability, call on us.
We're Sperry Flight Systems
of Phoenix, Arizona, adivision
of Sperry Rand Corporation,
making flying machines do
more so man can do more.
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THE MAJOR COMMANDS

14th Aerospace

Aerospace » Forch
Re(Snse {:.‘o]mrnan J Brig. Gen. Bruce K. Brown
Gen. Daniel James, Jr. Ent AF8, Golo.

Hq. Ent AFB, Colo. (Also Commander
In Chief NORAD)

Air Defense

Weapons Cenler

Maj. Gen. Carl D. Peterson
Tyndall AFB, Fla.

Milltary Alrlift
Command

Gen. Paul K. Garlton
Hg. Scott AFB, 11,

Ogden Air

Logistics Cenler

Maj. Gen. Edmund A, Rafalke
Hill AFB, Utah

Alr Force

Logistics Command

Gen. F. Michael Rogers

Hg. Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

Oklahoma City
Air Loglstics
Cenler

Maj. Gen. James G. Randolph

Tinker AFB, Okla

Sacramento Air

Logistics Cenler

Ma). Gen. Herbert J. Gavin
McClellan AFB, Calif

San Anlonic 4
Air Logistics

Center

Maj. Gen. John R. Kelly, Jr.
Kelly AFB, Tex,

Aeronaulical

Systems Division

Lt. Gen. James T. Stewart
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

Alr Force

Systems Command
Gen: William J. Evans
Hg. Andrews AFB, Md

Space and Missile

Systems Organization

Lt. Gen. Thomas W. Morgan
Los Angeles AFS, Calif,

Elecironic Systems
Division

Lt. Gen. Wilbur L. Creech
Hanscom AFB, Mass.

Aerospace Medical

Division

Brig. Gen. Howard R. Unger
Brooks AFB, Tex.

9th Air Force
Lt, Gen. James V. Hartinger
Hg. Shaw AFB, S. C.

Tactical Air
Command

Gen. Robert J. Dixon
Hg. Langley AFB, Va.

12th Air Force
Lt. Gen. James D. Hughes
Hg. Bergstrom AFB, Tex

USAF Tactical Air

Warfare Center

Brig. Gen. Thomas H. McM
Eglin AFB, Fla

3d Air Force
Maj. Gen. Evan W, Rosencrans
Hg. RAF Mildenhall, England

Commander in Chief
United Siates

Air Farces in Europe

Gen, Richard H. Ellis

Hq. Ramstein AB, Germany

16th Alr Force
Lt. Gen. Joseph G, Wilson
Hq. Torrejon AB, Spain

17th Air Force
Maj. Gen. Benjamin N. Bellis
Hg. Sembach AB, Germany

USAF Tactical Fighter
Weapons Center

Maj. Gen. James A. Knight, .
Nellis AFB, Nev

ullen

Alaskan Air Command
Lt, Gen. James E. Hill
Hg. Elmendorf AFB, Alaska

Air Force Military
Tralning Cenler

Maj. Gen. John P. Flynn
Lackland AFB, Tex

Air Training

Command

Lt. Gen, John W. Roberts
Hqg. Randolph AFB, Tex
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Technical Training

Center

Maj. Gen. Lloyd R. Leavitt, Jr
Chanute AFB, 111

Technical Training

Center

Mal. Gen. Winfield W, Scol
Keesler AFB, Miss

Technical Training

Center

Brig. Gen. Warren C. Moore
Lowry AFB, Colo.
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21st Air Force
Maj. Gen. Alden D. Glauch
Hg. McGuire AFB, N. J.

Warner Roblins

Air Logistics

Center

Ma). Gen. William R. Hayes
Robins AFB, Ga.

Paciflc Air Forces
Gen. Louis L. Wilson, Jr
Hg. Hickam AFB, Hawaii

Aerospace Rescue and
Recovery Service

22d Alr Force
Ma). Gen. Thomas A. Aldrich

Hg. Travis AFB, Calif.
Hg. Scott AFB, Il

Maj, Gen. Ralph S, Saunders

Air Weather Aerospace Audio-Visual
Service Service

Col. Berry W. Rowe Col. Theodore N. Mace
Hq. Scott AFB, II1. Norton AFB, Calif.

5th Alr Force

Hg. Fuchu AS, Japan

Lt. Gen. Walter T. Galligan

13th Air Force
Maj. Gen. Leroy J. Manor
Hq. Clark AB, Luzon, P. \.

Air Force Contract
Management Division

Ma). Gen. Maurice R. Rellly
Kirtland AFB, N, M,

Foreign Technology
Division

Col. John B. Marks
Wright-Palterson AFB, Ohig|

and Test Cenler '
Maj. Gen. Howard M. Lane
Eglin AFB, Fla.

Air Force Space

and Missile Test Center
Ma). Gen. Warner E. Newby
Vandenberg AFB, Calif.

Air Force Flight

Test Center

Ma). Gen. Robert A. Rushworth
Edwards AFB, Calif.

Air Force Civil
Engineering Center
Col. Robert M. Iten
Tyndall AFB, Fla.

Arnold Engineering
Development Center
Col. Oliver H. Tallman
Arnold AFS, Tenn.
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Air Force Eastern
Test Range

Brig. Gen. Don M. Hartung
Patrick AFB, Fla.

Stralegic Air

Command

“3en. Russell E. Dougherty
Hq. Offutt AFB, Neb.

8th Air Force
Lt, Gen. Richard M. Hoban
Hq. Barksdale AFB, La.

15th Air Force
Lt.'Gen. Bryan M. Shotts
Hq. March AFB, Calif.

Technical Training
Center

Maj. Gen, Cecil E. Fox
Sheppard AFB, Tex,

USAF Recruiting
Service United States Air Force

Securily Service
Brig. Gen, Kenneth D. Burns
Hag. Kelly AFB, Tex.

Brig. Gen. Andrew P. losue
Randolph AFB, Tex.

1st Sirateglc

Aerospace Division

Brig. Gen. Stuart H. Sherman
Hg. Vandenberg AFB, Calif

3d Air Division
Brig. Gen. Thomas F. Rew
Hq. Andersen AFB, Guam
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THE MAJOR COMMANDS (Continued)

European
K " "
2::;:1;:-.1:3“0“5 Communications Area
Service Col. John T. Randerson

Brig. Gen. Rupert H. Burris
Hq. Richards-Gebaur AFB, Mo

Hg. Ramstein AR, Germany

Pacific Tactical
Communicalions Area
Brig.Gen. William G. MacLaren,Jr. Col. Robert F. McCarthy
Hg. Langley AFB, Va.

Communications Area

Ha: Wheeler AFB, Hawaii

Norlhern

Communicalions Area
Brig. Gen. William R. Yost
Hg. Griffiss AFB, N. Y.

Alr War
Air University College
Lt. Gen. Raymond B, Furiong

Hg. Maxwell AFB, Ala.

Air Command and

Maxwell AFB, Ala.

Squadron Officer
Staff College School

Brig. Gen. StanleyM.Umstead, Jr. Brig. Gen. Robert F. C. Winger
Maxwell AFB, Ala,

Col, Thomas H. Normile
Maxwe!l AFB, Ala.

Air Force ROTC 4
Brig. Gen. James R. Brickel
Maxwell AFB, Ala,

USAF’s SEPARATE OPERATING AGENCIES

Air Force Reserve
Maj. Gen. William Lyon
Hg. Robins AFB, Ga,

Superintendent,

United States

Alr Force Academy

Lt, Gen. James R. Allen
Hg. Colorado Springs, Colo.

Air Force
Inspection and
Safety Centar
Maj. Gen, Ranald T. Adams, Jr,
Hg. Norton AFB, Calil.

Afr Force

Data Automation Agency
Col. Frederick L, Maloy
Hg. Gunter AFS, Ala

Air Force Military

Personnel Center

Maj, Gen. Walter D, Druen, Jr,
Hag, Randoiph AFB, Tex.

MAJOR GENERALS AND ABOVE SERVING OUTSIDE

Gen. George 5. Brown
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Washington, D. C.

Gen. Robert E. Huyser
Deputy Commander in Chief, U S European
Command, Vathingen, Germany

Gen. Louis T. Seith
Chief of Staff, SHAPE, Belgium

Lt. Gen, Lew Allen, Jr.
Director, National Security Agency
Ft. Meade, Md.

Lt. Gen. Devol Brett
U S Representative to the Permanent
Military Deputies Group, CENTO

Lt. Gen. John J. Burns

Deputy Commander in Chief, US Forces,
Korea, Deputy Commander in Chief, UN
Command, Korea

Lt. Gen. Maurice F. Casey
Director, J-4, Joint Chiefs
of Staft

Lt. Gen. Martin G. Colladay
Deputy Chairman, NATO Military
Committes, Belgium

Lt. Gen. Howard M. Fish
Director, Defense Security
Assistance Agency, OSD
Washington, D. C,

Lt. Gen. Warren D. Johnson
Director, Defense Nuclear Agency
Washington, D. C.

Lt. Gen. George G. Loving, Jr.
Commander, Sixth Allied
Taclical Air Force, lzmir, Turkey

Lt. Gen. Winton W. Marshall
Deputy Commander in Chief, U S Readiness
Command, MacDill AFB, Fla.

Lt. Gen. William C. Moore, Jr.
Chief of Staff, Pacific Command
Camp H. M. Smith, Hawaii

Lt. Gen. Lee M. Paschall
Director, Defense Communications Agency
Arlington, Va,

Lt. Gen, Brent Scowcrall

Deputy Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs
Washington, D, C

Lt. Gen. Ray B. Sitton
Director, J-3, Joint Chiefs
of Staff, Washington, D, C.

Lt. Gen. William Y. Smith

Assistant to the Chairman,

Joint Chiefs of Staff )
Washington, D. C.

Lt. Gen. Eugene F. Tighe, Jr.
Deputy Director, Defense
Intelligence Agency
Washington, D. C.

Maj. Gen. John G. Albert
Commandant, Defense Systems
Management School

Office of the Secretary of Defense
Washington, D, C.

Ma]. Gen. Richard C. Bowman
Director, European Region
Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (1SA)

Washington, D. C.

Maj. Gen. Arnold W. Braswall i
Assistant Chief of Stall, Operalions,
SHAPE, Belgium

Maj. Gen. Linceln D. Faurer
Deputy Director for Intelligence, DIA
Washington, D. C.

Ma). Gen. John G, Giraudo
Director, J-5, U S Readiness Command
MacDill AFB, Fla.



Southern

Communications Area

Brig. Gen. William C. Branan
Hg. Oklahoma City AFS, Okla.

AF [nstitute of

Technology

Mal. Gen. Frank J. Simokaitis
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

Aijr Force Test

and Evaluation Cantar
(Temporarily Vacant)
Hq. Kirtland AFB, N, M.

USAF

Maj. Gen. Colin C. Hamilton, Jr.
Chief of Staff, Combined Military
Planning Staff, CENTO, Ankara, Turkey

Air Force
Anrnunting and

Finance Center

Hg. Denver, Colo.

Maj. Gen, Lovic P. Hodnette
Air Deputy, Allied Forces
Northern Europe

Oslo, Norway

Maj. Gen. Hilding L. Jacobson, Jr.
Deputy Director, Defense Mapping Agency,
Naval Obsegvatory, Washington, D. C.

Ma). Gen. Lester T. Kearney, Jr.
Vice Director, J-5

Joint Chlefs of Staft
Washington, D. C.

Ma). Gen. Kermit C. Kaericher

Deputy Assistant Director, Plans

and Analysis Bureau

United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, Department of State
Washington, D. C.

Maj. Gen. Howard E. McCormick

Deputy Director (Management),

Office of the Director, Telecommunications
and Command and Control Systems, OSD
Washington, D. C

Ma). Gen. Lucius Theus

Headquarlers

Command, USAF

Brig. Gen. William C. Norris
Hg. Bolling AFB, D. G,

Civil Air Patro!

United Stales

Air Forces

Southern Command

Ma). Gen, James M. Breedlove
Hqg. Albrook AFB, Canal Zone

Alr Force

Pllan a0 ﬂ_-u-abul
Invesligations

Col. Roy C. Tucker, Jr,
Hq. Washington, D. C.

Air Force

Al Annoty
Brig.Gen.ThomasG. Bee
Hg. Norten AFB, Calif,

Ma). Gen. Siade Nash
Chief, Military Assislance Advisory Group
Republic of China, Taiwan

Maj. Gen. Cuthbert A. Pattillo

Deputy Chief of Staft/Operations and

Intelligence, AFCENT and Sr. U S Representative,
AFCENT, Brunssum, The Netherlands

Maj. Gen. Ray A. Robinson, Jr.
Chief of Staff, Alllad Air Forces
Southern Europe

Ma). Gen. Robert E. Sadler
Director, J-6

Joint Chiefs of Staff
Washihgton, D. C.

Maj. Gen. William M. Schoning

Director, Inter-American Defense College
Washington, D.C.

Maj. Gen. Henry Simon

Deputy Director, Contract Administration
Services, Defense Supply Agency
Washington, D. C.

Maj. Gen. Howard P. Smith, Jr.
Director, J-2, U S European Command
Vaihlngen, Germany

Mea]. Gen. Thomas P. Stafford

Depuly Dirsctor, Flight Operations

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
Washington, D. C.

Brig. Gen, Carl S. Miller
Maxwell AFB, Ala,

Air Reserve

Ajr Force

Center
Col. James E. Dalton
Hq. Denver, Colo.

Maj. Gen. Eugene B, Sterling
Assistant Director, Flans, Programs
and Syslems, Defense Supply Agency
Washington, D. C.

Maj. Gen. Robert M. While
Chief of Staff, 4th Allied Tactical
Alr Force

Ramsiein AB, Germany

Ma). Gen. Wayne E. Whillach

Assistant Director

(Tactical Systems, Test and Evaluation)
Defense Research and Engineering,
Ofiice of the Secretary of Defense
Washinglon, D. C.

Ma]. Gen. Charles L. Wilson
Special Projects Office
Static War Headqguarters
Allied Command Europe
Mons, Belgium

Maj. Gen. Hoyt S. Vandenberg, Jr.
Chiet, Military Assistance
Advisory Group, Teheran, Iran

Ma). Gen. Willlam B. Yancey. Jr.
Director, J-5, U S European Command
Vaihingen, Germany

ginguliice auivibe
Maj. Gen. George E. Keegan, Jr.
Haq. Washington, D, C.



sonnel Center recently asked hundreds

of officers what they think of the new
Officer Effectiveness Report system the service
launched last November.

“It is more equitable and presents a more
accurate picture of performance and potential
than the previous system™ was the consensus
of responses. A guarded evaluation at best.

USAF leaders are cautiously optimistic,
though they’re not prejudging the new rating
program that is being watched so closely by the
100,000-member officer corps. Frustrated for
years by an overinflated rating program that long
ago lost most of its credibility, the membership
has its collective fingers crossed over the ac-
ceptability of the new system. It may take a
couple of years to tell.

The new system, taking direct aim at slash-
ing rating inflation, drastically curbs the num-
ber of officers who can receive high marks on
their OERs. Under it, exactly half the officers
now receive “lower-half” ratings, which many
of them regard as damaging to their promotion
chances, :even their careers. Anguish prevails in
some quarters.

- Why ratings in the first place, if they are a
continual source of irritation? With so many
members, some formal officer record-keeping
plan is necessary to pinpoint what each one is
doing, and how well or poorly he's doing it.
Lt. Gen: John W. Roberts, former Deputy Chief
of Staff for Personnel, Hq. USAF, now Com-
mander of Air Training Command, put it this
way:

“Even though many of us. dislike rating
others, and being rated ourselves, we have to
recognize that evaluations are necessary . . . to
document achievements, assist in assigning the
right officers to the right jobs, and to provide a
written picture of performance. Because of its

Aumonmns at the USAF Military Per-

importance to the Air Force and the officer, the
new system was developed to restore the OER’s
effectiveness in selecting the best officers for in-
creased rank and responsibility.”

The Inflation Spiral _

Performance ratings plagued the service way
back in the early 1940s. As World War II
dragged on, most officers came to understand
that the carloads of “outstandings” and ‘“‘su-
periors” being handed out translated more
nearly to “satisfactory.” And satisfactory, in
turn, really meant “unsatisfactory.”

The first truly USAF rating form surfaced
in 1949, but it was replaced in 1952 following
extended studies of rating systems used by
other government agencies, US industrial firms,
and foreign governments. It was periodically
altered and patched up until its demise late
last year.

By the early 1960s, inflation had set in again
with a vengeance; greater numbers of officers
were being marked as near superhumans. This,
in turn, spelled trouble for promotion boards.
Did they, because of multiple high ratings many
officers received, always choose the best people
for advancement? Were some deserving persons
passed over, maybe for a second time (and
elimination)? :

Uncertainties spread throughout the officer
corps, causing jitters and touching off unkind
remarks about the “system.” The leadership at
the same time was kept off balance, on the
defensive. And the OER program became more
difficult to defend.

Not that Air Force didn’t try to shore it up.
Headquarters frequently pressed field and
lower-echelon leaders to resist inflation by
spreading ratings—by handing out poor,
medium, and good marks as well as excellent
ones.
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Last November, USAF inaugurated a new system
for rating the effectiveness of its officers. In a
determined effort to overcome the OER inflation
that has made it difficult for boards to

determine which officers merit promotion, the

system’s designers have devised controls that, for

the first time, have real teeth. Here AIR FORCE
Magazine takes a look at how the new approach
is working out . . .

THE

EFFECTIVENESS

OF

EFFECTIVENESS

BY ED GATES, CONTRIBUTING EDITOR, AIR FORCE MAGAZINE

But these messages, like the OER system,
lacked teeth. There were no specific controls
from the head shed to effect a spread-out, and
most rating officers couldn’t bring themselves
to rate “tough.” The few who did were accused
of jeopardizing the careers of persons they
rated.

The service’s past rating systems featured
rating olassifications headed by lofty, unrealistic
labels, I'or many years, it used a ten-point
alignment topped by “absolutely superior,”
“outstanding officer almost never equaled,” “ex-
cellent officér seldom equaled,” and “effective-
ness well above most officers.”

This meant that the fifth highest rating, “an
effective competent officer in his grade,” which
to the uninitiated sounds indeed praiseworthy,
was, in reality, the kiss of death.

By 1971, it was so customary to think in
superlatives when rendering OERs, that the
mean score for the then 70,000 company
graders topped a figure of eight (nine was per-

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 1975

fect). The mean OER for the 45,000 field-grade
officers had reached an astounding 8.5, and, by
last year, nearly ninety percent of all USAF
officers were rated in the highest block. Seventy-
five percent had received five consecutive
“nines”!

The Army has a similar history with its
OERs and is currently looking for something
better, Perhaps Army’s difficulty is that the last
time it changed its system, it mercly reworked
the rating form without adopting “rating con-
trols.”

The New “Controls”

That word—‘‘controls”—is the key to Air
Force’s new program. Hopes are pinned on the
requirement that no more than twenty-two per-
cent of the officers being evaluated by each re-
viewer receive a 1, the new top box rating, and
no more than fifty percent get top box and
second box (2) markings. In practical terms, it
means twenty-two percent of the officers in
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each grade receive top and twenty-eight percent
second box ratings.

The remainder—half the entire force—must
be rated in the remaining four boxes. As a
practical matter, virtually all of them—50,000
persons—are receiving third box, or 3, ratings.
This, not surprisingly, is the trouble spot; de-
spite official assurances to the contrary, officers
regard third boxes with trepidation, two in a
row with dismay.

Personnel officials, however, insist that “the
sheer mathematics of opportunity make the
third block a competitive rating for due course

standards, e.g., “job knowledge,” and “adapt-
ability to stress,” rather than against their con-
temporaries. If raters agree that their subjects
“meet standards,” narrative comments will be
omitted. In any event, the flowery encomiums
often used by raters in the past will end, Head-
quarters has vowed.

The “Reviewer”—Key to Control

On the reverse side of Form 707 is Section V,
“Evaluation of Potential,” reproduced on p. 59.
Here are the teeth, the controls. It contains six
blocks each for the rater, additional rater, and

Others will be the same as shown above.

NEW OFFICER EFFECTIVENESS REPORT SCHEDULE

Grade Beginning of Control Period Cycle Close-Out Date
Colonel* April 1 July 31
Lt. Colonel* December 1 March 31
Major September 1 December 31
Captain July 1 October 31
Lieutenant May 1 (first cycle) August 31

Nov. 1 (second cycle)

Lisutenants, who recently received their first new OER, will
be rated every six months instead of eight as heretofore. All
other grades receive one report annually.

*Effective in 1976, the cycle dates for colonel will be March 1-June 30 and for lieutenant colonel January 1-April 30.

February 28 (29)

advancement. Promotion opportunity exceeds
the fifty percent maximum (except to full
colonel) which may be rated on the top two
blocks.”

Some seven years of study, testing, and work-
shops preceded adoption of the new OER pro-
gram last November. One major change fol-
lowed early this year. While Headquarters now
considers the new plan fully implemented, at
least two years will probably pass before the
verdict—is it working or isn’t it?—is in.

The new plan features a thoroughly revised,
simplified rating for colonels and below. And
for lieutenant colonels it introduces a “‘closed
fitness form.” With minor variations, it op-
erates the same for Air Force Reserve and Air
National Guard officers as for active-duty mem-
bers.

Captains through colonels normally will be
rated once a year on the new AF Form 707,
lieutenants twice annually. For example, all
captains with the required 120 days of super-
vision on October 31—the ‘“‘cycle” close-out
date for that grade—will receive a new report
(see accompanying chart for control periods
and cycle close-out dates for each grade).

In the important Section III, “Performance
Factors,” officers are rated against specific

reviewer; the arrow indicates the highest down
to the lowest. Top box is reserved for a maxi-
mum of twenty-two percent of those being
rated, second box for the next twenty-eight per-
cent, and third (and lower) boxes for the re-
maining fifty percent of the force. USAF calls
this a 22-50-100 percent distribution formula.

The “rater”-—the ratee’s immediate super-
visor—makes the initial judgment, followed by
the “additional rater,” who is normally the next
higher officer in the chain of command. He
must decide whether the rater’s findings are
documented and justified, and assist the re-
viewer in spreading the ratings in accordance
with the overall formula. However, the rater
and the additional rater are not held to the per-
centage formula.

The “reviewer” is the key figure in the pro-
cess. He's probably a wing commander and is
the last marn in the rating chain. His ratings in
Section V are the ones that are formally con-
trolled. He must meet the distribution formula
with all the ratings—usually dozens—that flow
into him.

To designate the reviewers, Hq. USAF has
established “control points” throughout the
service. These are major commands, Air Staff
deputy chiefs, and other lofty elements. Their
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The J402 Turbojet:
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An idea with power.

The same J402 selected for the U. S.
Nawvv’e Harnnnn and Tactical Criiise
Missile Weapon Systems has been
chosen to power the U.S. Army’s
VSTT (Variable Speed Training Tar-
get) and a version of the U. S. Air
Force’s TEDS (Tactical Expendable
Drone System).

It's the same engine that’s a fore-
runner for an entire family of
small-size reliable engines that

has the growth potential to power
all tvnes nf vehirlea voll mayv he
thinking of—drones, RPV’s, re-
connaissance as well as other
applications.

So if you’re looking for a fully de-
veloped, reliable turbojet with all
types of potential, write or call our
Vice-President of Marketing, Bob
Schiller.

See us at Booth No. 294,

“WTELEDYNE CAE
Turbine Engines

1330 LASKEY ROAD - TOLEDO, OHID 43812

Ideas With Power



Instant AF global communications
—with help from Collins.

The Air Force Satellite
Communications System
(AFSATCOM) is designed
to provide highly reliable
global communications for
multiple ground and airborne
subscribers. The system con-
sists of repeater satellites and
carth terminals operating in
the 225 to 400 MHz military
UHF band.

Collins Radio Group,

Rockwell International, is under -

contract with the Air Force to

design and develop various types
of terminals for AFSATCOM —
both ground and airborne —
from single channel to complex
command post configurations.
Many new state-of-the-
art products have been devel-
oped by Collins for use in the
AFSATCOM terminals. Among
them is the Air Force Growth
Radio Set AN/ARC-171(V), a
family of modular transceivers

designed Lo provide a versatile
selection of UHF radios at
reduced costs.

Collins SATCOM systems
cover the entire spectrum from
225 MHz through K-Band. Our
credentials have been validated
in programs including aircraft,
ship, mobile packset and earth
station terminals.

For further information
on our many capabilities, call or
write: Government Telecom-
munications Marketing,

Collins Radio Group,
Rockwell International,
Cedar Rapids., lowa 52406,
Telephone: 319/395-2334,

Hockwell




job: ensure Air Force-wide standardization in
the new evaluation process.

Each control point—Major Command X, for
instance—translates the distribution formula
into actual numbers for each reviewer. Let’s say
that the command has 2,000 majors. The first
rating period for majors is actually starting now
(September 1) and will close out December 31.

Command X may determine that a particular
reviewer has 150 majors’ ratings to examine,
That means he must ensure that no more than
thirty-three receive top boxes and no more than
seventy-five top or second boxes. This leaves

provided that the “normal range of officer
quality” (involving about ninety-one percent of
the corps) would be covered by a 20-52-100
percentage configuration, allowing fewer top
boxes.

The other nine percent of the officers were to
enjoy a more favorable spread. Air Staff as-
signees, for example, were to be allowed thirty-
eight percent top boxes, forty-five percent sec-
ond boxes, and only seventeen third (or lower)
boxes, for the 38-83-100 formula.

The rationale was that since the Air Staff
(and a few other small groups) have con-

V. EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL

APPROPRIATE BLOCK.

EVALUATE THIS OFFICER'S POTENTIAL FOR INCREASED GRADE AND
RESPONSIBILITY IN COMPARISON WITH CONTEMPORARIES, INDICATE
YOUR RATING BY PLACING AN '*X'* IN THE DESIGNATED SECTION OF

HIGHEST

X X

X

=]
RATER AXTER REVR rater PPN geva RATER

ADDMN ADDN
RATER JLE LI BATEN ARATER ad-id,

RATER
LOWEST €

Here is the critical Section V, Evaluation of Potential, of the new OER with its six sets of boxes.
It's here the controls apply. Top box is in the upper right, boxes two and three immediately
below. The sample ratings inked in show that the rater marked the second box, the additional
rater disagreed, but the reviewer—the final authority—sided with the rater. The ratee, therefore,
missed the group containing the top twenty-two percent of those being rated, but landed among
the next twenty-eight percent. The remaining fifty percent of officers being rated had to settle

for third box (or, in rare cases, a lower one).

exactly seventy-five who must receive box three
(or lower). This same procedure is followed
Air Force-wide.

For raters and reviewers who regard the bulk
OL [NeIr OIICErs as [Op DOX, L€ Process 1s 1muost
distasteful. But there’s nothing they can do
about it, and if the ratings flowing to the re-
viewer exceed the prescribed formula, some
must be lowered.

Reviewers, under the new rules, cannot re-
turn OERSs to raters and force them to down-
grade or upgrade specific persons, but they can
require them to make “priority” listings of all
ratees. In addition, review boards can be
created to help reviewers regrade OERs to fit
the formula.

Also part of the new system is the “closed”
AF Form 705, used only on lieutenant colo-
nels—they never see it—and sent directly to
full-colonel selection boards. Providing added
information for such panels, it is modeled after
the AF Form 706, which has been used—suc-
cessfully, USAF reports—for several years by
boards picking colonels for star rank.

The “Specially Assigned” Groups

Before settling for the 22-50-100 percent con-
trol formula for all officers, Air Force strongly
considered a major alteration. It would have
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sistently received “top priority in manning con-
siderations,” they should receive a more gen-
erous helping of the two top boxes and fewer
third boxes. Commands protested, however,
dU PUrSUAUed MedUqudriers 10 4uopL a stail-
dard, Air Force-wide formula, namely the 22-
50-100 lineup now in operation,

How then, officers might ask, will air staffers
and other elite groups reccive their fair share
of promotions? And, of course, there's the re-
lated but broader question of how the new sys-
tem will impact on promotions generally.

Air Force, in response, first noted that the
new system will not affect the number of pro-
motions. “The new OER simply assists in de-
termining who should be promoted. . . . Fewer
will get the top rating . . . [and thus] a top block
will no longer be a must for advancement.”

In fact, USAF insists, a “third block rating is
a good rating and will continue to be competi-
tive for all promotions through lieutenant
colonel.”

Conversely, it “will not be tantamount to
promotion,” authorities said. They reiterated
that the “OER or its final cvaluation of poten-
tial cannot ever be the sole determinant of a
promotion selection.” And they underscored
that “other factors,” such as jobs held while
getting ratings, coupled with education and
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breadth of experience, “will continue to play
a major role in promotions.”

The Air Force “needs, and will continue to
need, officers with the breadth of experience
that can only be gained in a higher headquar-
ters assignment. The only way we can keep
these officers is to promote them,” General
Roberts said recently.

Yet there are conflicting views on whether
promotion boards will tilt toward air staffers
and other specially assigned groups. “Many
field commanders regard their officers just as

RATING AIRMEN

Like the OERs, Air Force’s enlisted rating
system—the Airman Performance Rating
Program—has endured inflation woes. An
overhaul is possible, though not right
away. APRs, as OERs used to be, are set
up on a 1 to 9 scale, the latter being
the highest possible rating. The pattern
has been for inflation to rise as rank in-
creases. In a search for alternatives,
authorities are considering something
akin to the new OER program, featuring
specific controls. But authorities say they
plan to withhold action until they have
had a chance to evaluate the outcome
of the new officer project.

highly as Headquarters views theirs,” one
knowledgeable source said.

Hopes and Fears

The first inkling of how the new OER pro-
gram actually affects promotions is due follow-
ing the upcoming full-colonel’s selection panel,
slated to convene October 20. Lieutenant colo-
nels received their first rating under the new
program during the four-month cycle ending
last March.

Numerous officers, of course, disagree with
USAF’s stand that a third box is competitive.
One rater told AR ForcE Magazine that the
people he “reluctantly” gave third boxes to re-

cently “feel their careers will be in jeopardy if
they get another and are trying to transfer.”

At least a few nonrated officers fear that in
operational units rated officers will drag down
all the top and second boxes. And some lieu-
tenant colonels not yet eligible for full colonel
claim that the top boxes are going primarily to
those who will face the October 20 eagles board.

So far, no officer has received more than one
rating under the new program, and some not
yet their first. Authorities feel that eventually
members will wind up with a variety of ratings
such as 2-1-3, 1-3-2, over a three-year period.
The truly outstanding person, who will un-
doubtedly receive straight “ones,” should stand
out' like a beacon, something that seldom hap-
pened before.

Air Force earlier used mock promotion
boards and made simulated selections to shake
down the new process. Officials said these tests
show that the new program makes “the decision
process much easier.”

What about a mix of “old” and “new” rat-
ings? Won't that confuse promotion boards? Or
result in the boards giving undue weight to the
first new rating in the selection folders? These
are just some of the questions officers are ask-
ing. Their doubts are understandable consider-
ing the disenchantment that surrounded former
OER programs for so many years.

Hq. USAF, meantime, will monitor promo-
tion board results intently, just as it is doing
now with the actual rating process. These are
ultrahigh priority projects for the next two
years, Lt. Gen. Kenneth L. Tallman told AR
Force Magazine. He is the new Hq. USAF
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel.

General Tallman and his associates are in-
volved in a major effort to salvage a badly
battered but vital personnel program affecting
100,000 persons. They know they’re not going
to win any popularity contests, for no new OER
plan can attain broad acclaim; there are too
few promotions to permit that.

But if the new venture can restore a fair mea-
sure of respect to the rating system, that’s got
to be a victory. u

HALF EMPTY IS HALF FULL

The planes chosen to transport ROTC cadets on base visitations are
often, | suspect, selected specifically according to their vintage or state of
disrepair. Cadets, of course, are expected not to notice this. On one long
flight, however, | could not help noticing that a heavy stream of oil kept
flowing out of the engine, spreading across the wing, and dripping off into
space. After fifteen minutes of watching the flow and becoming increasingly
worried, | called the flight engineer and pointed to the oil-striped wing. My
faith in aircraft maintenance then fell our full altitude when he smiled

and said,

“Oh, good! That means we still have some!”
—Contributed by Cadet Li, Col. Carol Willett, Det. 135, AFROTC,

The Catholic University of America

{AIR FORCE Magazine will pay $10 for each anecdote accepted for publication.)
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Who provides total service on
almost any type of airframe and engine?

Israel Aircraft Industries does.

Our Bedek Aviation division ranks among
the world's foremost overhaul and main-
tenance facilities.
With 800,000 square feet of under-roof
shops and hangars, Bedek can turn-around,
repair, overhaul, modify, convert, customize
and test 30 different types of fixed wing and
rotary civil and military aircraft. 14 test cells
handle 28 different types of prop, turbo-
prop, turbojet and turbofan engines from
50 hp to 65,000 Ibs. thrust. 60,000 components, accessories
and systems of 6,000 different types are also accommodated
by Bedck sorvice every yoar. Wo ovon help governments
and independent operators establish their own off-shore
facilities. Can any company do more? IAl can. And does
Our diversified technology produces the Kfir, a new Mach
2.2 plus combat aircraft; Gabriel, the free world’s only

combat-proven surface-to-surface shipborne Yssile;

In aerospace.
when there's a need
we can fill

and NDabur, a twin-screw, diesel-powered.
65 foot aluminum patrol boat.

There are also precision-built, high per-
formance mabile military radars and UHF
communicalions syslerns, anti-aircraft sys-
tems, a new light armared reconnaissance
vehicle and a fail-safe, fool-proof Electronic
Fence Warning System.

Worldwide military and civil applications
have been found for our Arava STOL troop

and cargo transports, sleck Westwind business jets, elec-
trohydraulic systems, navigational aids and precision
instruments.

With 14 divisions, subsidiaries and plants, experienced
management, advanced technology and unlimited capabil-
ity, we place our know-how at your service daily. ISRAEL
AIRCRAFT INDUSTRIES, LTD., Ben Gurion International
Airport, Israel. Also: New York [0 London OJ Paris.

responds




With Mach 2 speeds, plus
outstanding acceleration and turn
rates, it's vital for the U.S. Air Force
F-16 to have a highly accurate and
reliable inertial system.

Now General Dynamics has
awarded a $1.5 million contract to
Singer's Kearfott Division to
develop the inertial navigation
system for this maneuverable,
lightweight fighter.

F-16:
on target.

- [(‘Wm

The precision system pro-
vides continuous knowledge of the
aircraft’s geographic position,
velocity and heading. It contains a
computer, miniaturized gimballed
platform, control panel and display,
and incorporates the latest state-
of-the-art in integrated digital
technology.

In keeping with the F-16
design to minimize life cycle cost, it
is designed for high reliability and
low operational cost.

Singer’s Kearfott Division
designs and produces advanced
avionics systems and components
for the aerospace industry and
high-technology products for the

N
heg

\

commercial market. Major
products range from inertial navi-
gation equipment, Doppler radars
and airborne computer/converter
systems to microwave landing
systems. For information, contact
The Singer Company, Kearfott
Division, 1150 McBride Avenue,
Little Falls, N. J. 07424.

SINGER
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MYTH has been conceived and
is growing that management
and command are synonymous.

They are not.

Devotees of the myth see manage-
ment as a replacement for command.
There is great danger in that con-
cept.

Management has a proper place in
the operation of a military service,
but management must be recognized
for what it is—a system of book-
keeping that is primarily associated
with statistics.

Statistics are static. They can do
nothing cxcept provide a means of
measuring monies expended against
results gained.

Command is the relationship be-
tween people. People do things.

Therefore, very careful considera-
tion must be given to the functions
of management and of command,
and the former must never be mis-
taken for the latter.

In my career, I have witnessed the
growth of a system of panels, coun-
cils, review groups, . and boards
designed to give great visibility to
management, and it is my personal
observation that we are thwarting
the true meaning of command.

Several years ago, while serving
as the Air Force Deputy for Opera-
tions, I received an order from the
Chief of Staff to direct the move of
a tactical fighter squadron from its
ZI base to Southeast Asia.

I consulted my operations man-
agement book, called TAC, and di-
rected the move in accordance with
the time frame stipulated for such a
move.

Later in the day, the Chief asked
if I had taken the action he directed.

I assured him that I had.

His comment was:

“Good—you’re doing a great job.”

I accepted the compliment, but
the truth was that I hadn’t done
anything.

The men who had to exercise
command were the ones with the
problems.

The commanders of the TAC
wing and squadron involved had to
issue the orders, determine the vari-
ables bearing on human beings in-
volved in the move, and ensure that
the efforts of all elements of logisti-
cal support were coordinated.
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In this excerpt from an address to the Retired
Officers Association at Colorado Springs on July
3, the then Commander in Chief of NORAD made
a point of prime importance to a combat-effec-

tive Air Force ...

BY GEN. LUCIUS D. CLAY, USAF

Their experience, professional
skill, and judgment would determine
whether or not the move would be
executed in an orderly and timely
fashion,

The principles of management
should be applied within certain
constraints.

When God handed down the law
to Moses, he placed great emphasis
on what the people should not do.
It would be difficult to improve on
that pattern,

I can think of two “thou-shalt-
nots” that are applicable.

1. Thou shalt not tell command-
ers how to do their jobs except in
training situations,

2. Thou shalt not violate the or-
ganizational structure.

If you tell a commander what to
do, he usually will get the job done,
but if you tell him what to do and
how to do it, you invariably confuse
the issue.

We should give our commanders
the sense of dignity that comes with
an expression of confidence shown
by the top echelon’s ability to let
them perform.

The story of the football coach,
whose quarterback was not per-
forming the way the coach thought
he should, emphasizes this point.

During a losing game, the coach
called the quarterback to the side-
lines and said:

“It's now second down, and we're
on our own ten-yard line. I want
you to do exactly as I tell you for
the next three plays.

“Run the ball on the next play,
throw a pass on the third down, and
punt on the lourth down.”

The quarterback then followed
his coach’s instructions to the letter.

On the next play he carried the
ball for a forty-yard gain.

On the second play he threw a
pass, which was caught by the tight
end who was tackled on the one-
yard line.

The quarterback then punted the
ball.

The coach ran on to the field
screaming.

“What in hell were you thinking
about?”

The quarterback replied:

“I was thinking I had a pretty
stupid coach.”

In the interest of a combat-effec-
tive Air Force—and defense estab-
lishment—Ilet us not usurp the tra-
ditional functions of the commander
under the banner of management.

There is work enough for both
elements in our armed forces. ®

Gen. Lucius D. Clay, a graduate
of the US Military Academy and,
since October 1973, CINC of
NORAD and Commander of
ADCOM, retired on September 1,
after more than thirty-three years
of service, including assignments
in SAC, TAC, Air University, the
Air Staff, the Joint Staff, and as
Commander of Seventh Air Force
and PACAF.
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B-1 test program:
Success,

when America
really needsit.

The B-1 is a U.S. Air Force manned strategic
aircraft of significant importance to the future
defense posture of this country. Currently, the B-1
is successfully undergoing one of the most
comprehensive flight test programs ever designed
for a military aircraft.

All of the tests in this unique Air Force/Contractor
team flight test program are designed to prove

that the B-1 can meet its operational requirements.

The B-1 has already demonstrated: compatibility
with the KC-135 aerial tanker; sustained super-
sonic flight at high altitudes; and heavy-weight
takeoffs.

On the ground, Strategic Air Command crews are
already learning to maintain the B-1. The second
B-1 recently completed, ahead of schedule, a five
month series of structural tests which verified
engineering predictions on the strength of the
airframe. The third B-1, which will be equipped
with a full offensive avionics package, is nearing
completion. Both will join the number one B-1 in
the flight test program within a year.

The strong team of major contractors developing
the B-1 with Rockwell International, under the

direction of the U.S. Air Force, includes Boeing,
General Electric and AlL Division of Cutler-Hammer.

The strategic deterrent ability of the B-1 is well
recognized. It will have a life span of at least 25
years. It will excel in all other critical factors as
well — quick reaction, high flyaway speed,
supersonic flight, hardness to nuclear effects,
near invisibility to enemy radar, increased payload
and ability to penetrate. It will serve, without an
attack commitment, as visible evidence of our
national resolve.

Some 13 years of effort have gone into developing
these capabilities. Since its inception in 1962, the
aircraft has evolved through thousands of hours of
study, design, development, review and testing.
Wind tunnel testing alone has amounted to

20,000 hours.

This is just the start of a great history for the B-1.

This message is brought to you in behalf of more
than 69,000 people and 5,000 suppliers who have
taken part in the B-1 Program.
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Listed below are the Industrial Associates of the Air Force Association. Through
this affiliation, these companies have tangibly indicated their readiness to participate
as “Partners in Aerospace Power,” in the interest of national security.
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Litton Industries
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While it is human nature to look nostalgically at
“the good old days," there is no denying that the
Air Force is now better geared to the problems of

the day than ever before. One of its great

accomplishments, to which all commands have con-
tributed, is its ability to project airpower over

USAF:

great distances . ..

Global Mobility

Global Utility

By Gen. T. R. Milton, USAF (Ret.)

One sure sign of advancing
age—there are too many such signs
and, come to think of it, they are
all sure—is a conviction that things
used to be better. It is particularly
easy to come to that conclusion
these days, what with one thing and
another. However, this is being
written in the summertime, there is
nothing we can do about it anyway,
and there must be somewhere an
exception to the rule that things
were better then.

Happily, there is, and you need
look no further than the Air Force.
We can begin with the Military Air-
lift Command.

Air transport has been, since
early in World War I, a pretty im-
portant mission for the Air Force,
and it has been a well-managed
one. But the evolution from ATC to
MATS to MAC has been dynamic,
and the present airlift generation is
proof that airlift management has
come a long way. The airplanes are
bigger than they used to be, and
the thinking has kept pace.

Essentially all the air transport
now belongs to MAC—troop carrier
as well as long-haul. There has
been no degradation of the tactical
airlift mission—it survives intact.
But there is an opportunity for
cross-training and greater concen-
tration of resources on the priority
job of the moment.

Then there is the matter of air-
refueling of transports, an. idea
whose time has finally come. It is
intriguing to think of the C-5A, old
Fat Albert, that great aluminum
cloud, hooked onto a tanker at
25,000 feet in lieu of a refueling
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stop. A high percentage of the C-5A
crews are now qualified in air re-
fueling, hitherto the exclusive prov-
ince of bomber and fighter pilots.

The last time the Middle East
blew up, the Portuguese, alone
among the NATO allies, allowed us
to use our base in the Azores. But
that was several Portuguese govern-
ments ago, and it would be an op-
timistic planner indeed who put his
continuing faith in the new rulers
of Portugal. His hopes, maybe, but
not his faith. Air refueling of trans-
ports might well save the day.

The whole concept of air refuel-
ing has become a basic, if not
widely understood, factor in this
country’s ability to respond quickly
to a crisis.

Air refueling has allowed a fighter
wing in North Carolina, for instance
to be in Thailand, and operating,
three days after an alerting order. It
permits fighter units to deploy back
and forth across the Atlantic the
way we used to go on weekend
cross countries. This tremendous
worldwide mobility of our air-
refueled tactical forces allows them,
in fact, to lay claim to some of the
more hallowed arguments in favor
of aircraft carriers. Not all of the
arguments—carriers remain a more
visible way of showing the flag—but
a great many of the military ones.
The matter of freedom from bases,
for instance. Air refueling has not
obviated the need for bases, but it
certainly widens the choice as to
where they can be.

Radius of action has always been
the determining factor in base loca-
tions. The radius, now, is pretty

much what you want it to be. It is
an increasingly important concept,
both militarily and diplomatically,
this ability to project airpower from
great distances. It is a concept that
is not yet understood or appreci-
ated by a world that still thinks of
land-based air forces as stuck on
fixed bases. Hence, the diplomats
in NATO could not be convinced,
without understanding a great deal
more than they now do about this
modern Air Force of ours, that
US-based airpower is less vulner-
able and essentially just as respon-
sive as European-based airpower.

The tanker force is managed, and
superbly, by SAC for all the users.
This is nothing new, but it is an ex-
panding responsibility as the use of
tankers grows.

There are other management
changes under way, all reflecting
the growing capability of the Air
Force to operate easily over great
distances. The proposed phase-out
of PACAF in Hawaii simply reflects
a fact of lite: Oahu is no more cen-
tral to matters in the Pacific, in
terms of modern communications
and air-refueled air forces, than
Omaha, or Langley Air Force Base.

There are lots of other things
going on all over the Air Force, and
mainly they are good. Retention is
sharply up at the Air Force Acad-
emy. The quality of the enlisted
force has never been higher.

There are some problems here
and there, and everything is not
absolutely rosy. But, by and large,
this Air Force today is better geared
to the problems of the day than at
any time in its history. =
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United Aircraft.

Today, we’re a multi-market company.
But one with the same dedication to the world of flight.

The name our company has borne  spectrum of high technologies, we're tries of the world. And one that’sa

since 1934 is hardly descriptive of now a multi-market corporation. continuing major force in the

the activities in which we are now But one with the same solid, world of flight.

engaged. dependable virtues. A corporation We're also a corporation with a
While our traditional aircraftand with 1974 sales in excess of $3.3 promising future. Because when all

aerospace businesses continue to billion, substantial financial those technologies are United,

grow, we've tapped the vast tech- strengths, a 39-year record of there’s no limit to our powers of

nology bank that’s evolved from consecutive dividend payments, a invention. United Technologies

these operations to enlarge the truly international business with Corporation, Hartford, Conn. 06101.

company’s business base in indus- representation in some 120 coun-

trial and commercial fields. 1974 1964

Through the selective exercise of

TotalSales | $3,321,106,000 | $1,235,918,000

our abilities and skills over a wide \I / // — 104,705,000 29,084,000
Business

- Backlog | 3577.000,000 | 1200,000,000

UNITED

Our Hamilton Standard

e TECHNOLOGIES.  :irje:
vironmental control system - the US. Air Force, the

for the 747 and is develop- General Dynamics F-16 is
ing ulife suppori sysiem powered by the # 100 on-
for the space shuttle gine from Pratt & Whitney
orbiter. Aircraft.

Qur Sikursky Divisivn is Two sulid propellant rocket
the pioneer in helicopter motors, manufactured by
devefonmr;;ﬁ; military, oDurChemiwlSldim
conunereitzt amd bndits ivision, provi ir
trial use—with a notable ForceTitan II-C with24
list of "firsts” and more million pounds of initial
than 50 world records. thrust.




TMUNDERSIRDS

USAF's Ambassadors in Blue

Photo Feature by SSgt. Henry Dutcher and Ken Hackman

= You can watch them a hundred

' : ; times and every show is new.
The raw power that hurls tons of
metal through the air at near
supersonic speed, the nuances
of airmanship, the sheer beauty
of maneuvers executed with
mathematical precision blend
into an emotional experience
that is unsurpassed by any other
show on earth or in the skies
above. They are the Thunder-
birds—the USAF Air Demonstra-
tion Squadron—a part of Tactical
Air Command, based at Nellis
AFB, Nev.

The Thunderbirds flew their
first public demonstration on
June 16, 1953. Now in their
twenty-third year, the original
team and its successors have
displayed the quality of Air Force
professionalism before 115
million people in all fifty states
and forty-five foreign countries.
The team, numbering ten offi-
cers and sixty-five NCOs, has
flown seven different types of jet
aircraft from the F-84 to the sleek
Northrop T-38 shown here.

Commanded and led in the air
by Maj. Chris Patterakis, the 1975
team of Vietnam combat veterans
includes Capt. Gil Mook, Left
Wing; Capt. Steve Mish, Right
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Wing, Capt. Doug Roach, Slot;
and Capt. Jim Simons, Solo.
Working with them are Maj. Ray
White, Logistics Ofticer;

Capt. Lloyd Newton, Narrator;
Capt. Bob Gore, Information Offi-
cer; Capt. Jim Bash, Maintenance
Officer; and 1st Lt. George Mat-
tingly, Executive Support Officer.
SMSgt. F. A. Duke heads the
sixty-five NCO specialists who
keep the red, white, and blue
T-38s in the air. Because of their
competence and dedication, no
demonstiration has ever been
canceled becanse of main-
tenance difficulties.

In addition to his assigned
duties, every member of the
squadron is a spokesman and
ambassador for the Air Force,
meeting thousands of people at
air shows and civic functions.

Few are privileged to wear the
Thunderbird patch. Still fewer
have the skill or the opportunity
to be part of a military jet demon-
stration team. For the rest of us,
these pictures may capture in
some small measure the essence
of that experience. We offer them
as a tribute to the seventy-five
airmen of the Thunderbird
squadron and to the great aero-
space combat team they so ably
represent—the United States
Air Force. L]
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We asked
Control

Data

to pack
the power
of a big
computer
into a militarized
microcomputer ~
for our navigational
guidance control
system.




They did Iit.

Shown adlusl size. .
Dimensions:8x8.25 X 286"
Weight : 10 Ibs.

CDC can make its

Model 469 Microcomputer
in any of more than

200 different. sizes

from “off-the-chelf'”

com ts that meet
military specification
E 6400.

*Details on request. Call CDC collect (612) 853-7600
for E-Systems, Inc. Applications Summary.
Or write Control Data Corporation, Box 1980,
Airport Station, Minneapolis, MN 55111,

(@5) SQNTROL DATA
CORPORATION



e A report on
G the only “ALCM”
that’s flown

over 150 missions.

From E-Systems,
the inventor of TERCOM.




Our "“air-launched cruise missile" is
doing a lot of contour flying over the varied
terrain of the Eastern U.S.

The "missile” is a TERCOM-equipped
A-T7 aircraft. It's been guided on more than
150 hands-off flights by the same TERCOM-
aided system that will guide the Air Force's
new ALCM.

The remarkable TERCOM (terrain contour
matching) system is performing well within
established requirement parameters.

TERCOM was conceived by E-Systems.

E-Systems is the only contractor that has
a mature and flight-proved TERCOM
technology. We've been developing the
system for more than a decade.

The TERCOM concept was a natural for
E-Systems. Our index of capabilities is a
long one, as our Air Force track record
shows. A few examples:

] Integration of communications and
command and conltrol systems into E-4A

Advanced Airborne Command Post aircraft.

[ ] Development of strategic airborne
intelligence and reconnaissance systems
for a variety of reconfigured aircraft.
[] One of the world's most sophisticated
programs for aircraft modification and
overhaul, Ofthe 5,000 aircraft processed by
E-Systems, more than 4,000 of them have
been for the United States Air Force.
E-Systems turns technology into systems
that work. TERCOM-aided guidance for the
ALCM is a perfect example. E-Systems, Inc.,
P.O. Box 6030, Dallas, Texas 75222,

ﬁ E-SYSTEMS

We solve problems...systematically.




Choice of weapons, adequacy of
caliber, and the role of rifles and pistols
in the modern Air Force are all part

of the continuing debate about. . .

The Arme

BY MAJ. JOHN T. CORRELL, USAF

ALMOST as soon as warfare took to the skies
in the early days of this century, it was
apparent that something more than the ground
soldier’s basic tools—the rifle and the pistol—
would be needed.

Small arms had their moments, of course.
A British aviator downed a German airplane
with a shotgun during World War I, and Ameri-
can flyers rigged their .45 automatics with little
wire cages to keep the spent cartridges from
rattling around the cockpit as they ejected.

Eventually, both sides found a way to make
a machine gun fire between the blades of a
spinning propeller, and as far as airmen were
concerned, small arms were relegated to a sup-
porting role, and a minor one at that.

Sixty years later, the topic of small arms in
the Air Force can still start an argument.

The emphasis placed on marksmanship by
the Air Force has waxed and waned. The most
recent change was in 1972, when yearly qualifi-
cation on the firing range was dropped for all
except those whose duties require them to carry
arms.

Also at issue from time to time have been
the Air Force’s choices of the M-16 assault rifle
and the .38 Special revolver as its standard
weapons. It has been argued that both are of
insufficient caliber. Moreover, the M-16 is still
living down a bad reputation hung on it in the
late 1960s. As for the revolver, some feel that
the Air Force should use automatic pistols in-
stead, as most other military forces of the world
do.

Ups and Downs of USAF Marksmanship
When the Air Force became a separate ser-
vice in 1947, it had little interest in small-arms

The M-16 assault rifle, adopted by USAF
in the early 1960s, is an excellent
weapon for Security Policemen. k

-
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d Airman

marksmanship. Two years later, though, the
Air Force was the service in control of the Phil-
ippine archipelago at the time of the Hukbala-
hap uprising, and found that it needed trained
marksmen for security. Experience in the
Korean War also pointed toward a requirement
that officers and airmen be able to handle
weapons.

In 1957, Gen. Curtis LeMay, then Vice Chief
of Staff, directed that air policemen and aircrew
members “achieve a realistic degree of profi-
ciency” with firearms, and that marksmanship be
improved for all Air Force people. When he
became Chief of Staff, General LeMay told
major commands to qualify all their people at
least at the marksman level, and special cate-
gory people at the sharpshooter level.

¢ rrime Ju-:-n thacna rransn AF l...m.-n- n....n'lnnnh
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on small arms that the Air Force forsook the
Army .45 automatic for the .38 revolver, adopted
the M-16—more than a year before the Army
did—and revised its training program to more
closely approximate combat shooting,

When 1 first fired on a military range in the
summer of 1962, the Air Force was still teach-
ing the old “offhand” competition match style.
We squared up sideways to our bull’s-eye
targets, put our left hands into our pockets,
breathed in, slowly raised our pistols, and
squeezed off our shots. Nobody seemed to shoot
very well that way. It didn’t apply directly to
combat shooting, either.

The new style, which arrived shortly there-
after, was much better. This course had been
developed by the Air Force, and resembled the
FBI Practical Pistol Course. It featured a two-
handed grip, shooting from prone, crouched,
and standing positions, and man-shaped silhou-
ette targets instead of bull’s-eyes. The first time
out, most of us got all fifty rounds on our silhou-
ettes, and my entire class qualified for marks-
manship ribbons—except for one rheumy-eyed
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old major, who may have been sick that day.

Certain categories of shooters now train un-
der stress conditions. OSI agents, for example,
shoot a sequence after doing ten pushups and
running in place for a minute and a half. Thus,
they are prepared to shoot accurately after a
chase.

Up to 1972, all officers and airmen, except
for women, chaplains, and other noncombat-
ants, had to qualify regularly with rifles or pis-
tols. Present rules are that all newcomers to the
Air Force—again, noncombatants excepted—
will be trained with firearms once, but after that,
only those whose duties require them to carry
wedpons need qualily annually.

This change was welcomed by many, who
had all along questioned the sense of making

Alarl-a H—r\ wo +I-w‘mrml 1o smaeliooene
SELRESE SN 2aCa Lon

Others though, hold to the idea that officers
and airmen are military members first, and one
of the things that military people ought to do
is stay proficient with weapons.

n--\nh .....

Handguns: .38 versus .45

Aircrews carried their .38s into combat in
Southeast Asia, but search and rescue efforts
were so good that there was hardly need to use
them. As one pilot puts it, “It was considered
better to hide and wait for a helicopter pickup
than to try to walk through the midst of them.
The old guys frequently cautioned the gun-
slingers that it was unhealthy to try a John
Wayne shootout under such odds.”

The weapon seen most often around the Air
Force today is the Smith & Wesson Model 15,
the “Combat Masterpiece,” chambered for .38
Special caliber. Security policemen carry it, as
do combat aircrews and missile crews, Air Force
OSI agents use a handgun built especially for
them, the Smith & Wesson Model 36 with a
three-inch barrel.

“The purpose of a military handgun,” says



—USAF Photo by MSgt. Eddie McCrossan
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one writer, reflecting the accepted opinion on
the subject, “is individual defense. No modern
handgun ever won a war or even influenced the
decision in a tactical battle.”

That is generally true. Military pistols had
their heyday more than 100 years ago, when
horse cavalrymen found them far superior to
sabers. But a handgun did affect the outcome
of at least one modern battle, on October 7,
1918, when Cpl. Alvin C. York’s company
found itself badly outnumbered during the
Meuse-Argonne offensive. York, a Tennessee
sharpshooter, picked off Germans with his En-
field rifle until its magazine was almost empty.
Then, with the enemy charging, he drew his
.45-caliber pistol and felled seven Germans with
seven shots. Dumbfounded by such shooting,
the Germans began to surrender. York and his
seven unwounded doughboys marched to the
rear with 132 prisoners.

The weapon that Corporal York used was a
1911 Colt .45 automatic, the same one that, with
minor modifications, the Army still uses today.

A great many people swear by the old Colt.
It holds seven cartridges to the revolver’s six.
It shoots faster, once the first round is in the
chamber, and can be reloaded quickly by press-
ing a fresh clip into the butt.

The revolver has advantages, too. It is safer,
since its cartridges are exposed and one can tell

Security Police trainees at Lackland AFB, Tex.,
demonstrate the two-handed grip that lets the
shooter hold his weapon steady on the target.

at a glance whether it is loaded. Since it op-
erates mechanically, it is more reliable than an
automatic, which uses “blowback”™ of expanding
gases from a fired round to chamber the next.
The revolver is also faster to the first shot, un-
less the automatic is being carried with a live
round in the chamber, hammer cocked, and
safety on. If the automatic is being carried the
standard military way, though, the shooter must
hold the pistol with his right hand and pull
the slide back with his left to chamber a round
before raising his weapon to shoot.

The really important differences, however,
have to do with the size of bullet and the com-
parative shootability of the two guns. The Colt
45 throws an impressively large slug and, in
the hands of an expert, groups its shots nicely
at fifty feet or more. On the other hand, it has
legions of detractors who claim that it is im-
possible for them to hit a blessed thing with it.
The revolver is easier to shoot, especially if fired
single action (that is, cocking the hammer and
pulling the trigger in separate motions).

Nobody disputes that the bigger bullet is
more lethal, but the Air Force comes down on
the side of safety and shootability. A .38 round
that hits is superior to one of any size that
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The author, Maj. John T. Correll, completed
an AFIT Education With Industry tour at
AIR FORCE Magazine in 1972. For the past
three years, he has been editor of AIRMAN,
official magazine of the Air Force. He began
Air Command and Staff College at Maxwell
AFB, Ala., in August.

doesn’t. Besides, the .38 Special isn’t all that
puny. In some recent tests with commercial
ammunition, .38 bullets penetrated five one-inch
boards and dented a sixth. The revolver is also
lighter than the automatic, costs less, and
ammunition is a good deal cheaper.

Demise of the Big Rifles

Questions about the adequacy of the round
also figured in the stormy welcome the M-16
rifle got at first. Some critics labeled it a “var-
mint gun” because its bore (5.56 mm, or .223
caliber) was the smallest in history for a stan-
dard US military rifle.

Previous military rifles were all of big caliber,
.45 and up in the old black powder days, settling
down to .30-caliber (30-40 Krag) around the
turn of the century, after the advent of modern
smokeless powder. It was superseded by the
famous .30-06 Springfield.

The Garand M-1 used in World War II and
Korea was a heavy .30-caliber, and its succes-
sor, the Army’s M-14, was only a pound lighter
and fired a 7.62 mm NATO cartridge. The Air
Force had never adopted the M-14, and was still
using large numbers of the old M-1 carbines
in the late 1950s. The carbine was an altogether
different weapon from the M-I rifle, and its
light .30-caliber round was almost universally
regarded as inadequate in power. Now, the Air
Force was introducing a rifle of smaller caliber
still.

Actually, the idea was not all that radical.
Submachine guns, like the US Thompson and
the “grease gun,” had been around for some
time, but these were chambered for pistol am-
munition, and could not be classed as service
rifles. The Germans had been the first to break
with the big rifle/big cartridge concept, intro-
ducing their MP 43-44 series of machine car-
bines during World War II. After analyzing the
average range of combat rifle fire and the
marksmanship of the average soldier, they con-
cluded that an intermediate-size cartridge would
be enough, and that it could be shot from a
short, light rifle with lessened recoil. Ammuni-
tion would be significantly cheaper, and soldiers
could carry more of it.

The Germans called their new weapons “as-
sault rifles,” and most standard military rifles
of today—the M-16, the Soviet AK-47, and the
widely used Belgian FAL—bear strong resem-
blance to them. All are characterized by inter-
mediate-caliber ammunition, lightness, short
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length, elevated line of sight, straight stocks,
selective rate of fire, and comparatively short
effective range.

While the 5.56 mm approximates the caliber
of a .22, it fits into a necked-down center-fire
cartridge casing that holds twenty-five grains of
powder.

USAF Adopts the M-16

What the M-16 had going for it, and what
showed up in the Air Force tests of the early
1960s, was the spectacular effect of the projec-
tile, fired at superhigh velocity. The little 5.56
came charging out of the barrel at 3,250 feet
per second (as compared to 2,800 fps for the
M-1 and M-14, 1,950 fps for the M-1 carbine,
and 2,330 fps for the AK-47). The bigger bullets
of the other weapons had more energy on im-
pact, but they tended to punch clean holes
in their targets and pass on through. In the case
of the lightweight 5.56, on the other hand, any
contact—a bush, a tree, or the target itself—

The Colt .45 automatic, one of the truly classic
handguns, was long the standard US military
sidearm. Many, however, find the revolver
much easier to shoot.
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was just enough to set it tumbling and tearing.

“With a heavier projectile like the 7.62 mm,
you have a loss of velocity and shocking power,”
says Maj. Eric Nilson, USAF’s functional man-
ager for small-arms training. Major Nilson, now
assigned to DCS/Personnel’s Specialist Training
Branch in the Pentagon, was involved with the
original testing of the M-16 years ago. “You
can fill an ammunition can three-quarters full
of water, lock the top, and shoot at it from
twenty yards. A .30-caliber carbine or 7.62-mm
round will go right through and the water runs
out. If you do the same thing with an M-16, the
small projectile fired at high velocity will blow
the top off, sever the hinge, and literally destroy
the can. In a short-range combat situation, the
sudden shock by the high-velocity 5.56 mm is
lethal.”

Admittedly, the M-16 isn’t in the same league
with a Sharps buffalo gun for accuracy. But
in Korea, when US troops were using the M-1,
they shot off an astounding 77,000 rounds per
every enemy casualty, according to Major Nilson.
That alone is enough to suggest that a standard
issue rifle ought to be designed with something
besides individual long-range sharpshooting in
mind.

The M-16, originally known as the AR-15,
was developed by Fairchild’s Armalite Division
in response to Army specifications. The Air
Force adopted it before the Army did, though,
purchasing 8,500 for base security forces in the
spring of 1962. The Army bought 104,000 the
following year and went on to make the M-16
its standard weapon in Vietnam, where it seemed
especially suited for jungle fighting. The Marines
converted to the M-16 in 1967.

Shortly thereafter, reports began filtering
back from Vietnam that the M-16 was jamming
in firefights. Amid accusations and congres-
sional investigations, the main problem was
traced to the M-16’s need for frequent and care-
ful cleaning. Somehow, it had been put into
the troops’ hands with erroneous information
that an occasional, simple cleaning would do.
Adequate cleaning, along with the working out
of a few, final bugs, soon removed all doubts
about the M-16 among firearms experts. The
controversy, however, had left a smudge on the
M-16’s reputation, and it still lingers in the
minds of many today.

The M-16 proved an excellent weapon for the
Air Force in the hands of Security Policemen,
combat control teams, and other troops, such
as RED HORSE engineer construction units, who
had to supply their own protection.

It was used for unusual purposes, too. On the

afternoon of February 24, 1967, near Di Linh,
South Vietnam, Capt. Hillard A. Wilbanks, an
Air Force FAC, stuck an M-16 out the window
of his O-1E Bird Dog and made three “strafing”
passes with it, keeping the Viet Cong off a
South Vietnamese platoon until a gunship could
arrive. Captain Wilbanks was shot down on his

.final pass, and was posthumously awarded th

Medal of Honor. -

No Big Changes Ahead

For the foreseeable future, Air Force think-
ing about small arms is likely to center on am-
munition and training rather than on weapons.

A brand-new .38 Special pistol cartridge,
developed by the Army especially for the Air
Force, is already in production and will enter
combat stocks soon. Like the old round, it has
a 130-grain, fully jacketed slug, and there is no
change in the case or the primer. It will, how-
ever, eliminate problems of incomplete burning
of powder that periodically cropped up with the
old round. The Army developed a new pro-
pellant, used more of it, and reduced the air-
space in the cartridge. The new round is a hot
one, with a muzzle velocity of 960 feet per sec-
ond, compared to 750 fps in the existing car-
tridge.

There is already talk that the improved Air
Force round will become the Defense Depart-
ment standard for .38 Special caliber pistols.
USAF is also investigating a low-cost training
round, perhaps with a bullet as light as ninety
grains. If one can be developed, keeping the
shooting characteristics of the combat round,
then realistic handgun training will be possible
at a greatly reduced cost.

The M-16 and the 5.56 mm are likely in for
further debate as NATO begins evaluating weap-
ons and cartridges to determine if it should
keep the 7.62 mm as its standard or go to some-
thing else. All NATO countries have been
asked to submit sample weapons and rounds.
The Army will decide on the US entry, but the
M-16 and some version of the 5.56 mm seem
most probable.

As for the Air Force, it is well satisfied with
its choice of weapons, the course of fire it has
developed to train its people in their use, and
the cartridge improvements already under way.
It has no big changes on the horizon.

If there is to come a time when rifles and pis-
tols are an anachronism in the Air Force, it is
not yet. So long as Air Force people face the
potential risk of proximity to enemies and ad-
versaries, the day of the personal weapon and
the armed airman will not be entirely over. =
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Go Nowhere Without
People.

THE AIR FORCE IS LOOKING |
FOR GOOD PEOPLE AND YOU'RE
INA GOOD POSITION TOHELP. §

[t would be difficult to find more
advanced and sophisticated equip-
ment than that used by the US Air
Force. F-15. F-16. SR-71. Jet engines.
Navigational equipment. Radar.
Cargo Handhng equxpment

\._aUl L i{JuLb’l al lU. \.Jbllﬁl H.N.lb IUL,I 1 IUIUBy
Just to mention a few.

But behind that equipment,
both hardware and software, are
people. Quality people who collec-
lively make (he Air Force the great
- service it is.

The Air Force is now celebrating its 28th anniversary.
And the Recruiting Service of the Air Force has just
completed its 21st year of recruiting some of the best men and women in this country.

You're in a good position to help the Air Force Recruiter. From your position of
leadership and responsibility you can help spread the word about the Air Force’s
benefits and career opportunities.

Drop by the Air Force booth at the AFA's 1975 National Convention for more
information or write Air Force Opportunities, Box A, Randolph AFB, Texas 78148 for
the name and address of your nearest Air Force Recruiter.

LOOK UP BE LOOKED UP TO. AIR FORCE




Operating and support costs now
far exceed the purchase costs of
the Air Force's weapon systems:.
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Trends in Systems and Logistics Symposium

The many and varied issues that determine how much it costs to buy,
operate, and maintain weapon systems came in for perceptive and
illuminating examination at a noteworthy symposium on ownership
costs, attended by aerospace industry leaders from around

the country . ..

PAIGN TO CUT LOGISTICS COSTS

BY EDGAR ULSAMER, SENIOR EDITOR, AIR FORCE MAGAZINE

HE problem posed was tough: Purchasing
T power is down, operating and maintenance
(O&M) costs are shooting up toward the break-
ing point, and the Air Force is caught in an
economic vortex “where less keeps costing us
more.”

The message came across loud and clear:
Finding effective antidotes is the commanding
priority of both the Air Force and the aero-
space industry.

The audience learned two central facts:
Long-term ownership costs, rather than one-
time acquisition costs, are DoD’s and USAF’s
new standard measure 1or buying and maintain-
ing systems, subsystems, and components. The
principal means for controlling ownership costs
is LCC—Life-Cycle Costing.

The medium for getting the Air Force mes-
sage across to industry was a symposium on
“Trends in Systems and Logistics,” sponsored
by the Ohio State Air Force Association and
the Dayton Chapter of the National Security
Industrial Association {NSIA), at Wright-Pat-
terson AFB, Ohio, on June 24. The audience of
more than 500 included aerospace industry lead-
ers from around the country.

Gen. William V. McBride, Commander of the
Air Force Logistics Command (appointed
USAF Vice Chief of Staff since then), brought
out the central statistic behind LCC, the severe
shift in R&D and acquisition costs vs. operating
and support costs, which has almost reversed
a 65-35 relationship to a “near 30-70" ratio
over the past twenty years. By way of specif-
ics, General McBride cited the B-52, whose
aggregate O&M costs by 1970 had exceeded its
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1962 acquisition costs, and “each dollar we
have put in since then has added to the dis-
parity.” Similarly, depot maintenance costs per
flying hour for such aircraft as the C-130,
F-4, and B-52D have experienced increases that
range from double to more than three times the
level of 1968.

Keynoter of the symposium was Air Force
Under Secretary James W. Plummer, who re-
ported on Air Force tools to achieve both per-
formance and “affordability” in weapon sys-
tems. Chronologically, these start with the
“venerable” concept of “try-before-buy,” using
aavanced development and preproduction pro-
totypes built, “whenever practical,” by two or
more companies. Advanced development proto-
types, Secretary Plummer pointed out, create
research and development options at “relatively
low cost,” help maintain the nation’s technology
base, and demonstrate “feasibility, utility, and
cost.”

Although prototyping is a form of early
testing, it must be followed by more rigorous
test and evaluation procedures, according to
Mr. Plummer: Development test and evaluation
(DT&E), which takes place prior to full-scale
development, and operational test and evalua-
tion (OT&E), conducted independently and
realistically by AFTEC, the Air Force Test and
Evaluation Center at Kirtland AFB, N. M.
(see June ’75 issue, p. 49).

Enhancing the effectiveness of Air Force test-
ing, he said, is an increase in multiservice test
programs. The close air support capabilities
of the A-7 and the A-10 were examined in
recently completed joint tests with the Army,

Gen. William V. McBride,
then AFLC Commander, at
the podium.

Under Secretary James W.
Plummer was the evenl's
keynoter.
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and next year, “‘we are planning to start two
joint tests with the Navy on the instrumented
range at Nellis AFB, Nev. One is an air com-
bat evaluation . . . of multiple engagements
between F-4s and simulated threat aircraft,
the F-SEs. The second is an air-intercept mis-
sile evaluation . . . to define the technical
characteristics required for a future short-range,
air-to-air missile for the F-15, F-14, and the
new Air Combat Fighters.” Other improve-
ments in testing are based on advances in
instrumentation typified by the Air Combat
Maneuvering Instrumentation System, Mr.
Plummer said.

Design to Cost Policy

In use for years by commercial purchasers,
“design to cost” is now a standard for all major
Air Force and DoD systems and represents a
“first step toward achieving affordability,”
Secretary Plummer said. A deterrent to unwar-
ranted overruns and “gold plating” through
the systematic examination of trade-offs among
performance, cost, and schedule factors, “de-
sign to cost” entails setting a unit flyaway
cost goal by the time a system enters full-

The audience of more than 500 asked a series
of hard-hitting questions and found that USAF
managers are thoroughly committed to LCC.

scale development. Cautioning that “design
to cost,” of itself, is no panacea and that
it is “certainly difficult .to make it work,” he
nevertheless underscored its substantial poten-
tial advantages, especially in combating cost
overruns, the cause for major past criticism of
Air Force management.

Life-Cycle Costing

The techniques of “try-before-buy,” devel-
opment and operational testing, and “design
to cost” must be combined with and balanced
by the paramount consideration of how much
it will cost to own, man, and maintain a new
weapon system over its life cycle. Secretary
Plummer pointed out that “systems that are in-
expensive to procure, but very expensive to
operate, are not desirable. Overemphasizing
low procurement costs could lead to systems
that fail too often or are too expensive to
inspect and repair.” Life-cycle costing, Sec-
retary Plummer annourced, will be used by the
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“Systems that are inexpensive to procure,
but very expensive to operate, are not desirable.”

Air Force as a key criterion “in all phases of
the acquisition process. In the conceptual phase,
it will help us select among alternatives. In the
validation phase, it will help us verify our con-
cept. In competitive development, it will be a
factor in the source selection.”

The new costing policy, he explained, will
be applied in the following manner:

“First, we will ask contractors to predict
the logistic performarce of their equipment in
the field.” These predictions will be incor-
porated “into the specifications” and linked
to incentives for meeting them during the full-
seale. develonment phage  fTn_the nroduction
contract, we will include warranties and guar-
antees for field reliability and performance,
We may use two producers to maintain compe-
tition and motivation. Also in the contract, we
will provide for measuring logistics perfor-
mance.” The Air Force, Secretary Plummer
stressed, “will share any savings with the con-
tractor or hold him responsible for any short-
comings.”

LCC is being applied on the component,
subsystem, and system levels. In the case of
aircraft tires, he said, the Air Force is now
using the “criterion of least cost per landing,”
rather than least initial procurement cost, thus
increasing the number of landings per tire for
the F-4 from “fourteen to forty-nine and for
the C-141 from 200 to nearly 600. We estimate
our savings on aircraft tires to be over $10
million per year.”

In the area of subsystems, he cited the ex-
ample of the ARC-164 airborne UHF radio,
the Air Force’s new standard UHF radio, that
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is to reduce mean time between failures
(MTBF) from the present average of between
thirty and fifty hours to more than 1,000 hours
and to improve logistics costs correspondingly.
The new system, he said, will be field-tested in
various commands and aircraft and provide
LCC incentives reaching “plus or minus twenty-
five percent.” The ARC-164 contract, accord-
ing to General McBride, includes a “specified
acquisition cost-sharing ratio based upon the
results of a 1I5U1ml.~s, Up::m{iuuul verification
test program. Should the contractor fail to meet
his bid MTBF, the government—in lieu of ac-

nantine dallara
ST e T St

contracting officer accept additional radios at
no cost.”

The A-10 close air support aircraft, General
McBride told the symposium, was the first
major system acquisition program incorporating
LCC. The contractors’ predictions about sup-
port costs are being verified during the first
5,000 hours of operational flying, he said, adding
that if these costs turn out to be lower than
forecast, Fairchild Industries, the prime con-
tractor, and GE, the engine manufacturer, com-
bined become “eligible for an award fee of up
to $3.5 million.”

The F-16 Air Combat Fighter program rep-
resents the most ambitious application of LCC
to date, using a “positive” incentive award for
better-than-predicted support costs that may
go as high as $8.4 million, But in addition,
General McBride said, “and this is where we
have added the stick along with the carrot,
if the field verification test indicates that sup-
port costs are more than twenty-five percent

raarr nt the Adicaeatinen ~F tha

Assistant Secretary Frank A.
Shrontz during his
presentation.

AFA's Executive Director
James H. Straubel acted
as moderator.
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Maj. Gen. Eugene L. Hudson,
head of logistics plans
and programs.
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greater than predicted for a selected group of
high-burner components, the contractor must
propose and incorporate a corrective fix.” (Sec-
retary Plummer explained that the Air Force
identified eight of the F-16’s more than 300
subsystems as “high burners,” meaning prone to
incur high support and maintenance costs.)

The F-16 contract also contains options in-
volving reliability improvement warranties
(RIW) covering high-burner subsystems.
Adopted from the “failure-free warranties”
used by commercial airlines, the RIW option,
if exercised for selected F-16 components,
means “the contractor will repair or replace
any failed units of that item at his expense, for
a period of four years, at an already established
price. Also included in the RIW option is a
further provision . . . for contractor guarantees
of increasing reliability to be demonstrated over
the warranty period,” according to General
McBride. The RIW options concentrate espe-
cially on avionics, which, as they become more
complex, “generally become less reliable,” Sec-
retary Plummer said.

Caveats About Life-Cycle Costing

The Air Force’s Assistant Secretary for
Systems and Logistics, Frank A. Shrontz, dis-
cussed potential problem areas associated with
Life-Cycle Costing, stressing that “both the
annual funding approach and our general con-
cern for current budgets make near-term cost
trade-offs for future savings difficult.” Further,
“without an adequate data base, it is difficult,
if not impossible, for a contractor to evaluate
the impact of design decisions on support costs.
In fact, this is one problem that causes many
people in industry and in government to shy
away from full support of Life-Cycle Costing,”
Secretary Shrontz said.

Other problems associated with LCC, he
said, stem from the fact that “absolute measure-
ment” of a contractor’s support-cost perfor-
mance is possible only long after the production
contract is completed and that this performance
will be decisively influenced by the actual op-
erating environment in which a weapon system
will be used—something the Air Force can’t
predict with “great accuracy.” These reserva-
tions notwithstanding, Secretary Shrontz holds

that the designer of a system is the best au-
thority for predicting support costs and that
a “reasonable measure of responsibility must
rest with him.”

Pledging an open mind and willingness to
apply LCC in a flexible manner on the part of
the Air Force, Secretary Shrontz said, “This
business of procurement is extremely complex,
so that motivation is not going to work with
a single set of contract incentives or confract
practices but with a tailored approach, which
points the contractor in the right direction and
then lets him do a job.”

Avoiding Maintenance Overkill

Maintenance makes up a large portion of
life-cycle costs and is the subject of a critical
USAF review called the Maintenance Posture
Improvement Program (MPIP), Maj. Gen.
Eugene L. Hudson, Hq. USAF’s Director of
Logistics Plans and Programs, told the sym-
posium. MPIP found that some prescribed base-
level inspections of combat aircraft, such as
the F-4 and B-52, “were not required or the
interval between inspections was too short.”
By stretching the inspection interval of F-4s
and reducing the number of items to be in-
spected, as recently agreed to by TAC and
AFLC experts, he said, the Air Force can add
the equivalent of about fifty F-4s to its opera-
tionally ready inventory.

Similar steps are being taken by the Air
Force, in concert with Boeing, to reduce base-
level inspection frequencies of the B-52, Gen-
eral Hudson said. A recent Rand analysis showed
that “maintenance both fixes and ‘breaks’ air-
craft,” with faulty maintenance, in the case
of one sample, being responsible for about
thirty percent of the defects found on the in-
spected aircraft. “The net result of all this
duplicative, unessential, and sometimes harm-
ful maintenance is not only an unnecessary
expenditure of resources, but a drawdown on
the operational force,” General Hudson said.
New Air Force maintenance procedures will
eliminate inspection redundancies, he explained.

Trends in Systems Acquisitions

Trends in systems acquisition management,
AFSC Commander Gen. Samuel C. Phillips told
the symposium, “are all uphill, with the slope
increasing. Not only do we have fewer men, a
depreciated dollar, and an urgent need to hus-
band our natural resources; we are also faced
with adversaries who are showing increasing
technical competence.” The Command’s re-
sponse is a broad cost-cutting campaign with
emphasis on lowering production and manufac-
turing costs: “At Systems Command headquar-
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The new watchwords, operational suitability

and logistics supportability.

ters, we have reorganized to give more emphasis
to the management of production. We are in-
creasing our training programs and are making
production a separate Air Force career field,
like engineering, procurement, and program
management.”

Among the first payoffs of this reorientation
is a new forging technique, that, in one case,
cuts the waste of steel more than fourfold. The
Command is also pioneering manufacturing
techniques that improve life-cycle costs through
increased reliability, longer life, and easier
maintenance, General Phillips said. A computer-
aided manufacturing facility may soon be in-
stalled in an “Air Force plant,” to be followed
by computer-aided design systems, according to
the AFSC Commander.

Contractors’ overhead and military specifica-
tions and standards are being reexamined criti-
cally and offer potential economies across the
board, General Phillips said. AFSC is empha-
sizing standardization of subsystems, such as
avionics, to reverse “continued proliferation of
ground support, aeronautical, and avionics
equipment,” according to General Phillips.

The AFSC Commander presented a direct
challenge to the aerospace industry regarding
hardware reliability: “You in industry must
recognize that the equipment you develop and
produce for us will be operated, maintained,
and supported in the real world of military
operations. Our pilots have other things to
worry about than the tender, loving care of
fragile electronic equipment; our maintenance
personnel do not have the background of your
graduate engineers; and the . . . results of a
repair-level analysis are sometimes ignored
under the pressures of military commitments.”

Try-Before-Buy Testing

The better “operational suitability” and “lo-
gistics supportability” are known before the Air
Force and DoD make production decisions, the
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higher the credibility of life-cycle cost predic-
tions, Lt. Gen. Wm. J. Evans, USAF’s Deputy
Chief of Staff for R&D (named to succeed Gen-
eral Phillips as AFSC Commander upon the
latter’s retirement on September 1, 1975), told
the symposium. The only way to find out
whether a new weapon can do its job with the
predicted reliability, maintainability, and econ-
omy is through stringent and realistic “front-end
testing,” he said: “We want all combat systems
to be tested, not only in realistic atmospheric
environments, subject to the same range of
humidity, shock, vibration, temperature, cycling,
and so forth, to which they will be later ex-
posed, but also in a realistic, combat-like threat
environment.”

Test facilities must, therefore, be upgraded to
“simulate the threat environment as closely as
intelligence information and the budget will
permit.”

In discussing improvement of USAL test fa-
cilities and ranges, General Evans concentrated
on the Nellis range complex in Nevada whose
ground and airspace “provide the basis for an
environment where we can conduct the . . .
free-play type of air activity needed to develop
our tactics, train our tactical forces, and realis-
tically test our operational weapon systems. The
Nellis ranges now contain a limited number of
typical ground targets and threat devices, as
well as some basic instrumentation and data-
processing capability. . . . We intend to con-
tinue to improve and modernize the Nellis
ranges by adding more targets, and threat de-
vices, by upgrading the simulated enemy com-
mand control and communications network . . .
to provide the operational tester, the trainer,
and tactics developer an area that approximates,
as closely as possible, a real-world, combat-like
threat environment.” u

(This report will be concluded in the next issue of
AR Force Magazine.)

AFSC Commander Gen.
Samuel C. Phillips at the
AFAINSIA symposium.

Lt. Gen. Wm. J. Evans, the
then DCS for R&D and now
AFSC Commander,
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N 1921, T was Chief of the Flight

Test Section in the Army Air
Service’s Engineering Division at
McCook Field, Dayton, Ohio. That
June, 1 made what I believe to have
been the first pressurized-cabin flight
on record. We learned a great deal
about cabin pressurization in one
short flight—and I lived to tell the
tale.

The plane was a D-9A, a Liberty-
engine observation plane built from
the design of the British de Havilland
DH-9. It was a two-seater, but for
this experiment the cockpit area was
fitted with an oval pressurized com-
partment made of steel. The mini-
mum of controls was brought into
this tank—the spark advance,
throttle, mixture control, ignition
switch, and the flight controls. Pack-
ing glands surrounded all cables
where they went through the sides of
the tank.

The only instrument inside the
tank was an altimeter. All other in-
struments were on a special board
just forward of the eight-inch port-
hole in the front of the tank, where
they would be readily visible to the

pilot. There were no controls for
the pressurizing unit.

The tank had five small glass
portholes: bottom, top, left side, for-
ward, and a fifth in the removable
door on the right. The door itself
was about two feet in diameter and,
in unpressurized flight, was suspend-
ed on hooks on the right rear interior
wall of the tank. This door was steel,
of considerable weight, and had to
be lifted off the suspending hooks
and placed in the retaining tracks on
the inside of the opening, then ro-
tated about an eighth of a turn to
make a tight seal against a rubber
gasket,

A normal pilot seat was installed
in the tank. In the ceiling was a
three-fourths-inch globe valve, with
a manual control easily reached
from the pilot’s position, presum-
ably to regulate pressure in the tank
by adjusting the rate of exhaust of
the pressurized air. A propeller-
driven blower, I believe of the Rootes
type, was installed in the leading
edge of the lower left wing with a
one-and-a-half or two-inch pressure
line running from the blower to the
lower forward part of the tank.

I don’t know who invented the
idea of the pressurized cabin, but I
suspect it was Maj. L. L. Hoffman,
who was head of the Equipment
Section, and much interested in high-
altitude photography, for which an
aircraft of this type would be very
useful,

The pilot assigned to the first
flight was Art Smith, a well-known

The author made his memorable
flight in this modified D-9A on
June 8, 1921, at McCook Field.

pre-World War 1 exhibition pilot
who was employed as a civilian test
pilot by the Air Service. Since I was
Chief of the Flight Test Section,
Smith was in my department. He
was only about five feet, three
inches tall, but quite husky. He took
the experimental plane up with the
door mounted in the takeoff posi-
tion, that is, in the rack aft of the
opening through which the pilot
entered the tank.

Smith climbed to 3,000 feet, and
tried to lift the door into place to
pressurize. Because of his short
stature, he was unable to maneuver
the heavy steel door into its closed
position, so he brought the plane
back.

Since I was taller than Smith and
consequently would have better
leverage, 1 took the plane up myself
for the pressurization test flight. At
5,000 feet, I lifted the door into
place and rotated it to its locked
position.

Things began to happen immedi-
ately. The pressurization system had
been designed on the assumption
that there would be a large leakage

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 1975



Today, we all take aircraft cabin pressurization
for granted. But somebody had to make the first
pressurized flight. His name was Harold Harris,
and he was lucky to live to tell about it ...

THE DAY | FLEW
AT 3,000 FEET
DELOW SEA LEVEL

BY BRIG. GEN. HAROLD R. HARRIS, USAF (RET.)

through all the packing glands carry-
ing the cables for the control mech-
anisms, and that the regulation of
pressurization would be easily taken
care of by the manually operated
globe-valve in the roof. For this test,
the designers had increased the com-
pressor capacity- by 100 percent. Al-
most immediately after the door
was closed, pressure built up within
the tank until the inside altimeter
registered 3,000 feet below sea level,
although the altimeter outside the
tank showed that the plane was fly-
ing at 3,000 feet above sea level.

My first action was to make sure
that the manually operated exhaust
valve in the roof was wide open. It
was. I could feel the rush of air flow
through the opering in the valve.
Then I searched for something I
could use to break a window. But
I had nothing, not even a pocket
knife, and since I did most of my
flight testing wearing tennis shoes
(to give me a better feel on the con-
trols), I didn’'t even have the heel
of a shoe.

Releasing the inward-opening door
was impossible because of the tons
of pressure inside the steel tank.
There was no way to stop the wind-
driven compressor as long as the
plane was flying, since it had its own
propeller, separate and distinct from
the engine propeller.

The only thing left 1o do was (v as-
sume as slow speed a glide as I dared,
and land as quickly as possible be-
fore the pressure built up to a dan-
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The author, Brig. Gen. Harold R. Harris, USAF (Rel.), was an AEF flight
instructor in Foggia, Italy, during World War I. He became a test pilot at
Wright and McCook Fields, Dayton, Ohio, after the war—the period he
writes about in this article. He set a variety of records during the twenties
and then left the service to go into crop-dusting. He later helped set up the
first US airline in South America, which became Panagra, and served as its
operations manager until 1942. During World War I, he served in the Air
Transport Command, becoming a brigadier general and ATC's Chief of Staff
by the war's end, After the war, he returned to airlines activities,

becoming President and Chief Executive Officer of Northwest Airlines in
1953. During the fifties, he was a member of the “Aviation Facilities

Study Group” whose recommendations led to the establishment of today’s
Federal Aviation Administration. Retired since 1965, General Harris lives

in New Canaan, Conn.

gerous level. At no time, from short-
ly after closing ‘the door until the
plane came to a stop, was the cabin
pressure above 3,000 feet below sea
level.

There was no possible escape
from this ever-increasing pressure. I
do not recall any particular area of
discomfort except for pain in my
ears. The air in the tank was uncom-
fortably warm from the action of the
compressor, and I was wringing
wet on landing. This was probably
due in some degree to anxiety, and
to irritation with myself for having
gotten into such a situation without
having intelligently considered the
possible difficulties and taken neces-
sary precautions.

Between the time of this flight in
June 1921, and the time I left the

Air Corps in 1926, the project didn’t
have enough priority to warrant its
continuation. About the time I left,
the device was again being readied
for flight test with these safety items
added:

® A brake on the compressor
propeller.

® A valve in the compressor pres-
sure line.

® A  Dball-peen hammer with
which to break the glass in case of
another emergency.

I believe that it never was tested
in the air with the additional equip-
ment, however, and that my own
flight was the only one ever made
in that steel tank. =
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Satellites for

TRW'’s leadership in the technology of satellite communications is demonstrated
by two powerful military communication satellites. One of these, DSCS II, is in
operation now with a pair of dedicated spacecraft in orbit over the Atlantic and
Pacific oceans. When the first full constellation of DSCS IIs is complete, it will
provide a global network for the U.S. Air Force and other military users.

An additional system, FLTSATCOM, is now under development for the Govern-
ment. It will further increase the Defense Department’s capability by providing
direct communication with mobile terminals anywhere on the surface of the globe.

With the technology that has been developed for these systems, TRW is excep-
tionally :well qualified for the development of such important commercial com-
munication satellites as Intelsat V and TDRSS.

TRW

SYSTEMS GROUP

One Space Park, Redondo Beach, California 90278



Republic’s tough, versatile P-47 Thunderbolt of
World War 1l fame was one fighter that put it
all together. America’s first ace of the Big One
writes about the Jug—her wonders, her warts,
and her winning ways—in this pilot report
onthe...

BY LT. COL. WILLIAM R. DUNN, USAF (RET.)

—[llustration by Bob Sievens




HE Republic P-47 Thunderbolt

has been affectionately called
many names by the fighter pilots
who flew her—the Repulsive Scatter-
bolt, the Jug, Thunder Mug, Bucket
of Bolts, T-Bolt, Big Ugly, and the
Cast Iron Beast.

My own P-47D, when I was as-
signed to the 406th Fighter Group
(the “Raiders™) of the Ninth Air
Force back in the World War II
years of 1943 and 1944, was called
“Posterius Ferrous.” I assume my
readers can translate those words
from the Latin. And the company
that produced the Jug was generally
referred to as the Republic Loco-
motive Works and Iron Foundry.

Be that as it may, the P-47 was a
beautiful airplane to fly in combat—
tough, heavily armed, good range,
maneuverable (when not loaded
down with everything, including the
kitchen sink), but most of all, reli-
able. It was said in the most elite
fighter pilot circles that “she could
fly through a brick outhouse and
emerge smelling like a rose.” She
was indeed a beautiful beast.

Of course, beauty is in the eye of
the beholder. The P-47 was a big
aircraft when compared to other
fighters of that day. The first time
I ever saw a Jug was after my trans-
fer from the Royal Air Force, where
I had flown Spitfires, to the US
Army Air Forces in June 1943, and
my first thought was, “Where’s the
other engine?”

The Thunderbolt was conceived
and designed by Alexander Kartveli
during the early months of World
War II. Her lines were not exactly
graceful; she sort of resembled a
big, buxom, good-natured blonde, if
you know what I mean. Wingspan
was forty feet, nine inches; fuselage
length, thirty-six feet, one inch; and
height, fourteen feet, two inches.
Wing area was 300 square feet. Air-
craft weight with a normal (clean)
load was about 13,000 pounds. The
P-47, however, had a maximum
takeoff weight of from 15,000
pounds for the D-15 and D-20 mod-
els to 19,400 pounds for the D-25s.
This load consisted of 370 gallons of
internal fuel, 267 rounds of .50-cali-
ber ammunition for each of eight
Browning machine guns, ten 5-inch
HVAR aerial rockets, two 500- or
two 1,000-pound RDX demolition
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bombs, and a seventy-five- or 150-
gallon belly tank. (Some of our
guns, by the way, carried 425
rounds.)

I suppose I'd better mention now
that the P-47N model was even
larger than the D. It had two feet
more wingspan and a maximum
weight of 20,700 pounds—which in-
cluded 1,156 gallons of fuel! The
“N” was used primarily for long-
range bomber escort missions in the
Pacific Theater, so it needed every
drop of gas it could carry. I'll limit
my comments to the P-47Ds, which
we used in Europe and in which I
spent a considerable number of
happy hours, interspersed with mo-
ments of sheer terror.

The P-47 was powered by the
rugged and dependable Pratt &
Whitney R-2800-21 and -39 series
engine. This engine, a radial double
Wasp with eighteen cylinders, su-
percharged and air-cooled, was rated
at 2,300 hp on takeoff. There was
an emergency boost system, which
injected a mixture of water and alco-
hol (methanol) into the engine. If
the pilot got in a bind in combat
and needed some additional poop,
he could “pull the teat” (as we
called it) and get a maximum of
2,535 hp for about fifteen minutes.
After that, the engine cylinders be-
gan to come unglued.

Speed of the Jug, of course, de-
pended on the aircraft’s load config-
uration, but clean she could do 350
mph at about 5,000 feet and around
425 mph at 30,000 feet. Now, if you
had occasion to pull the teat, she’d
do about 440 mph at 30,000 feet.
Rate of climb wasn’t the greatest,
even clean—about 3,000 feet per
minute (fpm) up to 5,000 feet,
which then gradually decreased to
2,500 fpm at 20,000 feet. With a full
war load, the rate of climb was
sometimes reduced as low as 400 to
600 fpm. Service ceiling for the D
models, depending on the series, was
between 40,000 and 42,000 feet.
However, I once had my old favor-
ite, a P-47D-15 razorback, to 42,800
(true) before we both fell out of the
sky and came barreling down in a
long compressibility dive. That got
bloody exciting, as I'll explain later.

Fuel consumption was something
else. The Jug drank gas like it was
going out of style. Twenty-five to

thirty gallons went down the tube
for warm-up and takeoff. Then she
drank up between ninety and 110
gallons per hour (gph) at normal
cruise speed (we used a rule of
thumb—100 gph). In a good dog-
fight, her fuel consumption was
about 275 gph. And, if you had to
pull the teat, she gulped gas at the
rate of 315 gph. Normal range of
the P-47D was 480 to 500 miles
when carrying a full war load.
Maximum ferry range was about
1,700 miles.

A Bird for All Reasons

The Thunderbolt’s combat flying
capabilities and limitations need
some clarification before they can
be discussed realistically. First,
what’s the mission? Is it to be
fighter sweeps, bomber escort,
armed recce, bombing, strafing, or
rocketing? Second, what’s the tar-
get? Will it be enemy aircraft, rail-
way marshaling yards, tanks, artil-
lery, troops, trains, trucks, airfields,
radar and communications sites,
canal barges, bridges, coastal ship-
ping, or battlefield close support?

Well, to be brief and to the point,
the P-47 could successfully execute
every one of those missions and
clobber every one of those targets.
The Jug’s middle name was versa-
tility. All that was needed was for
the Eighth and Ninth Air Force
staff weenies to come up with
the mission—then the Thunderbolt
group operations guys would figure
out how to do it right, the first time.
We often combined three missions
in one flight—initial escort for the
bombers to Germany, .then, when
relieved by another escort relay,
we'd dive bomb some preplanned
target, and finally do armed recce
until we departed Hunland for home
base.

Clean, the Jug could take on a
flock of Me-109s or FW-190s and
hold its own, big as it was. It
couldn’t outclimb them, but it could
stay with them in a tight turn, and
it sure as hell could outdive any of
them. And the heavy firepower of
its eight machine guns, using a
combination of tracer, ball, and
API (armor-piercing incendiary)
ammunition, blew a goodly number
of Kraut aircraft out of the sky.
One time, shortly after the Allied
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invasion of France, our group got
into a scrap with forty Me-109s.
We shot down eleven of them with-
out a single loss.

Lt. Col. Francis “Gabby” Gabre-
ski, the famous “Yankski” ace of
the P-47-equipped 56th Fighter
Group, will certainly agree with the
Jug’s air-fighting capabilities. He
scrubbed 28 Hun kites—mostly
enemy fighters. Col. Hub Zemke,
the group’s commander, knocked
down another 17.75 confirmed in
aif-to-air combat before he was
nailed by ground fire. Capt. Bob
Johnson shot down 27 German air-
craft while flying the “Repulsive
Scatterbolt.” Maj. Glenn Eagleston,
of the 354th Fighter Group, splashed
18.5 enemy birds with his P-47D-25.
Col. Dave Schilling toted up 22.5
air victories. Col. (later four-star
general) John C. Meyer, Com-
mander of the 352d Fighter Group,
had 24 aerial kills. 've listed just six
P-47 fighter pilots, and among them
they shot down a combined total of
137.75 enemy aircraft—that’s the
equivalent of almost eleven and a
half German squadrons!

Escorting bombers was a mission
that fell more to the Eighth Air
Force P-47 guys than to us Ninth
Air Force types. However, every now
and then we'd gei shanghaicd by
the Eighth for an assist. By an intri-

cate scheduling system of fighter
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assured of Thunderbolt and Spam
Can (P-51) escort and protection
all the way to targets deep in
Germany and back home again.
There was one real hazard to us
on these escort operations—even
more dangerous, sometimes, than
enemy flak and fighters—and that
was friendly air gunners aboard our
bombers. Someone forgot to teach
them aircraft recognition, so those
trigger-happy characters took a
squirt at everything that flew. Of
course, at a distance and in a head-
on position with our radial engines,
we might have been mistaken for
FW-190s. We were always very care-
ful never to approach the bombers
with our aircraft nose pointed toward
them. We used to fly parallel to
them, a safe distance away, and tip
up our wings so the bomber crews
could see their shape and US in-
signia. Even with this friendly ges-
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ture, a few .50-caliber tracers would
come whizzing in our direction. Yes,
we lost a few friendly fighters to our
air gunner comrades-in-arms.

If we were lucky and were as-
signed to the more distant relays
along the bomber route, we gener-
ally got a crack at enemy fighters.
If we were unlucky and were as-
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A Ninth Air Force P-47 at its base in
England, loaded for bear with a
1,000-pound bomb under each wing and
267 rounds of ammo for each of its
.50-caliber. guns.

signed to the near relays—across the
Channel, overfly Holland, and termi-
nate just past the borders of Ger-
many—we’d get stuck with the dive
bombing and armed recce bit.

Flak Bait

Not too many fighter pilots en-
joyed dive-bombing. Seems like
special targets' were always selected
for Thunderbolt pilots—well-de-
fended targets like railway marshal-
ing yards, airfields, and critical
bridges. The concept of our employ-
ment was simple. The inline-engine
fighters couldn’t take the heavy flak,
the big 88-mm cannons, 40-mm rap-

id-firing “Chicago pianos,” 20-mm
and 7.9-mm light flak. One round
through their coolant system and
they were dead ducks. But the good
old lumbering cast-iron Jug could
take it and survive. You'd be ab-
solutely amazed at the P-47s that
made it home after being shot to
pieces—cylinders blown completely

off engines and streaming oil, and
great rents and holes blasted through
wings, fuselage, and tail planes.
Armed recce suited the Jug pilot
better—targets of opportunity. Shoot-
ing up trains was by far the most
exciting. Dive down at about a
thirty degree angle to the train’s
route of travel to give the antiair-
craft gunners on the train’s flak cars
a deflection shot, which they usually
missed. Now squirt the locomotive
with your .50 calibers. A few good
hits on the boiler and up would pop
a geyser of white steam and smoke.
Now you had the train stopped and
could beat it up at your leisure, If
it proved to be an ammunition train,
some caution had to be exercised in
case it blew up under you on a firing
pass. One of our 406th boys had to
fly through the debris of such an
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explosion, and, would you believe
it, an 88-mm shell case smashed into
the leading edge of his starboard
wing and stuck there!

Shooting up the enemy’s airficlds
caused the old adrenalin to flow,
too. There was always a lot of heavy
and light flak around them and,
since you had to really low-fly, you
were continually in the thick of it.
Here again was the hazard of the
target—an enemy aircraft or a fuel
dump—>blowing up in your face, a
great red fireball, and you were so
low and close that you had to fly
through it. But the tough, reliable
Jug would generally make it, no
sweat.

I suppose, all told, I helped shoot
up eight or ten enemy airfields in
France and Belgium, and I got my
fair share of flak and bullet holes out
of it. (I was credited with the de-
struction of twelve enemy aircraft
on the ground, during such attacks,
and damaged several more.) We
lost a lot of good boys on those mis-
sions in the months just before
D-Day, but the Germans lost most
of their air force. The trick to stay
alive was not to duel with their anti-
aircraft guns, to make no more than
a couple of passes, and then get the
hell out of there.

Nobody’s Perfect
The Thunderbolt was easy to fly,
sort of like a big AT-6. Takeoff

94

’ —~—
engpgiegy b I

Beating up enemy airfields could be nonhabit forming—and was for a lot
of Jug pilots who sat out the rest of the war in POW camps.

was fairly long, depending on the
aircraft’s load. Landing on that
wide-track gear was also simple. We
usually put the gear down at about
180 mph, dumped the flaps on final
turn at 150 mph, over the fence at
110, and touched down about 85 or
90 mph. She didn’t float at all; just
ease back on the stick and throttle
and down she came, like a ton of
bricks.

Her bad habits, as far as 1 was
concerned, were her slow rate of
climb, spin characteristics, and com-
pressibility dive. I've already men-
tioned the climb problem. In a
stall, low- or high-speed, she’d fall
out from under you with a snap that
would shake your eyeteeth, down
would go her big nose, and she
could really wind up in a long spin.
Spins weren’t recommended for the
Jug, according to the book. If you
did an intentional spin, it should be
started above 10,000 feet. If you
hadn’t got her out of it by 6,000 feet,
you’d better start thinking of bailing
out because she was probably going
all the way in.

A compressibility dive was a
shocking state of affairs, let me tell
you. You'd enter compressibility at
about 42,000 feet. The nose would
gradually drop until it was just past
the vertical, the plane slightly on
her back. There wasn’t a thing the
pilot could do to control the 600-
plus-mph dive, except sit there and

A German 40-mm shell ventilated this
P-47, but the Beast made it home.

watch the earth rushing up at him,
scream a little, and pray a lot.

At about 18,000 feet, you began
to recover some elevator control.
Power on would begin to lift the
aircraft’s nose, and by the time
you’d reached 8,000 feet—pulling
all the Gs you could stand—you’d
come barreling out of the compres-
sibility dive, slightly sweaty and a
little green around the gills, It was
a tremendous expericnce to go
through—once. Some new boys used
to get in a panic and start rolling
back trim in the first part of the
dive. At about 15,000 feet, the trim
would take hold and they’'d exceed
the G limits, zoom up, black out,
and sometimes not recover.

I had one other gripe about the
Jug. Well, it was really about the
gunsight. Whoever invented that 70-
mil gunsight ought to have had his
backside kicked up to his shoulders.
Imagine, if you will, an ecnemy air-
craft diving across your sight doing
380 mph at ninety degrees deflection
and at a range of 250 yards. Quick!
How many radii? Seventy mils goes
into 380 mph how many times? He’s
gone while you’re trying to figure
it out!

My solution to this problem was
to visit my old RAF buddies and
trade an Irvin flying jacket for a
British 100-mil gunsight, which I
promptly installed in my P-47D.
Quick! Solve the same problem.
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Bendix

Avionics Systems.

Off-the-shelf
for the U.S.A.E

- VOR-ILS
- 25 kHz VHF Com

- Ground Prox Warning
- Digital Disnlay Radars

As long as the Air Force has been flying,
Bendix has been making highly reliable
avionics equipment. Including proven off-
the-shelf systems that combine the latest in
cost-effective design with high mean-time-
between-failure rates. For more information,
contact Harry H. Nessell, The Bendix Corpo-
ration, Avionics Division, P.O. Box 9414,
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33310.
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When you think of tactical air navigation, you  beacons, Omega and area nav systems. Plus the
undoubtedly think of Hoffman. And probablyofall  Ilatest equipment in non-line-of-sight communica-
those directional-minded little micro TACANS that  tions: the first solid state, 400 watt, HF SSB
are flying around the free world. radios and an RTTY converter.

Obviously, if you can cut off enough corners,
you'll end up with a well-rounded world.
And that's the shape we'd
like toseeitin.
e

NavCom.Systems




On August 27, 1941, Bill Dunn, now
a retired USAF lieutenant colonel,
became the first American ace of
World War Il while flying a Spitfire
with the RAF’s No. 71 Eagle
Squadron. In 1943, he transferred to
the USAAF as a captain and P-47
pilot, flying 234 more combat
missions by V-E Day. The story of
Colonel Dunn's colorful career
appeared in our April 1973 issue.
In April 1975, his article on the
Spitfirc appeared in this magazine.

Three point eight radii and squirt
him. It wasn’t too long afterward
that I became the “go-between” for
our guys and the RAF equipment
stores for more such trades. I even-
tually got 100-mil gunsights for
every Jug in the 406th Group.

Fantastic Firepower

Getting back to the Thunderbolt’s
firepower, I had occasion on June
18, 1944, to engage an Me-110 that
was shooting up one of our ships
off the French coast, near Cher-
bourg. He saw me coming and
turned to a head-on pass. 1 had ten
5-inch HVAR rockets on board,
and as I wasn’t pdrtlculdrly fond
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whole lot at him. They d:dnt hit
him, but they sure scared the be-
jesus out of him, and he did a steep
turn to starboard. I pulled my Jug
hard to port and ended up about
fifty yards behind him, where 1 let
him have the full blast, all eight .50
calibers. I had never seen an air-
craft, unless it exploded, completely
disintegrate in the air the way that
110 did. Tt just turned into shattered
bits and pieces. The ship’s crew con-
firmed this victory for me.

Another time (August 25, 1944)
three of us were scrambled from
A-6 Airfield in France to hit some
enemy shipping in the harbor at
Brest. When we got there, we saw
that the German Army was trying
to evacuate their surrounded troops
by sea. The flak was bloody terrific,
and one Jug, from another group,
had already been shot down into
the drink.
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Confederate Air Force P-47s—among the few that remain of the 15,660
built during World War ll—all bear the colors of famous Jug units.

The pilot evidently had bailed out
without a Mae West and was pad-
dling around in the middle of the
harbor. Some other Jug pilot had
managed to get out of his para-
chute harness in the cockpit and
had taken off his Mae West. Then
he flew very low and slow over the
walter, through all sorts of flak, and
threw the life vest over the side to
his buddy in the water.
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a bit and returned to his home base.
The guy in the water got the Mae
West and, so we were later told,
was picked up by friendly troops.
Now that episode was something to
sece. We all provided flak suppres-
sion for this bold and heroic effort.

After this, the three of us, Lits.
Howard Park and Lewis Hall and 1,
picked out ships to hit with our
HVAR rockets. Park and Hall both
attacked one vessel and holed it
twice at the waterline and once be-
low the waterline. They made a
second attack on another ship and
fired their rockets, but were driven
off by the heavy flak before they
could observe their hits. I witnessed
both attacks and confirmed two hits
on the second ship’s hull.

My own target was a loaded
4,000-ton troopship at anchor in the
small bay just below the city of
Brest. Twice I tried to make low-

level attacks on the vessel, but each
time I was driven off by the flak—
little white-hot balls of fire zipping
past my Jug’s canopy and kicking
up geysers of water all around me.
Finally, I climbed up to 4,000 feet,
shoved everything forward, and
dove flat out on the target.

I musi have been doing about
500 mph when I leveled out just

above the water and salvoed my
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dead center and exploded inside the
hull, two hit just below the water-
line, two went skidding across the
ship’s deck, and two didn’t fire. I
was so low that I collided with some
of the ship’s top rigging as I pulled
up and over it. I hedgehopped over
another vessel, which I squirted with
my guns, and then pulled straight
up. When 1 reached 5,000 feet, I
was still doing 280 mph.

We three sank three enemy ships
(confirmed) with our rockets—and
cach of us was later awarded the
DFC for that action. We all got
holed by the heavy and intense flak;
my Jug had eighteen battle scars to
prove it, but she got me home all in
one piece.

The Record She Wrote

I suppose you’ve been wondering
how my P-47 and 1 got the glam-
orous title “Posterius Ferrous.”
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A goodly number of aces will testify that the Jug was no slouch in air-to-air
combat. This 353d Group P-47 is off for a day of hunting across the Channel.

Taking off from Ashford Airfield
in Kent, England, one day I hit
a 500-pound RDX bomb that had
fallen off the wing of the guy
who took off before me. It blew
up under my poor old P-47D-20,
cutting her in half just in front of
the tail plane. I didn’t get a scratch
worth mentioning. A couple of days
later, when I went out to look at
my new D-25, there on the cowling
was painted a cartoon-type man
holding a steel helmet over his rear
end. Hence, the name was provided
by my friendly crew chief.

The World War II record of the
Republic P-47 Thunderbolt was in-
deed impressive. In 546,000 sorties,
P-47s destroyed 11,874 enemy air-
craft, some 9,000 locomotives, and
more than 160,000 military vehicles
(railway cars, trucks, tanks, etc.).
And these figures do not include the
great number of other fixed targets
hit and destroyed, nor the tremen-
dous effort that went into providing
battlefield close support for our
ground troops. Fifty-eight USAAF
fighter groups were equipped with
Jugs during those war years.
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Our 406th Fighter Group, com-
manded by Col. Anthony V. “Tony
the Wop” Grossetta, achieved a
distinction unique in the annals of
air warfare. On September 7, 1944,
we found and attacked a complete
German armored column, fifteen
miles long, that was trying to escape
from Southeastern France through
the Belfort Gap. After we hit this
column with our full strength three
times during the day, the German
commanding general asked to sur-
render—but only to the Air Force
unit that had entirely destroyed his
army group. If I remember cor-
rectly, Tony did the honors at a
bridge across the Loire River. The
406th received a Distinguished Unit
Citation for this action. We got a
second DUC in December 1944 at
Bastogne for our close support to
the besieged American garrison
there.

All in all, 15,660 P-47s were built.
During the war years, they were
flown in combat by the US Army
Air Forces, the British Royal Air
Force, the Free French Air Force,
and the Brazilian Air Force. After

the war, Jugs were provided to the
air forces of nineteen countries and
to our Air National Guard. When
I was assigned to Iran as fighter
adviser in 1948, I transferred sixty
P-47D-20s and D-25s from the
USAF to the Imperial Iranian Air
Force. In 1954, while serving with
the Joint Brazil-United States Mili-
tary Commission at Rio de Janeiro,
I met my old wartime Thunderbolt
buddies again at Santa Cruz airfield,
and assisted in the transfer of twenty-
five more Jugs from the USAF to
the FAB (Forca Aecria Brasileira).
Today, as far as I know, the last
Jugs on “‘active service” belong to
the Confederate Air Force, based
at Harlingen, Tex.

Wise guys, years ago, used to try
to needle us P-47 boys with such
comments as, “Evasive action in the
Jug is when the pilot gets up and
runs around the cockpit.” Well,
there was no use in even attempting
to counter their uneducated digs.
The Thunderbolt’s gallant record in
war speaks for itself. She was an
outstanding fighter—a legend in her
own day and age. Yes, truthfully, to
us who flew and fought and sur-
vived in her, she was a very beauti-
ful beast. L
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Delco Electronics
Fire Control Computer
to fly with the F-16.

We weren't surprised when General
Dynamics chose the Delco Electron-
ics computer for the F-16 fire control.

They wanted a fast, no-nonsense ma-
chine that would be a top performer.
Like their airplane, they wanted the
most machine for the least money.

They picked our M362F Computer. Its
name tells the story.

The M stands for our product line,
Magic, although delivering three
thousand computers to the avionics industry took

= * Reliability ... Really! Low parts count,
R less heat, a rugged mil-spec package.

F stands for floating point. If you need
this brand-new feature, you can get it at
dl surprisingly low cost.

Speaking of low cost . . . especially, life
# cycle cost . .. our machine is econom-
. ical to buy and economical to own.

Frankly, we weren’t surprised when
General Dynamics chose it for the
F-16.

Details? Give us a call (805) 961-5004.

more than magic. Or send the coupon to:
The 362 tells you that this machine is the latest in our ‘B‘alles I*édlanager', Divisi
300 series computers, which means— elco Electronics Division,

i . - General Motors Corporation,
* You won't inherit any bugs. Thousands of its sister 6767 Hollister Avenue, Goleta, California 93017.
computers are working in the field.

s |t has a reprogrammable core memory. In sepa-
rate modules, expandable to 65,000 words.

e Small size and weight. Less size, weight and power
consumption than competing machines.

I I'd like to learn more about the M362F Computer and Delco }
| |
I |
I |
» Microprogrammable. Customizes the machine to { COMPANY :
| |
| |
| |
| |

Electronics.
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the job, fast.

e High level language. Your systems engineers do
the programming. Our Jovial J3B or Fortran com-
piler handles the dog work.
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HE sun had set. Below us, the

woods and lakes of Labrador
were black. As far as the eye could
see, in all that wilderness there
wasn't a single light.

But at 30,000 feet, twilight per-
sisted, and we coasted along in a
pale, golden glow—two F-84Fs five
hours out of Bergstrom AFB, Tex.,,
with another hour to go to Goose
Bay.

It was May 3, 1955, and we were
on our way to Goose as part of
Operation “Sneak Play,” the largest
nonstop fighter crossing of the North
Atlantic attempted up to that time.

The 27th Strategic Fighter Wing
was attempting to deploy all seventy-
five of its F-84Fs nonstop to Goose
Bay in one two-day operation, and
then on the following two days to
deploy them, again nonstop, to RAF
Sturgate in the north of England.

Considering that the “F” was a
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trouble-plagued airplane that had
been grounded for almost half of its
first year of service, it was a gutsy
plan.

I was a 500-hour second lieuten-
ant then, with a total of only sixty
F-84F hours, and those were spread
out over the previous twelve months.
I had refueled in flight only twice in
my life.

But I was picking up experience
fast. I'd had my first JATO takeoff
that morning, a nerve-racking busi-
ness in the best of circumstances.
And it hadn’t been the best of cir-
cumstances.

With 230-gallon fuel tanks hung
on the outboard racks and a 230
and 450 on the inboards, the old
“Super Hog"” weighed almost 28,000
pounds. At that weight, takeoff
speed was 184 knots, and there was
no way in the world the 7,200-pound-
thrust Sapphire engine could get it

The routes and techniques for
overseas deployment of USAF
fighters were pioneered by SAC’s
strategic fighter wings in the early
1950s. This is the story of the

27th SFW's last and most
significant overseas deployment

in the summer of 1955.

BY JOHN KOSEK
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going that fast in any 10,000 feet.
That’s where the four 1,000-pound-
thrust JATO bottles came in.

I was fourteenth in a flight of
fifteen taking off four abreast on the
two parallel runways at Bergstrom.
Unlike all the other flights before
us, which had been loaded with
smokeless JATO, our JATO was the
real thing, with lots of smoke.

At the instant my element leader
and I fired our JATO, we piled into
the wall of smoke left by the six
aircraft ahead of us., From that
point, until the JATO burned out
and we broke out on top, I saw
nothing of the element leader’s air-
plane but four little circles of fire
from his JATO bottles.

Thirty minutes later, when we'd
reached our cruising altitude, my
450 refused to feed and I had to turn
back to Bergstrom. We had to abort
in pairs, so a flight leader from the
24th went back with me.

By the time I'd dropped the 450
and got a new airplane and we had
JATO hung and all, it was after-
noon. But then, for a change, things
went right. We caught a tanker still
up over Lockbourne AFB, Ohio,
refueled, and set a course for Goose
Bay.

As we rolled along, we picked up
a cloud deck below us. The further
we went, the thicker it got.

Now, up ahead of us, I could
hear Capt. Allen McGuire, Opera-
tions Officer of the 522d, leading a
flight of three into Goose from
Limestone, Me.—as far as he’d man-
aged to get the day before.

McGuire was one of the old heads
who'd been with the 27th ever since
it had been formed in 1947. Its origi-
nal mission was to fly long-range es-
cort in the F-82 Twin Mustang. He’d
been part of the operation in the fall
of 1950 that ferried 180 F-84s from
Bergstrom to Germany without a
loss, winning the Mackay Trophy for
the 27th. He’d gone to Korea with
the 27th a week later under the
command of Col. Don Blakeslee.
There they became the first unit to
put the ’84 into action. In October
of ’52, he was again with the 27th
when they took a wing of F-84Gs
from Bergstrom to Japan by island
hopping and using in-flight refueling.

We heard McGuire call Goose for
a weather update and then, still
being too far out to hear their an-
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swer, we asked him to pass it along
to us. It didn’t sound too good. The
ceiling was going down fast and
they expected a frontal passage
within the hour. They had already
started to call in all their F-89s.

We heard McGuire call starting
down, and then everything was quiet.

Sneaking Into Goose

About five minutes out, the flight
leader called Goose Control for let-
down instructions and back they
came: “Sneak Play, Goose has just
gone below minimums with less than
one-eighth-mile visibility. Ceiling ob-
scured by heavy rain. Advise you
proceed to your alternate.”

We looked over at each other and
let that sink in. The flight leader sig-
naled for fuel, and I held up two
fingers and then three.

“Goose Control, Sneak Play here.
Please be advised we have negative
fuel for alternate.”

There was a long silence while

F-84F showing the four-tank (three

230s and a 450) configuration that the
27th took to England. This configuration
was slow since the outboard tanks,
whether full or empty, limited the
speed to Mach .74 and 350

knots indicated.

they thought that over. By the time
we got to Goose and made our let-
down I figured we’d have fuel for
two or, at the outside, three GCAs.
After that it would be a nylon let-
down and a cold wet night in the
woods—if we were lucky.

“Sneak Play, this is Goose Con-
trol. We have a temporary break in
the rain and are now above mini-
mums. Begin your descent immedi-
ately on a heading of 040. Please
expedite.”

Speed brakes out, power back,
lights on, and we were on our way.
On top, there’d been the half light
of evening, but the second we
dropped into the soup, everything
went black. As we came around on
our turn, we passed through several
cells of heavy precipitation, and the
outboard tanks lurched and jerked
on the racks as we hammered
through the turbulence right at our
max allowable 350 knots.

Radar handed us off to GCA who
immediately had us drop gear and
flaps. Seconds later, we were slowed

to 180 knots and were on our final
approach. I'd never made a for-real
GCA landing before, and here we
were at night at a strange field going
to minimums in a pouring rain.

My concern was for nothing
though. We broke out a half mile
out with the runway dead ahead and
only a light rain falling. I dropped
back a little and greased it onto the
concrete like I'd been doing it for
years.

No sooner had we cleared the run-
way than the rain came down so
hard that a “Follow Me” truck had
to come out and lead us to parking.
As we came around the last turn to
where the other fighters were parked,
our taxi lights picked up dozens of
drop tanks thrown helter-skelter in
a snowbank. It was a fitting reminder
of how badly things had gone the
day before, when only thirty-five of
forty-eight aircraft made it into
Goose.

When we got up to the club,
though, we found that the second
day had been an entirely different

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 1975



- ity o g e A o R S s - -
- '—au—',—...-._. e — | ——— iy — " W ‘.— Y i T b e A
O - . - .. . p

story. Twenty-seven aircraft had
been put up, and our arrival meant
that twenty-five had made it to
oose. In addition, S1X aircrart rrom
the day before had come in, which
brought the total up to forty-one
out of forty-eight.

On to Greenland

The order to go to England the
following day had just come in from
SAC Headquarters in Omaha, and
Operations was busy shuffling air-
planes trying to come up with forty-
eight that could be ready by morn-
ing. It wasn’t an easy job, because
even though they had managed to
reach Goose, there were serious
write-ups on many of the aircraft.

As it turned out, the maintenance
crews had to work all through the
night. By morning, though, the air-
craft were ready, the rain had
stopped, the weather at the refueling
area and at the destination was clear,
and the mission was on.

When the final count was taken
on that fourth day of May, the news
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was good. Of the forty-eight fighters
that left Goose that morning, forty-
three reached Smrgale The other
five aboried in melavik vecduse
of refueling difficulties, but they all
got down without incident.

Nonetheless, the day was marked
by tragedy. One of the KC-97s from
the 310th ARS had an engine catch
fire during one of the refuelings, and,
without getting off a radio message,
it went into a diving spiral and
disappeared into the clouds below.
Because no one actually saw how
hard the aircraft hit the water, there
was hope that there might be some
survivors. An extensive search was
carried on for the next two days. As
it turned out, they only found a
wheel and some other assorted
wreckage.

Finally, on May 8, England was
ready for the second wave. By then,
of course, all the remaining fighters
had reached Goose Bay and were
ready also.

In all of the shuffling that had
been done to get forty-eight aircraft

S
- -

ready for the first day’s flight to
England, I wound up back with the
522d, No. 12 in the last flight of
fiftceil anciait.

Our flight leader that day, Capt.—
now Maj. Gen.—Ralph Maglione,
always liked to put on a little air
show when he had the chance (fit-
tingly enough, he later became leader
of the Thunderbirds). That morn-
ing, fully loaded, he took us off four
abreast from the superwide runway
at Goose. In the cold dense air,
there was no need for JATO.

We joined flights together as we
turned and climbed out to the East.
Below us, Melville Bay was frozen
solid from bank to bank. We reached
our cruising altitude as we crossed
the coast and spread out into a com-
fortable travel formation. It was a
beautiful day with only a few scat-
tered clouds.

By the lime we reached Green-
land, the clouds below us had thick-
ened and all we saw of it were the
snow-capped tops of the mountains.
BW-1 with its 6,000-foot sloping
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THE OUTPERFORMER

F-16 Air Combat Fighter. Light-years from Kitty
Hawk. A generation beyond today’s competitors.
And the overwhelming choice of the U.S. Air
Force and four NATO nations.

The F-16. A superior aircraft from ] i
General Dynamics for the air-to-air i
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maneuveranility and combat range of
any fighter in its class.

The F-16. Splitting the skies with
aerodynamic excellence and a 25,000-pound
thrust F100 engine by Pratt & Whitney. A

Mach-2 machine with incomparable agility.

The F-16. All that a pilot needs.
Sidestick “fly-by-wire” controls.
Advanced avionics. Tilt-back
seat for unprecedented ¢
“g” tolerance. Clear- /
view bubble canopy. 13/
And a heavy weapons
delivery for air or ground
attack.

The F-16. Multi-missioned,
single-engined for economy
and unparalleled efficiency.
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The author, John Kosek, completed
pilot training in 1953 and served
with the 27th Strategic Fighter
Wing until he left the Air Force in
1956. Since that time, he has
edited Collins Radio Co.'s flying
magazine, ‘“Contact,” and been
an advertising executive with
Sperry Flight Systems and
Motorola's Electronics Division.
He is now associated with the
advertising department of Hewlett
Packard in Palo Alto, Calif.

runway at the head of the fjord was
an alternate we were all glad to pass.

An Unglued Radio

From Greenland to Tceland we
saw nothing but unbroken clouds
below us. Some 100 miles to the
west of Keflavik, GCI started us
down for our rendezvous with the
tankers. At 24,000 feet, we dropped
into the clouds. When we finally
dropped out the bottom at 13,000
feet, there were the tankers dead
ahead of us and only a mile out.

As we split up to get on the tank-
ers, we switched to our refueling
frequency, and that’s when my radio
came unglued. It would cycle around
to the selected frequency, stop for a
second or two, and then start cycling
again.

The element leader refueled first,
and I kept working on the radio,
trying to get it to settle down. The
element leader seemed to be having
a lot of trouble, but I couldn’t catch
€nougn Of Nis CONVersanon 1o ngure
out what it was.

He finally got his fuel, and I
pulled up alongside him and sig-
naled “radio out” so he could pass it
along to the boom operator. I then
slid back behind the tanker and soon
found out what the problem was.
The boom wouldn’t lock into the
receptacle—it was going to be a stiff
boom refueling.

I looked over at the spare, but
there was one plane on and another
waiting. I would have to get at least
some fuel where I was. I was on and
off a couple of times real quick, and
then the third time I seemed to find
the slot.

When I finally fell off, it was be-
cause I was too heavy to push the
tanker any longer. By then Iceland
was passing behind the left wing and
all the flights were joining. 1
switched back to our tactical chan-
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nel, but the radio didn’t like that one
either and kept on cycling.

I couldn’t read my external fuel
on the gauge, but the airplane felt
heavy enough. I was sure I had
plenty of fuel to get to England.
While we had been refueling we'd
come out from under the clouds into
bright sunshine, and as far ahead
as I could see there wasn’t a cloud
in the sky. In the “F,” you couldn’t
let a little thing like radio failure
hold you back. Besides, I thought
that if I turned the radio off and let
it cool for an hour or so, I might get
it back for the letdown and landing

vessels and the SA-16s on the radio
compass, but no luck. What I didn’t
know at the time was that we were
running twenty minutes behind
schedule because of the extra time
we'd spent refueling.

Another half hour and finally we’d
burned off enough fuel to get on top.
Before much longer the clouds be-
low us began to break up, and I
could see the ocean below and then
the Hebrides Islands. It was then
that I realized how late we were.

As we descended toward Sturgate,
the clouds picked up again. T still
had no UHF radio so had no idea

F-84F with two 450s. This configuration, because of the reduced drag, would
go as far as the four-tank setup and cruising speed was a respectable Mach .80.
The flights to Alrica and the return flights to Bergstrom all carried two 450s.

at Sturgate. I joined up with the
others, and we were on our way.

Back in the Soup

That fine blue sky lasted for about
fifteen minutes, and then we were
back in the soup. With four external
tanks full, we could only get to 28,-
000 feet. When we leveled off, there
we were still several hundred feet
below the tops of the clouds.

The brightness inside those clouds
was unbelievable. It came from all
directions. You couldn’t look away
from it. I hated to fly with the visor
down, but there was no help for it.

An hour went by (it seemed like
four), and we were still right there
in close formation, in the tops of the
clouds. The plastic collar on the ex-
posure suit was beginning to cut into
my neck, and I was getting tired of
looking out the left side of the air-
plane.

I wasn’t too sure where we were.
I kept trying for the ocean station

what kind of weather to expect. Try
as 1 might, I couldn’t pick up the
Slulgdlc ;IUillCi. ;.n':l.{Gi I ;ULII.IL; (PIFER
it was putting out all of four watts
that day.

We dropped back into the soup
and turned to the initial heading of
the Sturgate letdown, and 1 started
watching for the speed brakes to
come open. If I missed them or if
mine didn’t open, 1 was in big
trouble. I had enough fuel left to go
on to France, but in order to save
space, I'd cut my map off some
twenty miles past Sturgate. I didn’t
have the faintest idea where an air-
field in France might be and, for
certain, no way to ask anyone.

The brakes came out, and I
caught mine in time, but an aircraft
on the other side of the formation
had his fail to open, as I'd feared
mine might, and he slid out ahead
of the pack and disappeared. We
went on and made our turn and
finally got out the bottom at 2,000
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F-84F refueling from KC-97. If one of the outboards filled before the other, and they
sometimes did, the airplane became extremely difficult to hold on the boom.

feet, It was raining, and the visibility
was down to two or three miles.

Some of us were too heavy to land
right away, so we left the brakes out
and made a little tour of the local
area. I couldn’t believe how many
airfields there were. Some had
Meteors or Canberras on them, but
most were abandoned.

We finally got down to our land-
ing weight of 15,000 pounds and
broke up into flights of four and had
our first try at 8,000 feet of wet
asphalt. Since we hadn’t heard about
hydroplaning, we all managed to
stop in time.

A Brighter World

Our new field didn’t look like
much to write home about. The
squadron operations shack wasn’t
even that. It was a moldy old tent,
full of folding chairs. With the side
flaps down to keep the rain out, it
was dark and stuffy inside.

After six and a half hours
crammed in that cockpit, the last
half of it in the soup with no radio,
I was so stiff and tired I could
hardly get out of my exposure suit.
I just wanted to lie down somewhere
and go to sleep. '

A couple shots of mission whis-
key, though, and the world seemed
to get a little brighter. “Let’s get
cleaned up and go to town,” Mag-
lione said. In less than an hour, six
or seven of us crammed into a 1938
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Humber that served as a taxi and
headed for the first of many sessions
with the rest of the group at “The
Trip to Jerusalem” in Nottingham.

In England, everything fell neatly
into place and, for the first time
since we had them, the airplanes
straightened up and began to fly
right. We ranged far and wide, flying
low-level missions all over England
and Scotland and also across the
Channel into France, There was no
such thing as Instrument Flight
Rules in England then, and that
greatly simplified our operation.

In July, we went to Norway and
also to Sidi Slimane in Morocco. For
that trip we carried a 450 on each
inboard rack, and it worked out so
well (it increased our cruising speed
from Mach .74 to .80) that we de-
cided to return to the States in that
configuration.

The day we left Sidi Slimane, the
runway temperature was 116°, and
we rolled somewhere between 12,000
and 13,000 feet before we finally got
airborne. Even then, we blew up
long trails of dust off the end of the
15,000-foot runway. Out of sixteen
aircraft that departed that day, four
blew nosewheel tires on the long
takeoff roll.

Goodbye to Sturgate

Finally, on August 19, 1955, with
Col. Richard N. Ellis again leading
the first wave, the 27th said goodbye

to Sturgate and headed back across
the Atlantic. (Colonel Ellis, later a
brigadier general, commanded SAC
strategic missile divisions before be-
coming Deputy Commander of
USAFE'’s Third Air Force in En-
gland. He retired in May 1969 and
later that year became Commander
of the Civil Air Patrol, Maxwell
AFB, Ala)

Out of the forty-eight aircraft that
took off that morning, one returned
with a nose gear that wouldn’t re-
tract. The rest got their refueling off
Iceland and went on to Goose. It
was quite a contrast to the disastrous
first leg a little more than three
months earlier.

The first wave refueled over
Goose Bay and kept on going.
Another refueling over Lockbourne
and they were on the last leg. Finally,
ten hours and forty-three minutes
and 5,118 miles after leaving Stur-
gate, they arrived at Bergstrom and
found a red-carpet welcome waiting.

It was well deserved. That flight
set a world’s distance record for jet
fighters that stood for a lot of years.

The second day’s operation went
as well as the first. Every aircraft
that left Sturgate made it into Goose
Bay, and the maintenance crews
who had been sent ahead to Iceland
packed up and left for Texas with-
out ever opening their tool boxes. In
a couple more days, we were all
back in Austin.

After that little demonstration
there was no holding back in-flight
refueling for fighters. Everyone, it
seemed, wanted to get into the act.
Even TAC, which had previously
been indifferent to the idea, started
designing an add-on probe and
drogue refueling system for the
F-100, which was then being readied
for squadron service.

In a few more years, everyone was
doing it. But, for the 27th this was
their last overseas deployment. A
rotation to England scheduled for
the summer of 1956 was canceled
because of the lack of a suitable
field, and the wing then became in-
volved in transitioning to the new
F-101.

Finally, on July 1, 1957, all five
SAC fighter wings were disbanded
and the aircraft and crews trans-
ferred to TAC. The 27th with its
brief but brilliant history was no
more. L
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In October 1943, Gen. George Kenney’s
Fifth Air Force in the South Pacific
was ordered to neutralize Japanese
air and naval strength at the heavily
defended port of Rabaul on New Brit-
ain Island. Here's a dramatic account
of how the job was done. ..

RABAUL

BY STEVE BIRDSALL

N October 12, 1943, Gen.

George C. Kenney's Fifth Air
Force flew the first of a series of
missions to knock the Japanese
stronghold at Rabaul out of the war.
Japanese installations in and around
that port on the northeast tip of
New Britain Island were second in
importance only to those at Truk.
They had to be captured or neutral-
ized before General MacArthur
could advance through New Guinea
to the Philippines and the Japanese
home islands. An invasion would
cost too many men and months, but
with a crushing aerial campaign,
Rabaul could be isolated and by-
passed.

Although the Fifth’s campaign
against Rabaul did not end until
November 11, it culminated in the
much-publicized strike of November
2. While not the largest mission of
the campaign, it was among the
dramatic air actions of the war in
the South Pacific. Its results still are
a matter of controversy among his-
torians.

The Campaign Begins
The Japanese had captured Ra-
buul carly in 1942, ‘but, while the

tide of battle was running their way,
had done little to improve the old
Australian facilities in the area.
However, by the fall of 1943, La-
kunai and Vunakanau, both pre-war
Australian airstrips just south of
the town, had been built up despite
minor Allied air attacks that began
during the spring of 1942. Fourteen
miles to the south lay Rapopo,
another field that had been completed
by the end of 1942. Tobera, a few
miles further south, was ready in
August 1943. Intelligence photos of
the four Rabaul airfields showed re-
vetments for 265 fighters and 166
bombers, as well as unprotected dis-
persal areas. There was also an air-
strip at Borpop on adjacent New
Ireland Island, fifth strand in the
web protecting Rabaul.

Simpson Harbour, an excellent
anchorage with the town of Rabaul
on its niorth shore, was in a natural
bowl, surrounded by volcanic peaks.
Pilots said you could find Rabaul
in bad weather or at night simply by
sniffing the sulphurous fumes. There
were seven wharves, supplemented
by piers and floating cranes, and the
overgrown inlets on the northern
shore of Blanche Bay, which led into
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the harbor, concealed repair facilities
and provision for small boats, barges,
and submarines. Rabaul was abun-
dantly supplied, and until February
1944 the warehouses and nearby
dumps supplied most of the Japa-
nese army and navy units in ‘the
Bismarcks, Solomons, and eastern
New Guinea.

This key location was well pro-
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tected and was (unlike the opposing
Fifth Air Force) high on the priority

list at home. There were some 360,

antiaircraft weapons and a good
radar network. The Japanese could
expect up to an hour’s warning of
any attack.

Kenney’s recon P-38 Lightnings
had Rabaul under constant surveil-
lance. On the first day of October,

By October 1943, with the Japanese
stranglehold on eastern New Guinea
broken, Allied forces used New Guinea
bases to altack the key port of

Rabaul, whose neutralization would cut
off the Solomons and permit further
Allied advances on the long road to
Tokyo. At left: details of Rabaul.

their photos revealed two cruisers,
ten destroyers, five submarines, and
twenty-six merchant ships in Simp-
son Harbour. Scattered over the air-
strips were 124 bombers and fifty-
nine fighters. Ten days later the
fighter count had increased by eighty-
six. Kenney was eager to get on with
the biggest task that had faced his
“kids,” and his weathermen looked
to October 12 for the first big strike.

That morning good conditions
were reported on the route to Ra-
baul, and the largest strike yet made
in the Pacific Theater began. The
crews had been carefully briefed on
their targets, approach routes, and
opposing antiaircraft positions. The
B-25 Mitchells were at Dobodura,
near the eastern tip of New Guinea.
The 3d Attack Group would hit
Rapopo with three B-25 squadrons,
while the four squadrons of the new
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345th Bomb Group, along with the
38th Group’s two squadrons, would
hit Vunakanau. These B-25s were
under the overall command of Col.
Clinton True. One hundred thirteen
took off, six to abort along the way.

Seven squadrons of B-24 Libera-
tors from the 90th Bomb Group, the
“Jolly Rogers,” and the 43d Bomb
Group took off from Seven Mile
strip at Port Moresby, New Guinea.
The Liberators, led by Col. Art
Rogers and briefed for specific ship-
ping targets in Simpson Harbour,
linked up with their P-38 escort over
Kiriwina Island, a Fifth Air Force
base about 275 miles east of Port
Moresby in the Solomon Sea.

For once, Rabaul was taken by
surprise. Coming up St. George’s
Channel at minimum altitude, the
B-25 force veered sharply inland at
the mouth of the Warangoi River,
then split into two groups—the 3d
Attack’s forty planes going to Ra-
popo, the rest heading for Vunaka-
nau. The strafers formed into shal-
low vees by squadron, three lines
twelve to fifteen planes wide and
about a mile apart. Their forward
firepower hit the Japanese with a tre-
mendous hail of bullets as they
opened fire at long range, picking
out the antiaircraft positions and
scattering their bombs over the dis-
persal areas. The bedlam caused by
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This famous photo of the November 2 strike, with a B-25 sweeping low over
Simpson Harbour, Rabaul, appeared in Life Magazine on November 29, 1943.

the bombs and gunfire made any
assessment of damage uncertain, but
the 3d Attack was sure it had de-
stroyed between fifteen and twenty-
five planes on the ground, and three
in the air.

At Vunakanau, the Mitchells
went in the same way. Sporadic fire
greeted them, and Japanese fighters
were up by the time the fifth and
sixth squadrons were over the target.
A Zeke was shot down, but one
B-25 took engine hits and had to
ditch. The P-38s had little work,
picking off an Oscar and a Betty
bomber over the target. The fighters
and a few damaged B-25s landed
along the way at Kiriwina for fuel
or repairs, but the bulk of the Mitch-
ells reached Dobodura about 1:00
p.m.

Col. Art Rogers had led the first
B-24s over Simpson Harbour at
12:05, covered by twenty-eight
P-38s—a small escort, but believed
sufficient if the Japanese had just
finished fighting the earlier force of
B-25s and P-38s. The Jolly Rogers,
their fins painted with a huge white
skull and crossed bombs, droned
over as the sky thickened with anti-
aircraft fire. Unexpectedly, the B-24s
came under strong and determined

fighter attack, the Japanese staying
with the bombers for forty minutes
and 175 miles. Two B-24s were lost,
but gunners claimed at least ten
fighters, and the Jolly Rogers
dragged most of the Japanese away
from the target, allowing the 43d
Group’s Liberators a less frantic
mission. One of their squadrons
claimed forty-eight hits with forty-
eight bombs.

A destroyer was claimed sunk,
two tenders badly damaged, two
large merchant ships in flames, and
three other ships sunk or badly dam-
aged. Kenney had promised Mac-
Arthur he would own the air, that
American troops would go ashore
with their rifles on their backs. Very
optimistic in terms of shipping, but
conservative in the area of airplane
destruction, this first Rabaul mission
was a step in that direction.

The November 2 Mission

The Japanese interpreted the
October 12 strike as a prelude to
an invasion, and struck back at the
ports in New Guinea, hitting Oro
Bay on October 15 and 17 and Fin-
schhafen on October 17 and 19.
Kenney’s fighter pilots claimed more
than 100 victories for a loss of ten
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P-38s. The types of aircraft used by
the Japanese indicated that they had
mounted the attacks from Rabaul.

Fifth Air Force strikes on Rabaul
were scheduled several times be-
tween October 12 and November 2.
Several were canceled because of
weather, and o (wo iustauces only
part of the attacking force was able
to fight its way through bad weather
tn tha taroat

Recce photos showed that the
Japanese were building up their
fighter force around Rabaul in antic-
ipation of an Allied landing. By
the third week of October, 211
fighters occupied the bases defend-
ing Rabaul. Then, in late October,
Adm. Mineicchi Koga started de-
ploying 300 fighters from the Com-
bined Fleet to the Rabaul bases.
They began arriving on Novem-
ber 1.

For the Fifth, another shipping
strike was next on the agenda, in
support of Allied landings on Bou-
gainville Island, about 200 miles
southeast of Rabaul, that were
scheduled for November 1. The
combat crews had been ready since
October 30, but on November 2 yet
another bad weather report came in.
The Fifth relaxed—until two 8th
Photo Squadron Lightnings reported
clearing skies at Rabaul. The mis-
sion was “hurriedly rescheduled.”
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At Rabaul, Maj. Ben Fridge, left, led the attack against the shore defenses; Maj.
Jock Henebry, center, and his B-25s took on the shipping in Simpson Harbour;
Maj. Richard Ellis' B-25 was "Fifth Air Force's slowest.”

General Kenney said that the No-
vember 2 mission would be com-
pared with the Bismarck Sea battle
and the destruction of the Japanese
air forces at Wewak. In actual fact,
it turned out to be one of the most
controversial missions of the war. It
was not the biggest strike, purely a
B-25 and P-38 effort—seventy-five
Mitchell strafers and fifty-seven
Lightnings. There were nine squad-
rons of heavily gunned B-25s, three
from the 3d Attack Group, two from
the 38th Group, and four from the
345th. The P-38s were from the
475th Fighter Group, the 80th
Fighter Squadron “Headhunters,”
the 39th Fighter Squadron, and the
9th Tighter Squadron.

The plan, worked out between the
force leaders and Col. Freddy Smith
{lﬂfm- a fonr.etar ‘r:nnnrle and  Air
Force Vice Chief of Staff) of First
Air Task Force, was this: Maj. Ben
Fridge (now a major general,
USAFR), covered by two squadrons
of 475th Group P-38s, would lead
the 345th in a gun and phosphorous
bomb attack against the shore de-
fenses. Two fighter squadrons, the
39th and the Headhunters, would
make a circular sweep of the har-
bor three minutes before the bomb-
ers attacked. The 3d Attack’s 90th
and 13th Squadrons, with a squad-
ron of P-38s, would attack shipping
in the harbor. Four minutes later,
the 8th, 71st, and 405th Squadrons
(the last two from Col. Larry Tan-
berg’s 38th Group), covered by a
P-38 squadron, would fly a devious
course around the North Daughter
volcano and come in across Simp-
son Harbour. Maj. John P. “Jock”
Henebry (now a major general,
USAFR, and a past President of the
Air Force Association) would lead

the B-25s striking the shipping, and
Capt. Gerald R. Johnson (twenty-
two confirmed victories at war’s
end) with Capt. Dick Bong (forty
victories) as his wingman, would
lead the close-cover force.

The 39th Squadron met little op-
position as it raced across Simpson
Harbour and Lakunai, but the fol-
lowing Headhunters fought an esti-
mated sixty to 100 interceptors,
shooting down eight in the swirling
dogfight. Ben Fridge’s B-25s flew
into heavy ground fire and fighters,
and eight B-25s in the lead were hit,
three of them unable to make it
back to their base. Between the
345th and their P-38 escort, thirty-
four enemy fighters were claimed.
The attack with “Kenney Cocktails,”
standard 100-pound bombs loaded
\‘?;fl" ‘\F"‘;*P :"I’lf\(‘:’\hf\"ﬂ"(‘l wae a eNner.
cess, and a thick wall of smoke
screened the B-25s from the shore
gun positions, as well as burning
out large portions of the township.

Sixteen aircraft were destroyed at
Lakunai and the effectiveness of its
neutralization led to the success of
the shipping strike. It also allowed
the strafers to attack from the east,
over Crater Peninsula, circling north
of the North Daughter volcano,
passing over the town, f{en crossing
Simpson Harbour fron\ north to
south, a route normally exposed to
deadly fire. The only disadvantage
was that smoke from the fires and
phosphorous made target selection
harder in the harbor.

The B-25s Hit the Harbor

Jock Henebry was leading his
B-25 force in a plane named Notre
Dame de Victoire. In his flight was
Capt. Chuck Howe in Here's Howe,
and Maj. Richard H. Ellis (now a
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Steve Birdsall is an Australian
aviation historian who has written
extensively about the war in the
Pacific. In addition to many
magazine articles, he is the author
of several books, including The
B-17 Flying Fortress (Morgan
Aviation Books), The B-24 Liberator
and The A-1 Skyraider (Arco), and
Hell's Angels (Guardian Books).
His Log of the Liberators
(Doubleday) was reviewed in the
December '73 issue of this
magazine.

four-star general, who on Septem-
ber 1, 1975, moved from his position
as Vice Chief of Staff, USAF, to
become CINC USAFE) in Seabis-
cuit—a less than appropriate name,
as she was thought to be the
slowest B-25 in the Fifth Air Force.
Simpson Harbour was a bowl below
them, packed with shipping franti-
cally attempting to maneuver in the
crowded anchorage. The town was
lost in white smoke.

Henebry picked out three ships
in a line—a freighter, a transport,
and a cruiser. Ellis went after a de-

stroyer tender. Howe broke off to
the left and roared toward a trans-
port. The ships in the harbor were
firing at the B-25s, and huge water-
spouts rose up in front of the strafers.

Strafing the freighter, Henebry
thought he saw some fires before
he dropped his first bomb, which he
believed hit its target. Speeding on
toward the transport, his second
bomb definitely hit the ship and set
it afire. But the cruiser was a lot
closer than Henebry had thought,
and pulling up over the freighter
he had exposed his B-25 to the
enemy’s fire while unable to bring
his nose guns to bear on it. He could
see the Japanese gunners tracking
him, but he was unable to return
their fire. He felt the hits and knew
his aircraft was badly damaged.
There was no way to keep a forma-
tion in the harbor and Notre Dame
de Victoire was on her own: he had
to get out quickly.

Seabiscuit was low to the water
as Ellis followed his gunfire across
the harbor. His first bomb dropped
when he was about fifty feet from
the tender. He sighted a transport
ahead, but in between there was the
heavy cruiser, trying to clear the
harbor. Her main turrets were
pointing directly at the B-25s. Flying
at fifty feet, Seabiscuit was thrown
about by concussion from the big
shells. The B-25 shot across the for-
ward turrets, and the bomber crew
could see the Japanese on the bridge.
Gunfire whipped Seabiscuit’s tail,
and her nose dropped as Ellis and
his copilot fought with the controls.
She leveled off ten feet from the
water, and Ellis opened fire on
another ship. The B-25 skidded to-
ward its target as Ellis held the bomb
release. He dropped his other two
bombs, smoke boiling from the ship
as they fell true, and strafed a gun-
boat on his way out of the harbor.

Jock Henebry set this ship afire. The Allied communiqué claimed that Fifth AF

had “swept the harbor clean,"” but postwar assessments scaled Japanese [osses
down considerably. Other raids, continuing into 1944, left Rabaul a battered ruin,
and there was no need to capture it.
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Here's Howe had dashed toward
a freighter at 230 miles an hour.
Howe opened fire on it from 800
yards and kept firing until forced
to pull up his B-25 to clear the su-
perstructure. One of his bombs was
dropped early and skidded into the
side of the ship, the second banged
off the decks. The freighter sank im-
mediately.

As the B-25s hugged the lava
slopes of Vulcan Crater on their way
out, the final wave of three squad-
rons was coming in, led by Maj.
Raymond Wilkins' 8th Bomb
Squadron. Wilkins had flown the
sole surviving A-24 Dauntless back
from a deadly mission in July 1942,
and had confided over late night
drinks that he was kept alive by
some “magic.”

Wilkins had to make a late change
in_tactics because of the smoke
blanketing the harbor, and was
forced to lead his bombers through
heavy fire. Flying on the left flank,
he was in the most vulnerable posi-
tion. His plane was hit almost im-
mediately. The right wing was badly
shot up, and at masthead altitude
Wilkins had to fight desperately for
control. Rather than pull up to
safety, he kept on.

His nose guns tore through a
cluster of small vessels, and then he
headed for a destroyer. His bomb
hit amidships, but not before his
victim’s gunners had shredded the
left stabilizer of the B-25. Still Wil-
kins kept on. Another bomb plowed
into a transport, setting it ablaze.

With his crippled aircraft he began
leading the withdrawal, but a heavy
cruiser was between him and safety.
Wilkins went in to strafe it. The
cruiser blasted off what remained of
the left stabilizer, Wilkins had to
turn or collide with his wingman,
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With smoke rising from damaged vessels all around it, a Japanese heavy cruiser
gets under way in Simpson Harbour. In the November 2 raid on Rabaul, eight B-25s
and nine P-30s were lost and others limped home onlfy to be junkod, but Fifth

AF claimed the destruction of ninety-four Japanese aircraft.

but in turning he exposed the lower
surfaces of his plane to the Japa-
nese gunners. Shellfire disintegrated
his left wing, and the B-25 plunged
into the water. Wilkins was awarded
the Medal of Honor posthumously.

Past the harbor, Henebry's Noire
Dame de Victoire had an engine
mangled by fighters, but he was able
to ditch successfully just off Kiri-
wina, where Howe was waiting to
fly him and his crew back to Dobo-
dura. Seabiscuit got home about
5:00 in the afternoon, a little behind
the faster B-25s.

The Seeds of Controversy
November 2 had been the most
costly attack on Rabaul. Forty-five
pilots and crewmen were killed or
missing. Eight B-25s and nine P-38s
were lost, while other badly shot up
aircraft barely made it home, to be
junked. The B-25s had shot down
twenty-six fighters, destroyed sixteen
more on the ground at Lakunai, and
ten floatplanes or flying boats in the
harbor. The Lightnings claimed
forty-two. Despite the confusion in
the harbor, the attackers had been
remarkably accurate, nearly all the
B-25s scoring hits or near misses.
An assessment of damage to Japa-
nese ships was difficult, but the offi-
cial communiqué claimed three de-
stroyers, eight large merchant vessels,
and four coastal vessels sunk—about
50,000 tons——and that the harbor
was “practically swept clean.” A
later Fifth Air Force report cut this
back to 13,000 tons sunk, with dam-
age to twenty-two other vessels.
After the war, the Strategic Bombing
Survey found the Japanese only ad-

mitted damage to a 10,000-ton tanker
and the loss of three merchant ves-
sels totaling 8,000 tons, a mine-
sweeper, and two smaller boats.
Also later, JANAC—the Joint
Army-Navy Assessment Committee
that went to Japan to compile as ac-
curate a record as possible of Japa-
nese merchant shipping and man-of-
war losses, using Japanese sources—
listed the sinking of just two ships
in this incident—one of 1,503 tons
and the other 3.119 tons.

It was probably the November 29,
1943, issue of Life Magazine that
hrought the confroversy to a head.
The caption under the famous photo
of a Wolf Pack strafer racing across
Simpson Harbour stated that in a
series of raids the air forces had
destroyed 140 vessels and 700 air-
craft in and around Rabaul. It seems
the exaggeration emanated from a
background briefing given to news-
men by one of MacArthur’s staff, in
direct contradiction to MacArthur’s
stated principle of “the real facts”
rather than “some more palliating
impression.”

Ouly the rusting wreckage at the
bottom of Simpson Harbour can tell
the real story, but there is no doubt
about the heroism of the men who
flew against Rabaul.

After November 11, the further
reduction of Rabaul was turned over
to the Thirteenth Air Force, while
the Fifth shifted its operations to
Wewak and Hollandia, on the north
coast of New Guinea, and to targets
in the Admiralty Islands. By mid-
February 1944, Rabaul had ceased
to be a threat to the Allied advance
northward toward Tokyo. L]
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Train your pilots in air-to-air combat
without firing a live round.

Fighter aircraft from the Marine
Corps Air Station, Yuma and
Naval Air Station, Miramar, are
engaging in air-to-air combat on
a regular basis. But nobody is
firing live rounds. They are get-
ting the best training in dog-
fighting and other tactical ma-
neuvers you can get—war or no
war—against the finest pilots
and planes in the world: their
own squadron members flying
U.S. fighter aircraft.

Training you can’t afford to
miss out on. What makes it pos-
sible to train pilots in air combat
in real time and tactical aircraft
is the Air Combat Maneuvering
Range/Instrumentation
(ACMR/I), built by Cubic Cor-
poration. Besides the Yuma-
Miramar ACMR, an Air Force
range at Nellis AFB will be oper-
ational early next year.

Later in 1976, another range—
off shore near Kitty Hawk, North
Carolina—will begin training
Navy, Marine, and Air Force pi-
lots from East Coast airfields.

A/C2 TO A/C3

Everything about this dog-
fight training is starkly real.
When a pilot does maneuver into
a firing position and presses the
firing button, the system elec-
tronically determines the effec-
tiveness of the encounter with-
out a round of ammo being
expended. An instructor pilot on
the ground monitors the dog-
fight, relays the results to the
engaged fighters, pointing out
weaknesses as well as skills.

Cost savings in ammunition
and more effective training alone
can pay for the system in a year
and increased safety will mean
an incalculable savings of air-
craft and aircrew lives.

The ground instructors view
aircraft performance on four-
foot-square color displays. Twenty
aircraft can be tracked
simultaneously, and
the instructor sees all
of them in position relative
to each other.

After the mission,
pilots watch their

own performance on a replay
and see for themselves what
took place while airborne.
ACMR provides the maximum
return on investment for flight
time expended.

The ACMR/ACMI is a joint
service program with systems for
both the U.S. Navy and the U.S.
Air Force. All ranges are com-
patible, permitting interservice
utilization.

For more information on the
operation of this new standard
in air-to-air training, with appli-
cations for air-to-ground, OT&E,
and RDT&E, contact Cubic Cor-
poration, 9233 Balboa Avenue,
San Diego, CA 92123.

RPCUBIC CORPORATION
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would try to use him in some manner. He
was the highest ranking American POW, had
served as Assistant Military Attaché for Air
in Berlin during the turbulent years from 1937
to 1941, and had a good command of the
language. Like the rest of us, he was aware
that the plight of all POWs was worsening daily
as Germany’s communication and supply sys-
tems collapsed. Ensuring the survival of the
POWSs in the days ahead would be difficult.
One way to increase the odds was to be present
in Berlin where the decisions were being made.

A Piece of the Puzzle

The sight of Berlin left no doubt in our
minds that the end of the war was near. The
train station was jammed with frantic, weary,
tearful people. Outside, steetcars lay overturned,
dead horses remained hitched to their wagons,
and burned-out buildings flanked the wide
streets that were piled high with personal be-
longings. We were afraid the crowd might turn
on us, but everyone seemed preoccupied with
his own survival.

After a hideous night walk across Berlin, we
were taken by train to Luckenwalde, a camp
about twenty miles southwest of Berlin where
some 40,000 POWs were housed. Qur guards
delivered us to the camp commandant, whose
reaction seemed to confirm our worst fears; he
was not expecting us and knew nothing of any
plans for our repatriation. As the days passed,
our suspicions and anxiety grew. Finally, after
two weeks, came the first hint of what lay
ahead.

A young German medical captain, Helmut
Bauer, walked into our quarters and in perfect
Midwestern English asked if he could talk with
us. He had lived in the States from the age of
three, he told us, but had returned to Germany
to pursue his medical education and was now
assigned to the headquarters staff of Lt. Gen.
Gottlob Berger, the officer charged with the
care of all POWs in Germany. Bauer offered to
help us in any way he could.

We knew that no Red Cross food was being
delivered to the POW camps in Germany.
Misery, malnutrition, and sickness were en-
demic. General Vanaman asked that Bauer
arrange for him to go to Switzerland and co-
ordinate with US representatives the movement
of food from Switzerland to the camps. He
gave his parole to return.

In a few days, Bauer appeared with news
that General Berger had approved the trip. We
weighed the possibilities of being court-

martialed, or at least reprimanded, for seeming
to connive with the Germans, but concluded
the risk was worthwhile if we could help alle-
viate the plight of the POWs.

We began planning for the mission, but soon
Dr. Bauer informed us that the trip would have
to be delayed because of “difficulties” General
Berger was having with Goebbels and Bormann.
We did not know, of course, that the difficulties
stemmed from our being enmeshed in the
deadly factionalism then rampant in the Nazi
hierarchy.

General Berger had not revealed his plans
for us to Goebbels, Bormann, Himmler, or
Hitler. The spy networks at their disposal made
it imperative, but difficult, for General Berger
to keep our whereabouts and mission a secret
from them. If they had known what was hap-
pening, our heads, along with those of General
Berger and some members of his staff, would
have rolled.

To further complicate matters, the Dresden
raids in February 1945 sent Hitler into a rage.
He ordered that all fiyers be taken into the cen-
ters of the larger cities and left in the open to be
killed by Allied bombs. Largely through the in-
tervention of his close friend, Eva Braun,
Hitler’s mistress, Berger was able to circumvent
this and other vicious orders affecting the lives
of POWSs, but he knew there were limits to his
freedom of action. He abandoned the scheme
for General Vanaman'’s journey to Switzerland.
It involved too much risk and threatened to
disrupt further plans he had for us, conceived
in part by Dr. Helmut Haubold, another mem-
ber of Berger’s staff.

As early as December 1944, Haubold began
searching for ways to alleviate the worsening
plight of the POWs. He devised a plan for a
conference between the several parties who in-
fluenced or controlled the flow of food and
medical supplies to the POWs, in an effort to
ensure that the coming crisis would be dealt
with as effectively as possible. Berger was in
favor of the conference, but felt the senior POW
officers would have to participate and approve
the proceedings before they could succeed. It
was, in fact, for this conference, not for repatria-
tion, that we had been brought to Berlin.

The Web of Intrigue

The conference took place on Schwanewerder
Island in the Wannsee on the outskirts of Ber-
lin, in an impressive house located a block from
the Danish Embassy in one direction and a
block from Goebbels’ summer home in the
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other. Eight American and several other En-
glish-speaking doctors from various prison camps
arrived shortly. As Berger had anticipated, these
men were enraged at the Germans for having
taken them away from their camps and were
thoroughly convinced the entire setup was a
propaganda move. Since most of them were de-
termined to be uncooperative, General Vana-
man called a meeting to explain the situation.
He asked for and received their full coopera-
tion.

The mieeting got under way on March 28. Dr.
Haubold and I (serving as recorder) drew up
a number of recommendations that were put
into an agreement that was approved by Gen-
eral Vanaman and the Germans. One of its
primary stipulations was that an American, Dr.
Gordon Keppel, and a German, Dr. Kim Stein,
were to pool medical supplies and visit Ameri-
can camps on a motorcycle and sidecar to try to
control epidemics. A British and a German doc-
tor teamed up to visit Commonwealth camps.
All the evidence suggests that the Germans did
their best to implement these and the other
measures agreed to at the conference. In later
years, the German doctors were to become my
good friends.

When the conference ended, the doctors went
their respective ways, but Vanaman and I were
detained in Berlin. We insisted that we be sent
back to one of the camps, but our demands
were ignored. Again we feared for our lives.
‘Lhroughout the conierence, we had been drawn
aside by Germans who warned us of the danger
we were in. We were told that Goebbels had
seen us, shown his anger over our presence in
Berlin, and demanded that Berger turn us over
to him. We longed for the relative safety of a
prison camp, but having no alternative, sweated
it out, anxiously awaiting the next German
move.

While we waited and fretted, Max Schmeling,
heavyweight boxing champion of the world
from 1930-32, whom I had met a short time
before, took us to his home in Berlin. He led me
upstairs to his office and opened a huge rolltop
desk ‘which concealed a situation map. The
map clearly showed that Berlin’s fate was al-
ready sealed. Schmeling asked if T would sign
a statement certifying that he had visited
American POW camps, boxed with Americans,
and entertained them. I explained that I could
not do this, but assured him (hat he was well
known to Americans and would not need such a
paper.

Schmeling then wanted to know if he could
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Above, Cols. William L.
Kennedy (left) and Delmar
Spivey, both of whom later
became major generals.
The picture was taken in
Spivey's room at Stalag
Luft lll. At left, a

wartime sketch of Brig.
Gen. Arthur W. Vanaman.
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Lt. Gen. Gottlob Berger, who was in
charge of all POWS in Germany, was one
of the several individuals and groups who
plotted independently to get rid of Hitler.

do anything for me. I asked if he could get
us back into POW channels. When he said he
could not, I switched to a plea for a fellow
POW, Col. Russ Spicer, who was under a death
sentence for antagonizing the Germans at Barth
(Stalag Luft I) on the Baltic. Max replied, “No
problem. I'll jump in my car tomorrow and go
to Barth. Don’t worry.” Colonel Spicer’s life
was spared, but although he refused to give Max
any credit, he did report later that Schmeling
had visited him at Barth, and his sentence was
commuted right after the visit.

We left Schmeling’s residence and resumed
our anxious waiting. Much to our dismay, we
soon learned that General Berger had further
plans that involved us in the dangerous game
of seeking a negotiated end to the war by be-
traying Hitler and all of his cronies.

Caught in the Web

On the evening of April 3, we were taken
to General Berger's headquarters. Berger was
no small fry in Nazi circles. He would later
be among the top men tried and convicted at
Nuremberg. At the time we met him, he was an
Obergruppenfiihrer and General Waffen SS, the
officer in charge of all POWs in Germany
(which he estimated at ten million) and Com-
manding General of the Russian troops who
had been recruited from the ranks of the Rus-
sian POWs under German control.

Berger was an impressive-looking man. After
a hearty greeting, he took us to his inner office
and immediately launched into a briefing that
lasted throughout the night. He told us about
his battles with the Russians and the loss of two

Retired Maj. Gen. Delmar T. Spivey is a 1928
graduate of the US Military Academy. After
World War Il, he served as Deputy Commander
for Education, Air University; Chief of the War
Plans Division, Hq. USAF; and during the
Korean War as Deputy Commander, Fifth Air
Force and Commander, Japan Air Defense
Force. Prior to retirement in 1956, General
Spivey was Commandant of the Air War
College. From that time until 1970, he was
Superintendent of Culver (Ind.) Military
Academy. General and Mrs. Spivey now live
in Bellaire Bluffs, Fla.

Capt. Arthur A. Durand, a member of the Air
Force Academy History facully, is completing
his doctoral studies at Louisiana State
University. He is writing his dissertation on
the history of Stalag Luft Ill.
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of his three sons in the war, discussed the con-
duct of the war on many fronts, and spoke
proudly of the Russian soldiers he now com-
manded. Underscoring his entire briefing was an
emphasis on how he and other high-ranking
generals planned to defeat the Russians with
German and Russian troops. He repeatedly in-
timated that the Americans should join in this
effort.

Berger expressed his firm belief that within
five years most Americans and Englishmen
would regret it if they did not join forces with
the Germans in these last days and crush what
he called “the common foe.” He talked until
almost 4:00 in the morning with only one inter-
ruption, caused by an RAF Mosquito raid. He
sent us scurrying to his bombproof shelter in the
garden, while he remained in his office. A block-
buster hit nearby with devastating effect—for
us, a most pleasing but nonetheless frightening
experience.

After we returned from the shelter, General
Berger explained why he had sent for us. He
was confident there were still enough Germans
to beat the Russians if they did not have to
fight the Western Allies at the same time. Berger
was determined to find a means for negotiating
a separate truce with the United States, the
British Commonwealth, and France. He hoped
that they would join Germany in an effort to
stem the Red tide.

DEIgEl KiEw LG WEsL wOulld Licvel Cuiisiie
this while Hitler was in power. He had con-
cluded that Hitler was insane and that the
Fiihrer, Bormann, Himmler, and Goering must
all be circumvented in a last-ditch effort to
save the Fatherland. Specifically, he proposed
that we take codes and radio frequencies to
the American forces by way of Switzerland, so
they could contact the SS as a prelude to peace
negotiations. As an inducement to the West,
Berger asserted that he could produce sound
evidence that the Russians had reached a
special agreement with the Japanese promising
not to attack Japan. He then asked us to report
to SS Headquarters for a briefing by Walter
Schellenberg, Himmler’s intelligence chief, and
one of the few Nazi officials in on the plot, to
obtain the codes and arrange for our being
smuggled out of the country into Switzerland.

General Vanaman and I agreed that any
move was better than remaining where we were.
We told Berger that we would take the messages
with the understanding that we could not en-
dorse his ideas or guarantee any reaction on the
part of our government. He said he understood

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 1975

our limitations and simply wanted us to take
his messages and codes to the proper authori-
ties.

The whole scheme was fraught with great
danger, but we consoled ourselves with the
thought that we might be implements for stop-
ping the war a little sooner than if the Allies
had to complete the invasion of Germany. We
concluded the meeting by requesting and re-
ceiving assurances from Berger that he would
continue to safeguard POWSs, deliver Red Cross
food to them, and prohibit any further mass
movements of POWs.

Running the Gauntlet

The next afternoon, Schellenberg briefed
General Vanaman and assigned an SS man,
Maj. Heinz Lange, to be our guard and escort
on the trip to Switzerland. Lange was given an
elaborate pass with Himmler’s forged signature,
instructing all Germans to give us safe conduct
since we were on a “War Decisive” mission for
the Reich.

We departed for Switzerland in a small car
at 3:00 o’clock on the morning of April 5. It
turned out to be another hair-raising experience.
Our driver, who persisted in dozing off, took us
down the Autobahn at about 120 km. an hour.
Despite our best efforts to keep him awake, he
finally ran off the road and down a forty-five
degree embankment. We careened on two
WiIECIs towdiu a Bleat ;.)Uu;\.‘lul, Hicita Blau\,ins
blow, and continued on into a pine tree that
brought us to an abrupt halt. Our driver found
a piece of wood, pried the fenders off the
wheels, looked over his steering gear, changed
one wheel that was completely smashed, and to
our amazement the car was ready to go. It
made funny noises, but it ran.

Everywhere there were abandoned and
burned-out trucks and pieces of ordnance that
had been shot up on the highway. We almost
got caught ourselves when several P-5ls
attacked a convoy of trucks ahead of us, but
our driver got us into a nearby woods. We stayed
on side roads after that.

The next day, we stopped briefly at Nurem-
berg and were reminded that the shambles
before us was the work of our “Luft [Air]
Gangsters.” Not far below Nuremberg we
passed through a bottleneck formed by the
Russian and Allied armies as they approached
each other. The two armies were then not more
than thirty miles apart, and we could hear gun-
fire and see where shells had spattered across
the road.
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At Munich, we received civilian clothes to
wear over our uniforms. I shall never forget the
sight of General Vanaman decked out in a ski-
ing cap and a long gray overcoat with a patch
over the left breast covering a hole about the
size of a half dollar, a sight that led us to sus-
pect that the previous owner had been the
victim of an excellent marksman.

We donned our new but ill-fitting clothes and
two days later arrived at Meersberg, where we
took the ferry to Staad, just five miles from
Konstanz, Switzerland. There we saw the first
of the Red Cross trucks General Berger had
spoken of. While at Staad, Major Lange had a
shoemaker hide the code and other papers in
the heels of General Vanaman’s shoes.

Two days went by, and still the Major got
no instructions from Berlin to push us across
the border into Switzerland. He said everything
had been coordinated with the local Gestapo
and SS people, and now only needed final ap-
proval from Schellenberg in Berlin. But it never
came! Instead, Himmler had in the end found
out about us and sent a message to Major
Lange. Lange claims the message ordered him
to return us to Berlin, But General Vanaman
saw either the first message itself or an ensuing
one and concluded that Lange had orders to
dispose of us.

Much to his credit, the Major took it upon
himself to ignore whatever orders he had
received. To our great relief, on April 23, Lange
delivered us to a man named Egan, the regional
civilian governor, who put us across the border
at Horst, into Switzerland and freedom.

We quickly cleared through the appropriate
diplomatic and military channels. T then went
to General Spaatz’s headquarters in France,
and helped make preparations for the return of
the other POWs. General Vanaman was
whisked off to Washington where he delivered
his papers to the War Department and briefed
G-2 on the whole situation as we knew it. He
then returned to France to help get the POWs
home. No action was taken upon Berger's pro-
posals. By this time, the war was all but over,
and the Allies were interested only in uncon-
ditional surrender.

The Perspective of Time

Of what importance was this secrét mission
and how successful was it? These questions
have recurred in my thinking since the war, and
the search for answers to them led me back
to Europe five times where I researched the
records and interviewed many of the people we
met during the episode.

General Berger's peace efforts were given
short shrift by the Western Allies. More im-
portant than delivering the codes, however,
was the impact our mission had in helping

alleviate the plight of the POWSs. Indirectly,
at least, our negotiations in Berlin led to
saving thousands of lives and untold misery
among the POWs. The available evidence sup-
ports this conclusion.

The key to this achievement was Berger
himself, who unquestionably held the fate of
all the POWs in his hands, There is evidence
that Hitler ordered the liquidation of the POWs
and wanted the supplies destined for their
camps to be turned over to the civilian popula-
tion. Berger repeatedly ignored Hitler’s de-
mands. He hosted the medical conference we
attended and negotiated with personnel of the
Protecting Power and the International Red
Cross for Red Cross supplies, carried in trucks
provided by Supreme Headquarters, Allied
Expeditionary Force (SHAEF), to be given
safe passage through Allied and German lines.

Without his efforts, the supplies would, in all
probability, never have reached the starving
men in the camps. Even slight delays, such as
those that would have occurred if the POWs
had been kept on the march, could have been
disastrous. One reliable report indicates that
almost half of the prisoners were ill with dysen-
tery and malnutrition by the time the trucks
arrived. Within two weeks they were on their
feet, and their health was vastly improved at the
time of liberation. The judges at Nuremberg
recognized these facts, as evidenced by Berger’s
greatly reduced sentence and early release from
prison.

Why did he take such risks and how can one
reconcile his humanitarian efforts with the bad
image of the SS? The answer lies partly in the
fact that Berger was a proud Waffen SS general
of the line—not one of Himmler's henchmen.
Born in 1896, he was a product of an earlier
Germany that bore little relationship to Hitler’s
world.

Another part of the answer perhaps lies in
the nature of our contdct with Berger. He
needed us for the medical conference and to
carry his codes to the West. Before consenting
to these tasks, we were careful to exact promises
that he would do all in his power to alleviate
the plight of the POWs. Berger knew that if his
truce offer was to be taken seriously, he must
establish his credibility. One way to do that was
to fulfill the promises he made to us in Berlin.
During my visits with him in prison and later
at his home, I became convinced that he was
not only an excellent general but a man of deep
humanitarian instincts, with a profound sense
of duty.

General Vanaman and I take great pride in
the thought that to a significant degree, General
Berger’s humanitarian conduct arose from our
actions during that frightening, but memorable
and fruitful, secret mission to Berlin. L
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The Bulletin Board

By John O. Gray

MILITARY AFFAIRS EDITOR, AIR FORCE MAGAZINE

Status Report on AFA
Resolutions

At its National Convention last
September, the Air Force Associa-
tion adopted fifty-seven policy and
general resolutions, some new,
some continuing. AFA strongly sup-
ports these resolutions and con-
stantly works for their approval. A
status report as of early August
1975 follows:

Policy Resolutions

(In early August, the Senate re-
jected a House/Senate conference
committee report on the military
procurement authorization bill that
authorizes funds for weapons and
R&D for FY '76 and the following
three-month budget transition pe-
riod, FY '76T. The surprise action
leaves the status of items embodied
in several resolutions up in the air
until September when Congress re-
turns from its latest vacation and a
new conference committee can act.
Prompted by its Budget Committee,
the Senate is seen cutting the bill
below the $31.1 billion authorized
by the first conference committee,
and subsequently by the full House.)

1. Minuteman Missile Force: Both
Houses of Congress agree on $724
million for procurement of fifty Min-
uteman |ll missiles and continua-
tion of Minuteman modernization.
Still needed is agreement on lan-
guage in the bill.

2. Strategic Airlift: The House
earlier authorized $46 million to be-
gin a small prototype program to
modify aircraft in the Civil Reserve
Air Fleet. The Senate rejected it.
Outcome up to the new conference
committee.

3. Tactical Airlift: Both Houses
have authorized $85 million for R&D
on the Advanced Medium STOL
transport. It's what USAF requested.

4. Remotely Piloted Vehicles:
Both houses have authorized $19
million through September 1976 for
drone/remotely piloted vehicle sys-
tems development.
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5. Advanced Space Defense: Ex-
ploratory research is in progress
without commitment to specific
technological initiatives.

6. SLBM Warning System: Both
Houses have agreed on $560 million
for this and other USAF military
astronautics R&D programs.

7. Lightweight Fighter: F-16 pro-
totypes are currently undergoing
tests with an eye to establishing
complete specifications of the
USAF's Advanced Combat Fighter.
The Senate/House Conference Com-
mittee had authorized $221 million
for continued R&D.

Continuing Policy Resolutions

1. B-1 Advanced Bomber: The
rejected House/Senate conference
report authorized $800 million for
R&D and $87 million for long-lead-
item procurement, close to the Ad-
ministration’s request. Cuts in the
second report are feared likely.

2. F-15 Advanced Fighter: The
full $1.4 billion in the Administra-
tion’'s FY '76 budget, to buy 108
F-15s, was authorized in the first
conference report. Whether it will
be in the second report remains to
be seen.

3. A-10 Aircraft: Outcome up to
the new conference committee; the
first authorized funds for production
of ninety-one A-10s.

4. Air Defense: Six AWACS were
approved last year. Prior to the first
conference report, which authorized
$460 million in production funds and
$253.6 million for R&D, the two
houses were in wide disagreement.

5. Advanced Airborne Command
Post: The Administration has de-
ferred this program and withdrawn
a request for $185.8 million for three
aircraft plus spares.

6. AWACS: See item four above.

7. Defense R&D Program: AFA
wants a national defense R&D ef-
fort “'second to none.” The rejected
conference report on the procure-
ment bill authorized $9.7 billion in
FY '76 for RDT&E. Actual appropria-
tions last year: $8.9 billion.

8. Amnesty: AFA holds, along

with the Administration, that each
case should be examined and
settled separately according to ex-
isting laws and rules.

9. Status of MIAs and POWs in
SEA: AFA, while urging the govern-
ment to take all necessary steps to
secure an accounting, is aware of
the difficulties.

10. Advanced Technology for
Missile and Space Systems: This
resolution urges expansion of tech-
nology programs in ballistic missile
and military space systems.

11. Space Shuttle: AFA calls on
the government for full-scale back-
ing to achieve a superior Space
Shuttle program.

Continuing General Resolutions

A. Amendments to the Dual Com-
pensation Act: Current law requires
retired Regular officers to give up
part of their retired pay if they take
Civil Service jobs. Through this in-
equity the government loses top
executive talent. Corrective legisla-
tion has been introduced by Rep.
Bob Wilson (R-Calif.), but no early
action is likely. Federal employee
unions remain opposed.

B. National Guard Technician
Retirement: This resolution en-
dorses the amendment of Title 5,
U. S. Code, to eliminate the fifty-five
percent restriction and to give full
credit for service performed before
the 1968 National Guard Technician
Act. Legislation to accomplish this
has been passed by the Senate and
it has now received full support from
the House Post Office and Civil
Service Committee.

C. Recomputation of Retired Pay:
Although rejected by Congress the
past three years, recomputation of
retired pay (on January 1, 1972, pay
rates) retains considerable support
on Capitol Hill. Sen. John Stennis
(D-Miss.), Chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, has in-
dicated he would hold hearings on
recomputation.

D. Dependents’ Dental-Care Pro-
gram: This resolution, adopted by
AFA eight years ago, has been “un-
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der consideration” by the Defense
Department ever since. Because of
its high cost (estimated at $100 mil-
lion), it has been omitted from the
Department’s 'legislative program”
for the 94th Congress. No chance of
enactment this year.

E. Reserve Retirement on a Re-
duced Annuity Basis: DoD's pro-
posal wouid allow retirement as
early as age fifty (it's now sixty),
but at a greatly reduced rate. Ex-
ample: at age fifty-two, only 37.2
percent of the normal rate. Accord-
ingly, most Reservists oppose it.
Rep. G. V. Montgomery (D-Miss.) is
sponsoring a more reasonable bill.
Any action this year is unlikely.

F. Trailer Moves and Dislocation
Allowances for Military Personnel:
AFA and the services endorse the
idea of reimbursing trailer owners
for the full cost of their PCS moves
(rather than the current seventy-four
cent per mile rebate ceiling) and
paying dislocation allowances, The
White House moratorium on spend-
ing for new personnel programs re-
mains the big deterrent.

G. Enlisted Representation on
Air Force Aid Society Board: The
Chief Master Sergeant of the Air
Force should become an ex-officio
member of the AFAS Board of

Trustees, AFA believes. Board
members disagree.

H. Support of the Community Col-
lege of the Air Force: AFA con-
tinues to support the CCAF and is
pleased to note that it has extended
eligibility in its study programs to
enlisted Air Force Reservists and
Air Guardsmen.

I. Employer Support of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve: The Na-
tional Committee for employer sup-
port of these organizations has per-
suaded thousands of firms, agen-
cies, educational institutions, etc,,
to encourage their workers to par-
ticipate in the Reserve Forces.

J. Incentives for Members of the
National Guard and Reserve Forces:
Defense Department proposals to
provide Reservists and Guardsmen
with tuition aid and other incentives
and authorize additional creditable
training points toward retirement
are bogged down because of their
price tags.

K. Earlier Retirement for Civilian
Employees: AFA supports lower
combinations of service-age retire-
ment options in the interest of
maintaining a viable civilian work
force and promotion opportunities.
USAF plans a legislative proposal
incorporating such changes.

L. Increased Unaccompanied
Baggage for E-4s Under Four Years’
Service: The resolution calls for
raising their unaccompanied bag-
gage limit to at least 425 pounds
gross weight. Meantime, a proposal
to boost the allowance to a net 500
pounds for E-4s with two years’
service and below has been ad-
vanced. Outlook dim for both.

M. Low-cost Housing/Mobile
Homes for Airmen Under Four
Years’ Service: The Pentagon con-
tinues to favor conventional homes
through new construction or com-
munity support, to meet shortages;
it opposes buying mobile homes.
But as a practical matter, little new
family housing of any kind is being
approved.

N. Support of Air Force Enlisted
Widows' Home Foundation: A num-
ber of widows have moved into an
interim facility, Theresa Village, an
apartment complex purchased this
spring by the AFEWH Foundation.
It is located at Fort Walton Beach,
Fla. Meantime, H. R. 3569 spon-
sored by Rep. Robert L. F. Sikes
(D-Fla.) would provide seventy-nine
acres of land for a permanent fa-
cility at Eglin AFB, Fla. AFA units
have raised $12,940 for the Founda-
tion,

Put grounded planes back in the air

with Frazier parts.

Any aircraft, old or new, can be restored to duty when worn parts are A3
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[ ]
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0. CHAMPUS Authorization for
Retirees over Age Sixty-five: Rep.
Charles E. Bennett (D-Fla.) has in-
troduced a bill to accomplish this,
but favorable action is unlikely. The
thrust from the Pentagon is to cur-
tail, not expand, CHAMPUS.

P. Improvement of the Military
Survivors’ Benefit Program: Several
changes to improve the SBP have
been advanced in Congress and
within the Administration. No hear-
ings have been scheduled.

Q. Performance Rating System:
This resolution urges elimination of
the Performance Rating Act and re-
placement with a law covering all
performance evaluation objectives
that would simplify administration
and let management -effectively

R. Civilian Mobility: Authorization
of a government-paid move on re-
tirement, for employees who had
executed a "mobility agreement,”
is the objective of this proposal. It
has the firm backing of the Air
Force.

S. Disability Retirement: Provi-
sion for a lump-sum payment on re-
tirement for employees taking a dis-
ability retirement is the aim of this
resolution. It would allow manage-
ment to promptly replace key per-
sonnel retiring for disability. Sup-
ported by Defense, but no legisla-
tion has been submitted.

T. Payment of Travel Expenses
for Civilian Presidential Appointees
to First Duty Station and Return to
their Home of Record: Air Force
and Defense support this resolution,
but necessary legislation has yet to
be drafted.

U. Award of E-3 Rank to AFJROTC
Graduates Entering USAF: Because
the present “recruiting climate” is
excellent and for other reasons, the
Air Force opposes this resolution.

study in the Defense Department,
but severe budget constraints make
early action unlikely.

W. CAP Search Missions: Legis-
lation to bolster CAP’s search mis-
sion capability has been intro-
duced. However, the Administration
recently rejected a Defense legisla-
tive proposal that would have al-
lowed an expanded CAP program.

New General Resolutions

1. AFA Flag: A forty-five by fifty-
two-inch AFA banner, on which
chapter names and/or numbers
can be added, has been approved
and is available at a nominal cost.
Details have been sent to all field
units.

2. Military Health Care: AFA
urges the government to formally
recognize the vital role the military
medical services are playing in
maintaining the US defense posture
and to provide whatever funds are
necessary to maintain an effective
and viable worldwide military medi-

evaluate an
mance for specific purposes.
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employee's perfor- V.
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Ed Gates ... Speaking of People

Increasing Air Force Junior
ROTC Units: This has been under

What Are the Prospects for a Military Union?

Recent headlines stating that a prominent AFL-CIO
affiliate will attempt to organize military personnel have
produced shudders throughout the Pentagon. Defense
Department leaders have revived and reiterated firm
statements strongly opposing the idea. The Department
holds that "commanders are not authorized to recognize
or bargain with a so-called serviceman's union." Senior
officers, of course, are solidly opposed to a military
union.

The American Federation of Government Employees
thinks differently. It has 350,000 federal civilian workers
as members. It also represents hundreds of thousands of
others under various contracts with federal agencies.

To these the AFGE leadership wants tc add enlisted
members of all services, but not officers, a spokesman
for the organization told AIR FORCE Magazine.

Thus the battle lines are firming; an eventual acri-
monious confrontation is a distinct possibility.

But not immediately. No formal decision to proceed
with the unionizing effort is possible until the AFGE's
constitution is changed. And that can't be done until
and unless the membership—at the AFGE's convention
next summer—approves, the spokesman said. But he
indicated a "go" sign then is probable.

The delay, meantime, gives the opposition time to
develop strategy to combat the move. It also gives
prospective “‘recruits’ time to appraise the situation.
Will enlisted members in any numbers embrace a military
union? As yet, there is little to so Indicate, but that could
change.

The union's basic game plan calls for plugging pay,
benefits, and other bread-and-butter issues. It also sees
itself representing service membars in disciplinary
hearings and court challenges, possibly involving such
controversial issues as hair styles.

One reason the AFGE doesn't plan to organize officers,
the spokesman acknowledged, is because of its strong
continued support of the dual compensation statutes
(which severely penalize retired Regular officers working
for the government). Representing officers and upholding
the prohibition on dual comp simultaneously would
hardly be compatible, AFGE recognizes.

The union, brushing aside opponents’ charges that it
lacks expertise in the military personnel arena, claims
success for defeating President Ford's bid to delay pay
boosts for federal employees last year. It was then that
the AFGE distributed handbills to thousands of service
members who supported the lobbying effort.

it is this “linkage' between federal civilian compensa-
tion and military pay that should naturally tend to bring
the service community under the union umbrella, the
spokesman said. And some experts feel the AFGE has
a foot in the door with Reserve and National Guard
technicians, a few of whom already belong to the union.
While sometimes called ‘‘quasi-milltary’ personnel, they
are basically civilians who put on their uniforms one
weekend a month; and the union they belong to is strictly
a civilian union.

Supporters of military unions also claim that “large
numbers'' of service members who moonlight have joined
civilian unions while pursuing their second jobs. The
actual number, while undeterminable, is probably tiny.

A new USAF survey, for instance, reveals that 85.5
percent of all USAF's members do not hold a second
job. And of the 14.5 percent who do, most work at them
only a few hours a week. Hardly a climate producing
many union members. :

Military unions are nothing new in Europe. Denmark's
was established fifty-three years ago. West Germany,
Sweden, Austria, and the Netherlands are other European
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cal health care system. Meantime,
] action on health care is held in
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abeyance pending release of a
HEW-DoD-OMB study.

3. Special Pay for Military
Physicians: This resolution urged
full implementation of P. L. 93-274,
providing Variable Incentive Pay of
$10,000-$13,500 per year. This was
accomplished by the Defense De-
partment last September.

4. Support of CHAMPUS: Contin-
ued in-depth support of CHAMPUS
by the government, not reductions
of services as occurred earlier this
year, ig the thrust of this resolu-
tion.

5. Retirement Pay: This resolu-
tion, calling for an end to the "“pay
inversion” for retired military per-
sonnel, is close to achievement. An
amendmenl, pending in the delayed
military procurement bill, will as-
sure that service members will not
receive less retired pay by contin-
ued active duty.

6. Proposed New Military Nondis-
ability Retirement Plan: This is De-
fense's controversial Retirement
Modernization Act, resubmitted to
Congress May 30. AFA wants the
lawmakers, in any version of the

RMA they may pass, to provide
that any reduction in benefits would
affect only persons entering mili-
tary service after date of enact-
ment. Action this year uncertain.

7. Defense Officer Personnel
Management Act: AFA urges Con-
gress to approve DOPMA soon and
thus provide the Air Force an ade-
guate number of permanent field-
grade authorizations. DOPMA hear-
ings were held early this summer.
Enactment in late 1975 or early
1978 is likely,

8. Air Crew Status and Flight Pay
of Air Force Flight Nurses: This
resolution supports flight pay for
flight nurses while they are engaged
in flying duties. USAF disagrees.
Since recruitment of flight nurses
is not now a particular concern to
the services, no early change is
anticipated.

9. Variable Military Cost-of-Living
Allowance: AFA believes that spe-
cial allowances similar to those
paid US military members stationed
in high-cost areas abroad should be
authorized for Stateside high-cost
areas. Most authorities agree. The

proposition continues under study.

10. Taxability of Moving Ex-
penses: Provisions of a 1969 law
require service people to pay taxes
on PCS outlays and include as in-
come ‘in-kind” reimbursement of
moving expenses. The provisions
have been suspended on a tempo-
rary basis. Permanent relief, which
AFA endorses, may come via a pro-
posal Defense is handling.

11. Family Housing for Lower-
Grade Airmen: Congress scuttled
earlier Defense plans to build
family housing units for low-ranking
families, and the outlook for subse-
quent approval is dim.

12. Survivor Annuity for Civilian
Employees: This resolution was im-
plemented by P. L. 93-474, October
26, 1974,

13. Extension of Time Limits for
Awarding of Decorations: P. L. 93-
469, enacted October 24, 1974, ex-
tends the time limits for recom-
mendations based on acts, achieve-
ments, or service performed in SEA
during July 1, 1958, to March 27,
1973.

14. AFJROTC Fourth Year Cur-

countries with similar organizations. The last mentioned,
composed of about 30,000 persons, is cited by AFGE
officials as an example of how a military union has
“proved workable" and '"‘achieved” such things as sub-
stantial pay raises, a cutback in saluting, and an end
to bed checks in barracks.

US military officials are anything but impressed by

tha Matharlande' unlonizad farea, And an articla an
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NATO's forces in Western Europe—compiled from reports
of US News and World Report foreign correspondents
and published in the magazine's May 12, 1975, issue—
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best in NATO, now are graded worst in terms of
appearance and dedication.”

A detailed study of military unions in Sweden, Denmark,
and Austria appeared recently at the Air Force Institute
of Technology, in the form of a graduate degree thesis
by two USAF captains—Joseph P. Mockaitis and Donald
E. Johnson. They found that in all three countries the
unions ‘‘were helpful” in improving military pay and
benefits. In Sweden, for example, they also found that
improvements in vacations and working conditions “have
been achieved through union effort."

However, on unionism in general, in Europe as opposed
to the US, the captains wrote: "'The general atmosphere
of mutual trust and cooperation which characterizes labor
negotlations in these foreign countries seldom exists here
in the US, where unions strike much more frequently
than in Europe."

The authors further stated that:

® Though military unions in Sweden and Austria can
strike (Denmark's is specifically forbidden to do s0),

“it is highly unlikely that this strike would be exercised.”

@ |f a US military union, however, were denied the
right to strike (as surely would be the case in the event
that such an organization takes shape), it doesn't
necessarily follow that there would be no strike. “Although
denied, strikes would probably occur," Mockaitis and
Johnson suggest.

They added that a union probably could not exist within
the US military “without exercising the strike option,
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whether or not this option [is] . . . permitted by law."
This may represent an extreme point of view that
potential organizers would undoubtedly deny.

In any event, public employee unions generally are
flexing their growing muscles, and causing new concern
among the general public. The recent strikes by New
York City sanitation workers and Pennsylvania state
emnloyeas, and the strike thraats hy 11S nostal wnrkars
attest to that.

Aside from the explosive strike issue, sufficient in itsslf
to heighten cancern In Pentagon officials about military
unl-.n!am vkt .-m-ld ciinh an nrnunhailnn aannmnlmh
for the troops that hasn't been done without a union?

Very little, many observers feel. Fifteen or twenty
years ago it might have been different. In those days
service members' most natural “'representative’’ was the
government—the Administration and Congress. But the
government had neglected the service community in payi
benefits matters that unions might have pursued success-
fully. Basic pay levels lagged badly; survivor benefits
and dependent medical care had not been pursued
sufficiently. In short, the government then was an ineffec-
tive voice or spokesman for persons in uniform.

This has changed in recent years. Uncle Sam, starting
a decade or so ago, did in fact become responsive to
members' money needs. And the military-oriented associ-
ations, the Air Force Association among them, have
been in there pitching.

An example of the associations' ever-increasing support
is their role in the current struggle over military commis-
saries. They have banded together in an awesome display
of strength in support of retaining the stores with their
present customer savings. The associations, in fact,
have probably saved the commissary system.

The associations have the desire and the know-how
to support the troops; they understand the Issues, speak
the same language, and are part of the team. Yet they're
not restricted in speaking out in the manner that individual
service members are.

What does it all add up to? That unionism and the
military are incompatible—in the US at any rate. ]
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riculum: A fourth-year curriculum
for public high schools was author-
ized, on an optional basis, last Sep-
tember. Action completed.

15. AFJROTC Funds for Curricu-
lum-in-Action Trips: An allotment
for field trips has been provided
AFJROTC units, but travel funds
are very limited and the units must
compete for them with other Air
University requirements.

16. Competitive Air Force Acad-
emy Category for CAP Cadets: The
Air Force advises that Academy
appointments are specified by law
and it is extremely doubtful that the
present rules could be changed.
Authorities believe that outstanding
Academy candidates from CAP
units have a good chance of secur-
ing appointments through the ex-
isting categories.

Commissaries Backed

A resolution putting Congress on
record for continuing commissaries
in their present form and at their

current savings levels has passed
the House by an overwhelming ma-
jority of 364 to 53. Senate ap-
proval is expected in September.
The measure supports the continued
use of appropriated funds to pay
commissary workers’ salaries. How-
ever, the crucial step, due soon, is
whether the Appropriations Com-
mittees will in fact provide the
money. The House Concurrent Res-
olution 198 follows:

Resolved by the House of Rep-
resentatives (The Senate concur-
ring), that the Congress finds and
declares that the present method
of providing financial support for
commissary stores operated by
agencies of the Department of De-
fense through appropriations of
funds to meet the payroll costs of
their civilian and military employees
is a rational and appropriate way of
assuring to personnel of the armed
services the convenience and eco-
nomic benefit which such stores
were established, and are intended
to provide. Any 'move to eliminate
this support, and to require instead
(either on an immediate or gradu-
al basis) that the full costs of the
payrolls involved be borne by the
commissary patrons themselves, is
neither justified nor desirable.

Section 2. The Congress ex-
presses its disapproval of the Pres-
ident's recent proposal (contained
in his budget for the coming fiscal
year) to eliminate the use of appro-
priated funds to meet the payroll
costs of commissary employees,
and declares that it will neither take
nor permit any action which would
implement such proposal or have
the effect of achieving its objective.

Mobilization Augmentee Plan
Beefed Up

The Air Force has approved
plans to strengthen the Mobiliza-
tion Augmentee program. MAs are
individual Reservists earmarked
to augment the active force during
emergencies.

In sweeping changes announced
recently by USAF Chief of Staff
Gen. David C. Jones, the MA proj-
ect will expand “to include support
of the active force peacetime mis-
sion requirements as an adjunct to
training.” The use of MAs “to aug-
ment personnel shortfalls or critical
skill areas is paramount in view of
the austere environment in which
we operate,” General Jones wrote
major air commanders.

A new study by the Office of the
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Chief of the Air Force Reserve cited
“difficulties in recruiting and re-
tention, education and training,
utilization and management.” MAs
are presently down to less than
half their authorized strength of
16,000. Currently, approximately
5,700 of 9,000 officer spaces and
1,300 of 7,000 airmen spaces are
filled.

The revitalization effort formally
began last month with establish-
ment of an office in the Pentagon—
Special Assistant for MA Matters—
to take specific charge of the MA
activity. It is headed by Col
Thomas E. Walsh.

Soon, senior mobilization aug-
mentees will take over management
of the program at command level,
Plans have been drawn up to im-
prove training and the flow of in-
formation to participants. MA re-
tention efforts will be strengthened
and “a maximum effort will be
exerted to fill the vacancies,” Col-
onel Walsh told AIR FORCE Maga-
zine.

The involvement of MAs in per-
forming active force mission re-
quirements will contribute greatly
to achieving mobilization readiness,
Reserve officials said.

General Jones, meantime, called
on each commander to give his
“personal support’ to the new pro-
gram.

USAF Big Manpower Loser

Alr Force closed out FY '75 (on
June 30) with 612,751 military
members, including 104,961 offi-
cers. The net loss for the twelve-
month period: a whopping 31,219
persons, compared to a 7,800-man
loss for the Navy and actual in-
creases for the Army and Marine
Corps.

And during FY '76? You guessed
it; while the other services appear
virtually assured of no cuts, Air
Force will drop to 590,000 mem-
bers—and possibly fewer. For Con-
gress, in approving the recent mili-
tary procurement bill, gave the De-
fense Secretary authority to distrib-
ute 9,000 military personnel losses
as he sees fit. The lawmakers gave
the Secretary similar authority with
23,000 civilian personnel reduc-
tions. He can apply them among the
services as he wishes, subtracting
from the number the Pentagon
sought approval for (251,300 in the
Air Force).

Flyers Can Leave, Return Later

Headquarters expects up to 650
young rated officers to leave active
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duty this fiscai year under PALACE
FURLOUGH, a new exit route first
publicly disclosed in the July “Bul-
letin Board." Full details have
now been worked out. FURLOUGH
will allow FY ’'70-73 year group
pilots and navigators in overmanned
weapon systems to separate with a
guarantee that they cam, at their
option, return to active duty three
to four years later.

The program will help reduce the
current overage of rated officers
and may ease what is now pre-
dicted as a rated shortage around
FY ’'80. However, some officials feel
that only twenty to twenty-five per-
cent of those electing the unique
exit route will chose to return.

But if 400 to 650 officers do de-
part under FURLOUGH in FY '76,
as Hq. USAF predicts, that many
fewer officers will have to be RIFed.
The project will also smooth out the
year groups and remove some pro-
motion snags, USAF says.

Regular officers who leave must
surrender their Regular commis-
sions. If they return, they will com-
pete for Regular in their then-new
year group. Some Air Force Acad-
emy graduates as well as certain
AFROTC four-year scholarship offi-
cers are ineligible for the program.

Shori Bursis

The House Ways and Means
Committee is working on ‘“tax re-
form" legislation that may include
reduction or elimination of tax ex-
emption for military members re-
tired for disability. The retiree
“sick-pay” exclusion is also in jeop-
ardy. The Committee last year
considered similar actions, but
dropped them when the slumping
economy captured its full attention.
Now the old proposals, which AFA
and other military associations
strenuously opposed, have been
dusted off. AFA still opposes them.

The Defense Department has re-
versed itself on the close-out of
dependent dental care at Elmen-
dorf and Eielson AFBs, Alaska (see
last month’'s “Bulletin Board”).
“New data,”” Defense now says, re-
veals there are too few civilian den-
tists in the frosty state, therefore
military kin care continues. (Loud
objections from the military com-
munity also may have had some-
thing to do with the reversal.)

USAF has consolidated tempo-
rary promotion and Regular com-
missioning boards. For example,
when a board considers lieutenants
for temporary captain, it will also

Engineering— Software...and More
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weigh them for augmentation. The
move will save money, manpower,
and paperwork, And it will eliminate

full details.

those rare cases, embarrassing to
the service, where persons have
been rejected for promotion shortly
after they were picked for Regular,
or vice versa. The mechanics of the
change require reshuffling of the
times some non-Regulars are con-
sidered for Regular. CBPOs have

The Pentagon is starting to re-
quire everyone enlisting or reen-
listing to sign a contract acknowl-
edging they understand that pay or
other conditions of service may
“‘change without notice.” The sign-
ing, on new DD Form 4, begins
when old enlistment forms are used

up.

Senior Staff GChanges

RETIREMENTS: M/G Richard G. Cross, Jr.; M/G Harry M.
Darmstandler; M/G Peter R. Delonga; M/G William A.
Dietrich; M/G Lawrence J. Fleming; M/G Jack K. Gamble;
B/G John H. Germeraad; M/G Robert P. Lukeman; M/G
Edward Ratkovich; B/G Leslie J. Westberg; M/G John H.
Wilkins.

PROMOTIONS: To Lieutenant General: Wilbur L. Creech;
Robert T. Marsh; George E. Schafer.

To Major General: Charles C. Blanton; Richard C. Bow-
man; Cecil E. Fox; Kermit C. Kaericher; Carl D. Peterson; Don
D. Pittman; Gerald J. Post; Robert A. Rushworth; Hoyt S.
Vandenberg, Jr.

To Brigadier General: William P. Acker; Stanley C. Beck;
John H. Bennett; William E. Brown, Jr.; Charles L. Donnelly,
Jr.; Eugene D. Scott; Robert L. Thompson, Jr.; Everett L.
True; Robert F. C. Winger.

To be Major General, Air National Guard: John A. Johns-
ton; Billy M. Jones.

To be Major General, Air Force Reserve: Edwin R. Johns-
ton.

To be Brigadier General, Air National Guard: J. E. Gardner;
Paul E. Hoover; Walter C. Leonardo; Lawrence A. Quebbe-
man; Roberto R. Vargas.

CHANGES: M/G Thomas A. Aldrich, from DCS/Plans, Hg.
MAC, Scott AFB, lll., to Cmdr.,, 22d AF, MAC, Travis AFB,
Calif., replacing M/G John F. Gonge ... M/G Benjamin
R. Baker, from Dir. of Med. Plans & Resources, OTSG, Hag.
USAF, Washington, D. C., to Dep. Surg. Gen. of the AF, Haq.
USAF, Washington, D. C., replacing L/G George E. Schafer
... B/G Robert W. Bazley, from Cmdr., 323d TFW, Mather
AFB, Calif.,, to |G, Hq. USAFE, Ramstein AB, Germany, re-
placing B/G William C. Norris . . . B/G Stanley C. Beck,
from Cmdr., Det. 800, AFROTC, Univ. of Tenn., Knoxville,
Tenn., to Comdt. of Cadets, USAF Academy, Colo., replacing
M/G Hoyt S. Vandenberg, Jr.

M/G Richard C. Bowman, from Dep. Def. Adviser, NATO,
Brussels, Belgium, to Dir, European Rgn., OASD (ISA),
Washington, D. C. . . . M/G David D. Bradburn, from Dir.
of Sp. Projects, SAF (with additional duty as Dep. Cmdr.
for Satellite Programs, SAMSO), Los Angeles, Calif., to V/C,
ESD, AFSC, Hanscom AFB, Mass., replacing B/G Phillip
N. Larsen . . . M/G (L/G selectee) Devol Brett, from Chief,
US Mil. Assistance Advisory Gp., Teheran, Iran, to US Rep.,
Permanent Mil. Deputies Gp., CENTO, Ankara, Turkey . . .
B/G Bruce K. Brown, from Dep. Dir., J-3 (NMCC), Joint Staff,
0JCS, Washingten, D. C., to Cmdr., 14th Aerospace Force,
ADCOM, Ent AFB, Colo., replacing M/G James E. Paschall.

M/G (L/G selectee) Charles E. Buckingham, from C/S, Hg.
AFLC, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, to Comptroller, Hg. USAF,
Washington, D. C., replacing retiring L/G Joseph R. DeLuca
. .. Col. {B/G selectee) Kenneth D. Burns, from V/C,
USAFSS, Kelly AFB, Tex., to Cmdr., USAFSS, San Antonio,
Tex., replacing M/G Howard P. Smith, Jr. . . . B/G Keith
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L. Christensen, from Asst. DCS/Ops., Hg. MAC, Scotit AFB,
., to V/C, 21st AF, MAC, McGuire AFB, N. J., replacing
B/G Theodore P. Crichton . . . B/G Lynwood E. Clark,
from Cmdr., 327th Air Div., PACAF, Taipei AS, Taiwan, to
Cmdr., 313th Air Div. and 18th TFW, PACAF, Kadena AB,
Japan, replacing B/G Clyde F. McClain . . . B/G John W.
Collens lll, from Cmdr., AWS, MAC, Scott AFB, Ill., to DCS/
Plans, Hg. MAC, Scott AFB, lll., replacing M/G Thomas A.
Aldrich . . . B/G Theodore P. Crichton, from V/C, 21st AF,
MAC, McGuire AFB, N. J., to Cmdr., 435th TAW, MAC, Rhein-
Main AB, Germany.

B/G Sidney L. Davis, from Asst. DCS/Ops. for Con. &
Spt.,, Hq. TAC, Langley AFB, Va., to Dep. Cmdr., 5th ATAF,
Vicenza, ltaly, replacing B/G Carl S. Miller . . . B/G Clyde
R. Denniston, Jr., from Dir., J-2, US Readiness Comd., MacDill
AFB, Fla., to IG, Hg. SAC, Offutt AFB, Neb., replacing B/G
Don D. Pittman . . . B/G Garth B. Dettinger, from Comd. Surg.,
Hg. ATC, Randolph AFB, Tex., to Dir. of Med. Plans & Re-
sources, OTSG, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C., replacing M/G
Benjamin R. Baker . . . Gen. Richard H. Ellis, from Vice
Chief of Staff, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C., to Cmdr., Allied
Air Forces Central Europe, and CINC, USAFE, replacing re-
tiring Gen. John W. Vogt, Jr.

‘M/G Cecil E. Fox, from 1G, Hg. ATC, Randolph AFB, Tex.,
to Cmdr., Sheppard TTC, ATC, Sheppard AFB, Tex., replacing
M/G Raymond B. Furlong . . . M/G (L/G selectee) Raymond
B. Furlong, from Cmdr., Sheppard TTC, ATC, Sheppard AFB,
Tex., to Cmdr., AU, Maxwell AFB, Ala., replacing L/G F.
Michael Rogers .. . M/G (L/G selectee) John F. Gonge, from
Cmdr., 22d AF, MAC, Travis AFB, Calif, to V/C, Hg. MAC,
Scott AFB, lll., replacing L/G (General selectee) Daniel James,
Jr. . . . B/G Harold E. Gross, from DCS/Compt., Hg. SAC,
Offutt AFB, Neb., to Cmdr.,, 4th Air Div., SAC, F. E. Warren
AFB, Wyo., replacing B/G Melvin G. Bowling.

L/G Robert E. Hails, from V/C, Hg. TAC, Langley AFB, Va.,
to DCS/S&L, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C., replacing retiring
L/G William W. Snavely . . . M/G Eugene L. Hudson, from
Dir., Log. Plans & Programs, DCS/S&L, Hg. USAF, Washing-
ton, D. C., to Asst. DCS/S&L, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C.,,
replacing M/G (L/G selectee) George Rhodes . . . L/G (Gen-
eral selectee) Robert E. Huyser, from DCS/P&0, Hq. USAF,
Washington, D. C., to Dep. CINC, US European Command,
Vaihingen, Germany, replacing Gen. George J. Eade.

Col. (B/G selectee) Charles C. Irions, from Cmdr., 375th
Aeromed. Airlift Wg., Hq. Scott AFB, lil., to DCS/Ops., Hg.
MAC, Scott AFB, lll, replacing B/G Harry A. Morris . . .
B/G Paul A. Kauttu, from V/C, USAFTFWC, TAC, Nellis AFB,
Nev., to V/C, 9th AF, TAC, Shaw AFB, S. C., replacing M/G
Jack Bellamy . . . M/G Larry M. Killpack, from V/C, 12th
AF, TAC, Bergstrom AFB, Tex., to V/C, Hq. ATC, Randolph
AFB, Tex. (previously announced as Cmdr., Keesler TTC,
ATC, Keesler AFB, Miss.), replacing retiring M/G Henry
Warren . . . B/G John E. Kulpa, Jr., from Prin. Dep. for
Plans to the Dep. Dir. for the Intel. Community, CIA, MclLean,
Va., to Dir. of Sp. Projects, SAF (with additional duty as Dep.
Cmdr. for Satellite Programs, SAMSO), Los Angeles, Calif.,
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The Air Force Reserve wound
up FY '75 with 51,135 members
(Selected Reservists), only 500 be-
low budgeted strength. And AFRES
recruiting and retention are im-
proving, officials reporting a first
term re-up rate of forty-two percent
in June.

An unnecessary irritant has ended

replacing M/G David D. Bradburn . .

. B/G Thomas E. Lacy,

for USAF separatees. They no
longer need return to their last base
(to sign out) after completing ter-
minal leave. They now turn in their
ID cards before starting leave and
receive a letter okaying active-duty
privileges until the final leave day.

The Air University will conduct an
academic conference on “The Role

of the Military in Communist Societ-
ies" at Maxwell AFB, Ala., Novem-
ber 21-22. Military and civilian
scholars will participate. Prof. Mor-
ris Janowitz will deliver the key-
note address. For details, write Maj.
W. H. Kincaid, Air Command and
Staff College (EDCI), Maxwell AFB,
Ala. 36112. =

to V/C, USAFTFWC, TAC, Nellis AFB, Nev., replacing B/G

from Dep. Cmdr., Field Comd., Def. Nuclear Agency, Kirtland
AFB, N. M., to Cmdr., Field Comd., Def. Nuclear Agency,
Kirtland AFB, N. M.

B/G Philllc N. Larsen, from V/C, ESD;, AFSC, Hene-
com AFB, Mass., to DCS/Systems, AFSC, Andrews AFB, Md.,
replacing M/G (L/G selectee) Robert T. Marsh . .. M/G
(L/G selectee) George G. Loving, Jr., from JCS Rep. for
Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction, Organization of the
JCS, Washington, D. C., to Cmdr., 6th ATAF, Izmir, Turkey,
replacing L/G Sanford K. Moats . . . B/G Lyle E. Mann, from
DCS/Intel., Hq. PACAF, Hickam AFB, Hawaii, to C/S, Hq.
PACAF, Hickam AFB, Hawaii . . . Gen. William V. McBride,
from Cmdr., Hg. AFLC, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, to Vice
Chief of Staff, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C., replacing Gen.
Richard H. Ellis . . . B/G Clyde F. McClain, from Cmdr.,
313th Air Div. and 18th TFW, PACAF, Kadena AB, Japan, to
V/C, 12th AF, TAC, Bergstrom AFB, Tex., replacing M/G
Larry Killpack.

B/G Carl S. Miller, from Dep. Cmdr., 5th ATAF, Vicenza,
ltaly, to Cmdr., CAP-USAF, Maxwell AFB, Ala., replacing re-
tiring B/G Leslie J. Westberg . . . B/G Billy M. Minter, from
Dep. Dir.,, J-4, US European Comd., Vaihingen, Germany, to
DCS/Log., USAFE, Ramstein AB, Germany, replacing retiring
M/G Peter R. DeLonga . . . M/G Charles F. Minter, Sr., from
Cmdr., 3d Air Div., SAC, Andersen AB, Guam, to Dir. Log.
Plans & Programs, DCS/S&L, Hgq. USAF, Washington, D. C.,
replacing M/G Eugene L. Hudson ... L/G Sanford K.
Moats, from Cmdr., 6th ATAF, lzmir, Turkey, to V/C, Hq. TAC,
Langley AFB, Va., replacing L/G Robert E. Hails . . . M/G
(L/G selectee) Thomas W. Morgan, from Cmdr., AF Special
Weapons Center, AFSC, Kirtland AFB, N. M., to Cmdr.,
SAMSO, AFSC, Los Angeles, Calif.,, replacing retiring L/G
Kennetn w. Schuitz,

B/G Marry A. Morris, from DCS/Ops., Hq. MAC, Scott AFB,
Ill,, to C/S, Hq. MAC, Scott AFB, Ill., replacing retiring M/G
William A. Dietrich . . . B/G Edward J. Nash, from Cmdr.,
b2 MAW, MAL, MCLNOor Aro, ¥wasn., o ia, ny. MHO. QLULL
AFB, lll., replacing B/G John Germeraad . . . B/G William C.
Norris, from IG, Hg. USAFE, Ramstein AB, Germany, to Cmdr.,
HQ COMD, Bolling AFB, D. C., replacing M/G M. R. Reilly . . .
M/G James E. Paschall, from Cmdr., 14th Aerospacé Force,
Hq. ADCOM, Ent AFB, Colo., to V/CINC, ADCOM, Ent AFB,
Colo., replacing retiring L/G Royal N. Baker ... M/G
Charles C. Pattilio, from Cmdr., Lowry TTC, ATC, Lowry AFB,
Colo., to V/CINC, PACAF, Hickam AFB, Hawali (previously
announced as V/C, Hgq. ATC, Randolph AFB, Tex.) . ..
L/G John W. Pauly, from Asst. to Chairman, JCS, Washing-
ton, D. C., to DCS/P&0, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C., re-
placing L/G Robert E. Huyser.

B/G Don H. Payne, from DCS/Pers., Hq. TAC, Langley AFB,
Va., to IG, Hq. PACAF, Hickam AFB, Hawaii, replacing M/G
Richard H. Schoeneman . . . B/G Earl G. Peck, from Chief,
Office of AF History, Hq. USAF, Washington, D. C., to DCS/
Pers., Hg. SAC, Offutt AFB, Neb., replacing B/G Richard N.
Cody . . . Col. (B/G selectee) Andrew Pringle, Jr., from Sp.
Asst. to Cmdr., Hq. ATC, Randolph AFB, Tex., to IG, Hq. ATC,
Randolph AFB, Tex., replacing B/G (M/G selectee) Cecil E.
Fox . .. M/G M. R. Reilly, from Cmdr., HQ COMD, Bolling
AFB, D. C, to Cmdr., AF Contract Mgt. Div., AFSC, Kirtland
AFB, N. M., replacing M/G Abraham J. Dreiseszun . . . B/G
Thomas F. Rew, from Cmdr., 45th Air Div., SAC, Pease AFB,
N. H., to Cmdr., 3d Air Div., SAC, Andersen AB, Guam, re-
placing M/G Charles F. Minter, Sr. ... B/G Robinson
Risner, from Cmdr., 832d Air Div., TAC, Cannon AFB, N. M.,
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Paul A. Kauttu,

M/G Ray A. Robinson, Jr., from Cmdr., 21st NORAD
Region, Hancock Field, N. Y., to C/S, Allied AF Southern
Europe, Maples, ltaly, replacing M/G Ernest T. Craagg . . .
L/G (General selectee) F. Michael Rogers, from Cmdr., AU,
Maxwell AFB, Ala., to Cmdr., Hq. AFLC, Wright-Patterson
AFB, Ohio, replacing Gen. William V. McBride . . . B/G
Richard G. Rumney, from DCS/Pers., Hq. AFSC, Andrews
AFB, Md., to Prin. Dep. for Plans to the Dep Dir. for
the Intel. Community, CIA, McLean, Va., replacing B/G John
E. Kulpa, Jr. . . . M/G Kendall Russell, from Dir. of Dev. &
Acq., DCS/R&D, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C,, to Asst.
DCS/R&D, Hq. USAF, Washington, D. C., replacing M/G
(L/G selectes) Alton D. Slay . . . L/G George E. Schafer,
from Dep. Surg. Gen., Hq. USAF, Washington, D. C., to Surg.
Gen., Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C., replacing L/G Robert A.
Patterson.

M/G Richard H. Schoeneman, from IG, Hq. PACAF, Hick-
am AFB, Hawaii, to Cmdr.,, 21st NORAD Region, Hancock
Field, N. Y., replacing M/G Ray A. Robinson, Jr. . . . M/G
William M. Schoning, from Cmdr., 1st Strat. Aerospace Div.,
SAC, Vandenberg AFB, Calif., to Dir., Inter-American Def.
College, Ft. McNair, Washington, D. C. . . . M/G Winfleld W.
Scott, Jr., from V/C, Sacramento ALC, AFLC, McClellan AFB,
Calif., to Cmdr., Keesler TTC, ATC, Keesler AFB, Miss., re-
placing L/G Bryan M. Shotts . . . B/G Stuart H. Sherman,
Jr., from DCS/Engrg. & Svcs., Hq. SAC, Offutt AFB, Neb.,
to Cmdr., 1st Strat. Aerospace Div., SAC, Vandenberg AFB,
Calif., replacing M/G William M. Schoning . . . M/G (L/G
selectee) Alton D. Slay, from Asst. DCS/R&D, Hg. USAF,
Washington, D. C., to DCS/R&D, Hg. USAF, Washington,
D. C., replacing L/G (General selectee) William J. Evans.

M/G Howard F. Smiih, Jr., lum Cimdr.,, USAFSS, San An-
tonio, Tex., to Dir.,, J-2, US European Comd., Vaihingen,
Germany, replacing retiring M/G Edward Ratkovich , . . M/G
(L/G selectee) William Y. Smith, from Dir. of Policy Plans
o INdL DUGUIILY WUUIGH ATEIED, VIHIVE Ul M98t OSb. DO (s
ternational Security Affairs), Washington, D. C., to Asst. to
Chairman, JCS, Washington, D. C., replacing L/G John W.
Pauly . . . B/G (M/G selectee) Benjamin F. Starr, Jr., from
Cmdr., 63d MAW, MAC, Norton AFB, Calif., to Dir. of Trans-
portation, DCS/S&L, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C., replacing
retiring M/G Paul F. Patch . . . B/G John C. Toomay, from
Dep. Dir., Dev. & Acg., DCS/R&D, Hg. USAF, Washington,
D. C., to Dir., Dev. & Acq., DCS/R&D, Hq. USAF, Washington,
D. C., replacing M/G Kendall Russell . . . B/G Fred A. Treyz,
from Dep. Dir. for Ops., Pacific Comd., Honolulu, Hawaii, to
Dep. Dir., J-3 (NMCC), Joint Staff, OJCS, Washington, D. C.,
replacing B/G Bruce K. Brown.

Col. (B/G selectee) Everett L True, from AF Member,
Chairman's Staff Grp., OJCS, Washington, D. C., to V/C,
Sacramento ALC, AFLC, McClellan AFB, Calif., replacing M/G
Wintield W. Scott, Jr. . . . M/G Hoyt §. Vandenberg, Jr.,
from Comdt. of Cadets, USAF Academy, Colo., to Chief,
MAAG, Teheran, Iran . . . B/G Alonzo J. Walter, Jr., from
Asst. DCS/P&0 for Ops., Hq. PACAF, Hickam AFB, Hawaii,
to Dep. Dir.,, J-3, US European Comd., Vaihingen, Germany
. . . B/G Jasper A. Welch, Jr., from Asst. for Strat. Initiatives,
DCS/P&0, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C., to ACS/Studies &
Analysis, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C., replacing retiring
M/G Robert P. Lukeman ... B/G Joseph E. Wesp, from
Cmdr., USAF Med. Center, AFLC, Wright-Patterson AFB,
Ohio, to Comd. Surg., Hg. ATC, Randolph AFB, Tex., re-
placing B/G Garth B. Dettinger. ®
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Airman’s Bookshelf

Can Escalation be Controlled?

The Road to Total War, by
Frederick M. Sallagar. Van
Nostrand Reinhold Co., New
York, N. Y., 1974. 197 pages

with appendices and index.
$11.95.
World leaders and decision-

makers who think they can control
events should read Frederick M.
Sallagar's The Road to Total War,
the story of air escalation in Europe
in World War Il. It describes how, on
both sides, one step (perhaps the
last?) led to another, how men al-
ways seemed prisoners of circum-
stance and events. The author’s
primary objective is to provide in-
sights that might prevent escalation
in future war. The ultimate question
is: Could escalation to general
nuclear war be avoided?

Examination of the origins of
strategic bombardment is related
to this question. After their experi-
ence in World War |, the victors
were determined to avoid trench
carnage in any future war. Between
the wars, RAF Air Marshal Hugh
M. Trenchard, among others, em-
phasized striking the enemy's will
to resist. In future war, Trenchard
warned, all available weapons
would be used. British officials were
convinced civilian morale was espe-
cially vulnerable to bombing.

Fortunately, Britain and the United
States pursued some degree of
bomber development. After 1936,
Germany concentrated on tactical
support and fighter aircraft. Hitler
was primarily oriented toward mo-
bile ground tactics—blitzkrieg of in-
fantry and armored forces sup-
ported by aircraft. Poland was a
victim of such tactics.

The London blitz—a phase of
the Battle of Britain—began in Sep-
tember 1940 when Hitler, post-
poning “Sea Lion"” (the invasion of
England), tried instead for quick
victory. This terror assault hardened
British resolve and was the start of
indiscriminate air warfare. Fortu-
nately for Britain, the German all-
out air attack was not concentrated,
Goring having dispersed his forces,
wanting to do too much in a short
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time. But it made the British deter-
mined to pay the Germans back in
kind.

The RAF found daylight precision
bombing too costly and changed to
area night bombing, despite the air
planners and Ministry of Economic
Warfare idea that German oil pro-
duction should be the top-priority
target. By 1942, Bomber Command,
under Air Marshal Arthur Harris,
began sustained area bombing to
destroy civilian morale. On May 30,
1942, Harris launched more than
1,000 bombers against Cologne,
making 45,000 Germans homeless.
“The whirlwind," notes Sallagar,
“had struck.”

Meanwhile, in 1942, the US Eighth
Air Force built up slowly. Then the
invasion of North Africa (“Torch”)
drew off most of its forces. The Brit-
ish exerted pressure to convince the
Americans they should join the
night offensive. If this were done,
Harris thought Germany could be
knocked out. In January 1943, this
issue was confronted at Casa-
blanca.

Maj. Gen. Ira C. Eaker told Prime
Minister Churchill (who thought the
American effort inadequate) that
Vil Bomber Command had been
hampered by lack of long-range
fighter escort, commitment to
“Torch,” and poor weather. Crucial
time would be lost if the VIl Bomber
Command had to be retrained for
night missions. Churchill accepted
this. The Combined Chiefs of Staff
then issued a directive for the joint
bomber offensive.

By early 1944, long-range escorts
helped carry the battle to the Luft-
waffe. And though strategic bomb-
ers supported “Overlord,” Gen. Carl
Spaatz won his point that if a con-
certed attack were mounted against
oil, the Luftwaffe could be flushed
and defeated. This proved to be the
case.

Sallagar observes that Maj. Gen.
Curtis LeMay's area bombing of
Japan “had the same objective as
Sir Arthur Harris’ . . . and was
undertaken for the same reason,
namely, that selective attacks
against military objectives had
proved ineffective owing to opera-
tional limitations.”

In the end, Churchill turned
against Harris. Why? Sallagar
thinks that “Allied leaders may not
have wished to be reminded that
they had been forced to subordi-
nate their moral scruples to the ex-
igencies of a total war.” Yet, that is
what Trenchard had prophesied in
1928.

Sallagar emphasizes wars are al-
most never fought according to
plan. The air offensive was con-
ducted under serious limitations.
Air strategy was shaped by exist-
ing conditions and available forces.
Escalation to total war "was not
planned so much as it happened.”

In the future, fear of retaliation
hopefully will prevent a decision to
start nuclear war. Could escalation
beyond the flash point be pre-
vented? “It will depend,” observes
Sallagar, “on whether decision-
makers . . . understand . . . es-
calation well enough to avoid the
mistakes into which they may be
tempted by the unfamiliar problems
of a ‘controlled general war.’ If they
are willing to learn from the past,
they will find that these problems
are not without precedent.”

To a historian, that is a large
l‘if_"

—Reviewed by Herman Wolk,
Office of Air Force History.

Pilot Reports

Flying Combat Aircraft of the
USAAF-USAF, edited by Robin
Higham and Abigail T. Siddall.
lowa State University Press,
Ames, lowa, 1975. 159 pages.
$7.95.

This book contains “pilot report”
articles on twenty-one AAF and
USAF aircraft, the Spitfire VIil, and
the CG-4A glider, all written by serv-
ing or former Air Force pilots. One
of the editors, Robin Higham, who
did the piece on the C-47, is also
editor of Aerospace Historian, spon-
sor of the book and official journal
of the Air Force Historical Founda-
tion. Aircraft covered, in addition to
the Spit and CG-4, are the B-25,
B-26, B-29, B-58, P-38, P-39, P-51,
F-80, F-84, F-86, F-105, F-106, F-111,
0O-2A, OV-10, C-46, C/AC-47, C-54,

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 1975



and the Republic XR-12 recce air-
craft that never went into pro-
duction.

This reviewer, who has flown sev-
eral of these aircraft, will vouch
for the accuracy and authenticity
of those particular views from the
cockpit. The authors not only de-
scribe their birds, but also tell ex-
actly how they flew—the good char-
acteristics and the bad. The quality
of writing is uniformly high, and in
the case of those aircraft that saw
combat, articles are liberally laced
with wartime experiences.

Among the authors whose names
will be familiar to most readers are
retired Maj. Gen. Haywood Hansell,
a wartime commander of the XXI
Bomber Command, who writes
about the B-29. The F-106 is cov-
ered by a father-and-son team, Ma,j.
Gen. Jack Gamble, former head of
Alaskan Air Command, and Capt.
Patrick Gamble. One of the most
interesting chapters is a comparison
of the Spitfire VIII and lhe P-51,
written by retired Maj. Gen. Charles
McCorkle, who was an ace in both
fighters.

Flying Combat Aircraft is attrac-
tively done in large format with
many excellent photos. Recom-
mended for your own library and for

the Christmas shopping list. A good
book for $7.95 is a find these days.
—Reviewed by John L. Fris-
bee, Executive Editor of this
magazine.

New Books in Brief

Aircraft in Profile, Vol. 14, edited
by Charles W. Cain. This volume of
the Aircraft in Profile series covers
in detail the Martin B-57/RB-57F;
de Havilland D. H. 9A; Douglas R4D
(the Navy's version of the C-47);
Vought-Sikorsky 0S2U Kingfisher;
Grumman A-6A/E and the EA-6A/B
variants; and the Concorde. Each
aircraft is covered by an aviation
expert who recounts the develop-
mental and operational history of
his aircraft and provides volumi-
nous statistical data. There are
many photographs (thirty-nine in
the case of the B-57, for example)
and full color drawings of each air-
craft. Doubleday & Co., New York,
N. Y., 1975. 160 pages. $11.95.

Civil Aircraft of the World, by John
W. R. Taylor and Gordon Swan-
borough. Complete reference source
on civilian aircraft ranging from the
Concorde to single-engine utility
and business aircraft and civilian

helicopters. Bristles with facts and
figures, with photos and three-view
drawings of the world’'s major air-
liners in service or under develop-
ment, third-level airliners, air taxis,
larger utility and business twins, as
well as club, touring, private, and
agricultural aircraft. Charles Scrib-
ner’s Sons, New York, N. Y., 1975.
168 pages. $6.95.

Fire and Fall Back, by Glenn E.
McClure. A fast-paced adventure
story of Casey Vincent's years in
the World War |l CBI Theater, based
on his personal war diaries. The
title is from Chapter Ten, which
covers the withdrawal of Claire
Chennault's Flying Tigers from
Eastern China as Chiang Kai-shek's
ground armies ‘‘fell back” in the
face of the Japanese Ichi Go Cam-
paign. Casey Vincent was Milton
Canift's prototype for “Col. Vince
Casey” and later “General Shanty
Town"” in the Steve Canyon comic
strip. At twenty-nine, he was the
second youngest general in the US
Army since the Civil War. Includes
supplementary information from
official records and personal inter-
views, maps, and seventy-four pho-
tographs. Barnes Press, Universal
City, Tex., 1975. 256 pages. $9.95.
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WHE'DUTSTANDING SOUADRON 1975

The cadets of 1975's Outstanding
Squadron, the 29th Squadron,
assembled on slage to be
introduced to the some 550
guests who gathered in Colorado
Springs to salute them for their
oulstanding accomplishmenis.
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For the past sixteen
years, one of the highlights
of the June Week gradua-
tion festivities at the Air
Force Academy has been
the Outstanding Squadron
Dinner, cosponsored by the
Air Force Association and
its Colorado Springs Chap-
ter.

Aerospace and AFA lead-
ers from throughout the
country and their ladies,
leaders in the Colorado
Springs community and
their ladies, and fathers,
mothers, sisters, brothers,
and girl friends of the ca-
dets attended this year's
formal dinner in the Inter-
national Center at The
Broadmoor Hotel in Colo-
rado Springs to salute the
29th Cadet Squadron—the
Air Force Academy’s Out-
standing Squadron for 1975.

Retired Air Force Maj.
Gen. M. J. Ingelido, Presi-
dent of AFA’s Colorado
Springs Chapter, was toast-
master. “Quarterbacking”
the event, as master of
ceremonies, was Roger
Staubach, better known to
football fans as “Roger the
Dodger,” the scrambling
quarterback and passing
artist of the Dallas Cow-
boys.

In his remarks, Lt. Gen.
James R. Allen, Superin-
tendent of the Air Force
Academy, said, “. . . this
is the first one [Outstanding
Squadron Dinner] I've had
the good fortune to attend,
but | must say it is one of
the finest affairs of its type
I've ever seen, and, speak-
ing for the staff, faculty, and
the cadet wing, present
and previous, including the

8,600 graduates, our ap-
preciation to the Air Force
Association for this mag-
nificent affair.”

Maj. Gary L. R. Anderson,
a member of the Academy's
History Department faculty,
a 1964 graduate of the
Academy, and a member of
the Outstanding Squadron
in 1961, 1962, and 1964,
while a cadet in the 13th

Squadron, also  spoke
briefly.
Gen. David C. Jones,

USAF Chief of Staff, was
the principal speaker of the
evening. In his address,
General Jones said, “To
the 29th, my appreciation
for the great job you have
done. You've deserved this
honor. You can be proud
of it. You not only won in
tough competition, but in
a way that epitomizes what
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Standing by the Air Force Associalion's trophy for the Quistanding Squadron
of the Air Force Academy are, from lelt, AFA Board Chairman Marlin M.
Ostrow; Cadet Li. Col. Chrislopher A. Fiilar, the 29ih’s Spring Commander;
Cadet Li. Col. William O. Ashcraft, Fall Term Commander of the 29ih; Cadet
Lt, Col. Kimberly C. Schwarz, the Winter Commander; and AFA National

Prusident Jou L. Shosid.

During the program, Gen. David C. Jones, USAF Chiel of Staff, made a
surprise announcemenl, unprecedented in the history of the dinner, thal the
No. 1 cadel in the graduation order of merit for the Class of 1975 was a
mamber of the Outstanding Squadron. General Jones, left, and Lt. Gen. James
R. Allen, center, Superintendent of the Academy, congratulate Cadet William
E. Davis atter the announcement of his standing In the Class of 1975,

Principals in the program included, from left, Gen. David C. Jones, USAF
Chiet of Staff, the principal speaker; Roger Staubach, the master of
ceremonies; AFA President Joe L. Shosid, who presented the Outstanding
Sguadron Trophy; and retired Maj. Gen. M. J. Ingelido, the toasimaster
and President ol AFA's Colorado Springs Chapler.

we're trying to do in the
Air Force. We're trying to
work for high standards,
good discipline, and con-
cern for the individual, and
all of this takes teamwork.
And, you certainly had a
great deal of teamwork in
winning this honor.

“We are proud of the
Air Force Academy, and
we're also proud of the
Air Force Association. Our
thanks to you, Marty
[Ostrow] and Joe [Shosid],
and to my old friend and
National War College class-
mate, Mike Ingelido, and to
all the supporters and
friends of the Air Force As-
sociation here this evening.
You do a great job not only
in supporting the Air Force,
but in supporting your
country, this great nation
of ours.”

AFA’s President Joe L.
Shosid then presented the
AFA’s Outstanding Squad-
ron Trophy for 1975 to the
squadron’s three cadet
commanders—Cadet Lt.
Cols. William O. Ashcraft,
Kimberly C. Schwarz, and
Christopher A. Fillar. Each
cadet commander received
a life membership in the
Air Force Association, and
each member of the squad-
ron received a pair of cuff-
links bearing the seal of
the Air Force Academy and
the emblem of the Air
Force Association. Cadet
Schwarz responded in be-
half of the 29th Squadron.

.Among the some 650
persons who attended the
dinner were Medal of Honor
winner Maj. James P.
Fleming, a Military Training
Instructor at the Academy;
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During the predinner reception, Brig. Gen. Earl G. Peck, right, Chiel, Office
of Air Force History, visits with Fern Kinion, right center, Cadet Awards
Specialist at the Academy; and Gol. Carl G. Baily, Deputy Commandant of the

Cadet Wing, and Mrs. Baily.

Gen. Lucius D. Clay, Jr.,
Commander of Aerospace
Defense Command, and
Commander in Chief of
Continental Air Defense
Command and North Ameri-
can Air Defense Command;
Lt. Gen. James E. Hill,
Commander, Alaskan Com-
mand; retired Lt. Gen.-Al-
bert P. Clark, a former
Superintendent of the Acad-
emy; Maj. Gen. Jack K.
Gamble, Commander, Alas-
kan Air Command; Maj.
Gen. Lucius Theus, Com-
mander, Air Force Account-
ing and Finance Center;
Brig. Gen. William T. Wood-
yard, Dean of the Air Force
Academy; Brig. Gen. Hoyt
S. Vandenberg, Jr., Com-
mandant of Cadets; Col.
Francis E. Merritt, Director
of Athletics; and, represent-
ing all the Air Force Asso-

ciation leaders, AFA Board
Chairman Martin M. Ostrow.

For the first time, there
was music for dancing after
the dinner. Those who have
attended many of these
dinners agree that the 1975
Outstanding Squadron Din-
ner was one of the finest
in the sixteen-year history
of this event. =
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Aerospace Education Foundation (AFA)

Honor Roll
of

Jimmy Doolittle Fellows

In this first Honor Roll of Jimmy
Doolittle Fellows, the Foundation
proudly recognizes the individ-
uals, corporations, groups, etc.,
who are responsible for the ex-
pansion of the Foundation’s
unique program . . . which al-
ready has made available Air Force
courses to more than 300 schools
in 45 states.

Each name on this Honor Roll
represents a tax-deductible $1,000
contribution to the Aerospace
Education Foundation. A Jimmy
Doolittle Fellow receives a 12” by
7" Hawaiian walnut plaque fea-

turing a bronze medallion bearing
the Doolittle portrait. In addition,
a bronze plate identifies the Fel-
low by name and year of affilia-
tion. The plaque is designed for
easy removal of the bronze medal-
lion, on the back of which is this
inscription:

“A Jimmy Doolittle Fellow sup-
ports advancement of education
through transfer to the nation’s
schools of instructional systems
based on applying aerospace tech-
nology to curriculum develop-
ment, thereby enhancing the U. S.
Air Force public image.”

HONOR ROLL

Mrs. Joe Doolittle, the Gen-
eral’'s wife, was the first Jimmy
Doolittle Fellow. Others are listed
below in the order of their affilia-
tion. The first fifteen were 1974
Charter Fellows.

To help in this cause, send your
tax-deductible $1,000 to the Aero-
space Education Foundation (AFA),
1750 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, D. C. 20006.

Details on the Jimmy Doolittle Fellow
Program and plague were presented in
the March 1975 issue of this magazine.
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Name
1. Mrs. James H. Doolittle
2. Utah Air Force Association
3. Lt Gen. James T. Stewart
4. Maxwell A. (Mac) Kriendler
(In Memoriam)
5. Joe Higgins
6. Arthur Kates
7. Samuel M. Hecht
8. George D. Hardy
9. Bob Hope
10.  Fred Hummel (Deceased—1975)
11.  Dr. Dan Callahan
12.  Dr. Wayne O. Reed
(In Memoriam)
13.  Willard F. Rockwell, Jr.
14,  Governor Mills E. Godwin, Jr.
15. Judge John G. Brosky
16. Charles Kuhn
17.  Northrop Corporation
18. Jon R. Donnelly
19. Neil November
20. Dana B. Hamel
21.  William W. Spruance
22, Arthur C. Storz, Sr.
23. Senator Barry Goldwater
24. James H. Straubel
25. Theodore O. Wright

Sponsored By State
AEF/AFA Trustees and Staff California
Utah AFA Utah
Wright Memorial Chapter, AFA Ohio
Jack Gross New York
Self California
Self California
Self Maryland
Self Maryland
Self California
Self Virginia
Self Georgia
AEF Trustees District of Columbia
Rockwell International Corp. California
Virginia AFA Chapters Virginia
Friends and Associates Pennsylvania
Weil McLain Company Texas
Northrop Corp. California
Richmond Chapter, AFA Virginia
Mrs. Neil November and Friends Virginia
Gordon Willis Virginia
Self Delaware
Arthur C. Storz, Jr. Nebraska
Nation’s Capital Chapter, AFA Arizona
William W. Spruance and Virginia

Joe Higgins
Self Washington
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Mrs. James H. Doolittle Utah Air Force Association Lt. Gen, James T. Stewart Maxwell A, (Mac) Kriendler Joe Higgins
{In Memoriam)

Arthur Kates Samuel M. Hecht
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In December,
AIR FORCE Magazine
proudly presents...

The International Institute
for Strategic Studies’

THE

MILITARY
BALANCE

1975/76

For the fifth consecu-
tive year, under an exclu-
sive arrangement, AIR
FORCE Magazine presents
the Institute’s major
report, “The Military
Balance 1975/76", a
comprehensive country-by-
country analysis of the
military forces of the
world.

Widely read and often
referred to, this issue has
traditionally become a standard
working reference throughout
the year.

You can be a part of this
important issue with your adver-
tising. Closing for reservations is
October 24. Copy is required by
November 5.

Al el
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AFA News

Unit of the Month

By Don Steele
AFA AFFAIRS EDITOR

THE COLORADO STATE ORGANIZATION . ..

cited for consistent and effective programming In support of the

missions of AFA and its Aerospace Education Foundation, exemplified

During the past opsrating year, the Colorado Stale AFA has sponsored Iwo Aerospace Educallon
Workshops under the guidance of Its Direclor ol Aerospace Education, Noel A. Bullock. Twenly-lwo
sducators attended the first nine-week course. The sixly participants In the second workshop, a

in its two Aerospace Education Workshops for educators.

The Natlonal Aerospace Education Assoclation
(NAEA) recently named Noel A. Bullock,
Director of Aerospace Education for the
Colorado State AFA, as the National Workshop
Director of the Year. Jack Sorenson, left,
NAEA Prasident, presenls Mr. Bullock the
award, as AFA's Executive Director, James H.
Straubel, right, looks on. Mr. Bullock, who
was the Colorado Siate AFA's 1975 ""Man of
the Year'’ and is President o AFA's Blue "
Barpns Chapter, has directed fifty-seven
continuous Aerospace Education Workshops
over a lwenty-two-year period.

three-week course held In June and July, are shown during a field trip to the Air Force Academy
In Colorado Springs. Both workshops were accredited by Adams State College for up to nine
credit hours. In recognition of the State AFA's consistently effective programming In support of
AFA and its Aerospace Education Foundation, AFA President Joe L. Shosid names the Colorado

State AFA as “AFA's Unit of the Month" for September,

The record altendance at the 1975 AFA Nominating Commitlee Meeting

in Colorado Springs, Colo., on May 31, included fourteen lormer AFA
National Presidents and/or Board Chairmen. They are, from left, Jess
Larson, George D, Hardy, Martin M. Ostrow, John R. Allson, Arthur F.
Kelly, Joe L. Shosid, James H. Doolittle, Jack B. Gross, J. B. Montgomery,
Thomas G. Lanphier, Jr., Howard T. Markey, and Jameas M. Trail.

Also present at the meeting, but not In the picture, were Joe Foss

and John P. Henebry. (Photo by John G. Brosky)
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Durlng the Aerospace Education Foundation's Board of Trustees Meeting
In Colorado Springs, Colo., on May 31, retired USAF Lt. Gen. James
H. “Jimnry™ Doolittle, AFA's first National Fresident and & member
of the Foundaticn's Board, made a surprise presentalion to AFA
Executive Director James H. Straubel of a plaque designating him a
Jimmy Doolittle Fellow of the Aerospace Education Foundation. The
award was sponsored by AFA National Directors William W. Spruance
and Joe Higgins. Shown are, from lelt, Genaral Doolitile, Mr, Straubel,
General Spruance, Mr. Hlggins, and George D. Hardy, Chairman of
the Foundation's Board of Trustees. (Pholo by John G. Brosky)
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The Nation's Capital Chapter of Washingt D. C., recently sponsored
a luncheon honoring Sen. Barry Goldwater (R-Ariz.). More than 200
leaders of Congress, the Alr Force, aerospace indusiry, and AFA
attended the luncheon In the Dirksen Senate Olfice Building, During
the program, Gen. David C. Jones, left, USAF Chlef of Steff, presented
Senator Goldwater a Jimmy Doamﬁe Fellow plagque designating him

a Jimmy Doolittle Fellow of the Aerosp Education Foundat The
award was sponsored by the Chapter. AFA Prss;dant Joe L. Shosid
was a head-table guest.
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The Oklshoma State AFA's 1975 Convention was hosted by the Gen.
Thomas P. Gerrity Chapter and held In the Tinker AFB Officars’ Club.
The*Hon. Tom Sleed, US Congressman from Oklahoma's Fourth District,
was the guest speaker at the convention luncheon. During the program,
Ivan-H. Nelsen, President of the host Chapter, presented Chapter awards
of appreciation to Col. James A. Muliins, USAF (Ret.); Vernon Frame;
and Col. Edward L. Uher. In the photo, Mr. Nelsan, left, presents an
sward to Colonel Mulllns. Shown &t the head table are, from left,
Chapter Secretary Gaylord Glles; Oklahoma State AFA President David
Blankenship, who was reelected at the business sesslon; Stanley
Campbell, Vice President tor AFA's Southwest Reglon; and Don Sleele,
AFA's Assistant Executlve Director/Fleld Operations, who conducted
an AFA Leaders' Workshop durlng the convention.

Four persons from Wright-Patierson AFB were
hnnnrm-i at 0vn ﬂ!n'n Stala J.l‘d L] 107R .l"'nﬁ-
vention In Springfleid. Lt Gen. James T.
Stewart, right, Commander, Aer

Systems Division (AFSC), recelved the State
AFA’s annual Aerospace Power Award; Gen.
WilHlnes \f Ml~Beidan ecnmand feam riaht than
Commander, Alr Force Loglstics Command,
now Vice Chief of Staff, USAF, recelved ifs
Prasidential Citation; SMSgt. David H. Van
Meter, left, was awarded & Certificate of
Appreclation; and John McCollom, assistant
director of the Specialized Alrcraft Program
Office in ASD, was named the Ohlo State
AFA’s "Man of the Year." The awards were
presented by Robert Hunter, center, Ohlo
State AFA President. (Officlal USAF photo)

Gen. David C. Jones, USAF Chlef of Staff,
was the guest speaker at the Texas Stafe
AFA’s 1975 Convention Banquet, held recently
In San Antonlo. During the program, State
President Vic Kregel prasented the State
AFA's “Nurse of the Year'' award to Capt.
Catherine G. Cox, Chlef Hemod/alysis Nurse
al Wiltord Hall USAF Medical Center.
Seventeen other Texas State AFA awards
were presenied during the banquet.
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Mals. James V. Sullivan and Noel F. Widdifisld, SR-71 pllot and reconnalssance systems
officer, respectively, who last September set a world speed record on a flight from

New York to London, were guest speakers at & recent dinner meeting sponsored by the
Fresno Chapter, Calif. Shown in the photo ara, from Iseft, Major Sulllvan; Col. Gregory
“‘Pappy’ Boyinglon, USMC (Ret.), Medal of Honor recipient and WW [l ace; Chapter
President John R. “'Ted" Feasel; and Major Widdifield.

.7

l:!.l"? tion

During the Texas State AFA's 1975 Convention Awards Banquet, AFA President Jos L.
Shosid, left, presented AFA’s Air Tralning Command Technical Tralning Instructor of the
Year award to TSgt. Jeremiah H. Needham, an instructor at the USAF School of Applied
Asrospace Sclence at Chanute AFB, Ill. Mr. Shosid presented five other national AFA
awards during the program and was the speaker at the convention luncheon.

142

Head-table guests at the Massachusetts Stale AFA's 1975
Convention Banquet Included, standing from left, AFA
Board Chairman Martin M. Ostrow, who was the guast
speakor; Rev. Msgr. Rosario L. U. Montcalm, Col., USAF
(Ret.), the State AFA's Chaplain and a former AFA
National Chaplain; seated from left, Joseph E. Assal,

a permanent AFA Nalional Director; Col. Sigurd L. Jensen,
Jr., Commander, 3245th Air Base Group, L. G. Hanscom
AFB; and Andrew W. Trushaw, Jr., Vice President for
AFA's New England Region. Maf. Gen. Wilbur L.

Creech, Commander, Electronic Systems Division (AFSC),
was a special guest at the conveniion banguet.

(Photo by Felix Seligman)

The Sacramento Chapter's recent dinner meeling in the
Mather AF8 Officers” Club featured an address by Brig.
Gen. Robert W. Bazley, Commander, 323d Flying Training
Wing at Mather. General Bazley's subject was "The
USAF Navigator Today.” Durlng the program, Erlon
Perkins, left, received a gold-leafed pan, the kind

used for panning gold, from Chapter President Robert W.
Cochran, right, in appreciation of his more than twenty
years of service to the Chapter as Its Treasurer, Chapter
checks for $250 each were presenied to the NCO Wives
Clubs at Mather and McClellan AFBs, the Cameron Park
and McClellan AFB Air Explorers Posts, and the
Sacramento Valley Group Four Civil Air Palrol.

Lt. Gen. James T. Stewart, left center, Commander,
Asronautical Systems Divislon (AFSC), presents a check
for $2,300 to Col. Barnle S. Bass, Director of the Air
Force Museum. The money was donaled by Alr Force
and Industry personnel who played in the recenl ASDIAFA
Air Force Museum Bensflt Golf Tournament. Norman
“Duteh’ Hellman, left, Is Vice President, Wright
Memorial Chapter, a cosponsor of the event; and

John McCollom, right, Is assistant director of ASD's
Specialized Aircralt Program Office and Tournament
Chairman. Nearly $15,000 has been donated to the
Museum in the five years the tournament has been held.
(Official USAF photo)
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CHAPTER AND STATE PHOTO GALLERY

Sixteen USAF, Army, and
Navy JROTC drill teams
competed in the 1975

Fiorida State University
(FSU) Drili Maet.

Members of the Paul T. Suttle
Squadron of the Arnold

Air Society and Angel

Flight assisted with the
arrangements. Here, Col.
Charles Wilson, PAS al

FSU, presents the Com-
manders’ Trophy to J. Kirchoft,
Carat Cammander ol the
Northside High School
AFJROTC Drill Team, Warner
Robins, Ga., as the "“top
drill team commander.”
Herbert M, West, Jr.,

seated, left center, Vice
President for AFA's Southeast
Reglon, presenied the AFA
plaque to the Northside

Drill Team as the top
AFJROTC team in the meet.

e el

Maj. Gen. Harry M. Darmstandler, at the podium, Special Assistant to the USAF Chief of Staff
Tor B-1 MEIGrs, was ne gues! SPUaNur gl 8 receil UIinng Spuisuivy Oy MrA s ucsun wirtapiel - - ——
In the Davis-Monthan AFB Officers’ Club. In his address, the General described the proposed B-1
bomber as a necessary new weapon "to provide thls country with a continuing real and eflective
deterrent to nuclear astfack.” Others at the head table are, from leff, Mrs. Leo Jordan, wife

of the Chapter President; Tucson Mayor Lewis Murphy; and Mrs. Raymond Haupt, wife of the

12th Air Division Commander.

Gen. William V. McBride, then the Commander of the Alr Force Logistics Command, now Vice
Chief of Staff, USAF, was the guest of honor and speaker at the Pennsylvanla AFA's 1975
Convention Banquel in Hershey. AFA President Joe L, Shoeid was the convention lunchean
speaker. Mr. Shosid, left center, is shown as he congratulated General McBride, right, on an Association
outstanding address. Donald V. Sayder, left, Olmsted Chapter Praesident and Convention Chalrman, Cliffwood Road

and Pennsylvania Stafte AFA President Deane Sterrett, right cenler, also particlpated in the

program.
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Willlam R. Sifford, right, Immediate Past
President of the Mobile Chapter, congratulates
Brig. Gen. John R. Dyas, USAF (Ret.),
following his installation as the new President
of the Chapter. The Chapter's Installation of
officers was held in the US Coast Guard
Aviation Training Center Officers’ Club,
Mobile, Ala.

l RRINGING THE AERNSPACE |
INDUSTRY TO THE MEDIA

AWA- The Aviation/Space Writers
Association,

AWA- ihe only professional organization
of military and civilian writers, broadcasters
and aerospace industry communications

specialists in the United States and Canada.

AWA.- serving its membership for 37 years
by continually providing vital information
on all facets of the aviation/aerospace in-
dustry; including writing assignments, job op-
portunities and reports on special meetings
with top level aerospace executives,

AWA.- bringing the aerospace industry

to professional journalists at regional
meetings throughout the Wnited States.
AWA.- sponsoring an annual News Can-
terence and Convention, where members are
briefed on the |atest developments in general,
commercial, aerospace and military aviation.
AWA- you may be eligible for member-
ship. For additional information contact:

Mr, William F. Kaiser
Executive Secretary
Avistion/Space Writars

Chester, New Jersey 07930
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LIFE INSURANCE YOU CAN DEPEND Oi

AFA’s Double Protector for Military Personnel
with Optional Family Coverage Available

Insured's Extra Accidental ~ Monthly Cost  Optional Family Coverage  Monthly Cost

fAge Coverage Death Benefit®  Individual Plan  Spouse  Each Child**  Family Coverage
2024 $66000  $12,500 $1000  $6000 $2,000 $2.50
THE STANDARD PLAN 252 80000 1250 1000 6000 2000 2.50
: 34 50,00 12,500 10.00 000 2,000 250
($66,000 Maximum) 3533 40000 12500 10.00 6000 2,000 250
4044 25000 12,500 10.00 5250 2,000 250
4543 15000 12,500 10.00 4050 2,000 250
5059 10,000 12,500 10.00 3000 2,000 250
6064 7,500 12,500 10.00 2250 2,000 250
6569 4,000 12,500 10.00 1200 2,000 250
7075 2500 12,500 10.00 750 2,000 250
THE HIGH OPTION PLAN 7202z siooo  sizs00 $15.00 $5.guo $2,000 $2.50
' 2529 90000 12500 15.00 6000 2,000 250
($100,000 Maximum) 33 75000 12500 15.00 6,000 2,000 2.50
3539 60000 12500 15.00 6000 2,000 250
A& 3% dividend waoe declared S8 Sleg g BN B 530
for all 1974 participants, even 555 15000 12500 1500 3000 2,000 250
further reducing net monthly cost 6064 11250 12500 15.00 2250 2,000 250
; | 6569 6000 125500 15.00 1200 2,000 250
of insurance! 7075 3750 12500 15.00 750 2,000 250

*In the event of an accidental death occuring within 13 weeks of the accident, the AFA plan pays a lump sum benefit of $12,500 in addition to your plan's
regular coverage benefit, except as noted under AVIATION DEATH BENEFIT, below.
**Each child has $2,000 of coverage between the ages of six months and 21 years. Children under six months are provided with $250 protection once they are
15 days old and discharged from the hospital.
AVIATION DEATH BENEFIT: A total sum $15,000 under the Standard Plan or $22,500 under the High-Option Plan is paid for death which is
caused by an aviation accident in which the insured is serving as pilot or crew member of the aircraft involved. Under this condition, the
Aviation Death Benefit is paid in lieu of all other benefits of this coverage.

AFA's DOUBLE PROTECTOR is a double opportunity for you to get the life insurance coverage you want and need. AFA’s Standard
Plan is adequate for most families. But if you have a need for greater protection, you should select the High Option Plan.

FAMILY PLAN AVAILABLE. Protect your whole family (no matter how many) for only $2.50 per month. Insure newborn children as
they become eligible just by notifying AFA. No additional cost.

COMPARE THE ADVANTAGES OF THESE AFA PROGRAMS FOR MILITARY PERSONNEL

Wide Eligibility. All active duty, Ready Reserve and National
Guard personnel under age 60, plus Academy and college or
university ROTC cadets are eligible for this coverage. (Because
of certain limitations on group insurance coverage, Reserve
and Guard personnel who reside in Ohio, Texas, Florida and
New Jersey should request information from AFA headquarters
on a separate policy providing similar benefits.)

No War Clause, hazardous duty restriction or geographical
limitation.

* Reduction of Cost by Dividends. While the payment of
future dividends cannot be guaranteed, the net cost of
this coverage has been reduced by dividends in 10 of the
last 13 years.

Keep Your Coverage after Leaving Active Duty. Both the
premium amount and schedule of benefits will remain the same.
Disability Waiver of Premium Benefits, if you become totally
disabled for at least nine months, prior to age 60.

Full Choice of Settlement Options, including individualized
arrangements for special situations.

Guaranteed Conversion Privilege. Coverage under the group
program may be converted to any permanent plan of insurance
offered by the Underwriter, regardless of your health, upon
attainment of age 75 or termination of AFA membership.

Convenient Premium Payment Plans. Premium payments may
be made by monthly government allotment, or direct to AFA in
quarterly, semi-annual or annual installments.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF YOUR COVERAGE. All certificates are dated and take effect on the last day of the month in which your
application for coverage is approved. Coverage runs concurrently with AFA membership. AFA Military Group Life Insurance is
written in conformity with the insurance regulations of the State of Minnesota. The insurance will be provided under the group
insurance policy issued by United of Omaha to the First National Bank of Minnesota as trustee of the Air Force Association
Group Insurance Trust.

EXCEPTIONS. There are a few logical exceptions to this coverage. They are:

Group Life Insurance: Benefits for suicide or death from injuries intentionally self-inflicted while sane or insane shall not be
effective until your coverage has been in force for 12 months.

The Accidental Death Benefit and Aviation Death Benefit shall not be effective if death results: (1) From injuries intentionally
self-inflicted while sane or insane, or (2) From injuries sustained while committing a felony, or (3) Either directly or indirectly
from bodily or mental infirmity, poisoning or asphyxiation from carbon monoxide, or (4) During any period a member’s coverage
is being continued under the waiver of premium provision, or (5) From an aviation accident, either military or civilian, in which
the insured was acting as pilot or crew member of the aircraft involved, except as provided under AVIATION DEATH BENEFIT.

CHOOSE EITHER OF THESE STRONG, DEPENDABLE PLANS! MAIL THIS APPLICATION TO AFA TODAY!



T0O HELP THE PEOPLE WHO DEPEND ON You!

R APPLICATION FOR H i
) G Policy GLG-26
5 ."}'}., AFA MIL'TARY GHOUP L”:E lNSURANCE q(l)‘llagﬁ[nl Umlzgl;gnemol.u:'g\lclsu(ance Comga?w

Home Office Omaha Nebraska

Full name of member

Rank Last First Middie
Address
- Number and Street City State ZIP Code
Date of birth Height Woeight ﬁoci%l Security Name and relationship of primary beneficiary
S e umber
Mo. Day Yr
Please indicate category of eligibility Name and relationship of contingent beneficiary
and branch of service.
[ Exlended Aclive Duty 1 Air Force
= Sﬁﬁgf\g%sﬁgg oF L oS This insurance is available only to AFA members
[ Air Force Academ ]I enclose $10 for annual AFA member-
y L) ———— Academy ship dues (includes subscription ($9)
(1 ROTC Cadet to AIR FORCE Magazine).
Name of college or university 11 am an AFA member.

Please indicate below the Mode of Payment and the Plan you elect.

HIGH OPTION PLAN STANDARD PLAN
Members and Members and
Members Only Dependents Mode of Payment Members Only Dependents
0% 15.00 O$%$ 17.50 Monthly government allotment. | enclose 2 0% 1000 0O$% 1250

months' premium to cover the period nec-
essary for my allotment to be established.

0% 45.00 0% 52.50 Quarterly. | enclose amount checked. 0% 30.00 0% 37.50
0% 90.00 [J]$105.00 Semiannually. | enclose amount checked. 1% 60.00 1% 75.00
] $180.00 [1$210.00 Annually. | enclose amount checked. [1$120.00 [7$150.00
Dates of Birth
Names of Dependents To Be Insured* Relationship to Member Mo. Day Yr. Height Weight

Have you or any dependents for whom you are requesting insurance ever had or received advice or treatment
for: kidney disease, cancer, diabetes, respiratory disease, epilepsy, arteriosclerosis, high blood pressure, heart

disease or disorder, stroke, venereal disease or tuberculosis? YesOd NoO
Have you or any dependents for whom you are requesting insurance been confined to any hospital, sanitarium,
asylum or similar institution in the past 5 years? YesO NoDJ

Have you or any dependents for whom you are requesting insurance received medical attention or surgical
advice or treatment in the past 5 years or are now under treatment or using medications for any disease or
disorder? YesO No[O
IF YOU ANSWERED "YES” TO ANY OF THE ABOVE QUESTIONS, EXPLAIN FULLY including date, name,
degree of recovery and name and address of doctor. (Use additional sheet of paper if necessary.)

| apply to United Benefit Life Insurance Company for insurance under the group plan issued to the First National
Bank of Minneapolis as Trustee of the Air Force Association Group Insurance Trust. Information in this appli-
cation, a copy of which shall be attached to and made a part of my certificate when issued, is given to obtain
the plan requested and is true and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. | agree that no insurance
will be effective until a certificate has been issued and the initial premium paid. | understand United reserves
the right to request additional evidence of insurability in the form of a medical statement by any attending
physician or an examination by a physician selected by United.

Date 19

Member's Signature

9/75 Application must be accompanied by check or money order. Send remittance to:
Form 3676GL App Insurance Division, AFA, 1750 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 20006




FOR NEW MEMBERS ONLY
Join the AFHF for Two Years

Get

FLYING COMBAT AIRCRAFT
Free

Read what others say about
Get this selection of the Jeppesen Avia-

tion Book Club, a $7.95 value, free when EROSPACE
you join the Air Force Historical Foun-

dation for two years, and thus support ISTORIAN
scholarship and memorial funds. Mem- H

bership in the AFHF brings you four

issues of AEROSPACE HISTORIAN

e . “My favorite aerospace magazine.”
each year, Membership in the non-profit :
- : LTC, USAF, Aerospace Studies Instructor
AFHF is tax deductible. B

“AEROSPACE HISTORIAN is magnificent and
the only publication of its kind. AF commanders

should encourage their people to subscribe.”
Major, USAF (Ret.)

“More of it!” Airline flight crew

“Keep up the outstanding work of the past years.”
LTC, B-52s, SAC, USAF

“Very professional,” Major, USAF HQ.

“| enjoy it immensely.”
LTC student, Air War College

Flymgf /he USAAT-USAE.

0]

af 1.
I FIAN AL B DA
piN TG M \“( Wl ‘:U)” 1

anel

RO “Please just keep it coming; it improves with age.”

Ex-1st Lt., B-17s

“I think your magazine is well written and very in-
USE THE COUPON BELOW, PLEASE formative.” CAP cadet

Please enroll me as a new member of the Air Force Historical Foundation for two years and send me my free copy of
FLYING COMBAT AIRCRAFT. | understand that my copies of AEROSPACE HISTORIAN will start coming about
three months after my membership is accepted. My check is enclosed for $30.

LAST NAME FIRST NAME INITIAL RANK SN

ADDRESS ZIP.

This is a special offer for new regular members of the AFHF only, if the membership is cancelled before the end of two years, there will
be a $5 charge for the book.

AFM-1 Mail to: AEROSPACE HISTORIAN, Eisenhower Hall, Manhattan, Kansas 66506, USA




This Is AFA

The Air Force Association is an independent, nonprofit, airpower organization with no personal, political,
or commercial axes to grind; established January 26, 1946, incorporated February 4, 1946.

OBJECTIVES
| The Assoclation provides an organization
'through which free men may unite to fulfill the
responslbilities imposed by the impact of aero-
space technology on modern society; to support

armed strength adequate to maintain the secu-
rity and peace of the United States and the free
world; to educate themselves and the public at
large in the development of adequate aerospace

power for the betterment of all mankind; and to
help develop friendly relations among free
nations, based on respect tor the principle ot
freedom and equal rights to all mankind.

PRESIDENT
Joe L. Shosid
Fort Worth, Tex.

John R. Allson

George D. Hardy
Arlington, Va.

Hyattsville, Md.

BOARD CHAIRMAN
Martin M. Ostrow
Beverly Hills, Calif.

»-

SECRETARY
Martin H. Harris
Winter Park, Fla.

NATIONAL DIRECTORS

Robert S. Lawson
Los Angeles, Callf.

Peter J. Schenk
McLean, Va.

TREASURER
Jack B. Gross
Hershey, Pa.

Chaplain Roy M. Terry

Joseph E. Assaf
Hyde Park, Mass.

William R. Berkeley
Blue Jay, Calif.
John G. Brosky
Pittsburgh, Pa.

Dan Callahan
Warner Robins, Ga.

Danlel F. Callahan
Nashvilie, Tenn.

Edward P. Curlis
Rochester, N.Y.

James H. Doolittle
Los Angeles, Calif.

George M. Douglas
Denver, Colo.

Herbert O. Fisher
Kinnelon, N.J.

Joe Foss
Scoltsdale, Ariz.

Information regarding AFA activily within a particular state may be obtained from the Vice

. bk

Earl D. Clark, Jr.

4512 Speaker Rd.
Kansas Clty, Kan. 66106
(913) 342-1510
Midwest Reglon
Nebraska, lowa,
Missourl, Kansas

)
Stanley L. Campbell
119 Bluehlll Rd,

San Antonio, Tex. 78228
(512) 342-0006
Soulhwesl Region
Oklahoma, Texas,

New Mexlco

John H. Haire

2804 Bonlta Clrcle
Huntsville, Ala. 35801
(205) 453-3141

South Central Region
Tennessee, Arkansas,
Louisiana, Mississippli,
Alabama

Robert L. Carr

2219 Brownsvllle Rd.
Pittaburgh, Pa, 15210
(412) BB4-D400
Northeast Reglon

New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania

ist Nat‘l Bank Bldg.
Room 403
Colorgdo Springs, Calo.

(303) 636-4296

Rocky Mountain Region
Colorado, Wyoming, Utah

Alexander E. Harris
Little Rock, Ark.
Gerald V. Hasler

Johnson City, N.Y.
John P. Henebry

Chicago, lll.
Joe Higgins

N. Hollywood, Calif.

Joseph L. Hodges
South Boston, Va.

Robert S. Johnson
Woodbury, N.Y,
Sam E. Keith, Jr.
Fort Worth, Tex.
Arthur F. Kelly

Los Angeles, Callf.

George C. Kenney

Bay Harbor Islands, Fla.

Thomas G. Lanphier, Jr.
LaJolia, Calif,
Jess Larson

Washington, D.C.

Curlis E. LeMay

Newport Beach, Calif.

Carl J. Long
Pittsburgh, Pa.

(ex-officio)
Natlonal Chaplain, AFA

C. R. Smith
R. Sm Melbourne Beach, Fla.

Washington, D.C.
William W, Spruance
Marathon, Fla.

dib

Keith R. Johnson
4570 W, 77th St.

(612) 831-33

North Central Region
Minnesota, North Dakota, Maine, New Hampshire,
South Dakota

Howard T. Markey

Washington, D.C.

MNathan H. Mazer
Ogden, Utah

J. P. McConnell

Thos. F. Stack
San Matso, Callf.

Edward A. Stearn
San Bernardino, Calif.

Hugh W. Stewart

Washlngton, D.C. Tucson, Ariz.
J. B. Montgomery Arthur C. Storz
Newport Beach, Calif. Omaha, Neb.
Edward T. Nedder Harold C. Stuart
Hyde Park, Mass, Tulsa, Okla.
J. Gilbert Nettleton, Jr. James M. Trail
New York, N.Y. Boise, ldaho
Jack C. Price Nathan F. Twining

Clearfleid, Utah

Julian B. Rosenthal A. A. Wesl
Atlanta, Ga, Newport News, Va.
John D. Ryan Jack Withers

San Antonio, Tex.

VICE PRESIDENTS

Dayton, Ohio

Floyd F. Damman

14010 Marsha Lane
Whittier, Calif. 90602
(213) 675-4611 ext, 4778
Far West Region
Californla, Nevada,
Arizona, Hawaii

6416 Noble Dr.
(202) 426-B256

Kentucky

Andrew 'w. Trushaw, Jr.
204 N. Maple St.
Minnea ollsséuinn 55435 Florence, Mass. 01060

(413) 584-5327

Hilton Head Island, S.C,

Richard Emrich
McLean, Va. 22101

Central East Region
Maryland, Delaware,
District of Columbia,
Virginia, West Virginia,

Herbert M. West, Jr.
3007-25 Shamrock, North
Tallahassee, Fia, 32303
(904) 488-1374

Massachusetts, Vermont,

New England Regi Southeast Regi

Narth cnra.lini-a, South
Carolina, Georgia,
Connecticut, Rhode lsland Florida, Puerto Rico

Thomas R. Nelson
{ex-officlo)
MNatlonal Commander
Arnold Air Soclety
Provo, Utah

Capt. Richard L. Farkas
(ex-officio)

Chalrman, JOAC Executive

Committee
Offutt AFB, Neb,

CMSgl. Harry F. Lund
(ex-o )

Chairman, Alrmen Councll

Brooks AFB, Tex.

President of the Region in which his state is located.

Lyle W. Ganz

1536 N. 69th St.
Wauwatosa, Wis. 53213
(414) 444-4442

Greal Lakes Region
Michigan, Wisconslin,
Illinois, Ohio, Indiana

Sherman W. Wilkins
4545 132d Ave., SE
Bellevue, Wash, 98006
(206) 655-8822
Northwes! Region
Montana, ldaho,
Washington, Oregon,
Alaska



==t COMMUNICATION WAS ALWAYE A BIT
Hob Stevars’ CHANCY IN EARLY FLYING MACHINES.

“ " LACK OF SAME WAS NOTALWAYS DUE
TO EQUIPMENT MALFUNCTION, HOW-
EVER. OUR STORY TAKES PLACE AT
AN ADVANCED FLIGHT TRAINING BASE,
000 CLASS 44F.

andl OUR NEOPHYTE DUTIFULLY
RESPONDS,,,
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Wilcox introduces a new generation of
_conventional instrument landing systems.

Heaardiess of your airporlarway requirements. Wilcox otlers a complete ine ol
seontemporary electromes And now  the introduction ol thesaew Mark 1 DILS
Falabhishing a now standard in the tour most important considerations of NAVAID
*ownoership  rehabality, accuracy. performanee. and mimmum costs ol ownership
Wilcox, known the world over for the [otal irnkey approach 1o solving any alrport
R dorway electrome problem: now mtroduces equipment with specilications exceeding
L any bploroe avalalp
4 I he new Wilcox Mark 1 D meets all FAATCAO and military specilicatons More
than 100 Mark 1 D systems have already been ordered by the U 5 Federal Aviation
SAdmstcon and International Civil Aviation Agencies Precision s the key to our
doesign phidosophy  that s why we re manutaclunna and installing mare ILS systems
&&1”1.m any other manubacturer i the world
Wilcox has supphed arporl aimway elechome systems 1o over 100 countries

mchding a substantial number of Cateaory U ateaory LS systoms serving
plernabonal i carrers

Ciateaory b or HE o rom e most dependatle and aceurate NAVAID avaalabile
Call or wile Wilcox wer affor complete no obhiaabon information on any NAVAID
Sanit s apphealion o il solpeciion o e andenanese o) s imshod prodige?

dnywhoere n the world
' NORTHROP Wilcox Electric. Inc 1400 Chestnut Street

Kansas City, Missour 64127
W3 0000 Tolex 01008 Cabie WILCOLEY

The Ghdestope The Marher Beacons
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McDonnell Douglas F-15 Eagle.
The plane for all combat missions. Designed to achieve
and maintain absolute all-weather, night and day superiority
in both high- and low-altitude air-to-air and air-to-ground combat,
the F-15 offers a built-in bonus for the Air Force: it is equally superior
for long-range intercept, combat air patrol, and reconnaissance.
The Eagle’s hardpoints, combined with its digital avionics,
enable visual air-to-ground bombing as well as air-to-air all-weather combat.
With 50% more combat radius and twice the patrol time of the current
first-line fighter, the F-15 has the low wing loading and high thrust-to-weight
ratio necessary for maximum maneuverability and
twin-engine survivability.
MCDONNELL DOUGLAS

McDonnell Douglas
E-15
The versatility is built in.
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