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DISCLAIMER

This ressarch report represents the views of the authors
and does rnot necessarily reflect the official opinion of the
Air War College or the Department of the Rir Force. In
accordarce with Air Force Regulation 110-8, it is not
copyrighted but is the property of the United States
government and is not to be reproduced in whole or in part
without permission of the commandart, Air War College,
Maxwell Rir Force Base, Rlabama.

Loan copies if this document may be obtained through the
interlibrary loan desk of Air University Library, Maxwell Air
Force Base, Rlabama 35112~4Y%64 (telephone: [205] 293-7223 or

AUTOVON 875-7223).
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RIR WAR COLLEGE RESERRCH REPORT AESTRACT

TITLE: ARMY AVIATION AND AIR COMBAT: EVOLUTIONARY

OR REVOLUTIONARY? |
QUTHD@S: Danny C. Cox, Lieutenant Colorel, USA

Richard N. Roy, Lisutenart Colonel, USA

hExamines from both & historical and doctrinal

perspective the use of Army Aviation resources to fight in an
air-to-air combat role. AR description of the threat
describes Soviet helicopter design initiatives and provides
an insight as to how the Soviets envision employing
h=licopters in an air combat role. A historical review of
Rrmy Aviation's development details how aviation has heen
integrated into the Army’'s combivned arms team dedicated to
winning the ground war. The use of Army assets in counterair
operations is mandated by joint doctrine and the Army is
responsible for developing a capability to implement that
doctrire. The RArmy’s air deferse doctrine ircorporates the
concept of combined arms and Army Aviation has the ability to
contribute as a integral member of the combined arms team.
This paper acknowledges that the Army’s counterair mission is
doctrivally legitimates however, the suggesstion is made that
the use of Army aircraft in an air combat role is a

revoluticnary departure from the historical evalution of Arvmy

Aviation.
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INTRODUCTION
ARMY AVIATION AND ARIR COMBAT:

EVOLUTIONRRY OR REVOLUTIONRRY?

In 1283, Army Aviation was approved as a separate branch
of the Army and adopted a branch insignia that closely
regsembled that of the olog Army Air Corps. On 12 October,
1984, Field Manual i-l@?. Air-To=-Air Combat, was published.
Because of the Army's historical aviation experiences and
these recent developments, scldiers may wonder if RArmy
Aviation is committed to the combined arms team, or whether

Aviation Branch is hearing a drummer cut of the past.

While the U.S. Army has acknowledged the combat
potential of aviation, the Soviets have alsoc recognized the
fighting capabilities of the helicopter and have introduced
large numbers of tank killing attack helicopters into their
force structure. In addition to attack helicopters, it row
appears ag if the Soviets are develcoping a specialized
helicopter that has been optimized for the air—-to-air role.
The Army firds itself facing a formidable threat for which
there is no historical precedence. In addition to the threat
havirg charnged, U.S. Joint doctrine corcerning counterair
cperations has also changed. These changes have put the Army

1
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in the counterair business and the Army's combined arms team

will be used to eliminate the helicopter threat.

The U.S. Army, "of all the services", is pivotal in
winning the ground war arnd the Army's doctrine and resources
are applied to accomplish that mission. Army Aviation is a
resource that is integrated with the other arms of the
combined arms team to create a synsrgism of combat power
whose sum exceeds tﬁo contribution of any sirngle avm making
up the taam. The traditional role of Army Aviation has been
as a combat, combat suoport, and combat service support
resource directly responsive to the ground commander, whose
mission is to fight the ground battle. The history of
aviation in the Army and the history of Army Aviation are
related but different. Aviation in the Army evolved into ﬁir
power which led to a separate Rir Force and an integral oart
of the missioris of air power is the counterair missicr. Army
Rviation, on the other hand, stayed with the ground commarder
and was committed to fighting the ground battle. Rir Deferse
Artillery assets have represented the Army’s counterair
capability. To use Army Aviation irn the counterair rcole is a
revolutionary change in the roles and missiorns of Army
aircraft and may be construed as the antitnesis of the

traditional Army Aviation mission.

The Soviets are not restricted to the Army's

e




interpretation of aviation history, and consequently the
Soviet helicopter threat transcends the traditional roles and
missions of the services and the missions of the branchas of
the Army. The decision that Army Aviation will engace in
air-to—-air combat to protect itself, and to orotect cther
members of the comhined arms team has been made because of
the threat. The thesis of this paper is that using aviation
a8 an air-to—air combat force is a revolutionary departure
frem the traditional role of Army Aviation. Army Aviation is
fundamentally a component of the Land portion of RirLand
Battle doctrire; however, when an operational air-to-air
dapabilxty is achieved, the Army will own a part of the AIR
of its owrnt AirLand Battle doctrine. It is importart to
ackriowledge that from a historical perspective, air combat

for Army Aviation is not evolutionary, but revoluticrnary.

This paper will discuss the Soviet threat, the
historical evoluticn of Army Aviation, the doctrinal and
operational concepts of Army Aviation air combat, and the
implication of the effect that future Army aviation systems
will have on the ground war. The purpose of the paper ig to
examirne, from a historical perspective, recent decisicns by
the Army to field an air-to—air capability. The paper will

conclude with an assessment of these decisions.
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CHAPTER 2
THE THREAT

The last two decades have seen significant changes in
Soviet helicopter doctrine that reflects extensive analysis
of events since WWil. The United States helicopter
@xperiences in Vietnam and helicopter oporations in the 1973
Middle East War are two events that provided an analytical
base from which the Soviets have concluded that the
helicooter has attributes that will corntribute to the future
battlefield. Soviet aralysis is reflected in public
statements that the helicopter will be a majcr contributor to
the succaess of the the next battle "...helicopters have
proved most effective as a versatile fire system highly
supericr to other combat vehicles as regards observation,
marneuverability, and choice of time and place of delivering a
blow. Plans to design future combat helicopters envisage
further enhancemernits of their fighting power, survivaebility
and ability to operate in any weather (1318)." This comment
by Colonel Belov (a Soviet officer and writer) in 1379
precisely sets the stage for the events that have taken place
in Soviet military helicopter development which indicate that
rotary wing aircraft have become an indispensable item of

military hardware (2:241).

The hardware developments that occurred during the
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1970'w, and changes in the character of Scviet land warfare,
increased the role of the helicopter. Major doctrinal
developments saw the introduction of attack and assault
helicopters into frontal aviation force structure and more
recently into mechanized and armored divisions. These
significarnt changes sclidify the precept that the "...Soviet
Army no longer thinks of the all-important land battle in
purely ground terms — it is now a three-dimensional battle,
in which the integrated use of the air element is essential
for succesg. The air element in queétion is, at the tactical
level, provided primarily by the helicopter (3:44)." There
can be no'qunstion that the Soviets have studied well, for
thé contribution to the three dimensional tactical
hbattlefield today is the MI-24 Hind and in the not to
distant future , the MI-26 Havoc and the Hocum. +hese three
attack helicopters are the principal air threat to the AH-64
Apache on the future battlefielu and will be the focus of
this discussion, However, a brief Jiscussio- of Soviet force
structure changes that have occurred in the last decade is
rnecessary to reinforce the importarnce of the helicopter as a

fundamental element of the three dimensional battlefield.

What brought the Soviets to the conclusion that the
helicopter has utility on the battlefield when their land
warfare doctrine emphasized massive firepower, mobility, ard
survivability as fundamental underpirnings of arn cffensive

]
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strategy based on momentum and maneuver? If there were one
major event that may have persuaded the Soviets that the
attack helicopter had utility on the battlefield, it could be
argued that the United States Army Arnsbach tests in 1976
(tests conducted in Europe to determine the effectiveness of
attack helicopters) convinced the Soviets the the attack
helicopter would be a formidable adversary. Though Soviet
tacticians were debating in the micd €6@'s and early 72's the
utility of the helicopter in support of land warfare, the
spectacular results of the test showed that the attack
helicopter could achieve a kill ratio of appreximately 19:1
against armcr. This test may have cornvirced the Scviets that

they should look closely at this machire.

Soviet military strategy emphasized éhe importance of
firepcwer, infartry, artillery and armor. However, the
obvious advartages of the helicopter to reinforce scviet
military theory of mobility, maneuverability, mass and
surprise began to appear in Soviet cpen source literature
(2:263). Early debate centered around the vulnerability of
the helicopter toc ground fire and the reed for armor plativng
for protection. Later, however, the debate shifted tc
theoretical discussions corcerning the most effective methcds
to employ the helicopter in support of the ground wor
(21242). Writings by Col Belov, riow Gereral Major Belav, ard
cthers advocated the use of air mobilization, "fire strikes"

6




and the use of attack helicopters in support of ground
forces. These rew ideas contributed to the sclidification of
the importance éf the helicooter ivi combinea arms ooerations,
Major combat maneuvers sucﬁ as Berezirna—-Newnan in 1579
providec a training ground for the deveiopmnent of employment
conceots which convincerd Scviet leaders that the attack
nelicopter was an important part of the comoinea arms
cancéat. Air scower, both fixed wing and rotary wing, played
a major role, along with artillery, in providing the ground
commander the ability to extend the battle forward of
advancirg ground forces (2:249). Statements by Col. M.
Kiryukhin (a Soviet officer arnd writer) further lepitimized
the importance of the helicopter in Saoviet coctrine.
"Heliconters, equipped with diverse types of modern weapons
and capable of destroying gﬁouhd targets, have become an
indispersable oart of moderw caombat (1:312)"., Gereral Major
M. Belav summarized the importence of the attack helicopter
by stating that the success of the offernsive 1s doubtful ...

unless mass use is made of helicopters (1:316)".

To accommodate helicopter reguirements on the
battlefield., the Soviets initially placeo their helicopter
regimernts in air armies at fronmt leveli. Attack nelicooters
and combat assault heliconters supported groung commanrnders
similar co other Air Force assets. However, as the Mi-g4
Hirnd begar to come into the force structure, a major

7




doctrinal change began to cccur in the area of close air
suppert of ground forces. Commanders found that the Hinag was
highly responsive to mechanized and»armornd forces, and
enhanced mobility and flexibility by being able to deliver
bombs, rockets, anti-~tank miss}lns and machine gun fire. In
essence the Hind significantly increased the orecision attack
capability of air power and provided responsive and accurate
close support to ground forces as they pressed forward in the
attack (2:1145). As ground force commarders became accustomed
to responsive attack helicopter close support, another force
structure change tonok place that pushed helicopter squadrons
down to division level. Currently, mechanized and armored
divisions have 18 to 24 helicopters organic to the division,
of which 6 to 8 are Hinds. Current force structure places
attack helicopters at division level and comb;ned arms ar.iy
level. Heavy lift helicopters at frontal level provide

helicopter suppcrt for the airmobile assault brigade.

The purpose of this discussicn thus far is to provide an
appreciation for the importance of helicopters in Soviet
doctrine. Also, this discussion reinforces the point that
helicopters have become increasingly important on the
battlefield ard emphasizes that helicopters have been given a

greater tactical role in support of ground forces (3;1083).

What thern is the specific air threat to Army Aviation as
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a mansuver force on the battlefield? The air threat is
articulated extremely wall in the cocordinating draft of the
revised Army Field Manual 1-107, "Air Combat Manauvers"
which replaces FM 1-1067, "Air-To—-Rir Combat" distributed in
October 1984. In the coordinating draft, it states that "The
air threat in air combat operations consists of armed
helicopters, fixed-wing aircraft, and unmanred aerial
vehicles and drones (4:2-1)". The helicopter air threat is
the focus of this discussion, therefore, fixed wing aircraft,

unnarned aerial vehicles ard drornes will not be addressed.

Relevant tc the discussion is the fact that the Soviets
have added attack helicopters in an antihelicopter role to
their air defense capability. Here again, cpen source
literature reflects that the Soviets are serious by statirg
"it becomes vital to get a weapon which could compnete with
the helicopter in respect of combat power, tactical
possibilities etec. Logic and historical experierce sugpests
that such a weapon is the helicopter itself. Just as tarks
have always been the most effective weapons anainst tarks,
helicopters are the most efficacionus means of fighting
helicopters (3:18)". This theoretical and doctrinal
statemert is, if fact, being transformed into reality by
chariges that appear on the MI-24 Hind F and expected armament
capabilities on the MI-28 Havoc and the Hocum. These
significant hardware changes reguire a more cdetailed

9
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examination. Eecause of the threat, Army Aviation is gaining
an air-to-air combat mission that is without historical

precedence.

The Hind is referred tc by many as a seco.d generation
Soviet attack helicopter that bcnan’its life as a h.avily.
armed and armored transport helicopter capable of carrying
fram 6 to 8 combat troops. The first version, the Hind A was
cbserved in 1974, This aircraft had a large crew compartﬁent
to accommodate a crew of four, a 12.7mm machinegun in the
nose and various additional armament that could be hurig on
stubby wings with six hard points. The Hind A was capable of
carrying 57mm rocket pods, chemical or convertional bombs and
four AT-2 Swatter anti-tank missiles ori the wing tip pylons.
The experimental version of the helicopter set the world
speed record of 228.9mph over a 15/2%km course on 21
September 1978 (5:17). It did not lack performance but it
was burdened with the dual role-'of troop transport and armed
helicopter capability as well as the large crew compartment.
Major modifications were made to completely redesigrn the
forward section of the aircraft which resulted in a heavily
armored tandum cockpit configuration for a pilat and copilot
and replacement of the single® 12. 7rm gun with a 12. 7mm four
barrel Gatling gun which could be used in ar air-to-air or
air=to-ground role. The Hind D, wernt into full scale
production and soon began to appear in frontal aviation

12




units. The importance of this holicbptor was quickly realized
by ground commanders because of its!quick responsiveness to
changes in the battle and it was npt tied to large airfields
located well to the rear. These factors were identified
rather succinctly by Sergei Sikorsky "The proliferation of
the MI-24 Hind attack helicopter in the Soviet Air Force and
subsequently with Warsaw Pact forces and a number of client
nations signals a subtle change in the Soviet concept of
close support. The helicopter role is increasing in the
Soviet Frontal Aviation simply bacause it gives the Army
commander (who is the boss) a high degree of mobility and the
precision he demands of 'his' Air Force--precision even in
poor weather that prevents accurate fire support from
fixed-wing aircraft. In his mind the helicopter does not
competa with his aircraft--it reinforces his aircraft

(6:88)".

The Hind has certainly been the mainstay as the Soviet
attack helicopter and has gone through significant upgrades.
The E and F models which are reported to have made
significant improvements in the capabilities of the the
helicopter in the air teo ground role by upgrading the Anti
Tank Guided Missile (ARTGM) to the AT-6 Spiral which is a
considerable improvement over the previous ATGM capability on
the Hind D. Improvements in its air combat capability have
been made by the addition of a fixed twin barrel 23mm gun on

11




the port side of the nose in place Lf the turrst mounted

12. 7mm gun on the Hind D (5:i6). TLis change provides a
significantly increased air eohbat é.pability over the :
previous gun in the close in lpontahoous air battle. Even
more critical is the addition of an air-to—air mimsile on the
Hind F which completely changes the nature of its capability
to conduct air combat. Though the ﬁ.licoptcr was not
initially desigred to conduct air combat, the inherent
defensive capability and potential éffcnsiva capability of
the Hind F causes concern becauss tﬁ- Army does not have an
air combat capability at this ¢time. More importantly, these
upgrades legitimize the doctrinal statements previcusly

ment ioned concerning the use of helicopters in the air-to-air
role to defeat the NARTO threat of the AH €4 Apache and the

AH1S Cobra helicopters.

Considerable speculation exists as to how the Hind F .
will be used on the battlefield. Will it be used in an
offensive counterair role or will it be used purely in a
defensive counterair role? Another dimension to the question
is to what extent will the helicopter be used against fixed
wing aircraft. At this time, there are no specific answers to
these questions but it is reasonable to assume that the Hind
F will be used primarily in close air support of ground
forces, air assault support and armed reconnaissance. R
secondary mission might wall be airito—air helicopter combat.

12




The dual role capability of the Hin& F can orevent
helicdptcrs from destroying Soviet ground forces and can
pravent attack helicopters from disrupting Soviet air assault
cperations in the vicinity of the FLOT or in their
adversaries rear area. This enhanced capability is of major
concarn. The Hind, affectionately referrad %o by Soviet
ground forces as the "Shurmovik" heliconte-, is a formidable
aircraft that will soon be augmented by awncither attack
helicoptar, the MI-28 Havoc, which is analaogous Yo the RH-&4

Apache.

The Havoc is the follow-on attack helicopter to the Hind
and will most likely have the most advanced attack helicopter
capabilities that the Soviets can produce. Artist drawings
‘of the Havoc reflect urique similarities o Yhe AH-E4
Apache. Of significarce is speculaticn that the -elicopter
will also have an air combat capability using the Scoviets
latest technology to include millimeter wave techrology for
missile systems. With respect to air combat, it will have «
chin turret mounted 23mm or 30mm carron and t2 capadility to
carry 8 modified SA—-14 missiles (43A-13). This méw
helicocpter, which is not yet in full production but s
expected to be in the field in 1988, is expected to he much
more mareuverable than the Hind ard will have ernhanced night
and all weather capébility, which the Soviets corcece tﬁey o

rnot have today (7:56€6).
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Most significant to the air combat misgicn is the
development of the Kamov Hokum heliccpter which uses cocaxial
rotor technology. This new helicopter is saic t¢ bde cesignac
primarily for air combat against fixec wirg and rotary wing
aircraft and currently there is no western counterpart
(8:145). Based on initial data, the Hocum will he extremely
maneuverable and operate in the 190 knct airspeed range. It
will have an all weather and night capability and the
potential to shift cthe advantage in air comdat towards the
Soviets. There is no information in open scurce literature
that indicates how and at what level these courterair
helicopters will be located in the force structure but it
would seem prudent to expect that ithey will he fielced at the
front level initially until such quartities are produced to
allow for them to be distributed to armies or even divisiors.
This helicopter car be expected to conpliment the helicopter
force rather than replace arny current helicoaters in the
Soviet inventory. In additioﬁ, it would seem cbvious that the
Hocum would be linked into the air defernse system as a
complimentary force capable of engaging NATO helicooters .
conduct ing deep strike operations 1n the Saviet rear area
particularly in the vicinity of the second echelor forces or

operational maneuver groups (OMG).

In conclusicn, the Soviets have made sigrnificarnt strides

14
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in fielding a formidable helicopter force that is capable of
complimenting ground force mnneuvcrh Further, the Sovieti
have taken the initiative in the a#-a of helicopter air |
combat by increasing the capaﬁilities of the Hird, adding:an
air-to-air capability to the Havoc and in the near future,
producirg the first helicopter with a primary mission of air
ccmbat. These hardware realities legitimize the doctrinal
changes that have beer articulated in open scurce literature,
and cause new challenges for NATD in the areas of air deferse
and protection for the RAH-6£4 Apache ard the AHLS Cobra on the
battlefield. It's important to remember that the helicopter
systems just discussed do rnot represent the future threat of
rext gereration helicopters. The Hind, Havoco anc tﬁe Hooum
are threats that may be fourd on the battlefield within the

next five years and potentially in sufficient rumbers to i

the combat power eguation in favor of the Soviets.
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CHARTER 3
ARMY AVIATION AND AIR COMBAT: A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The develooment of the U.S. nﬁmy's air .combat capability
is based on the threat, and the fielding of this capability
is a result cf available resources ard techrology. However,
it is safe to say that the U.8. Army's orgarizatior and
structure is the result of more than an analysis of the
threat and the melding together of resources and technology.
The Army is complex and dynamic and its rich and varied
history has played an importanf part in developing the values
and perceptions of its mission and how it shaould be
organized. Where the Army has been, influeﬁces where it igs
today and the decisions now being ﬁade will shaoe the future.
The prism through which the Army views the future is
multifaceted and ocne facet in that prism is the Army’'s
history. The history of aviation within the Rrmy has been
cynamic and colorful and certainly has influenced, and will
continue to influerce, the role of Army aviaticon as a combat
force. This chapter will provide a brief history of aviation
within the RArmy and will provide a history of Army Aviaticor
(the difference in these two seeminély similar terms will be
made clear). The purpose of this chapter is to descrilbe the
history of Army Aviation in order that it may be used to
assess tne Army’'s air combat develobment efforts.

16
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The birthday of Army Aviation is officially recognized
as being 6 June 1942. This is the day that the War
Department was convinced by the Army to permit Field
Artillery to have their own light aircraft for the nurpose of
detecting and adjusting artillery on targets that were rot
visible to ground based ocbservers. The signiTicance of 6 Juna
1942, is that aviation assets were made directly respovisive

to the ground commander (9:11).

The history of aviation in the Army, however, can be
traced to 6 June 1861, when Professor Thadeus S. C. Lowe
arrived in Washington, D.C. to demcrstrate the wartime use of
balloona. Professcr Lowe demonstrated fmr President Lincoln
the capabilities of balloons as aerial observation olat forms
in adjusting artillery. As a result of the demonstrated
capabilities of the balloon, the Balloon Cornos was mace a
part of the Army of the Potomac and Professcor Lowe was named
as the Chief Aeronaut and placed in charge. After the
Confederates withdrew from arcund Washirgtcrn, the Ballaon
Corps was placed urder the Army Sipgrnal Coros to participate
in future campaigns. The Signal Coros ccould rot suppert the
new organization ard it was disbanded ir Jurne 1863. The
military use of balloons by both the North avd South during
the Civil War consisted of successes and failures for both
sides but the value of the aerial platform ir the corduct of

17
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land war was apparent to Army officers.

The Signal Coros bvought back the balloon in time for
the Spanish American War, and on 1 July, 1898 an Army
observation balloon played a key part in the caoture 2f San
Juan Hill. After Wilbur and Orville Wright's successful '
invention in 1903, the Army had by 191i, five airpianes,
three balloon, and six officers to fly them. The mission of
aviation continued to be obsarvation and adjustment of
artillery fire. On 18 Jure 1914, Congress created ar Aviation
Section within the Signal Corps. It was during WWI that air
power, by itself, gainad recogrnition as a ooterntially

decisive element >f a nation’s military power (9:Z21-26).

Following WWI, a movement emerged which maintained that
air power had the potential to be decisive in war and that
cnly minor cooperation with ground gorces watld be required.
These proponents essentially believed that air power shoulc
first gain air superiority, then destroy, by stratenic
bombing, a nation's war producing capability. The propornents
of air power were successful in gererating the suppo?t in
Congress to have the Air Corps created by the Air Corps Act
of 2 July 1926. By ! March 1935, the Gerera. Headguarters Air
Force was created and nlaced under the Army Gereral Staff,
However, because of friction withir the Army staff, Bereral
Headquarters Air Force was made resporsible to the Chief of

18




the Air Corps in August 1939. All elements of the air corps,
engineers, signal, and other componants of the Army that made
up the elements of air power, were placed under the Army Air
forces, created by an Rrmy regulation on 22 June 13941. On 9
March 1942, the War Department created "autoromous and
co-equal commards within its framework: the Armny Ground
Forces, the Army ARir Forces and the Army Services Forces

(9: 38).

The fighting ground Army, the Army Grourd Forces, did
not have an integral aviation capability. The Air Coros
existed after 1942 as the chief compornent of the Rrmy Aiv
Forces. The War Department agreed that the Army Ground Forces
had a requirement for aviation and authorized arganic
aviation as part of Field Artillery to supolement air support

by providing air cbservation for adjusting artillery fires.

During World War 11, Army aviatcrs flew ilight airplares
of the Piper Cub vintege. This type of airplare did rnot
require a great deal of logistical supoort and could live and
cperate ir a field environment with the grourd soldier. Army
Aviation’s introduction into combat cccurred curing the
invasiorn of North Africa when three L-4's (light fabric
covered airplanes) took off from the USS Ranper and were
almost immediately fired orn by most of the ships in the
convoy (the convoy had been attacked earlier and the small
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Army airplanes were not familiar to the sailors). Army
Aviation lived and fought with the front lirne divisions in
every theater during the war performirg missions of
reconnaissance, observation, and command ard ccntvol. They
used autobahns, wheat fields, and even school yards for

' ruriways while conducting missions as part of the Army that

fought the ground war (9:119-180).

Following the war, in 1946, the Army received itgs first
helicopters which were Bell YR-13s. In 1947 the Army Air
Corps began teaching Army aviators How to fly helicapters;
however, this flight ingtruction did rct meet Army stardards
and in 1948 the Army began its own instruction orogram. In
- 1953 the warrant officer aviator training program started and
has since beern key in providing a source of highly dedicated

and professional aviators (9:94-96).

The helicopter proved itself as an aircraft with
tremendous versatility and great pocterntial. It soon becamé
obvious that the helicopter’s flexibility anmd ability to
perform many diverse functions would enable it to make a
special contritution to the ground war. Duririp the Xorean
War, observation ard reconnaissance missions were beirng
shared betweer a fleet of light airplares ard the
helicopters, but it was in the field of medical evacuation
that the helicopter excelled (9:182-18%). Hecause of the
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operational flexibility of the helicopter and the expariences
of the Korean War, the seads for the cperational concept of

“airmobility" were planted.

The airmobility concept proposed the integration of
aerial vehicles organic to the erﬁ to erhance mobility,
firepower, intelligenca, and command and control. On 21
August 1958, the Army toock a significant steo when the
decision was made to form twelve helicopter battalions. Even
though the aircraft at that time did rot have the capability
to provide the envisioned mobility, and the fact that
doctrine and tactics were rionexistant, there were a few Arny
aviators that had a vision of the future. After Kcorea, the
develapment of the armed helicopter began when Army aviators
experimented with mounting machine guns on their H-13s. Alsao,
durirng the mid and late fifties, organic RArmy Aviaticn was
beginnirng to be recognized as a means Dy which combat
operaticns could be conducted over areas of great depth and
breath such as might be required on a ruclear battlefield

(12:4).

The early development of airmobility may have been based
on the assumption that its use was applicable.tc the ruclear
battlefield, but it was during an entirely differert type of
cenflict that the airmobility corncept matured. The Urnited
States airoraft carrier USS Card docked in Scuth Vietram on
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11 December 1961, with 32 U.8. Prmy H-21 helicopters and 4QQ
men aboard. The significance of this event was that it
represented the first major symbol of Rmerican military power
in Vietram and it represented the beginning of a new era of

airmobility for the Army (10:3).

It was during 1961 that Secretary of Defense McNamara
prodded the Army's leadership to move more aggressively in
its aviation procurement initiatives. During that same year,
Secretary McNamara expressed his concerns that aviation
initiatives were spread over too many years and that the Army
was too conservative. In the Spring of 1962, he sernt a memo
to the Secretary of the Army directing a reexamination of
what was rweded for the Army to gain the maximum mobility on
the battlefield that was within the scooe of current
technology (12:17-18). Soldiers within the Army had the
vision of airmobility but the Army as an institution was slow

to embrace the concept.

Rs a result of Secretary McNamara’s irterest, Gereral
Howze, Commarding General of XVIII Airborre Corps, was
appointed as president of a board to conduct a reexamination
of the role of Army aviation and of Army aircraft
requirements. The most significant activity of the Howze
Board was the investigation, testing, and evaluaticn of zhe
organization and cperational concepts of airmobility. The
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most revolutionary finding of the board was the
recommendation for the airmobile division. This type of
division was to have 439 aircraft and was designed to be able
to lift one third of its infantry at one time. The artillery
of the division was to be lifted by CH-47 cargo helicopters.
Instead of tanks, the airmobile division was to have
twenty—-four armed mohawks (a twin engine airplarne) and 36
UH-1 Huey helicopters armed with 2.75 inch rockets. In
addition to the airmobile division, the Howze Eoard
recommended the ~rganization of an air combat brigade. The
mission of the brigade was a traditicnal cavalry migssion of
reconnaissance and security, and mobility for the brigade was
to be provided by 315 aircraft of which 144 were to be attack

helicopters (10:22-24).

The Army had been experimerting with the armec
helicopter since the mid 195@s when machineguns were mounted
on H-13s. During the early years of Vietnam, the need arocse
for an attack helicopter and tﬁrough a system of trial and
error, Just about every helicopter in the invertory was used
as an attack helicopter. In additiorn, the ﬁrmy was sensitive
to criticiam for not striving to maximize the cperaticocnal
potential of its emerging airmebility doctrive. Durimg this
same period, Bell Helicopter was cornductirig its cwn research
and development program using basic UH-1 tecnwolégy to
develap the AH-1 Cobra attack helicupter. Because of the
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immediate requirement in Vietnam for an attack helicopter,
the Army's sensitivity teo Department of Defense criticism,
and the availability of the AH-1, the dccisiqn was made to
procure the Cobra as the Army's ftrpe attack helicopter. The

AH~1 Cobra arrived in Vietnam in September, 1967 (10:1145).
l

{
On 16 June 1968, a U.S5. radar station raeported ten

unidentified helicopters located just south of the
demilitarized zone separating North: and South Vietnam.

Throughout the nights of 16 and 17 June, numerous ireports

were received of enemy helicopters operating in the DMZ. As a

result of the sightings, 7th Air Fo%ce dispatchad a message
stating that all aircraft, fixed and rotary wing, ocperating
in I Corps would be under positive éontrol of the Air Force
radar station. This message, if complied with, would have
hrought all ground operations in I Corps to a halt ircluding
emergency resupply and medical evacuation. At the time, it
was pointed out to the RAir force that the AH-1 might be the
best way to handle thﬁ helicopter threat. Eventually, it was
concluded that the enemy helicopter threat was not real and
the requirement for positive control of all aircraft was
dropped. The Army pointed out to the Rir Furce that they had
no command relationship over Army aviation opérations.
Further, if the Army had complied with the requirement for
positive control, the system could ;ot have handled the

volume of air traffic that would have been created by 1,000
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helicopters operating in I Corps (103193).

During Vietnam, the 1lst Cavalr; Divigion and the 1Qlat
Airborne Division were both convcrt;d to airmcbile divisicons
and their organizations were close to that which was
reconmended by the Howze Board (nxc;pt the Mohawk airplare
was never stardardized as a close air support aircraft). The
ist Cavalry Division (Qirvmobile), the 1@1st Airborne Divisgion
(Rirmobilae),and the 1st Aviation Brigade, plus other Army
Aviation units made a significant cortribution to the

mobility, firepowdr, intelligence pathering efforts, and

command and control of Army forces in Vietnam.

Arother era of the Vietnam war and arncther chapter of
Army Aviation was about to be written starting in the fall of
1978. The North Vietnamese had intensified oressure in the
northern opart of South Vietnam and J.S. irtelligence revealed
that their cbjectives were a multi-divisional attack against
the cities of Quang Tri and Hue, usivg tha A Shau Valley as
an avenue of approach into Hue. To counter tne North
Vietramese buildup in Lacs and the A Shau Valley, Gereral
Creighton Abrams made the decision to attack into Lacs with
the Scuth Vietnamese Army or the ground supported by the U.S.
Army providing the air mobility, firepcwer, intelligerce

gathering, and command arnd contral (11:14-15),

—— iy v



it S LA A A A

It was a conventional war along the Ho Chi Mivrh Trail

in Laos which challenged Army Aviation with the most denue
concentration of antiaircraft fire of the war, and the Scuth
Vietnamese Army with the bloodiest sustained ground combat
since the Tet Offensive in 1968. The United States committed i
more air and artillery support to this single battle, LAMSON

719, than at any other time during the war. Also, more

helicopters were shot down during the LAMSON 719 coperation

than at any other comparable time during the war. For the

firgt time in combat, AH-1G Cobras engagecd and destroyed

enemy armor. The battle of LAMSON 719 was riot a low intensity ]
‘conflict, but rather an attack against an entrenched, well

equipped, and numerically superior fqrce. Evernn though there

were significant helicopter losses, all of the operational |
objectives were achieved and it is geriearally corncluded that

if it had not been for the capability provided by Army

Aviation (and the centributions of the Air Force and Marires) I

this operation would never had been even planned (12:6).

Folilowing Vietnam, the ist Cavalry Division was

converted into an Armored Divisior, ard the 121st Airborre

Division (Airmobile) retained its Qviation structure but was

renamed the 101ist Rirborne Division (Air Assault). Numercous f
other charges tocck place in Army Aviation. FPased on the

threat, Army aviators changed their flight envircnmert to

terrain flight. The Air Cavalry Combat Brigade was tested and

7 .3
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the 6th Cavalry Brigade grew out of those tests to become
Army Aviation's rapid deployment tank killing brigade. The
AH=-16 Cobra was modified to become the AH-18 TOW firing tank
killer, and the UH-1 is being replaced by the UH-60, a twin
engine, 188 knot, troop carrying assault helicaopter. With the
fielding of night visicon devices, darkrness has beccme the
environment of choice for Army Aviation. The most significant
contributor to modern ground warfare may be tne AH-64 Apache
attack helicopter that is now being fielded. Under a recent
reorpanization, every division of the Army will have an
aviation brigade. However, the moat significant recent event
for Army Aviation has been the designation of aviation as a
brarch of the Army.

On 13 April 1983, the last milestone was achieved
when the Secretary of the Army, John O.Marsh,
approved Army Aviation as a separate branch of the
Army. The names of naw heroes must now be added to
our history. Meyer, Otis, and Galvin, all
nonaviators, believed in Aviation and made it
possible for the branch to be formed. West,
Harrison, and Estes developed the implemermtation
plan and charted our initial course. Maddox and
Parker have commanded the Army Aviaticn Center of
excellence during this, our most challerging era.
We pour champagna to salute those who came before
and those who, today lead us forward as the newest,
strongest and swiftest branch of the Army....RArmy
Aviation has flown "Above The Best" through three
wars., It always provided ground commarnders with the
air assault support needed to win in combat. Now,
with branch status, we stand on the threshold of
unlimited potential in the develcpment of Army
Aviation tactics., We'll astill be flying Qbove The
Best, but now we'll also be fighting
shoulder-to~shculder as a full combat arms partner
in the finest Army in the world (13:21).

The above quote from a ceremony reflects Army RAviatror’®s
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proud heritage and the importance that is placed by Army
Aviators on being recognized as members of the Arny's
combined arms team. The history provided thus far, cescribes
how Army Aviation evolvaed to become a comporent of the ground
war. The evolution of Army Aviation proceeded down & colorful
and somewhat bumpy road that eventually led to a fork. The
proponents of air power went in one direction and the small
group of aviators that was left, stood on a narrow path that
led to an uncertain future. Brigadier General, Retired John
C. Bahsen, describes the pilots in the Army on 6 June 13942

Pilots left toc the Army by that agreement, most of

them artillery officers, had their owr set of

"second class’ wings, known as liaison pilot wings,

and were generally organic to the artillery or to a

specific headquarters (14:62).

Those aviators wearing “second class” wirgs have evolved into

full members of the combined arms team.

Army Aviations roots are in the mud with the foot
soldier. To use Army Aviation in air combat (to fight
air-to-air) represents a revolutionary departure from the
traditional role of contributing to wirming the ground war.
It is the battle on the ground that ultimately must be
victorious. History teaches that a combired a;ms team whicg
includes aviation is the most powerful of modern graound
forces. The challerge for Army Aviaticr is to meet the threat

along with the other members of the ccmbired arms team.
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CHAPTER 4
OPERATIONAL CONCEPT FOR COMBINED ARMS AIR DEFENSE

The discussion of the Soviet threat and the developments
in doctrine and hardware that have evolved over the last
twanty years clearly indicate that:the Soviets have fully
integrated the helicopter into their offensive operatiorns to
insure that ground forces can maintain the momentum of the
attack and accomplish their objectives. Sufficient evidence
also indicates that Soviet attack helicopters will be
equipped with an air-to—air capability to counter the NATO
attack helicopter and fixed wing close air susport aireraft
that are a real threat to the successful accomplishment of
their ground war. Further, the fact that the Soviets are in
the throughs of producing an armed haelicopter specifically
desigried for air-to-air brings to the battlefield a
significant threat for which their is no westerrn cocunterpart.
These significant charges in Soviet doctrire and capability
along with the Joint Chiefs of Staff oublication, JCS Pub 26,
Jeint LCoctrine for Theater Counterair Operaticons, have caused
the Army to reexamine and expand its air defense contribution

toc the theater counterair campaign.

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the Army's
role in counterair operations as outlined iv JCS Pub 26 and
examivie the Army air defense operatioral conceot paying
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particular attention to the role Aﬁmy Aviation will play in

execution of the Army's combined arms air deferse doctrine.
Though the operational concept is ;n the developmental
stages, there is sufficient work completed to provide a
reasonable framework for analysis, keeping in mind thaﬁ there

inevitably will be some changes before the final concept is

published as the Army position.

JCS Pub 26 provides the doctrinal framework for theater
counterair operations and is applicable to unified commanrds,
their subordinate commands and those joint task forces that
may be established to corduct specific missions directed by
the NCA (20:1-1). The doctrine specifies responsibilities of
the air component commander for the theater counterair
campaign and specifies the contributions of the ground
componernit commander to the overall theater effort. The
publication states that

Normally the joint force air comnponert commardger
will be the Service comporient commander who has the
preponderance of air assets to be used ard %he
ability to assume that responsibility. The
tactical arnd stratepgic forces may be committed to
counterair operaticrs as well as other corntributing
forces such as SOF, elements of Army, Navy, Air
Force and Marine Aviation, surface air defense, and
EW forces, remain under the commard of their
respective components (15:111-4),
This commard relationship statement establishes that ground
comporent commanders of Corps and belcw are responsible for

the conoguct of counterair cperations within their areas of
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operations and Army Aviation, specifically the helicopter
force, will contribute to the counterair campaign as a member

of the pground maneuver force.

In order to provide a framework for discussion, some
definitions are required to understand the termincology used
in JCS Pub 26. Counterair operations are

Air operations conducted to attain and maintain a
desired degree of air superiority by the
destruction or neutralization of enemy forces.
Counterair opaerations include such measures as the
use of interceptors, bombers, antiaircraft guns,
surface-to-air missiles, electronic
courntermeasures, and destruction of the air or
misgile thvreat both before and after it is
launched. Other measures that are taken to
minimize the effects to hostile air actions are
cover and concealment, dispersion, deception
(including electronic), and mohility. Both
offensive and defensive are invoived. The former
range throughcut eremy territory and are normally
conducted at the initiative of friendly forces.
The latter are normally conducted near or over
friendly forces and are generally reactive to the
initiative of the enemy air forces (1S:R4).

This all encompassing definition is extremely important
because it identifies the two categories (cffensive
counterair and defensive counterair) and where on the
battlefield these two operations will generally take nlace.
Specifically, offensive counterair (OCR) cperations are
conducted to destroy, disrupt, or limit eremy air pcwer as
close to its source as possibla. Defernsive counterair (DCA)
is the protection of assets from air attack thraugh both

deferse and destruction of the enemy’s capacity to attack
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(15:B5). With respect to spacial relationships on the
battlefield, OCA is genarally conducted forward of the
Forward Line of Troops (FLOT) and DCR is conducted to the
rear of the FLOT. é brief discussion of OCA and DCh will
describe where helicopter forces will play a role under the

control of the ground force commander.

Offensive counterair operations as discussed in JCS Pub
26 is primarily an Air Force mission to destroy enemy targets
forward of the FLOT. The QCA missﬁon at times may become
such a critical mission that, if sufficient rescurces are not
apportioned to this mission, the success of the ground
campaign may well be in jeopardy. In fact, JCS Pub &6
recognizes this fact by stating "Whenever hcastile air power
has the potential to threaten friendly operations, OCA
operatiocns must be consicered for a major role in tadtical
operaticns” (15:1V-4). This statement implies that the moderr
battlefield may require the joint force commander to
apportion a greater amcurit of his air assets to attack
follow-on forces as part of deep operations before they are
committed to the main battle area. These targets will be
attacked both in the air and on the ground and as close to
their scurce as feasible. With respect to aerial vehicles,
JCS Pub 26 states "This category may include eremy fixed—-wing

aircraft, helicopters, RPV's, and cruise missiles" (15:1V-1).
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The joint publication also recognizes that all forces
nave a capability to conduct OCA wfthin the scope and spirit
of the definition by stating "...therefore, the capahilities
of all assets must be exploited in the conduct of counterair
operationss attacks by ground, airborne or air-mobile fcrces;
air and ground attack and intelligence operations by SOF
(including organized resistance activities); and armed
helicopters" (15:1V-6). This statement establishes the
doctrinal base for the use of forces under the control of the
ground force commander to participate in OCR forward of the
FLOT in support of the ground commanders' scheme of marneuver.
This is important because it lays the doctrinal groundwork
for offensive helicopter counterair cperations which will be

discussed later,

Defensive counterair cperations as described in JCS Pub
26 are "...conducted primarily in reaction to enaemy air
offensive initiatives and include all measures and means
designed to nullify or reduce the effectivenaess of hostile
air attacks against the joint force. The aurpose of DCA
operations is to provide a secure area from which all
elements of the Joiﬁt force can operate effectively”
(15:V-1). An important point is that AIR DEFENSE is
syronymcus with DCA ir JCS Pub 26 vernacular. With respect
to armed helicopters
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These aircraft will rnormally be employed throughout
the theater integral to the maneuver cperations of
a land combined arms force. These coperations may
require air craws to ergage enemy air or ground
forces, especially eremy helicopters and
battlefield air defenses, in air-to-air or
air-to-ground combat to protect themselves and
other elements of the land force. Such combat is
normaily engaged while executing the mission orders
of the ground force commander to achieve assigred
objectivaes of the land force, but in so doing
compliments the theater counterair campaign
throughout the full depth of the battlefield
(15:v~8).

Within the context of air defense are active and passive
neasures. Passive measures are those measures required by
all members of the joint force to provide the maximum
protection for friendly assets and to complicate the eremy’s
targeting process. Active air deferse is -"...conducted using
airborne and surface-based ESM and SIGENT and weapon systems,
supported by secure and highly responsive commurnications, in
order to detect, identify, intercept, and engage and destroy
or track hostile or potential hostile airborre vehicles"

(15:v-1).

Armed helicopters are discussed in detail in DCA
operations. JCS Pub 26 states that

In DCA operations, air-to-air combat plamning for
armed helicopters must be netted inte and
coordinated with the maneuver commander's plarn and
scheme of maneuver. This allows armed helicopters
to conduct air-tc-air combat operaticns whern thre
need arises, under the command of their onarent
corganization, while accomplishing their primary
mission. Units will be integrated intc the air
defense net to obtain information about frierdly
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air defense positions, current air threat
information, weapons control status, and coverage
areas (15:V=-10).

This doctrinal statement has important command and control

implications for Army Aviation which will be brought out

later in this discussion.

Doctrine for thaeater countacair operations clearly
expresses a Joint regponsibility to defeat the air threat
within the theater and has placed an additional
respornisibility on the Uniterd States Army to develcop an
oparational concept that articulates its contribution to ihe
campaign. This joint guidance brings forth new conceots and
challerges for the Army. Prior to the 80s, air defense of
the ground force was the responsibility of the Air Defense
Artillery branch of the Army. Army Aviation provided combat,
combat suppoht, and combat service support aircraft to the
Army. Combat helicopters specifically contributed directly
to the ground commander's available combat where and when the
commander required such a force. The addition of a new
migsion of helicopter air-to-air combat required the Army to
reexamire the role of armed helicopters in light of this riew
mission. Changes in the threat contributed tq a need for an

indepth atudy of air defense of ground forces.

Two studies, the Forward Area Air Defense (FARD) Workirng
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Group and the ADA Laydown, published thair results in 1986.
Hoth reports indicated that the Army neaded to implement a
combined arms approach to counterair and acknowledged that
the effectiveneas of enemy air exceeded the capability of Rir
Defense Artillery (16:18). The study indicated that air .
defense required more players thanigust the Air Defense
Artillery community to defeat Soviet air capabilities
particularly the Soviet armed helicopter threat. To further
institutionalize the concept of combined arms air defense,
Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) established seven
primary functiona} areas that would contribute to air
defense.. Aviation was now institutionalized as a full
player in the counterair mission along with infantry, armcor,
artillery, air defense artilléry, intelligence, electronic

warfare, command, control and communications (16:18).

In late 1987, the final coordinating draft of the
Operaticnal Concept for Combined Arms Air Deferse was
distributed to functional proponents for firnal commert. The
Operational Concept statement establishes a base documernt
upon which [ ‘oponents will develop doctrine, establish
training, identify force structure requirements and base
future material develcopments necessary to execute the
doctrine (16:18). The remainder of this discussior will
focus or the Operatinral Concept with emphaczis on issues
relating to Army Aviation.
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What does an Operational Concept mean and what purpose
domes it sarve? An operational concept for air deferse
describes the capabilities the Army requires to plan,
coordinate; and execute the Army portion of the joint

doctrine outlined in JCS Pub 26, within the doctrinal

framework of Airland Battle Doctrirne (FM 120-5). It serves

_ : as a guide to follow—-on combat development efforts to

" implement that doctrirne. It also establishes a conceptual
linkage between the Forward Area Air Defense System (FAARDS)
and other commard, control, communications and intelligence
systems in the Army. More importantly, the corncept provides
a statement of how the RArmy has decided to use its assets to

h- ‘ support the Joint counterair doctrine and control those

assets during deep, close;, and rear operaticms (17:iii).

il From a command'and control perspective, the Operaticnal
Corcept acknowledges that Army ground compornert commarnders at
corps level and below will control air deferse assets to

iﬁ support his scheme of marneuver; to provide for freedom of
maneuver, to protect critical command, control and
intelligence assets, to sustain the battle, and to kill enem;
LF air targets (17:7). This statement of command and control
respocnsibilities is in corncert with JCS5 Pub 26 and implie;

that Army Aviation at corps level and belcw will be urder the

] contral of the ground marneuver cocmmarder.
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With respect to framework, The Army's covceptual
statement uses the same terminology of offensive and
defensive counterair operations to frame its air defense
ocbjectives in support of the counterair campaign as does JCS
Pub 26. Defensive counterair opsrations are further
subdivided into active and passive operations in the same
marmer ocutlined in JCé Pub 26. OCA captures the initiative
to destroy or reduce the enemy's air power at the time and
place which best supports the commander’s intent while active

DCA is a reaction to the enemy's initiative.

Offensive counterair resources available to the tactical
ground commancer are rormally limited to orpanic tube
artillery, rocket artillery, EW, aviation assets,
specifically armed helicopters, and other systems made
available to the commander from cutside scurces (17:11). The
use of armed helicopters in OCA in practical terms is similar
to cross FLOT operaticons or deep strikes using AH 64 RApache
attack helicopters against air targets on the ground rather
than armored targets. The importarce of this doctrinal
statement with respect to OCA is that tgl mission isl
acknocwledged and is determined to be within the capabilities

of attack helicopter forces.

Coordinaticn of OCR is critically importart. Assets from
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theatar under the control of the Rir Componernt Commander
(normally Air Force fixed wing assets or other fixed wing
assets from other services as directed by the jecint force
commander) and tactical assets under the control of the
Ground Component Commander at corps level and below must be
coordinated to ensure unity of effort when attacking targets
~ forward of the FLOT. The cperatioral concept states that
close ccordination between the Tactical Rir Control Center
(TACC) and the Battlefield Control Element (BCE), in
conjunction with a dialogue between the Air Comporent
Commander (ACC) and the ground commander provides the
mechanism for successaful joint execution of ocffensive
counterair operations (21:12). The TRCC "...has the requisite
krnowledge, communications and capability to manage the
offensive counterair effort. The BCE at the TACC has the Land
Componert Commander (LCC) priorities and puidance, and
possesses the requisite knowledge of the battlefield
gsituation to integrate Army capabilities with the offensive

counterair effort" (17:12).

Corntrol of assets conducting OCA at the tactical level
must be accomplished at the control certer responsible for
integration of functions taking place on the battlefield. "A%:
each tactical level, the cocmmand post controls the emoloyment
of mareuver and fire support forces, electronic combat
systems, and aviation systems assigried to Rir Defense tasks.
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Army commanders execute OCA actiong using organic systems and
the supporting assets of other services. This is coordinated
through the Fire Support Element (FSE) and with the
coordination and liaisorn assistance of the Army BCE element

within the TACC" (17:16).

Though OCA can be conducted at the tactical level within
the limitations of the assets available tc the grourd
componernt commander, the risks involved in penetrating the
FLOT with armed heliccocpters must be weighed against the
expected results. The armed heliccopter force js a valuable
maneuver force that can aquickly influence the battle.
Therefore, commitment to OCA is a critical decision, the
results of which may weigh heavily on future battles if the
armed helicopters suffer excessive losses. The end mnust
Justify the means. Offensive counterair operations canm be
accomplished by tactical forces, however, the prepornderance
of counterair operations in support of the ground commander’s
scheme of maneuver will most likely be defersive counterair

operations.

Active defensive counterair operations (DCAR) or more
appropriately termed "Air Defense'", are defersive actions
taken tc destroy attacking enemy aircraft. Active DCA
requires that all members of the combired arms team
contribute to air defense. "While the weaoon systems of
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combined arms members other than ADA are not ootimized for
the Rir Defense role, they are capable of contributing to the
attack of hostile aircraft when required" (17:16). Referring
to the previous chapter orn the threat, the Soviets have come
to the same conclusion. Air superiority must be achieved if
ground forces are to accomplish their objectives. Similarly,
the Army is concerned about the impact of Soviet armed
helicopters on friendly operations, particularly maneuver.
The Operational Concepts states that

The immediate threat to maneuver forces in the

close operation is enemy ground and air systems,

which can quickly deliver affective direct and

indirect firepower on individual weapon systems and

amall tactical formations. The air threat is

composed primarily of attack helicopters, close air

support fixed wing aircraft, and drones. Highly

mobile attack helicopters can effectively engage

friendly forces from stand-off ranges well within

enemy territory using evasive tactics and

techniques and firepower (17:16).

To this point, the doctrinal framewori for the conduct
of counterair operations has been described and the Army's
cperaticnal concept to contribute to the counterair campaign
-has beer. briefly discussed paying particular attention to
Army Aviation as a key player. The final discussion will

focus directly on the role Army Aviation interds to play in

the couriterair effocrt.

Army Aviation will play an important role in the

counterair mission, As the Soviets corntirme to increase the
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quantities of armed helicopters on the battlefield, there
will be increased competition between armed helicopters for
the limited air maneuver space in the vicinity of ground
forces. This competition will inevitably reSult in chance
sngagements of helicopter forces. However, it cannot be
forgotten that combat helicopters are firs:t and foremost a
mansuver force with inherent combat power that can quickly
influence the battle. For this reason the terrain flight
environment, essential to helicopter maneuver, must be

controlled in order for combat helicopters to be effective.

Offensive counterair operations are within the
capability of aviation assets. When OCA is conducted, air
related targets are beyond the range or capability of corns
artillery forces. "The primary aviation assets for
conducting deep attacks in support of OCA operétion are
corps-level attack helicopter units in cornjunction with EW
and ground fires designed to suppress enemy air deferise
(SEAD) " (18:5). In terms of equipment, this force will
consist of the AH-E4 Apache and the OH-58C/D and there

missions will be performed at night to increase

survivability. The deep attack force will trarsit the threat
zone of operations employing Aircraft Survivability Equipment

(RSE) and night visiorn devices that permit high speed contoure

flight bereath the enenmy air defense ervelope (18:%),
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Defensive counterair operations are described as purely
reactive air combat characterized by aggressive action in
order to create and maintain a favorable air situation
(18:7). The importance of this statement is that it provides
a framework for how armed helicopters will be employed on the
battlefield. Armed helicooters will not support both the
air—to-ground mission and the air—-to-air miasion concurrently
but will be tasked by the ground maneuver commander to
augment the active DCA effort to protect the force if the air
threat will prevent the ground force from achieving its
objectives (18:8). Further, aviation forces may become
involved in air combat as a self defense measure. These
statements imply that helicopters will have a defensive
air—-to—~air capability that will allow them to corduct their
primary mission and the air-to-air mission, or said
tifferently, the helicopters will have a dual role cagability

rather than a single role capability on the battlefield.

Aviation forces, due to the proliferatiorn of AD
systems, will not rnormally execute sustained air
combat operations along the FLOT. Attack and air
cavalry units conducting reconnaissarnce, security,
or artiarmor missions will plan for and conduct air
combat first for self-defense, and secorndly, to
protect the ground-mareuver force. Additiocnally,
Army utility helicopters arnd forward aerial
artillery cbservers (FAAD) are armed with ATA
missiles for the purpose of self-protection. During
the course of close operations; these aircraft may
be involved in air combat as an extensior of the
assigned mission in order to deny enemy efforts to
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strip them away from the friendly mareuver force

(18:8). :

Active DCA, conducted in conjunction with rear
operations, focuses on protcctioﬁ of the force. When armed
helicopters are tasked to perform air defense missions to
augment the air defense effort in rear operations, they are
capable of intercepting heliborne forces and can actively
seek out and destroy hostile aircru%t over friendly
tcrritbry. Armed helicopters can be used to protect
high~threat areas where the eremy has eliminated the AD
capability or where ground employment of AD is unsuitable
because of the terrain (18:3). In other words, there is a
dedicated armed heliccocpter force being used in an air deferse
role to-.defeat enemy helicopters that have pernetrated the
FLOT. These forces, however, will come from the. current force
structure which means that when forces are used primarily in
the air defense role, they are not performing their orimary

mission on the battlefield.

The discussion in this chapter has provided an analysis
of jJoint doctrirne and the Army's combined arms air defense
operational concept for air defense. It tracks the doctrire
as it is articulated in JCS Pub 26 arnd how that doctrine is
translated into an operaticnal corncept focusing on now Army

Aviation fits as a player in the conrcept.
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CHAPTER 5
ARMY AVIATION AND AIR COMBAT: THE FUTURE

The svolutionary development of Army Aviation is
dofinitely gaining momentum. The relatively small number of
light aircraft adjusting artillery fires in World Warll
evolved into a considerable aviati;n effort in Korea when‘the
flexability of the helicopter was put to good use for medical
evacuation. During the Vietnam War the airmobility conceét
matured and the use of air cavalry'and attack hnlico;ters§was
integrated into a combined arms fighting force. The
designation of Aviation Branch on 13 April, 1983, recognized
Army Aviation as an equal parthgr of the Armny's combired arws
team.

The changes in aviation organizations, aviation
employment techniques and helicopter technology have all
resulted in a capability that only could have be=n imagined
twenty years ago. The Army's doctrine is the thread that
links Army Rviation to the combined armns team. In its
description of doctrire, Field Manual 100-5, "Operaticns", it
states that tactics, techniques, procedures, crganizations,
support structure, equipment and training must all be derived
from doctrine (19:6). The four terets of the Army’s Airland
Battle doctrine are identified in FM 120-5 as initiative,
agility, depth, and syrichronization.

Initiative means setting or changing the terms of
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battle....Agility—-the ability of friendly forces to
act faster than the enemy-is the first prerequisite
for seizing and holding the initiative....Depth is
the extension of operations in space, time, and
resources....Synchronization is the arrangement of
battlefield activities in time, snace and purpose
to produce maximum relative combat power at the
decisive point (19:14-17).

Certainly the inherent characteristics of modern aviation

lend themselves to ARirl.and Battle doctrine.

Lisutenant General Robert W. RisCassi, Commander of the
U.S. Army Combined Arms Center at Fort Leavenworth, Ks,
writes in an article in U.S. Army Aviation Digest:

Of all the achievements of the last few years, the

combat aviation bripade shows the greatest promise

for allowing Army RAviation to be employed to its

fullest capability on the air-lard battlefield

(20:35). )
The Army has recrganized aviation organizations so that
battalion size units are smaller and the leader to led ratic
is more favorable. In addition, all active divisional
aviation units are orpanized under an aviation brigade. The

aviatior brigades are organic to divisions. Also, Army Coros

are authorized a separate corps aviation brigade (21:2).

In the same article, General RisCassi goes on to state
that:

The aspect of Army Aviation that combired both

mobility and firepower-the attack nelicopter-offers
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the greatest likelihood in using its revolutionary
potential to add yet arother dimersicn of maneuver
to air-land battle....Rir-land battle doctrine and
the enhanced capabilities of the newer attack
aircraft offer opportunities to employ attack
helicopters to greater advantage. By using attack
helicopters to; strike at eneny weaknaess wherever
it may be found, to mass firepower quickly, to
disperse before the eremy can react and to mass
again for yet ancther attack, the commander now can
cause the battle to become truly multicimensional
(2@316).

The Army’s newest attack helicopter, the AH-64 Apache,
promises to be the attack helicopter that Gerneral RisCassi is
I

referring to that has revolutionary potential. Whern Major
Gereral, Retired Ben L. Harrison entitled his article on the
combat potential of the AH-64, "Awescme, Meari: Now What Do
We Do with It?2v, he made the point that the Apache has a lot
to contwibute and the Army has a lot to learn about its
patential contributions. The flight performance, visionics,
sernsors avionics systems, firepower, maintainability, and
deployability all add up to make the AH—-E4 the attack
helicopter that will charge land warfare. Gerneral Harriscon
warns his readers of the darpgers of‘ignoring history.

We should remind ourselves that bath the U.S. Army

anc the British army had organized ard tested

large—scale armored formations in the early 1930s

arc found them tremendously effective. We turned.

cur back on our tactical evaluations, disassembled

the armor organizations ard assigned the tanks

piecemeal to infartry units. Only the Germans saw

clearly enough to capitalize on the potertial of a

new weapon system. The Apache may be "even more

revolutionary, ” but it will not reach its full

aotential until we (Infantry and Armor, not just
Aviation) do something about it (22:10).
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Dark avercast skies are ideal; visibility obscuration is
desired; the night is an ally; ard close neans being within
three miles of the target are examples of how the role of.

Army Aviation has charnged and the Apache has changec it.

The Soviets recognize the potential of the attack
helicopter and air assault forces on a future battlefield anc
are structuring formidable threat forces. Major General
Parker, Commander of the U.S. Army Aviation Center, writes of
his vision for the Army’s new Light Helicopter Family, LHX,
in an article published in U.S. Army Digest. In the article,.
Gereral Parker describes the threat and the need for an
air-to—air combat capability in straight forward language.

These future threat forces will be formidable.

Rir-to~air combat will be decisive. There will be

a reed to strike deep into enemy territory to

cisrupt his attack and to destroy his logistical

support lines. We must have the capability %o

shift combat rapidly to any part of the battlefield

on very short notice. We will be fighting against

a staggering rnumber of enemy air deferise weapcors

(23:42).

The Army's new scout/attack helicopter presently referred to
as the Light Heliccopter Experimental (LHX) will incovporate
techrnology with new doctrire to address the growing
air-to-air threat. The LHX will replace a portion of the
present helicopter fleet.

The sensors, processors, and armamevrit of LHX will

deperd con its ultimate missicrs, and those missions
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have changed in the last five years., ARAir-to-air

combat was corigirally a secondary role, purely for

se!f-defence. But the large and growing Hind,

Hokum, and Havoe force has brdught counter-air ‘

capahility near the top of the missions list, and |

US Army air defence planners now see LHX as an

extension of the multi-layered Forward Area Air

Defence Systen, tied to airborne and ground based

serisors to protect ground forces as well (24:42).
The LHX will cperate against a sophisticated threat; using a
world-wide navigation capability, and it will communicate
with secure and electromagnetic interfererce nardened
avioniecs. It will be self-deployable to Europe and will be
able to conduct deep attack missions during darkress. The
future Army light helicopter will have 2 designed air-to-air

combat capability (23:4).

The future commitment of Army Aviatiorn to the graound
battle is as strong as it hae been in the nast. The Apache
is designed to perform the same mission as the Cobra.
Lieutenant Gereral RisCessi uses the word revolutiornary as
does Gereral Harrison wher writing about the AH-64, but the
aircraft is only revoiutiovary in its techrnolopgy, employment
techniques, and capability. The mission for which the Apache
was desigried and fielded is not revolutiornary, but rather a
mission that has been performed by Army helicopters since the
Vietram War. The designed capability of the LHX represents a
radical departure from the Army Aviaticn's traditiconal

missions.
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CHAPTER 6

WHAT DOES ALL THIS MEAN?

The discussion thus far has provided a historical view
of Army Aviation and reinforces the point that Army Aviation
since ites inception, has inextricably been a sart of grounc
maneuver. Though the medium is a helicopter coerating in the
third dimension, there shcould be no question that Army
Aviation is part of ground combat oower. Aviatiorn commanders
ard ground commarders share a common goal--success in battle
and defeat of the enemy. Just as the RH; Cobra provided
suoport to the ground commander in Vietnam, rnow the AHE4
Apache, capitalizing on technology and increased firepower,
will provide ground commanders with integrated 'support on the

next batt.efield.

The AHE4 and its complimerntary OHS8D AHIP, as a teamn,
provide tne ground commander with a marieuver force tnat can
significantly influence the outcome of battles through the
introduction of combat power where and when tne commander
needs it. The capability to influence bat:les at night with
armed helicopters is a dimension never before available. I%
is fair to say that fightirng along side the ground soldier is
Army Aviation’s history and its future. Yet, a charge has
taker place aover the last decade that has caused traditieonal
rcoles ard missions to be accomplished irn a revoluticnary
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manner.

The Soviets have introduced significant rumbers of Hind
D armed helicopters into the combat power equation; have
upgraded the Hind with an air-to-air capability; ano are
about to bring into the force structure the Havoc and the
Hocum which will have a significantly improved air-to—-air
capability. In fact, there is considerable speculation that
the Hocum's primar} misgion on the battlefield will be air
combat. The results of these events have caused traditional
roles ard missions to be expanded in order to counter the
heiicopter threat. "With the ever—increasing number of
helicooters expected on the modern battlefield of tomorrow,
air-to—-air engagements are destined to become a reality.
Cornseauently, it is imperative forlnrmy Aviation to posseés

the capability of overcoming this perceived threat" (25:1).

From orevious discussicns it is clear that the Soviets
have taken the initiative with the issue of helicopter air
combat by introducing an air—-to-air capability into their
armed helicopter force. This significant charnge in force
capability requires special attention since it also
compliments their combinad arms strategy to defeat the NATO
helicooter threat. The introduction of the AHE4 Apache, with
its laser guided hellfire missiles capable of destraoying
armor vehicles at sigrificant stand-off ranges, would cause
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any reascnable adversary to consider all options to defeat
such a devastating force. Soviet helicopters must not be
allowed to influence the ground scheme of mareuver or reduce
the options available to the ground commander to achieve his

objectives.

The price that is paid for combired arms air defense is
that the commander has limited aviation raesources with which
to implement alternatives because no additicnal force
structure has been added to perform this new mission. This is
the reality of constrained resources; but more importantly,
the attack helicopter team with the AH&4 Apache and the 0OHSA&D
coriceivably will be diverted from its original mission of
destroying armored vehicles, to a role of air defense or
protection of the force. The depth and breath of the costs
of CAAD have yet to be fully developed since it is only at

the conceptual phase of implementation,

This paper has examined the threat, the evolution of
Army Aviation, the doctrinal and operational concepts of Army
helicopter air-to-air combat, and the implication of the
effects of future érmy systems on the ground war., The
conclusicns are that Army Aviation has historically beer
totally integrated into fighting and supporting the ground
war and there is no trend that will distort Armny Aviation'’s

focus o its mission,
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Aviation assets have traditionally been and will
continue to be organic to divisions and corps., The aviation
brigade headquarters will permit the increased effectiveness
of aviation assets. The mobility and firepcwar, that has in
the past been characteriastic of aviation, are on the
threshold of being redefirned as new techrnologies permit Army
Aviation to better compliment AirLand Battle doctrine. In
addition, the helicopter’'s air-to-air capability will
compliment the Army’'s counterair mission, not dominate it.
Army Aviation will continue to be an important member of the
conbined arms tnam,'playing its part in the accomplishmenrt of
the Armny’'s mission. With the exception of air-to—air combat,
here are no future trends that are inconsistent with the
historical role that aviation has played within the U.S.
Army. To anticipate the use of Army Aviation in‘air~to~air
combat arnd as a comporent of the counterair calculus may be
consistent with the Army’s migsion, and may be the most
effective way to address the threat; however, it is

historically inconsistent with the role of Army Aviatior.

If deterrence fails, then the miséion of the Army is to
fight ard win across the spéctrum of conflict anywhera.
There is no requiremert to validate history or evern doctrire.
The focus in the Army is on defeating the enemy. The
development of a helicopter air-to-air combat capability i
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driver oy the threat. Army Aviation is recuired tc fight
air-to—air in order to contribute its share as a member of
the combined arms goam. In addition, it is important to
recognize that Army Rviafion is required to become part of
the "AIR" of AirLand Battle doctrine. Aviation within the
Army continues to have its roots in the mud with the grourc
soldier arnd the evidence supports the conclusion tnat tha
drummer that Aviation Branch is hearing is not out of the

nast, but rather a sound cof the future.
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