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AND MOTOROLA KNOW.

With Motorola’s Airborne Antenna Combiner System you can climb,
bank, roll and dive...but you can’t shadow your satellite signal.

An airborne satellite antenna system
with good gain characteristics which are main-
tained consistently and continuously regard-
less of attitude, speed and direction changes
relative to a satellite. Sound expensive and
complex? It isn’t.

The Motorola Airborne Antenna Com-
biner System does not require advance pro-
gramming of satellite locations or aircraft
positions. This new system completely elim-
inates the old bugaboos of signal location and
tracking which have so long plagued other
antenna systems.

The Motorola system, in effect, encloses
the aircraft in a sphere of receptivity. The
systems multipath coverage cannot be equaled
by any other satellite communications sys-
tem. And, we have the data to back these
statements. As an example, results of typical
antenna pattern enhancement, using a Moto-
rola combiner with a relatively simple com-
bination of antennas, is shown below.

AFT TOP BLADE

r— 4 ANTENNAS CC

LEFT SPIRAL
(RIGHT SPIRAL NOT SHOWN) === owem— FORWARD TOP BLADE

To accomplish major improvements
over existing airborne communications sys-
tems we have utilized our proven predetection
combiner approach. It is a closed loop system
that operates independently of aircraft navi-
gation and attitude inputs. Therefore, a com-
puter is not required. Inputs from all antennas
are continuously combined to optimize the
received signal strength, regardless of air-
craft attitude in relation to the signal source.
Antenna switching with its attendant data
errors is not required.

There are other benefits with this new
communications system for airborne use. The
system is so simple to install that you don’t
have to worry about the extensive sheet metal
retrofit costs and aerodynamic problems
so often associated with steerable antenna
systems. The lack of moving parts provides
greatly enhanced reliability and only simple
antennas from standard industry sources are
used, adding to the ease of installation and
maintenance.

Motorola’s combiner concept has been
proven in land based troposcatter communi-
cations systems. ..on the high seas with the
AN/SSR-1 Fleet Broadcast System...and the
airborne system has been flight tested under
government sponsorship on the KC-135, P-3C,
and on helicopters. For further information
write Motorola Government Electronics
Division, P.O. Box 1417, MD3240, Scottsdale,
AZ 85252 or call (602)949-3142.

MOTOROLA

The mind to imagine...the skill to do



COMMENTARY

Keeping
Foreign Military Sales
in Perspective

By John F. Loosbrock
EDITOR

HE TIMES do not exactly provide a bargain-hunt-

er's paradise. Those who are still wrestling with
their Christmas bills will testify to that. So will those
who have struggled to put together a national de-
fense budget and, to an even greater degree, those
who will have to live with and cope with its conse-
quences.

But bargains can be found, even though they may
go unrecognized, wrapped in a mythology of un-
founded, or at the least misdirected, criticism. Such
a bargain, which provides immense benefits to the
American taxpayer, to the nation's economy, and to
its posture in the world is the much-abused, little-
understood foreign military sales program, admin-
istered by the Defense Security Assistance Agency
in the Department of Defense.

The foreign military sales business is booming, no
doubt about it. It is generating hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs for American workers, and billions of
dollars in their wages and salaries. It is pouring mil-
lions into the US Treasury in corporate and individual
income taxes. And for every dollar of sales, about
$2.50 of secondary business in the United States is
created.

And the taxpayer benefits even further. Adding
foreign requirements to those of our own armed
forces reduces the unit cost of military equipment to
both customers. A wider, thicker production base is
possible, making it immeasurably cheaper and easier
to expand should an emergency arise. In some
cases, the pooling of orders makes it possible to
produce for our own use materiel we couldn't other-
wise afford. And, not least, foreign orders help to pay
for research and development costs.

With all these pluses, coming at a time when the
nation needs all the pluses it can get, it is not un-
reasonable to wonder why the foreign military sales
program is so frequently under attack in the Con-
gress and in the media. Or perhaps the wonder is
not so justifiable, given the human penchant for

believing things that aren’t so. A mythology about
arms sales has grown up, rooted in the “merchants
of death” exposés of the '20s and '30s and ignoring .
much of the history that has transpired since. Sir
Basil Zaharoff, the sinister arms peddler of bygone
days, has been resurrected and stuffed with straw.

The mythology is worth examination and analysis, |
and these, in turn, require a brief backtrack through
the history of the past two and a half decades.

In the beginning, the furnishing of military assis- .
tance to our friends and allies was financed one
hundred percent by the American taxpayer. Grant aid
it was called, and still is, for it is still being done on
a modest scale and in a highly selective way. It was
an indispensable part of getting the Free World back
on its feet following the devastation of World War Il.

As the economies of other nations improved, grant
aid began to shift to credit sales, and eventually to
cash transactions. By Fiscal Year 1964, the lines in
the chart had crossed and we were selling more than
we were giving away. In FY '74, purchase agree-
ments totaled more than $10 billion, and more than
eighty-five percent of the sales were for cash. Mean-
while, in the same year, grant aid (except that
directly related to the war in Southeast Asia) stood
at less than $400 million. Foreign military sales
became a significant and positive domestic eco-
nomic factor and are today.

American bargaining in the international market-
place is tough, but fair. The foreign customers pay
in dollars. They pay not only for goods and services
but for the costs the US incurs in managing the sale.
If the US extends credit, the customer pays interest.
And no nation has yet defaulted on a single loan.
The US tries in every case to put together a complete
package, with training, technical assistance, and
logistical support, so that what is bought can be
efficiently utilized.

Now for the myths.

First of all, the foreign military sales program is

4
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not a matter of an industrial cabal selling willy-nilly
to the highest bidder. Each and every transaction is
scrutinized as to whether its consummation is in the
national interest. If it is not, it is scrubbed. Nor is
this decision made unilaterally in the Pentagon. State
Department concurrence is required, and particularly
sensitive and significant proposals must go to the
‘White House for a decision. Any transaction of more
than $25 million must be reported to the Congress,
where it may be vetoed by a concurrent resolution of
both Houses. At every level of review and decision
the national interest is the paramount yardstick.

" Another myth—that the US government is a sales
promoter. Often it is quite the opposite. Indeed, a
prospective customer country is often discouraged
from buying what it does not need or cannot afford.
What they do need, and can afford, they are going to
buy. And if the United States opts out of the com-
petition, there are other suppliers quite willing to take
its place—the French, the British, the Swedes, the
Russians.

Another myth—that the US is peddling no more
than death and destruction. Actually, over the years,
arms and ammunition have accounted for about
forty percent of total sales, the preponderance going
to service vehicles, training, communications, tech-
nical services, spare parts, and electronics. A siz-
able fraction goes into capital investment for the
buyer nation—improvement of ports and airfields,
fixed communication nets, buildings, and the like. An
ancillary benefit, especially in the less-developed
nations, is the creation of technical skills through
training programs—skills readily transferable to the
civil sector. A further consideration is that improved
facilities and skills broaden our logistic base, in that
these resources could become available for our own
use should the need arise.

It is true that, in exceptional cases, we have drawn
on our own military stocks, at some risk, to supply
foreign demand. A notable instance involved the
survival of Israel in the Yom Kippur War. But ordi-
narily sales abroad do not interfere with production
for our own forces. In any case, the same yardstick
is used—the national interest of the United States,
which at times may be better served by weapons in
hands other than our own. Indeed, the danger of
direct US involvement may thus be reduced.

In the receiving countries, foreign military sales
iprograms, as well as grant aid and foreign military
training programs, are supervised by US Military
Assistance Advisory Groups (MAAGs). The MAAGs
identify requirements, evaluate requests, and make
sure that equipment is used effectively and that train-
ing is properly carried out. And they are a valuable
adjunct to the US Chief of Mission, providing military
advice and liaison with the foreign military forces.
The number of people assigned to MAAGS, often a
target for critics, has dwindled steadily over the years
—from 7,192 in 1960 down to a total of only 1,622
for 1976.

Other important benefits to the United States flow
from foreign military sales and associated programs.
High on the list is standardization of equipment, of
particular value within an alliance where its contri-
butions to both logistic and operational effectiveness
are obvious. Additionally, they give the United States
an important leg up in future commercial sales of
aircraft, electronics, communications gear, and other
high-technology, high-cost equipment. Most im-
portant, perhaps, is the fact that a weapon in the
hands of an ally is a weapon the US doesn't have to
buy, or man, for itself.

An aspect of foreign military sales that worries
many critics is the question of whether their impact
in places such as the Middle East tends to stabilize
or destabilize a potentially explosive situation. One
can make a good case that judicious distribution of
arms, which will be bought from someone in any
case, can have a dampening, rather than exacer-
bating effect in maintaining a stable balance of
power. Not to mention the fact that opting out would
leave the field to suppliers whose aims are, to say
the least, not in consonance with those of the United
States. Our friends and allies thus would be faced
with the choice between remaining unarmed and
defenseless in a hostile environment or of buying
from the competition, friendly or otherwise.

On Capitol Hill, Congress is growing restive about
foreign military sales, a restiveness doubtless fueled
by the mythology surrounding the programs. A ceil-
ing of $9 billion, covering both the DoD-managed
program and private commercial sales (currently
running at $2 billion-plus annually under a system
of export licenses granted by the State Department),
has been proposed in the Congress. A $9 billion
combined ceiling applied to FY '76 would cut ex-
pected US military exports by twenty-five percent—
some $3 billion less than anticipated.

Congress also wants more control overall—a limit
of thirty days, rather than twenty, in which to block a
sale, tighter control over transfer of US-furnished
equipment from one country to another, two-year
estimates on future sales, and the furnishing, with
each proposal, of an '‘arms sales impact state-
ment,”" setting forth the detailed justification of the
transaction involved.

It is hard to argue Congress’ interest in and
responsibility for the success of programs so critical
to world peace and stability. The matter of economic
benefit to the United States, looked at by itself, can-
not justify the taking of undue and unwarranted
risks. But the preponderance of evidence indicates
that foreign military sales are being managed effi-
ciently, judiciously, and within adequate constraints.
The national interest is being well served.

It would be inimical to that interest in the broadest
sense—diplomatic, military, and economic—should
added and unwarranted restraints create a vacuum
into which would rush, at best our friendly competi-
tors, at worst our enemies. n
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Dr. Schlesinger’s Tenure
Gentlemen: | was pleased to read
John L. Frisbee’s objective ap-
praisal of Dr. James Schlesinger in
the December 1975 issue [‘Of Arms
and of a Man”].

| would like to add the following
for your consideration in assessing
Dr. Schlesinger’s greatest contribu-
tion:

During Dr. Schlesinger’s tenure,
the Constitution of the United States
was put to its severest test—that of
a complete change in Administra-
tion. During this time, Dr. Schle-
singer maintained a firm and con-
trolling hand on the Department of
Defense. His contribution was ob-
viously sufficient to keep an adver-
sary from attacking this country
when there might have been some
doubt for a number of hours as to
who was the Commander in Chief.

By the same token, Dr. Schle-
singer's control over the Department
of Defense was sufficient to pre-
clude a ““Seven Days in May” situa-
tion from occurring.

I continue to support the right of
each President to select his own
Cabinet, but | cannot help but feel
that the United States is better for
having Dr. Schlesinger's twenty-
eight-month tenure as Secretary of
Defense.

0. D. Kulman
Atlanta, Ga.

The Pot Bubbles On

Gentlemen: Reference the Septem-
ber 1975 article, ‘‘Management Is
Not Command,” by Gen. Lucius D.
Clay.

Realizing that this was an excerpt
from an address by General Clay
and therefore might bc somewhat
taken out of context, | still believe
certain comments are appropriate.

a. If the implication was that the
coach was a “manager,” | don’t
know of any students of manage-
ment who would label him a good
manager. He doesn’t soundlike a
good manager, commander, or
coach.

b. The article states that man-
agement is ‘‘a system of bookkeep-
ing that is primarily associated with

statistics.” While | would agree that
management is sometimes con-
cerned with statistics, | do not be-
lieve many students of management
would agree that ‘‘keeping of sta-
tistics’’ is anywhere near all-
encompassing of management re-
sponsibilities. Management is also
responsible for decision making.

c. The article implies that the
manager is not concerned with the
effect of orders on human beings
nor of “all elements of logistical
support” and that the commander
is so concerned. | would conclude
that both should be concerned with
such important factors.

d. In summary, | believe it worth
stating that although management
is not command, it would be very
grand indeed if commanders are
good managers. In fact, | believe
that unless a. commander either
implicitly or explicitly follows at
least some acceptable practices of
management then he is not likely
to be a great commander.

Maj. Kenneth W. Robertson
APO New York

Gentlemen: Those who criticized
General Clay’s article must surely
know that rather mundane proce-
dures and paperwork directed by
major air command or higher occu-
pies a lot of any operational com-
mander’s time and resources. The
idea, of course, is to supply “visi-
bility” to higher command levels,
or to ensure that consideration of
things deemed important at the
higher levels are not overlooked.
The amount of such activities in-
creased during my seven years in
the USAF. | think applications of
management concepts have some-
times—perhaps a lot of the time—
hindered commanders in their
efforts to conduct operations.

I do not mean to condemn all
standardized management proce-
dures. However, on the continuum
between “anarchy” and ‘‘the Com-
mander in Chief in every cockpit,”
General Clay would like to see
fewer organizationally imposed bur-
dens and more command authority
at a lower level than presently

exists (if | read him correctly). Me
too. Might it be too much to wish
for if 1976 had less “red tape'’ than
1975? Only an equal amount?
OK, so you've been to SOS since
General Clay has. You may even be
smarter at football, but . . . it's not all
that hard. C’'mon, felias, you know
(you really should) what the General
means.
William H. Heitman
Albuquerque, N. M.

OER System Again

Gentlemen: 1t is interesting to see,
that Frederick Thayer has not hesi-‘
tated to jump on the new Air Force
OER System with his usual fervor
and cutting analysis ["“Airmail,”
November '75]. As usual, his analy-
sis and criticism of the system are
concise and specific—even though
a bit pedantic.

Colonel Thayer and | were asso-
ciated for several years on active
duty. . .. | think we shared the same
views on the inflated and cumber-
some OER system in existence in
the 1960s and early 1970s.

After discussing the new OER
system with both rating and rated
officers, | have many of the same
concerns clearly enunciated by
Fred Thayer in his letter. It appears
that some attempt has been made
to factor out the human element.
Time will tell whether or not human
nature or the computer analysis
approach will prevail.

The old system was bad. The
theoretical bell curve was badly
skewed to the high side. As | look
back over a list of my contempo-
raries, . . . | cannot help but reach
the conclusion that the human ele-
ment prevailed. Those who have ad-
vanced to Flag rank in the three
services and are now in positions
of authority and responsibility were
generally the doers and achievers
even as company and early field
grade officers. . . .

The pitfalls and dangers of the
new system identified by Fred
Thayer appear to me to be a bit
overstated. Perhaps not. . . . | can-
not help but feel, however, that . ..
contemporary Air Force managers
recognize and appreciate the real
strength of the human element in
management, performance rating,
and selection.

Unless our country and armed
services reach a premature Orwel-
lian state of mind and thought con-
trol, the Air Force will be managed
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WE'VE CHANGED OUR NAME

WITHOUT CHANGING WHAT WE'RE CALLED.

In 1917, we called ourselves Lewis&
Vought Corporation, but everybody called us
' “Vought.”

In 1922, we called ourselves Chance
Vought Corporation, but everybody called us
“Vought."

In 1929, we called ourselves Chance
Vought Division of United Aircraft Corpora-
tion, but everybody called us “Vought.”

In 1935, we called ourselves Chance
Vought Aircraft, a Division of (United Aircraft

Corporation, buteverybody calledus “Vought."”

In 1939, we called ourselves Vought-
Sikorsky Division of United Aircraft Corpora-
tion, but everybody called us “Vought."

In 1943, we called ourselves Chance
Vought Aircraft Division of United Aircraft

»
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tion, buteverybody called us “Vought.”
Corp%ra; 954, we called ourselves Chance
Vought Aircraft, a wholly-owned subsidiary of
United Aircraft Corporation, but everybody
“Yought.”
Ca"e(i’nl‘|15960, Se called ourselves Chance
Vought Corporation, but everybody called us

5 t”
Vou?nhl% 1, we called ourselves Chance

oration, a subsidiary of The LTV
g%:gg:actigrrf buteverybody called us “Vought.
In 1965, we called ourselves L’W Aero-
space Corporation, but everybody still called
e ht"
i V\?\lljgl, we finally decided to build the
side-walks where the people walk. So from
now on, we're Vought Corporation.

€

Gl

[#%] VOUGHHT CORPORATION
1 LQI\"/MW«.'N,M.: oatan

mpPan
aVDUGHT CORPORATION / Post Office Box5907 « Dallas, Texas 75222 / AM LTV comp Yy
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man in our rapidly changing society.

The Air Force, because of the na-
ture of the role that it plays in our
defense posture, has always sought
out the above-average individual to
help meet its goals. The Air Force
uses education as one measure that
has been found to be an effective
gauge of an individual's poten-
tial. . ..

The current Air Force policy is
that each person wishing to become
an officer have some type of bacca-
laureate degree; this is a bare mini-
mum. This is so because it has been
found that the many different posi-
tions that an officer has to fill re-
quire a person with intelligence,
worldliness, and the ability to adapt.
It is even getting to the point where
some type of advanced degree is
needed if an officer wishes to stay
in the Air Force and make it a
career.

Since the Air Force rewards an
officer for having a degree by higher
pay, more responsibility, and the
prestige of being a member of the
Officer Corps of the United States
Air Force, why not offer some re-
wards for the enlisted man who
strives to better his position by re-
ceiving a baccalaureate degree? Up
until recently there have been many
avenues for the enlisted individual
with a degree to move ahead, to
become an officer; but as of late
many of these programs have been
terminated.

What | propose is that when an
enlisted member receives a bacca-
laureate degree, reward that person

y promoting him or her one grade
rank. This program will have
me. v advantages both to the Air
Forc. and to the individuals in-
volved. For the Air Force it means
that it wi.' be promoting individuals
who have ‘e initiative to seek out
a college dearee. These are the
people that the Air Force needs to
retain. . ..

The middle manay >r will become
more of an asset to t. ¢ Air Force,
and it will be a small price to pay
for the Air Force to have these in-
dividuals actively involved in the
mission. The airman will be re-
warded . . . by having the increased
responsibility the added rank will
demand. Morale for the enlisted
members would increase, knowing
that the Air Force is going to recog-
nize and reward their education
efforts.

The program can work very sim-

Airmai

by humans who recognize and ap-
preciate human methods and needs.
The pitfalls and dangers so ex-
plicitly forecast by Colonel Thayer
may result from improper and in-
adequate management and support
of the new OER system; however, it
is now a fact and time will tell
whether or not it will permit the
doers and achievers to surface. |
suspect they will surface regardless
of the system.

If commanders, raters, and ratees
—whatever their roles might be in
a particular situation—will approach
the new system with a positive atti-
tude, and the Air Force will make
prompt adjustments to correct
abuses, the change may be for the
better. 1t deserves a fair trial at
least.

Col. Bruno M. Larsen,
USAF (Ret.)
Tempe, Ariz.

Still More Praise
Genliemen: In the November '75
issue of AIR FORCE Magazine you
published a letter written by Donald
M. Goldstein [p. 14] praising Lt.
Gen. Ennis C. Whitehead. | was de-
lighted to see it. ~
Without taking anythi. ™ away

from Gen. George Kenney, have
to agree with Mr. Goldstein ‘hat
Ennis C. Whitehead was the ¢ n
who really did the fighting, and «
hell of a job he did. He lived, slept,
and fought the war. His only thought
was to defeat the enemy and he
certainly did. His use of airpower
was magnificent, and his reasoning,
his tactics, and grasp of the situa-
tion were remarkable.

L. J. Sverdrup

St. Louis, Mo.

Reward the EM

Gentlemen: The Air Force is now
entering an era when many new and
highly advanced weapon systems
are being added to its inventory.
This is also an era when the Air
Force middle manager, the NCO,
must not only be a technician but
also a leader. He must be capable
of not only achieving the results
that the mission demands but also
of understanding his people and
being able to relate to the many
problems that face the young air-

_gs have
ply. When E-4s, E-5s, and E 68

received a baccalaureate 'degr nk
promote them one grade N .
—quotas, etc., being taken int0 cder
sideration. For those who are Un= o
the rank of E-4, promote t.hemhas
E-4 once a skill level of five BiFe
been earned. Because of the N&" /-
of the work the Supergrade® ~ '/
plus the fact that E-7s and E’Bstion
already considered for prom"ept
under the whole-man CON°*"
which takes into consideration
college education, they will N°
considered under this program: an
Such a program can work the
would be immensely valuable 10

Air Force. |
ssgt. Lyle A. cubbe™y
Loring AFB, Me.

wE "

Strategic Support Squadrons .
Gentiemen: | have been seekind
formation on the 1st, 2d, 3d s
4th Strategic Support Squadfon.a"y
the early 1950s. Pictures, espect' 38
of the Squadron Bug of the 15

: a-

Squadron, and any other infor™
tion would be appreciated- i’
Sat. Mark M. MUl
USAF (Ret.) T 1

7621 State RO2

Parma, Ohio 441 a4
Patches for Auction ‘né
Gentlemen: | have been'Wor':(; p
with young people as advnsef’iatio‘

Boy Scout Explorer unit in &V
since 1954. We have run ©UY
ideas for making moneyfor our
gram.
If readers have in their P BO'

sion any kind of patches""Dis'
Scouts of America, Jambore?',tary
trict Region Special Event, Mill
etc.—which they are willing &
donate, it would be greatly apP 10
ciated. These would k2 UuS€- ..
hold a patch auction aiour S€ at
Show to be held Junes, 1976:
the York Interstate Fairgrounds-

Harry E. Gau

R.D. #12fellam BT

York, Pa. 1406.

pl’O

Fly-In and Early Fiyers’ Cib i
Gentlemen: A fly-in has ben S.Chf(di..
uled by the two DelawarcOhio©,_ ~ =
wanis Clubs and DelawanAVlat'oi 5
Inc., for May 29-30, 197¢with r'Z"
dates set for June 5-6Assist! -
in the planning is the Oh Dep# =
ment of Aviation, NormaJ. Cr&
tree, Director. A

A full program of eventis be'r; ﬁ
developed. A bountiful brafast W

~

=
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be served each day. Tentative plans
also call for acrobatic and exhibi-
tion flying, helicopter rides, and
many other features of interest to
aviation enthusiasts.

A primary hope and proposal
looks toward the formation of a
senior flyers’ club—such group to
include all persons who have held
pilot licenses for thirty-five years or
more.

Project director is Kiwanian
Walter B. McClelland. He is assisted
by a strong and enthusiastic com-

'mittee composed of members of
'both clubs, some of whom are also

flyers. “Mac” holds pilot license
number 15453, issued in 1930. He is
personally interested in the forma-

' tion of this senior flying club. The

only eligibility requirement is a pilot
license issued thirty-five years or
more before the fly-in dates.

If you are interested in such an
organization, please send your
name, address, and number and
issue date of your license to Walter
B. McClelland, 196 Euclid Ave.,
Delaware, Ohio 43015.

And by all means attend the fly-in.

Delaware Aviation, Inc.
2052 Airport Rd.
Delaware, Ohio 43015

Insignia Collection

Gentlemen: | am a collector of dis-
tinctive insignia or unit crests worn
by the old Army Air Corps and US
Army Air Forces prior to 1947.
These insignia are the small, gilded
metal and colored enamel pins ap-
proximately 1%2” high x 1%2” wide
and were worn on the shoulder
straps and campaign hats. | now
have over 200 such pieces in my
collection and need only a very few
more to complete the collection.
The pieces | need were generally
made overseas during the vyears
1943 through 1945 and are rapidly
becoming almost impossible to get.
They are: Made in CBI—51st Fighter
Group and 462d Bomber Group;
made in Cairo or elsewhere in
Egypt—98th Bomb Group and 57th
Fighter Group.

Here are three pieces made in
the US that | have been unable to
get and | list these with the makers’
name hallmarked on the back: Made
by S. E. Eby Co. or Eby Co.—2d Air-
borne Squadron and 26th Recon-
naissance Group; made by B.
Hecker—11th Bomb Group with
motto at bottom.

If any former member of the

above units still has his insignia |
would be very pleased to buy or
trade for same. If anyone can fur-
nish me with the names and ad-
dresses of anyone who may have
one of these insignia | would be
most appreciative.

Jean Edens, Jr.

3211 Nacogdoches Rd.

San Antonio, Tex. 78217

Another Original

Gentlemen: Recently, while thumb-
ing through a back issue of AIR
FORCE, | noted with some slight
twinge of nostalgia the contents of
a letter from a bomber type in which
reference was made to the original
employment of *“Ground Directed
Bombing” in Korea in 1950.

To clarify any possible misunder-
standing or misconception, let the
record reflect that the 22d Tactical
Air Command employed an SCR-
584 set located in the Northern
Apennines near Bologna in the win-
ter of 194445 to direct A-20s,
A-26s, and Wimpies against German
targets in the Po Valley. The initial
results were gratifying and the op-
eration continued effectively until
friendly Army troops overran the
entire target area immediately prior
to the cessation of hostilities in that
theater.

Maj. Gen. Thomas C. Darcy,
USAF (Ret.)
Tequesta, Fla.

553d Bomb Squadron Association
Gentlemen: | have founded the 553d
Bomb Squadron Association and
need to reach those persons who
were members of that squadron be-
tween December 1, 1942, and No-
vember 7, 1945,

The 553d Bomb Squadron was a
part of the 386th Bomb Group (B-
26s) of the Ninth Air Force in World
War |l.

Please get in touch with me.

Denny McFarland

553d Bomb Sqgdn. Assoc.
P. O. Box 5543

Abilene, Tex. 79605

Avenger Book

Gentlemen: | am in the process of
writing a book on the TBF and TBM
Avenger. Would appreciate hearing
from any AFA members who have
pictures, data, or stories pertaining
to this aircraft. Any material re-
ceived will be returned in the con-
dition received and will be credited
where used.

| hope that this book will be a
tribute to the men who designed,
built, and fought in this aircraft.

F. M. Sticksel
500 Forest Parkway
Manchester, Mo. 63011

UNIT REUNIONS

8th Air Force
The 8th Air Force will hold a reunion
in England September 13-18, 1976.
The program features a rally in London
and then hotel headquarters in Cam-
bridge, Ipswich, and Norwich (depend-
ing on location of the unit in WW II).
A memorial service is planned at the
American Cemetery at Cambridge and
a visit to Duxford to see the Aircraft
Exhibits there and to initiate the 8th AF
Memorial Museum, planned for location
there. There will be visits to former
bases and a reunion banquet with
English friends. All former 8th AF per-
sons, their families, and friends are
eligible for the September 12-26 charter
flight. Write
8th Air Force Reunion
c/o Reunion Services
P. O. Box 1304
Hallandale, Fla. 33009

63d Station Complement
The 63d Station Complement Sqdn.
(SP), 9th Air Force, World War II, will
hold a 5th biennial reunion June 4-5,
1976, SPA Motel, 5414 Lincoln Ave.,
Chicago, lll. Contact

Kenneth F. Kerber

2332 W. Belmont Ave.

Chicago, lll. 60618

or

Lt. Col. J. T. Gilmore, USAF (Ret.)

24 Wedge Way

Littleton, Colo. 80123

Calling All Hoggies!
The 82d Strategic Reconnaissance
Squadron extends an invitation to all
former Hogs to return to Hog Heaven
to attend the Last Annual!l Dining-In on
Saturday, March 20, 1976. Guest speaker
will be Brig. Gen. Doyle E. Larsen, Dir.
of Intel.,, CINCPAC. For reservations or
information, contact

82d SRS

APO San Francisco 96239

91st Bomb Group
The 91st Bomb Group (H) Memorial
Association Inc., known as “Wray's
Ragged lIrregulars,” WW |l, Bassing-
bourn, England, will hold its 6th Na-
tional Reunion at Colorado Springs,
Colo., July 7-10, 1976. For further
information please contact

MSgt. George W. Parks, USAF (Ret.)

Sec.-Treas. Western Div.

109 Wilshire Ave.

Vallejo, Calif. 94590

AIR FORCE Magazine / February 1976



Airoowerin
the News

By Claude Witze, SENIOR EDITOR

Of Détente, Money, and Zealots

Washington, D. C., Jan. 7

Each month, it seems, the quan-
dary changes a bit in character, but
it is always the Defense Depart-
ment’s appropriations that wind up
in dispute, even when they have
nothing to do with the issue. As we
enter the new vyear, written New
Year for the past couple of weeks,
the national irritant is a distant seg-
ment of Africa, called Angola.
President Ford, who is clinging to
the détente policy he inherited from
President Nixon, has ruled out any
withholding of grain shipments to
Russia.

“Withholding grain would pro-
duce no immediate gain in diplo-
matic leverage,” he said yesterday.
“American grain, while important to
the USSR, is not vital to them.”
Earlier, Henry Kissinger, the Secre-
tary of State and recognized mid-
wife to détente, had indicated this
nation will not stand passive while
Russia pours in arms and sponsors
a proxy war being fought for it by
Cuban troops. If the public is per-
plexed, the reason may be the run-
ning inadequacy of the news it
hears out of Congress. Headlines
have a way of telling less than the
whole story.

We must return to the closing
hours of the first session of the
94th Congress. The Defense Appro-
priations bill was completed, Sen-
ate and House differences settled
in conference. The result provided
$90.5 billion for Fiscal '76, which
was $7.4 billion less than the Ad-
ministration requested. It still was
$7 billion more than Congress
voted for Fiscal 75, a jump that
was more than gobbled up by infla-
tion. When the bill reached the
Senate floor on December 15, it
took only one day for Sen. John V.

Tunney of California to announce
that he and some colleagues would
offer an amendment barring use of
any of the money in Angola with the
exception of what is needed to
gather intelligence there. He started
a fight that went on for four days,
brought about a Republican filibus-
ter, then resulted in an Administra-
tion defeat, fifty-four to twenty-two.
There were both open and secret
sessions.

During this argument, a strange
combination of political bedfellows
came up with Senate Resolution
333. The father of the idea appears
to be Sen. Adlai E. Stevenson lll, of
Illinois. His committee assignments
are concerned with banking, com-
merce, and the District of Colum-
bia, but his father’'s blood is there.
Adlai Il, you may recall, distin-
guished himself at one time as
our representative in the United
Nations. Senate Resolution 333 de-
clared the President ‘“‘pursuant to
his authority under the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969, should
curtail exports to countries which
persist in intervening in the conflict
of Angola.” It also said the US
should suspend aid to any faction
in Angola, pending efforts to end
all foreign intervention.

Introducing the resolution, Mr.
Stevenson said again that détente
must be a two-way street. “The im-
plausibility of continued US aid to
the Soviet Union in the form of
technology, capital, and wheat, ir-
respective of its conduct in the
world, is brought inescapably to the
attention of the Senate. The United
States has just committed supplies
of grain to the Soviet Union for six
years—notwithstanding its trans-
gressions in Angola or anywhere
else. The agreement cannot mean
what it says on its face. All such
agreements are subject to abroga-

tion or modification by one party if
conditions are changed materially
by another. The Soviet Union is re-
lieving the United States of any ob-
ligations under that agreement—
and | say ‘any’ because it is of
arguable legality anyway.

“The resolution which we offer
urges upon the President a course
of action which emphatically rejects
the Soviet exploitation of détente at
the expense of US interests and the
rights of people in other nations—
without exposing the United States
unnecessarily to the risks of a long
and ultimately unsuccessful in-
volvement in Angola.”

The Stevenson proposal won in-
stant support and cosponsorship
from an unlikely contingent. In-
cluded were Hubert Humphrey, Ed-
mund S. Muskie, Robert C. Byrd,
and Barry Goldwater. Senator Gold-
water said the resolution “is the
first thing that has made any sense
in a long day.” Unlike President
Ford, Mr. Goldwater thinks the
Russians need our wheat “desper-
ately” and said we should use our
economic power as an instrument
of national poiicy.

Well, the resolution was placed
on the calendar, which means it
was put out of sight. The defense
appropriations measure was sent to
the House, too late for action be-
fore the Christmas holiday. Con-
gress reconvenes to start the sec-
ond session on January 19. On the
21st, it is anticipated, the House
will accept the Tunney amendment
and pass the bill. At this writing,
events in Angola and off its shores
are moving swiftly. If the pace steps
up, it is possible Congress will take

Sen. Adlai E. Stevenson lli, lllinois,
favors pressure to curb Reds in Africa.
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another look. This time, if the con-
duct of Russia shakes us hard
enough, perhaps there will be con-
sideration of the strategic impor-
tance of Angola. It is a subject that
has remained untouched, except in
a burst of frustration from Daniel P.
. Moynihan, our UN ambassador, who
views the congressional surrender
with a cold eye.

The mess in Angola is not the
ronly impediment to a sensible con-
sideration of Pentagon financial
.problems. The so-called new bud-
| get system now is one year old and
'is considered on the road to suc-
cess. Congress has agreed on a
federal deficit of $74.1 billion for
-Fiscal 76, the biggest in history.
The Fiscal '77 budget goes to the
Hill in about three weeks. This
gives the Armed Services Commit-
tees of both Houses less than two
months to resolve the issues re-
quiring authorization.

In anticipation, Chairman Melvin
Price of the House committee

started hearings on December 3.
His announced purpose was to
broaden the concerns of the com-
mittee to cover ‘“‘the total national
security budget and the factors and
procedures which go into the devel-
opment of that budget as well as
the foreign policy considerations on
which it is based.”

Mr. Price had an interesting, and
sometimes irritating, list of wit-
nesses. The first was Clifford J.
Miller, the Pentagon’s Deputy
Comptroller for Plans and Systems.
His presentation, which took most
of a long day, was the most spe-
cific and complete discussion of the
overall Pentagon budget problem

Rep. Melvin Price offered critics time to
assail defense on proposed budgets.

ever offered at a public session.
The open meeting drew a small
audience. The representative of
AIR FORCE Magazine was the only
person at the press table, and we
are not aware that the wire services
or newspapers paid any attention to
the event. If they had, the public
could have learned that reductions
are made in the defense budget to
accommodate increases in non-
defense areas. And that seventy-
five percent of government outlays
are considered noncontrollable.
And that two-thirds of the remaining
twenty-five percent is identified with
the Defense Department. This means
two-thirds of defense spending is
looked upon as controllable.

Viewing this in more detail, Mr.
Miller concluded that in order to
get minor reductions in spending, it
is necessary to enforce large pro-
gram cuts in defense. And, because
most of the defense budget goes
into personnel, one way or another,
the burden on procurement and re-
search and development is magni-
fied. To save $1 billion in outlays
next year, for example, it would be
necessary to cut 300,000 persons
from the Pentagon payroll. On in-
flation, the witness said the acute
effects are felt more in defense
than any other segment of the fed-
eral budget. In real dollars, defense
spending went down by $22 billion
between 1964 and 1976. Other fed-
eral outlays increased by $122
billion.

The more vociferous critics of
defense spending were given their
time on the witness stand. The an-
nouncement of their appearance, in
contrast to that of Mr. Miller's,
brought wire service and news-
paper reporters to join AIR FORCE
Magazine at the press table. The
news, however, was thin.

An early guest was Dr. Seymour
Melman of Columbia University, na-
tional cochairman of SANE and out-
spoken foe of what he calls The
Permanent War Economy. Dr. Mel-
man attributes most of our eco-
nomic woes, worldwide, to the fact
that defense money—that small
percentage of the federal budget
earlier defined by Mr. Miller—is
spent, in part, on procurement of
advanced weapon systems. Dr. Mel-
man, in short, favors unilateral dis-
armament, endorsing cuts of the
magnitude proposed by Sen.
George McGovern when he ran for
President four years ago. Despite

figures on the record, carefully
spelled out by Mr. Miller, Dr. Mel-
man insists the defense spending
curves are going up, not down.
Challenged by Rep. Samuel Strat-
ton to discuss the threats to our
security, the witness said Russia is
not a factor.

There were moments when Dr.
Melman, with much of the fervor of
a zealot, appeared ready to lose his
temper. When it was pointed out
that the House Armed Services
Committee had a hand in creating
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency and that it looked eagerly
for progress in the SALT talks, the
witness scoffed. He called SALT
nothing more than ‘‘controlled
escalation.” Dr. Melman appeared
with quantities of a lengthy disser-
tation, copies of which had been
sent to the press. Rep. George M.
O’'Brien of lllinois complained that
he never saw the paper until the
hearing opened. The day before he
had been queried on its contents by
a reporter who had an advance
copy.

A similar performance was put on
by a lady named Marion Anderson,
projects director for PIRGIM, the
Public Interest Research Group in
Michigan. She had spent the day
before her appearance canvassing
the newspapers and wire services
in Washington, whipping up press
interest in her performance. Her
argument is that Pentagon spend-
ing increases unemployment in the
United States, but the committee
was not impressed by her support-
ing data. In her opening statement,
Ms. Anderson demonstrated that
she does not understand the dif-
ference between defense authoriza-
tions and appropriations and went
on to argue that an $80 billion de-
fense budget brings a nationwide
loss of 844,000 jobs. She went on
to list the members of the Armed
Services Committee, the men she
was facing, and tell each how many
jobs were denied his constituents
because of the military budget.
Chairman Price of lllinois was told
his district lost 7,800. Mr. Stratton,
who once was Mayor of Schenec-
tady, N. Y., and is thoroughly famil-
iar with the role of General Electric
in that city, was credited with kill-
ing 8,600 jobs there by approving
an $80 billion defense budget.

The reaction was inevitable. Ms.
Anderson was told she is not living
in the real world. Rep. V. William
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thgﬁews

Whitehurst of Virginia, who was an
economics professor, said he would
give her an F for her paper on the
economic impact of defense spend-
ing. Rep. Robin L. Beard of Tennes-
see said she was offensive. The
charts given to the committee by
the Pentagon witness, Mr. Miller,
were cited to disprove the Ander-
son case. The lady said she would
take them home and study them.
She had a chart of her own, pre-
tending to demonstrate that more
than 100 percent of the money paid
in personal income taxes by US
citizens goes into defense spend-

ing. She had no chart to show what

percentage of personal income
taxes goes into other federal
spending.

Ms. Anderson made a heavy
point of the fact Lhal her research,
published last spring under the title
“The Empty Pork Barrel,” was re-
leased in the capital “by a dis-
tinguished economist and member
of your committee, Representative
Les Aspin.” The Wisconsin con-
gressman was conspicuous by his
absence as his protégé was roasted
by his committee colleagues. It was
a sorry performance, but one that
should result in fewer inept and in-
competent presentations by extrem-
ists and zealots. That is the only
result that can justify the expendi-
ture of committee time and effort.
If that does come about, the level
of debate in 1976 may be im-
proved. u

Rep. Les Aspin sponsored Anderson’s
thesis, but failed to appear with his
witness, facing ridicule by House
committeemen.

TheWoyward Press

The American Society of Newspaper Ediiors has adopisd
a new Statement of Principles. It replaces a fifty-two-year-old
Code of Ethics or Canons of Journalism. Editor & Publisher,
the newspaper trade publication, hails the new declaration as
“a forthright document” and calls on nswspaper editors to
“read it, memorize it, and quote it often.”” In the event you
want to cite the statement to an editor who has falled to
memorize it, here is the text, as printed in Editor & Publisher
of December 13, 1975:

A Statement of Principles

Preamble

The First Amendment, protecting freedom of expression
from abridgment by any law, guarantees to the people through
their press a constitutional right, and thereby places on news-
paper people a particular responsibility.

Thus journalism demands of its practitioners not only
industry and knowledge but also the pursuit of a standard of
integrity proportionate to the journalist's singular obligation.

To this end the American Society of Newspaper Editors sefs
forth this Statement of Principles as a standard encouraging
the highest ethical and professional performance.

Article 1—Responsibility

The primary purpose of gathering and distributing news
and opinion is to serve the general welifare by informing the
people and enabling them to make judgments on the issues
of the time. Newspapermen and women who abuse the power
of their professional role for selfish motives or unworthy pur-
poses are faithless to that public trust.

The American press was made free not just to inform or
just to serve as a forum for debate but also to bring an inde-
pendent scrutiny to bear on the forces of power in the so-
ciety, Including the conduct of official power at all levels of
government.

Article II—Freedom of the Press

Freedom of the press belongs to the people. It must be
defended against encroachment or assault from any quarter,
public or private.

Journalists must be constantly alert to see that the public’s
business is conducted in public. They must be vigifant against
all who would exploit the press for selfish purposes.

Article lll—Independence

Journalists must avoid impropriety and the appearance of
impropriety as well as any conflict of interest or the appear-
ance of conflict. They should neither accept anything nor
pursue any activity that might compromise or seem to com-
promise their integrity.

Article IV—Truth and Accuracy

Good faith with the reader is the foundation of good jour-
nalism. Every effort must be made to assure that the news
content is accurate, free from blas and in context, and that
all sides are presented fairly. Editorials, analytical articles,
and commentary should be held to the same standards of
accuracy with respect to facts as news reports.

Significant errors of fact, as well as errors of omission,
should be corrected promptly and prominently.

Article V—Impartiality

To be impartial does not require the press to be unques-
tioning or to refrain from editorial expression. Sound practice,
however, demands a clear distinction for the reader between
news reports and opinion. Articles that contain opinion or
personal interpretation should be clearly identified.

Article VI—Fair Play

Journalists should respect the rights of people involved in
the news, observe the common standards of decency, and
stand accountable to the public for the fairness and accuracy
of their news reports.

Persons publicly accused should be given the earliest
opportunity to respond.

Pledges of confidentiality to news sources must be hon-
ored at all costs, and therefore should not be given lightly.
Unless there is clear and pressing need to maintain con-
fidences, sources of information should be identified.

These principles are intended to preserve, protect and
strengthen the bond of trust and respect between American
journalists and the American people, a bond that is essential
to sustain the grant of freedom entrusted to both by the
nation’s founders.
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QHEN AFA’s national and state leaders and. staff

gather early this month for a “family dinner”

to commemorate the thirtieth anniversary of the Air
Force Association, our badges will proclaim:

“Only 170 years to our Bicentennial.”

A tongue-in-cheek memento, obviously, but worth a
mention. The motto is humble to the extent that AFA
is, historically, a young organization; yet, somewhat
presumptuous in the assertion that it will, indeed, be
around for a two-hundredth anniversary.

There were many times in the early days when I
wondered whether it would survive the coming year.

Editor Jack Loosbrock was aware of this when he
asked me to do this piece. “Don’t give me the history
of AFA or its heritage,” he said. “Just give me an
informal reminiscence of your experiences with the
Association.”

When the Publisher receives an editorial format from
the Editor, the Publisher should take heed. As one who
came up, or went down—and the case is debatable—
on the editorial side of the publishing business, I learned
early that the only noteworthy contribution of the busi-
ness office to literature is the writing of paychecks.
Therefore, this request from the Editor was flattering.

Herewith, then, are some random notes—not even
highlights—of AFA’s first thirty years. There is no
attempt to be definitive, no pretense of completeness.

Like the Air Force it supports, AFA was born in
poverty. I'm not talking about the mighty Air Force
of World War II. I refer to the Air Force in the im-
mediate aftermath of that war—the greatest air armada
the world had ever seen shrunken to the equivalent
strength of less than three combat groups.

It was during that ebb-tide of American airpower—
on February 4, 1946, to be exact—that AFA was
established. And, let me stress, with neither endowment
nor treasury, as those who attended the early Board
meetings will testify. Instead of “Praise the Lord and
pass the ammunition” the slogan was “Praise Jimmy
Doolittle and pass the contributions.”

General Hap Arnold had the AFA idea. He turned
it over as a project to Ted Curtis, a major general who
was about to return to his job as Executive Vice Presi-
dent of the Eastman Kodak Co. Curtis figured Doolittle
was the man to organize AFA, and he was right.

Doolittle, a Vice President of the Shell Oil Co., took
an entire year off from work to tour the country orga-
nizing AFA chapters and to lead the Association’s first
policy campaign—for a separate Air Force.

Meanwhile, the Army Air Forces had turned over
to the budding Association its official wartime journal
—AIR FoRCE Magazine—which otherwise would have
been a victim of peacetime budgets. Back in 1942, 1
had been tagged by General Arnold to establish the
magazine as the slick paper successor to the mimeo-
graphed Air Corps Newsletter. Arnold wanted an orien-
tation medium for the thousands of recruits who were
pouring into the newly formed AAF.

As a Reserve second lieutenant in Army Intelligence,
called to active duty from a magazine editing job and
just assigned to Headquarters, AAF, I lacked the clout
the assignment demanded. But General Arnold, who
had taken his turn as editor of the old Newsletter,
became in fact the Publisher of the new AIR FORCE
Magazine, and protected it from the many senior
officers who tried to move in on the operation.

In fact, to guard against such encroachment, Arnold
transferred the publishing office to New York City and
gave me a priority on picking talent from the basic-
training centers. We were able to pull together a
formidable staff of editors and writers from leading
magazines—7he New Yorker, Cosmopolitan, Collier’s,
and the like—along with veteran writers from the
Hollywood stables. Thus reinforced, we dug in for
editorial combat on the front lines of Manhattan, at
One Park Avenue, no less—a wicked spot from which
to fight the war.

When AR Force Magazine was turned over to the
Association in early 1946, it was the only tangible
item—apart from a card and pin—AFA had to offer
to its members for their $3.00-a-year dues. With no
money to set up a publishing operation of its own,
AFA’s Board contracted out the magazine job to a
commercial firm. During the first AFA year the com-
pany went bankrupt. T'll never forget that room, piled
high with unfulfilled subscription cards. Nor can I forget
the many thousands of new members who never saw
a copy of their magazine.

A few years ago we were elated at finally reaching
the magic membership figure of 100,000. We're at

THE FIRST THIRTY MONTHS WERE THE HARDEST.

AN V's Whivvioul

dnsmisernsSarnay

BY JAMES H. STRAUBEL, PUBLISHER, AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AFA
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140,000 today—and climbing. Yet, way back in Septem-
ber of 1947, at AFA’s first National Convention in
Columbus, Ohio, it was proudly announced that AFA
had 120,000 members. This didn’t surprise me. because
it was all a part of the success story. General Eisen-
hower, on the Columbus convention platform, lauded
the new organization, and rightly so, for haying mobi-
lized “a wealth of talent to devote to our defense needs.”
Delegates rubbed shoulders with this talent, singing
wartime songs at the bar while Hollywood’'s Jimmy
Stewart, one of AFA’s first national officers, played the
piano into the early hours of the morning.

The 1947 convention was my real introduction to
AFA, although I had participated in some planning
sessions almost two years earlier. In June of 1947,
three months before Columbus, I had joined the Asso-
ciation staff as editor of the magazine—hired by
General Doolittle after the Board had decided to es-
tablish its own publishing operation.

Our original staff of six members, acquired from the
bankrupt commercial publisher, all worked in one
medium-size room on Madison Avenue in New York.
It was a madhouse. The art director, stuck in the corner
with his drawing board, constantly complained of the
noise from the clacking typewriters and from the edi-
torial conferences.

There was plenty to confer about. The original pub-
lisher had thought the wave of the future was in private
aviation—that everyone would want a helicopter in his
backyard. He linked the editorial content to this
premise as the key to advertising income. True, military
aviation was closer to bust than boom, but we were
running only two or three ads a month, and it didn’t
make sense for a magazine published by a military-
oriented organization not to stress military aviation and
the Air Force in particular. So we decided to swing our
editorial thrust, overnight, in that direction—come what
may.

Meanwhile, back in Washington, AFA’s national ad-
ministrative headquarters had been established in a
basement office on K Street, N. W. In less than a year
it moved to a gymnasium-size room—and for good
reason. It took a lot of space to house the horde of
secretaries whose main job was answering mountains
of complaint letters from members who hadn’t received
their magazines. And there was another little problem.
During AFA’s first year, the staff had forgotten that
members had to be reminded when their memberships
were due to expire and be urged to renew. So a renewal
program had to be started—a year late.

As announced at that first Columbus convention,
AFA did have 120,000 members, but, at the same time
—although no one realized it—these members were
renewing at a dismal twenty-three percent rate. This
meant that we had to gain more than 90,000 new
members a year just to stay even. Membership plunged
from 120,000 to 50,000. Contrary to all that’s holy in
the publishing business, we raised our advertising page
rates four times while steadily reducing our magazine
circulation guarantee from 100,000 to 50,000. But that
wasn't all. It got so bad that the printer demanded pay-
ment in advance before he would turn the presses each
month for the next issue of AIR FORCE Magazine.
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But the economics were not as important as the fact
that 50,000 people stuck with AFA.

Why? Doolittle’s leadership was the main factor. And
there was the magazine, of course. But beyond that?

The answer is that AFA’s internal problems were
overshadowed by its public image. Few people knew
that donations from members of the Board, and other
supporters like Jackie Cochran, plus a substantial one
from New York financier C. V. (Sonny) Whitney, an
Air Force veteran and one of AFA’s founders, were
preventing the Association from folding up. To the
outside world we were very much alive.

The Association mobilized thousands of veterans,
fresh from wartime service with the Army Air Forces,
to impress on the public, and in turn the Administration
and the Congress, the need for the same action that had
been urged almost two decades earlier by Billy Mitchell
—mnamely, the creation of a separate Air Force.

To expose the nation’s military weaknesses, AFA
went to the grass roots. And from rallies across the
country telegrams went to the White House, bearing
thousands of signatures and calling for a buildup
toward the goal of our second campaign—the seventy-
group Air Force that had been recommended by the
Finletter Commission.

Tom Lanphier, AFA's second president, was the
leader of the seventy-group effort. At the very lowest
point in our financial and membership struggles,
Lanphier decided to “shoot the works” for public
recognition of the new Air Force and of the new Air
Force Association.

Under Lanphier’s aggressive leadership, AFA’s sec-
ond national convention in 1948 featured a mammoth
show before a packed house in Madison Square Garden.
On stage were the great Hollywood personalities of the
day—Bob Hope, Marlene Dietrich, Clark Gable,
Jimmy Stewart, to name a few—plus such leaders from
the business world as Bernard Baruch. The Garden
President, John Reid Kilpatrick, called it “the greatest
show ever put on” at the famed arena. Beyond that,
this dramatization of AFA's airpower crusade was
featured in an unprecedented four-hour nationwide
television program, including an also unprecedented
blackout in the middle of a strip act by Gypsy Rose
Lee.

Madison Square Garden was the first of the extrava-
ganzas—the spectacular National Air Fair of 1949 in
Chicago. the history of flight pageant which filled the
Hollywood Bowl in 1951, the nationwide celebration
of the Air Force's Golden Anniversary in 1957, the
nationally televised World Congress of Flight of 1959
in Las Vegas, which Life Magazine called the “world’s
greatest air-space show.”

Meanwhile, behind the scenes, AFA’s national leaders
and staff still were fighting a battle for survival. Qur
financial problems no longer were a secret when, in the
late '40s, we sent out letters to all members bluntly
explaining our poverty and asking for a donation of
one dollar per member just to keep AFA alive. The
first mailing brought in some $35,000, a followup
appeal about $25,000. Almost all the donations were
small ones.

Grateful as we were for the money, it was equally
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rewarding to read the letters that accompanied the
donations. Over and over again, in one way or another,
the members said, “AFA has got to survive. I'm not
much of a joiner so I haven’t been active in our chapter
work. But I’'m a real believer in our mission. I'm proud
to contribute what little I can to help keep us going.”

To a staff that wasn’t sure of its future, words like
that meant AFA was worth fighting for. In fact, staff
morale was strong. This was true despite the fact that
our only fringe benefit at the time was the occasional
office party to celebrate some major event, like the
arrival of a new typewriter. Another plus was that the
staff was in great physical shape. National Headquarters
in Washington by that time had moved up, literally,
from the original basement offices to the fifth floor of
a century-old house. There were no elevators so the
five-floor walk-up kept us physically fit.

In view of all this, I’'m still amazed when I realize
that three members of our current staff have been with
us more than twenty-five years (and three more will
pass that mark before the end of 1976), seven more
than twenty years, nineteen more than fifteen years and
twenty-seven more than ten years. True, AFA has
developed, thanks to some great national leaders, a very
adequate salary structure plus a good retirement plan
and other fringe benefits. But we were not in a position
to start these improvements until 1961, which means
that about a third of our current staff stayed on through
the really thin years. I salute them for it while paying
my respects to the loyalty, dedication, and profession-
alism of the entire staff.

The Korean War gave our magazine advertising a
boost, but it hit membership hard at the grass roots,
where AFA has its real strength. Thousands of Air
Force veterans, many of them AFA members. were
recalled to active duty. Some AFA chapters (they were
squadrons then) were decimated. In San Francisco,
eighty-five percent of AFA’s chapter members were
called into service. So we had to rebuild at the grass
roots after the war.

In the span of only a few years, AFA graduated
from a fraternal type association, with its “Keep the
Gang Together” theme, to an organization primarily
concerned with national attitudes toward the overall
US defense posture. For example, as early as 1948 we
broadened our membership base, originally restricted to
people who had served in the Air Force or its predeces-
sor services, to admit men and women who subscribed
to our objectives regardless of previous military service.

Also, AFA became involved in its own youth
movement. In 1948, at the request of the Air Force,
we engineered the merger of three Air Force ROTC
organizations into the Arnold Air Society. For many
years, members of the Society have been cadet members
of the Association—some 6,000 strong—and our rela-
tions with this group of fine young people couldn’t be
better. But it wasn’t accomplished without strain.

The initial proposal to admit ROTC students as
cadet members of AFA was met with the usual skepti-
cism of young people. Annually, over some five years, 1
would appear before the Society’s national business
sessions to explain the advantages to them of affiliation
with AFA, including subscriptions to our magazine,

AIR FORCE Magazine / February 1976

at a special fee then set at $2.50 per year. Regularly
I was met with the question, worded one way or another,
“What’s your angle?” Each year I explained that there
was no angle, and each year my proposal met with polite
disbelief. Finally, at a National Conclave in Omaha,
Neb., I told the cadets, “All right, here’s our angle.
We need young people as regular members and as lead-
ers of AFA in the future. I am gambling that if you get
to know us through your cadet membership, some of
you may decide to stay with us as regular members.
Firther, some of you may return to civilian life and be
in a position to take leadership roles in AFA.” Then, in
a dramatic finale, I said, “That’s the last word you
will hear from me on this subject. I've had it!” With
that I stomped off stage and out the door—right into
the empty hotel kitchen. And the back door was locked.

After a few embarrassed minutes I was rescued by
one of the cadets who told me the group meanwhile had
approved cadet membership in AFA by acclamation.
When I asked how come, he said, “We just wanted to
know your angle, and we like it.”” So it goes.

A longtime basic AFA objective has been to up-
grade the prestige and career status of the military
profession. As early as 1949, AFA President C. R.
Smith sent a letter to every member of Congress calling
for higher pay for all men in uniform—the start of a
continuing AFA campaign to improve the quality of
life for men and women in uniform.

Over the years, AFA’s policy positions have spanned
the air age, the missile era, and the conquest of space,
with the nuclear age involved all the way along the
line. We have done pretty well, I think, in coping with
the technological revolution, despite a few rough spots
here and there.

Take the first missile race, for example. Not the one
between the USA and Russia, but the race between the
US Air Force and the US Army. Some of our elder
statesmen saw the ICBM as just a new type of cannon.
“Give it back to the Army,” they said. At a Policy
Committee meeting I argued, along with other mem-
bers, that the Air Force required ICBMs to carry out
its strategic mission. One of our committeemen, a great
airpower pioneer, braced me with the charge: “You
must be against airpower.” Before I could reply, another
great airpower pioneer in the group turned to my critic
and said, “You must miss your boots and spurs, too.”
That broke the impasse in short order.

We have been blessed with great elected leaders
in AFA—at national, state, and local levels. Their
dedication to the mission, their long hours of effort,
their sacrifice of time, money, and family life to sup-
port that cause—all this has been a great inspiration to
me and, I know, to the entire staff.

I was once introduced, and quite innocently, at an
AFA chapter meeting with the words: “We do not have
a speaker tonight, but we’ll now hear from Jim Straubel.”

So it is that we do not mark AFA’s thirtieth anni-
versary with a full-blown historical narrative, but rather
with these hit or miss reflections on a great experience,
by one who has enjoyed every minute of it.

Based on those reflections I'm convinced that AFA
will celebrate a Bicentennial. In fact, I'm looking for-
ward to it. =
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By William P. Schlitz, Assistant Managing Editor

Washington, D. C., Jan. 6
* Following the December meeting
in Paris with representatives of the
North and South Vietnamese gov-
ernments, members of the recently
established House Select Commit-
tee on Missing in Action (see No-
vember '75 issue, p. 76) expressed
hope for more substantive talks in

nam. (According to the Viethamese
officials, a Viethamese agency is
already working on the problem of
American MIAs. The officials also
agreed to report to their govern-
ments the Committee’s request for
information about Americans miss-
ing in Laos and Cambodia.)

e To take steps to allow those

Weighing only thirteen pounds, this lightweight laser designator can be aimed like
a rifle to pinpoint targets for laser-homing weapons. Built by Hughes Aircraft Co.,
the LWLD will first undergo stress testing by the Army Electronics Command,

followed by fully operational field tests.

the future. “The most dramatic as-
pect of the Paris meeting was that
the meeting took place,” a Com-
mittee spokesman commented.
However preliminary, the talks

in Paris did result in three Vietham-
ese commitments:

® The return of the remains of
three US pilots, which took place
on December 21. This concession
had been agreed to previously, but
was temporarily stymied when the
US vetoed a North Vietnamese bid
for UN membership.

e The continued search for those
Americans still listed MIA in Viet-

American civilians still in Vietham
to leave.

Also touched upon during the
Paris meeting were the cases of
the eighty-two MIAs known to have
been alive in enemy hands and on
which “hard-evidence” files had
been turned over to the North Viet-
namese by Henry Kissinger in 1973.
The Vietnamese officials denied any
specific knowledge about those
particular MIAs, but agreed to re-
port on the matter to their govern-
ments.

On the other hand, the Vietnam-
ese representatives held firm to

their position that the US must re-
ciprocate if the matter of the US
MIAs is to move forward. At issue
here is the US embargo on trade
with Vietnam and the US refusal to
“heal the wounds of war’—mean-
ing grant reconstruction aid.

Voicing cautious optimism, Na-
tional League of Families Director
Earl Hopper said, “This is a begin-
ning to the resolution of the MIA
problem and represents a break in
the stone wall we have been faced
with these last three years. How-
ever, the League stands firm in its
resolve hot to accept further con-
cessions to the Vietnamese at the
expense of gaining an accounting
of our prisoners and MIAs.”

% Between 1952 and 1968, seven
American aircraft—one civilian and
six military—were shot down over
or near the People’s Republic of
China (PRC).

During President Ford's recent
visit, the PRC offered some addi-
tional—though scant—information
concerning the fate of those aircraft
and their crews.

An aircraft carrying four civilians
was shot down over northeast
China in November 1952, According
to the Chinese, Norman Schwartz
and Robert Snoddy were killed in
the crash and buried near the site,
which, because of the passage of
time, can no longer be located.
(Richard G. Fectau and John T.
Downey returned to the US in 1971
and 1973 respectively., Of the
twenty-five military personnel in-
volved in the five other incidents,
only one returned alive.)

In August 1956, a US Navy flying
boat was shot down over the
Shengszu Islands, and two bodies
were returned to the US. No infor-
mation is available about the
plane’s other twelve crewmen, the
Chinese said.

A Navy F-4 Phantom was shot
down near Hainan Island in April
1965. No information is available
about its two crewmen.

In April 1966, a Navy KA-3 tanker
was downed over the Leicho Penin-
sula. The remains of Kenneth W.
Pugh of Lancaster, Calif., were re-
covered and buried, but no informa-
tion is available about the three
other crewmen.

Two Navy A-6s were shot down
in August 1967 over the Kwangsi
Chuang Autonomous Region. One
crashed in a remote area and no
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information is available about the
two crewmen. Of the other aircraft’s
two-man crew, Cmdr. Robert Flynn
was captured (and returned to the
US in 1973). The Chinese recovered
and buried the body of the second
crewman, Lt. Cmdr. Jimmy L. Buck-
'ley of Sioux City, lowa.

In February 1968, a Navy A-1 air-
‘craft was shot down in the vicinity
‘of Hainan Island. No information is
‘available about the pilot.

The.remains of Lieutenant Com-
mander Buckley and Parachute Rig-
ger Pugh are to be returned via the
Chinese and American Red Cross.

% In notifying Congress of its in-
tent, the Defense Department in
mid-December took the first official
step in a move to sell Israel USAF’s
hottest new advanced fighter—the
F-15 Eagle.

If the sale goes through, as is
expected, Israel will become the
first foreign country to purchase the
new fighter. lran as well as several
other Mideast nations have ex-
pressed interest in buying the Eagle.

The deal with Israel is for twenty-
five McDonnell Douglas-built F-15s
at a cost to the Israelis of $600
million. The transaction involves the
aircraft, spare parts and engines
(Pratt & Whitney), support equip-
ment, and instruction of Israeli
pilots and ground crews.

The current mainstay of the Israeli
Air Force is the McDonnell F-4,
which the F-15s will supplement,
awaiting the arrival of the upcoming
F-16. Israel has been pressing for

Decked out in military camouflage is USAF'’s second prototype YC-15, which
made its first flight in early December. The McDonnell Douglas aircraft is in
competition with Boeing’s YC-14 in transport-technology development.

the F-15 for some time, as a match
for the MiG-23s and other advanced
aircraft the Soviet Union has sup-
plied to Egypt, Irag, and Syria.

The F-15 began to enter USAF’s
operational inventory only recently,
with some twenty aircraft delivered
thus far. The Israeli F-15s will come
off the production line, instead of
from existing US stocks as was the
case following 1973’s Mideast war.
First deliveries aren't expected
until 1977.

* Air Force Systems Command has

undergone two important organiza-
tional changes:

e AFSC’s Deputy Chief of Staff/
Procurement has been redesignated
DCS/Procurement and Production
under Brig. Gen. Michael J. Tash-
jian. The production function, trans-
ferred from DCS/Systems, involves
responsibility for production man-
agement, quality assurance, value
engineering, labor relations, indus-
trial facilities, industrial prepared-
ness, and industrial material.

® A new division has been estab-
lished to contend with the expand-

'nsect-like competitors in US Army's Advanced Attack Helicopter program are these two prototype YAH-64s, built by Hughes.
They’ll be evaluated against Bell Aircraft Co. contenders, with the winner entering the inventory in the 1980s.
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ing area of foreign military sales,
under Acting Director Col. James E.
Foster. The Foreign Military Sales
Division is responsible to the Direc-
torate of Development and Acqui-
sition Policy, DCS/Systems, under
Brig. Gen. Phillip N. Larsen. The
new division will oversee the devel-
opment of acquisition policy and
procedures.

 The return to CONUS of USAF
units from Korat RTAFB, Thailand,
by March 1976 will necessitate the
realignment of personnel and equip-
ment at US bases.

Hill AFB, Utah, will get the 388th
TFW, late of Korat, and some fifty-
four F-4Ds. In addition, the 1550th
Aircrew Training and Test Wing
(four HC-130s and twenty-seven
helicopters) will move from Hill to
Kirtland AFB, N. M.

The 75th TFS, England AFB, La.,,
will increase from eighteen to
twenty-four aircraft with the receipt
of A-7s from Korat, previously de-
ployed to SEA from England’s 23d
TFW.

Myrtle Beach AFB, S. C., will also
receive A-7s. They'll boost the 353d,
355th, and 356th TFSs from eigh-
teen to twenty-four aircraft each.
The arriving aircraft were previously
deployed from Myrtle’s 354th TFW.

A TFS, equipped with eighteen
F-4 Phantoms, will be activated at
Moody AFB, Ga., to bring the 347th
TFW up to full strength of three
squadrons. (Moody transferred from
ATC control to TAC on December 1,
1975.)

The 41st ARRS, McClellan AFB,
Calif., will convert from two HH-3Es
to six HH-53Cs as the latter return
from Korat.

Also withdrawing from Korat will
be the 16th Special Operations
Squadron and AC-130 aircraft,
destined for Eglin Auxiliary Airfield
#9 (Hurlburt Field), Fla.

* NASA's Jet Propulsion Labora-
tory, Pasadena, Calif., will oversee
the design and manufacture of a
new ocean survey satellite called
SEASAT, the first R&D oceano-
graphic satellite.

Plans call for the 4,000-pound

(1,815 kg) SEASAT to be launched
early in 1978 into a near polar orbit
at an altitude of 480 miles (772 km),
from which it will return data on
surface winds and temperatures,
currents, wave heights, ice condi-
tions, and ocean topography. The
satellite will be able to monitor
ninety-five percent of the world’s
oceans every thirty-six hours.
SEASAT hopefully could prove
the feasibility of a multisatellite
system for the continuous recording
of global ocean dynamics and

weather. Such information would be
of enormous value to a host of
beneficiaries ranging from merchant
shippers and commercial fishermen
to pollution-control agencies and
oil-exploration companies.

Lockheed’'s Space Systems Divi-
sion has been picked to provide the
satellite bus, sensor modules, satel-
lite systems engineering, and test
and mission operation services at
a cost of about $20 million. Delivery
to Vandenberg AFB, Calif., is due
late in 1977.

built around off-the-shelf avionics,

in Vietnam,

William E. Craven.

has not had an abort.

as backups to the central display.

to aid in searches.

static display.

Military Airlift Command.

Pave Low Il

The Air Force's own internal “skunk works,” which created the AC-130
.gunship for Vietnam, is at it again with a new night-vision rescue helicopter

The group is the Special Projects Division at the Air Force Aeronautical
Systems Division (ASD), Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio; and the new helicopter
is the Pave Low Ill, a modified Sikorsky HH-53 Jolly Green Giant, also flown

The basic idea behind Pave Low Ill was to fill a need for night rescue
capability despite the lack of funds, according to ‘“skunk works’ chief Lt. Col.

In addition to performing search-and-rescue missions under conditions of
total darkness and adverse weather in all geographical areas (including
mountainous terrain) the rescue helicopter had ta have low-level capability to
penetrate hostile territory against radar-directed weapons.

The operational prototype was put together almost entirely with off-the-
shelf avionics subsystems already in the Air Force inventory, and made its
first flight in June. It has since gone through a series of stability control tests
and navigation evaluations—mostly in Ohio—and after the first 100 flight hours

Principal subsystems are a terrain-avoidance radar, forward-looking infrared
(FLIR) sensor, inertial measuring unit, doppler, projected map display, and
symbol generator coupled through a central airborne computer.

The APQ-158 terrain-following radar from Texas Instruments is a modified
version of the radar used in the A-7 attack aircraft and provides readouts at
altitudes of 100, 200, 300, 500, and 1,000 feet. It is backed up by an AAQ-10
FLIR, also from Tl, which is a modified version of the OR-89 used in the Navy's
S$-8A antisubmarine warfare (ASW) aircraft. The computer is the IBM Four
Pi Model TC-2 airborne processor also used in the A-7 and AC-130.

The only hardware required for Pave Low [l that was not already in USAF's
inventory are the true airspeed indicator and solid-state doppler. The airspeed
indicator is a commercial model capable of measuring speeds below forty
knots and was procured from J-Tec of Des Moines, lowa. The doppler is from
Canadian Marconi and is used by the air forces of other countries.

The pilot flies the aircraft by viewing the FLIR picture on a cockpit TV
screen that shows the terrain ahead and below the aircraft. Also displayed on
the screen are climb and dive commands derived from the radar, and steering
commands from the navigation systems. Needle-type instruments are provided

Nine preprogrammed way points can be inserted into the computer prior to
takeoff and be changed in flight as required. Also, the computer is programmed
to provide guidance for two different search patterns to search specified areas
automatically, taking into account wind drifts and other factors. The FLIR is
gimballed to provide lower hemispherical coverage and has two fields of view

Following the Installation of the FLIR and radar subsystems in August, the
Pave Low 1l prototype conducted long-range navigation checks through the
mountains of West Virginia and Virginia and was brought to the Pentagon for

The Air Force expects to make a decision in mid-1976 on whether to
proceed with procurement of eight additional Pave Low Il helicopters for the
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% The US Coast Guard is emulat-
ing the other services in making
provision for women pilots.

Ens. Janna Lambine, twenty-four
years old and a recent graduate of
Officer Candidate School, was to
begin flight training at the Naval
Air Station, Pensacola, Fla.,, in
January.

Lt. (j.g.) Vivien Crea, also twenty-
four and currently assigned to the
Marine Environmental Protection
Agency, Coast Guard Headquarters,
Washington, D. C., will follow suit
later this year.

Upon completion of comprehen-
sive training, the Coast Guard said,

The prototype Pave Low [l night rescue
helicopter is set for a series of tests
before a decision on production is
made. For details on the new aircraft,
see box on adjacent page.

The first of eighty Grumman F-14 Tomcat fighters to be delivered to the Iranian Air Force made its maiden flight in early
December at the company’s flight-test facility at Calverton, L. |. Deliveries to Iran end in mid-1978.

The first of two F-111As scheduled to
be modified into EF-111A Tactical '
Jamming (ECM) Aircraft for the Air
Force. The EF-111A will replace the
EB-66. Grumman will undertake the
modification program.
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the two will be fully qualified to
tackle flight chores ranging from
search and rescue operations to
environmental protection missions.

In a related matter regarding
women, the US Naval Academy will
admit eighty female officer candi-
dates early in July 1976 to begin
plebe summer. Including the
women ‘“midshipmen’ (Navy says
it will retain that designation), the
entering Class of 1980 will number
about 1,400.

As with the Air Force Academy
and West Point, the women will be
subjected to the same educational
process as the men, except where
physiological differences dictate
otherwise. (Since federal law pro-
hibits women from se=‘ng aboard

Airman Michael J. Valenta, left, and
TSgt. Harry Gethers, George AFB, Calif.,
preview Maintenance Magazine, a new
USAF publication due in February.

combat vessels, the women mid-
shipmen will not participate fully in
the traditional first- and third-year
summer cruises.)

% The DC-3 first flew on December
17, 1935—just thirty-two years to
the day after the Wright brothers’
first powered flight at Kitty Hawk.

Q"E J" f*m
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DC-3, C-47, Skytrain, Dakota, whatever—they all spell “Gooney Bird” to the men

who flew the remarkable aircraft before and since World War /. The Three has
entered its fifth decade of service. See item below.

of the beloved

When production e bel
Gooney Bird ceased in 1945, Doug-
las Aircraft Co. had turned out
10,200 of the military version, which
during the war was employed in a
host of capacities ranging from
paratroop transport to airborne
command post. It became a legend
in its own time for flights over the
Hump to China.

The DC-3 is celebrated in song
and story. One Gooney lost twelve
feet of its left wing in a collision
with a mountaintop and landed
safely. Another, left to its own de-
vices after its crew parachuted to
safety when gas ran low, /anded
itself.

Spanking new, a DC-3 cost
$110,000—which wouldn’t buy an
engine for one of today’'s jet trans-
ports.

Entering its fifth decade, the
Three is still going strong. It is esti-
mated that 3,000 DC-3s are still in
commercial, military, and private
service around the globe, with some
500 in the fleets of the world’s air-
lines.

A Three recently donated to the
Henry Ford Museum had logged an
incredible 84,875 flying hours—a
mark that certainly will be sur-
passed by DC-3s still in harness.
Said the DC-3's builder, Donald W.
Douglas, Sr., “The DC-3 flies on
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and on. Who knows, perhaps she
will fly on forever.” Maybe so.

* NEWS NOTES—Dr. John E.
Naugle has been appointed NASA
Associate Administrator, responsi-
ble for major parts of the space
agency’'s R&D program. He has
been acting in this capacity since
the departure of Dr. Rocco Petrone
in April 1975.

In other NASA postings, former
astronaut Donald K. “Deke” Slay-
ton has been named to the newly
created position of Deputy Director
of Flight Operations for Approach
and Landing Test (Space Shuttle
planning) at the Johnson Space
Center, Houston, Tex. And Alex P.
Nagy, previously acting Director of
the Planning and Media Develop-
ment Division, Office of Public
Affairs, has been named Deputy
Assistant Administrator of the office.

LTV Aerospace Corp. underwent
a name change to Vought Corp.
effective January 1.

The first issue of a new USAF
quarterly publication—Maintenance
Magazine—is due in February. With
much of its contents contributed by
people in the field and geared to
the younger airmen, the magazine
will report on a broad range of
“subjects related to aircraft, mis-
sile, and weapon-systems mainte-
nance.”

DoD has picked the US Army as
Single Manager of conventional
ammunition for all the services.
Headquarters for the new organiza-
tion, responsible for procurement,
production, supply, and mainte-
nance/renovation, will be at Rock
Island Arsenal, lll.

Air Force Academy Cadets First
Class John A. Ausink and William
H. Brundage have been granted
Rhodes scholarships, bringing to
nineteen the number of Academy
cadets so honored since 1959.

Air Force Academy’s Parachute
Team compiled 244 points, the most
ever in collegiate competition, to
win the Bicentennial Intercollegiate
Championships at Boise, Idaho.

The Department of Commerce
will sponsor an exhibition of US
aerospace equipment at the Second
International Air Show, Farn-
borough, England, September 5-12,
1976.

Died: Gen. Earle G. Wheeler,
USA (Ret.), former Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, in Maryland in
late December., He was sixty-
seven. “

Clarence L. “Kelly” Johnson, center, one of the world's most honored aircraft
designers who retired in 1975 following a forty-two-year career with Lockheed,
being presented the prestigious Wright Brothers Memorial Trophy at recent
ceremonies in the nation’s capital. At left is John P. Henebry, President of the
National Aeronautic Association and a Past President and Board Chairman of the
Air Force Association. Also participating in the presentation is Sen. Barry
Goldwater (R-Ariz.), who is serving as Chairman of the Board of Trustees of the
Aerospace Education Foundation—AFA’s affiliate. Both Mr. Henebry and Senator
Goldwater are major generals in USAFR.

NEW BUSINESS AND PROCUREMENT RESEARCH
AWARD PRESENTED

Seven Air Force officers, nineteen former cadets, and the Department of
Economics, Geography and Management of the Air Force Academy were the
first recipients of the recently established Air Force Business and Procurement
Research Award. The award presentations were made by Brig. Gen. Dewey
K. K. Lowe, at the Fourth Annual DoD Procurement Research Symposium at
the Air Force Academy.

The award recognizes people who contribute materially to managerial
effectiveness of the Air Force by demonstrating superior achievement in
research of business and procurement management and methods. The award
is administered by the Air Force Business Research Management Center
(AFBRMC). It consists of a certificate signed by the Assistant Secretary of
the Air Force for Installations and Logistics and a citation outlining the recip-
ients’ contributions.

The group earned the award for its work with Project EOQ (Economic Order
Quantity), a research effort that developed techniques for soliciting quantity
discounts, and field tested them at Ogden ALC, Utah. The field test showed
an annual savings potential in excess of $7 milllon. Project EOQ was initiated
under the auspices of the AFBRMC in January 1974, at the request of the Air
Force Logistics Command (AFLC), Deputate for Procurement and Production.

Receiving the award were:

Lt. Col. Larry M. Austin, Lt. Col. John D. Slinkard, Maj. Sanford B. Kozlen,
Capt. Michael S. Anselmi, Capt. Richard E. Carlburg, Capt. Howard A. Clark,
Capt. Lawrence O. Cox, The Department of Economics, Geography and
Management, United States Air Force Academy, and the following lieutenants
who as cadets participated in Project EOQ:

Michael Baca, Dale D. Burchby, Edward M. Carter, Patrick J. Corrigan,
Vincent Coviello, David A. Flattery, Michael K. Hawthaway, Philip D. Inscoe,
William H. Jones, Stephen M. Lenze, Michael W. McCoy, J. Edgington Moats,
Eugene S. Richardson, Norman K. Risner, David K. Rusk, Fred W. Stone, Jr.,
Nicholas Thomas, Steven W. Weiss, and Marc A. Wooten.

All were members of a class in graduate-level logistics management, and
took on the research effort as a course project.

AIR FORCE Magazine / February 1976

21



ARFORCE

FEBRUARY 1976

Toc Air—History's Most
Fighting Machine

The Tactical Air Command has a
major responsibility for offsetting the
Soviet lead in military manpower and
conventional weapons with qualitative
superiority in USAF’s aircrews and
aircraft. TAC is engaged in an across-
the-board modernization of its training
concepts and weapon systems.

As LONG as the US maintains stra-
tegic counterforce and counter-
value capabilities roughly equal to the
Soviets, no rational Kremlin leadership
is likely to cross the nuclear threshold.
The logical extension of this tenet
shifts a growing phase of the burden of
US deterrence to conventional warfare
capabilities. These capabilities, there-
fore, are being increased by emphasis

TAC considers the F-15 Eagle the world’s
best air-superiority fighter, capable of
outperforming any potential threat aircraft
into the 1980s.

in direction and through what the
nation’s senior tactical airpower practi-
tioner terms a revolutionary modern-
ization of the tac air war-fighting ma-
chine. But, as Gen. Robert J. Dixon,
Commander of the Tactical Air Com-
mand, points out, the challenge is great
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enough to tax the new tac air capa-
bilities to their limits.

The paramount challenge to US gen-
eral-purpose forces is the vast numeri-
cal superiority of Warsaw Pact over
NATO forces, dramatized by these ap-
proximate ratios:

e A four-to-one lead in tanks;

® A nine-to-two lead in artillery;

e A three-to-one lead in air defense
weapons;

e A three-to-two lead in tactical air-
craft;

e A four-to-one lead in jamming
equipment;

e A three-to-two lead in combat
troops.

It all adds up to the fact that overall

the enemy has a quantitative force ad-
vantage on the order of three- or four-
to-one in his favor.

Compounding the problem of num-
bers is the likelihood that Pact forces
would be used in blitzkrieg fashion
along a narrow front, with a strong
assault echelon opening the way for one
or more follow-on echelons. To counter
that strategy, US and other NATO
forces would have to concentrate their

forces at the point of major attack. Suc-
cess in defending NATO against the
numerically superior Pact forces rests
on the problematical premise that this
attack possibility is likely and that
Western intelligence will provide timely
warning.

If intelligence is right, NATO ground
forces could achieve local superiority
against the first assault echelon. The
second, equally decisive, “if” is whether
US and other NATO tactical airpower
would be able to deal with the Pact’s
second echelon before it could engage
NATO ground forces at the forward
edge of the battle area. This, then, leads
to the third requirement for a successful
defense by NATO forces—the rapid
achievement of local air superiority
over the main battle area to permit air
interdictions of Pact follow-on attacks.

In General Dixon’s view, a mod-
erately sanguine outlook is justified “for
the moment,” because the US has “the
edge in quality.” Specifically, US tacti-
cal aircraft have significantly better air-
to-ground attack capabilities than the
bulk of the Soviet and Warsaw Pact
aircraft because of their greater payload
and combat radius, more accurate
weapons delivery systems, and better
navigation and target-acquisition capa-
bilities. Further enhancing the present
US advantage are precision-guided mu-
nitions, including electro-optical and
laser-guided weapons that have target
destruction probabilities “hundreds of
times higher than those of a decade
ago.” Equally important, in the TAC
Commander’s view, is the sizable reser-
voir of US pilots with recent combat
experience.

But the qualitative advantages of US
and NATO air and ground forces must
be focused and integrated through joint
concepts, tactics, and procedures to off-
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The A-10 close air support weapon system
can carry eight tons of ordnance, is
optimized for low-visibility operation, and
provides good short-field and long-loiter
capabilities.

set the Pact’s numerical advantages.
Central to the joint Air Force and
Army approach to the European prob-
lem is agreement that the firepower of
both the tactical air and ground forces
has to be able to fight together as a
team—the Air Force helping the Army
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with close air support and the Army
helping the Air Force in defense sup-
pression, for example.

Spurring the drive toward joint con-
cepts and procedures is recognition
that, in a tactical environment, there
cannot be distinct air and land battles.
Neither service can go it alone. As Gen-
eral Dixon points out: “The Army and
the Air Force must integrate their
efforts. When we effectively mass and

employ the combined firepower assets
of both Army and Air Force at the
critical point on the battlefield, we will
have the quantitative advantage, not the
enemy. When we shift our tactical air-
power from an area where the job is
done, we can achieve a quantitative ad-
vantage in a new location.”

The Air-Land Battle

The principal adversary TAC-trained
forces are likely to face in a NATO war
is Soviet Frontal Aviation, TAC’s rough
equivalent in the USSR’s force struc-
ture. TAC’s analysts believe that the
tactical fighters assigned to Frontal
Aviation are rugged, easily maintain-

TAC Commander Gen. Robert J. Dixon
equates USAF’s European requirement
with the ability to “simulate precisely the
total energy product of the force and
measure readiness by new standards.”

able, and available in sufficient quan-
tities to carry out massive, shallow in-
terdiction missions. Even though they
appear to lack the range and payload
required for deep interdiction on a scale
comparable to USAF aircraft, their
trend is also toward quality.

There are two other significant fac-
tors. The magnitude of the Pact’s elec-
tronic warfare capabilities is, as General
Dixon puts it, “shocking,” meaning that
NATO’s command and control system
will be degraded, penetration and sur-
vivability reduced, and the coordination
of air and ground forces impaired. Sec-
ondly, the Pact’s air defense system is
formidable. The resultant challenge is
major but “won’t put us out of busi-
ness,” since both USAF’s tactics and
equipment are being modified and mod-
ernized to counter these closely related
threats.




The F-16 Air Combat Fighter, according to
General Dixon, is “‘an essential, versatile
element” of tactical airpower.

On the other hand, NATO appears to
enjoy a major deterrent advantage in
theater nuclear weapons, with a total
of about 7,000 compared to the Pact’s
3,500. Improving the Air Force’s theater
nuclear forces (TNF), and the percep-
tion of their war-fighting capability, de-
pends on how well the gap between
strategic nuclear and conventional non-
nuclear deterrence can be filled. TNF
must be designed to minimize collateral
damage and the risk of escalation, and
to help bring the conflict to a close.

Pact Air Defense Capabilities

In a NATO war, USAF’s tactical air
forces would have to penetrate multiple
layers of Pact air defense systems, rang-
ing from radar-directed Antiaircraft
Artillery (AAA) to radar-directed sur-
face-to-air missiles (SAMs) and many
air defense aircraft, all deployed in
depth. Building on experience the So-
viets gained in Southeast Asia, the
Pact’s air defenses provide redundant,
overlapping coverage, with the SA-2s
and SA-3s (of North Vietnam fame)
complemented by the mobile SA-4 and
SA-6 SAM systems. The SA-4 (Ganef)
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SAM is twin-mounted on tracked car-
riers and used against medium- to high-
altitude intruders. The SA-6 (Gainful)
is a triple-mounted missile used against
low-flying aircraft. The SA-4s and SA-
6s, in turn, are protected by the new,
self-contained SA-8s, SA-9s, hand-held
SA-7s (Strela), and ZSU-23-4 AAA.
This sophisticated array of defense
weapons is backed up by fighter aircraft
and ground-support systems that, com-
bined, pose a day-and-night, all-weather
threat to allied aircraft from the ground
up.

There are three fundamental ways to
cope with this defensive network: to
avoid, to suppress, or to destroy it.
Singly, none of these options is likely
to solve tac air’s penetration problem.
In combination, and backed up by judi-
ciously used, modern electronic warfare
(EW) capabilities, they may.

The functions of negating or reducing
the vulnerability of tac air fighters and

countering EW threats are indistinguish-
able. Tac air operations in Europe de-
pend on EW capabilities for target ac-
quisition, weapons guidance, and weap-
ons effectiveness. To do the job, the
three principal components of EW—
electronic support measures, electronic
countermeasures (ECM), and electron-
ic counter-countermeasures (ECCM)—
must work together.

The importance of ECM, a relatively
quantifiable element of EW, was
brought home to US air tacticians in
Southeast Asia. The Navy concluded,

from analyses of air operations between '

1965 and 1972, that it would have lost
five times as many strike aircraft had
it not.been for ECM. USAF concluded
that the fifteen B-52s it lost during the
Linebacker operations over North Viet-
nam would have totaled between
seventy-five and 100, without ECM.
Supporting conclusions have come out
of the Mideast War in October 1973.

Maintaining Operational Readiness

To achieve the total operational readiness required to fight a NATO war,
“we must be able to simulate precisely the total energy product of the force
and measure readiness by new standards,” General Dixon told AIR FORCE
Magazine. The practical meaning of this statement to TAC's single most
important human assets, its combat pilots, is pervasive.

Statistical evidence supports TAC's thesis that most losses occur during
a pilot's first eight to ten combat missions; if he survives, he matures into a
combat veteran with ''good survivability.” In a practical sense, "this means
thal sumeliow we musl find a way for the new pllot to get hls elght to ten
missions in before he goes to war,'" General Dixon said. This clearly represents
TAC's toughest training challenge.

The first requirement is to train aircrews in unit flying at the faster pace
expected in the first crucial days of combat. TAC's answer is to have a unit
“surge’ and do a month’s flying in a week which *“‘gets close to the real thing.
It means readiness for the aircrews, ground crews, supply, mess hall, and so on,
all of whom have to work twelve hours a day in two shifts on a sustained basis
just as they would in war.”

Secondly, through its “Red Flag” program TAC attempts to make combat
training as totally real as possible. "We will take a squadron, its people, its
gear, and its aircraft and simulate overseas deployment by flying them for
eleven-and-a-half hours to Nellis (the instrumented air combat range in Nevada).
SAC provides the tankers and MAC the airlift for the staff, equipment, and
spares. We have them unpack and fly ten missions under physical and mental
stress of near real war environment. The aircraft will drop live ordnance, and
we will have Army ground forces there to test joint doctrines and procedures.

“The only thing we can't do, of course, is fire live air-to-air munitions, but
we have the aggressor squadron, gun cameras, captive missiles, and air
combat maneuvering instrumentation, along with simulated SAM systems.
We will be able to tell the aircrew quite convincingly if they would have been
shot down and why,” the TAC Commander said.

At present, TAC operates a single "Agagressor Squadron" (and is forming
another) of twenty-two pilots, six radar weapons controllers, and twenty T-38
aircraft camouflaged to simulate known threat color schemes. The squad-
ron's crews are experts in Soviet tactics, techniques, and personnel. The T-38
is comparable to the MiG-21F at airspeeds to Mach 1.1 and similar in size,
wing loading, and engine performance. The Agaressor Squadron's T-38s are
being replaced by F-5Es that can simulate later MiG-21 models. By the end of
FY '77, TAC is scheduled to have two Aggressor Squadrons equipped with F-5Es.
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The central EW problem, TAC’s ex-
perts maintain, is not just technology—
which appears capable of meeting the
requirements—but rather the funding
needed to bring new systems into the
inventory in quantity. The most press-
ing need is for devices that are less sus-
ceptible to threat changes. The present
ECM system on F-111 aircraft, for in-
stance, is based on 1963 technology and
keyed to a radar threat of ten years ago.
(An F/FB-111 EW improvements pro-
gram is in progress. See p. 27.) New
ECM systems incorporate reprogram-
mable software features, and can be
modified quickly to cope with changing
threats. Also, power management ECM
techniques, known as “smart elec-
tronics,” permit all available ECM
power to be applied on the precise por-
tion of the frequency spectrum that
poses the principal threat at a given
moment.

Being developed for the inventory,

and gaining steadily in importance and
capability, are defense suppression
standoff weapons of the electro-optical
and modular-guided glide bomb variety
with operating ranges of up to fifty
miles. (By adding a propulsion stage,
the range of these weapons could be
extended.) When linked to the grid of
a Precision Location Strike System
(PLSS), currently under development,
these weapons can be used against
fixed-site emitters and similar targets
whose locations can be established in
advance. (This capability would accrue
also to IRBMs [intermediate-range
ballistic missiles] and strike RPVs [re-
motely piloted vehicles] if and when
technology permits such systems.)

The most pressing EW need is being
attacked through the development of
more capable and versatile systems that
can anticipate and negate future EW
threats from the outset rather than rely
on quick-reaction capability (QRC)

The second benefit expected from this new training technique is a melding
of Air Force and Army procedures, doctrines, and concepts in line with the
Air-Land Battle philosophy. “We are going to do the job together with a
cohesive force structure. We will explore who does what best, who is lacking
what capability, and how to fill the gaps or, conversely, who will give up what
if there are duplications in function or equipment. We will do this across the
spectrum of the Air-Land arena—in EW, defense suppression, close air support,
battlefield interdiction, and coordination of A-10 and helicopter operations.
We have agreed already with the Army Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC) that TAC will be the airspace manager with the responsibility to
furnish the jam-resistant radar surveillance and control systems.”

Although joint operations at Nellis at first will be confined to Army and
Air Force active and Reserve Force units, General Dixon believes that US Navy
and NATO forces will participate later on. "We want diverse units from diverse
services. We want to be able to put two armies on the ground and have one
attack Nellis AFB and, in case of flawed base defense, postulate destruction
of half the aircraft or some other form of preemption and then say ‘now try it.'
Nellis has the size and instrumentation so that we can duplicate battlefield
situations in Europe and elsewhere. We know we can put as many as 5,000
tanks, superimposed on the geography of various potential theaters of war,
into Nellis. We can make these tanks out of styrofoam so we can afford to
take them out with live ammunition without running up exorbitant costs."

The job description that TAC and TRADOC have assigned themselves in
creating a cohesive force structure is ‘“‘quite simple: Working as a team we
must be able to bother the enemy twenty-four hours a day whether he is standing
still or moving. When | say bother him, | mean render him ineffective through

destruction or suppression.

"We believe that we can take this concept one step further and apply it to
R&D through mission analysis of specific functions. As a resuit, we will be able
to demonstrate to the Congress and the taxpayer that we have looked at a
problem coherently and come up with the systems needed to fill the gaps in the

context of a cohesive force structure.”

By far the most valuable benefit to be derived from the joint development
and test of tactical warfare equipment and technigues, General Dixon points out,
“is to come up with trained, competent people who won't be lost during the
first three days of a war.” To that objective—and deterring or, if necessary,
winning any future war—the 82,000 active-duty and 58,000 Reserve profes-
sionals of the Tactical Air Command are totally committed.
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programs that, in the past, have had
the usual shortcomings of makeshift
remedies. These improvements, when
available, will permit integration of all
EW elements and comprehensive stan-
dardization of missionized modules that
can be plugged in to meet the specific
requirements of individual missions. As
a result, both training for and manage-
ment of EW functions will be facilitated
greatly, in the view of TAC planners.

Complementing these evolutionary
advances in USAF EW systems are
several new EW systems whose com-
bined capabilities will aid tactical air-
power immensely in a high-threat en-
vironment. These include AWACS, the
airborne warning and control system,
TAC’s new versatile electronic brain
and eye in the sky; the F-4G Advanced
Wild Weasel, capable of destroying
sophisticated mobile air defense sys-
tems; the HARM antiradiation missile
that can destroy threat radars while the
launching aircraft stands off at a safe
distance; the EF-111A that will furnish
unprecedented jamming capability either
by standing off or by penetrating; the
Precision Location Strike System that
could give tac air an all-weather strike
capability; and a variety of RPVs being
considered for chaff seeding, jamming,
decoying, defense suppression, and
harassment.

These support systems, if procured,
can all contribute to the effectiveness
of the strike forces that will determine
the success or failure of USAF’s tac air
operations in Europe or anywhere else.
It is in this context that General Dixon
justifies his prediction of a “super bright
future for our tactical airpower.” Point-
ing out that the planned record crop
of four new tactical aircraft currently
in full-scale development or initial pro-
curement will give USAF’s tactical air-
power unrivaled qualitative fighting
capability, he said:

“After exhaustive and very success-
ful testing, the F-15 is entering the in-
ventory now. We believe it is the best
air-superiority fighter in the world. The
A-10 development program is well un-
der way, and it will give us a better
capability for close air support than we
have ever had. We have just selected
the F-16 for full-scale development,
with high hopes for improving our own
inventory while bringing improved
capability and standardization to our
allies. Most important of all, the new
AWACS is being procured to give us
vision of the battle scene and make us



better able to manage our resources—
in peace, in avoidance of war, and, it
need be, in combat.”

TAC’s New Star Performers

The highly maneuverable F-15 Eagle
features an airspeed greater than Mach
2 and a combat thrust-to-weight ratio
of 14 to 1. It carries four AIM-7F
medium-range missiles, four AIM-9
short-range missiles, and more than 900
rounds of 20-mm ammunition. TAC
considers it rhe air-superiority fighter,
expected to outperform potential threat
aircraft into the 1980s. The F-15's EW
suit includes new, sophisticated tactical
electronic warning systems that help
penetrate threats. They are all carried
internally and include a radar warning
receiver, a countermeasure set, and
countermeasure dispenser and tail warn-
ing sets. The latter two are still in de-
velopment but scheduled to become op-
erational in the late 1970s.

Augmenting the F-15 in the air-
superiority role, and the A-10 in the
ground-support role, the F-16 light-
weight Air Combat Fighter, a multi-
mission aircraft, is slated to replace the
F-4 in the coming years. The F-16’s
ability to function as a swing force in
both roles, plus its lower price, have re-
sulted in a programmed Air Force buy
of 650. General Dixon considers the
FF-16 “an essential, versatile clcment”
of tactical airpower. What makes the
F-16 doubly attractive is its selection
by four NATO countries as the replace-
ment for their F-104s, an important for-
ward step in equipment standardization
and modernization of NATO forces.

In its air-to-air role, the F-16 can
carry up to six AIM-9s and 515 rounds
of 20-mm ammunition. With a combat
thrust-to-weight ratio greater than 1.3
to 1, and its design emphasis on su-
perior performance in the high subsonic
and low supersonic regimes—manifest
in a demonstrated Hi-G maneuvering
capability—TAC considers the F-16 a
worthy partner for the F-15 in the air-
superiority mission.

Aiding the F-16’s multimission capa-
bility is its fly-by-wire feature (elec-
tronic rather than hydraulic flight con-
trol activation) that permits more pre-
cise control for target tracking, higher
supersonic and subsonic turn rates, and
less concern over shifts of the center of

26

gravity. F-B-W also boosts survivability.

Another advanced feature is the
F-16’s all-digital stores management
system that feeds information about
weapons selection and delivery mode to
the fire-control computer. This digital
system will make it easy to add new
weapon systems should that become
necessary. The F-16 is equipped with
an internal chafl or flare dispenser and
an advanced radar warning receiver.
It can carry an ECM pod, but an in-
ternal ECM system is under study.

The aircraft can carry more than
10,000 pounds of ordnance with an ex-
pected delivery accuracy of seven to
ten mils. It is to be nuclear capable,
equipped with a TV display for both
Maverick and electro-optical (EO)
bombs, and can accommodate the Pave
Penny Laser Spot sceker. Thus, it will
be able to deliver “smart” weapons.
Another important feature of the F-16s
radar system is the High Resolution
Ground Map (HRGM), essential for
radar bombing and navigation.

The third newcomer to tac air is the
A-10, an optimized close air support
weapon system. The programmed A-10
buy is 733, with the first production
aircraft having been delivered (v e
Air Force by Fairchild Industries in
November 1975. The aircraft’s high
payload—eight tons of general-purpose
and specialized ordnance its 30-mm
gun, its optimization as a tank killer, its
long loiter, rapid turnaround, good
short-field capability, and high sur-
vivability make it the most effective
close air support aircraft on the hori-
zon, according to TAC.

Moreover, the A-10 can continue to
provide support during limited visibility
when high-speed jet aircraft begin to
encounter problems in the close air sup-
port mission. The highly maneuverable
A-10 can operate under weather con-
ditions as low as [,000-foot ceiling and
one- to two-mile visibility.

High-speed jets, by contrast, have
difficulty providing visual close air sup-
port below about 2,000-foot ceilings
and three-mile visibility. Weather below
these minimums prevails in Europe and
Korea twenty-seven percent of the time.

As General Dixon points out, it is
important for the Air Force “to acquire
the proper mix of capabilities in our
force. Because that proper mix varies

with our national purpose, our military
role, and the threat, we are developing
the F-16 to go right in the middle be-
tween the F-15, the superb air-superi-
ority vehicle, and the A-10, which is
just as superb in the close-support role.
If there is a need in either role, the F-16,
can help.”

AWACS Vital in NATO Scenario

The E-3A AWACS, General Dixon
points out with conviction, will “enable
us to get the most out of our other tac-
tical airpower assets and really give
us a fighting chance.” From TAC’s
point of view, AWACS’s virtues are per-
vasive. A sophisticated command and
control vehicle combining advanced
radar and computer technologies,
AWACS can be deployed and em-
ployed along with tactical task forces.

In a NATO war, AWACS is an es-
sential extension of range-limited,
ground-based radars that cannot com-
pete with the E-3A’s high resistance to
ECM. Patrolling AWACS aircraft,
searching beyond enemy borders for
tell-tale mobilization activities, repre-.
sent a major deterrence factor because,
as General Dixon points out, “the
cleent ol sugprise is denied the aggres-
sor if any sizable force is involved.”

If hostilities do break out, AWACS

- will control both defensive and offen-

sive missions. AWACS is an essential
element of and extension to the ground-
based Tactical Air Control System, but
also can act autonomously when neces-
sary. AWACS’s utility will be increased
further when the Joint Tactical Infor-
mation Distribution System (JTIDS),
an advanced digital data system that
links all data collection points within a
theater, becomes operational some time
in the 1980s. The E-3A’s vast comput-
ing and radar capabilities can be made
available instantly and automatically to
all users of the JTIDS net.

The synergism of these new combat
and command and control systems as
they become available, combined with
such established high-performance sys-
tems as the F-111, will create what Gen-
eral Dixon terms “the most potent and
efficient fighting capability of all time.”
Training, exercising, and shaping this
force to meet a range of changing
threats during a period of reduced flight
training is TAC’s foremost challenge, ®
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Needed: A New Fami
of EW Systems

Electronic warfare capabilities decide
the outcome of air combat to a
constantly increasing degree. Under
development or in a planning state

are USAF weapon systems that can
provide these vital capabilities even
in the high threat environment
foreseen for the 1980s.

THE present revolution in US tacti-
cal airpower is the product of many
new and diverse weapon systems that
share common traits: They are inte-
grated to form a cohesive force through
mutual support, and their effectiveness,
to a large and increasing measure, de-
pends on sophisticated electronic sub-
systems and components. The three
new weapon systems rated by Gen.
Robert J. Dixon, Commander of the
Tactical Air Command, as tac air’s
top priorities in the defense-suppression
area mirror these qualities. They are
the F-4G, HARM, and EF-111A, which
together offer a comprehensive, flexible
mix of tactical options for jamming or
killing threats to penetrating strike
forces.

The F-4G (Advanced Wild Weasel)
is a follow-on to the F-105 Wild Weasel
of the Southeast Asian war and incor-
porates sophisticated electronic warfare
capabilities. It is an F-4E modified to
locate threat radars. The F-4G sorts
out those hostile systems that pose the

The E-3A
AWACS is
expected to
multiply the
effectiveness
of USAF's
tactical
forces.
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most acute dangers to the attacking
force and then “cues” (directs) anti-
radiation missiles against these targets.
The Advanced Wild Weasel’s soft-
ware is reprogrammable to cope with
changing EW threats. The F-4G will
employ a variety of versatile ordnance
including Shrike (AGM-45), Stan-
dard ARM (AGM-78), and HARM
(AGM-88). Other ordnance options
include the CBU Rockeye area weapon
(for suppression), and the Maverick
electro-optical missile for attacks
against visually identified targets from
a standoff position. From TAC’s point
of view, the F-4G force (a buy of 116
aircraft is programmed) must be trained
to operate in close coordination with
such other defense suppression com-
ponents as the EF-111A, TEREC
(Tactical Electronic Reconnaissance,
which locates and “fingerprints” threat
radars), and PLSS (Precision Location
Strike Systems).

Closely linked to and extending the
lethality of the F-4G is the High-Speed
Anti-Radiation Missile (HARM), cur-
rently under joint development by the
Navy and USAF. This missile weighs
less than 800 pounds and will permit
standoff attacks on air defense systems
from outside the reach of all known
SAMs. The missile is highly maneu-
verable, fast, locks on specific targets,

and provides real-time flexibility against
various threat systems.

The EF-111A Tactical
Jamming System

The Southeast Asian and Yom Kip-
pur wars brought out the critical need
to furnish strike and reconnaissance
forces with broad protection against
radar-augmented weapons. TAC con-
cluded that this protection should be
available for penetration, close air sup-
port, and standoff jamming missions.
The F-111A airframe, already in US-
AF’s active inventory, has the speed,
endurance, range, and self-defense capa-
bilities required for diverse jamming
missions. It is being integrated with the
ALQ-99 jamming subsystem now in
production for the US Navy’s EA-6B.
The EF-111A will be a replacement for
the EB-66 aircraft that provided jam-
ming support during the Southeast
Asian war. Currently in full-scale de-
velopment by Grumman Aerospace
Corp., the EF-111A will combine the
updated ALQ-99—carried internally—
with advanced digital avionics in a
manner that promises effectiveness
against a broad range of existing and
projected EW threats.

The copilot’s station in the EF-111A
has been redesigned to incorporate
controls and displays for the Electronic
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Warfare Officer. While the EA-6B re-
quired an EW crew of three and the
EB-66 four, the digital computer con-
trol concept of the EF-111A will per-
mit one-man operation of the aircraft’s
electronic warfare systems. The EF-
111A will use special power generators
and cooling equipment to drive and
protect its high-powered jamming trans-
mitters. The aircraft will be equipped
with a terminal threat warning system
and a self-protection subsystem, both
of which are being developed for other
Air Force programs. In addition, the
aircraft’s unique terrain-following capa-

bility, an integral feature of all F-111s,
provides effective protection, even in
a high-threat environment, in the view
of TAC planners.

ECM Update Programs

USAF’s current, comprehensive elec-
tronic countermeasure update program
is of pervasive importance to tactical
airpower. The new generation ALQ-131
ECM system is considered to be an
EW breakthrough that provides the
versatility, modularity, and software
computer control needed for the 1980s.
Although initially carried in a pod, the

Top: The Tactical Air Command is scheduled to operate two so-called
‘““Aggressor Squadrons” by the end of next fiscal year. These units will
operate F-5E aircraft camouflaged to simulate known threat color
schemes. The performance of these Northrop aircraft permits accurate
simulation of late-model MiG threat aircraft. Bottom: The instrumented
air combat range at Nellis AFB, Nev., will be the site of the

““Red Flag" exercises.

ALQ-131 can be adapted to an internal
system because of its standardized
modular design. Since modules -can be |
selected freely, the system can be con-
figured to cover the total range of

threat radars; for a specific EW mis-

sion; or to augment the onboard ECM |
capability. With this system, tactical

air commanders have the option to ar-

range the ECM equipment of their:
force to provide self-protection against

terminal threats on a limited basis or

with enough flexibility to handle new

threats as they are encountered. Finally,

by using additional modules, the sys-

tem can be upgraded for full band

operation to blank out all hostile

radars.

The new ECM system is easier to
maintain than the pods it will replace
(such as the ALQ-119), its software can
be programmed against various threats,
and can be modified further by the
addition of new modules and other
technical features as the need arises.
Other options include the addition of
a ram air turbine generator if addi-
tional electrical power is needed, the
ability to double up on specific threat
bands, and the use of a receiver/
processor (smart electronics) to fur-
nish power management.

The ALQ-131 system will enter full
production early this year and be de-
ployed on I'-111 and F-4 aircraft.
Other ECM improvement programs
are the ALQ-135 system of the F-15
(carried internally) that is fully auto-
matic and reprogrammable, and the
ALQ-137, an internal ECM repeater
system that provides frequency exten-
sion as well as hemispherical coverage
and power distribution for the F-111F.

Another facet of the F-111's EW
improvements program involves the
ALR-62 radar warning receiver, which
will replace a system that is based on
early 1960 technology. The ALR-62
will provide threat warning, identifica-
tion, and azimuth information. In addi-
tion, the new system permits frequency
extension, digital processing, software
programming and alpha-numerics dis-
play to aid the crew in interpreting
data. Installation of these new systems
necessitates retraining TAC personnel
in software maintenance to cope with
the systems’ inherently high and flexible
capabilities.

Advances in Smart Weapons
Tac air’s prime function is to find,
attack, and destroy targets; hence the
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emphasis on target acquisition, track-
ing, and designation. Three advanced
systems of this type are currently under
development. The Pave Spike day
tracking/laser designator system uses
electro-optical techniques to designate
targets for ordnance delivery through
laser guidance. When integrated with
the F-4’s avionics, Pave Spike permits
laser designated ordnance delivery by
either the designating or other aircraft.
The designator pod is carried in the
aircraft’s left forward missile well and
displays a TV picture in the aircraft’s
front and rear video scopes. The
weapon system operator acquires and
then tracks a particular target using a
modified radar hand control.

 The programmed buy of Pave Spike
systems is 156, with delivery scheduled
to be completed by December 1976.
The Pave Spike pod can be operated
up to Mach 1.2 and six-G loading.
The system uses common optics for
both the television and laser compo-

nents, with a gimballed mirror provid-
ing precise sight alignment.

USAF’s F-4Es as well as F-111Fs
are being equipped with a day/night,
all-weather capability to acquire, track,
and designate ground targets, using an
imaging infrared sensor system and a
laser ranger designator system. The sys-
tem permits the designating aircraft to
deliver guided or unguided ordnance
or it can designate targets for other
aircraft carrying laser-guided weapons.
Pave Tack also will serve as the pri-
mary acquisition sensor for laser and
IR Maverick missiles and be compati-
ble with all electro-optical weapons in
the Air Force inventory.

Consisting of a high-performance
FLIR sensor, a laser-ranger designator,
and associated optics and electronics,
Pave Tack shows the operator a TV
picture of what the sensor is aimed at.
The Pave Tack pod is carriéd on the
centerline station of the F-4E and in
the weapons bay of the F-111F. In the

F-111F, the pod is rolled out of the bay
intfo a semisubmerged position during
operation. The system can be adapted
for use on other aircraft.

Another new system being devel-
oped by the Air Force is Pave Penny,
a miniaturized laser search-and-track
system that can be used by various
combat aircraft, including the A-10
close air support system. Pave Penny
can be used day or night and will pick
up targets illuminated by either an air-
borne or ground-based forward air
controller. This designator gives the
pilot a head-up display and can be
integrated with the aircraft’s weapons
release system or used to “cue” other
types of guided weapons.

A major advance in USAF’s soft-
ware management of EW systems can
be expected from the pending establish-
ment of an EW Software Center at
Warner Robins Air Logistics Center
at Robins AFB, Ga. The Center’s spe-
cialized computer will be used to re-

TAC’s ““Red Flag” program centers on deployment of entire TAC units under carefully simulated, warlike conditions. These
deployments involve support by SAC's tanker forces as well as airlift by MAC units for staff, equipment, and spares.
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The Pave Spike electronic warfare éy.étem, scheduled for dep!éymen_t on F-4E and F-111F aircraft, provides a day/night capability
to acquire, track, and designate ground targets, using an imaging IR sensor and a laser ranger designator system.

program EW systems instantaneously
in case of threat changes.

Precision Location Strike Systems

Tactical Air Command planners
view the collection of Air Force pro-
grams coming under the heading of
Precision Location Strike Systems as
“revolutionary.” PLSS will give theater
commanders the capability to detect,
identify, locate, and strike enemy radar
sites associated with early warning,
ground control intercept, and surface-
to-air missile threats, according to Air
Force Systems Command spokesmen.
These systems use TOA/DME (time
of arrival, distance measuring equip-
ment) to create a precise electronic
coordinate system within which guided
weapons can be directed against tar-
gets located either by detection of elec-
tronic emissions or from other intelli-
gence information.

Four programs make up PLSS. The
Advanced Location Strike System
(ALSS) is a prototype system that
demonstrates the technical feasibility
and potential capability of the DME
concept. ALSS has been tested under
operational conditions. PELSS, the
Precision Emitter Location Strike Sys-

30

tem is a follow-on to the ALSS, cur-
rently in source selection. The Photo-
grammetric Targeting System (PTS) is
in an early stage of development and
feeds information about targets located
through aerial photography into the
DME coordinate structure for strike
purposes. The Emitter Location Sys-
tem (ELS) is about to enter feasibility
demonstration. Its purpose is to im-
prove the capability to detect and pre-
cisely locate electronic emitters. The
four components of PLSS are expected
to achieve operational status in the
early 1980s.

RPVs and Electronic Warfare

In FY ’76, the Air Force allocated
less than one percent of its R&D
budget to the development of remotely
piloted vehicles (RPVs). In FY 77,
that percentage can be expected to
double. For the remainder of this
decade, USAF planners predict a slow,
steady growth in RPV development.

Now and for the foreseeable future,
RPVs will be used mainly in recon-
naissance and electronic warfare mis-
sions. Earlier overblown hopes that
RPVs are going to revolutionize war-
fare overnight have given way, accord-

ing to Air Force Under Secretary James
W. Plummer, to the recognition that
these systems “can be a valuable ad-
junct to our military capability, but
developing their full potential will re-
quire a good deal of time.” Operational
combat experience with RPVs in the
past involved successful but limited
recce and SIGINT (signal intelligence)
missions during the Southeast Asian
war and for SAC operations elsewhere
by recoverable systems. Expendable
RPVs were used as EW decoys in sup-
port of tactical aircraft penetrating high-
threat environments during the October
1973 Middle East war.

TAC’s current and planned use of
RPVs and drones extends from such
EW missions as chaff dispensing and
ECM to modular multimission RPVs
that can be used flexibly in reconnais-
sance and EW roles, with a possible
future strike role. When developed and
available, these unmanned systems, es-
pecially when used in a high threat
environment, will reduce the number
of manned aircraft required for such
missions.

Tactical Electronic Warfare Support
(TEWS) RPVs fall into two general
categories: expendable and recoverable
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systems. Some expendable systems are
currently under development with the
objective of confusing and saturating
the enemy's air defense system with a
large number of EW decoys and hom-
- ing on key sensors to harass or destroy

them. The Air Force, Army, and De-
fense Advanced Research Projects
Agency (DARPA) are working jointly

How TAC Works With USN

The Air Force's collateral func-
tions in support of the US Navy
are interdicting enemy seapower
through air operations; conduct-
ing antisubmarine warfare and
protecting shipping; and aerial
minelaying operations. The Air
Force recently published an
"“Aerospace Operational Doctrine
for Sea Surveillance” that
charges the commands to de-
velop plans for sea surveillance
operations within their intrinsic
capabilities, according to Lt
Gen. John W. Pauly, Deputy
Chief of Staff, Plans and Opera-
tions, Hg. USAF.

Tactical Air Command, there-
fore, is working closely with the
US Navy in support of these
missions, according to its Com-
mander, Gen. Robert J. Dixon.
During the past year, TAC staged
five joint exercises with the
Second Fleet and other Naval
units in the Atlantic, involving
F-111, RF-4, A-7, and F-4 aircraft.
Purpose of these exercises is to
develop special tactics, evaluate
weapon systems, and train in
sea surveillance, including ship
recognition and identification.

Similar exercises are sched-
uled for this year off the West
Coast, involving F-111 aircraft
from the Tactical Fighter Weap-
ons Center, units of the Twelfth
Air Force, and elements of the
Third Fleet.

TAC'’s effectiveness in sup-
port of Navy missions, General
Dixon points out, is not yet fully
matured: “These kinds of capa-
bilities don’t spring up full-blown
overnight. We are proceeding
apace in this area, and | am
sure the pace will increase. |
think also that we will have to
be very careful so that armchair
strategists don’t develop the
notion that what we are doing
is a form of internecine warfare
between the Navy and the Air
Force."
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on technology for expendable low-cost
airframes, threat detectors, jammer
packages, and warheads for such ve-
hicles. One recoverable RPV system is
currently in production, the AQM-34V
that can be used for chaff dispensing
and escort jamming.

TAC, along with other DoD and
Air Force organizations, is exploring
the potential utility of RPVs for a
range of new missions, including de-
livery of electro-optically guided as
well as area weapons. (The Air Force
Systems Command demonstrated in
1971 that a TV-guided RPV can
launch Maverick missiles against radar
vans.) For the time being, RPVs are
payload-limited, a quality that mili-
tates against their cost-effectiveness in
the strike role.

In intelligence-gathering missions,
RPVs appear capable of real-time re-
connaissance using TV as well as sen-
sor delivery and sensor relay.

In the area of general support, RPVs
of the Compass Cope type (endurance
in excess of twenty-four hours and al-
titude capabilities above 50,000 feet)
show considerable promise as a plat-
form for side-looking airborne radar

sea surveillance missions, nuclear sam-
pling, and weather recce.

TAC is investigating a low-cost
“mini-RPV,” weighing no more than
100 pounds and priced at about
$10,000, to perform in EW, defense
suppression, target designation, and
surveillance missions. Another promis-
ing mini-RPV, under investigation by
DARPA, involves a design that folds
into a missile case and can be shot like
a rocket from an aircraft. The opera-
tional range of such a system is several
hundred miles. Equipped with a light-
weight, low-cost radar or other sensors,
such a vehicle can be used to detect
a wide range of ground-based weapons.

RPV development programs of di-
rect concern to TAC include the ha-
rassment drone that entered systems
test in December 1975; the tactical ex-
pendable drone, scheduled for concept
verification test early in 1976; the DC-
130H preproduction prototype mul-
tiple drone control aircraft slated for
testing in September 1976; and the
BGM-34C prototype TEWS/Photo/
Strike multimission RPV expected to
enter flight testing in August of this
year. u

Top: The F-4G Wild Weasel electronic warfare system can be quickly
modified in terms of computer software to meet changing threat situations.
Bottom: Pave Penny, shown here on an A-7, is a new miniaturized laser
search and track system that picks up FAC-designated targets.
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HoMAS C. Reed, new
Secretary of the Air
Force, has made it a habit
to come out on top in
USAF.

In 1956, he graduated first
in his class in mechanical
engineering at Cornell Uni-
versity. Possibly more im-
portant, from the standpoint
of his subsequent career, he
was the highest ranking offi-
cer, Cadet Colonel, of his
Air Force ROTC unit at
Ithaca and a distinguished
military graduate.

A big man, energetic, with
a background of success in
science and business, as well
as five years of active duty
in USAF, Mr. Reed comes
to the Head Shed from a
post as Director of Tele-
communications and Com-
mand and Control Systems
in the office of the Secretary
of Defense.

A couple of days before
his confirmation was voted
by the US Senate, the new
Secretary had a quick an-
swer when asked about pri-
orities. He first made it clear
he did not seek the job, but
looked forward to it as a
fresh challenge.

The No. 1 subject for at-
tention from USAF’s Secre-
tary, he said, is people.

“Most of the money—
over half the budget—goes
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An AFROTC cadet colonel twenty years ago, Thomas C. Reed,
USAF's eleventh Secretary, has served his tour on active
duty and recognizes people as our longest lead-time asset.
Old friends are the best friends, and the Air Force has one in . ..

Thomas G. Reed, USAF'S New Secretary

into recruiting, training, and
paying personnel,” Mr. Reed
said. “It is the longest lead-
time item of all USAF’s as-
sets. Few seem to realize we
are recruiting Chief Master
Sergeants to maintain com-
plex equipment in the year
200S. It is vitally important
that we do everything we
can to improve their morale
and their dedication, as well
as their technical compe-
tence. The only way to con-
trol costs in this area is to

control the numbers and
quality of the force.”

He made a similar ob-
servation about the officer
corps—he will recruit offi-
cers to run USAF thirty
years from now—and he ex-
pressed distress over current
efforts to curb fringe bene-
fits. They are being shot at
in the press and on Capitol
Hill, he observed, and cer-
tainly will face stern exam-
ination. But, in his opinion,
they cannot be brushed

The new Secretary of the Air Force (center) and Mrs. Reed
greet well-wishers after the swearing-in ceremony.

BY CLAUDE WITZE
SENIOR EDITOR

away lightly without dam-
aging morale.

Mr. Reed has interesting
qualifications for dealing
with personnel problems. He
was cochairman of Ronald
Reagan’s gubernatorial cam-
paigns in California in 1966
and 1970 and wound up in
Sacramento as chief of per-
sonnel for the governor. He
says he had a choice of jobs
in that administration, and
selected the one that would
let him make sure the
Reagan administration was
staffed by the most compe-
tent people available in Cali-
fornia.

Mr. Reed points to three
other USAF interests that
will get special attention:

e Technolugy, auuther
field that involves long lead-
time efforts. Regardless of
what decisions are made,
with congressional approval,
on the procurement and de-
ployment of weapon sys-
tems, - the state of the art
must be advanced. Mr.
Reed, like the rest of USAF,
is aware of the Soviet effort
in research and development
and apprehensive about it.
The pursuit of weapon-sys-
tem technologies, he said,
cannot be relaxed, no matter
what we decide to buy and
put in the arsenal.

e The management of
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USAF procurement. Mr.
Reed said he is going to take
a new and close look at the
relationship of the Air Force
to industry and contractors.
“We must make sure,” he
said, “that all relationships
are prudent and proper.”
Even while still sitting in his
old telecommunications of-
fice, he said he already was
trying to enlist a new As-
sistant Secretary for Finan-
cial Management, a desk
that has been vacant since
the recent retirement of Wil-
liam W. Woodruff. The new
Assistant Secretary, Mr.
Reed said, will have direct
responsibility to monitor re-
lationships with industry and
enforce regulations. He was
seeking a man, he declared,
“who will be capable and
energetic on costs and audit
control.”
e “A new Secretary,” Mr.
Reed said, “should take a
fresh look at the whole op-
eration of USAF. This does
not mean that massive
changes are coming, but the
long-term outlook must be
‘examined again.” In this
connection, it was clear from
his remarks that he will lean
heavily on his Under Secre-
'tary, James W. Plummer. He
pointed out at least twice in
an interview that he had
helped enroll Mr. Plummer

for his Pentagon job, and
has high confidence in his
abilities. The civilian team
heading USAF, in other
words, has started in step.

Among the subjects on
which Mr. Reed can offer
real expertise is communica-
tions. This gets down to the
level of saying what he
means in plain language.
There is no gobbledygook.

“The defense budget is
not being increased,” he
says. “It is being inflated.”

Here’s another: “The ad-
vent of telecommunications,
computers, satellites, data re-
lays, etc., means that both
sides can count. There are
no secrets. The [enemy]
armor around Saigon never
fired a shot. It didn’t have
to. . Everybody knew what
the result would be. The dan-
ger to the free world is now
a crumbling of the will, an
inability to cope with ex-
ploding challenges.”

He had an observation
about Congress:

“In the professional com-
munity, some may be unim-
pressed by the technical
qualifications of those in the
Congress who must pass on
our programs. But there’s
another side to that ques-
tion: Senior members of
Congress have seen it all
before.
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“While some of us come
and go at the pleasure of
the incumbent President, the
senior members of the au-
thorizing and appropriating
committees have seen wars,
revolutions, and a host of
technical marvels and di-
sasters unfold before them.
They have watched this
passing parade from their
seats on the committees.
When their turn comes to be
chairman, they have already
seen many 4 crisis through,
from beginning to end. They
know the price of every pit-
fall.

“It is all well and good if
those chairmen, those com-
mittees, decide, in all their
wisdom, to cut military ex-
penditures. If they decide,
consciously and accountably
to their constituents, that a
second-class strategic pos-
ture is acceptable for the
US, then so be it.”

Main focus of the Reed
interest in communications
goes beyond communicating
with people, which he does
well. Command and control,
he argues, is becoming a
more critical component of
our military skills each year.
In war, he said in the inter-
view, “‘superiority will go to
the nation with the best con-
nectivity.”

He was reminded that

Walter Dornberger once
said, “If I were a Russian
going to war, first I would
make you blind.”

Mr. Reed agreed heartily
with the German scientist.
And, he pointed out, the
proliferation of nuclear ca-
pability, even to third-power
nations, makes communica-
tion—and military com-
mand and control—more
vital than ever. “If one of
them goes off,” he queries,
“whose was it, what does it
mean, and what should we
do?” The war in the Mid-
east has already proved how
fast things can move, and
further demonstrations may
lie not far ahead. Command
and control assets and capa-
bilities are among the targets
that pay highest dividends
to an aggressor.

Mr. Reed put it in more
formal words in a recent ad-
dress in California:

“Arms reduction is a door
through which we must pass
if we are to remain free of
the burdens of a garrison
state. But success at the
SALT talks will bring new
challenges. With a fixed, or
hopefully shrinking number
of weapons, security goes to
those who can remain fully
in control of those limited
weapons, including those
held in reserve, throughout
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the full spectrum of crises.

“Nuclear proliferation
poses a different challenge.
Nuclear weapons held by
numerous nations with un-
certain allegiances are bound
to be destabilizing. As the
number of such nations in-
creases, the potential for
trouble goes up exponen-
tially. We will have to keep
very accurate tabs on all the
forces of a great many
powers. In the event of a
nuclear detonation, espe-
cially a smaii or ‘accidental’
attack on the US or the
Soviet Union, we will need
very rapid information and
reliable communications
with the Soviets to contain
such a crisis.”

Mr. Reed sees a parallel
between politics and war.
“A good try doesn’t win,”
he said. “It has to be better
than that. Forty-eight per-
cent is not enough. And in a
campaign, as in a war, near
the end the spending runs
high. You can’t skip through
the contest without a proper
force structure, weapons, and
men.”

This is one of the reasons
why the new USAF civilian
chief, an ROTC product
himself, is a firm believer
in the Total Force Concept
and maximum utilization of
the Reserves and Air Na-
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tional Guard. In his previ-
ous job, Mr. Reed says, he
was present at the 1974
meeting where it was de-
cided to give the Air Re-
serve Forces (USAFR and
ANG) a strategic offensive
role with the KC-135 tanker.
He voted for it.

In his days on active duty
with USAF and, later, in
business, Mr. Reed made
many friendships that helped
give him insights into the
Pentagon. Fresh out of Cor-
nell, he joined USAF in
1956, and his new commis-
sion qualified him for a job
as technical project officer
on the Minuteman reentry
vehicle system with the
VISAF Ballistic Missile Divi-
sion. He stayed three years
on this assignment, during
which he went to classes at
the University of Southern
California and earned his
Master of Science degree in
Electrical Engineering.

That was 1959, and he
was reassigned to the Law-
rence Radiation Laboratory
of the University of Califor-
nia. After a couple of years
there on active duty, he was
discharged in 1961, as a lieu-
tenant, but stayed another
year at the laboratory in
Livermore as a civilian em-
ployee. He worked on ther-
monuclear weapons, con-

tinuing as a consultant on
these projects until 1967.

It was in 1962 that he or-
ganized Supercon Ltd., of
Houston, Tex., and served
as its managing partner. The
firm developed and pro-
duced alloys for supercon-
ducting at cryogenic (very
cold) temperatures.

Without giving up his in-
terest in Supercon, Mr. Reed
in 1965 organized the
Quaker Hill Development
Corp., in San Rafael, Calif.,
and served as treasurer,
president, and chairman.
The firm has agricultural,
recreational, and construc-
tion interests in California
and Colorado.

It was at the Lawrence
Lab that he came to know
John S. Foster, Jr., who was
Director of Defense Re-
search and Engineering from
1965 to 1973. Also at Law-
rence was Dr. Harold
Brown, Mr. Foster’s prede-
cessor as DDR&E and him-
self Secretary of the Air
Force from 1965 to 1969.
Another professional con-
nection of those years was
with Dr. Robert C. Seamans,
Jr., who was USAF Secre-
tary from 1969 to 1973. Dr.
Seamans had been an expert
on guidance equipment at
MIT and later Chief Engi-
neer of the Missile Elec-

tronics and Controls Divi-
sion of RCA, a field in
which Mr. Reed was be-
coming expert.

In addition to all this, Mr.
Reed disclosed, one of his
major financial partners in
Supercon Ltd., in Houston,
was Dudley C. Sharp. Mr.
Sharp was Secretary of the
Air Force from 1959 to
1961, after serving as both
an Assistant Secretary and |
Under Secretary.

Mr. Reed’s political con-
nections include a period,
from 1968 to 1972, when he
served as a Republican
Committeeman from Cali-
fornia. This preceded his
first job in the Defense De-
partment as an assistant to
the Secretary, staiting in late.
1973. He was moved to the
telecommunications post in
February 1974.

Mr. Reed’s family lived
in Greenwich, Conn., when
he was born in a New York
hospital on March 1, 1934..
Harold Brown, who took the
USAF post at thirty-eight,
is the only man who became
Secretary at an earlier age.

Mr. Reed calls Ross,
Calif., his legal residence,
but lives now in Alexandria,
Va., with his wife, two sons,
and a daughter. Mrs. Reed
is the former Leslic Jean
Papenfus. =
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The US role in NATO is changing from predominance to partnership to the point where
this country needs NATO as much as NATO needs the US. This is the reason

behind . . .

Fundamental Changes
In NATO’s
Standardization Policy

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

HIS past December, NATO held,

in Brussels, its semiannual high-
level meetings. The proceedings were
carried out, as always, with some
pomp, a little ceremony, and, at the
end, communiqués.

Despite the fact that communiqués
are the visible product of any inter-
national conference, reading these
documents is practiced mainly by
obscure diplomatic theologians.
There is a school of thought, in fact,
that believes it a waste of time to
produce a new communiqué for each
meeting.

Thus, it was easy to miss the fact
that there is evidently a new serious-
ness of purpose in NATO on the sub-
ject of standardization. This is a very
old subject and one that has been a
favorite topic of NATO discussion
for years. The difference is that there
now is a serious note to the discus-
sions. It is welcome news to those of
us who believe that NATO is, more
than ever before, an essential factor
in the preservation of a non-Soviet
Europe and to those of us who also
believe that NATO badly needs a shot
in the arm.

One of the great shortcomings of
the Alliance from the start has been.
its wholly democratic, which is to say,
unregimented, nature. In creating the
post of Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe (SACEUR), the NATO nations
agreed to the need for an integrated
military structure. They assigned
SACEUR forces, with a few strings
on them, and gave him a voice in
determining the military needs of the
Alliance. In theory, this should have
been the key to standardization, but,
unhappily, it has not been. After
twenty-six years, NATO is still a col-
lection of national forces equipped,
organized, and supplied according
to the dictates and notions of indi-
vidual, and ever-changing, govern-
ments.
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In times gone by, this mixed-bag
approach did not really matter. The
very fact of US nuclear superiority
was the real deterrent to Soviet
power plays in Europe, and SACEUR
was the US agent on the scene. The
rest of the NATO array, while not
exactly window dressing, was more
to give substance to the fact of an
alliance than it was to deter the
Soviets. The times, however, have
worked some subtle changes in this
game of "How to Win in Europe
Without Actually Fighting.” There is
détente, and SALT, to name two
things that have taken some of the
edge off our nuclear threat. There is
also the fact of Russia’'s own nuclear
threat. To oversimplify, things are
more complicated than they used
to be.

As things get more complicated in
caiculating the European balance,
the importance of conventional forces
becomes more evident. If, for in-
stance, the Soviets decide one day
that a simple straightforward thrust
into Western Europe, on some pre-
text or another, is unlikely to bring
on massive US retaliation, the temp-
tation is there. It then becomes
essential to have in place, and clearly
ready to offer great resistance, NATO
conventional forces. These forces,
moreover, should be able to fight as
integrated forces, which is, after all,
the idea behind Allied Command,
Europe. The present NATO forces
may be integrated in spirit, but there
is little ability to service one another's
airplanes, or tanks, or, for that matter,
do basic logistic cross-servicing.

The decision on the part of Nor-
way, Belgium, the Netherlands, and
Denmark to buy the General Dynam-
ics F-16 was a great step toward
standardizing the air forces in the
1980s. It was, however, a step taken
in the expectation that we would take
one of our own. Over the years, and

beginning with the post-WW Il aid
programs, it has appeared to Euro-
peans that standardization meant to
the US "Buy American.” The record
of the past decade bears out that
European belief, with US arms sales
outweighing US purchases more than
ten to one.

In former times, when the US held
most of the strategic cards, this was
probably an acceptable ratio. It was,
in a way, how the allies paid their
dues. However, that was in former
times, now gone by. In these times,
we may need our allies as much as
they need us. If that is so, then we
are going to have to meet them part
way on this matter of standardization
or, to use a NATO word, rationaliza-
tion, which means, roughly, the art
of the possible.

If, in short, the Europeans buy the
F-16, then what do we buy? The
Germans make an excellent tank in
the Leopard. A senior US Army com-
mander once remarked to me that he
would be happy to be equipped with
Leopards. In Liége, that ancient
Belgian city of armorers, Fabrique
National makes a wide variety of fire-
arms. The British are still eminently
capable in the whole field of arma-
ment production. And then there are
the French.

The victory of the General Dynam-
ics F-16 over its opponent in the
fighter sweepstakes finals, the Das-
sault F-1, was a traumatic one for
France. It may also have marked a
great turning point in the Alliance,
for the very isolation of France from
the military structure of NATO was a
factor in choosing the F-16. Since
that decision of the NATO consor-
tium, the French have taken two
significant steps: They have aban-
doned production of the F-1, and
they have evidenced interest in join-
ing with their NATO colleagues on
European arms standardization.

It is, assuredly, only a step that the
French are taking back toward full
membership in NATO, but it /s a step.
When we consider how far away they
were a few years ago, it seems a
very big step indeed. If they will take
an active part in standardizing the
weapons of NATO, even if their mo-
tives are based on a desire for a
share of the market, the French will
have done a great service to the
Alliance.

Equally, if we can overcome our
own antipathy to foreign buying, and
Congress and the labor unions can
see the big, not the local, picture, we
might see NATO amounting to some-
thing just when we need it most. =



The National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, the Air Force, and other
elements of the Defense Department are
cooperating closely and productively on a
number of programs to advance aeronautical
technology. In this article, a senior NASA
executive and former USAF R&D manager
talks about the wide range of efforts his
agency pursues to maintain US preeminence
in military and commercial aircraft design . ..

NASA’s Goal:
Keeping the
US Number
One in
Aeronautics
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ERONAUTICS has repeatedly demonstrated
A its vital role in national defense through
several major wars and in the maintenance of
peace. Air transportation has emerged as the
dominant mode of US public travel. Today,
seventy-eight percent of the free world’s civil
transports are built in this country, contributing
billions of dollars to our export trade.

For the doubting Thomas, these facts provide
indisputable evidence that US government and
private industry investments in aeronautical re-
search and technology yield major dividends in
the years that follow.

The US position of strength in world aviation
was not achieved overnight nor without hard-
nosed budget decisions and keen foresight in
determining aeronautical research and tech-
nology priorities.

Today, economic factors, environmental con-
siderations, market characteristics, growing in-
ternational competition, and other pressures are
forcing a new assessment of the probable and
possible directions of civil and military aero-
nautical developments through the year 2000
and of the technologies required to support these
projections.

Though the - US presently dominates the world
aircraft market, the challenge to this dominance
is real and growing. The market is highly com-
petitive and critically dependent on superior
technology. Small margins of technical advan-
tage in both civil and military systems can mean
the difference between winning and losing sales
worth billions of dollars. In the face of the finan-
cial support given to foreign competitors by their
governments—which may exert nationalistic
pressures on purchasers under their influence—
the technology margins must be pronounced in
favor of US products if they are to continue
competing successfully.

Also, current economic conditions; the cost
of design, development, and operations; and the
outlook for profitability are adversely affecting
the US aviation industry’s ability to maintain its
dominant position. Future US aeronautical sys-
tems must incorporate the products of advanced,
high-cost technical developments to be accept-
able and competitive in the world marketplace.

Accordingly, the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA) is addressing
high-risk technology development of potential
near-term applicability, as it relates to fuel con-
servation, salely, and noise and emission reduc-
tion. NASA is also supporting the development
of long-range technology that will provide major
gains in performance, productivity, and com-
mercial service. Thus, when the point of design-
ing new military or commercial aircraft is
reached, a major step forward can be made at
lower technical and financial risk.

Advancing technology is an area in which
NASA should be the principal government
agency. NASA must help assure that, despite
near-term pressures on the government and in-
dustry, the country does not abridge its future
by technological default. Aeronautical research
and technology development will continue to be
of vital importance to the US as a factor in
better transportation, greater military prepared-
ness, and sustained world leadership.

Looking at the Future

In civil air transportation, an average annual
growth rate of five percent is anticipated. This
is somewhat lower than the growth rates experi-
enced in the boom years of the 1960s. On the
other hand, more rapid growth is projected in
the specialized short-haul, general aviation/busi-
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ness aircraft, long-haul cargo, and utility air-
craft/rotorcraft areas. Most of these higher
growth areas will require aircraft based on spe-
cial-purpose advanced technology.

Over the next ten years, development in both
civil and military systems largely will be in the
form of derivatives or improvements of current
aeronautical equipment. In the mid-1980s and

The US space agency is evaluating a number of design concepts like the one shown here. The objective: to develop a
hypersonic commercial transport for the 1985-2000 period that will be both economical and environmentally acceptable.

beyond, however, advanced systems will be re-
quired to meet the needs of air transportation,
defense, and international competition.

The major new civil aircraft developments
foreseen for the 1985-2000 period include effi-
cient short-range and medium-range subsonic
transports, possibly including later V/STOL
versions; highly energy-efficient subsonic pas-
senger and cargo long-haul transports; and an
economical, environmentally acceptable super-
sonic transport.

Anticipated new military developments are
conventional and unconventional systems com-
patible with a potential international environ-
ment in which considerably less dependence is
placed on overseas and en route bases. These
systems include very-long-range reconnaissance,
patrol, and logistic support aircraft; multimis-
sion rotorcraft and V/STOL aircraft both for
forward-area land applications and for small-
ship and other naval air operations; and im-
proved tactical systems emphasizing optimum
combinations of advanced aircraft, new weap-
ons, maneuvering missiles, and remotely piloted
vehicles.

Both civil and military systems are expected
to require similar new technology developments
(for subsonic flight vehicles. Technology diver-

gences will be more apparent in the supersonic
developments and highly specialized combat
systems.

There are a number of technically feasible
developments that are less likely to be intro-
duced in this period. They include hydrogen-
fueled and nuclear-powered aircraft, hypersonic
vehicles, VTOL transports, and ultra-large cargo

aircraft. Depending on the outcome of current
feasibility studies for specialized military and
civil applications, lighter-than-air vehicles could
conceivably be added to this category.

Today’s Decision :

Where should the US industry concentrate its
research and technology effort to support avia-
tion needs of the future? Today, a large part of
NASA’s aeronautics program relates to that
question.

NASA’s program should do three things:

e Provide improved understanding and con-
fidence in the major technical disciplines;

e Generate and, where necessary, demon-
strate the technology required to alleviate cur-
rent aeronautical problems and to support
development of the important anticipated next-
generation systems; and

e Establish the research foundations for more
advanced systems for the longer-range future.

As an example, NASA has joined USAF in a
program cal