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Abstract

This study aralyzesthe historical delate betweenthe Army ard Air Force over the
issue d close ar suppat (CAS). Spediicaly, this thess exaninesfour CAS sub-issues
from World War | throughthe KoreanWar: priorities n the enployment of airpower, the
ownership ard appationment of CAS asses, the nost effecive CAS command ard
control (C2) system ard the delate over whether to procure a single- or multi—purmpose
CAS aircraft. A fundamenta explamation given for Army ard Air Force differencesin
philosophy on CAS is the historical difference in military objectives (decisive points). This
difference has staped aiforce, force stucture ard air assetenployment, and significartly
contributed to tre Army—Air Force CAS debate.

The casestudy portion of this paperaralyzes he CAS philosgphy of Lieutenant
General Edward Mallory Almond, US Army. The author reasoned that General Almond’s
diverse backgiound in Army, Naw, ard Air Force heay ard enployment would neke
him a logical cardidate for sudy. The mein focus of this paperis on CAS enployment
and issues duiing the Korean War. Genera Almond served in World War | and World
War |1, ard commandedthe X Corps duing the KoreanWar. His pesonal papes stored
at the Milit ary History Institute, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania, offer unique insights into
a giound canmander's views a CAS.

While his opinions are much more complex than this short alstract cando jusice b,

Almond’s CAS thoughts evolved to the following: 1) ar priorities should be — first, air
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superority; secand, CAS; ard then interdiction ard strategic atack, 2) the Army should
maintain operational control of suficient (meanng ‘lots d’) CAS air asse$ ard pracice
decetralized caitrol (down to the dwvision or corps kvel), 3) the sevicesshould build
and adequaely staff joint, well-integrated CAS C2 systenrs to suppat the CAS mission,
ard 4) the Air Force sould build, with Army inputs, a single-pumpose CAS aircraft.
While readers may or may not agree with al of Almond’s ideas, they will fin d good points
of discusson. Almond’s thoughts on CAS C2 systens ae d paticular note ard
importance to today’s military. The author completes his sudy by reiterating the principd
issueshis relevant findings am canclusions, ard the implicatons of his aralysis on curmrent

issLes.



Chapter 1

Intr oduction

Statement of ResearchQuesions

The purposeof this study is to exanine the roots ard historical friction betweenthe
Air Force ard Army over the issue 6 the efective enployment of arpower for close ar
suppat (CAS) of ground forces While this theds looks at the CAS issue fom WWI
through the Korean War, it enphasies he perod duiing the Korean Conflict. This
perod sgnificartly shaped he recuring Air Force/Army CAS controversy. While
studying this period, | will attempt to determine how Lieutenant General Edward (“Ned”)
Mallory Almond, United Sates Amy, directly affecied a indirecty influerced te Air
Force/Army CAS debate. This study discusses the evolution of General Almond’s views
on CAS before WWII up through his retirement in Decener, 1952. Howewer, the bulk
of the focus m Almond targets hs thoughts ard actons during the KoreanWar. | will
also examne whether Gereral Almond’s views clarged over time ard ary discreparties
betweenhis staited views a the kest use & CAS ard his actial enployment of air asses
for CAS. Noteworthy are his CAS pdicy and actud CAS employment while paforming

as X Caps Canmander during the KoreanConflict.



Specificaly, the following reseach questons are addessed:1) Assuning at least
some tension over the CAS issue, what differences have existed between the US military
services regading CAS doctrine (WWI throughKorea)? 2) What were General Almond’s
views on CAS and how did they evolve? 3) Were Almond's views congstent with
mainstreamArmy views o1 CAS? 4) How did theseviews on CAS shapefuture CAS
doctrine delate ard developmernt? 5) Why is understanding this history of Air Force aml

Army friction important to today’s CAS relationship between the two services?

Background and Signficance d the Problem

Since the United States began usang arpower for military purposes, there has been a
basic difference of opinion as to its proper employment. At times this rift has divided the
sewicesinto two different facions, the Army, Naw, ard Marines (decetralized cantrol,
decemralized excution) ard the Air Force, or eaty Army air am (certralized control,
decetralized excuion). Like a émily, the Air Force and her sster services have debated
ownership, control, and mehods of employing limited resources. Nowhere, in this
author’s opinion, has this difference in phlosophy been more appaent than with regard to
close ar suppat. This is not to say that the US military services have not eventudly
found a way to employ arpower to win wars. For just as family members make
compromises and band together in times of crisis, the services have ultimately worked
together to employ arrpower to achieve military advantage Having said that, one must
also understand there are times when family members actively debate the best use of
limited resources. In these cases, animosity may best describe the relations the Air Force

has hed with the aher sewvices patticularly the Army ard Marines) over CAS. Because



the Air Force has historicaly placed he piiority of CAS bkehind ar supeiority, strategic
attack, ard ar interdiction, ground canmanders have frequenly complained almut the
lack d responsiveness of ar suppat. Concurrently, ar commanders have enphaszedthe
need br unty of command through ceriralized cantrol for efficiert use ¢ ar asses.
Gereral Almond not only enployed ar asses in close battle (as a division commander
in Italy ard as X Cops Canmander in Korea) but wasalso influercedby ard influerced
other sewvice members regarding CAS for a gemration as a sidert at the Army War
College (1933-34) the Air Corps Tacical School (1938-39) ard Naw War College
(1939-40) ard asCommandart of the Army War Cadlege Quly 1951 — Decetver 1952)
Similar differences of opinion ill exist between the services today. A historica
aralysis of the CAS controversy is significart because bDits sulsequen impact on such
issuesas joint doctrine ard weapm system reseach ard deveopmert. Curent joint
operations doctrine ard Jant Forces Ar Componert Commander (JFACC) doctrine
ewlved from yeas d discussn on how to best enploy ar asset, to include arf’s role in
CAS. Debate over the acquisition of sngle— or multiple—use aircraft for CAS is ill

relevant for future force structure planning.

L imitations of the Study

A muititude of writings on CAS dready exist. To thorougHy cover the entire US
milit ary experience with CAS would require producing volumes of history. Therefore, the
purpose of this sudy is to limit the focus of CAS to a few key sub-issues. Tracing these
important sub-issues over time should prove informative in understanding where some of

the mgor differences have occurred, and ill reman, among the services. This thesis



limit s the study of CAS sub-issues to the following areas where the Air Force and Army
have had differing phlosophies. 1) priorities in the enployment of airpower; 2) the
ownership ard appationmert of CAS asset;, 3) the nost effecive CAS command ard
control (C2) systen ard 4) the delate over whether to procure asingle- or multi—purpose
aircraft for CAS. Addtionally, | limit the analysis of CAS to the working definition
presemed in the rext secton of this chapter. While eatfier defnitions o CAS included
recannaissance ard arlift, the auhor focuses on CAS asproviding aera fire suppat to
ground forces. Within eachsub-issue he auhor also discusses dw sewera contextual
(environmertal) factors afected a may have affected a subissue. These &ciors include:
defense funding, joint doctrine ard training, acual CAS enployment, ereny combat
capabilities (ar and ground threats), combat environment (terrain, weather, etc.), formal
organzations, ard avaiable techmology. While this study necesgetes referring to the
Naw and Marine Corps, the focus & on the CAS relationship betweenthe Air Force aml

the Army.

Definitions and Assumptions

CAS, or poartionsof it, have been labded differently throughout airpower history (i.e.,
suppat avation, atack avation, tactcal air, etc.)." | have defned CAS w0 include
airpower's contribution of firepower ard to exclude airpower's recanaissaice ard lift
capabilities. The following working ddinition of CAS describes the relevant aspects of
these terms to this paperon close ar suppat; al subsequen use d the term CAS in this
pape will fit my definition:

Close ar suppat, or CAS, is the u® o ar assets to provide aera
firepower to friendly ground forces in close proximity to enemy forces.



This suppat requires close coordination betweenfriendly ground ard air
forces.

Preview of the Argument

First, we exanmne eachof the prevously mentioned CAS sub-issuesard the
ernvironmenrtal factors effecing thesesub-issuesgchronologicaly, from WWI through the
Korean War. Secand, Chapter 2, examines CAS pior to ard duing WWII. NexX,
Chapter 3 discusses CAS piior to ard duting the Korea Wa&r. Chapter 4 gsudies
Lieuenant Gereral Almond’s credertials, as wdl as s views, enployment strategy, ard
influence regarding CAS. Findly, Chapter 5 evaluates the four CAS sub-issues. It
discusseshe piincipal issuesthe relevant findings am conclusions, ard the implicatons of
this amalysis on curent issues. Chapter 5 also recanmends passble aeas ér future

reseach.

Notes

! See Appendix A“CAS Definitions;” for historical ard curent CAS defnitions.



Chapter 2

CAS. WWI Through WWI |

Attacking Gound Toops The obsrvation guadion, when its full

strength is employedcan bing to the attackifty—two machine gunand

twenty—sx hundred poundsof high explosse. Obviousy ground attacks
can be executed only bygaificing other important duties and the
observation guadion is not pecially trained br this work. Its use for

ground attack musthen be egarded as exceptional. However it

possesses 0 mud firepower that, in certain stuationswhere information

becomeof seconday value,there dould be nohestation in udng it in

this manner

—US Army, “Army Gereral Service Shool Guidarce b the Air Service;
Tactical Rinciplesand Decigons 1925

I ntr oduction

The cbse ar suppat (CAS) delate betweenairmen ard soldiers began as eatty as
WWI. Reca@nizing this fact sewral CAS sub-issues a& wath tracking over time to
understand where the controversy regarding CAS cane from ard how it dewloped.
These sub-issuesinclude: priorities in the nost effecive enployment of airpower,
ownership ard appationmert of CAS asset, the CAS command ard cantrol (C2) system
ard dngle- versus multi-pumpose CAS arcraft delate. Sewera ervironmental factors
affeced hese subissues dung eachtime petiod discussed: deense funding, joint

doctrine and training, actua CAS employment, enemy combat capability (ar and ground



threas), combat environmert (terrain, weater, etc.), formal orgarizaions, ard awailable

techndogy.

WWI

When the United States entered WWI, the military use of arcraft was gill in its early
stages 6 developmert.® While the Wright Brothers first airplane launched airpower into
a rew age n 1903, the Unted Sates had left it to its European neighbors to refine
airpower developmert from that point up o the keginning of the Great War. Although
the United States ertered the war late, it made sane marvelous cantributions, espeally
when one considers the pitiful gate d US arpower in 1914. The Army now had a rew
weapam ard would expelierce gowing pans as t deermined the best use ¢ airpower.
Debate and combat expelierce telped slape @inions on arpowers use, espea@ly

regarding CAS.

Prioritiesin the Employment of Air power. WWiI

During the ealy yeas d CAS, both the Army ard eaty Army air amm recagnizedthat
air supetority mug first be acheved before trying to conduct drategic drike, ar
interdiction, or CAS operations.” This agreenert betweensddiers ard armenon the first
priority for an ar force res remained n effect ard has anly rarely been a source of
friction.

As ealty as WWI, sddiers ard armen alike urderstood the stong interrelationshp
betweenai supeiority ard CAS.® General John J Pershing, commander of the American
Expedtionary Forces AEF) in WWI sunmmed up te piorities d arpower at the time

sayng the pimary aim was catrol of the ar, but that the ultimate objectve remained



tradtiona. By tradtional, he mear that ater acheving air superority, the ereny’'s
artillery and ground troops had to become ar’'s immediate priority. When air officers
suggesed he military objective (enemy center of gravity) might in fact be degper, or more
strategic (i.e., nationa will or indudry) they were over—ruled by ground commanders.
Aircraft technology at the ime was ato not yet suficiertly advancedto strengthen the
airmensargunment. At leastasfar as seror Army leadeshp was cocemed, the focus br
the time being would remain at the front line d battle. Further, the sekcton of ground
targets “would depenl sdely upon their importance © actual ard projected giound

"4 While the focus emained cbse t the front lines,same Army officers began

operations.
thinking of usng arpower to strike deeperereny targets. Codonel Edgar S. Gorrell's
strategic bombardmert planin the final year of the warervisioned lmbing Geman cities
on the Rhne’> Howewer, three ficrs pewerted drawing ary conclusons on the
effeciveress of deep &ike mmbardmert: GHQ Air Service’s reluctarce to divert asets
for more grategic purmposes, failure of US indudry to meet wartime arcraft requirements,
and the US's relatively short involvement in WWI.

The USArmy beganto place erphass on CAS lkecause bthe psyhological impactit
had on the ererry in 1917, forcing him to reactdefensively or even flee the battlefield.’
Howewer, by 1918, repeatd exosure had somewhat hardered ground veterans aganst
the psghological effects o CAS attacks’ By the end of the war, General Billy Mitchell
recaynized the value d attack avation (CAS included) ard proposed regular attack
aviation urits with specalized aicraft, or ‘flying tanks.® Also, by the em of WWI,

Mitchell, aong with many other armen, felt CAS and close interdiction were priority

missbns for future conflict. The precedng denonstrates that at the conclusion of WWI



ground ard air officers ageed ai supeiority should be the first priority of arpower.
Howewer, there was ataty no agreenert, even betweenar officers, as b the next priority

of arpower.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets: WWI

The fact that no detaled procedues for CAS wee dewloped prior to WWI also
reflectedthe realty that few US arcraft were available kefore 1917 o peform much of a
CAS role. For that matter, there wee only 65 officers in the ertire ammy air sewice in
April 1917 ad only 26 d thee wee acual aviators.” The dekatof a February 1913
House Committee Bill (the Hay Bill) recommending the creation of a separate Air Corps
as ae d the ine canponerts of the Army showed the gereral attitudethat airplanes only
provided an auxiliary function subordinate to the general service of information within the
Sigral Corps™

The issue & who should cantrol arcraft energed dumg WWI. Prior to US
involverrert in WWI, the Air Corps’ “first projected task was ¢ provide ewery two
ground divisions with one squadsn of aeia recanaissace aml one kelloon compary.”*
Aircraft were tied to gound urits that totdly controlled their mission.** Airmen opposed
this idea d decetralized caitrol.*®* They favored the greaest possble concertration of
air asses, under the drect control of an air officer, no matter what the missbn.** In
Sepenber 1918,the Army alowed armen a lrief test of this theary. While organzed
primarily to conduct concerirated cainter—ar missons, Mitchell’'s canmand of same

1,500 Allied aircraft for the St. Mihiel offensive dlowed him to provide concentrated air

suppat for Allied ground commanders.™



CAS Command and Control (C2) System: WWI

WWI witnessed many problems regarding aircraft identification and communications
betweenair ard ground troops. To the infantryman on the giound expeliercing ar atacks
during WWI, dl aircraft gppeared hostile. This view required training ground soldiers in
basic arcraft recagnition.'® To coordinate with airmen “Infartry would fire flares or
smoke sgnals indicating their position, or lay out panel messages to liaison aircraft
requesting artillery suppat or reporting adwancesor debys.”!’ As mentioned previoudy,
friendly and enemy arcraft were difficult to differentiate for the ground soldier. Equdly,
armen had trouble finding the front and then separating friendy from hostile ground
forces mce atthe front."® Therefore, “Mitchell imposed stingert guideines @ when
aircraft could atack n suppat of ground forces”*®

Although radio communications, till in a primitive state during WWI, were aboard
some aircraft, most arcraft were out of touch with the ground immediately upon take—
off.?° Radb communications betweenaircraft ard ground commanders were deficiert due
patly to inadequad training of ground troops n communicatons equpmernt use ad C2
procedues® Also, equpmert washuge, heaw, ard urreliable; ard arcraft ergine power
was very low. These factors resulted in large ddays in passing intellig ence to ground and
air commanders regarding the current bombline. Addtionally, eaty ar—to—ground radios
were subject to regular equpmert failures?  Lack d reliable radio communicaions
forced aimen ard sddiers to carrespand via visual signals, dropped messagesand even
carrier pigens? During WWI, there wee no ‘diverts or ‘on-cal’ arcraft flying CAS

operations. Eachaicraft flew its pe—lriefed misson. C2 consisted of issuing a pilot an

10



updaed map with (hopefully) the reweg lines drawn between friendly ard ereny
territory; agan, this systemresuked n urintended nstarces ¢ friendly fire.?*

For the most pait, US WWI Army organzaion enphasied decetnalized catrol of
air assets. For instance, Brigadier General William Mitchell, Chief of the Air Service, First
Army, only commanded avation units drecty attached b the First Army. He had no
command auhority over air urits atacted © the Frst’s caps aml divisions® In arare
instarce d exercising cerralized catrol during the §. Mihiel offensive in Septenber of
1918, Mitchell aced asthe sngle ar commander for 1,500 Ferch, British, Italian, ard
American aircraft strafing ard bombing retreaing eremry troops, gurs, ard trarspat.®
“Despite poor weather conditions, this overwhelming mass retained aerial control as the
fighters peretrated over Gemanairfields aml daybombers stuck targets an the tettlefield

»n27

ard in the rear This expetierce d concertrating arcraft for a decsive blow

denonstrated what airpower could accanplish under centralized Q.

Single- or Multi—Purpose Aircraft Debat: WWI

Becausamost aspect o aefa combat were new to the US it ertered WWI in no
position to provide shgle-role arcraft for specalized ai missons. The US began WWI
with only 250 aicraft; it would finish the war with over 11,0002® With no spedcilized
CAS aircraft available, “the precursor to ground—atack avation was he infantry contact
patrol plare”?° Most Americanurits lucky eroughto areadyhave aircraft arived at the
front with the DeHavilland 4 (DH—4) which was used “in a variety of roles, one of which
was gound atack”*® Due b duggih US aicraft indugry producton, US Army aviators
flew mostly foreign-built planes in WWI.3* “The desiable desjn characteristics or CAS

... drcraft painted toward amored arcraft equipped with multiple machine gurs and racks
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for bombs, capable of ataning high speed and operating with great maneuverability and
agility (the latter being the ability to transition from one flight condition as rapidly as
possble o arpther).” %

A split deweloped letween proponerts of dngle- (dedcated desgn) and multi—
purpose aicraft for CAS. The realty of curent technology was that the ideal CAS
aircraft was sbw; it was aly wel—proteced fom ground fire when operating in an
environment of air supeiority.*® Becausehere was o guaentee d air supeiority during
WWI (except for limited periods of concentrated effort), the ideal arcraft appeared to be a
compromise: “an arcraft having fighter like agility together with reasonable payload and
sef—proteciion feaures suctas amor plating.”** During WWI, US air forces emhasized
multi—-pumpose fighter aircraft while conducting offensive ar operations.®* As US indudry
reacled ts stide arcraft qualty improved throughout US involvenert in the war US
ground attack (CAS) arcraft were not originally designed for CAS, hut were the produds
of single-seat fighter developmert modificaions.®*® Subsequently, there were no single-
purpose CAS arcraft developed dumg VWWI.

Antiaircraft (AA) ground fire was paciced wth varying degees & effectveress
during WWI. AA defnses aound piincipal ereny targets wee considered exelent.*’
Howewer, Captain Eddie Rckerbackersummed—-up nany pilots' thoughts on “Archie,” or
AA fire, by describing it as “so gppdling but so futile amenace?® But, the fact remained
that Geman AA gumers dedroyed 1,588 Allied arcraft. AA accuacy improved
significartly compared © aircraft developmert as he warprogressed dued improvements

in AA equpmert desgn.*
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The Interwar Years

WWI was sda to be ‘the war to erd al wars,” ard the formation of the Leagueof
Nations dfered the tope d lasting peace. Marny Americars, wishing to cashin on the
peacedividerd ard arxious D get back © isolatonism gladly accepéd cus in the
national defense. Along with dl other areas of the US military, ar forces experienced

reduced bidges.*°

Prioritiesin the Employment of Airpower: Interwar

In 1918, Colonel Edgar S. Goarrell, then Assistart Chief of Staff, Air Sewvice, AEF,
recaynized hat atack arcraft must operate in an environmernt of air superority, thus
estblishing cantrol of the ar as he first air priority.** This view o counter—ar force
enployment as bp priority was shred ty both ground ard air officers throughout the
interwar yeas? By mid-1919,neaty al EuropeanAir Sewice AEF reports, manuak,
ard histories recaynized attack aviation (effectively CAS) as exeededn importance ly
observation and pursuit, but more important than interdiction or strategic bombardment.
Bombardment was gereraly disregaded due @ inconclusve results in WWI ard on
ethical grounds (i.e, bombing civilians).”®* Thus, air priorities sbod at first, ar
supetiority (pursuit); secand, observation; third, CAS; ard last, interdiction ard strategic
bombardmert.

The Army Gerera Staff’s 1922 Training Regulation 10-5,“Doctrines Principles ard
Methods;” stated, that in war “the primary objecive wauld be the destuction of his ammed

044

forces,” further explaining, “al air action was auxiliary to the ground battle. Even

though airmen of the tme wert along with their suppat role for the gound amy, they
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disageed wih sddiers over targetng. Ground officers “favored front—line, morale—
boosting acton; aimed atereny trerches,concertrations, ard gunpositions”*> Howewer,
airmen felt such atacks were inefficient and insisted on targets beyond Army artillery
range, such as “supply ard cammuricaton systens in the eremy’s rear”*® Rumbings
were akeady occuring at the tacical level over the issue 6 front line targets wersus
interdiction targets further removed from the kettlefield. 1n 1923,Gereral Mason Patick,
Chief of the Air Service, introduced he precedng “fundanental conceptions” to the Air
Corps Tactcal School (ACTS) in the form a manual*’ While the US Army atempted to
legitimize this doctrine calling for the ar arm to suppat the Army in the deeat of an
ereny amy, armenwased lttle ime in formulating their own agema.

By 1925, Gereral Mitchell, originally a giound attack aml pursuit proponert, shifted
his top priority to drategic bombardmert; he (like Dauhet) believed only strategic
airpower could win the total wars of the future. With increased awnomy acheved
through the Air Corps Act of 2 duly 1926, armen urofficially shifted their priority for
airpower to drategic bombardmert over CAS. By alout 1930, armen quietly slipped
close sippat behind srategic atack aml ar interdiction.”® The peiod, 1925-30marked
the nmeturing of a fundanerta spit in ar ard ground stategic thinking. Soldiers ard
airmen ill both believed air supeiority was the first priority, but for different reasons.
Soldiers believed air superority wasa mears o ataining their erds creaing a fvorable
environmen for defeaing the ereny amy in a drect confrontation. Airmen increasngly
believed ar superority was a rmears d ataining different erds creaing a favorable
environment in which to condud deep interdiction and strategic bombing, thus destroying

the enemy’s will and/or capability to wage war.*® Therefore, there was a aura spit in
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defining the secand priority of arrpower. Because ddiers believed arpower was jist
arother tool for the ground cammander, they logicaly assured CAS as te secad
priority useof ar asses. Howewer, many armen were no longer convinced drect attack
on ereny forcesnearthe front wasthe nost efficiert use @ arpower,; pethaps anndirect
appoach aganst the eremy’s canmunications, industy, ard/or population could more
efficiertly attain political objectives. Therefore, sane armen concluded, the secod
priority of arpower stould be deepertargets (hose assoated wth air interdiction ard
strategic bombardmert) thanthe forward area ergets assoiated with CAS.*°

In the late 1930s “The prevailing influence of drategic ar warfare tended to work
aganst deweloping a cdesive tacical ar—ground doctrine”>* Between1926 ad 1941,
the Air Corps Tacitcal School (ACTS), heavly influerced ly Mitchell, as wdl as Garell's
eatier work during WWI regarding strategic ar operations, began plachg the value d
strategic bombing (indugrial web theory®®) as a fgher priority use & airpower than
CAS.>® The WWI expelierce of stalemate an the gound seened © suppat this new
doctrine. ACTS lecturesin 1934-35 eplained that by interrupting a ration’s indudrial
web through strategic bombardmert one might cause raral cdlapse. Howewer, ewen if
moral callapsedid not occur, strategic bombing would ewertualy cause a dtapse n the
enemy’s indudrial fabric; in modern war a nation was considered helpless without the
warmaking potential of its indugry.>* Airmen displyed their lack d concem over
developing CAS doctrine when they dated that, “Rarely will troops durng battle be
sutae objecives d an Air Force’>® Historian Joe Gry Taylor summed—up the
relegation of CAS sayng, “Thus, in the ten yeass precedng the autbreak d the Secad

World War, the Air Corps pail little atention to tacical aviation asa whole”*® This is
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not to imply that atack avation completely disappeagd fom the ACTS curiculuny it did
howewer, take a sepus kack—seato the instruction on deeperattack.

The ground portion of the Army had a nuch different view. In disapproving a 1940
organizationd proposal by General Hap Arnold, the War Department General Staff stated,
“The Air Corps lelieves that its ptimary purmpose s to defeat the ereny air force ard
execuk indepemlert missons aganst ground targets. Actualy, its pimary purmpose & to
assst the giound forces n reacling their objectve”®’ This statement further illustrated
the divergerce n thought betweenairmen ard ground sddiers over the location of an

ereny’'s COG.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets: Interwar

Ground ard air officers also differed over ownership of CAS asset  Ground
commanders kelieved CAS asses should be assgned b, ard urder the catrol of, field
amies. Air commanders dsageed wih this pieceneal distribution of CAS asset ard
argued br consolidaton of CAS asets urderthe catrol of GHQ af forces™

Accading to the Natonal Defense Act of 1920,“All avation in an Army should be
enployed r paticipaion in the kettle, ard al strategic bombardmert ard recanaissare
should be done by awviation in GHQ Resrve”*® Attack (CAS) urits wee decetralized
under direct control of amies, with one atack wing for eachsix field amies arl one for
GHQ Resrve?® Althoughairmen prefered nore certralized caitrol of air asses undera
single airman the Lasster Board of 1923 etaned he relationship of decetralized
control.®*  Mobilizaion plars of the nid—1920s refleced he hasic philosophy of
distributing attack avation, along with obsewation ard purssut, asset anong field

armies.®?
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In 1926, in accadarce with Army Training Reguation 440-15, “Fundamnental
Principlesfor the Employment of the Air Service; an ar force d atack am puisut units
was asgned © eachfield amy, while bombardment ard pursut avation were held in
reserve with GHQ ar force® It was assuet that whena field amy becane involved in
important operations, it would be suppated by GHQ aviation.®® Howewer, TR 440-15
also wamed agaist breaking—up te GHQ ai force exeptin anenergercy, ard thenonly
temporaiily. Therefore, during this period a mx of certralized and decetralized cantrol
of air asset was appled. Howewer, in the truest serse d the terms, airpower was
decetralized.

Attack aviation training suffered adong with dl Army air training immediately
following WWI due to unt inactivations and pesonnel transfers. However, some
improvements were made ty the erd of the Air Corps Act of 1926's Five-Year Program,
in 1931%® The Ar Cops dil mot set up spedl sclools b teach atack avation
teciques;the training was é&ft to tactical units®® It is worth noting a this paint that for
ashort peiiod duiing the 1920ghe US Amy Air Sewnice/Arr Corps Third Attack Gioup,
edablished in 1921, wasthe aly dedcated gound suppat unt in the world.*” Despite
the heawy enphass armen were plachg on strategic atack heay, the Third Attack
Group never wert out of existence. Annual maneuvers suggesed atack avation wasale
to perform its mission of close suppat.®®

GHQ Air Force’s 1934 mmand Past Exercise (a joint gaff officers war gane)
resulted in very different lessons learned by the mgor players. The First Army felt the
exercisesshowed it should control attack aviation as par of its amy organc asset On

the other hand, corps canmanders thought they stould control combat as wdl as
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obsewation arcraft. Contrary to the giound pespecive, airmen disageedwith air asset
enployment during the edercise. Air asset had beendiverted fom air superority ard
interdiction targets to provide CAS. Army ard caps conmanders wee focused o the
enemy immediately in front of them; whereas the armen were convinced the ar force's
objective should be the ereny’s trarspats (lines d communicaion between invading
shps aml ereny landed brces) Airmen complained that diversions for CAS preverted
the ar force fom ushg ar asset to achieve ar superority ard sultsequen interdiction
attacks. While the spit between deeperar enployment ard CAS was appaent, the
sewrices wee beginning to erunciate their differences n the enployment of attack avation
assets; airmen favoring interdiction and ground soldiers favoring CAS. Interestingly,
Gereral HughA. Drum, Deput Chef of Staff, wert on recad assayng that all mears of
defense reeded @ be better coordinated betweenthe rvices a suggesion that turned out
to be many years alead @ its ime (i.e., the later creaion of the Jant ForcesCommander
(JFC).%°

The edablishment of GHQ Air Force n the Regular Army in 1935 edicaly charged
the Army’s aviation organzaton. In 1936, pursuit ard attack aviation were taken away
from the cantrol of field amies ard puturderdirect control of GHQ Air Force.”® The Air
CorpsBoard noted attack avation should be asigned b GHQ Air Force ® that it could
be used aywhere in a theaer of operation as directed ty Gerera Headquaers. “A
weapm capalke of giving direct suppat to more than one subordinate unt should be
asigned b a sipeiior headquaters.” "
In Jure 1941,Army Regulation 95-5 ceatd he Army Air Forces(AAF) ard moved

the Air Force e sep cbser to ownership ard aubnomous caitrol of its ar asses. The
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AAF controlled the Ofiice d the Chef of the Air Corps, the Air Force Combat Command
(formerly GHQ Air Force), ard al other Army air elenerts.”” Thusin 1941, deite most
ground commanders’ prefererces,it appeaed he issue wasesdved; armen would own
al ar asset ard exercise cetralized catrol. Unfortunately for all, the delate was far

from settled.

CAS Command and Control (C2) System: Interwar

Problems asseiated wih air—to—ground radio communicaion persisted wel pastthe
mid—1920s “electical interfererce causd recepion trouble””  Airmen ard ground
forces were uaudly limit ed to WWI techniques such as handwritten notes dropped in tubes
or pouches ardl prearanged sijrals usig flares o aeia maneuvers.”

In 1928, a board of Air Corps ard Sgnal Corps officers deermined wo types of
radio communicaions were necessar. “command” communicaton within ard between
air units; ard “lisison” commurication betweenai ard ground urits.”” By the ealy 1930s
training beganto include iedio communications control of air operations. This type d
control had long sufered due b poor communicatons equpmert. Howewer, armenused
the equpment they could get tactcal unts used aailable canmunicaions equpment ard
visualtechiques b pracice & methods®

In 1940, FM 1-10 erphaszed te importance d command, control, ard
communications betweenar ard friendly ground forces éspecaly amored forces)using
predeggnated “signals, pyrotechnical deuces parels, ard-alove all—direct radio
commuricaton betweenamor ard ar urits”’’ Airmenand sddiers had becane awae o

how they would like to enploy air—to—ground canmunicatons; howewer, the techology

was dill trying to catch up with the Army’s battlefield conceptions.
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Single- or Multi—Purp o= Aircraft Debate: Interwar

The interwar years marked a period of serious neglect for the US military in generdl,
ard CAS arcraft spedicaly. Partly due b desies to reduce he deicit, downsizing,
growing isolationism, recesion, ard finaly depesson, the US smply did not chamel
significart fundsinto ground—atack aicraft developmert.”

Early atempts to build a sngle-pupose ground—atack arcraft such asthe Boeing
GA-2 exelierced tchical difficulty resuking in the producion of only one arcraft.
Sulsequen budget cuts in the md-1920sprecluded he dewlopment of a stisfactory
ground—atack arcraft. So, even though the Air Service had established limited CAS
doctrine by the md-1920sthere waslimited commercial technology and funding to
produce he recessar aircraft.”” In fact most ground—atack aicraft urtil about 1930
were modified versions of standard Army observation aircraft.® The Air Corps acquired
76 ard 78,in 1928 ad 1930, respecively, modified \ersons of the O-1B observation
plare for use n atack avation® By 1931, the Army had a stardad aircraft for
obsewation, pursut, ard bombardmert, but not one for ground—atack avation.*

Private aircraft dewelopmert stressed dad capacy, thus arcraft developmert in the
1920sfocused on long—rarge tramsport.  The cammercial incertive ard anar doctrine
stressihg bombers over fighters, led to quicker developmerts in bomber tecmology at the
experse of attack ard fighter arcraft techhology into the 1930s Additionally,
tecmological advances n aeodynarmics, structures,and propulsion gererated ertirely new
capabilities in arcraft design by the 1930s faster, more duralde, longerrarge arcraft
were now possible. Exanplesof attack arcraft developed ncluded: the Qurtiss A-3, the

A-12 Shike, the Qurtiss A—21, the Nathrop A-17A the Martin Model 167F ard the
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Douglas A—20 Hawc.®®* Howewer, the peformance d theseaircraft was found warting
ard so, “The fighter arrplane gradualy cane to assure the dutes o what had, to that
time, beenconsidered the tradtiona role of the ‘attack’ arplane-striking atground targets
with bombs ard machine—gunfire delvered fom low—atitude errain-huggng atacks” %
In 1938,Gerera Oscar Westover, Chief of the Air Corps requesed a nore powerful
plare for ground suppat purposes. This aircraft becane the Army’s light attack—lmmber,
the Dauglas A—20 twin—ergine, 350 nph, 1,200 mile range, 20000 t. akitude, .30
caiber machine gurs, ard a weapaos load d 2,000 painds in bombs).?> In 1940-41 he
Air Board ard FM 1-5, “Employmert of Aviation of the Army,” (puldished 15 April
1940)attempted to settle the delate over the best CAS/close interdiction arcraft. The Air
Board claimed that the ight bomber was nore effecive aml suwvivalde, pointing toward
usng the Dauglas A—20. Ground canmanders also expressed their preferercesin what
characteristics a CAS aircraft should pcssess. Major Gerera Innis P Swift, commander
of the 1st Cawdry Division, proposed he Army’'s ideal CAS aircraft, “long loitering
capability, armor protection aganst ground weapons, and ability to carry a suitable
nurber of weapons and munitions... egine with suitable horsepower.”®®  After added
controversy over whether the dive—bomber might not be more effecive than the light
bomber, Air Force Canbat Command (the succesor to GHQ Air Force) decded m the
dive-bomber ard produced a sl quartity of Brewger A—32s The A-32 was heaver
ard caried four 20—nmm camons. Howewer, this sngle—pumpose ar—to—ground arcraft
proved neffecive n WWII ard wasewertually replaced ly the North AmericanA-36 (a

converted P-51ifjhter).?’
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AA capabilities made little progress in relationship to arcraft development duiing the
interwar yeass. As arcraft atained geater speeds ahaltitudes,AA deweopmert failed to
keeppacein the years just prior to WWII. Lack d adequat AA training duiing this
peiiod ako impared AA effeciveress® ACTS's teaclings stessed ¢ airmen that AA
was mt a sgnficart threat Captin Lary Kuter of ACTS was quaed sayng,
“ Antiair craft fire, while annoying, should be ignored.”®°
A slortage of defense dollars ard besic disageenernt between armen ard ground

commanders resukedin little enphass placed @ deweoping a suvivale, dedcated CAS

aircraft. Therefore, the Unted Sates etered WWII with a less tan optima CAS

capabilit y.

WWII ( Pre—cambat, North Africa, Pacific, Scily/Italy, and France)

Priorities n the Employment of Airpower

Pre—conbat. In 1941, during joint training in the Louisara Maneuvers, the Army
Air Force (AAF) dlotted ar sorties as follows. 82% to interdiction targets (60% to lines
of communicaion ard 22%to amrmored ard mechanzed earforces)ard only 18% toward
“miscelaneous,” to include drect battlefield suppat, or CAS. Airmenawided providing
CAS to ground commanders for snall ereny concertrations ard targets within range d
friendly artillery. Such attacks were not considered a profitable use of ar assets.*
Cleaty, most armenhad decded hat, as a geeral rule, CAS should be the last priority of
airpower.

Pacific. While Marine ard Naw CAS also denonstrated sgnificart growth in

doctrine ard techiquesduring Pacfic operations, the focus d this study remains Air
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Force CAS in suppat of ground forces paticularly, the Army. Howewer, one camot
ignore the possble efect Marine ard Naw CAS expetierce n the Facfic had on the
Army ard Air Force.

Airmenfaced a dferent ereny (Japar) ard a different ervironment (islands sepaated
by long distarces)in the Suthwest Pacific duting WWI1 than forces fghting in Europe
ard North Africa. Howewer, ewen in this ervironmert, ard with Gerera Geage C.
Kenney’s (Allied Air Forces, Southwest Pacific Area, Commander) recommendation, dl
services ill agreed that local air supeiority, defeat of the Japanese ar force in their area
of operations, was he top ar priority.”! Targes wee ereny airdromes m sutsequen
islands dong the pah of the Allies island—topping route toward Japan.’? The next
priority was interdiction (close and deegp) of Japanese shipping and lines of communication
overland to Japaese font line forces?® In addition to Allied air atack, US submarines
also acheved tremerdous swccess nterdicting Janese slpping. It is important to note
that arcraft range limitations effectively precluded any discussion or thoughts of attacking
more distart Japaese strategic targets by air. Kenney, as wel as MacAthur ard most
Allied commandes, believed they needed to use arpower for ar supeiority and
interdiction to isolate the kettlefield. Once the battlefield was isolated, air asses would
provide CAS to gound troops.*

North Africa. During 1942 ighting in North Africa, contrary to pre—wardoctrine,
air suppat commands, tied © Army corps needs denonstrated he piority atacked b
CAS over interdiction ard drategic grike® This employment was consistent with FM
31-35,“Aviation in Suppat of Ground Forces (issued 9 April 1942) This priority on

CAS dso implicitly overrode the previoudy agreed upan primary priority of airpower to
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acheve/maintain air superority. Thus, soties ted © cops canmanders wee not
available to destoy Gemanaircraft at ereny arfields’® Howewer, as a esut of armenis
persistence an the issue, decsions at the Casalarca Caofererce, ard Eiserhower's
reorgarizaion in North Africa, certralized caitrol of ar asset under a single airmanwas
edablished in late January 1943" The resuk for armenwas arefocusof the first priority
of arpower back b acheving/maintaining ar superority, “the neutraizaion ard
destuction of ereny ai forces’®® Additionally, interdiction was ecanizedasa higher
priority use of airpower than CAS except in energercy situatons. While British Air
Marshal Sir Arthur Coningham, Northwesern African Tacical Air Forces Conmander, is
generaly credited with this revelation in arpower employment, Lieutenant Genera Carl
Spaakz, Northwesern Air Force Conmander, acualy recanmended he value of
interdiction to “ground and ar commanders in North Africa well before Coningham...
took command.”®°
This refocusin prioritieswasmanifested n FM 100-20,“ Command and Employment

of Air Power,” in July 1943,9gred ly Gereral Geage C Marshall, the Army Chief of

Staff. > Airpower priorities kecane: first, air supetiority; secand, interdiction; ard third,

CAS.™®* FM 100-20 kcane the Air Force’s basic doctrina manual through the Korean
War.'®? Officially relegaing CAS to the third priority opered he door for increased
friction over the CAS delate betweenground ard ar officers!®® Rephcing the previously

issued AM 1-5, “Employmert of Aviation of the Army,” dated January 1943, ard

effectively nullifying FM 31-35, FM 100-20 d@irther illuminated the earlier described

divergerce in ground ard air officers’ views am the ereny’s cener of gravity (COG).

Degite FM 100-205 guidarce, most amy ground officers retained heir primary focus of
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achieving direct effects on the ereny fielded brces m ard close © the ettlefield.'*

Excepions t this rule appearto have beenArmy commanders atove the amy level*®®
(i.e,, Gererals Dwight D. Eisenhower ard Geage C.Marshal) who were responsible for
acheving strategic objectves n line with the pditical objecive o Gemary's
unconditional surender. Conversely, athough their focus tad beencharging for same
yearls, most armen used AM 100-20 o shift their perceved COG to more indirect
targeting of the enemy’s war—making system. Commaon purpose, an ar force ill only
patt (though co-equalpat) of the Army, cooperation, ard strong leadeshp eralded
ground canmanders ard armen to dewelop a wakalde CAS arangenert during the
North Africa camaign.

Sicily/Italy. During the Scily invasion, Seventh Army ard |1 Corpsreceved no CAS
during the first 48 ard 72 hours o the goeration, respecively. This was a diect resuk of
lessons leamned in North Africa aml ideasforth—coming that same month (July 1943)in
FM 100-20 egarding the refocusin ar priorities Allied Air Forces first directed sorties
at the Axis ar threatard thentoward interdicting Geman forces atempting to reachthe
Allied landing areas. It was not urtil two to three days into the invasion that ground
forces fnally receved CAS.'® Surface conmanders wee dispeased desp the fact
airpower quickly achieved air supeiority over the area of operations, while the Allies lost
only threeships (@ destoyer, minesweeperard LST)'%" out of 1,411 due b ereny ar
attack®® Air forcesappeaed umesponsive to air suppat requess, atleas in the opinion
of suface conmanders.

Soldiers, salors, ard marines drectly expetiercing the effects of the Luftwaffe on D—

Day were less than convinced of the utility of FM 100-205 priority scheme in the
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employment of arpower. While subsequent days proved less threatening to Allied
invasion forces the memory of no close ar suppat in the first few days washard to erase
from sddiers minds. Conversely, armen saw hat even after ganing ar superiority over
the Luftwaffe, US CAS arcraft sugained heavy losses to AAA fire. This fact only
strengthered he armernis argurert that interdiction targets were a more profitade useof
valuable, ard winerade, air asset."'°

France. Most armen ard sddiers had profoundly different views of airpower
priorities in 1944. Spaat™' ard indugrial web erthusasts (products of the ACTS)
believed strategic bombing of the German war—mé&ing system might achieve victory
without a Europeanland invasion. They thus adwcated pursuing their own first ard
secand air priorities,air superority ard strategic atack, respecively. Howewer, pdlitical
consderations ard semor Army leadeship drected a énd invasion. In prepaation for the
Normardy invasion, Eiserhower believed that suficiert arpower strength to maintain
both air supeiority ard CAS (FM 100-205 first ard third ar prioritieg, while also
peforming interdiction, were critical to success.™® Consciously diverting air asses,
considered strategic by Eighth Air Force, Eiserhower reappeotioned ar asset to cover ar
superority, interdiction, and CAS at the experse d strategic bombing. Fortunately, these
reappationed air asets, along with the weakead sate d the Luftwaffe in 1944" were
sufficiert to acheve/maintain air supeiority ard a brm of high-level dedcated CAS
system through the formation of tactcal ar commands assgned direcly to US ammies.

Abundart ar assets in the fina year of the war in Europe precuded disabling delete

betweenar ard ground canmanders as o the relative priorities d CAS ard interdiction.
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Therefore, at the conclusion of WWII most ground canmanders favored ushng ar
asset for tactical ard operational pumposes w@er strategic enployment. Conversely,
airmen cleaty favored the stategic use 6 arpower ard believed CAS was he least

efficient employment of limited air assets.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets

Pre—conbat. In April 1942, Feld Manual FM 31-35, “Aviation in Suppat of
Ground Forces” creakedthe appeaarce d a wakalde ground—ar suppat systent “this
manual washeanily concemed with orgarization ard hed little to sayatout operations.”***
The system essetidly creaed mni ar forces br corps canmanders whch violated the
airmen's concept of certralized catrol of ar asses for the most effective usewithin a
theaker. Additionally, this systemtendedto draw the focus br arr enployment to front—
line forcesversus deepertargeing. While the Army appoved d this dedcated tcical
use d ar suppat, the cacept violated the curent thinking of more strategic—mnded

airmen**®

Appationmert of asses in favor of deepettargets was ow firmly ingrained in
the reats of armen as a esuk of Mitchell's aml the ACTS's teaclhings throughout the
1930s

Pacific. Under Gerera MacArthur, in Augug 1942, Gerera Kenney erjoyed
certralized catrol of ar asset in the Southwest Pacfic area. MacArthur ertrusted
Kenney with the freedan to enploy arpower as lest fit ewlving circumstarces®
Opemting under a nisson-type aders syssem™’ MacArthur and Kenney bendfited from
what one might today consider a relationship smilar to the one shared by a Joint Forces

Commander (JFC) ard Jdnt Forces Ar Componert Commander (JFACC).*® Kenney, in

turn, ddegated day—to—day flight operations to Brigadier General Ennis Whitehead.'*°
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Whitehead,asCommander, Advanced Echelon (ADVON), Ffth Air Force, had cantrol of
al Ffth Air Force ar assed, as wdl as sone Royal Australian Air Force asses$
occasbnally assijned © him by Kenney.'?°

North Africa. The result of the initial US military organization in North Africa which
enployed decetralized control proved © be a pwr use & ar asset in the gering

months of the campagn.'*

However, Eisenhower’s reorganization, as a result of the
Casablarca nfererce n eaty 1943,forced a gynificart charge in US air enployment.
The reorganzaton, the rapping of FM 31-35, subsequen pulicaton of FM 100-20,
and the British influence of Air Marsha Sir Arthur Coningham resulted in air requests
going alove corps level to the highest Army level, while tactical ar unts wee placed
underthe command of anairman'® Cerralized catrol of air asses under anairman met
frequem Army resistarce, but proved efective in flexibly concertrating arpower in North
Africal®®

Sicily/Italy. Operation Husky, the Allies invasion of Sicily, demonstrated airmen’s
prefererce n atacking deepettargets for operational value, over more tacical, or CAS-
type targets. Air operations for Huky were conducted “virtualy indepemlertly” of
anphibious ard ground operations.*** The canmand stucture provided no AAF aircraft
direcly asigned for ground suppat of the invason. Gerera Bradky, 1l Corps
Commander, 14 US Army, summed—up gound commanders concems enphaszing their
discamfort in not knowing what the ar plan was ad the urcettainty of whether ground
forces waild receve CAS at al.**®

As noted previously, ar forces wee cerralized n order to: first, acheve air

supeiority; ard secod, interdict Axis troops ard supples from reaching front—line
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fighting. Bradley expressed peurbation over the AAF's deeperattack enphass ard
believed armens “lack d ar paticipaion in the joint plaming at ewery level was
inexcusalte”** Howewer, Bradley also adnitted “there were no wel—orgarized Axis air
assaults on our invasion forces... the Seventh Army was not serioudy interfered with.”*?’
While the air planfor ar superority ard interdiction appeas to have beenappopriate ard
well-execued, fallure to keepthe Army informed seemm to have negated the lkenefits
provided,at leastin the heats ard minds d the giound canmanders.

France. The kettle for France saw a @v command relationshp for tactcal air asses.
Contrary to FM 100-20,the Allies would not centrally control all air assets a the theater
level as hey had dane in the Medterranean™® In April 1944, Ninth Air Force’s Fighter
Commands lkecane Tactical Air Commands (TACs). And while no formalized structure
linked he Ninth's sulprdinate canmands © spediic land forces,there exsted a gereral
agreenert anong the megjor players™®® “IX TAC would suppat the acivities of First
Army, and the XIX TAC would suppat... Thrd Army.”**° Evertualy XXIX TAC was
creaked © suppat Ninth Army. This arangenen, contrary to the rewly deweloped AV
100-20,esentially cerralized catrol of most non—drategic ar asets at the Numbered
Army level. Ground canmanders wee exrenely pleased wh this command
relationship.™*! In their opinion, air asses were better tied to their objecive, which was
occupyng territory and detaing the Geman Army. While tactical ar commanders wee
also conduading counter—ar and ar interdiction missions they still spent a good dedl of

their time providing CAS to the Army.*** Despie the techicaly decetralized conmand

structure, arpower was demonstrating its great versatility. The ever—increasng g
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between Allied arpower and the Luftwaffe dlowed for Allied air supeiority for much of

the final yearof the war, evenwithout certralized catrol at the theater level.

CAS Command and Control (C2) System

Pre—conbat. During the Louisara Maneuvers, 1940-41,CAS C2 proved awkwad.
Air liaison officers appiovedor disappoved ar requess receved from ground division or
corps level. Actual front-ine ground forces lad no direct communicatons with inbound
strike flights. Thislack d control over the enployment of arpower becane a saorce d
friction betweenground sddiers ard armen These egrcises dertified a med b improve
CAS C2 systens™*® FM 31-35,“Aviation in Suppat of Ground Forces” issued @ 9
April 1942, attempted to improve the air—ground C2 system “FM 31-35 phced ai
suppat commands under the catrol of the gmound force canmander, while the
commander of the giound’'s suppat command wasto actasanar advser to the ground
commander.”*** Howewer, the cardination involved n a retwork of Air Suppot Paties,
Air Suppat Control Centers, ard canmunicatons between ground ard ar forces
consolidated within an Air Suppat Command, proved bo cunbersome to be truly
effecive. FM 31-35made airmenappearto be more recepive to providing quaity CAS
than was he case. By this time, armen's minds wee wardering toward using airpower
for their secad priority (after acheving ar supeiority), strategic bombardmert.
Unfortunately, the FM 31-35systemwasall that existed atthe ime ard wasused ly the
US in North Africa urtil February 1943'%

Pacific. Genera Whitehead controlled his ar assets by issuing mission—-type orders
to his goup canmanders (.e.,, bomber, fighter, etc.) ard then tweakng this guidarce

with dally taskings™*® As more air asses beganarriving in theaer, Whiteheadincreasigly
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decetralized catrol for his fighter ard bomber commanders o assume more of the
detiled operationa control of assijned aicraft.*®’

The thick jungles aml hazadous wealer'®® of the Racfic offered sgnificart C2
challenges™® Difficulty in distinguishing enemy from friendly forces and numeous
friendly fire instarcesled to a succesen of idertificaion teciques. After coored
idertificaion parels proved ursuccesful, “the Marines asigned a radio—equpped ‘ar
forward obsewver teamto front—line forces b control ard drrect incoming stikes, with
much greaer succes$™® The Marines, faling back on their earlier experience in
Nicaragug adso helped solve joint service communications problems by simultaneoudy

controlling strike arcraft via radio.***

This Pacific C2 system continued to improve
throughout 1943-45. As might be expeced dueto its doctrinal enmphags in usng aircraft
as a form of flying artillery, the most successil CAS C2 system occured within the
Marine Corps isef betweenits ar ard ground forces*** Army ground pesonnel in the
Pacfic theater liked what they saw n the decetralized Mame CAS system

Sicily/Italy. C2 problems durning the Scily invason added ¢ CAS friction ard
includeddefcierciesin communicatons, idertificaion of friendly forces,ard ground—ar
liaison. Sicily saw experimentation with fighter control parties (personnel in jeeps with
VHF radios direcing saties agaist ererry positions).**®

During the Italian canpaign, radio—equppedforward control posts ard aeia forward
air controllers (FACs) were effectively enployed as stardardized C2 procedues were
developed. Adaptation of the British ‘Rover’ system provided better CAS to the ground

commander. An Army air liaison officer, equpped wih a VHF radio would ‘rove’ from

brigade b brigade atthe front ard coordinate fighter—bomber strikes wth an AAF
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controller to provide reeded CA. Airborne FACs abo aided gound cammanders by
cdling in necessar CAS.***

France. Successful instances of CAS in close proximity to Allied ground forces in
1944 led to an erthugastic Army/AAF excharge pogram to erhance ar—ground
cooperation. The resuks includednot only psychological ard camprehensive kenefits, but

also the deelopmert of new atack ectmiques ad weapms.'*

Some C2 problems did
continue, resuking in continuedinstarces & friendly fire. The decsion over where to set
the ‘bomb safety line' led to creating an inadvertent sanctuary zone from Allied airpower
for Geman forces nside te tomb line. To counter this situaton, the Army ard AAF
creaeda close caperation line inside he omb line. Becausehe cbse camperation line
changed as many as ten times a day and real time intelligence was not available in the
1940s C2 problems continued for CAS.*°

Onthe dive through Frarce aml into Gemary, Gereral Quesada IX TAC provided
continuous dayight ‘armored column cover’ to Frst Army, a form of ar protecton ard
flying artillery. As the Frst concentrated its armor for offensive operations, Quesada
furnished anavator ard anaicraft radio for the lead ank to communicate with the IX’s
fighter—bombers.™’” Gererad O. P. Weylard’'s XIX TAC provided he same type d
equpmert ard pesonnel suppat to Gereral Paton’'s Third Army.**® Armored column
cover becane the sardad as he Allies advanced, consisting of four dedicated P-47s
relieved every 30 mirutes by another flight.**° Ground officers ked he tighter control

ard closer coordination available under the TAC/Numbered Army amrangenert of

dedcated, push-CAS. While airmen performed adniraldy under this decetralized
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control-type system, they were Hill convinced centralized control of ar assets at the
theakr level by anarmanwas te preferred method of arpower enployment.

Opemtion Cobra, 24 dly 1944, caled for drategic bomber assets to provide pre—
planned CAS for an Allied ground thrugt.**® During Cobra, a patponement order, due b
bad weather, wasnever receved by Eighth Air Force. This order was b deby their CAS
missbn.”™! The urfortunate result saw the bombers inflic ting numerous friendly casudties.
Ninth Air Force mbers abo caused mny casuaies duing this sane opemtion.™*
Neither Eighth Air Force ror Ninth Air Force’s Banbardmert Divisions enoyed the close
C2 arrangenert the TACs had with the Nunbered Armies. Even atter moving friendlies
back further from the bombline, Lieutenant General Ledie J McNair, former commander
of Army Ground Forces, was killed dong with other friendly forces by non—TAC bombers

the next day.'*

Despte the facts that Bradkey was awae in adwance of the strong
possibility of a least a small number of friendly casudties and the tremendous effect the
bomhings had in achieving an Allied breakthrough Operation Cobra was not hailed as a
success P ground commanders for obvious easms>*

Instarceslike Opeation Cobra, on 24 dily 1944,convinced nany ground officers that
their preferred solution to the CAS problem was better C2 of dedtated, sngle-purpose airr

assets, trained to operate in close proximity to ground forces, and decertralized cantrol of

air assets assigned to ground formations (i.e., TACs).

Single- or Multi—Purpose Aircraft Debate

Pacific. The Bedl P-39/P-400 #kacdora, desgned asa fighter, proved inferior in
air—to—ar combat, but was successlly adaped for CAS in the Racfic, strafing ard

bombing the Japaese. In fact, historian Jae Giay Taylor postulated that had those aircraft
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been succesful in ar—to—ar use, “ground forces might have had no direct suppat at
al.”*™  The Douglas A-24 Dautless, desgned br the ar—to—surface nission
(specticaly, shp attack), proved bkcking in the RPacfic when faced wih an ervironment
where ar supeiority had not beenachieved **®

Kenney also enployed B-24sard P-47s(neither originally desgned for the CAS
mission) that he receved dueto the fact that forcesin Europe peferred B-17sard P-51s
Europe emained he USmain focus unil after victory over Gemary had beenreasmally
secued.”” In sum Kenney effectively enployed aicraft desgned for other missbns (by
adaping themfor tactical ar use)to accamplish CAS in the Racfic.

Aircraft desgned for ard considered appopriate for tacical ar enployment prior to
WWII met with far less succes. A-20s ard B-25s (light ard medium bombers,
respecively) peforming CAS hed difficulty finding, hitting, and daneging their targets.
They did howewer, do danage © friendly troops®*® To be fair, a big problem for all
aircraft, regardless d type, was dertificaion of troops (rierdly ard ereny) in the thick
Southwest Pacific island jungles.

Kenney faced adss Ethal artiaircraft artillery (AAA) threat than air commanders in
the European theater. Japanese AAA severely lagged that of the othe mgor powers in
numbers arl accuacy. Thus, their AAA presented some danger,™® but overall was less of
a threatto US aircraft flying CAS.*®°

Sicily/Italy. The North American A-36 Invader, a deivative of the P-51AMugany
fighter was aataly recanfigured (dive lrakes wee wired shut) to essetialy make it a P—
51 fighter. This aircraft was he hghest pefformance dive bomber of the time; it could

defend itself aganst enemy fighters at low dtitudes, while dso performing “shallow diving
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attacks, and halgehopping grafing uns a high speed.”*®*  Unfortunately, the Intruder
ganed rotoriety for its use m numerous nstarces d friendly fire ard its extremely
vulnerade cooling system The Italian canpagn marked he useof heaw and medium
bombers for CAS. Fghter—bombers proved nore successfl ard suvivade thandesgned
dive bombers.**

As mentioned, AAA was a much more sgnificant threat in Europe than the Pacific.
In Augug 1943, effecive Gemanflak, AAA, assisted dmost 40000 Geman ard 62,000
Italian troops, and much of their equpment, in successfily withdrawing/escapig from
Sicily. 1%

France. The most successful US CAS arcraft in the Allies’ battle to retake Western
Europe wasundoubtedly the P-47 Tundelbolt, a cawerted ighter aircraft. This multi—
role fighter—bomber, originally designed for air supeiority operations, had a radial piston
ergine (more survivade to ground fire than liquid—coled emjines), could cary a
reasmalde weapms load pombs ard rockets), ard caried powerful gunamaments (eight
.50 calber machine gurs) for strafing.*®*

Congresspnal funding issuesluring the waralso effected the CAS arcraft delate. In
a letter, daked 29 dine 1944, from Gereral “Hap” Arnold, Commanding Gereral, Army
Air Forces,to Lieutenant Gereral “Tooey” Spaatz, Commanding Gereral, US Strategic
Air Forcesin Europe, Arnold explained there wauld be no new aircraft development urtil
after the wardue b Congressbnal concem over the pultic dett.’®> The AAF would fight

the remainder of the war with existing air assets, though innovative enhancements were

made to many of these arcraft to improve their flexibilit y and ussfulness.
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Germany introduced double fuses (contact and timed) to AAA in late 1944 b greaty
improve gun effectiveness. However, this sgnificant improvement occurred too late to
make a diference n the wars autcome®® Nevertheless, US arcraft flying CAS nissions
agang German troops were sgnificantly less effective when confronted by AAA than
when AAA was absent.’®” “Flak downed nost of the American fighters lost during the
war, the hulk of these n strafing atacks?*®® Airmen learned important lessons for dedling
with AAA for subsequent conflicts (i.e.,, avoid flak concentrations fly irregular courses,
fly only a shgle pass wer targets, use surard terrain for protection, ard enploy chaff ard

jammers to degrade radar).*®

Summary

At this point we have seensewera thenes emerge D indicate a dvergerce ketween
ground ard air thoughts on the uge d CAS. HFrst, while air superority was consistently
recagnizedby all patties asthe rumber one ar priority, the remaining proritizaton of ar
functions varied between the sewices. Additionally, both ground ard ar ageed ai
superority was a Bcessar prerequsite for successfi CAS goerations. Secand, ground
commanders sbwly becane used @ fighting in an ervironmert of friendly ar superority
ard in some instarces erjoyed dedcated ar suppat at lower than theaer levels
(decenralizedcontrol). Third, armenand nost ground canmanders ckaly differed over
ereny COGs. Airmen tended b look more at deeper more strategic targets within an
ereny system as a whble, while sddiers focused rore on the front—line ereny fielded
forces. The excepions o this rule appearto have beenthe highestranking amy officers,

like Eiserhower ard Marshall. Perhaps lecause hey were respamsible for the nost
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effective use of dl milit ary assets, their focus dso considered usng arpower for degper
targeing. Fourth, by the e of WWII the real issues &tweensddiers ard airmen had
became the CAS (Army) versus nterdiction (AAF) prioritization issueard the certralized
(AAF) versus decetralized @Army) control of tactical air asses issue. Fifth, C2 wasa
problem for CAS up through WWII (control/coordination, equpmert, training). Sixth,
airmen and sddiers disageed aver what type d aircraft stould peform CAS, single-
versus multi—pumpose arcraft. Seenth, military budges played aninfluertial role in what
weapm systenrs, equpmert, ard level of training the sevices lought to eachconflict.
Therefore, all seviceswere forcedto make hard ctoices egarding their own ard other
services best interests. As this pger will demonstrate, these same issues remaned in the

forefront throughthe Korean War.
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Chapter 3

CAS. The Korean War

Air power is not 1ying attillery or jet—propdled cavalry; it is the sum of
the maans necessary to dominatethe air. To retain its greatest asset,
flexibility, the integity of the US A Force musbe guaanteed.

—Colonel Frarcis C.Gidem, “Command of the Tactical Air Force;
Military Review, May 1951

I ntr oduction

Arguaby the single most significart evert affecting the CAS relationshp betweenthe
Army ard the Air Force acurred in Sepenber 1947;the Air Force wasedablished asan
indepenlert sewvice. The Air Force row erjoyed co-equalstatus wih the Army ard
legaly exercisedfull control of its asgined ar asses. Howewer, as he following pages
will demonstrate, the Army and Air Force debate on CAS issues continued through the
KoreanWar, ard catinues b this day.

The sevices cotinued b differ over the pioritizaion of airpower assetuse.
Howewer, as mentioned prevoudy, the diference rad narrowed D one o prioritizaton
betweenCAS ard interdiction. And while the issue 6 ar assetownership wassetledin
1947, the issue d appopriate appeotionmert for enployment was far from over.
Additionally, the issue & an appiopriate C2 system was il not settled. Inadequéae

communicatons equpmert, training defciercies, ard a &ilure to include povisions for

45



Naw ard Marine CAS asets in a suppcosed joint C2 system affecied sane of the
Army/Air Force aeas ¢ disageenert. Finaly, there remained dsageenent betweenthe
sewnviceson whether to procure anarcraft dedcatied b the CAS nmissbn or one capale of

performing mutiple missions, in addition to CAS.

Pre—Korea

Priorities n the Employment of Airpower

As alreadymentioned, FM 100-20,“The Command ard Employment of Air Power,”
(July 1943) egablished ar priorities as air supetority, strategic bombardmen,
interdiction, ard (finally) CAS. Additionaly, FM 100—-20 deelred bnd ard air power as
coequd and interdependent forces, with neither auxiliary to the other.' A revised FM 31—
35, “Air—Ground Opeations,” (1946) soecficaly addessed the tactical enployment of
aviation based on the Allied combat system employed in Europe from 1944-45. A theaker
air commander would es#blish ar priorities lased @ the overal theakr force
commander' s guidarce’ The theaer air commander “would asgjn a ctcal ar command
or air force b suppat eachamy group ard amy.”® The lowest level for determining air
misson prioritieswas setat the tactical ar force bvel. The seror ar officer, or director
of operations within eachJant Operations Certer (JOC), deermined whch missons to fly
based on the tactcal ar force conmanders priorities Per FM 31-35,ground ard air
commanders stared ceequalstatus n deermining tacical arr priorities? Air commanders
were to coordinate ard cooperate with their ground force cairterpats.® However,
because amen had ultimate control of tactical ar enployment, the system naturaly

favored their priority of using tacical ar asses for interdiction over using themfor CAS.
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Senior ammy leadeship disageed wih the logic of allowing air commanders coequal
statusin determining tactical ar priorities. What would assue they would receve critical
(as amy commanders viewed 1) CAS? Sewrd joint tacical air exercises between1947—
50, ard paticulady Opemtion Swamer in April — May 1950, highlighted problems in the

existing CAS system

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets

Agan, the 1946 evison of FM 31-35 erphaszed the theatr air commanders
alsdute authority over al tactical ar forces. This revision constituted a codificaton of
proceduesdeweopedduring WWII Europeanoperations betweenthe US Twelfth Army
Group ard Ninth Air Force fom 1944-45. Although arswering directly to the overall
theater forces conmander, the theaker ar commander made al assgnments o tacical ar
commands ard ar forcesto suppat amy groups ard amies.® Eachtacical air force
commander worked n cooperation with his amy counterpait through a Jant Opeiations
Center (JOC), cdlocated with the patticular ammy counterpart headquaters. While CAS
missbns required both ar ard ground appoval, ar force ownership of asses tendedto
determine which missions would be flown.” Therefore, armen both owned ard
appationed Air Force CAS asets under this system

Theseproceduesworked well during the psst-Normandy land canpaign where the
Marines and Navy were no longer contributing ar assets to the fight. The problem lay in
Air Force, as wdl as he aher sewices, neglect to esiblish a manual governing
enployment autority (or operationa control) of Marine ard Naw ar asset within a
theaker of operations. It seened al Kenney's lessans from air operations in the Southwest

Pacfic hed beenneglected®
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CAS Command and Control (C2) System

CAS C2 consisted of both arequestsystemard anair direction (control) system both
of which were regulated trough the JOC. The Army's Tacical Air Request(TAR)
system initiated when a ground commander, a division or lower level, requested CAS up
through his chain of command to the amy level. These equest wek cdlated by amy
represematives in the ar—ground operations secton within the JOC o prioritize he CAS
requess from a giound cammanders perspecive. “Ground forces povided te

communicatons system suppating the reques network.”®

Howewer, this system only
represened the requestside d CAS (.e., what the gound canmander felt he neededin
the wayof ar suppart).

“The actual conduct of operations remained irmly in the hends d air officers”'® The
tacical ar commander exercised caotrol of operations through the Air Force’s Tactical
Air Direcion (TAD) system Based a Army requess © the JOC,ard anar force
commander's estblished priorities, the seior ar officer within the JOC passed amwed
requess from the canbat operations secton to the Tactical Air Control Certer (TACC).
ThisTACC aced as le ar force’s @ controlling agency of actud CAS assets. Although
joint plaming occurred betweenair wing canmanders ard a gound force laison paty,
actualdirecton of air atacks was catrolled throughthe TACC a a sulordinate Tactical
Air Direction Center (TADC). Airmen controlled arcraft by peforming as ground
forward air controllers (FACs), members of ground Tectical Air Control Paties (TACP),
or airborne Tacical Air Coordinators (TAC). FACs am TACs ‘guided te atacking
aircraft onto the target ard away from friendly troops trough combinations of voice

communications, marking rockets, artillery smoke shells, and eectronic sigrals.”™
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Additionally, the Air Force addedadarequpped Tactcal Air Direcion Pasts (TADP) to
the TAD system to provide a least a primitive atack capability whenever FACs and
TACs wee uratle to see érgets?

Opemtion Swamer, idertified seera deiciercies n the exsting CAS Q system
There were mgor defects in both the ar requestard ar control systens. Neither the
Army nor the Air Force cauld suficiertly man or equp the Air—Ground Opeations or
Joint Operations Centers they had created. “The TACPs showed little sKill or interest in
their mission, and the Air Force's communications capability appeared good only in
compatison with the Army’s worst peformance’’®  Inadequat training** ard
communicatons equpmert causeddebys in the JOC—cetered control system This
resuted n uraccepably long respanse tmes for CAS saties™

Tactcal Air Command (TAC), acualy creatd n 1946 before the Air Force/Army
spit, was nade respasible for all Air Forcetactcal air asses and training. Consequettly,
TAC inherited the argang C controversy. Unfortunately, 1946-1950 mved kan
budgetyears for TAC, with the lion's share o Air Force unds going to Strategic Air
Command (SAC).* In fact, TAC lost its mgor command status for a short time in the

late 1940s"’ This stortage d funds wauld sutsequenly affect tacical air training,

weapm systens, ard equpmert.

Single- or Multi—Purpose Aircraft Debate

The Air Force’s tendercy awayfrom CAS was appant in its decsions in purchasng
new arcraft. With limited funds and current technology, the Air Force appreciated the
difficulty in dewloping an al—pumpose fighter. Sucha fighter would have to be fast

eroughto intercept future ereny jet bombers, but also ade to travel slowly erough over
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CAS ftargets anl possessdng flight—erdurarce characieristics®  Air supeiority had to
come first ard that meart procuring arcraft like the F86.

During Opeantion Swamer, jet fighter—bombers (multi—-puipose aircraft) execued
accuete CAS strikes agaist ground targets. Howewer, armen expressed cocem over
the fighter—bomber’'s appaent weaknesses in several areas: vulnerability to enemy air
attack, low payoads, need or long runways, difficulty in idertifying ground targets, ard
limited time over target.® The last two areas & weakress, idertifying targets (command
ard control) and suficiert loiter time in the target area, would be significart problems for

airmento tackke in Korea.

Korea

The KoreanWar presened the rewly estblished Air Force anoppartunity to disply
its ability to manage and control theater air assets in combat. While coalition military
operations fell under the jurisdiction of United Nations Command (UNC), the Korean
venture was essérlly a US-run slow. American ar organzaions under UNC weee:
US Air Force's Far East (FEAF), to includeFfth Air Force; the 14 Marine Air Wing (1st
MAW); ard Task Force 77,composed d the Naw's carrier ar groups?® The Naw ard
Marines brought their CAS doctrine, much of it dewoped fom their expelierce wih
anphibious Bndings n the Racfic duing WWII, to Korea. In contrast, the Air Force
brought its CAS doctrine ard expelierces pimarily from North Africa, Italy, ard Europe
to the same theater. Confugon, compromise, and innovation might best describe the CAS

system hashed—aut in Korea fom 1951-53.
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Priorities n the Employment of Airpower

With ar supeiority established early in the war,?! few drategic targets in North
Korea? ard palitical restrictions aganst striking srategic targets in China (North Korea’s
main suppater along with the Soviet Union)?® the pioritization delste certered on
whether to use ar assets for CAS a interdiction missions.

On 1 Sepenber 1950, TAC ard Army Feld Forces pulished “Joint Training
Directive for Air—Ground Opeations’ (JTD).?* Though neither sewrice raly acceped
the directive as binding, the necessity of implementing something for use in Korea led to
its adoption® The direcive was esentially a rstaterrert of FM 31-35, with few
modifications. Airmen felt the JTD threatened their ability to mantain airpower priorities,
while the Army worried he JTD did not give ground commanders anple control over
CAS. Ground canmanders felt they should have more sayin the actual tacical targeting
prioritization.?®  Ultimately, this system left target prioritization under the control of
airmen ard armenfavored interdiction over CAS.*’

During eatty fighting, when UN troops wee vastly outnumbered ard slort of heaw
artillery,?® ard in peiiods d sigrificart force novement (offensive ard fighting retreaf®
operations), CAS kecane nore of animmediate priority.*® There tes rever beenmuch of
a doctrinal dispue over plachg the CAS msson temporarily altead & interdiction on an
energercy basis® Howewer, the JCS MacArthur as UNC Conmander, ard most Air
Force commanders all placedinterdiction as a gher priority on a day-to—dayoperational
basis¥ Additionally, in eaty 1951, the S told MacArthur he would not receve ary
more American divisions in Korea. Heaily outnumbered in raw forces® this news

reinforcedMacArthur's reliance on the use of ar for interdiction of North Koreansupply
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lines aver CAS.** He toped nterdiction would keep ®inese troopsard supples from the
front lines BetweenJanualy ard June 1951, FEAF flew 54410 interdiction ard only
22,800 CAS orties®

The Air Force, Naw, ard Marines all agieed ai superority was he first priority of
airpower. Howewer, where the Air Force ckaly favored interdiction over CAS,*® the
Naw ard Marines viewed hese wo missbns as equéf important.®” The Army wasalso
beginning to “place CAS on an equal footing with interdiction, as he stuation

denanded? %8

Some commanders in the Army were convinced te requirements for CAS
should alwvays have beena hgher priority than interdiction dueto the chronic shortage of
organic atillery throughout the entire Korean War.** Navy and Marine doctrine gave
precedene © eiher interdiction or CAS depening on the ereny situaion ard
amphibious landing force commander’s overall plan.*°

Within FEAF (Fifth, Thirteerth, ard Twertieth Air Forces) only Ffth ard Thirteerth
Air Forces had actuad CAS capabilities.** Further, Fifth Air Force's area of responsibility
included Korea’” In contrast, most Marine asset were best suted for CAS ard/or
interdiction missions. In fact, Marine ar’s primary misson was CAS and it greatly
depemnled on the Naw and Air Force b ersure ar supeiority ard interdiction in its
amphibious landing areas.** The Marine tacical air system enphasized te piiority of
direcly suppating Marine ground troops who were courting on CAS asa form of
dedicated flying artillery.**

Evenwith most of Naw aviation under cooperation control of FEAF, ard Marine air

asses urder operational control of Fifth Air Force,” there were ill disagreements on the

priority between CAS ard interdiction. When Admiral Struble, Seventh Heet
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Commander, was ordered to condud extensive interdiction strikes aong the North
Koreaneasérn coast he complained the saties wauld be better used 6r CAS.*® His ar
assets did execute their assigned interdiction missions, but the incident illustrated the
difference d opinion between sewvices. Marines naturally argued for CAS over
interdiction in most casesas heir doctrine would predict, becausdhey warted to protect
their ground units which lacked suicient organc firepower in the form of heaw
artillery.”” Many Army ground cammanders ako expressedheir lack of confidercein the
true efeciveress 6 air interdiction to isolate the ettlefield in Korea?®

The issue d arr prioritiessubsided emporarly in the fall of 1951whenthe war stalled
into a selemate ard the USEighth Army took up a satic posture. At that time, the Nawy,
Army, and Air Force dl agreed interdiction would retain priority over CAS.** FEAF
believed the kest way to erd the war was wth ar atacks o the North Korean
transportation system, as well as attacks on North Korean economic and military targets
betweenthe front line, or Main Line of Resstarce (MLR), ard the Yal River. “Between
July 1951 ad July 1953 he Air Force flew 155000 interdiction sorties ard appoximately
47000 cbse ar—suppat sorties.”*® Fifth Air Force alocated mly 13 pecert of its daly
sarties to Eighth Army for CAS because bthe enphask on interdiction ard lack d faith
in the efeciveress ¢ CAS.”

After reewaluatng the effects of the interdiction canpagn in the simmer of 1952,
UNC ard FEAF decded b extend the target list beyond the Nath Koreantrarspatation
system®? |n addition, more atention was given to condudting increased CAS missions to
destroy Communist military positions.®® General Matthew B. Ridgway, the third UNC

Commander, claimed the Koreaninterdiction canpagn, “simply could not keep he ereny
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from bringing in the armament he needed... t could not isolate the battlefield.”>*
However, the fact remans, the emphasis was retained on interdiction, despite indications it
was ot achieving the desired resuts> During the enire Koreanwar, 1950-53,0nly 10—
15 pecert of the enire ar effort was dewted to CAS. Regadless of statistics, most
Marine ard Army ground troops remained cawinced CAS was essdrdal ard necessar to

complement atillery fire.>

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets

Although previous expetierce aml the Key West Agreenert of 1948" might have led
one to believe that al tactical ar asset would aubmaticaly be assgnedto a single theater
air commander, this was &r from the casé® In fact in 1950, Lieutenant Gerera Geage
E. Stratemeyer, Far East Air Force FEAF) commander, unsuccessflly requesed that
MacArthur place dl air units emgaged m the KoreanWar under his operational control.*
While the actial ownership of tacical ar assets wasindeedclearin Korea,appationmert
rights and deermining who would have operational control of the assets within the
operating theaker remained ursetled.

To begin, evenwithin the Air Force, Stratemeyer had to requestoperationa control
of three Stategic Air Command (SAC) B—29 goupsfor use in CAS gemtions.®® Once
appoved by the JCS the Far East Bomber Command operated atthe sare level ard
under the sane FEAF operational control as Ffth Air Force® By placing the ombers
under the operational control of the theater ar commander, the Air Force closely imitated
the canmand arangerrert used duing the Nath Africa carpaign® This arangenert

placedal air asse$ underthe operational control of a sngle ar commander. This practice

was also signific antly different than the operational control maintained during mast of the
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fighting in Europe during WWII. In Europe, heaw bombers pefformed anindeperlert
strategic missbn aganst Gemanindusty, under the goerationa control of US Eighth Air
Force. Fnally, in prepaaton for the Namandy invasion ard in the sulsequen land
canpagn acrosswesem Europe @during the last year of the wal), samne heaw bombers
were diverted b assst tacical arr forces n operationa interdiction ard CAS missbns.

As noted, charges n operationa control occasonally resuked in casesof fratricide
due to unfamiliarity of newly acquired air assets to an established C2 system In Korea
Fifth Air Force assumed primary responsibility for tactical air operations within FEAF.®?
Stratemeyer also requesed MacAthur make him respansible for al ar operations as he
FEAF Commander.®® Airmen amgued heir case ® bring Air Force, Naw, ard Marine
tacical aviation asses under one certrally controlled system commanded ly a snhgle
airman

The Naw strongly disageed wih placng its ar asses under operational control of
the Air Force r either interdiction or CAS.®> Although North Korea anl China pcsed o
realthreatto US command of the seathe Naw argued he Key West Agreenernt gawe it
the right to exercise gemtional control of its carier asset®® Stratemeyer and other
airmen arguedthe Air Force slould maintain operational control of al naval ar asse$
becausenaval air had beenbrougtt into the KoreanTheatr to assst the land canpaign.®’
Thes naval air asets provided sippkenerta aeia firepower ard were not brought in so
much to ersure the canmand of the sed® Stratemeyer also accuetely predicted that
without coordination ard control of al air asses flying in Korea tere was he pdential
for confusion, redurdarcy of missions, ard fratricide®® The er resut was a ictory of

sorts for the Navy when MacArthur (through his Far East Command (FECOM)/UNC,
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Chief—of—Staff, General Edward Almond) obscured the issue by only granting the FEAF
commander “coordination control” of naval air asses, insteadof opertional control.”® In
other words, FEAF could only veto naval ar missions; ard that could only happenif the
Naw or FECOM close to inform it of the nmissbns atal.”

Therefore, from 1950-52 lhe Naw looked atits ar role as one o suppating
FECOM (the theatr commander), not FEAF (the air componert commander), ard
subsequenly only coordinated its ar srikes with FEAF (through the Ffth Air Force’s
Jant Opeamtions Certer) ater receving targeing guidarce fom FECOM.” Further, the
Naw insisted on interdiction targets along the Koreaneastcoastard CAS targets within a
speciied seabr of the front on the eastrn portion of the KoreanPeninsula. The Air
Force @ system's inability to adequaely control all Naval air assets and negotiations
betweenthe Task Force 77 ad Ffth Air Force commanders resuked in naval auvation
assgned 0 a spedic pat of the fighting front.”* It was not urtil mid—1952 (ith no
further gudarce fom FECOM) that the Naw findly ageed FEAF slould be the
controlling authority for dl air operations.”* During the last year of the war FEAF
exercised @erational control over Naw arr asset for interdiction ard CAS missons.

Ordinarily, the Marines exercisedoperational control of their own ar asses for the
duration of their assgned misson, per the Key West Agreenert. Their WWII expelierce
in the Pacfic enphasized decemalized catrol of CAS asses for quick respanse imes.”
Their asigned mssion wasanphibious operations; ard their ar asets directy suppated
Marine ground units asa form of aeral firepower to suppkenert a kack d heaw, organc
artillery.”® Becausedoctrinally, Marine urits wauld be quickly replacedby or integrated

into Army forces ace he dojectve aea was seced, this arangenert causedlittle
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short—term concem to a theatr ar commander desring to exercise gerationa control
over all theaer ar asset.”” Howewer, one keyfacbor influerced he Maiines 1 request
operational control of their ar asset even after obtaining anphibious dyjecivesatfter the
Inchon landing, in Sepenber of 1950. Nanely, a sgnificart number of Marines were
assgned © the Army (X Corps) for a sustined land canpaign in direct follow—on
operations to Inchon; Marines warted to use their own CAS asets to suppat their own
ground troops.”® Further, the Maiines askedd be assjred anexclusive aea d operation
to suppat a ®cion of Eighth Army’s front.”® FEAF ard Ffth Air Force potesed this
idea ad were ewertualy assgned @erational control of Marine ar. The Air Force did
concede bat wherever the tacical Stuaton alowed, it would asign Marine air to suppat
Marine ground unts. Notably, General Almond, FECOM Chief—of-Staff and later X
Corps commander, unsuccessfully argued to retain Marine CAS, which he had controlled
since the Inchon landing asdedtated ar suppat for his X Corps ground forces (Army
and Marine).®°

With the Army no longer owning the tactical ar asses it required for CAS, it was
very much concemed with tacical air appationment. Gereral Almond’s opinions were
typical of other Army commanders’ feelngs an the sulpect of appationmert. Briefly
(because a ssbquen chapter is dewted to Gereral Almond), Almond warted a CAS
system dmilar to the one he was familiar with from his experience as a division
commander in Italy during WWI1.2* This system canbest be descibed as a pusHCAS
system® In a push-CAS system tacical air asset were pre—asgjned b front—line urits
ergaged m combat ard sen out to these urts on a regular schedule. This type of

dedcated, continuous—ked, system ersured adequat CAS to ground forces, but also

57



divided ar assed into many small paclets. This system also resdted in many non—
productive sorties ard poor matches betweentargets ard type d ordnarce.

In cases whare pre—assined CAS was ot neededthe air asse$ were unproducive.
A pudCAS system assumed: 1) sufficiert tacical ar asets to supply al front—line
forces; 2) arcraft and basing capabilit ies for necessar rangeard loiter time over the front;
ard 3) erough air asses to also accanplish higher priority interdiction missons. Air
Force air capahilities in the Korean theater, especidly in the summe of 1950, could not
hope to satisfy the first two assunmptions®® Additionally, even the ewertual addng of
Naval ard Marine airr assets to FEAF s pat did not produce eoughtactcal ar to supply a
pushk-CAS system ard at the sane time accomplish the hgher priority interdiction
missbn.®* Therefore, the Air Force ecanmended, ard suppied, the Army with a pul—
CAS system A pul-CAS system required ground forces b requestCAS when needed
from a ceiral pool of ar asset.

As in North Africa, the Korean pul-CAS system operated wih a cetral pot
containing a fnite number of CAS asses (mary sitting on ground alert)® which Army
commanders cauld request for CAS missons. An obvious dsadrartage to this system
was the dday time between an Army request and Air Force fulfillment of CAS to Army
units. Howewer, the adwantagesmcluded: 1) fewer air asses dedcatedfor CAS, ard thus
more sarties available for other missons; ard 2) the pdentia for greaer numbers ard
concertration of CAS asset on dermand ata spedic pant along the fighting front in an
emergercy.

Unfortunately, to ersure adequag CAS for ground forces his pul system made two

incorrect assurptions, both of which are dscussedn the rext secton: 1) adequat Air
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Force plot close—ar training; ard 2) snoothly functioning C2 reques$ ard direcion
systerrs. Problems within the CAS C2 system ard a peceved Air Force bck d interest
in CAS opeations, led to the Army unsuccessfully proposing a revison to air—ground
doctrine in November of 1950% The Army proposal, speaheaded § Almond, caled for
grarting “field amy commanders ard their corps sulerdinates operational control of
fighter—bombers on a sca¢ o one ar group perdivision.”® In other words, the Army was
agan arguing for decetralized catrol of CAS asets. The Burns Board of 1951 regected
Almond’s idea br more decetralized catrol, but recanmended eforms within the Army
CAS request system, bdter training o ar—ground pe&sonnd, and “an extenson of the
Army ar—ground gaff down to the battalion level.”® Eviderce was rourting that
inadequad training ard a dyfunctiona CAS C2 system were the ngjor saurces d Air

Force-Army CAS friction.

CAS Command and Control (C2) System

The CAS @ system enployed n Korea was mperfect for its misson ard creaed
tension betweenthe Air Force aml Army.®® As areadymentioned, the problems causecby
inadequagd CAS Q led to increased riction over CAS ownership ard appationment.
Specfic problem areas wihin the CAS system enployed n Korea ncluded: inadequag
commurications equpment, training defciercies®, ard a filure to consider Naw ard
Marine asse$ in a pint system® Although the Jont Training Direcive (JTD) of
Sepenber, 1950, pecfied equirements in the first two areasfor both the Army Tactcal
Air Request(TAR) ard Air Force Tactical Air Direcion (TAD) systents, charges wee

sow in coming.*> As stown below, the problem did not appearto be so much the TAR
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ard TAD system concepss, but rather the pioper implementation of al their required
elenerts.

During the first week d the war, Ffth Air Force seh “an extemporized, under
manned, and ill-equipped Joint Operations Center”®® to Korea. The initial TAD system
established in Korea performed comparatively better than the initial TAR system, but only
becaus the Army neglected, depite AM 31-35 ad JID guidarce, to planfor or set—up a
TAR sytematal.®® The ewertual CAS C2 systemused i Korea ly war's er resenbled
the Air Force/Army system areadydescibed in the “Pre-Korea” sedbn of this chaptr,
but with real joint capabilities.’® Tactcal ar requess aml operational control for
execuing theserequess were accamplished through the Army TAR ard Air Force TAD
systerns, respecively. Both systenms wee coordinated through a Jont Opeations Certer
(JOO), cdlocated wth Army headquaters.’® Under this system “the division remained
the lowest tactcal formation that could assura pemarert assgnment of a Tactcal Air
Control Paty (TACP).”" However, TACPs cauld be temporaiily attacted down to the
company level to perform air direction missions. This coincided with Army doctrine
which alowed little initiative below the field army and corps levels anyway.’®
Unfortunately the @ systemin Korea lad to expelierce sane growing pans before ever
appoacting the efectveress envisioned n FM 31-35 o the JID.*

The Army began the Korean War believing their organic artillery would provide
sufiiciert firepower within the bombline am that it would only enploy airpower for
targets outside artillery range  Therefore, neither the Army, nor the Air Force, planned to
pracice ntegrated fre suppat except in wel-defned instarces'® Well-defned

circumstarces ncluded: cleaty marked ftrgets, readly idertifiade friendly troop
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positions, positive control from ar ard ground caontrollers, and neaty gualenteed sakty
from friendly artillery fire®* Geagraphicaly, much of Korea’s gmay-greenridgesard
valeys were almost indistinguishade from each other from the ar, meking target
idertificaton difficutt.'®* Throughout the war ard paticulary during the first few weeks
of US and Codlition involvement, numerous instances of air—to—ground friendly fire were
reported.’®® When the ®rviceswere forced to regularly enploy integrated fire suppat
under fluid circumstarces, the exsting C2 system could rot adequadly handle the job.***
The poblems seemto lay in the elenmerts necessarto operate the C2 system desciibed in
the JTD; spedicaly, proper communicaions equpmernt ard adequa training. Another
important factor, that even the JTD had overooked, was integrating Naw ard Marine
forces nto a pint ar system

Pre—Korea pint exercises lad areadyrecaynized poblems with CAS C2 system
equpment. Unreliable radios ard inadequag communicaions aircraft contributed to CAS
C2 problems. For exanple, TACP's man—pack TRC-7 radios proved umeliable in
suppating the TAD.'®> Due b radio problems TACPs were ordered not to adwence
forward of infantry regimental headquaters. This esentialy limited ground FACs to the
status d air liaison officers!®® With FACs testricted fom paticipatng in TAD, Tacical
Air Coordinators (TACs) were forced to direct air srikes. Unfortunetely, “airborne TACs
began the war flying light observation planes ill-equipped for front—line duties.”**” But,
the 6147h Tactical Control Squadon TACs soon switched b an Air Force wo—sat
trainer arcraft, the Nath American T-61°® The aircraft’s limited self—protection ability
was rot a sgnificart factor with complete ar supeiority. Both an Air Force pilot ard

Army air obsewner crewed he TAC arcraft; the wo—man teamwas krown by its cal sign,
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“Mosquito.”**® The T—6's advantages includel its ability to carry al radio equipment
needed ¢ acceptCAS requess from ground canmanders ard also direct air strikes by
friendly fighter—bombers. The T—6 used lte eght—chamel ARC-3 &dio to communicate
with fighter—bombers for CAS aml the less reliable SAR—-300 b coordinate with Army
ground urits.**® Typicaly, Mosquioes wauld visualy spd the ereny targets aml then
direct CAS planes to strike these targets. Due to communications limitations this
procedue was usudl acconplished without coordinating with friendly attillery and
infantry.™* During the Rusanpetimeter defense TACs drecied 90 petert of Air Force
CAS with minimal personnel and arcraft losses.*'? Additionally, radio equpmert was
incompaible anong CAS aircraft. Fghter—bombers, like the F80C erjoyed supeior
radio communicatons (carying the eght—chamel VHF AN/ARC-3 radio) over the F-51,
Musgarg (carying only a four—channel VHF SCR-522 edio).'*?

Another C2 equipment problem aea involved the lack of joint interoperability in
communications equipment and limitations in the Air Force/Army C2 system Deficiercies
in this area precluded fully utilizing Marine, Navy, and Army arcraft in conjunction with
Air Force arcraft in the nost effecive CAS C2 system Incompatble Naw ard Air Force
communicatons procedues an ercryption at top levels handicapped EAF's
coordination with the Navy's Task Force 771* Also, lack d confiderce n TAR/TAD
radio equipment reliabilit y, and insufficient coordination between Army ground controllers
and FACs, resulted in directing arcraft to peaform ar srikes well forward of friendly
forces'*

The Air Force TAD systemfrequenly could not handle CAS suppied by the Marines

and Navy. Lack of Air Force/Navy communications interoperability prevented the JOC

62



from discovering what Naw forces wee inbound with CAS assstarce. Naw help might
be asgreatastwo full squadons launchedfrom a shgle carier. This congeston of Nawy
aircraft, in addtion to Air Force aml Marine CAS plares espading to the sane requess,
often cawsedsauration of the Maosauito system'*® The inability of the TAD system to
handle erough CAS drikesfrugrated nmany CAS plots.**’

Finally, Army L—19 aircraft addedstress on communicaions. The Army decded
early to expand the aircraft’s normal reconnaissance and artillery spotting duties to include
requesing and directing air strikes. This idea ceaed o much congeston around the
bombline for the JOCiTactcal Air Control Certer (TACC) C2 systemresuting in anL—19
and fighter—bomber mid-arr collision and several other near—misses.'*® The Air Force
evertualy persuaded lhe Army to sop usng the L—19 n thisrole. Often Air Force, Nawy,
ard Marine CAS aircraft appeaged albe to respand to requess, but arived on the scee
only to find no one readyto directthemto a target

Severe training defciercies lwth within the Air Force aml anong the sevicesexisted
in most patts of the system at the start of the KoreanWar. Innovation ard adpstment
solved some problems, but overall poor C2 causedriction over the CAS issueanong the
sewices,patticularny betweenthe Air Force aml Army.

Air Force pilots, patticulady in Ffth Air Force, had beentrained for an ar defense
role, not ground dtack.™® This entailed a lack of instruction on CAS C2 systens.**° The
problem wasmagnified by the pimary arrcraft’s (800 short loiter time caugd by small
fuel loads ad distart basing.?* Additionally, FEAF communications urits began the war

at only 65 pecert of peaceime strength ard were manned by under-skilled personnel.**
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The sewices ado sufered from sewera joint training problems ard disageenerts.'”

Joint—service coordination was minimal before Korea** The Air Force ard Army also
disageed on the issues b ar— versus gound—hbased RCs aml FAC quaificatons.
General Almond led the debate claiming ground—baesed FACs could locate targets as well
asairborne TACs. Almond was ao convinced hat Army petsonnel could peform wel
as FACs!® However, the Air Force insisted only its personnel were qudified to perform
as FACs. The Air Force amnl Army also differed over the requirement for detailed pre—
sortie briefingsto pilots. The Army aguel that if TAD was adequéely functioning, pre—
sortie briefings should na be necessary.**

The Air Force ato made sane adustments to compersak for deficierciesin its own
ard pations of the Army’s CAS C2 system In July of 1950, TACPs, with FACs
assgned, attempted to direct air strikes near the front line. Unfortunately, failure to
coordinate adequat infantry protecton for these eposed aimen resukted n sewrd
deahs. Unreliable TACP radio equpmen, the loss d almost al the AN/ARC-I TACP
radio jeeps to enemy fire and inability to quickly traverse rough terrain caused the

withdrawal of FACs fom the front eaty in the war™?’

While the Air Force regrouped,it
temporarily respandedto the situation by alowing the arborne TACs © handle al aspecs
of requesing ard drecting CAS atthe front. By Sepenber of 1950, during the Puan
breakaut, the TACs’ growing canpeterce was ewert in the dewastation of Communist
forces obse © the front.'*® The Air Force aso improvised is ovn TAD systemwhenan
initial Army TAR system failed to maeridize. To ensure a least a rudimentary CAS

requestsystemfor the Army, Ffth Air Force usedts ovn communicatons equpmert ard

staff to form anad loc tactical air requestsystem™?°
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Other C2 issues arse anong the sevices. Some causedricreased riction between
the Air Force aml the aher sewrices wer CAS, while others were worked—-ait. Ore @
problem which caused arrormous b betweenthe Air Force aml Army over CAS was
the sddiers increased gxecttions based m their expelierce wih Marine CAS. Gererd
Almond’s X Corps was #&sk—agarized br anphibious gemtions* ard therefore
“enjoyed anatundarce d aircraft ard cantrol agermies”™*! Briefly, (explained in greater
detall in the rext chapter) Gereral Almond’s percepion of CAS wasgreaty influercedby
the hgh qualty of dedcated Maine CAS he receved duiing the first six months of the
war. Specifically in regad to CAS @, Gerera Almond’s X Corps exyetierced wo
highly responsive CAS reques ard direcion C2 systens in succesn, first from the Navy
(at Inchon) ard thenthe Maiines (on the diive t Seoul ard later operations on the Korean
eastcoas).'*

Armed with ermough Air Force an Marine TACPs to supply eachof his infantry
battalions with at least ore front—line FAC,*** ard erough pus-CAS an-orbit ar asets
to supply dedcated tacical air suppat, Almond quckly becane accusomed © ‘CAS on
denmand.’***  Almond was completely sold on Marine CAS, especidlly its C2 systenis
quick response time to ground cammanders’ requests.™® In November of 1950, his
enthusasm with Marine CAS led Almond to officially and frequently complain to levels as
high as te Jant Chiefs of Staff (JCS) alout perceved inadequa@sin the Air Force CAS
system Onre d Almond’s mgjor complaints was hat the Air Force neededto provide
more TACPs to tactcal ground urits!*® In fact, his impatence wih the Air Force CAS

C2 systemled Almond to creak addiional TACPs within X Corps that were manned ard

equpped ly Army officers ard edisted men. “Almond ersured that every battalion or
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similar tactical urit in X Corps had a TACP and ground FAC.”**" Many Army officers
believed increased TACPs would result in more CAS. This effort did increase CAS
coordination; howewer, without addtional CAS orties it could hardly produce more
CAS.**®

Two high-level, joint boards investigating the Army’s complaints came to essentially
idertical conclusions. The Air Force/Army CAS C2 system asedablished in FM 31-35
ard the JTD, was tesicaly saund.**® However, “the Air Force and the Army had nd yet
provided the trained staffs, control ageries, ard canmunicatons systens recessar to

140 1n other words, the sevices meded @ work out their

make the dactrine work.
problems regaring poor communicaions equpmert ard inadequatly trained C
personnel. In fact the issue rever realy died aml reappeagd n the simmer of 1952.

MacArthur's replacenert as UNC Conmander, Gereral Mark Clark, US Army,
initiated a nove in July of 1952 b creak a OC for ewvery amy carps Although careful
not to refight the Army’'s previous loss over attaining more TACPs, Clark hoped to
wreste cattrol of arr strikes awayfrom the Air Force!** Clark’s panwas br eachcorps
commanderto exerciseoperationa control over a dedtated rumber of tactical ar sarties.
With no suppat for his ideasin Washington, and a gertlemen’'s agreenent with
Lieuenant Gereral O. P. Weylard, FEAF Commander, to provide more Air Force TACPs
to infantry battalions in certain instances, Clark let his initiative die."*?

The sewnices were alde to reach sane agreenert over CAS as te Korean War
progressed likely asa resuk of the hard—eaned experierce hey were gahering on ard

over the battlefield. As CAS was sbwly improved, airpower displyed “increased

flexibility in supplying close suppat of our ground forces”'*® First, dthough the Air
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Force did not wart to give up qoerational control of ary ar asses, armen realzed te
current C2 system limitations prevented them from adeguaely controling them all.
Neither enough inter—service cooperation, nor communications interoperability were
initially available in Korea br the Air Force b sustin claims of total authority over al
tacical ar.'** Therefore, the Air Force stuck deas with the ather sewices b work
around the pioblem in Korea.

In Augug of 1950 duing the Pusn peiimeter defense, the Air Force/Army CAS C2
system was so overwhelmed with communicaions problems that the Air Force ghdly
alowed the Marines to temporarily introduce their own CAS C2 system™*® The Marine
system suppating only Marine ground unts, performed adnirady. The slf-contained
Marine push-CAS systemernjoyed the luxury of dedcated CAS air asses, thoroughintra—
sewice training in air requestard direcion C2 procedues supetiior radio/communicaions
equipment, and experienced CAS flots (70 pecent were veterans of WWII).*®

In November of 1950,the Air Force aml Naw agreedto improve communicaions
links between FEAF, the Fifth Air Force JOC,ard Naw aircraft cariers. When on
station, Task Force 77 ageed b submit a setnumber of saties perday to the JOC-
Mosquto control system In turn, the Arr Force ageed he Nawy should maintain
operational control of Nawa air asset during anphibious @ermtions ard that Naw
tacical ar would be assijned a spefic pat of the front to reduce caofusion.**’

These mstarces d compromise weke just two cases bmany in which the Air Force
deat with the inadequad CAS C2 system in Koreaurtil it could work out the kugs d
estblished dcctrine.  Exanples d Air Force CAS  failures**® and stunning Marine

successepelpetuated the Air Force—Army tension over the issue. For instarce, the wast
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ca® of CAS fratricide canme an 22 Sepeénber 1950 asa result of Air Force Q. An Air
Force F51 klled or wounded 76 Scottish ground forces &fter receving tacical ar
direcion from both a TAC ard FAC. Amazingly, the gound FAC was atempting to
direct the strike from a pasition seven miles from the intended target.**°

On the other hand, numeous examples of successful, even brilliant, instances of
Marine CAS C2 system enployment convinced gound canmanders the Air Force sygtem
mug be terribly flawed. During Almond’s X Corps famous retreat from the Chosin
Reservoir, in Decener of 1950, Marine CAS dedroyed seven Chinese divisions, while
the X Caps wihdrew intact™® At amost the sane time, the Air Force was uabe to

suwccesdlilly coordinate CAS for Eighth Army’s ‘not so successfil withdrawal from the

North.**!

Single- or Multi—Purpose Aircraft Debate

As previoudy mentioned, pre—Korean limited military budges ard the Air Force’s
enphase on air superority ard stategic arpower precuded he dewlopmen of a sngle—
purposeaircraft desgned spedicaly for CAS. Further, as tas historicaly beenthe case,
the Air Force eganard erded te KoreanWar with the sane basic types d airrcraft. The
Air Force was aly alde to modify its exsting arcraft asset to adust to the situaion in
Korea. Specficaly, the Air Force enployed te following arcraft at leastsome of the
time in a CAS wle: B—26,B-29,F82,F84,F80,ard 51!°* While al these aicraft
made CAS catributions of some kind, the 80, 84, ard F-51 wee far ard awaythe
main staples in Air Force CAS."™® An important paint to remember is that when one side
has attained air superority, asthe US did in Korea, many more arr asset becane CAS

capale.
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The B-26, Invader, a ight bomber, wasenployed or some CAS, but more often for
interdiction of ereny troop formations ard LOCs cbse o, but at same distarce fom, the
front lines {.e., ereny vehicles, tanks, ard troop cdumms).™* Likewise, the B-29,
Supeffortress,a medium bomber, was @casonally enployed or CAS, but was usudy
used n aninterdiction role (i.e., bridges ad rear concertrations of troops, vehicles, ard

155

suppies). Due b weapms inaccuacy, vulnerahlity to ground fire, and the quick
coordination required for time on target, neither bomber was an ideal CAS arcraft. The
exception to this rule involved night rada—controlled bombing of enemy troop
concentrations behind a well-established front line.  Although the Army called this

procedue ‘“interdiction ard reutralizaion of ereny concertrations,”**°

it clearly fits this
thesis’ ddfinition of CAS (i.e., aerial firepower in close proximity to and in cooperation
with, friendly forces to protect, or gan military advantage for, the friendly forces). Using
MPQ-2 adar, B-26sard B—29s in the Soring of 1951, “proved to be accuite within
200 yards'**” while operating “as close as500 yards from front line roops”**®
Fighter—bombers, aswasdenonstrated n WWII, were much more adeptat suppling
the type of CAS required for fluid ground operations. The 82, Twin Mugary, fighter—
bomber, in addtion to its air—to—ar role, was alo capale of suppling CAS when
needed. Howewer, its pimary air—to—ground missbn becane interdiction (i.e., traffic
moving along ereny LOCs between distart ereny rear supply areas ard the front
lines).”™® The F84, Thundeiet, alo a jet fighter—bomber primarily flew ammed—
recanaissance. Althoughthe newer -84 peformed wel in the ar—to—ground role, few

were enployed for CAS. The Air Force casidered hem much more valuale for

interdiction. Probaldy because btheir higher value (ewertecmology ard ahigher price
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tag) to the US,ard paticulardy the Air Force, far fewer F84swere depbyed for Korean
operations than the older —80sard F-51s The Thundeifet alo did not detriorate as
quickly in Korea as ther arcraft; these mewer arcraft were consistently maintained at
high missbn capate rates **°

The F-80, Shooting Star, jet fighter—bomber, began the war as the Air Force’s
premer air—to—ar aircraft. In the first two months of the KoreanWar, “the F~80s had
flown 70 pecert of al combat saties over Korea an had accainted for 85 percert of the

eremy’'s losses © ar atack”'®

Early arcraft inadequaa@s b peform CAS were
countered by modifying the aircraft and training Amercanpilots in—-theater on how to use
the multi—pumpose aircraft for CAS. “Misawa” wing tanks were deweloped awl installed to
increase tie arcraft’s loiter time,"®? while (as previoudy mentioned) the Mosquito CAS
C2 syssembecane nore expetierced ateffecively usng the —80swhenthey appeagedon
the scer!®® Becausehe jet had beendesgned asa short—range intercepbor,*®* it had no
wing racks b cary bombs. After modificaions,*®® the F-80 wasequpped wih 5—inch
high velocity aircraft rockets (HVARS) to complement its sk .50—caiber nose gus.'®®
With these nodificatons ard piot on-the—job training, the 80 kecane a multi—purpose
aircraft in the Koreantheatr of operations. The arcraft’s major restriction, like the other
fighter—bombers ard bombers, was that it required wel-dewloped (longer ard
stronger’*®”) runways. This requirement meart the F-80shad to fly out of Japan which
also had few runways meeing the F80's operational needs Thus the arcraft were

hindered for loiter time by the exausive distarces hey were required to travel before

ewver arriving for a CAS mssbn. With air superority assued, the Air Force deailed b
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convert its F-80 gjuadons to the dder F51swhich had shown they could provide CAS
by their performance duing WWI1.%%®

The 51, Mugarg, propeler—drivenfighter bomber, which had beenreplaced iy the
F—80, was brought back ait of mothballs to provide CAS in Korea’®® The F-51's
primary CAS adwantage wer the 80 n Korea wasits alility to operate from rough
primitive arfields on the Korean peninsula.*’® Much to ground commanders ddight, this
closer basing to the front sgnificartly increagd he F-51’s loiter time ard reduced is
responsetime to CAS requests!’* Additionally, the Mustirg proved nore lethal in CAS
thanthe F-80;it could cary napaim which wasequally versatile aganst troops or tanks.*"?
Although more susceptble o both ar—to—ar ard ground—to—ar fire, the F-51 performed
wel becauseneither of these &ciors proved b be significart erough to hinder its
operations. The 51 wasmore on par with the Marine F—4U, Corsair, prop fighter—
bomber. Again, the Army, paticulaly Gereral Almond, ard the Maiines had been
extrenmely pleased wh the Casair’'s CAS peirformance.

Poor visibility due to weather'”

affected al CAS arcraft to some degee. Radar
“patfinder techiquesdeweloped during Korea $iowed pomise for future CAS Q
erhancenerts to counter weaher problems.'”* Howewer, most of the adwances wee a
greater aid to interdiction bombing and CAS behind well-established front lines.”® Also,
usig tactical ar—directon post radars, Ffth Air Force was ale to direct sane CAS
blind—bombing.*”® However, technology was ill not advanced enough (radar, C2, or

precsion weapas) to ersure friendly ground forces’ sakty through radar alone during

ary type d fluid operations.
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Enemy AAA affected the Air Force's ability to ddiver CAS. As the Communists
beganfortifying their positions in 1953 abng the galemated font, they creaed heaw flak
concertrations. This actalone diove the deénseless Mosquitos alove 6,000 feet limiting
visualrecannaissae aml stike drecton.’”” Raising arcraft minimum operating altitudes,
limiting strikes to a single pass, and adopting new attack tactics, helped dleviate some of
the poblems, but obviously hurt accuamcy to same degee!™® Fifth Air Force lost 1
aircraft for every 382 CAS srties flown ard had 1 n ewvery 26 arcraft danaged due @
AAA.'"® Enemy AAA forced improvements in bath Army and Air Force artillery flak
suppression measires during the war'® As one night suspect flak daneged a much
higher percertage d prop thanjet aircraft.'®*

In theay, it appeas the defnition ard hstory of CAS reveal sewra desrable
operational requirements for a CAS arcraft: ability to operate close to and in cooperation
with friendly (ground) forces in a timely manner (which would imply some type of
signaling or communications system between the two), ability to destroy or degrade the
enemy’s ground capability in close proximity to friendlies (weapon lethality and precision,
either through smarter weapms a same type d obsewation ard coordination systemn),
and the ability of the ar platform (the arcraft itself) to survive in a CAS environment,
while responding in a imely manner to the suppated conmander s requess. |. B. Holley,
Jr. proposed hese sam factors wren he idertified the three important componerts of
CAS aircraft in a snoothly operating CAS system the arcraft itsef, its ardnarce, ard its

communicatons system®®
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Summary

Severd themes, or lessas, appearto run through all the preceding CAS history ard
speciicaly through the CAS expererce duing Korea. Frst, funding
requirements/irestrictions affect the arcraft, equpmen, ard training the Air Force tes had
available o fight eachsulsequen war. It seers technology, in many caseskept up with
doctrine, but defense funds rever keptup with etther. Secand, the Air Force radtionally
has placedinterdiction asa hgher priority than CAS; ard the Army, as aninstitutional
whole, has placedCAS ahead d interdiction. The rb has sufaced dued the fact that
there ae frequenly insuficiert air asses to both cover the anount of interdiction the Air
Force @nd to be fair, the theaer commander who has usudl beenan Army officer) feek
is necessay, ard simultareously provide as mach CAS as he Army has deerad adequa.
Exceptions o this rule appearto be US arpower enployment in Northwest Europe ard
the Southwest Pacific duing WWII. On this same note, interdiction worked best from the
beginning (Pusanard Inchon) of the Korea War through the dive rorth because he
North Korears fought a cawentional war (i.e.,, stayed am roads,were not usedto what
US airpower could do, ard had strung out their LOCs). After the first year of fighting,
interdiction was mt proving to be effective (.e, the Chinesespreadout their LOCs,
brought in more supplies off road, used mae primitive means of transportation, and
fought from ertrerched, fortified posttions). Lasly, seious joint training was ignored
during the interwar yeas am lessas leaned duiing peacédtme exercises wee pad lip—
sewice by the sewvices. CAS joint training consisted of Air Force/Army exercises;the

Navy and Marines were not thought to ke playersin their system. In Korea, this failure to
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incorporate eeryone who needed @ paticipate in the systemtook years d expetierce b

remedy.
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Chapter 4

CAS: A Ground Commander’s Pe spective

Unquesionably, to attack with the bayonet and hand ggmade isa highly
inefficient vay to kill the enemyeven moeg 0 than by airattack,yetwe
mug resort to it and mug rely on it. Theeefore, though cloe suppott
aviation is a poor appendage ofrategic air power, it is an esential
extengon of ground action. When that alient fact is recognied and
acceptedoy both sides we will progress in the matterof real air suppott
of ground action. The Ar Force rgectsthe mole of ground suppott and
the Amy $ould demand it.

—Major General Edward M. Almond,
Letter to US Amy Chief of Staf, January 1951

I ntr oduction

Lieutenant General Edward (“Ned”) Mallory Almond, United States Army, on pge
ard pehaps n acual fact, may have beenanong the nost wel-rounded dficers to seve
ard hold high rank in the Unted Sates amed forces. Almond was a stden at some of
the nost adwanced scbols dfered by the Army, Naw, ard Air Force. He taught Army
ROTC ard infantry tactics, ard sexved as he Canmandart of the Army War Cdlege.
Additionally, he served on the Army General Staff' s Latin American Milit ary Intellig ence
Division, held aimost every major paosttion in the rormal career progresson of aninfantry
officer, and peformed as Geaa Douglas MacAthur's Chef of Staff for Far East
Command. Almond sewed hs cauntry with distinction in WWI, WWII, ard the Korean

War. He abko commanded Rhilippine national troops ketweenthe two world wars, anall—
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African-American Army Division in Italy duing WWII, ard both Army ard Maiine
ground forces ashe X Caps Canmander during the KoreanWar." Howewer, it washis
expelierce requesing Air Force, Naw, ard Marnne CAS in combat ard schooling
regarding the enployment of airpower, paticularly as a sider at the Air Corps Tacical
School, that helped him form very distinct opinions which contributed to the Army and Air
Force dscusspn on CAS.

This chapter presens Gereral Almond’s views audl influerce regarding the sane four
CAS sub-issues dicussedn prevous clapters. prioritiesin the enployment of airpower,
ownership ard the appationmert of tacical ar asses, CAS command ard caontrol, ard
the sngle- versus multi—puipose arcraft detate. The ngority of sourcesfor this chapter
were taken directly from personal pgpe's General Almond donated to the Milit ary History

Institute, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania.

General Almond’s Thoughts and Influence

Relevant Background in the Employment of Firepower and Airpower

General Almond formed his own opinions on the proper employment of arpower
based on his expelierce aml training. As a nmachne—gunbattalion commander during
WWI, Almond argued that the Allies objective was to rout the enemy as soon as possible
by driving him from wherever he was trough “mareuver rather than knock down, drag
out frontal assaults.”” Almond ertered cambat in Europe n the Fall of 1918, after the
warring paties hed expelierced years o stalemated rerch warfare. He admitted that he
did na condder, nor did his training include usng tanks or airplanes to assist ground

forces n maneuver opemtions® Almond’'s ealy combat expeiierce casisted of
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enploying time—honored gound tacics ard strategy aganst the ereny’s tradtional certer
of grawuty, its ammy. He abko enphaszed hs overriding concem that suppating attillery
was constantly in position to suppat ground asaults;* his prefererce was a decémlized,
dedicated artillery arrangement:

.. .something which developed for mein the Korean War many years later

— that is, wherewver paossible, suppating attillery should be in position and

readyto fire in suppat aganst the goposition that you send your men to

wipe aut, rather than having them arywhere where they have to be caled
on later whenyour casudgies ae diopping al around you®

Almond seers o have maintained his enphass on deceftralized, dedcated firepower in
suppat of ground troops throughout ard beyond his military career. Many years after his
retirement he said, “I never could get enough of artillery or ar suppat to suppat my
ground operations, but | never used hese o replace ny troops”®

Almond aso learned the importance of logistics while a sudent & Army Command
ard Gerera Staff College. He chimed, “If you camot protectyour line d supply which is
vital to do, if it’s in darger, you had better charge he rature of your problem or not

n7

attempt the operation.”” Cleaty, he understood the importance d friendly ard ereny
lines of communication (LOCs) in a military campagn and thus the potential military
advantage @ aninterdiction canpagn.

Gereral Almond volunteered b atend the Air Corps Tactcal School (ACTS), in
1938 becaus, he felt, “there was a great need br ground officers understanding the
capébilit ies and possibilities of the Air Force in suppat of ground operations.”® Despite
what he considered to be zeabus focus d instruction on the stategic use 6 arpower in

“didocaing the ereny nation’s structure,” Almond appeas © have completed the year of

training with an even stronger commitment to air’s tactical employment.® In fact 1935
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1940 marked ACTS's years of expounding the theary that, “for the immediate future,

"0 The sciool stressed he

airpower was he pimary weapam of destuction in war.
certralized cantrol of arpower ard taught, “Concertrated acton, indepemlert of surface
operations, was regarded as the mast appropriate use of military aviation.”** Howewer,
while relegated behind other instruction, ar suppat of surface @erations was never
completely neglected at ACTS. Almond did express cocem that ACTS was “more
concemed with strategic ar bombings am bombing operations ard fighter pilot operations
thanit has beenin suppating ground troops epecally close—n suppat.” *?

Ore cacepttaught at ACTS ard ageed a by both ground ard ar officers wasthe
importance of ar supeiority to al services™ Almond was caovinced hat without air
superority, one caild not dekat the ereny amy or nation. Howewer, where Almond
appeas to have disageed wih ACTS was n the proper enployment of airrpower in
suppat of ground forcesand on who should exercise operational control. ACTS taught
that throughindepemwlert air interdiction operations, “derying tactical concertration to the

ereny, would aubmaticaly suppat the ground forces”*

Degite urderstanding the
indirect gpproach theory of independent air interdiction, Almond was dill clearly more
concemed with the appicaion of tactical arpower in direct suppat of ground forces
During anACTS's lessm, Gereral Almond claimed he asked annstructor why an aircraft
had not yet been built specifically for CAS (slow flying, long loiter time). Almond stated
that the instructor told him no one ted ewer requesed suchanaicraft.™

Achieving aeiia obsewner status @ong with regular classoom instruction) while a

student at ACTS, Gereral Almond probaldy understood more alout airpower than most
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non-rated Air Force dficers o his ime.'® He urdoubtedly detated apecs of airpower
enployment with the lrightestArmy ar officers d his ime.

Therefore, prior to attaining the pcsition of division commander, Almond appeas to
have believed the following: firepower (artillery and ar) was extremely important to the
suppat of ground operations, LOCs were a citical factor to consder in all military
operations, air superority was the first priority of arpower, ar officers fervertly
enphasked stategic bombing ard indepenlert ar acion at the experse o CAS, ard the

Air Force $ould build a sngle—pumpose CAS arcraft.

Priorities n the Employment of Airpower

As previoudy mentioned, General Almond, aong with the vast mgority of ground
commanders, regarded acheving air superority as he first priority of arny ar force.
Almond’s disageenert in airpower priorities appea to have beenin the delate over
enploying ar asses for indepenlert strategic bombing ard interdiction versus close air
suppat. Onre canfurther reduce he aea d disagreenert during the KoreanWar by
consideling two facors. Frst, there wee few strategic targets in North Korea b tie up
airpower asset$ ard palitical restrictions aganst striking targets in Chna. Secand, no
arman would disagree that there were specific instances (emergencies, and limited
offensive and defensive ground operations) when CAS sthould take piiority over other ar
missions. Therefore, Almond’s general disagreement in ar priorities lay in his belief in
assgning CAS a hgher priority thaninterdiction during exended canbat operations.

In a nutshell, it appears Almond fully understood the importance of interdiction and
advocated the use of military force to cut enemy LOCs. However, the problem sems to

be in his reluctance to give up limited tactical ar assets from the CAS mission to
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accanplish interdiction missons ard his appaent lack d confiderce n the Air Force’s
abilit y to successfully interdict North Korean/Chinese LOCs.

Almond expressed his priority for CAS over interdiction, at least during amphibious
operations, in a pesemation he presunaldy delvered at the Naval War College, dated 21
February 1940, ertitled, “Ponape Attack Ran” In A Section Titled,“To Capture
Ponape B Landing Opeations Suppoted By Adequate Naval Gun—Hre, Mine—
SweepingAnd Combat Ar Strength” Almond said, “Aerial bombings can be ddivered
perodicaly but combat patols, hovering over the important areas nist ergage érgefs as
the situation demands (as was done in the Spanish Civil War).”*" Admittedly, Almond set
CAS priority over interdiction for a presunady short—term operation, an anphibious
landing. Howewer, his reference b the Sansh Civil War appeas t© indicake hs
agreenert with the manner in which arr asset were enployed by the Gemars. After all,
there were no amphbious landings in Span. The Spanish Nationalists, whom the
Gemars were suppating, were severely defciert in attillery, and restricted the Germans
from enploying strategic bombardmert aganst asses$ they hoped b make use b ater the
war. Thesefactors led the Gemars to enploy CAS as teir first arpower priority in the
form of arborne artillery throughout the war.'® Coincidertally, these sam two facbors
parleled Almond’s situation ard feelng in Korea: there weee pdltical restrictions aganst
striking stategic targets in China; ard Almond, as wedl as many other ground
commanders, dways felt they were short of artillery.

While X Corps Commander in Korea dumg 1950, Almond maintained regular
correspondence with the Army Chief of Staff, Genera J. Lawton Collins. As a direct

result of criticism Almond and other ground commanders leveled a the Air Force for
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perceived inadequae CAS of ground forces, Collins sent a letter to Air Force Chief of
Staff, Gereral Hoyt S. Vanderberg. In the ktter, daed 21 November 1950, Collins
disageed wih what he perceved as he Air Force’s relegaion of CAS to its last air
priority. Collins wrote'®,

The availahility a dl times of effective tactical air suppat is one d the

most urgert requirements for the successfoour ground forces n combat.

The importance d strategic bombing ard the reed br ganing ard

mantaining air supeiority is fully appreciated; however, an indispensable

requirement is the cacurrent provision of adequag ar suppat for ground
operations.”

Collins' reference to strategic bomhbing was in fact Air Force independent ar interdiction
operations. The bottom line was that there were a limited number of air assets in Korea,
too few to dlow peaforming dl Air Force and Army desired ar missions. Collins and
Almond bdieved more assets should hare been devoted to the CAS mission which they
perceied to be a higher priority.

Another controversy over arpower priorities n Korea aose from Almond’s
correspondence with Collins. On 23 January 1951, Almond agan complained © Collins
that the Air Force was ot adequatly providing nreeded CA& to the Army. Specficaly,
Almond was cocemed with a satenmert Gereral Vanderberg, madein Japan An extract,
takenfrom “News and Vews,” X Corps Volume lll, No. 8, 19 Bnuary 1951, which was
included as aatachment to the letter read,

TOKYO. The Air Force les officially put close ar suppat at the bottom
of itslist of preferred waysto kill or cripple the enemy. That is the view of
Air Force Chef, Gereral Hoyt S. Vanderberg, who told a pressconfererce
in Tokyo, “airplanes are inefficient weapons for killing individud soldiers.”
Vanderberg chose strategic bombing as he kest way to hurt the ereny.

Sad Vanderberg, “the best way to suppat the Army is to knock out the
mortar before it is made The next best is to knock it out while it is in the
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convoy on the wayto the front. The leastefficient way is to knock it out
after it isalreadydug n.”

Almond took Varderberg’'s statenernt to meanthe Air Force’s airpower priorities, after
air supeiority, were asfollows: first, srategic bomhing; second, independent interdiction;
ard last, CAS. These piorities appeato accuetely reflect the Air Force’s pasition.
Almond was mt just concemed over the lack d ar asset dedcated or CAS, but also the
suppat dructure to go along with it (i.e, command ard caontrol personnel ard
communications equpmert).*

Almond aso sent a similar letter to General Mark W. Clark, Chief of Army Helded
Forces. Clark’s respanse b Almond indicated dertical concem over Varderberg's
commans,

| heatily agree wth your feeings as @ Vanderberg's statenernts. He has
made hemseera times arl | feelit does o good and causeshose of the
Ground Forces b have further concem as b whether the Air Force ntends

to give usthe suppat to which we ae ernitled aml which we nug have to
be swccesdl in battle 22

However, Collins' reply to Almond, 1 February 1951,seenedto send a mixed sgnal
on where the Air Force sood on the issue of ar priorities. Collins claimed to have taked
to Vandenbag about his press statement. Vandenbeag insisted his reference to “the
succesive effeciveress of air in suppat of the Army did not at al represert a piority in
the missons of the Air Force” He further insisted the Air Force tad to cary out al
missions concurrently.  While congratulating Almond on his nomination to Lieutenant
General, Collins also chastised him for accuang the Air Force d not taking CAS sefously
enough Collins continued by saying Vandenberg admitted that many Air Force officers
had beengiving animpresson of a herarchy of arpower priorities n the past but that

Vanderberg was emedying the stuaton. Referring to a satenmernt Gereral Geage C.
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Kenney, Air University Commander, made on 8 Jnuary 1951 egarding concurrent air
responsihilit ies, Vandenberg explained this gppaent meamorphosis,
Van pointed out that this does pehaps epresem samewhat of a charge of
heart on the pat of George Kenney which he Vandenbeag, was
responsible for. As you pehaps know, Orvile Anderson, a former
Commandant down at Maxwell, was more or less forced out of the Air
Force, pattly as a resut of his overenphass on strategic bombardmert.
Van cited this ard the clarge n Geage Kenney's atitude, plus the
effective suppat being given to our troops in Korea, as proof of the fact

that the Air Force ully acceps ard intends © live up to its respansibility to
provide frst—class close suppat to the Army.?®

Despite Collins gppaent defense of the Air Force, he ppeared to be dissatisfied with Air
Force CAS asrecertly astwo months prior to these ktters, note his 21 November 1950
letter to Vandenberg previoudy mentioned. Alternatively, it is aso possible Collins could
have becane more urderstanding of the Arr Force pdation dunng those same two
months

Almond also receved anopportunity in October—November 1952 dficially to voice
his opinion on CAS effeciveress in Korea. On 24 Ocbber 1952,the Chief, Army Feld
Forces,requesedthat Almond, by then Army War Colege Canmandart, ard Army War
College studerts who had beenformer combat commanders in Korea, complete a suvey
on CAS effectiveress. Gereral Almond campiled his aml seen other former combat
commanders arswers in a response daed 7 November 1952. In addtion to other CAS
sub-Hssuediscussedn sulsequen sectons of this chapter, Almond explained a poblem

he ard ather ground commanders hed with Air Force ar priorities,

Quegion: Were ary of your requess for ar suppat refused bythe Air
Force? If sq what reasms wee adwanced brrefusal
Answer: Yes, frequently. Unavailability due to priority targets elsewhere

amd weabher at air base. The 5h AirForce qposed Caops
Commanders view o “the need br” ar suppat.®
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In addition to wanting more CAS, Almond clearly had limited fath in the Air Force's
ability to interdict the Chinese LOCs. In the Spring of 1951,the Chines hed nounted a
patticularly effecive dfensive ard were threaerning to out—flark Almond’s X Corps, by
thenpart of Eighth Army, ard the Repubc of Korea ROK) divisions to his east When
Gereral Janes A. Van Fleet Eighth Army Commander, asked ér a recanmendaion,
Almond suggesed VanHeet give him the 187h Airborne Regiment from Army reserve.
Almond’s planwasto enploy the 187h to cary eroughtrucksard atillery for a least an
Army bettalion to operate behind the enemy front. This artillery battalion would then
sewr the Chnese IOCs aml leawe the atackng force wineralde to UN counter—atack.
This plan was rever accepéd, but denonstrated Aimond’s lack d confiderce n the Air
Force's ahilit y to accanplish the sane job throughair interdiction.*

Regading air interdiction, and paticularly Opeation Strangle, Almond
pessimistically tracked the Air Force-led endeavor even after leaving Korea to take
command of the Army War College In aletter to Eighth Army Commander, General Van
Fleet datd 2 Bnuary 1952, Almond agan criticized he Air Force’s inadequag tacical
air suppat ard quesioned the efectiveress of Opertion Strangle. Almond wrote,

The attacked newspaper clipping on O. P. Weylard’s canments
STRANGLE has jug been brought to my attention. If the Communists
have beenalde to build up fom 600000 © 800000, asthe information |
have indicates, | wonder just how effective STRANGLE will prove. At
this distarce from the scee | find it very difficult to differentiate between
propagawla aml fact Therefore, | would appecate any comment you may

care o make. | think that the thing that stoppedthe ereny last May was
the Eighth Army — not Operation STRANGLE.

Van Fleet responded in a letter, daed 22 &nualy 1952, explaining to Almond his

satsfacton with Opeation Strangle. Van Heetdid express dssatsfacion with Air Force

89



CAS, but for reasms assoiated wih command ard control, ard CAS weapm systens
ard equpmert.?®

Regadless d what opinions the Air Force aml the Army were expressing, the lottom
line an where ar priorities sbod appeas o have boiled down to where air asset were
actualy appationed ard enployed. Based a where ar asset were used dung the ertire
KoreanWar ard the enphass on Opertion Strangle, one must agree the Air Force, ard
for that mater the mgority of al senior military decison makers, must have favored

indepemwlert ar interdiction over close ar suppat.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets

After the Air Force kecane indepemert in 1947,ownership of tactcal ar asets was
still discussed, but it was no longer a driving Army issue The Army, as a whole, now
essetidly focused e hulk of its delate on who should control tacical air asset
appartionment and operational employment. General Almond, like mast Army officers,
was a stong proponert of Army—controlled appationment ard decetralized operational
control of CAS assets throughout and beyond his military career. His problems with Air
Force CAS appationment ard operational control were in regad to Air Force CAS
response timeliness and commitment to fulfillin g Army ground commanders operational
requests?’ In essence, Almond wanted dedicated airborne artillery apportioned to satisfy
eachArmy division’s tactical ar requirements. Further, he wartedtheseappationed CAS
assets to fall under the operational control of Army ground commanders,”® asfar down the

chain of command as he Caps kevel.°
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There was ageenert up © the Scretary of the Army level that, while the Air Force
should own tacical ar asses, the Army should exercisedecetralized,operational control
of these assef® According to General Collins,

It is a recaynizedfact that, in eachtheatr, there slould be a seror Air
Force Canmander who retains aml eercises the prerogaive of re—
alocating tactcal ar units from one sulordinate Air Force conmand to
arother to fit charging requirements within the theaer. It is enphasked,
howewer, that close ar suppat urits once they are allocated should remain
underoperational control of the desgnated Army tactical commander, urtil
an acual re-alocaton is effected. Under this concept the close air
suppat units are cleaty asigned a dahite suppating role, under control
of the commander upan whom rests the responsibility for success 6 the
operation which the unts are sippating. At the same time, the flexibility
inherent in air power is retained for exploitation by re-dlocation.*

Almond fought hard for operational control of tactical air assets while commanding in
Korea and later as Army War College (AWC) Commandant. Pushing his complaints of,
ard recanmended mprovements to, the Air Force CAS system he sert letters ard X
Corps studies to dozens of Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marine senior military
commanders aound the wald to include suchnotable figures as Gemals Matthew
Ridgway, Maxwell Taylor, J. Lawton Collins, Mark Clark, Joseph Swing, Lemuel
Shepad, ard Admiral Arthur Struble *

The Army, to include Almond, frequently spotlighted the Marine air system in Korea
astheir model of how a CAS system should operate, espeally in the aea d operationa
control. In consultation with Almond, General Mark Clark wrote the following in a letter
to the Army Chief of Staff, General Collins,

More recerntly, the operation of Marine Air in Korea n direct suppat of
Army ard Maiine Carps unts hes denonstrated a great advantage which

the Marine Close Air Suppat System has over the Army—Air Force
system  The Maitne System opefated an command insttad ¢ a
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cooperative lesis, thus assung the ground canmander operational control
of his suppating ar urits.*

Further, in the sare letter, Clark expressedite Army’s wishto obtain operational control
of tacical air asses to the degee hat the ar commander would have to requesttheir use
for interdiction missons, by excepion, from the giound canmander through the theater
forces conmander.

Almond objected b the Air Force's degie to receve preplnned CAS requess
(tactical air suppat requirements 24 hours in adwance) from the Army. He exlained the
difficulty of predcting a dayin adwance wtere the giound canmander would require
CAS, paticularly in fluid offensive and defensive combat operations. Almond said,

The chief objecton | had to the suppat that we receved in Northeas

Koreawasthe factthat the Air Force’s hgh command desied notification

of tactical ar suppat requirements 24 tours in adwance. | explained to

Genera Patridge the 5th Air Force Commande who visited me

frequently, that this was impossible. Our requirements for immediate air

suppat were not aways predictable 24 lours in adwance; we reeded an
Air Force commitment to respond to urplanned tactical ar suppat

requess within 30-50 nmutes of the initial reques$ so that the ereny

located ly ground unts cauld mot be moved to a diferent place ard

probaldy better conceakd. This was ny chef complaint and my constant

complaint. The Air Force required requess for the suppat too far alead
of the use to which it was to be put.. What they had really been doing was

conducing a plamed bombardmert program in suppat of tactical ground

units when what we waned wasinstart suppat for contacts made ty

troops on the ground in various areas dong the frort line.®*

Army ard Air Force studies examned he Air Force CAS system in Korea. An
extensve Army War College (AWC) sudy on ar—ground operations, completed in April
1951, sated that conclusons reacled n the “Joint Training Directive for Air—Ground
Opemtions,” (JTD), ard one o Gerera Almond’'s X Corps tactcal ar suppat
requirements sudiesconducted in late 1950,were esentialy the same. Further, the AWC

study noted, “Each study tends © confirm the aher, ard thereby convincesus that the
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conclusions reacted n both are kesicaly saund.” Where AWC disageedwith the JTD
ard ageed wih Almond was n the aea d operational control. The AWC aiguedthat the
JTD gawe too muchcontrol to the Air Force over tacical ar asset,

The atack a non—atack d spediic targets in connecton with the canduct
of the land battle s a netter of primary ard overiding cancem to the
ground @mmander, since striking a not griking targets within the land
battle areamaterially affects the outcome of the land battle, but affects the
air battle not at al. The Army, therefore, camot afford to agee b a
system that pemits the accurence d suchsituations asthat descibed in
the following qudation from page 143, U.S. Army in World War I,
Historical Division, Depatment of the Army 1950,“Eary on 9 Sepemnber
the Ninth Tactcal Air Force tad turned davn the Third Army requestfor
suppat atthe rniver (Moselle River), ruling that the XX Corpsassault could
be adequadly suppated ly attillery.”*

AWC abo reiterated he pasition that the Army should have operational control of CAS
asses$ ard that this control should be decetralized asdw as he Caps kevel.

Shortly after his summer 1951 appotmert asAWC Commandart, Almond’s views
specdiicaly on operational control, were dominart at the Shool. Justone exanple cane
from “Army Wa College Views, Number 1" dated October 1951, under the “Tactcal Air
Suppat” section,

3. Tactical air units alocated or amy suppat in the land battle nmust be
under operational control of the amy commander respasible for
conducting the battle; for exanple, the field amy commander when the
Army is ergaged m the canduct of a land battle, or a corps operating
independently. If operational control is not atainable then the Army must
have its own tactical aviation.

4. The tactical ar suppat required by the Army is at leas one fighter—
bomber group a equvaent per amy corps of three dvisions, ard the
aviation necessar for essetia tacical ar recanaissame. This criterion
should be the lasis for plaming ard procurenmen, although the auation
involved will be employed on a flexible basis by field Army or higher Army
commanders *°
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As discussed in the last section, Almond compiled his and seven other ground
commanders arswersto anArmy FHeld Forces surveyin late 1952. Major deiciercieshe
listed in the aea d operational control certered awound four basic issues: unty of
command, flexibility in tactical ar suppat, flexbility of planning, and flexibility of
control.>”  Regading unity of command, Almond reasmed he Army cumently lacked
authority to control ar suppat elenens necesary to help acheve victory on the
battlefield. He claimed the Jant Opertions Certer in Korea was uder complete Air
Force damination. He abo accusedhe Air Force of exercising one—way flexbility in
relation to CAS. Almond claimed the Air Force raised the lbanner of certralized control
for concertrated acton; but used t as anexcuse b take awaypreplbnned CAS at the last
minute, while failing to provide flexibility in the way of emergency CAS when ground
commanders reededti. Almond abko claimed that alocatons to CAS were made too late
to pemit ground commanders time to plan ard coordinate. He suggesed peplbnned
CAS allocatedto ground commanders whch could be diverted © higher priority missons
which might develop.®® Finally, Almond requested mare control of actud air strikes by
the gound canmander on the scer>®

Ironicaly, Almond offered a siggesed mprovement to the Marine Corps which
appeared to arguefor centralized control of artillery. During an interview in 1975 Amond
stated,

The rext improvement that | sugges is a caoollary to the foregoing
statenrerti—efiecive ue o suppating atillery. The Marines have a habit
of detailing artillery suppat units to eachof their regimental organizations.
This sometimes prevents al the artillery of the suppated unts from being
ale to reachary pat of the front effected. This could be corrected easly

by placing the artillery centrally, dthough it is suppcsed to be alde to
accanpary the paticular Marine unt or regiment when actng sepaately.
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Thisis amatter that requires only definite action to insure proper and totd
artillery suppat arnywhere along the ine am thus reducing the casiakies
that will be inflicted by the enemy without artillery total suppat. Thes ae
minor maters and its only a matter of taking action on their pats.*

This rationale seens caitrary to his reasming for further decetralizing operational
control of Air Force CAS assets. However, it does demonstrate he had limits as to how
far firepower stould be decetralized.

Clearly, Genera Almond believed the Air Force was not providing adequae CAS;
ard he wasvery vocal in expressing his dspkasue. He waned ncreased apptionment
power ard operational control of Air Forcetactcal ar asses. Further, he warted hese
asses decertralized (at leastdecenralized n the Air Force’s goinion) to the Army corps

or division level.

CAS Command and Control (C2) System

General Almond and many of his fellow Army ground commanders identified flaws in
the Army—Air Force CAS @ systemenployed duing the KoreanWar. Almond idertified
sewera areas for improvement (equipment, trained pewsonnel, ard procedues) ard
suggesed pasble lutions. Regardless of what ar priority or CAS asset
appationmert/control system was erployed n Korea, CAS  problems would have
beena saurce d friction betweenthe Army ard the Air Force.

Almond highlighted problems recommended improvements, and tested modifications
to CAS C2 communicatons, trarspatation, ard radar equpmert. As explained in
Chapter3, “CAS, The KoreanWar,” the Army ard Air Force leganthe KoreanWar with
inadequagd CAS @ equpmert due b neglect following WWII. Ore ngor area of

equipment inferiority was in the number and condition of CAS C2 radios. Post WWI|I
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budget cuts ard the Air Force aml Army’s low priority on CAS C2 systens resuted n
artiquaed C communicatons equpmert, espealy radios. Almond’s X Corps helped
solve some of the equipment problems  For instance, many reliabilit y problems associated
with radios were due to cdd temperatures, espea@ly when aloard arcraft. X Corps
installed cdd weaher batteries in its ground SAR-300 &dios to improve reliability and
recanmendedthe Air Forceinstal heaersin its T-6, Mosquto tacical ar control (TAC)
aircraft to improve the reliabilit y of their own radios.**

By 1951 sme of the equpment problems had beensolved, but Almond cantinuedto
press for further improvements to the air-to—ground and air-to—ar CAS Q systens,

VHF ground stations for amy use wee provided atCorps Hq ly Februaty
of 1951 by the Arr Force for two—way communicaton with in-flight
aircraft. This equipmert was saisfactory in geting st reports am
interrogating pilots, particularly the pilots flying visud reconnaissance.
VHF ground sttions at division were not furnished for amy use;there was
one setprovided ly the AF for use ly its owvn Tacitcal Control Party.

A mgor ddiciency was the inability of the infantry battalion to
communicate with arcraft. In addtion, Division Liaison plares cauld not
communicate easly with AF plares due b type d set ard frequemy
alocaton. Air Force phre radios do not have as many frequermies as
Naw ard Marine plares @ vs 8 or 12) resuking in same interfererce n
adjoining divisions.*?

Another C2 communications problem involved proper mantenance of equipment. In
Almond’s postwar suwvey from the Army War Cdlege, he recaynized this ard proved
insightful in also recanmending future portade equpmert,

Considerable difficulty was encountered in mantaining communication
with suppating arcraft. Pat of this difficulty wasthe result of inadequag
maintenance d power unts ard radio equpmert. This was patticulary

true n moving situations. There is a deinite needfor portade ground—to—
air radio for off—road operations.*®
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Another problem was the lack of interoperabilit y between the services C2 equpment.
In ageeng with Almond’s X Corps dudies on tacical air suppat requirements,
Brigader Gereral F. S. Bowen J., 187h Airborne Regimental Combat Team
Commander, sated, “Communications among air force, atillery, and infantry units should
be amplified. At present there is no radio commaon to dl three services, and valuable time
is lost on occasbn when coordination is effected””**

X Corps infantry battalion tactcal ar control paty (TACP) tests in January 1951
successfully demonstrated some of the communications interoperabilit y problems could be
solved by instaling smilar radios (SCR-3003 in Mosquito tactcal air controller (TAC)
aircraft, other liaison arcraft, and quater—ton trucks for the TACPs to ensure air-to—
ground armd ar—to—ar communicatons. Almond’'s X Corps spedieaded sewrd
innovative C2 interoperabilit y tests to help improve the CAS C2 system™

The method of trarspating canmunicatons equpmert, both by ar ard land, was
also a poblem area br CAS C2. The Arr Force sdved the problem of which aircraft
would cary Mosquto tacical ar controllers (TACs) ard their common equpmert by
replacng light observation arcraft with AT—6s Howewer, the Army helped sippkenment
the tactcalair control paties’ (TACPs) ground trarspatation. Quater—ton Army trucks
were introduced in X Corps tests of Army infantry battalion TACPs. These trucks
successflly traversed he dificult Korean terrain ard suwived emny atack wihle
carying a TACP, consisting of one dficer, one radio operator, one diver, ard a SCR—
300 rdio.*®

Almond’s X Corps ako led joint Army—Air Force CAS tests in May 1951 usng

rada—controlled bombers. By this time, the CAS C2 system had metured ard equpment
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arnd maintenance of this equpment improved. Usng anMPQ-2 redarto guide B-26sard
B—29s (medium bombers), joint ar ard ground assets succesfully bombed ereny troop
concertrations in dakness ard inclement weater. Between16—23May 1951 the Army
ard Air Force dernonstrated dewastating bombing efectiveress asclose as500 yards from
front line troops ard with accuacywithin 200 yards of their intended trgets.*’

The Korean CAS C2 system initially experienced severe shortages in numkbers of
propetly trained Army ard Air Force @ personnel. Almond influenced Air Force
adustments ard initiated Army erhancenerts to improve the tacical air C2 system He
frequenly arguedfor more ard better trained ar liaison ard Air Force factical ar control
paity (TACP) personnel, ard succesfully fought to use Army personnel in TACPs.
Almond aso puged for more joint C2 training and a more joint represemation from al the
sewices n the Jont Opeations Certer (JOC).

Chapter3, “CAS. The KoreanWar,” emphasied te ptiful state of Army—trained,
ard less thanadequag state of Air Force—tained, tactical ar suppat C2 pasonnd & the
start of the Korean War. While the Army scrambled to solve its own personnel and
training problems, it also criticized anl offered sdutions o the Air Force in the sane area.

Influerced by Almond, Gereral Clark, as Chef of Army FHeld Forces,alerted Army
Chief of Staff, Genera Collins, of Air Force world—wide (US, Europe and Korea) C2
training defcierciesin October of 1951. Further, Clark amounced he esablishmert of an
Army Air Suppat Center at Fort Bragg b “field test ar—ground operations doctrine ard
equpmert, ard to assst in the dssenmation of this doctrine throughout the Army.” Clark
continued, sayng, “This cemer congtitutes a mcleus aound whch a tue Jont Air

Suppat Center should be formed.” Clark alo requesed nore Air Force sippat for the
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sewices’ (Army ard Air Force) curent tactcal ar operations systemin the form of more
air liaison officers arl addiional ar liaison paties.*®
In addtion, Clark requesed the Air Force accepArmy—trained TACPs into the CAS

C2 system”®® General Almond was instrumental in devising the original plan to organize
these eans ard successily tested heir effeciveress;he also canpagned heavly for
their operational accepance. Clark requesed,

agreenert by the Air Force b acceptArmy personnel, ard provision for

the training ard use of such personnel, at battalion level, with adequag

communicatons, to direct close ar suppat arcraft at times when Air

Force Cantrollers are rot available a provided. In addtion, provision

must be made in a like manner for the training and use of Army aviation
personnel as airborne controllers.®

Genera Collins, in turn, sent the same basic request to Air Force Chief of Staff, General
Vanderberg, in a ktter dated 21 November 1950. Degite these am subsequen requess,
the Air Force rever suppied the desied number of TACPs ard only slowly ard reluctartly
acceped the dea & Army TACPs. The Air Force felt the number of Army-requestd
TACPs was egessve. Addiionally, the Air Force nsisted TACPs hed to include a
gualfied tacticalair pilot. The Air Force exlained it simply did not have erough pilots to
creae the Army’s desied number of Air Force TACPs>*

While Almond initiated the Army TACP idea, his inspiration for infantry battalion
TACPs cane from his successit expelierce wih the Marine CAS system His X Corps’
“Infartry Battalion Tacical Air Control Paties’ report, dated 23 dnualty 1951, gated,

During the extensive operations directed by X Corps in Korea... one of the
major factors cantributing to the successfair—ground operations wasthe
tacical air control concept utilized ly X Corps. Bastaly, this is the
Marine conceptard provides br the incluson of TACP s asorgaric units

in Infantry Battalions. Combat expelierce n operations over exended
fronts ard in exdrenely rugged érrain conclusively proves tat effective
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ard efficiert ar suppat can be asured only if TACPs are plysicaly
presen with eachinfantry Batalion.>

Almond’s initiative pad off when his Army TACPs proved effective in combat. On

23 Jnuary 1951,he amounced b Collins,

It will be of interest to you, | am sure, to know that in the past 10 days —
being unable to secure the 13 TACPs which | consider a minimum for the
Infantry Division, the alotmert provided ty Ffth Air Force keing only 4 —
| have organzed povisonal TACPs composed d 1 officer, 1 radio
operator, 1 SAR 300 anl 1 pep wih driver. These patties were first tested
with an L-5 plare equpped wih SCR 300. They worked pefecty from
the stardpant of communicaton ard, in the pastthree dag, we have
gotten Ffth Air Force, through the megnificert help of Gereral Ridgway
to agee b honor the cals for fire on ereny targets by these Infantry
TACPs with siperior resuts??

Despte the successfl denonstration, the Air Force dd not acceptthe cancept for wide—
spreadenployment. Onre possble reasm for Air Force resistarce mght have beensucha
systemi s ercouragenent of decetralized gerational control of CAS asses.

Major General H. L. McBride, Commandant of the Army’s Command and General
Staff College (CGSC), sert Almond the resuts o a Shool study on the same isste.
CGSC agreed with Almond’s TACP ideas and doubted the paossibility of receving, or
reliability of, Air Force TACPs,

We believe that Army peisonnel canbe readly trained to direct air strikes.
We aso fed that artillery forward observers should be trained for this same
mission, ugng the artillery fire control net when necessar. | amconvinced
that the Air Force will never furnish the necessar TACPs for divisions
and that if they insist on having qudified pilots in these TACP's that

personnel would be rotated s rapidly ard 90 uninterested n their job that
that arrangement will never work satisfactory(sic).>

In addtion, Almond did not feel Air Force plots were propelly trained to execue
CAS, nor did he believe they understood their value aml role in the CAS C2 system  After

his tour in Korea, Almond stted,
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Almost without exception, fighter—bomber pilots have no conception of the
extent of their overall contribution to the fire suppat plan in neutralizing
the enemy in the pre-assault phase of an attack or in smilar operations.
They will not concede the great value accuing to our forces due siply to
a gerera hammering from the ar of a citical arra. They camot
understand the value d what may be only the psychological effect that air
suppat with rockets or napalm may contribute to the overall effort of our
troops. The Maine Air Wing was a otable exepion in this regad,
presunaldy becausetiey had anexcelent understanding of Army tacics
and did what they were told to do by the aamy commander to the limit of
their ability. 1t follows then that the air force must be educated in the army
concept of fire suppat in order to indoctrinate the individual fighter—
bomber pilot with the great vadue of his individud contribution to the
success of the whole team, whether he actudly gets akill or not.>

Almond frequenly disagreed wih Air Force CAS C2 system procedues paticulady
on the effectveressof the Jant Opertions Certer (JOC). In a FEtter, datd 2 March
1951, to Lieutnant Gerera Ridgway Commanding Gereral, Eighth Army, Almond
complained d inadequag CAS through the OC ard Eighth Army reques systens. By
exanple, Almond related his e)peilerce fom the precedng day His Air Officer had
requesed ‘maximum possble ar strikes” an a spedic target through both JOC ard
Eighth Army channds. Almond's men were assured by both organizations that their
requess would be met. Within the rext 2 hours, only sx arcraft arived to ergage he
targe. Almond’s own liaison pilot, who initiated the original request, had to guide the sx
aircraft into the target The following excempt from the ktter explains Almond’s
frugration,

Initial reports from JOC were optimistic, but when confronted with the
eyewitnessaccaint of my liaison pilot, JOC nade urther investigaton ard
discovered the original reports to be in error in that, athough thirty—six

sorties were made within a radius of about sx miles from the target, only
eight aircraft fulfille d my request.

Inciderts suchas he almve enphasie he fact that our presem system of
air suppat is too cunbersome; that requess pas throughtoo many hands
finally, that no realy efficiert system of checking resuks exsts ard that a
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ceitain degee d operational control of aircraft by the respansible ground
commander ergaged m acive caitrol of operations is essetia to our
obtaining the realpatential that exsts in tacical ar suppat.®

General Almond’s interest in improved CAS C2 ard joint CAS ftraining cantinued
even after he left Korea n July 1951. As Army War College (AWC) Commandart,
Almond enphaskedinter—sewrice understanding and ercouraged stiderts o find ways to
make the curent Army—Air Force CAS system more respaisive. To accamplish this he
requesed ncreased epresemation from the aher sewices at AWC. Almond also
influenced AWC <udetts by incorporating into the curriculum hs opinions and
recommended improvements to the current CAS system. Almond ultimately influenced
hundreds of Army officers throughout the 1950segarding his CAS views>’

Differences wer CAS C2 equpmert, trained pesonnel, ard procedues remained
saurcesof friction during the KoreanWar for the Army ard Air Force. Gereral Almond
voicedhis opinion on what he considered nadequa@s n the CAS @ system and initiated
severa intended improvements as X Corps Commander. Almond was a proponent of
joint CAS C2, as well as other joint C2 aspect d training. As Commandart, he later
incorporated some of his joint Army-Air Force C2 ideas into the Army War College

curiculum®®

Single- or Multi—Purpose Aircraft Debate

Almond, like many of his fellow ground commanders, believed the Air Force should
dewelop a sngle—pumpose CAS arcraft. He wasnot convinced hat multi—purpaose aircraft
(i.e.,, fighter—bombers), adaped for CAS missons, were as efecive ard efficiert at
performing CAS as spedilized aicraft. Additionally, AlImond urged selious casideration

of joint Army—Air Force cmperation in procuring such a sngle—pumpaose CAS aircraft for
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the future. Howewer, Almond understood the US wauld have to peform CAS in Korea
with exsting arcraft. Therefore, he lobbied for using the arcraft he believed performed
CAS the lestin Korea an canplained alout less efective arcraft.

Almond wasnot convinceda multi—puipose aircraft could peform CAS aseffectively
as ae degyred spedicaly for the CAS misson. He arml other Army officers kelieved,

That componert of tacical air operation is so closely integrated wih
ground combet operations that the determination of operational capabilities
and of certain military characteristics is considered to be a joint function of
the Air Forceard Army. In this regard, these aicraft should be desgred
primarily for close sippat missions, with other missions such asar—to—ar
attack being of secadary importance n desgn. Aircraft enployed for
close suppat should have the maximum practical capabiit y of locating and
attacking promptly, under dl conditions of weather and visibility, al targets
whicr; might threaten or impede, or be in close proximity to the suppated
unit.”

Army Command and Genera Staff College (CGSC) agreed with Almond that the Air
Force, in cooperation with the Army should dewelop a $ngle-pumpose CAS arcraft.®
To re-emphasize, Genera Almond believed future CAS arcraft design and

procurerment should be a joint Army—Air Force efort to ersure Army needs wes
considered. He voiced these views through General Collins who stated,

The Army should participate in the deermination of general requirements

for close suppat arcraft, which should be desgned prmarily for close air

suppat roles, to include ypes of missons ard targets, necesity for all

weather operations, reasonable operational endurance, and ability to

operate from adwance strips in combat zones. The Army slould be

consulted in the dewlopmert ard dardadizaton of close ar suppat
aircraft ard in testing ard ealuaing the erd product®

The Army War College agreed with the Army’s right to “paticipate in determining the
milit ary characteristics and in the selection of the aircraft procured” for CAS.%? Probably,
General Almond’s influence over Army War College curriculum and sudents perpetuaed

this sane philosophy after he becane its canmandart.®®
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Understanding only exsting arcraft would ke available for Korea, Almond preferred
nonet (especally the F4U Casair) over jet arcraft. He and other ground commanders
were convinced gt aircraft lacked be erdurarce, loiter time, ard sufiiciert armament
necessar to provide suficiert CAS. Air Force gts required longer rurways ard therefore
were forcedto operate rom arfields autside Korea. This increased ditarce educed bhe
aircraft’s erdurarce anl increased espanse tmes **

Most ground caonmanders ckatty favored Marine aircraft,

A digtinct difference has beennoticed n the type d suppat provided ly
jet—type aircraft, ar force cawentiona-type arcraft, ard US Marine
aircraft. The Maines ae roticeally delberate in their manner of
destoying targets, while al other unts deiver their ordnarce rmuch faster
ard with less appant effect Perhaps his factis due loth to the difference
in training ard to aircraft desgn.®®

Gereral Janes A. Van Feet Eighth Army Commander, claimed the Air Force dd not
have the poper CAS aircraft or appiopriate amament to accanplish CAS as ppmised®®

In arguing for a sngle—pumpose arcraft, Almond crticized Ar Force al-puipose, jet
aircraft,

Close suppat should be provided ly an airplane desgned © accanplish
that primary mission ard not an al—purmpose fighter. Although the Marine
aircraft ard Air Force popeler planes wee gererally adequag, the jets
were not. The Maitine arcraft caried a nore balanced,usetil load hanar
force. Jet arcraft did not have suficiert erdurarce n the target area.
Hence, when they arived, they were given immediate precedene ewen
though propdler arcraft were in the process of a strike, resulting in lost
time and repetition of instructions. Jet sorties had to be released frequently
becauseof the lack of erdurarce. Jes afford a nore stalde gun platform
ard should be more accuete than propeler types. Howewer, their higher
speed and limited endurance made them less accuste ard more prone ©
make tragc erors in target idertification.

Navy dive bombers were unquestionably the best type arcraft for close
suppat from the emlurarce, load capaty, ard accuacyviewpdnt.®’
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Congideling exsting arcraft, one X Caps stidy recanmended nght, area bombing
usng B-29s Based on combat tests, X Corpsadwcated e following:
There are three B-29 Goups in this theaer with radar, communications
ard ravigation equpmernt as well as recessar range t accanplish night
missons. They canremain over the target for a much greaer time than

jets. Exanple: 11 flights of 3 B—29seachcould be dispatched ® that
some aircraft would be on—gation continuoudy from 2000 b 0600 tours.®®

Clearly, Almond believed the Army and Air Force should jointly develop a sngle—
purmpose CAS arcraft. Howewver, understanding he would have to plan with existing

aircraft, Gereral Almond favored non—jet over jet arcraft at the strt of the KoreanWar.

Summary

Gereral Almond had pronounced vews as aesuk of his eypelerce pror to ard
durning the Korean War regading al four CAS sub-issues preserted in this paper
priorities in the enployment of arpower, ownership ard appationmernt of tactical ar
asets, CAS canmand ard control, ard sngle— versus multi—pumpose aircraft delate.
Almond subsequently went on to influence hundreds of Army officers through changes he
made © the Army War College curiculum in the aea d close ar suppat. While
debating which of his opinions were correct durng Korea is interesting, the more
important lesson is in examining which of his opinions might have been beneficial and/or

detrimental to future CAS gpplications.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions

It should come a®o surprise that the Amy andAir Force look at war
from two sharply contraging pointsof view To mos$ Army oficersit is
axiomatic that theultimate outaomeof anywar is decided by the manon
the ground vith a weapon... The primary force to bereckoned with is the
enemy gound brmation. But, and thisa ver impotant but,virtually all
thinking soldiers are also painfully aware of their need 6r air suppott:
first to keep the enemy dworce of their backs andsecond,to reducethe
effectivenes of theenemys groundformations Airmen live in an entely
different mental and physal univese. They do not accept the axidmat
the ultimate result comesfrom the man on the gund. Many aimen
believe pasonately that aipower is a liberating force that canproduce
tactical, opemtional, and grategic results quite independently ofand
formations.. Furthermore, mog airmen are ablutely convinced that the
sine qua non oéffective opeationsis the neutalization or degruction of
the enemyg air force and airdeenses Once thids accomplisied,all else
can Dllow. And, while airmen awe largely dependent uporolgiers to
keep enemy gund brcesat bay, this dependence isowhere neatly as
strong as soldiers dependence upon them.The agmmety of this
dependence lieat the pot of many ofthe tensns that exi$ betweenthe
Army and the & Force regarding air-ground opeations

—Dr Harold R. Winton,
“An Ambivalent Partnership: US Army and Air Force Perspectives on Air—
Ground Opeations, 1973-1990, Unpublidhed paper1996

I ntr oduction

The Army ard Air Force have differed over the cacept of close ar suppat for many
years, ard the dscusan continues bday. Understanding the historical roots of these

differences s necessarto understanding cantenporary CAS issues. As areminder to the
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reader, dl CAS sub-issues discussed in this pgoer are examined in light of the Army-Air
Force relationship. Relevant issues fom other sewices ae dscussed wére appicale;
howewer, the enphass of this study is on the relationshp betweenthe Army ard Air
Force. Additionally, the four CAS sub-issuesare closely interrelated. Therefore,

problems or sdutions in one aea fequenly affect one a more of the ahers.

Discusspn of Issues

Priorities n the Employment of Airpower

The dscussn of this CAS sub-issue $ realy a natter of prefererces n the use of
limited air assets in a paticular Stuaion. The assumgption of limited air assets is important
because wén arcraft are alundart, they canperform everyone’'s desred missons. One
may immediately dismiss two extremes from the analyss. When Army ground
commanders are not ergagedin combat with the ereny (and not plaming to be in the
immediate future), they do not voice serious objection to employing air assets for srategic
attack a deep mterdiction. Addiionaly, when Army formations are in a short—term,
criticalemergercy situaion, i.e., initiating an offensive lreakait or uralde to defend
aganst an ereny offensive, Air Force canmanders do not object to making CAS an
overriding priority. The delate seens to arise over what ar priorities b estblish for the
course d anertire conflict wheneachsewvice seeks tfierent objecives.

Each sewice’s fielded canbat forces dten focus o different decsive points
(objectves) to acheve the same overal US pdlitical objectves. Although a theater
commander cleaty enploys Army ard Air Force asset to acheve his own priorities

through attacking decsive paints, his hands are sometimes tied n two ways as b which
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decsive paints he canattack. Frst, pditical restrictions occasonally precudethe theater
commander from atacking the nost decsive pants. For exanple, restrictions aganst
attackihg paential targets in Chna duing the Korean War restricted the theaker
commander's options. Secand, sewice agarizaions (and later, sewice depamments)
limit ed the theater commander’s means of attacking decisive paints by the characteristics
of forcesmade available. Service depaments train, orgarze, ard equp Army ard Air
Force unts accoding to broad objecives hat are not always appiopriate in speciic
gtuaions. Service degpartments dso work with limited, competing budges. Therefore, a
service mght dewelop a brce cassting of the appopriate asset to counter the most
likely perceved threat only to find itsef enployed n anertirely different situaion. For
exanple, F—80 unts in Japanwere used br CAS in 1950, although they had beentrained
for the ar delense mission. Differences between the capabilit ies of the forces in—being and
the forces equired for a spedic stuaton have addedto the disageenernt over airpower
priorities

In Korea pditical restrictions helped bcus loth the Army ard Air Force an the sane
military objective, defeating the enemy’s military forces. However, dueto the manner in
which eachsewice’s dactrine prepaed t to fight and eachsewice’s exsting fighting force
structure, they disageed aer which decsive pants would acheve dekat of the ereny
force.

To elalorate, the USertered the warwith anAir Force letter trained, organzed,ard
equppedto fight aganst arother industialized sate thanthe goponent ard stuation that
were presened. Political restrictions aganst usihng abmic weapms ard atacking North

Korea's dllies led the Air Force to focus on interdiction. With ar supeiority achieved
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eaty ard few, if ary, alowale stategic targets, the Air Force keyd on what it perceved
asthe rext most effective enployment of airpower, interdiction. Given an overall force
unprepaed br CAS, ard a deepestrike focus, it is not difficult to understand why the Air
Force favored interdiction over CAS. Therefore, the Air Force close interdiction of
ereny lines d communication (LOCs)as te decsive objecive 0 best dekatthe ereny.
On the aher hand, the Army ertered Korea ntending to enploy ground forces
agangt its tadtional cerier of gravity: the ereny ammed forces. While ground
commande's were interested in interdicting potential enemy troops and supplies, their
immediate concerns involved current action at their fighting front. Added to this, most
ground commanders saw lttle pioof the Air Force’s interdiction canpagn (Operation
Strangle) was waking. Addtionally, ground canmanders felt the reed or increasedCAS
dueto peceived inadequaties in available artillery. Ground forces dso desired more air
suppat during the first yearof Korea lecaus fighting wasfluid ard arpower was more
mobile than artillery. Therefore, Army ground commande's chose fighting the enemy
fielded force closer to the front lines as the decisive pant to achieve their military
objective. This focus naturally led the Army to favor CAS over interdiction targets.
Whether Air Force interdiction was a successful use of limited ar assets is beyond the
scope of this pgoer. The important point is to understand the difference in opinion
between the Army ard the Air Force over the efectiveressof existing airpower in

performing interdiction and CAS. This difference sill causes friction over air priorities.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets

After 1947,ownership of CAS assets becane less of anissue. The delate turned to

operational command ard decetralized caitrol of Air Force CAS asset. Opeiational
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command is a question of which service should command CAS assets during combet,
while decetralized caitrol certers on the nost effecive level within a sewice to control
CAS asets during cambat.

The opeationa command issue revolves around service responsbilities and the
redlities of existing command and control systems. The Army agues it has responsihility
for the ground battle ard therefore slould have operational command of the asset it
requires in its prosecuion; this constitutes a sonewhat geayraphicaly—cenered C2
system. The Air Force argues it has responsibility for al air combat and therefore it
should maintain operational command; this constitutes a somewhat functional C2 system
Opemtional command of arother sewice’s asset usudly requires s@histicated nter—
service communications methods and substantial joint training and cooperation. Neither
of these eisted in Korea.

Finaly, decetralized catrol of CAS aircraft asumes sufficiernt air assets to supply
al commanders atthe level chosen for decefralizaton ard dowvnplays the pdentia for

concertrated frepower asseiated wih certralized catrol.

CAS Command and Control (C2) System

Coordinated, joint—serice CAS requestard direction (control) systens have always
required sgnificart sevice pepaation ard sgnificart inter—sewice caperation to enploy
tacical air asses effecively and efficiertly. Unfortunately, the low priority assgned ly
the Army and Air Force to CAS between wars and limited budges have resulted in poor
CAS C2 systems existing at the start of most US military conflicts through the Korean

War.
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A good AS C2 system includes €liable, interoperable canmunicaions equpment,
trained personnel, ard the recesary suppating infragructure. This is true wrether the
system includes messags dropped from arcraft, snoke sgnals, or more sghisticated
elecronic communicatons. Some type d joint operatons certer with adequa
represemation from all the sevices nvolved B necessar to ersure snooth ard proper
operation. CAS C2 systemproblems have sgnificartly added ¢ the Army—Air Force CAS
delate in the pas. CAS Q has pobaldy beenthe nost important ard possbly the most

difficult to resolve CAS sub-issue, often resulting in tension between the services.

Single- or Multi—Purpose Aircraft Debate

This sub-issue s alvays hinged o whether the Air Force stould desgn and procure
a single-pumpose arcraft to peform CAS. Many Army ground canmanders, to include
Gerera Almond, have recanmended the value of such an arcraft over tradtionally
modified arcraft that the Air Force aiginally desgned for other missbns.

To exanine the issueti is important to deermine exacty what the Army has desred
in a single—pumpose aircraft. Precedng chapters show the Army, to include Amond, did
not intend the arcraft have no ar—to—ar or degp drike capability; they smply wanted it
optimized br CAS. Howewer, if the recessar characienstics d a CAS aircraft are too
different from an ar—to—ar arcraft, thenthe Army’s idealmay in fact only peform CAS
well and not necessarily perform ar—to—ar missions at dl.

The arcraft delate actualy extends keyond the airframe. The Army has reasmaly
deducedhat a specalized CAS arcraft also requires a speailized cops d CAS-trained
pilots. While a single-pumpose CAS aircraft ard dedcated caps of CAS piots may

appeako most ground canmanders, many armen queston the eficacyof sucha sdution.

114



These &ctors ae important becauseltiey lead b a ery critical consderation in the
single- versus multi—pumpose arcraft delate: the degee amilitary force is capable of
achieving ar supeiority. If ar supeiority is farrly certain, as it was in Korea, then a
single—pumpaose CAS arcraft may best provide or the reedsof the ground commander.
However, if air supeiority is not a given, some consideration must be made for protecting

the arcraft while it paforms CAS or equipping it with some counter—air capabilit y.

Principal Findings

Priorities n the Employment of Airpower

This paper denonstrated that the pioper priority scheme for the enployment of
airpower is situatonally depewlert. Howewer, a rumber of spedic prority themes
emerge troughout this sudy:.

Both air and ground commanders agree te first priority of arpower is air superority.
Unfortunately, this is where the widespead ageenen erds. Owerall, armen cleatty favor
deeperar stikes b CAS, while many ground cammanders favor just the oppostte.
Theaer commanders, who have most frequenly been Army officers, shft ar priorities
based more on situatons than ary hard ard fast rules. Air, ground, ard theaker
commanders appearto focus teir objecive acceding to their own respansibilities.
General Almond, like many ground officers, clearly favored CAS over interdiction during
the Korea War ard appeas to have favored CAS in previous conflicts. His well—
docunented priorities o1 CAS ard vocal enphass as a seor Army officer likely
influerced lundreds d officers he commanded n the field ard at Army War College. He

probaldy affected many of the dficers who sulsequenly provided seior leadeshp ard
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vison to the US Amy of the 1960sard 1970s Likewise, Almond’'s Air Force
contenporaries umloubtedly influerced subequem Air Force kades with the phlosophy

of certralized catrol of ar asses.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets

Army officers, most notably, Gereral Almond, stowed n Korea hat they warted
more control of their own destny. They were respasible for prosecuing the ground
canpaign ard warted cantrol of al the assetrequired to accanplish that task. Therefore,
Almond ard other ground cammanders desied operational control of Air Force CAS
asses. The Army, ard paticulady Almond asX Corps Commander, erjoyed operationa
control of Marine CAS ard saw o reasm to expectless fom the Air Force. While CAS
was he pimary function of Marine Air, it was cosidered he least efficiert use of
airpower by the Air Force. Also, the US acheved ar superority quickly in Korea anl
thus was ale to devote more ar asset to other missons. As a resut of ar syperiority,
the US was also alde to useaircraft not spediicaly desgned or CAS effecively in the
CAS mle. The USwould not have beenalde to do this, without sustining increasedarnd
perhaps prohibitive, losses, if air supeiority had been in question. The gatistical redlities
of Korea slow that during much of the war most air asset were appationed for
interdiction.

The Army’s desre for decetralized catrol of tacical ar asset would have required
many more arcraft available arl capake for CAS than was p@sble duing the Korean
War. This does mt meanaicraft could not have beendecetralized to the division or
corpslevel, it smply means they would have been spread mare thinly. Spreading out the

air assets would have made themless responsive to usng themfor other higher priority ar
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missions as deermined by the senior military leadership in Korea. This dso would have
required a much more sophisticated C2 system for quickly concertrating ar asses for
tactical employment durng emergency Stuaions. In other words limited, dedicated
control at the division level would have reduced overal theater control and the ability to

quickly concertrate arpower at a degied pant.

CAS Command and Control (C2) System

CAS C2 systens ae tradtionally in a sate d neglect the initial CAS C2 systemat the
start of the Korean War was no exception. Limited budges prior to the KoreanWar
required al sewices b make dificult force stucture cloices. Neither the Air Force nor
the Army were prepaed wih the required C2 equpmert, trained pesonnel, or other
needednfrastucture to execue a sulstantial, coordinated joint—serice CAS system Air
Force enphask on strategic ar prepaation at the experse of tactcal air was only
sumpassed ypthe Army’s falure to prepae o useAir Force CAS. In fact, the Army was
not even sold on the idea that it would require much CAS dueto its plans for artillery
enployment.

Gereral Almond recaynized he CAS C2 problem in Korea anl provided a mmber of
innovative solutions to improve the system. His most notable contributions came in his
recagnition of the reed br training, to include pint prepaation. Also of paticular
significarce was hs insisterce a breakng down Air Force rsistarce hindering the
formation of addtional tactical air control paties (TACPs) manned with Army rather than
Air Force pasonnel. His X Corps dso conduded preliminary testing on the passibility of
integrating the CAS C system with Army atillery communications networks. Increased

C2 capability led to more effective CAS employment in Korea.
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Single- or Multi—Purpose Aircraft Debate

Ground commanders, Almond included, have traditionally pushed for the
dewelopmert of asingle-pumpose CAS arcraft. This is probaldy becaus the Army desres
the most effective asset available to paform a mission upan which it has inevitably
depenled. Ground canmanders have either failed to understand or purmposely ignored the
fact that the sane characteristics whch make a patform anideal CAS arcraft may also
result in it paforming other missions poorly.

The bottom line is the Air Force has controlled CAS arcraft developmert snce 1947
ard hes drected Linds poportionately to assed it feebk best meetits overall air priorities?
Becausethe Air Force degies wersatile CAS aircraft, it awids CAS-optimized aicraft
procurenmert. Since 1940the Air Force has not acqured many arcraft in which it has
assured the arcraft would have the luxury of operating in an environmert of total air
supetority. CAS—degyred, sngle-pumpose arcraft such as the A—10 have been the
excepion to a wle of modifying akeadyexsting arcraft to peform the CAS mssbn.
Today's Joint Advanced Strike Techndogy (JAST)? program, at leastthe Air Force’s
portion, is focused on procuring a dint Strike Hghter (JSF) to replace he F16, not the
A-10. Army ard Air Force cardination on the deggn specficatons for the Air Force’s

version of the JSF have been minimal.®

Conclusions

Priorities n the Employment of Airpower

One might reasonably conclude that Almond’s strong and frequently—stated opinion

giving CAS a higher air priority thaninterdiction, ard probaly strategic atack, influerced

118



a gemration of Army officers. Marny of these dficers, right or wrong, caried this
enphass on CAS forward. Because A Force hinking, right or wrong, enphasized he
oppasite priority, the controversy persisted well after General Almond’s direct influence
disappeagd fom the inter—sewice lattlefield. This issue s not only causedconfusion
dunng conflict, but has dso stimulated important professional interaction between the
Army ard Air Force. Available evderce appea o indicate the kest priority of air asset
depenls on the situaton. The problem is that “it depenls’ is not a sufficiert philosophy
for building an appropriate Air Force to satisfy everyone's desires with limited funds
Until a ‘one size fts al’ ar or space weapo system is deweoped his conflict over

appopriate ar priorities & likely to peisist betweenthe Army ard Air Force.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets

Unfortunately, the C2 system in Korea was nsufficiertly sgphisticated o alow for
Army operational control of CAS asset without also opting for a decetralized catrol
scheme at Army division or corps levels. This would have resulted in smaller, Army—
controlled C2 nets. The state d both Air Force aml Army tacical air command ard
control was in poor shape at the strt of the Korean War ard only improved ater
significant effort on both services' pats. Further, the limited number of CAS arcraft and
C2 equpmernt ard trained pewsonnel, ard the seror leadeship’s higher priority on
interdiction (Operation Strangle) over CAS, precluded decetnalizing arpower to the level
Almond requesed. Additionally, air superority wasquickly acheved in Korea. Without
air supeiority there wauld have been much more of a requirement to coordinate ‘all’

airpower in the theaker.
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Agan, while Almond’s amgumnerts for Army operational control ard decelralized
execuion might make sese in a wald of robust ar asses, they fail to consider the fiscal
realities imposed on the US military. With the US's historical trend in developing fewer,
more sophisticated arcraft it seems unlikely that there will be sufficient air assets in the
future to alow much Army operational control or decetralized excuion of Air Force
CAS assets. Exceptions to this rule will occur only in Stuaions where there are adequae
air assed to satsfy both ground ard ar commanders’ requirements, eg., airpower
enployment in the Northwest Europe anl the Southwest Paciic theakers duing WWII.
Therefore, it may be realstic for ar assets to be deceftralized efectvely in future
stuations where the US has air supeiority and a sgnificant military advantage  Also, in
theory, US military C2 systens cauld became suficiertly sgphisticated © provide a gbbal
view d ard manage anoperationa theaker. Such a swtem might allow for more Army
operational control and decetralized excution on at leasta limited basis. However,
communications systens ae rot there yet techhologicaly ard may never acheve sucha
level whenone cansiders the rapid decsion—making that would be required by the pele

who have to meke the system work.

CAS Command and Control (C2) System

Almond’s emphasis on an improved CAS C2 system both during the KoreanWar ard
after, contributed to increagd atention on the subect at leas throughout the 1950s
Unfortunately, Almond's suggesions ard innovations have frequenly beenignored in
sulsequen US conflicts. In fact, even during the Gulf War joint command ard control
interoperability and training issues demonstrated that the military does not or cannot

prepae for al aspect of arpower C2 enployment.*
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Also, as CAS C2 systems have become more complex, military commanders have
been better ade to control the use & CAS asses. Greaer control increasedthe
effectveress & aircraft in tacical roles. In fact in Korea radarcontrolled bombers
(originally desgnred for indepemert, deep &rike mssions) were succesfully enployed for

night CAS usng improvised C2 techniques.

Single- or Multi—Purpose Aircraft Debate

The Air Force coxsistently awided deeloping a sngle—-pumpose aircraft for CAS.
Fiscaly—constrained defense ludges are a ngjor rea®n for the Air Force’s pasition.
When the Air Force can only afford a limited number of aircraft, it wants multi—purpose
aircraft that perform its higher priority missons. Suppying suppat to arother service,
given limited funding for weapon systems, provides limited incentive to build a single-

purpose CAS arcraft.

Impact on Current Issues

Priorities n the Employment of Airpower

The Air Force mix of ar assets has aways been, and predictably aways will be,
restricted by limited defense budges ard a lest gues of future threas. If one assumes
that specalized CAS arcraft (optimized br arr—to—ground fighting) perform tacical air
suppat better than ar-to—ar or multi—puipose aircraft, then this sub-issue will reman
open for delate betweenthe sevices. Howewer, if the recen trerd in smart munitions
continues,ard these mnitions kecame plertiful, thenthe issueof priority could became a
lesssignificart source of friction betweenthe Army ard Air Force. In fact the sarce d

friction may shift to the priority of the munitions themselves.
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If the priority sub-issue pasists, tomorrow’s military offic ers of dl services should be
wary of buying into either Almond’s or the traditional Air Force's priority schemes once a
conflict has started. At that time, the theatr commander must lead he sevices n the
proper direction by establishing an ar priority plan that best fits current force capabilit ies,
the specific threat, and intended pdlitical and military objectives. Therefore, the issue of
air priorities is most important eaty in the force phming process dung the threat
evaluaion phase and service budgetng proces. This proces deermineswhat air asets

will be available for future theater commanders.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets

The Army has actudly renewed the issue of ownership by its development of the
Army Tactical Missle System (ATACMS) ard atack relicopters.®> Both are Army owned
ard controlled ard offer patential suppat to the ground commander.  The servicesare
currently delating the issue & who should exercise gerational control of theseasses.
The helicopters would primarily be used ér CAS ard shce he giound cammander
coordinates ard cantrols ar assets insde he fire suppat coordination line (FSCL), the
Army will most likely retain operationa control. However, ATACMS is primarily
enployed agaist close interdiction targets that are cutsde the FSCL ard so require
coordination with the Air Force. One might conclude that ATACMS will probably fall
under the operational control of the Air Force. On the aher hand, the Army’'s exended
reachthrough ATACMS could ako resut in extending the FSCL.

Currently, the theater commander decdes ai appationmert. Howewer, asin the
past the theatr commanders appationmert decsion is samewhat constrained by what

available ar asets are capale of offering to the fight. These air assets, their suppating
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infrastucture, ard assaiated trained personnel are pamed for by the Depatment of the
Air Force,in most cases gars lefore they are enployed. While air superority remains the
theater commander's first priority, his appetionment percertages br strategic attack,
interdiction, and CAS may be influerced by the efectveress ¢ awailable arcraft to
perform eachmisspn.

The Army would ill lik e to assume operational control of tactical air assets because
it has responsibility for the ground battle. With increases in joint—service integrated C2
systenrs ard training, the Army may sameday effectively manage @ermational control
choppedto it for short—duration CAS missions, while the Air Force naintains ceriralized
control of overal ar asset. This would require a significart degee of techological
sophistication in command and control.

The possibility of decenralized control appeas to be fading as military budges
continue © shrink ard the rumber of Air Force aiframes dwindles. Becauseair
supeiority can rarely be assumed, the Air Force will continue to insst on centrally
managing its limited air assets. Even with increased precision, the Air Force recognizes
the importance d concertration.

Finally, while an increase in C2 capabilities offers better coordination possibilities at
the Army dvison level, senior military leaders might decide differently.  Senior
commanders with a tendercy to micro-mamage night decde b ceriralize ata higher level

if command and control allow it.

CAS Command and Control (C2) System

CAS C2 systenrs are critical in today s enployment of tactical arpower. Not only are

they important in their contribution to defeating the enemy, but dso in their potentia to
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prevent fratricide. A concemed American puldic may not tolerate a nodem disaser like
the 1944 Opeation Cobra incidert.

The American military relies increasingly on sophisticated weapon and information
systernrs to prosecue asynmetric warfare aganst less s@histicated gponents. Advanced
C2 systens gve the US a dstinct advantage n CAS. Howewer, these sgtens require
constant attention to ersure they are propely manned, equpped,ard organized b provide
jointly—trained and reliable asses to the CAS system  There s no reasm to believe this
US trend in advanced communications will decrease; therefore, interoperability and

training will reman important discussion issues.

Single- or Multi—Purpose Aircraft Debate

This debate is Hill alive today. While the Army would prefer the Air Force build a
single—pumpose CAS arcraft, the Air Force wauld dill prefer to procure CAS—capable
aircraft that canalso perform other, higher priority, ar missions. With eventighter budget
constraints, the Air Force receves little incertive to procure an aircraft that merely
suppats arother service. Advancesin smart munitions may reduce he tenson on what
airframes are deweloped. Future stard—dff platforms may not be as nuch of an inter—
service issue asthe gnart munitions which ultimately go into harms way to supply Army

CAS.

Summary

All four CAS sub-issues are dill r elevant today. While many of Almond’s ideas may
not have been ideal solutions to overall milit ary problems, some of his ideas held great

value in the past and ill hold great importance today. Whatever his beliefs, Generad
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Almond surely influenced the Army-Air Force CAS debate for many years after his
retirement.

Turning now to the aiginal reseach questons presemed in Chapter 1, we find the
following:

1. Assuning atleastsame tension over the CAS issue,what differenceshave exsted
between the US military services regarding CAS doctrine (WWI through Korea)?
Eviderce pesetted in Chapters 2 ard 3 denonstrated sane of the tradtiond
differences letweenthe Army ard Air Force regarding CAS. The most obvious
differences have existed over the control and perceived best use of limited air
assets by two services with often diverging palitical and military objectives.

2. Wha were General Almond's views on CAS and how did they evolve? Geneal
Almond’s personal papes ard other related pubished sourcesseemto indicate a
consistent view regarding CAS. Before atending the Air Corps Tactical School
(ACTS), in fact as edy as WWI, Gererd Almond appeas to have been a
proponert of the ground commander (division ard caps kevels) respasible for the
ground objective mantaining control of as much firepower (artillery and ar) as
possble for dedcated ard respasive enployment on the kettlefield. Most of his
personal papes reflect his priority of CAS over interdiction. Unfortunately, there
is scart mention by Almond of the importance d strategic atack aml where ke
placedit in relation to other air missions on the piority ladder Judging by his
comments regarding the ACTS, one might conclude that Almond would have
placed CA alove stategic bombing in priority.

3. Were Almond’s views consistent with manstream Army views on CAS?
Almond’s views o CAS were indeed mdicaive d “most” other ground
commanders of his time. “Most” because any ground canmanders wlo rose b
accepttheatr ard higher respansibilit ies sometimes held different views. Whether
these seior Army leades (to include Mashall, Eiserhower, ard MacArthur) held
contrary views b other ground officers due ¢ pditical constraints a actualy
believed in other priorities d airpower is beyond the sc@e d this study. What
would have beeninteresting would have beento see fi Almond’s views clarged
had he ever beenappoanted to a theaer command pasition.

4. How did theseviewson CAS shape titure CAS doctrine delate ard development?
Almond’s influerce on the CAS delate during the 1950sard hs influerce an a
generation of Army dfficers probably had lasting effects on Army-Air Force
relations. Mary of the sane CAS isstes Amond close to addressformally have
beentopicsof concem for the sevices n the recen past are dscusseddday, ard
will lik ely cause some friction in the future. The outcome of these debates results
in the weapm systens ard doctrine we use ¢ fight sulsequem conflicts. CAS
debate (as well as dscussbn on other ar missbns) anong the four sewices
resultedin procuring the A—10,developmert of the FACC concept ard improved
C2 systems; it has contributed to the evolution of US military development.
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5. Why is understanding this history of Air Force and Army friction important to
today’s CAS relationship between the two srvices? Understanding the roots of
our tradtiona differences sbuld help both sewices better comprehend each
other's pcsttions today Whether the differences are irrecancilable is arother
matter. While the sevices nay idertify different decsive paints or certers of
gravity, one thing is certain: they all must adhere to the same nationa palitical
objectives. Aslong as he sevices stive to build the kest systens ard esablish the
best joint doctrine for employing those systems, the US military will continue to
improve despite minor differences.

Recanmendations for Future Research

Sewerad topics for future reseach would add b an understanding of the Army—Air
Force CAS delate. First, a caitinued stidy of the four CAS sub-issues exmined n this
thess, from post-Korea b the presem, would canplete the pcture an the Army-Air
Force CAS discusan. Secand, the study of other faciors efecing the CAS delate might
shedfurther light on the reasms for sewice dfferences (.e., studying organizaiona ard
individud motivation). Third, a Smilar sudy of an Air Force commander who was a
contemporary of Almond, perhapsMajor General Ealle E. Patridge Commander of Ffth
Air Force n Korea, might provide urther insights to the CAS delete. Findly, closer
study of arny of the four sub-issueswould add b a nore in-deph understanding in a

paticular area.

Conclusion

The Army and Air Force have traditionally differed on several CAS sub-issues:
priorities n the enployment of arpower; the anvnership ard appationmert of CAS asses;
the most effecve CAS command ard cantrol systenm ard the delate over whether to
procure a single— or multi—purpose CAS arcraft. Resolution of these issuesproved © be

difficult indeed. Gereral Ned Amond ggnificartly contributed to the on—gang CAS
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delste. Whether one agrees o disagees wih his pesonal philosophy on CAS is
irrelevant. The paint is that Almond, and others, generated important discussion on a
complex topic which required in—degth examination. From dl indications this issue is
likely to generate further discussion in the future.

This paper concludes with some of Almond’s last officialy—recorded thoughts on
CAS that remain relevant:

Asto the Air Force, | ama giaduae of the Air Corps Tacical School; in
my combat operations both in Italy in World War Il ard in Korea,| always
ermdeawred © ue ar suppat to the maximum. Sametimes | may have
beentoo denmanding, but if ar suppat seened fasble to suppat an
operation or to gan ar obsewation of the ereny, | aways used t. This
sometimes seened too denanding to the [air] commander, espealy
Gererad Pat Partridge, the 5h Air Force Canmander in Korea. The Air
Force naturally liked to plan altead ad always liked the requestfor their
suppat to be in hand 24 rours or more before the acton wasto take place.
To the infantryman and atilleryman, this is sometimes impossible. For
exanple, atmidnight of ary night whenthe ereny is discovered, where wil
he be tomorrow? Who knows? Sametimes an ar grike is required in 30
minutesin the case banereny movement just discovered. This need &d
usto dewelop tacical arr suppat control patties that we ugd n Koreawith
greatsuccess.The Air Force pefers long range ombing mssons plamed
long before executon. The Army Division [and] Corps Commander realy
wart the air suppat available in 30 minutes to pose a real protecion
aganst an ereny threat Otherwise, my relations aml utlizaton of Air
Force eforts hed alvays beenexcelent.®

Notes

! The Air Force cattrolled A-10 pocurenmert; howewer, it did alow the Army a
consideralle voice n the arcraft’s developmert.

> The JAST program is a joint, Navy—Air Force-Marine effort to define requirements
ard denonstrate techhologies br affordalde next—gereration systens that may be
incorporated aloard future strike aircraft. These @ture arcraft are eypeced D
complement the Naw's F/A-18HF arcraft, replace be Air Force's F-16 aircraft, ard
replace he Marine Corps AV-8B aml FA-18 arcraft. [Davd S. Hersh, “The Joint
Advanced Strike Techndogy (JAST) Program” Program Manager September—October
1994, 33. ard Barbara Sarr, “UK gek readyto sign up with JAST’ Janes Defence
Weekl, 18 March 1995,73]
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Notes

% | found no mention of active participation by the Army in any of the numeous
journd articles| readregarding JAST. An informal cal to the JAST program office at
Wright—Patterson AFB, OH, also leadsme to believe the Army is less than enthugastically
involved in this program.

* Incompatible Air Force anl Naw communicaions equpmert during Deser Storm
necessaeted flying the Air Tasking Order out to ships ither than electronicaly
transferring the daa.

® Dr Harold R. Winton, “Partnerstip ard Tension: The Army ard Air Force Betveen
Vietnam and Desert Shield,” Parameters, 26 (Spring 1996) 112-113.

® Edward M. Almond Papers, SeniorOfficers Debiiefing Program, interview by Capt
ThomasG. Fergusson, Anniston, AL, Six tape ®riesof typed tarscripts, Tape 6 (Cadide
Barracks, PA: US Army Milit ary History Institute, 25—-30 March 1975) 27.
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Appendix A

Close Air Suppat Strike'

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT STRIKE
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Notes

' This diagram was taken from: [Robert F. Futrell, The Unied Sates Ar Forces n
Korea 1950 — 1953Wadhington, D.C.: Office d Air Force Hstory, 1983) 82]
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Appendix B

CAS Ddinitions

|. Earlier CAS Definitions
[1] Air CorpsField Manual 1-1Q “T acticsand Technique ofAir Attack,” 1940:
“SUPPORT OF GROUND FORCES:

GENERAL.—a. Combat auation in suppat of ground forcesoperatesin a
manner that will most effectively contribute to the successiil executon of the msson of
the suppatedforces The reture of these suppat operations will be influenced to varying
degees ly the following factors:

(1) Mission of the ground force.

(2) Potential oppasition ard characteristics d ereny avation forces.

(3) Strength ard characteristics of suppating avation forces

(4) Location, dispostion, and relative security of ar base ingtalations and
operating areas adilable o the gopasing avation forces.

(5) Strength ard dispasition of ereny artiaircraft defenses.

(6) Vishility and weather conditions obtaining during the condud of operations.

(7) Mohility and firepower of the suppated giound force.

(8) Strength, dispasition, ard characteristics d hostile ground opposition.

(9) Vulnerability of hostile sgnal communications and routes of movement.

(10) Nature of terrain over which operations are canducted.

(11) Nature ard exent of the road, signal, railway, ard/or water communication
systemwithin ard leading to the aea d the sippated gound force gerations.

(12) Perod of time over which suppated @erations are to be conducted.

b. In plaming for operations by combat auation in suppat of ground forces a poper
evaluaion of the influence of the above factors will indicate the srength and composition
of suppating avation required ard appopriate procedue for the conduct of suppating
air operations, including coordination, communicaton, etc.

c. Aviation in suppat of ground troops may ergage m one a more of the following
operations:

(1) Degruction or neutralization of ereny aviation forcesoppasing the suppated
ground forces ly artiaircraft defense ard counter air force gerations.
(2) Recanaissare, liaison, ard obsewaton.
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(3) Délivery of fire on the immediate front of ground forces.

(4) Air atack agaist targets in the lostile rearareas.

(5) Suppat, both in the ar ard on the gound, of pamachute troops ard ar
Infantry.”

[2] Army Air Force Held Manual 1-15, “T actics and Technique of Air
Fighting,” 1942:

“SUPPORT OF GROUND FORCES

GENERAL.—a. Opeagtions of pursuit avation in suppat of ground forces
are besed upm the reedsof the giound forcesard their suppating aviation. The pursuit
commander should be thoroughy familiar with the plan of operation of the ground forces,
the terrain over which they are goerating, ard the stength, dispasition, ard method of
employment of enemy antiaircraft atillery so far as they may affect the success 6
suppating operations.

MISSION ~Pussuit forcesoperating in direct suppat of ground forcesmay
be enployed n the executon of al of the following missbns:
a. Antiaircraft secuity.
b. Protection of ar suppat forcesard organc avation.
c. Counterreconnaissance.
d. Air atacks an ground troops and light materiel.

METHODS OF OPERATION.—Except for the attack of ground targets,
pursuit execuks its missions in direct suppat of ground forces by methods similar in
character to operations previousl treatd n this manual The spedic appication of these
methods of operation is covered below.

a. (1) Pursuit provides atiaircraft secuity by operating in local or gereral defense.
It operates ly ground akrt, ar alert, or fighting patol methods.

(2) When ground forces ae in contact, artiaircraft secuity may best be obtained
by offensive acton, to gan temporary or pemarert ar superority. This is accanplished
by pursut concertrations ard/or offensively fighting patols.

b. Pumsuit avation provides protecion for ar suppat forces by gerera or specal
suppat ard by protecton of their ar bases astreaed n section VII.

c. Pursuit aviation execukes nissons d counterrecannaissaiee ly offensive or defensive
fighting patrols. Counterrecanaissaice 5 normally acconplished incidert to other
pursut operations. Where ereny recanaissamge s exensve, specal operations by
fighting pdrols may be necessary.

d. (1) Pursuit execues atacks o ground pesonne ard light materiel targets by
enploying light bombs ard aubmatic weapms.

(2) So long as eeny ar opertions constitute a serous treat to successfl
ground operations, suppating pumsuit forces will normally by employed aganst those
forces ad not diverted b attacks @ ground objectives. Howewer, in critical situatons or
when ereny air operations are relatively ineffective, pursut aircraft can be enployed
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effecively aganst ground pesonne ard light materiel, espealy hostile artitank
dispasitions confronting friendly armored or mechanized brces’”

[3] United StatesArmy Field Manual 100-20 “Command and Emnployment
of Air Power,” July 1943:

“Close air support. Air paticipation in the canbined efort of the ar ard ground
forces, in the battle, to gan objectives in the immediate front of these ground forces.”

[4] United StatesAir Force, A Proposd Revison of FM 31-35,“Air Support
of Army Operations,” March 1949:

“Close Ar Suppot. — Air attacks o ereny forces aataly ergaged m the land
battle ae desribed asclose ar suppat, ard denand quick and accuete applcaton of air
weapams.”

[1. Current CAS Definitions

[5] Joint Pub 1-02, “Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and
Assaiated Terms,” 23 March 1994

“Close air support. Air acion by fixed— ard rotary—wing aircraft aganst hostile
targets which are in close proximity to friendly forces and which require deailed
integration of eachar misson with the fire ard movement of those forces. Also caled
CAS”

[6] Field Manual 100-5 “Opeations’, Headquarters Department of the
Army, June 1993:

“Close Air Support. Close ar suppat (CAS) missions suppat land operations
by attacking hostile targets close o friendly ground forces CAS cansuppat offensive
operations with preplanned or immeadiate atacks. All preplanned and immediate CAS
missions require timely intelligence information. CAS missions require positive
idertificaion of friendly forces ad pacsitive control of arcraft. CAS canerhance ground
force operations by deivering a wide range d weapas ard messed irepower at decsive
points. It cansumprise te ereny ard create gpoartunities for the maneuver or advance d
friendly forces hrough shock acton ard caoncertrated atacks. CAS canalso protect the
flarks o friendly forces, blunt ereny offensives, erhance ecanomy—of—force operations,
ard protect the rear of land forces duing retrograde @erations. Air Force, Nawy, ard
Marine Corps aviation may be required to provide sgnificart ar suppat to Army forces
during the enry stage d force—pojection operations.”
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[7] Air Force Manual 1-1, Volume Il, “Badc Aerogpace Doctrine of the
United StatesAir Force;” M arch 1992:

“Close air support. Air action aganst hostile targets which are in close proximity
to friendly forces ad which require detiled integration of eachair misson with the fire
amd movement of those forces” (close to previous Joint Pub 1-02 dehition, but adds
‘fixed— adl rotary—wing arcraft.”)

[8] Air Force Manual 1-1,Volume |, “Badgc Aerogpace Doctime of the United
StatesAir Force, M arch 1992:

“Close ar suppat is the appicaton of aeospace ébrcesin suppat of the land
componert commander's objectives.

Close ar suppat should usualy be massed to appy concertrated canbat power.

Close ar suppat should creat gportunities.

Close air suppat should be plamed ard controlled to reduce bhe risk of friendly
casudties.”

133



Appendix C

General Almond, Biographical Information*

Edward M. Almond:

12 Decerber 1892 Bornin Luray, Virginia
1915 Graduated from Virginia Milit ary Institute (VMI), third in class
1916 Instructor of military science a Marion Institute, Alabama

17 March 1917 Commissbned a ieuterart in the USArmy

Jure 1917 Took command of machne—guncompary in 4th Division
28 March 1918 Promoted b Captain
June 1918 Assigred b Frarce or WWI

4 Augug 1918 First combat expenerce, wounded
Sepenber 1918 Commander, 12th Machne GunBattalion, eaned Siver Star
20 Ocbber 1918 Promoted b temporary Mgor
1919 Reverted b grade ¢ Captain/ROTC Director, Marion Institute, AL
1923 Studen/Instructor, Advanced hfantry Course, it Benning, GA
Fall 1928 Attended Wmmand ard Gereral Staff College, Ft Leavenworth
13 Augug 1928 Promoted b Major
1930 Phlippine Depatment, Battalion Commander for naive scouts
1933 Attended Amy War College
1934 War Depatment Gereral Staff, Washington, D.C.
6 Sepenber 1938 Promoted D Lieutenant Colonel
1938 Attended Amy’'s Air Corps Tacical School, Maxwell Feld, AL
1939 Attended Naa War College, Newpat, Rhode Island
18 Ocbber 1941 Promoted © Colonel; Opertions Staff, VI Corps thenCC
14 March 1942 Promoted b Brigader Gererd
1942 Assistart Divison Commander, 93d ihfantry Division (Colored)
23 Sepenmber 1942 Promoted b Major Gereral/Commander, 92d Inf Div (Colored)

June 1944 92d Infantry judged conbat readyfor Europe
October 1944 92d arived in Italy

April 1946 Garrison Division, Rt Lewis, Washington

May 1946 G1, MacArthur s Headquaers in Tokyo, SCAP

November 1946 Depuly Chief of Staff, Far East Command
18 February 1949 Chief of Staff, Far East Command

Sepenber 1950 Commander, X Corps

Februaly 1951 Promoted D Lieutenant Gereral
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Augug 1951 Commandart, Army War College, Carlide Barracks PA
1 Jnuary 1953 Retired from military, a 60 yers of age

Notes

L All biographical dat taken from: [Captin Thomas G. Fergusson, Convesations
Between Lieutenant Genalr Edward M. Aimond andCaptain ThomasG. Fergusson,
from the SeniorOfficers Debiiefing Rrogram (Carlisle Barracks, PA: US Army Milit ary
History Institute, 25-30 March 1975 atGereral Almond’s home in Anniston, AL)] ard
[Shdby L. Stanton, America’s Tenth Legior{Novato, CA, Presdio Press, 1989].
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Appendix D

Close Air Suppat of Ground Oper ations

Memorandum For: Chief of Staff, USAF

Subject: Close Air Support of Ground Operations
From: J. Lawton Colins, US Army Chief of Staff
Dated 21 Nov 50

1. The pupose of his memorandum was to re-gate his views with respect to
Army requirements for CAS on ground operations and to popose the initiation of action
desgred b correctcurent defciercies atthe ealiest passble dage.

2. The following eknerts, each presemed in more detl in the ertlosure
herewith, summaize my views:

a. The Army has o intention of attempting to take over the Tactical AF,
not to form its awn Tactcal AF.

b. There s anindispersable requirement for adequag, effecive ar suppat
for ground opeations a dl times.

C. This requirement is currently not being me satisfactorily.

d. This requirement should be met at the eatiest possible date under
conditions, and on a minimum scale, as follows:

(1) For overseas provision of one fighter—bomber group perArmy
division ard one recannaissarce group perfield ammy or equvalent force, increasedd two
reconnaissance groupson full mobiliz ation.

(2) For the Zone of Interior, provision of one fighter—bomber group
pertwo Army divisions ard one recanaissarce gioup for the presem troop basis o seven
divisions.

(3) The Army tacical commander, down to include Corps level in
some instances, should exercise operational control of CAS units engaged in providing
recannaissance arml fire suppat to the ground operation.

e. The Army should paticipate in the determination of general re—
requirement of CAS aircraft, which should be designed primarily for CAS roles, to include
typesof missons ard targets, necessy for al weabher operations, reasmalle operationa
endurance, and abilit y to operate from advance stripsin combat zones.
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f. The Army should be consulted in the devlopment ard stardardizaton of
CAS alkc ard in testing ard ewvaluating the erd product

g. The AF should m&e provisions in its organizational structure for
adequat numbers of air liaison officers ard tacical ar control paties, ard for adequat
ard sutade communicatons equpmert.

3. I reques you agee b the foregoing views If you so desre, | would be gladto
confer with you pewsonally, ataneaty dag, to discuss ltese etnmerts.

Enclosure to same memorandum:

1. Although many observers have suggesed hat the Tacical AF should be
integral in the Army, or that the Tactical AF stould be provided, it is considered hat such
action would resuk in duplicaion of effort ard exessie cost The Army continues
convinced of the practicabilit y and desirabilit y of unfication as promulgated by law.

2. The availability at al times of effective tactical ar suppat is one d the nost
urgert requirements for the successfoour ground forces n combat. The importance of
strategic bombing and the need for ganing and mantaning ar supeiority is fully
appecited; howewver, an indispersable requirement is the cacurrent provison of
adequag air suppat for ground operatons. This suppat will continue to be
unsatisfactory, if developed anl furnished without asured cansderation of the Army’'s
viewsard the Army’s requirements for training ard cambat suppart.

3. a. Experiercein WWII ard a sudy of the canpaign in Korea ndicate that
AF units slould be provided o the scat indicated n parlgraph2 d (1) ard (2) of the
basic mamo. It is emphasized that these are minimum requirements to permit fulfillme nt of
CAS respongilities by the AF, and are s0 established to insure the least possible
interference w/ the flexibility of the AF.

b. To resolve a more workable command relationship together with
essetid control feaures for CAS of ground operations, an agreenert should be
consummated at the ealiest possble dae. As setforth in the Agreenent of 1 Aug 50,
covering cetain aspect d the caitrol of Army artiaircraft units by the AF, the air defense
CC has been given the responsihilit y for announcing the basic principles of engagement for
antiaircraft fire units and fighter units in the Air Defense of the US. Similarly, the ground
tacical CC slould be afforded te sane prerogatives n exercising operationa control
over tacical air units ergagedin providing recanaissance aml fire suppat to the ground
combet operation. To permit exploitation of the inherent flexibility of ar fire power and
to provide appopriate Army tactical commanders with a powerful resource in masswith
which to influerce the course d an acion on the kettlefield, this operational control
should not be exercised l@low the Army Corps kvel.. This should not precude he use 6
tactical air units, primarily assigned for CAS, n other roles, when not required for ground
missbns ard whenappoved ty the Army Group CC @ by the rext higher Jant CC.
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c. It isa recaynized fct that, in eachtheatr, there stlould be a senor AF
CC who retains ard exercisesthe prerogative of re-alocatng tactcal ar units from one
sulordinate AF command to arother to fit charging requirements within the theater. It is
enphasked, howewer, that CAS unts ance hey are alocated should remain under
operational control of the desgnated Army tactcal CC, urtil an acual re-alocaion is
effected. Underthis concept the CAS unts are ckeaty asigned a dahite suppating role,
under control of the CC upan whom rests the responsibility for success bthe gperation
which the unts are sippating. At the same time, the flexbility inherent in air power is
retained or exploitation by re-alocaton.

4. With regad to equpment sudies the Army has no vested nterest in the
detalled charactenistics d AF equpment, but should paticipat in the determination of
broad military characteristics, development, subsequent testing, and evaudion of the
finished products in the field of CAS. That component of tactcal ar operation is so
closely integrated with ground cambat operations that the deermination of operational
capabilit ies and of certain military characteristics is considered to be a joint function of the
AF ard the Army. In this regad, these a slould be desgred pimarily for CAS
missbns, with other missbns suchas ai—to—ar atack being of secadary importance in
desgn. A/c enployed Pr close suppat should have the maximum practcal capaltity of
locating and attacking promptly, under dl conditions of weather and visibility, dl targets
which might threaten or impede, or be in close proximity to the suppated urit.

5. With the accepnce d the “Operational Control” conceptof close tacical air
suppat a joint re-examination of the pesonnel ard equpment requirements, of each
Sewice, necesary to operate an effecive ar suppat system should be undertaken In
conjunction therewith, firm doctrine should be estblished ard effecive training instituted,
to include joint ard cross—sevice training, in communicaions ard tacical ar control
functions. The progress being made in joint training at Tactical Air Command — Army
Feld Forceslevel has beenconsideade. Howewer, it does ot appearthat optimum
resuks ae being atained.

6. Immeiate resolution of these important issues is of the most vital nature. An
accepance d anything less, by the AF ard Army, than the best possble tactical air

suppat ard the nost effecive canmand relations to attain this objective wauld constitute
a serous reglectin view o the presem world stuaton.

(Sgd) J. Lawton Coallins
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Appendix E

Operational Control*

17. Quesion: GENERAL COMMENTS:. Pleaseikt ary other deifciercies rot covered
alove (plus your opinions as b how they may be corrected) which would sewe to
increa® the efeciveress of close ar suppat.

Answer: a Basic. — Unty of command is a cadina principle in successafl combat
operations. Howewer, the Army commander in combat zones must, under the presen
system depen upa “cooperation” to obtain vital tactcal ar suppat. The ground
commanderis respansible for that portion of the waron land, however, he lacks autority
over air suppat elermerts that obvioudy exert decsive measiresupan his own operations.
Utilizaton of tacical air must be closely integrated nto the plars pomulgated by Army
commanders; therefore, the respasible giound cammander must be alde to direct, not ask
for, the ar suppat required. The anly asurance asenior ground commander can have
that ary suppating am will be employed effectively, or a al, is by having operational
control over that suppating am. (The JOC in Korea wasunder the canplete domination
of the Air Force)

b. Flexibility in tactical air suppott. — The Air Force nakes nuch of its
need for flexibility in the employment of arcraft and continudly cites this attribute as a
need for centralized control at the Army—JOC—Air Force level. However, this flexibility is
gererally a cme—waystreet ard imposes anexrenely inflexible condition of the ground
commander in that his preplanned close suppat missions may be puled off with little or
no notice ard he is not compersated by having srong air suppat on short notice n times
of suddencrisis. In thes times of suddenenergercy, it wasalmost always necesary for
the Corps Commander to personally intervere to get this required suppat. Under such
circumstarces this sorely needed aisuppat wastoo little o too late, in spite of the fact
that our Air Force red no ereny air opposition in Korea.

c. Flexibility of planning — The systemin use n Korea duing the first
year permitted flexibility only at the JOC level from the viewpoint of the ar force. It was
almost completely inflexible in being responsive to requess from suppated units.
Although it was tue that communicaions were incomplete, the kesic cancept was n
emor. A prior allocaion for close suppat (normal direct suppat) should be make ard
units rotified. Then if necessar, these phnes canbe diverted to higher priority missons
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which dewelop. Allocations to close suppat were made o late to pemit proper plaming
ard coordination. So much effort was paced m acheving what the Air Force caled
flexibility that the result was inflexibility and urresponsiveness from the viewpoint of the

Army.

The stuation can be compared to earlier developments in the artillery field.
There, the WWI conceptwas nassing in regiments ard brigades wh a later allocaton to
direct suppat. Now cettain units are given normal direct suppat missions ard have
worked aut systens which are responsive to the suppated unt. There is, howewer, a
flexibility which pemits massing on one pat of the front if the commander deams it
necessar. Assoon as his energercy or unusualsituation disappeas, howewer, the drect
suppat unts return to their normal mission ard the gemral suppat unts attack targets
which do not necessarily affect the immediate regimental action.

A smilar solution could be provided in the close suppat arcraft by a pior
allocation of groupsard/or squadons to directsuppat of a Grps Whenard if the Army
Commander desred, priority ard enphass could be given to ary one area. Then when
the emergercy disappeagd, prevously allocated unts cauld return to normal direct
suppat missions.

d. Flexibility of control. — The catrol must rest with the commander
controlling the battle. He must be empowered to say “go” or “no go’ and to divert to
other targets when he sees ltat resuks ae ineffectve. For exanple, a fighter flight with
napalm, rockets ard 50 cal m.g.s is atacking a seies d burkers. The canmander should
be enpowered to direct the diopping of napaim ard rockets on the burkers ard divert the
remaining portion of 50 cal m.g.s to urprotected emny behind the lines, thereby
permitting ground weapons (artillery and martars) to resumetheir attack.

Notes

! Excempt taken from Effectivenes of Close Ar Suppot, 7 November 1952, Letter
from Lieutenant General Almond to Chief, Army Field Forces, Fort Monroe, Virginia, in
response to survey sent to ground canmanders who had enployed cbse ar suppat in the
Korea War.
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A—
AA
AAA
AAF
ACTS
ADVON
AEF
ARC-
ATACMS
AWC
B—

C2

CAS
CGSC
COG
DH

F—

FAC
FEAF
FECOM
flak

FM
FSCL

ft

GA
GHQ
HVAR
JAST
JCS
JFACC
JFEC
JOC
JSF

JID

L—

Glossay

Attack @ircraft type)
Antiaircraft

Antiaircraft Artillery

Army Air Forces

Air Corps Tactical School
Advanced Echelon
AmericanExpedtionary Forces

Aircraft Radio Communication (type of radio)

Army Tactcal Missle System
Army War College

Bomber (aircraft type)

Command ard Cantrol

Close Air Suppat

Command and Genera Staff College
Certer of Grawvty

DeHavilland

Fighter (aircraft type)

Forward Air Controller

Far East Air Force

Far East Command

antiaircraft artillery

Field Manual

Fire Suppat Coordination Line
feet

Ground Attack

Gereral Headquaers

High Velocity Aircraft Rockets
Joint Advanced Strike Techndogy
Joint Chiefs of Staff

Joint Forces Ar Componert Commander
Joint Forces Canmander

Joint Operations Center

Joint Strike Hghter

Joint Training Directive

Liaison (aircraft type)
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LOCs Lines of Communication

LST Larding Ship Tank (Naval shp)

LT. GEN. Lieutenant Gererd

Luftwaffe German Air Force

MAW Marine Air Wing

MLR Main Line of Resstarce

mm millimeter

mph miles pe hour

MPQ- (type d radarequpmert)

P— Pursuit (aircraft type)

ROK Repubic of Korea

ROTC Reseve Oficer Training Caps

SAC Strategic Air Command

SCR- Signal Corps Radb (type d radio)

T- Trainer (aircraft type)

TAC Tactcal Air Command or Tacical Air Control or Tactcal Air
Coordinator

TACC Tacical Air Control Certer

TACP Tactical Air Control Party

TAD Tactical Air Direcion

TADC Tactcal Air Direction Certer

TADP Tacical Air Direcion Post

TAR Tactcal Air Request

TR Training Regulation

TRC- (type of radio)

UN United Natons

UNC United Natons Command

us United Sates

VHF Very High Frequery

WWI World Wa |

WWII World Wa Il
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