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FOREWORD

Airlift is the movement of goods and people to where they are needed, when they
are needed there. Since the 1920s there has been an evolving awareness and
articulation of how to best organize, train, and equip airlift forces for that mission.
The worldwide orientation of American fareign policy, the numerous threats to free
world interests, and the speed and complexity of modem warfare have combined
with political and resource constraints to produce today’s airlift doctrine and force
structure. Colonel Miller's study traces these many interrelationships to discover
what critical airlift decisions were made, why they were made, and what they may
mean in the future. _

This is not a history of military airlift but rather an investigation of ideas and
concepts as they have evolved and have been applied to warfighting. Airlift is the
backbone of deterrence. A properly structured and equipped airlift force is critical
to the successful execution of the national military strategy. How we think about
airlift and how we transiate those thoughts into a meaningful expression of how to
develop, deploy, and employ airlift forces is vital to the national defense. Colonel
Miller’s study is a definitive step in that important process.

| ;?c/ﬁn. C‘;Z_ym ﬂ .

JOHN C. FRYER, IR.

Brigadier General, USAF

Commander

Center for Aerospace Doctrine,
Research, and Education
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INTRODUCTION

Unit histories, official reports, studies, and correspondence; articles in
professional journals, and a modest level of personal experience bear out the fact
that airlift doctrine has evolved. Discovering this evolution is only one step, albeit
an important one. Knowing why a particular pronouncement was made is
sometimes of equal importance. The changing of ideas cun be traced and patterns do
emerge.. National military strategy, econemics, politics, Air Force doctrine, and
technical advancements all have an impact on the airlift decision recommenders and
makers.

Adrlift history can be filed into convenient time blocks: the pre-World War Il era.
World War il. the postwar period, the 1955 to 1965 cra {which [ call the turbulent
years}, the Vietnam experience, and the mmodern airlift era. There are overlaps in
these divisions, hut they do offer a degree of organization and continuity. Each also
has a benchmark that serves as a measure of where airfift thinking stood—that
defines the prominent themes of the period, In the pre-World War 11 era, for
example, military air transportation emerged as an important, but tertiary service
for the comhat air arm. There was a growing, but slow recognition of its
contributions to moebility and logistics matters, but primarity as they supported air
power. World War [l saw the invention, implementation, and refinement of both
strategic air transportation and troop carrier aviation. The functions were separated
by doctrine and practice—at least on the surface. However, even in those tormative
vears there were overlaps in capabilitics and missions. Both types of airlift suffered
in the postwar era [rom resource poverty and were still officially separated.
Between 1955 and 1965, they remaincd officially separate, with tactical airlift
organizationally buried and Military Air Transport Service (MATS) threatened with
execution. Only a radicul change in national military strategy “saved™ euch
mission. The Victnam experience saw them once aguin, in the jargon of the day.
interfaced. with capabilitics and shortfalls put to severe tests. Following Vietnam,
civilian und high-level military considerations caused these two functions to be
consolidated and what appears to be permanently elevated o a level of national
importance. The advent of the C-17/C-5/747 debate, coupled with the
Congressionally Mianduted Mobility Study. and the resulting Airlift Master Plan,
placed airhit doctrine at o watershed. How to think about airlift is again an
important public guestion.

As Col Dennis Drew. director for research. Air University Center for Aerospace
Doctrine., Reseurch. and Education. so aptly points out. *“the word doctrine
conjures up confusion and consternation.”” His offer of the definition of military
doctrine as ““what is officially believed and taught about the best way to conduct
military affairs™ is clear, concise. and {unctional. It implies a thought process—a

xf



comparing of alternatives, perhaps thorough discussion and debate. Its use of
“officially believed™ can be easily interpreted to include all organizational levels.
And. the word taught opens up a significant source of ideas. The definition also
makes it obvious that the process of arriving at the official doctrine is a valuable and
legitimate area for study. ‘

What s officially believed is retlected not only in ““doctrinal documents’” but
also in policy decistons, budgets. and plans for the future. Doctrine does not
naccessarily have to be the result of a fong, drawn out period of contemplation. kt can
be a hasty reaction to a tactical sttuation that turns out to be a good idea whese time
has come, It can be the application of common sense or the result of a detailed
economic analysis. It can even be devastatingly wrong. It still comes out doctrine.
Doctrine making occurs at all levels of an organization. from the small unit
battleficld leader who finds through teial and crror that a particular way ot doing
things always seems to work out. to the President making strategic decisions. This
study primarily concentrates on doctrine above unit-fevel tactics but, when
necessary, will trace a “low-level’ issue as it works its way upward. Colonel
Drew’s definition is so useful because of its very broadness.

i



CHAPTER 1

The Pre-World War 1I Era

The Air Force recently announced that the history of the Military Airlift
Command (MAC) officially hearkens back to the creation of the Air Corps Ferrying
Command in May of 1941." However, important ideas and events concerning air
transportation can be traced further back than that. In 1941 Gen Henry H. Amold
wrote in Winged Warfare of the importance of air transport:

Any nation in building an air force cannot think of its fighting planes alone. This air
transport service for troops, supplies, ambutances and medical service, and for the
transport of artiflery and heavy equipment is a necessary adjunct to the maintenance of any
efficient fighting force in the field. The speed and range of modemn air forces makes it
imperative that they be self-sustaining. The speed of the modem mechanized forces makes
it distinctly advisable that at least a portion of their supply columns and agencies travel
through the air.2 :

General Arnold was speaking from almost 20 years of collective experience and
thinking about air transportation.

Air power leaders in the 1920s were primarily concemned with defining air power
as an entity in and of itself—with the debates focused on the fundamental questions
of a separate air arm and issues of bombardment, pursuit, observation, and attack
aviation. Air transport was not used as an example in these arguments, The intimate
linkage that we see today between airlift and ground forces would not have been a
particularly persuasive argument for air power enthusiasts in the 1920s.3

This is not to say that there was no action concemning air transport. There were 88
types of transport aircraft purchased or tested by 1930, and military air transports
were in constant demand by the Air Service (as it was called until 1926). However,
“‘there was no real theory of use. The concept of aerial transport as an element of
the Air Service’s tactical function had not been thought out to the point where it
could be defined in terms of a definite policy with clear-cut objectives.”’* What did
and did not occur concemning air transportation in the 1920s and 1930s has to be
viewed in the broader context of many other air power happenings.

The Air Power Debate

At the end of the First World War, ‘‘the Air Service had to face the sober realities
of life in the peacetime US Army. The wartime machinery of expansion had to be
thrown into reverse.”’> With these few words the noted Air Force historian Alfred
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He suggested an additional organization with more combat units. In a letter from the
War Department’s adjutant general, Col H. H. Tebbetts expressed an appreciation
of the “‘growing importance of aviation with the National Defense’” and asked for a
study of the measures necessary ‘‘to place the peace establishment of the Air
Service upon a basis adequate to meet the approved wartime expansion.’’ 'Y General
Patrick answered that “‘all air force troops, that is, attack, bombardment, and
pursuit aviation, should be concentrated in a pool in GHQ Reserve,”” instead of
parceled out to Army field commanders.'! fncluded in his proposed organization
were 18 service squadrons totaling 36 planes with transport type missions.!? He
presented the same proposal to a board of general staff officers headed by Maj Gen
William Lassiter in March of 1623, calling for the expenditure of some $25 miilion
per year for 10 years to meet the force goais envisioned." The Lassiter Board’s
report acknowledged that the peacetime organization of the Air Service bore no
relation to its wartime mission and that experiences gained since 1920 called for a
review of organizational issues as well." It concurred with the $25 million
calculation, but modified the Patrick GHQ proposal. Instead of assigning all
combat aircraft to a reserve, it continued the practice of assigning portions directlv
to the field armies. 1t did, however, allow for the assignment of

Air Force bombardment and pursuit aviation . ., directly under General Headquaners for
assignment o special and strategical missions . . . in connection with the operation of the
ground troops or entirely independent of them. This force should be orpanized into large
units, insuring great mobitity and independence of action. '

In April 1923 the Secretary of War approved in principle a program for increasing
the strength of the Air Service, but as of June 1924, the program had not been
forwarded to Congress. Even though the War Department approved GHQ
recommendations of the Lassiter Board, the chief of the Air Service was forced to
write to the adjutant general that *‘the Air Service is today practically demohilized
and unable to play its part in any national emergency.”™'®

The Air Corps Act

The year {926 served as a milestone of sorts for air power. for it saw the
continued, albeit incremental. recognition of the special advantages offered by the
airplane. in response to recommendations by a board headed by Dwight Morrow.
which reported to President Coolidge. the Air Corps Act of 1926 changed the name
of the Air Service to the Air Corps. created an assistant secretary of war for air,
authorized air sections within the War Department. and initiated the delaved five-
vear expansion program for the Air Corps. *Viewed in retrospect. the Air Corps
Act of 1926 was only one of several pieces of legislation which manifested a belief
within Congress that the pioneering years of aviation were ending. """ in spite of the
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fact that hardly any of his personal recommendations for the legislation were
adopted, General Patrick called the Act ‘‘a long step in the right direction,”’'®

In preparation for submission of the five-year plan, the G-3 Division of the
General Staff originally used wording to the effect that 2,200 airplanes, not
including those on order, would be authorized. At submission that wording was
changed to reflect 2,200 airplanes including those on order. In the resulting Air
Corps Act of 1926, Congress authorized 1,800 aircraft ‘*provided that the necessary
replacement of airplanes shall not exceed approximately 400 annually .’

A five-year plan proposed by the Air Corps called for a total of 3,530 airplanes’
and asked the War Department to sponsor changes to the Air Corps Act in support
of the new number. The grand total was arrived at by consideration of such factors
as obsolescence of the current fleet, crashes, metal fatigue, natural deterioration
(corrosion), and the need for a 50-percent reserve, as practiced by the Navy. Of the
3,530, 158 were to be cargo airplanes, mostly assigned to the GHQ units.®
Considering that as of 30 lune 1929, there were 31 cargo planes on hand and 10 on
order but undelivered, that particular segment of the expansion was significant. The
Air Corps also predicted that the following year one-half of the cargo fleet would be
obsolete and would have to be replaced. Due to funding delays, the five-year
program did not start until [927, with a goal of 800 serviceable aircraft.?

None of the numbers matched up with the supposed requirement for cargo planes
submitted to the War Department in mid-1929. The Army chief of staff had created
a Survey of Preparedness Committee to document known military requirements.
The critical question for the Air Corps was “‘the requirement in airplanes of every
type for a force of 2 Field Armies of approximately 1,000,000 men.’’?? Maj Gen
James Fechet, chief of the Air Corps, provided an answer that included 171 cargo
planes to support the air power associated with such an organization.? All the
numbers were for naught, however, because by November 1929 General Fechet
was forced to tell the adjutant general that *“as chief of the Air Corps I cannot carry
out the statutory requirements of the five-year program unless adequate funds are
provided. ™% Noting that the program was about $50 million behind schedule as of
its third increment and that it was beyond the realm of probability that such funds
would be forthcoming, General Fechet recommended that ‘‘the size of the Air
Corps be scaled down so that the tactical units may be fully equipped and
maintained.”’?

The Drum Board

In October 1933, a War Department board headed by Maj Gen Hugh Drum, after
a thorough review of the defensive plans of the Army, validated the idea of a GHQ
Air Force. The board recognized the flex:bility of such a force in its ability to
concentrate power in any area of the United States.?® However, the board also noted
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that every branch of the Army was well below required strength and said
emphatically that "‘the War Department should take no action and Congress should
make no appropriation towards carrying out the recommendations contained herein
for any increase of the Air Corps’ 1,800 serviceable airplanes which will be at the
expense of the other arms and branches of the military establishment.””*? They
recognized the need for 2,320 airplanes, but the War Department directed the chief
of the Air Corps to prepare a plan “‘in which the procurement objective and the
reorganization of the Air Corps may be coordinated and etfected progressively.”'*
The board report and the War Department directive both noted that the 2,320 planes
seemed an attainable goal within the parameters described. The number of cargo
planes authorized by the War Department was 105, regardless of what total Air
Corps size was achieved.” The Drum Board allowed 120 and the chief of the Air
Corps wanted between 200 and 250. Maj Gen Benjamin Foulois also wanted a total
force of over 4,400 planes.™

The Baker Board

In April 1934, the secretary ol war appointed former Secretary of War Newton
Baker to head a board that was to survey the Army Air Corps as an agency of
national defense, to study the proper relationship between Army aviation and civil
aviation, and to point out the lessons learned from flying the mail.*' In 25 days the
board heard 105 witnesses and took over 4,000 pages of testimony. The Baker
Board made several observations and recommendations that were criticai to air
transportation. Literally its first major point was that “‘the most striking
development in the commercial field is the progress made in scheduled airline;
transport and the impetus given to the consequent improvement in aircraft and
aircraft accessories and facilities.”" ™ It cited great increases in general flying dnd
airmail mileage and significant improvements in safety records. Almost in passing,
the Army Air Corps was also noted as having made substantial progress, with man)‘
of the improvements in commercial aviation ‘‘pioncered, and in ceriain instances
developed. by the Army Air Corps.”™ The board, however, was enamored wit
civil aviation, especially air transport:

One of the most important recent developments. in civil aviation is the pmducii(m of the
high speed, long range, large capacity passenger and carpo air transport. This type of
airplane with cenain structural changes in its design can be so constructed as to be adapted
for military use. There are other types of commercial airplancs now being built which
without material modification may be used for some military purposes. The development
aleng the lines indicated creates a4 new and heretofore unexpected source of production in
the event of emergency ™



AIRLIFT DOCTRINE

The emerging civil aviation industry was clearly important to the national defense:

There should be a very close liaison between civil and military aviation but the control of
the two systems, civil and military, must be separate and distinct. . . . The granting of
government subsidies to provide for the conversion of commercial airplanes to military
airplanes is undesirable. The use of commercial airplanes as a reserve of transport and
cargo is desirable,?”

The board also recommended this close liaison “‘in order to familiarize the Air
Corps with the latest developments in use in commercial air transport.”’ Although
subsidizing the commercial lines to convert their cargo planes was not desirable,
““the Army Air Corps should whenever possible use converted commercial air
transport of acceptable performance for cargo and transport airplanes.’’¥ The
commercial planes were preferred because the *‘latest technical developments are
adopted much more rapidly in commercial air transport than in military types of
airplanes. In general, it seems desirable that cargo and transport airplanes procured
by the Air Corps be developed from types in use in commercial service and in
production, instead of specially developed types that would not be availabie in large
quantities in the event of an emergency .’

The Baker Board recommended what the earlier Drum Board had also suggested,
that is

a General Headquarters Air Force comprising all air combat units and auxiliaries thereto
organized and frained as a homogeneous unit capable: of operating in close cooperation
with the ground forces or independent thereof, and coming under the direct control of the
Commander in Chief in war and the Chief of Staff in peace.™

They wanted the chief of the Air Corps to lead the business side of the Air Corps—
the procurement and supply functions. He did not have to be, in fact should not be,
a flying officer. The principle of basing air units at strategic locations in peacetime
was not necessary because of the flexibility of the air component. **With adequate
landing fields in readiness, the great mobility of the Air Corps permits its rapid
concentration in any critical area.’’

The board urged immediate organization of the GHQ Air Force *‘commanded by
a leader with suitable general officers’ rank who has had broad experience as an
airplane pilot,’” also noting that his ‘*headquarters should be with his troops, away
from Washington.’"*' The board set the minimum number of airpianes necessary to
meet peacetime requirements at 2,320, with modification of this number allowed by
subsequent War Department studies.*? Since an ‘‘adequate aircraft industry’” was in
the national interest because of the need to build aircraft in ‘‘the first few and vitally
important months of a war,”’ the board suggested that a normal annual replacement
of the recommended force structure for the Air Corps (plus the Navy) would ensure
a healthy production base.*
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Maj Walter Frank, chief of the Air Corps Plans Division, told the Baker Board
that the Air Corps had been prepared “‘to show the advantage to the operation of the
Air Corps of the establishment of aerial transport facilities for supplying Air Corps
units in time of war in the theater of operations.”” No action had been taken, he
reported, because the Air Corps was limited to 1,800 airplanes and *‘even 1,800
will not give {us] an Air Force that meets the minimum requirements for the air
defense of the United States. Therefore, the Air Corps did not feel justified in
diverting any additional number of that 1,800 from combat to supply planes.”’#*

Maj Gen Benjamin Foulois, chief of the Air Corps, took strong exception to the
Baker Board’s conclusions concerning using existing commercial transport planes.
His arguments in November of 1934, although ultimately rejected on economic
grounds, were right on the mark:

Whilc the desirability of utilizing standard commercial fransports tor military cargo- and
passenger-carrying is thoroughly recopnized by this office, the following facts must be
bome in mind:

a. Commercial transports are built primarily for high spced passenger-carrying with
every attention paid to the comfort of the passengers.

b. Commercial transports opcrate from large landing Fields locuted ncar Jarge centers of
population and, hence, can afford to have high landing speeds and run considerable
distances before taking off. They are not designed to get in and out of small fields with
heavy loads.

c. Commercial transports are not designed to carry heavy concentrated loads of bulky
articles which requirc furge openings in the fuselape for loading and unloading purposes.

d. Commercial transports have achieved extremely high speed at the cost of reduced
load-carrying capacity, small fuselages and very large and powerful power plants,

e. The military cargo airplane does not require extremely high speed and. consequently,
does not need farge powerful expensive power plants.

f. The military cargo airplane should be designed primarily to carry heavy and bulky
loads of freight with the comnfort of the passengers distinctly a secondary matter.

g. The military cargo airplne (o be of reat value to air units under service conditions
must be capable of getting into and out of small fields which, in time of peace, would be
considered only as emergency fiekds. This requircment called for low landing speeds.
quick take-offs and the ability to clear obstacles safely. immediately after leaving the
ground, during both daylight and night flights.

h. The comparison between the commercial transport and the military cargo airplane is
practicaliy identical with that between the passenper automobile and the cargo-carrying
truck., While it is true that the passenger automobile can carry a certain amount of freight.
true economy demands the use of a carpo truck for such purposes,
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i. Commercial airplane manufaciurers are not specializing in the development of cargo-
carrying airplanes as such, so that if a cargo airplane is desired by the Army Air Corps it
must be developed under govemment supervision and with government funds. primarily
as a cargo airplane. with the capability of conversion for passenger-carrying or atr
ambulance work as secondary considerations.

3. The cost per pound mile of carrying cargo will be tmmeasurably higher in the case of
a converted high speed passenger transpor! than in un airplane designed oripinally as a
medium speed freight carrier.

The boards of the 1920s and 1930s (and there were many more than covered here)
were pointed to one purpose, after all the chaff is cleared away, to discuss the
guestion of a separate air arm. Some of them were mere rubber stamps for the
prevailing thoughts of senior Army leaders. Others were honest brokers. The
fruitful expression of the theories of air power was an incremental process and the
debates took place in the relative open. The public was more than aware of the
emergence of aviation as an effective military and civilian tool. The advocates of air
power had ample opportunity to express their ideas. It is understandable that not all
the ideas were well developed or well expressed. Those who called for a scparate air
arm were right—just ahead of their times. They had to exist in an era of budgetary
limitations. isolationist sentiments, and organizational inertia. Actually, a good
argument can be made that given these severe restraints, they were quite successful.
Some. however, were impatient to the point of evangelistic indignation. With the
benefit of hindsight, we can see establishment compromises and recognition of the
special features of air power, as they became evident. After all, the Air Service did
become a combat arm, a separate GHQ *‘striking force’’ was organized, and
considerable sums of money were spent on airplanes and airmen.

Ideas about air transportation were not in the forefront. Combat was the issue;
concerns about support issues came later. As the extreme mobility and flexibitity of
the airplune became more obvious, so too the importance of transportation became
an issue, The airplane pilots always used their machines to haul sparc pars,
mechanics, and blankets. As the GHQ concept grew. the logisticians rose in
importance. Enthusiasts could not argue that air power is an essential element of
defending the nation, especially when limited to the bounds of the continent, if they
could not deploy and supply air forces in a manner that allowed air power flexibility
to be effective. The GHQ idea was absolutely essential to the development of air
transport thinking. As the world view of the strategists grew, the importance of the
airplane as a deployer and resupplier also grew.

Even the recognition of the transporter as important to air power was limited. The
concept of deploying, in the modern sense, a large army was technologically
limited. They just did not have the airplanes with lift capability to consider moving
a reasonably sized portion of that 1,000,000-man army any distance. To be sure,
the planners thought about using the civil airlines, but trains and trucks were what
were available within the continental limits of their thinking, and ships were the
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way to get overseas. Capable, long-range airplanes were a thing of the future. Even
the long-range bombers of the visionaries were not the carriers of the huge tonnages

needed to move an army.

Air Transportation Ideas

There was evidence of the future value of air transport in the 1920s. In 1921, for
example, when the General Staff circulated a questionnaire concerning future
trends of aeral warfare, the Air Service Engineering Division’s response
“‘suggested that in the event of war, ground attack airplanes would be efficiently
reinforced by airbome troops landed behind the enemy’s line. If the terrain were
such that it is impossible for the craft to land, small detachments could drop by
parachute.’’*” The division also noted that airborne troops could be used to capture
such notorious bandits as Pancho Villa. Critically, the Engineering Division also
proposed that the government establish an air transportation program in peacetime.
““This could be accomplished through either the agency of subsidized commercial
lines or an aerial transport system similar to that for troop transports on water.’ 4
The 1923 Army Field Services Regulation recognized that the transportation system
in a theater or operation could include rail, road, water, and air. Air employment
was to be ‘‘ordinarily limited to emergency transport of mail, ammunition, staff
officers, carriers, and possibly small detachments.”™*

The Air Service Tactical School at Langley Field joined the discussions in its
1924-25 academic offerings maintaining ‘‘that the maneuverability of an Air
Service Unit was limited to that of its ground components despite the fact that its
flying equipment and personnel were transported great distances within a short
time.”’* Interestingly, one of the early papers prepared at the Army War College
concerning air transportation was a polemic against the bomber, concluding that
airplanes were good for nothing except transportation.>

The earky maneuvers of the Air Service/Air Corps give some indication that those
operators were learning their air transport lessons. The 1925 maneuvers, held at
Mitchell Field, New York, and Langley Field, Virgina, were under the command of
Brig Gen James Fechet. His staff included Maj Carl Spaatz, Capt Ira Eaker, and
Maj Henry H. (‘‘Hap’’) Arnold. The first major conclusion of the 1925 maneuver
staff was that ‘‘air transports are essential for the movement of an Air Force. The
defense of our coastline by an air force depends to a large extent on the mobility of
the forces engaged.”’™ The exercise was so designed as to leave doubt as to the
exact location of the enemy attack until the last possible movement and “‘the change
of base of the air brigade to meet this change in the enemy’s plans could be
accomplished only with the assistance of air transports.”’**

The 1927 maneuvers planned for the air corps units to concentrate at San
Antonio, Texas. This time their function was to support the ground operations of a
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maneuvering army. General Fechet made it clear that Air Corps successes in this
maneuver were limited:

Qur concentration. [ believé, demonstrated the ability of the Air Corps to move large
distances and operate for a short period of time with comparatively few enlisted men and
those such as can be transported by aerial transport. However, [ think we should realize
also that the units we had here, had available, facilities, transporiation and supplies which
we did not bring with us by air {sic]. Conditions for air operations here were almost ideal
and would not necessarily be obtatned in actual operations.>*

Maj Gen Mason Patrick, chief of the Air Corps, said that Fechet was *‘right in
reference to supplies, which brings up the question of transports. We are working
on that particular problem now. Spare parts and men must be fransported by air and
kept up ‘with land troops, at least in time to serve our purpose.’ " Lt Col C. C.
Culver, commandant of the Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS), suggested that one
way to deal with emerging air transport problems was to test them out in the next
maneuvers, recommending that the 1928 maneuvers demonstrate that ‘it is
practicable to supply Air Corps troops by air.”™

The 1928 maneuvers, between Virginia Beach and Langley Field, fulfilled the
Culver recommendation, with 14 bombers carrying 73,721 pounds of equipment
and personnel. All but 8,000 pounds was delivered between seven in the morning
and noon of the first day. The group airdrome officer reported the remaining 8,000
pounds could easily have been carried by three that afternoon but the cargo was
gasoline not needed immediately and *‘it was desired to allow officers and men to
have their usual Wednesday half holiday.”’>

The report of the ACTS supply officer for the Virginia Bcach maneuvers said that
there were two unit moves of 30 miles each without interruption to operations.
‘‘Except that air transport was utilized in all cases the supply was entirely normal."’
The report also suggested that either a platform be built to camry six passengers in
the bomb bays of their bombers or that at least one transport to each few bombers be
used in any move.® The reporting officer, Maj H. H. C. Richards, thought there
should be a minimum of assigned transports.

Provision of a large number of transports would simplify the transportation probiem [and
permit] carrying a large advance and rear personnel echelon economically. It would make
the economical transportation of bulky freight easier. On the other hand, it is an extra type
and, by, so much, complicares the supply problem.

The transports which may be idle cannot be used for bombers in an emergency.

In the future, air transport squadrons will probably be equipped with types of planes no
tonger suitable for use an the front.

10

[




PRE-WORLD WAR I1 ERA

War plans (made during peace) should be based on the use of bombers for transports. A
few transports (in the proportion of | transport to 4 bombers) should be provided. If it be
possible to furnish additional transports the plans as drawn wik be, by so much, easier of
execution, ¥

His conclusion was that “*movement of Air Corps units by air is entirely practicable
and, if not the normal means of changing stations, will be much used in future
wars.”’® It interrupted operations less than either rail or truck movement and
overcame congested roads. Supply of attack units by air would be difficult due to
the need to carry large numbers of bombs, but supply of advanced airdromes *‘can
quite readiky be accomplished by air.”’®

An Air Materiel Command historical study claims that the beginning of air
transport shipments of supplies for the Air Service began in June 1922 when the Air
Service devised a model airways ‘‘to maintain a reguiar schedule for aerial
transportation of government officials and express.”"® The assistant executive of
the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps, H. R. Harmon, said the model airways was
devised ‘*mainly to show the American public what can be done with the airplane as
a carrier and to advertise American aviation and secordly, to obtain certain
statistics pertaining to flying over given distances.’’® In its first eight and one-half
months of operation, the airways carried over 11,000 pounds of freight. The system
began by serving Bolling, McCook, Langley, and Mitcheli Fields and, by the end of
1923, had added Fairfield, Selfridge, and Chanute Fields and a western division for
service to Kelly, Brooks, San Antonio, and Scott Fields.® By August of 1925, Maj
A. W. Robins, commanding officer at the Fairfield Air Depot was able to report
that ‘‘the Airway at present is taxed to its fullest capacity, both in passenger
reservations and in increased cargo.’”’® He recommended the purchase of “‘ten
Douglas airplanes of a new type especially designed for cargo carrying™’ to replace
the small, open-cockpit DeHavillands that had little capacity for stowing bulky
packages. The experimental model airways was a success but was dissolved when
the Air Corps was created in 1926.

The ACTS report received support from the commander of the 2d Bombardment
Group, Maj Hugh J. Knerr, who claimed the Air Corps must develop cargo planes
to achieve independence. He believed the 1928 maneuvers had demonstrated that
“*air upits could be self-sustaining.’"%

The Knerr proposal, maneuver reports, and model airways experience convinced
the Materiel Division, which recommended the activation of one or more air
transport squadrons at designated depots to obtain test data. Their proposal not only
allowed the gathering of operational experience, it also provided for the capability
to transport supply items and a pool of transport aircraft for the ubiquitous
“‘miscellaneous purposes.”’® The chief of the Air Corps directed the inauguration
of a transport supply service within each of the four depot control areas, with two

aircraft per depot.
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Knerr’s arguments reflected a fairly sophisticated degree of thinking concerning
the needs of the military in future wars. He said that the peacetime function of the
Field Service Section of the Materiel Division was *‘largely one of data compilation
and financial estimation,’’ whereas he proposed ‘“‘to enlarge these functions to
inciude the development of services and methods that will stand up under the
transition to, and demands of, war conditions.”’® This appears to be a very apt
expression of the ‘‘think war’” attitude of later years. He continued this line by
arguing that in order to prepare for its wartime mission, such a service must “‘be
employed in the routine accomplishment of peacetime requirements. Only by
practical everyday employment of these services and methods can we keep them up
to date,”"® Knerr did not invent the concept of preparing for war by practieing in
peace, but he may have been the first to apply it to air transportation. His theory of
air logistics was relatively straightforward: use the inherent speed of air transport to
resupply units from the rear, where the risks of loss are much less.™ Tying this to air
power was a simple ¢nough process; he said that every unbiased study concluded
that the success of a war plan depended on the success of the air force assigned to
the problem. The next logical step was that the success of the air force was *‘in turn
a direct consequence of the functioning of the logistical elements of the air force
itself, as distinct from the G-4 function of the ground forces.”””"

He rolled the whole concept together rather neatly arguing that

in order to obtain the maximum/mobility for an air force in active operation, it is obvious
that the transportation item is the controlling factor. If an air force is tied down to railheads
and tts service of supply dependent upon motor transportation, its mobility is that of the
flat car and the truck. The ideal situation is one wherein the air force is maintained and
accomplishes all of its transportation by air.’

Forecasting some vital concems of the 1980s, Major Knerr also justified air
transportation development in terms of the realitics of the battlefield.

A very great misconception exists within the Atr Corps as to how it is going to function
under field conditions. Tao great dependence is being placed upon airdrome facilities such
as one encounters on a transcontinental flight. We should boldly face the fact that there are
going to be no facilities. no atrdromes, no gas trucks, no lights, nothing but the bare hands
of the ships’ crews. . , . To exist within striking distance of our enerny, we inust build up a
system of supply that will work under conditions of extreme dispersion.”

Like countiess planners who came after him, he attempted to quantify the airlift
requirement, caiculating that ‘‘the number required is not relatively great. For
example, in order to mobilize and maitnfain in active operation the Air Force
required by a Field Army of | million men, I transport wing of 5 squadrons with a
total of 235 airplanes is required.”’™ His clatm that these 235 transports of 3,000-
pound payloads were going to deploy a 9,000-man, },600-zirplane force and supply
“‘every ration, every round of ammunition, every bomb, every gallon of fuel, and
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oil’” and evacuate the wounded and clean up salvage may be somewhat *‘soft.”’” A
critique of Major Knerr’s proposal by an Army War College captain in 1932 missed
the essence of the proposal but made an interesting observation for his times:

Of course, it may happen that the commander of our field forces will not appreciate the
capabitities of our air force and that he may fail to make proper provisions for its supply.
But it is my opinion that under such a commander the situation of our ground forces soon
would be so grave that Major Knerr’s Meet of cargo airplanes also would be taken from
our air force and placed in the service of our ground troops.

The Army War College during this time actively engaged in the many debates
concerning air power and offered a course on Motor and Air Transportation in the
Theater of Operations. The student seminar for the 1932-33 class provided some
insightful observations about air transportation of the times by noting that ‘‘no
authorttative regulations exist for the organization, control, and operation of air
transport in the theater of operation’’ but that *“air transport in major warfare should
be used when practicable for supply of air combat units, for evacuation, and for
emergency troop movements.”’”” The students recommended that the “‘control of all
airplanes in a theater of operations be centralized in the commander of the
theater.”””® They enclosed a historical annex to their report as evidence,
presumably, of the desirability of their recommendations. The annex referred to the
parachuting of personnel and machine guns at Brooks Field, aerial resupply of the
Pershing expedition in Mexico, extensive use of air transportation by the Marine
Corps in Nicaragua, and several examples of foreign air transport operations.”

A New Air TrhnSport Organization

When the transport supply program began in Janvary 1932, it suffered the defect
of decentralization. The aircraft were used primarily to improve the supply systems
of the individual air depot districts rather than to provide the nucleus from which ‘‘a
highly efficient logistic mechanism could be developed in a national emergency. "8
.As'Dr Robert Futrell observes, ‘‘not many Air Corps leaders had as yet grasped the
roles and missions of air transport aviation.”'8 By October of 1932, the faults of the
system apparently were becoming obvious. Lt Col Albert Sneed, commander of the
Fairfield Air Depot, *‘presented the beginning of a true concept of airpower.”’2 In
essence, he urged that Air Corps officers had too limited a view of air power—they
thought only in terms of destruction. ‘“There was a larger area of action,’” he said,
‘‘the field of transportation.’"® He sought to broaden the listeners” horizons with the
point that they should not think of air transportation as only supporting the needs of
the air force, but ‘‘those of the other services as well.”” Air transportation should
move to its ‘‘logical destiny”’ by expansion *‘to a position of equality with rail and
motor transport.”’ It could not do so, Colonel Sneed maintained, as long as the
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existing supply machinery lacked centralized control.®* At the same Engineering
Supply Conference, Major Knerr suggested the establishment of a transport group,
headquartered at Wright Field, that would serve as a peacetime skeleton for a
wartime expansion. Concomitantly, he wanted an independent squadron formed at
each of the four depots, distinct from the services squadrons of the tactical groups.
Again, the chief of the Air Corps responded positively, directing on 11 November
1932 the establishment of the ‘“Ist Air Transport Group {Provisional} and -four
(provisional) transport squadrons, one each at the Sacramento, San Antonio,
Fairlield, and Middietown Air Depots.”’®® The headquarters group was to function
in a “‘manner similar to that contemplated in war.”” With the existence of such an
organization, ‘‘the transportation problems of maneuvers, concentrations, and
extraordinary cargo were solved. It was anticipated, however, that by far the largest
part of employment would be that involved in the depots serving their respective
control areas.”'* A critical organizational (read doctrinal) position had been
established—centralized control of air transportation.

The creation of the aerial supply system focused attention on the fact that a
suitable cargo airplane was not available. The depots had to rely on the Bellanca
YIC-14 to camry bulky items, and it had limited capability and poor loading
qualities. The 1932 appropriation allowed for the purchase of four Bellanca Y 1C-27
transports, but they too had severe shortcomings in loadability, especially of
engines. The need for a specifically designed transport atrcraft became so apparent
that the chief of the Materiel Division appointed a board to draw up specifications.
The results, approved by the chief of the Air Corps, called for simple design.
rugged construction, low cost, and economical maintenance.

By March of 1933, the Materiel Division was ready to let a contract when Brig
Gen Oscar Westover, chief of the Air Corps, lowered the payload and upped the
speed requirements for such an airplane. He told the Materiel Division to look to
modifying a commercially available transport primarily with an eye to carrying
matintenance people for the tactical units. General Westover said that if such a plane
did not exist, then the Materiel Division should modify the requirements to one that
did. Brig Gen H. C. Pratt, chief of the Materiel Division, disagreed. Practicality
and economics argued against such an approach. Modifying existing airplanes
always led to unacceptable compromises. Noting that the tactical unit needed their
mechanics in place with the new high-speed pursuit. attack, and observation aircraft
(not two or three days luter), General Westover said his idea was best. General Pratt
said that the mobility of the Air Corps wus the reason for cargo transports, with
supplies the critical factor. Civil aircraft were not avatlable that could operate over
the rough terrain expected. Any properly trained pilot could do the maintenance
chores Westover was concerned about. Since the troop transport preposed was only
a small part of the total requirement and because the high-speed troop carricr wos
twice as expensive as the cargo plane, economics led (o an obvious conclusion. Ir
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spite of the serious shortage of procurement and research monies, however, the
chief of Air Corps persisted in developing two different types of airplanes.?

The Materiel Division also wanted to make ifs transportation organization
something more than provisional. The essence of the argument revolved around
fully manning and equipping the squadrons as ‘‘real”’ squadrons rather than as units
with two aircrafts. The provisional squadrons were able to deliver only a part of the
tactical demands, and scheduled operations at depots were totally disrupted by
emergencies such as the airmaii operations. The establishment

of a full sirength squadron at each depot would, during an emergency or tactical
maneuvers, permit the detachment of transport airplanes (and) provide compiete, effective
mobility for the tactical unit and practically eliminate ground transpartation, 58

What General Pratt wanted was enough resources to do the job; apparently the way
to that goal was thought to be an institutionalized ‘“‘regular’’ group and squadrons.®

In 1935 the squadrons were fully designated, but the group was abolished. No
new resources were forthcoming. There were not enough airplanes or people to go
around. The Materiel Division argued, to no avail, that it could at least man the
group from within its own assets thus preserving an important concept—
centralization. The chief of the Air Corps said that he was satisfied with the support
the Materiel Divisions provided to the GHQ units. Besides, the new logistics air
manual from the tactical school proposed that the command problem could be
solved by assigning such aircraft to a central reserve under the GHQ, which would
allocate them as needed; and that idea was approved. The resource issue was
essentiaily unanswered. For normal operations between depots, the Materiel
Division was the controlling agency, and the system worked.®

April of 1936 saw another attempt by the Materiel Division to put the transport
house in order. Some especially important points emerged from that effort. Brig
Gen A. W. Robins, the new division chief, first noted that the success of the GHQ
Air Force depended on its successful supply, and that in its movement into any
concentration area ‘‘the maximum vse will be made of any air transports that are in
service throughout the Air Corps.’’®! After tracing the history of assignment of a
few airplanes to each depot and to the GHQ, General Robins made an argument that
would be heard for many years to come in somewhat different circumstances:

The permanent assignment of cargo transports to tactical units for cargo-carmrying purposes
is believed uneconomical and incorrect in principle. All cargo airplanes, regardiess of
type, should be concentrated in our depots, available on call for whatever purpose the
tactical units may require of them, when tactical units are called into the field for training,
maneuvers, field service, or other purposes, retuming to the depots immediately when the
necessary purpese had been accomplished. . . . This transport service properly organized
and set up in each of our depots would be available on call to serve the needs of the field in
their control area. Likewise, the entire group would be available to serve the needs of the
GHQ Air Force or any part of it, on call. As all cargo planes are capable of carrying either
cargo or personnel, they could meet any demand made on them.”?
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This argument very much has the ring of a centralized control of air transport
resources, allocated for requirements as they arise—a system similar to what exists
today. The argument also is the special application of a grander air power position:
do not fritter away the unique capabilities of air power by assigning it to tactical
units when you can maximize flexibility by assignment to a central organization.

By September 1936 General Amold was to note that “‘apparently most of the
General Staff sections do not seem to understand the motive behind or the results
obtained by the use of cargo transports in time of peace.”” He directed that a recent
staff study concerning the subject be reviewed, put in shape, and kept on file for
information.”

The staff study took the form of a report on air transport operations from 1
November 1932 to 30 June 1933, as detailed records were available concerning this
feasibility testing period.* The study pointed out that the lack of an effective air
supply system during the airmail crisis caused the delay or cancellation of missions;
that supply costs were saved by not having to have high stock levels when quick
delivery means are available; that even express ground transportation is
comparatively siow,; and that the mobility of GHQ forces is dependent to a marked
degree on air transportation, with the concept of the central poo! highlighted. The
missions of the air transport cargo service included scheduled supply, special
supply, emergency supply, passenger carriage, emergency repairs to downed
airplanes, saivage of wrecked airplanes, tactical operations, and mercy missions.
The transportation service routinely requested return loads, normally consisting of
repairable engines and parts for depot overhaul, to make the operation as efficient as
possible. The study reported that had it not been for the existence of the air transport
service, it would have been necessary to curtail Air Corps flying operations during
the last three months of fiscal year 1933: they almost ran out of rail transportation
funds and relied heavily on air transportation. Almost as an afterthought, the report
also invited attention to the ‘‘recent demonstration in Russia where great quantities
of machine guns and ficld pieces were successfully transported by aircraft and
dropped by parachutes (also 1,800 men).”’* It suggested that one of the reasons for
continuing an air transporfation service in peace was that it could provide “‘training
and devetopment which can be rapidly expanded in an emergency, as well as
augment the movement of personnel ard supplies of tactical units in peace
maneuvers.’ %

In December of 1936 General Amold again entered the fray, attempting to justify
the procurement of additional transport aircraft. He deplored the scarcity of
transports and argued that an effective air transport system would be especially
valuable in making it possible to operate the Air Corps on a minimum budget
“*since it provided for the rapid shuttling of concentrated supplies thus keeping the
total [supply] requirement to a minimum.’’%" The number of transport airplanes
needed was set at 149: 63 to GHQ; 50 to Materiel Division; 36 to air bases.®® He also
raised the GHQ Air Force needs as a justification for more aircraft. The inherent
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necessity for high mobility of the GHQ forces demanded an effective air transport
system, and peacetime maneuvers were prima facie evidence of that point. The
movement of people was equally important. General Amold relied on the recent
experiences of the I[taltan air force in Ethiopia as proving the feasibility of his
position. He noted that, in 21 days of conflict, the Italian aviation unit had dropped
385 tons of materiel to the combat troops. He concluded:

It is axiomatic that the development of any facility must have an ultimate objective of war
employment. ... Secondary uses function as means of training and improvement of
material and organization preparatory 1o the emergency use. The tremendous import of
having available the facilitics and experience of transport scrvice for mobitization and
experienced means of flow of supplies o consuming units cannot be overemphasized, ™

Despite General Arnold’s interest in the matter, air transport made limited progress,
and this only in the Materiel Division’s cargo service.

The Materie! Division had been allowed to proceed with the development of an
interdepot air service under the direct control of the chief of the Field Service
Section, and this led to an improved Air Corps-wide supply system. Perhaps
because of this success, or simply because of the logic of needing an effective
management structure, a headquarters (the 10th Air Transport Group) and
headquarters squadron for the command of the transport squadrons of the depots
was finally activated in June 1937.1%

In August of that year the Materiel Division attempted to consolidate the
assignment of all C-33 cargo airplanes away from the GHQ into the new
organization. The position has the ring of many future exchanges on the issue:

Their assignment of the transportation squadron of the 10th Transport Group, makes them
available on call for the GHQ Air Force in eny maneuver, concentration or movement of
personne! and. in a like manner, available for missions originating i the Office Chief of
Air Corps. permitting the Materiel Division, while not on any of the above missions, to
utilize themn to the their maximum capacity. ut

The Air Corps chief of supply ended that initiative by noting that removal of the C-
33s from the jurisdiction of the GHQ “*even if its requests for transportation are
extended highest priority”” would lessen the flexibility of the GHQ because it would
not have direct contro! of operating personnel.!®

The Woodring Program
New Secretary of War Harry Woodring said in August 1937 that he saw no
rationale *‘for buying any transports due to their high price.””'™ He directed that

onty 36 be purchased in 1938 and none in 1939. The money saved was to be used to
buy new bombers; transport requirements would be met by converting old bombers,
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Consequently, in fiscal 1938 the i0th Transport Group had 32 new C-39 aircraft;
only 3 C-39s went to the GHQ. There were no transports ordered in fiscal 1939 for
anyone. The Air Corps proposed to purchase 121 transports between fiscal years
1940 and 1945, but that number was overcome by events, !

Woodring’s bomber conversion concept was unworkable as illustrated by the
Materiel Division’s attemnpt to convert a damaged B-18 to test the idea. General
Robins” test report was devastating. The conversion would hold only a few types of
aircraft engines; there was no emergency exit from the aircraft; costs per airplane
were $50,000 to $75,000 (more than the cost of a new cargo plane); weight and
balance were out of ktiter; and the structural integrity of the airpiane was in
question. General Robins concluded that **the efficient movement of supplies in
time of emergency will demand an airplane designed for this purpose and the
regular procurement of transport airplanes . . . is strongly recommended.” ' The
Woodring Program remained unchanged. In June [939, the Air Corps had 2,080
planes on hand; 75 were transports. They had 1,115 undelivered; 2[ were
transports. '® *‘Because of the myopic Woadring Program, the Air Corps would be
woefully lacking in air transportation when the United States entered World War
{L"IUT

The larger meaning of the Woodring Program was more staggering in its
realities. At the end of July 1938, the secretary directed the Air Corps to confine its
fiscal 1940 program to light, medium, and attack hombers—on the eve of Munich
the Air Corps was limited to the 40 B-17s already ordered. '

The chief of the Air Corps, General Westover, urgently recommended the
reconsideration of the bomber decision; declaring that the Air Corps program
““constituted a comprehensive objective arrived at after exhaustive studies on the
subject of the War Department General Staff as well as the Air Corps. and should
not be changed unless subsequent and comprehensive studies have determined
modifications are necessary on account of new strategic considerations.” '™ He also
apparently was willing to compromise on the bomber issue somewhat—noting that
if not allowed to procure a different aircraft {a long-range bomber), at least
experimentation and development should not he limited. General Westover's
closing is particularly interesting: in order to ““efficiently and effectively discharge
his duties and responsibilities as Chief of the Air Corps™* he once again specifically
recommended reestablishment of the previous program. ' '

The War Department’s answer reaffirmed the B-17 decision per se. but did aliow
for development of an airplane “‘to provide suitable future replacements for the
standard B-17 type of airplane now in service.” ' Other portions of the War
Department letter were less promising. The adjutant general lectured the chief of
the Air Corps that the rapid development of aviation did not overcome the concept
that the infantry division ‘‘continucs to be the busic combat element by which
battles are won, the enemy field forces destroyed. and captured territory held.""'**
The requirements of thc Air Corps were no more important than the requirements of
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the other combat branches of the Army. The Air Corps was to plan on using the
maximum trained personnel in the Reserves and civil aviation in times of
emergency, rather than maintain a higher state of readiness than the other arms.
Personnel requirements would not grow and force structure should be studied
(again) with an eye to reducing serviceable aircraft numbers.'* Given the Woodring
limits, only 19 transports were to be procured in FY 194111

The Czechosiovakia crisis showed the importance of air power, and if Secretary
Woodring did not recognize the threat, President Roosevelt did. He asked the War
Department for a program that would produce 10,000 airplanes. General Arnold
argued for a balanced program that included training and basing. After presentation
to Congress in January of 1939 this equated to 5,500 airplanes. Industrial
limitations further reduced this to 3,25 planes in two years.''?

Prewar Doctrine

There emerged from the 1920s and 1930s a doctrine of military air transportation,
in practice if not anywhere else. The tenets of that unpublished doctrine may be

loosely stated as follows:

¢ The primary and overriding role of military air transportation is to support the
air forces. As such, it belongs to the air forces and will be controlled by them.

e Military air transportation is vital to the flexibility and mobility of GHQ air
forces. Some degree of air transportation should be organic to that force, and other
air transportation assets will be cailed upon to augment that fighting force when
required, at the expense of other missions.

® Military air transportation is also important as a logistics tool for the entire air
force. It offers an economic and very reliabie way to distribute supplies and to avoid
certain stock level costs.

¢ All of the advantages of military air transportation notwithstanding. it is less
important than the development, acquisition, and operation of combat forces. As
the infantry is called the queen of battle, 50 too combat aviation may be called the
queen of the air forces.

¢ Civil air transportation is relatively plentiful and becoming more so with time.
Although civil air transportation airplanes are not perfectly designed for military
purposes, they are sufficiently so that the air forces will rely on mobilizing them in
wartime, at the expense of building an organic capability in peacetime,

There were, of course, arguments about this doctrine. But these arguments were
not in the forefront of the *‘thinking’’ that was going on about air power. at least not
in the public’s eye and probably not in the eyes of many air power enthusiasts.
Given the severe cramping that such a doctrine must of necessity lead to. it is
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nothing less than astounding that the tremendous strides of World War II were
possible. Clearly men of vision—like Knerr and Amold—were ready to fill the
gaps when the situation demanded it.

Because of the ill-thought-out Woodring Program. the Air Corps had to
concentrate on building its combat strength. However. the augmentation program
called for new depots to support the expanding Air Corps and three new transport
squadrons were activated in October 1939. By efficient use of existing assets, the
t0th Transport Group now owned 44 C-39s and by August 1940 had opened a
weekly logistics run to the Panama air depots.

Prelude to World War 11

With the success of the Nazi blitzkreig, isolationist positions were eroding in late
1939 and early 1940. *‘Hemispheric defense,”” with money not a controlling factor,
became the watchword of War Department planning. The Army’s First Aviation
Objective—based on defending the Americas (not defeating the Nazis)—called for
54 combat groups (4,006 aircraft) and 6 transportation groups (252 aircraft).!"”

After the fall of France in the summer of 1940, substantial orders for transport
aircraft were an integral part of the expansion program. In September of that year,
the Air Corps ordered 545 C-47s and 200 newly designed and much more capable
two-engined C-46s. In May of 1941, an additional 256 C-46s were ordered,
followed in June by [00 C-53s, the militarized version of the DC-3. That same
month the Air Corps also took over the orders for 6J four-engined C-54s, originally
destined for civilian airlines. The following September they ordered 50 more C-535
and 70 more C-47s. All of these airplanes were originally designed ag civilian
passenger transports. Untii virtually the end of the war, the Air Corps depended on
converted passenger planes and converted bombers. None of the newly ordered
planes had been delivered at the time of the Pear] Harbor attack.'"®

To manage this growing force properly the Matcrie! Division recommended the
creation of a transport wing, providing a definite military chain of command for the
three groups assigned to the division, and the three groups awaiting permanent
stations and assignment to the Combat Air Command (the GHQs ncw name). The
chief of the Air Corps recommended the establishment of the 50th Transport Wing
Headquarters and Headquarters Squadron at Wright Field. The adjutant gencral
directed the creation of the wing in January 1941, *‘under the control of the chiet of
the Air Corps.”’’¥ The newly created wing faced so much demand for
transportation services that, in its first six months of existence, it carried more cargo
than all the civil airplanes combined, with scheduled services including deliveries
to the Panama Canal Zone.'® It could be argued that *‘the 50th Transport Wing
might well have developed into the worldwide agency that ATC later became.
Instead, the Air Command had its origin in the Air Corps Ferrying Command.”'!?!
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CHAPTER 2

Worldwide Airlift in the War Years

A new era opened in the development of air transportation when President
Franklin D. Roosevelt approved the sale of bombers to the British, Initially,
American civiiian pilots flew the bombers from production piants in Califomia to
Montreal, where British civilians took over for the rest of the flight. In November
1940, a Canadian civil agency under contract with the British government began
ferrying American-built bombers across the North Atlantic to Scotland, a distance
of approximately 2,100 miles.’

Under the pressures of wartime needs, the British Ministry of Aircraft Production
could not provide the requisite number of military crews when they took over the
second leg of the trip, without actually withdrawing pilots from combat. The
manufacturers also were experiencing difficulties in recruiting a sufficient number
of crews for the initial ferrying to Canada.

The Air Corps Ferrying Command

With the Lend-Lease Act a reality in March of 1941, Gen H. H. Arnold
recommended that the Air Corps do the ferrying from California to Canada. This
not only freed up British pilots, it also gave Air Corps crews a greatly needed
opportunity to fly first-line, modern aircraft and improve their general flying skills.>
The need for flying hour experience was very high on General Amold’s list of
priorities. There was a critical shortage of modern aircraft for the Air Corps, in
large part caused by the diversion of much prewar production to the British and
other potential allies. Multiengine aircraft in particular were not available for
training. American military crews needed training ‘‘in navigation, weather and
radio flying that a coast-to-coast ferrying service would give them-—and on the
latest, hottest equipment.””*

Announcing approval of General Armold’s idea in a letter to Secretary of War
Henry L. Stimson on 28 May 1941, President Roosevelt said:

I wish you would take fuil responsibility for delivering planes, other than PBY's {patrol
bombers], that are te be flown o England to the point of ultimate takeoff. ] want the Army
to make sure that these planes are delivered speedity.*
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The next day. the Army Air Corps (AAC) directed Col Robert Olds to create such a
ferrying service. On 5 Jupe 1941, the AAC confirmed these verbal orders by
establishing the Air Corps Ferrying Command ( ACFC) retroactive to 29 May, under
the direct jurisdiction of the chief of Air Corps. The mission statement was fairly
broad: **‘Move aircraft by air from factories to such terminals as may be directed by
the chief of Air Corps,’” and *“maintain such ferrying service as may be required to
meet specific situations.”’ Memoranda from that period indicate that the Air Corps
Maintenance Command would assume the responsibilities after the ferrying system
was well established and working, but the ACFC history indicates **there is reason
to believe that Colonel Olds’ force of character and his clear conception of his
Command’s mission were important factors in preserving it as an independent
organization.”’® By October of that year, the Air Corps Maintenance Command had
““the responsibility of operating all bases, stations, and other facilities created to
meet the requirements of the Air Corps Ferrying Command, ™ while the original
mission of the ferrying command was reaffirmed.’

Between 6 June and 7 December of 1941, **approximately 1,350 aircraft were
ferricd to points of transfer, nearly all by pilots of the Air Corps.’’® In the summer of
1941, the ACFC opened the **Amold Line™ service between Washington, D.C.,
and Scotland via Montreal and Newfoundland. Flying six round-trips a month until
forced to close the route due to bad weather, the ACFC carried diplomatic mail and
VIPs in the bomb bays of moedified B-24s. The command also sponsored north-
route survey flights and the establishment of weather and communication
capabilities.® In the same period the United States took steps to open a South
Atlantic route joining the United States to Africa and the Middle East.

Establishing the Routes

As part of the lend-fease program, Britain requested 50 transport aircraft for its
strategically important air line of communication between England and the Middle
East. The British used the route to ferry fighters and they needed the transports to
return pilots and carry critical supplies. Only 20 aircraft were available, The Air
Corps could find no experienced military or civilian crews that were not afready
engaged in the North Atlantic route, so it turned the job over to Pan American
Airways, primarily because of Pan American’s extensive experience in developing
commercial airlines in Latin America. Atlantic Airways, a Pan American
subsidiary, found the crews and the British provided the navigators. The first flight
left Miami on 2] June 1941. The crews were arrested upon arrival in Belem,
Brazil, for neutrality violations {a problem apparently solved three days later). "

On 26 June General Amold hosted a planning meeting with British and Pan
American officials to establish a contract ferrying operation in anticipation of a
steadily increasing flow of lend-lease bombers along the South Atlantic route. Pan .
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as may be necessary to carry out the lend-lease program.’”'* The ACFC now had a
truly global mission. By 7 December, the command was deeply involved in
surveying and equipping routes to Alaska, Australia, Africa, India, and Great
Britain. Actual deliveries across many of these routes were small at first but

measures taken by the United States in the immediate prewar period for development of
the South Atlantic route proved to be more important as preparation for the impending war
thar for the ferrying and transport work actually accomplished. Only a handful of planes,
ferried and rransport, moved over the route prior to Pearl Harbor. But thanks to the work
of the Air Corps Ferrying Command and the Pan American organization, and to the
courage and resourcefulness of the pioneer crews who flew the route, the United States
had made a substantial start toward the development of a vital line of communications
when, after 7 December, aircraft and supplies for its own forces joined the increasing flow
of lend-lease goods to the Middle East, to India, China, and the Southwest Pacific, '3

The importance of both the concept and the reality of the air line of
communication were firmly in the minds of those making the critical decisions. The
Washington meeting in December 1941 between the American and British war
planners set as its first goal to secure ‘‘important areas of war production,”” and
second ‘ ‘to provide the security of the principle sea routes and seven main air routes
over which men and supplies could be moved to the battle fronts."'® The air routes
were started; the complexities of devising and maintaining such an undertaking
were already underway. The entry into the Second World War increased the pace
and scope of what the ferrying command was already doing,

John D. Carter, an early Air Transport Command (ATC) historian, makes a fairly
substantial argument that the concept of air transportation was not a foremost
consideration during these early days.

In 1941, in fact, the concept of air transport as one of the principal channels of supply for
the military forces in the ficid had not been fully grasped. Probably no one then foresaw
that a network of long-range transport routes, supporting the daily movement of hundreds
of tons of supplies and thousands of passengers, would spread over the world and that
daily flights to such remote areas as the Aleutians, Australia, the Philippines, India, and
China would become commonplace. Indeed, a limited view of the role of long-range air
transporiation in the war persisted for some months after the United States became an
active belligerent, Not until the late spring and summer of 1942, when large backiogs of
supplies awaiting air shipment to the front began to build up at ports of embarkation and
when it became clear that almost enlimited demands would be made in the future for air
cargo space for the rapid movement of urgently needed materials and personnel, did the
idea of sir transport as a major instrument of logistics begin to take shape. '’

Although the core of his argument is most probably comect, there is some evidence
that thinking on a grander scale was occurring. Lt Col Oliver LaFarge, the primary
historian of the Air Transport Command, notes that
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what conscious planning there was for developing long-range air transportation originated
in the Army Air Forces, In the first half of 1941 there was a continuing interchanpe of
views and sugpestions within the then Office of the Chief of the Air Corps conceming
overseas ferrying, development of possible routes, and transport services. All this was
conceived of on what would Jook like a very small scale in 1945; nonetheless, when the
Presidential directive of May 28, 1941, opened the way to establishment of the Air Corps
Ferrying Command, from the Air Corps point of view it was a green light to put plans into
execution, rather than the proposal of a new idea, '®

Colonel Olds apparently also had a very strong hand in the expansion of his
command’s mission. He recommended that the president expand the command’s
authority to include the delivery of aircraft and the provision of such facilities as
staging fields, weather and communications stations, air traffic control points, and
installation and transfer points ‘‘where necessary in the interest of our own strategic
defense.’’" President Roosevelt gave him that authority.

Early Organizational Issues

Nonetheless, at the beginning of the war, the War Department had scarcely any
long-range transports available: 4 Boeing Clippers, 5 Stratoliners (on contract), and
11 converted B-24s. The commercial airlines had 406 muitiengine transports, but
all except a handful were twin engine. However, -because of their reservoir of
trained personnel and facilities and their invaluable operating experience, ''it was
immediately obvious that the emergency war needs for air transportation could not
be met without recourse to the services of the civil airlines.”’? When President -
Roosevelt signed the executive order on {3 December directing the secretary of war
to take possession of any portion of any civil aviation system required in the war
effort, a plan in existence since 1936 allowed for the immediate hamessing of those
assets. Contracts were quickly let with Pan American Airways, Transcontinental,
and Western Air, Inc., providing for aircraft ferrying and air transport services over
numerous worldwide routes. Eventually every major civil air carrier provided some
type of contract service.?!

As a temporary expedient to overcome the overlap of ACFC and Air Service
Command (ASC) missions, a series of meetings held on 20 and 21 March 1942
convinced General Arnold to assign to the Air Service Command responsibility for
transporting *‘such aviation technical supplies as facilities permit to units or bases in
the Western Hemisphere including lceland, Greenland, Trinidad, and the
Caribbean area on the East. and Alaska on the West.”” On the other hand, the

errying Command was to *‘operate, either directly or by contract, all transport
lines extending beyond the Western Hemisphere,”’ gradually militarizing all its
personnel outside the United States. It was given total charge of all ferrying
opcrations, regardless of geography. Critically, the Air Service Command was
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given the responsibility of ‘*building up transport squadrons capable of carrying out
missions with airborne infantry, glider troops and parachute troops. '’

The Air Corps Ferrying Command’s mission statement, which separated troop
carrier units from the ferrying and transport service end of the business, was the
codification of a long-standing reality. One part of air transport—the GHQ Air
Force—was associated with tactical transport. Another part—the Materiel
Division—was associated with scheduled air logistics. The logistics planes were
called upon to augment the tactical mission during deployments and maneuvers.
There came to be a clear distinction, at least organizationaily, between air transport
for support combat forces and a logistical mission meant to implement worldwide

strategy.??

June 1942

June 1942 was a vital month in the history of air transport. The adjutant general
of the War Department issued an immediate action directive to the commanding
generals of every major Army unit worldwide, clarifying the nonavailability of
Ferrying Command assets for theater use. John Carter provides an excellent

background for why this action was necessary:

A long-range air supply system, conducted on the basis of predetermined and established
schedules and operating into or through a number of theaters and independent commands
exercising military jurisdiction along overseas air routes, had to be reasonably free from
controt by local commanders. A mansporl or ferried airplane fiying from the West Coast
to Australia in 1942 passed through the territory of four principal cornmands before
reaching its destination; and over the North Atlantic a plane flying from the United States
to Great Britain might traverse the jurisdictional area of as many as five separate thealer or
base commands. In the early months of the war, the theater commanders, whose powers,
traditionally, were aimost without limits within the astablished boundaries of their own
commands, frequently diveried scheduied transport aircraft and crews operating under the
control of the Ferrying Command to their own immediate tactical needs. In other
instances, ferrying crews, upon completion of deliveries to a theater, were heid for a time
by local authorities inslead of being retumed promptly to the United States. While such
practices might have been justified in emergencies, if carried too far they would have led
inevitably to a complete breakdown of the developing system of strategic air supply. The
theater commanders were, in short, adopting a policy contrary to their own long-range
interests. 2

Recognizing that theater prerogatives must of necessity modify the ‘‘operational
activities”” of ACFC assets to ‘‘conform with the existing combat situation,”” the
War Department nevertheless directed the theater commanders to ‘‘make every
effort to minimize interference with the efficient operations™ of the Ferrying
Command. When the theaters did have to appropriate Ferrying Command crews
and assets during a ‘‘specific emergency,”” they were to report immediately to the
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War Department, by the most expeditious means of communication, the action
taken and the necessity for such action. The rationale for this independence was that
the Ferrying Command was a ‘“War Department service agency engaged in the
delivery of high priority personnel and materiel’’ to ultimate destinations specified
and prioritized by the War Department, with the commanding general Army Air
Corps acting as agent for the War Department.? The concept has endured to this
day.

June also saw the issuing of a “Memorandum Concerning War Aviation
Transport Services”” by L. W. Pogue, chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Agency.
The memorandum severely criticized the state of the air transport system. The
March clarification of the division of responsibility between the Air Corps Ferrying
Command and the Air Service Command turned out to be an incomplete staff action
that created a situation General Amold came to describe as substantial duplication
and confusing dual responsibility. The problem revolved around civil air contracts.
When the March directive was issued, the Air Service Command was

completing the necessary amangements with the commercial attlines for an air freight
service between its depots and the various sub-depots and bases. This service was to
operate on a regular schedule basis, using aircraft to be fumnished by the airlines and
converted for cargo carrying. The maximum use of the new service was urged, in order to
free the equipment of the 50th Transport Wing for tactical operations with the parachute
troops, airborne infantry, the air transportation of GFE [ground forces equipment?] and
supplies, and depot-io-depot operations. 26

The divided responsibility in letting contracts for domestic and offshore areas and
for issuing directives caused duplication and overlap. The Pogue memorandum put
the confusion in a broader context. He initially observed:

This is the first war in which the transportation for the Army and Navy of any substantial
amount of material and personnel by air has been undertaken. . . . It is now clear that in
this worldwide war the speed and mobility of aircrafl as a transportation medium has
rendered the entice world t¢ one theater of operations so far as vital supply lines by aircrafi
are concemed. 2

Unfortunately, said Pogue, ‘“‘there has been a very sporadic and somewhat
uncoordinated growth of war air transport services within the Army and Navy, all
carrying war material and personnel.”’*® He foresaw a very destructive tendency of
these uncoordinated demands: ‘

In view of all the demands being made upon the airlines, cither the flow of key and
technical personnel into the Army and Navy will have to stop soon and an effective controt
established over conflicting demands upon the airlines, or the airline organizations will
collapse and they will not be able to do the enormous job ahead of them for any command
of the Army or fot the Navy; and as a result the nation’s hest interest will be jeopardized.”
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Pogue pointed to organizational jealousies, parallel routes, and wasted resources
and warned of a breakdown. His recommended solutions were made obvious by his
statement of the problem:

The sound solution is to place all war air transport operations, except for limited
operations where the compelling necessity therefore is clear, such, for example, as those
in the immediate vicinity of combat, in the hands of one command which will herein be
referred to as '‘War Transport Command,” independent of both the Army and Navy,
responsible directly to the commander in chief. %

Oliver LaFarge observed that “‘recognizing, presumably that there was little hope
of obtaining a single, independent agency of this sort, the memorandum then
recommended the establishment of a single ‘Air Force Transport Command’ to
handle all air transportation for the Army.” 3! Specifically, Pogue said

the altemnative solution is to unify in a similar way all of the air transport services now
being conducted . . . within the Army so that there will be but one centralized Army
demand upon this limited facility of our nation. All that has been said above in favor of
unifying control over war air transport applies here in a more limiled way. It would
constitute a great step forward if the air tansport services of the Army could be
consolidated and placed under one command, provided all other commands and branches
of the Army were required to present their demands for services of the airline
organizations to such a unified Air Force Transport Command and to abide by its
decisions.

General Arnold issued his own memo on 12 June on the same subject:

The existing division of responsibility for air transport operations of the Army Air Forces
must be reconsidered for the accomplishment of the following purposes:

{(a) To permit the most efficient utilization of aircraft, facilities and personnel by the
elimination of dual responsibility and duplication of services.

(b} To provide transport operations by military personnelf, rather than by civilians
under contract, on routes that enter combat areas or areas likely to become combat areas,

(¢) Reorganize the air transport services of the two commands so that the Army Air
Forces may plan for and prepare to meet the growing demands of the Army for general air
transport services.”>

His suggested course of action was to limit the Air Service Command to continental
US operations and give the Ferrying Command responsibility for the rest of the
world. The chief of the Air Staff, Maj Gen M. F. Harmon, passed General Amold’s
memo and Pogue’s study to his assistant, directing him to head up a board and solve
the problem.* General Arnold made up his mind before the board could report, and
on 20 June 1942 directed the creation of the Air Transport Command (ATC).
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The Air Transport Command

AAF General Order Number 8 put Arnold’s decision into effect. The overriding
purpose of the new command was to “‘assure the effective utilization of air transport
facilities of the Army Air Forces.”’ It was responsible for ferrying all aircraft within
and outside the United States, the air transportation of people, materiel, and mail
for all War Department agencies (except for troop carrier operations); and the
control, operation, and maintenance of bases on its air routes. The intratheater
transportation of materiel was to be accomplished by attaching troop carrier units to
the theater Air Service commands. The command was also admonished to ““utilize
to the fullest extent possible the services, facilities, and personnel of the civil air
carriers.”’ These orders directed no really new function *‘but the command now
had a clear mandate to develop its air transport activities to the fullest extent
possible and to extend its control of air traffic along all routes leading from the
United States to the several battle fronts.”’%

More than any other command during World War II, the Air Transport Command
represented the worldwide nature of the war. It started with the five wings
established to administer and control the routes of the Ferrying Command: the
Caribbean, South Atlantic, Africa-Middle East, North Adantic, and South Pacific
Wings. Between October 1942 and January 1943, four more were added: the
Alaska, the India-China, the Pacific (with a subordinate West Coast unit), and the
European Wings. It also had a domestic wing that continued ferrying within the
United States.*

As the war progressed, the command grew both in absolute numbers and in the
quality of its services. It started operations with 11,000 people and nearly 1,000
transports, When the war ended, ATC had over 200,000 people and some 3,700
airplanes. At the peak of ferrying operations, it delivered 108,000 aircraft in 1944.%
Its growth was recognized through the redesignation of its wings as divisions in
1944 and through the creation of numerous subordinate units. The majority of cargo
was carried by military aircraft and crews. In 1942, civilians carried some 87
percent of the cargo; by 1945 that became 22 percent. The war average for civilian
ton-miles was 33 percent. By 1945, the ATC and contract carniers had carried some
four million passengers and had flown 2.7 billion miles. Long-range cargo aircraft
showed marked development and improvement throughout the conflict. By 1 May
1945, ATC had 598 four-engine transports and 553 C-46s.%

A substantial part of the story of ATC in World War 1l was one of expansion.
Patterns of how best to tun this air trucking company emerged, patterns that set the
tone and provided the doctrine of intertheater and intratheater airlift for many years
to come. The first had to do with centralized control.
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Figure 4. Maj Gen Harold George, commander of Air Transport
Command, from April 1942 through September 1946.

Centralized Control

In July 1942, the first commander of ATC, Brig Gen Harold George, suggested
that General Amold issue a memorandum laying out the principle that the
‘“operation of air transport services by the Army Air Forces is one of its primary
functions and responsibilities.”” General George explained that the AAF needed the
memo because ‘‘many branches of the services as yet fail to realize the logistical
requirements for transportation by air in the present conflict.”’* The AAF was more
than willing to oblige. Calling an efficient air transport system a primary function of
the AAF, the letter noted that ‘‘the value of air transportation for the rapid
movement of men and materials within the United States and between the United
States and foreign theaters cannot be overemphasized. Without air transportation,
our coasts are separated by days instead of hours and our far-flung forces are months
instead of days distant.”"*

The ideal shaping the development of ATC was that of a strategic air transport
system, Centralized control in conformity with the highest considerations of
national strategy was the underlying theme. This concept brooked no interference
from the theater commanders. If the point was valid for the Air Corps Ferrying
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Command it was doubly so for ATC. Apparently the theaters either did not read or
they ignored the previously discussed adjutant general’s letter concerning the
independence of the ferrying command. Or perhaps, as suggested by an ATC
historian, the original directive had not proven effective because it was relatively
weak.

By August of 1942, General George felt compelled (o report that there had been
frequent and serious interruptions in scheduled operations based on the erroneous
assumption by other commands that *‘transport operations that traverse their areas
are under their compliete control.”™* In the face of the shortage of aircraft, the only
way to get the fullest possible use from the planes available was to stick to
predetermined schedules, violated only due to weather, mechanical failure,
security, *‘or other reasons of extreme urgency.” " Arguing that the problem could
only get worse as the volume of operations expanded, he asked for a new, stronger
War Department letter. He got what he wanted. In fact, the Air Staff strengthened a
proposed draft to ensure that it emphatically showed that the commanding general
{CG). the AAF, and not the theater, was the controlling agent.*

The new directive appeared on 21 September 1942. [t was, in fact, quite strong:

The Air Transport Commanl, Army Air Forces. is the War Department agency for the
transporation by air of personnel. muterick, and maii. Aircraft and crews engaged in the
operation of air transponation and ferrying services will not be diverted from such
operation by commanders concemed except in cases requiring that such operations be
defayed until security will permit resumption of operations. *®

This new rule allowed interference only to protect the ATC operations
themselves. No reporting by exception-—just don’t do it. The principle was a vital
one and it survives (o this day. Theater commanders continued to violate it untii the
end of the war, but to a lesser extent.*’

The South Atlantic Route

The oldest route and the most important theater route for 1942 ran from Florida to
South America, across the South Atlantic, through Africa, and on to the Middle
East. ATC ran this route with three wings—the Caribbean, the South Atlantic, and
* the Africa-Middle East (following the invasion of North Africa, ATC divided the
Africa-Middle East Wing into the Nosth Africa and Central Africa Wings). The
Caribbean Wing served primarily as the manager of the continental US aenal port
system. Airplanes were handed off to the control of the South Atlantic Wing—a
5,000-mile route extending from Trinidad to the African coast, via five major bases
in South America, The bases were spaced to allow shorter range aircraft (including
fighters) emergency landing and overnight stop locations. Within this system,
Ascension Island achieved great strategic importance. Located almost exactly
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halfway between Brazil and Africa, Ascension Island was an easy stopping point for
twin-engine airplanes. Prior to its opening, the t,900-mile direct flight was possible
only with the expensive and time-consuming addition of extra gas tanks. Even
many four-engine aircraft that could have easily made the longer flight used the
island base due to the increased cargo loads made possible by lighter fuel loads.**

One of the unique features of the South Atlantic and Africa-Middle East Wings
was that the wing commanders were also theater commanders, as the ATC
operations in those areas were the primary military mission and activity. The theater
commands were the United States Army Forces in South America and the United
States Army Forces in Central Africa.*

An Air Transport Controel System

After Rommel’s victories in the Middle East in May and June of 1942, the United
States committed extensive air forces to that area. Maj Gen Lewis Brereton was
ordered to the area with the bombers and some transports of the Tenth Air Force,
which became the Middle East Air Force and later the Ninth Air Force. This
command was extremely reliant on air transport as the sea lines of communication
were long and dangerous. The route to the theater was already saturated and
backlogged with supplies for forces in Egypt. the USSR, India, and China. At the
end of June, the cargo awaiting shipment in Florida was 53 tons, while along the
route another 40 tons awaited transshipment on larger aircraft. When General
Brereton’s supply demands hit the system, the total went to a [38 and 88 tons
respectively. By August, the backlog reached a staggering 250 tons at Miami and
325 tons in the system. General George called for more transports, warning quite
correctly that *‘grave issues’’ depended on an efficient transport system to the
Middle East. The ultimate cause of the backlog was, indeed, a shortage of airplanes
and could only right itself slowly with the eventual delivery of airplanes on order,®

Another cause of the backlog was how to make the most efficient use of existing
resources. Part of the issue was the training of people in the intricacies of handling
air cargo—preparing cargo for air shipment and loading airplanes properly. As
experience grew with the air transport system, large amounts of cargo were
repackaged, having arrived at the port prepared for rail or sea shipment in heavy,
buiky containers. The experts also found that much planning had to go into deciding
just what was important enough to be air shipped and, within that category. what
the priorities of movement were.”'

The prioritization process proved to be a critical step in the air system. When the
Locklogs at Miami were exceeding the capability even to store the volume of
materiel involved, upwards of 75 percent of the cargo was arriving at the aerial port
without a priority classification. The backlogs were such that some materiel
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actually could have gotten to its destination faster by sealift. The War Department
had banned the practice of shipping without a priority in November of 1942, but it
was not until July of 1943 that it was brought under control.*

The November order also had given ATC full authority to control air cargo
movements and thereby get a handle on volume, but the basic problem of what was
air eligible was much more complex. As the prioritization program evolved. ATC
originally set priorities that had to depend on information from the theaters, which
had an understandable tendency to exaggerate their claims to get highest priority.
However, experience proved that *‘as a rule’’ the individual theater commanders
were best qualified to determine relative urgency of cargo and persennel assigned to
them. By August of [943, a reasonable system evolved whereby the theaters were
given a monthly quota of availabie airlift, and allowed to work out their own
priorities within that allocation of capability. The War Department, with ATC
assistance, derived the allocation based on strategic needs and system capabilities,
It also provided the theaters a three-month projection to aid in their planning. The
AAF assigned ATC officers experienced in priority work to the theaters to provide
assistance. This priority system could work only if ATC had good data on how
much the airlift system could handle .

The Prioritiey and Traffic Division of ATC formulated a transportation contro)
systern that went far toward solving the problem. Established in June 1943, the
program was to ‘‘provide Air Transport Command Headquarters with a clear
understanding of the traffic capacities of its routes’” and it limited the ‘‘loading of
traffic at originating terminals to that which can be moved througb to destination
without delay.”** The system was a fairly sophisticated project that devised route
transportation standards, defined operating factors based on flying hours. and
divided capability between channel traffic, all of which computed together showed
the headquarters what a particular route or route segment was capable of handling
for a given time period. April of 1944 saw a War Department order to the theaters
establishing loeal priority boards that set priorities for alt incoming, outgoing, and
intratheater air shipments.™

The development and maturation of the transportation control system was one of
the unheralded but vital accomplishments of the air transportation system. It

brought order and efficiency into the movement of cargo, mail, and passengers alonp the
forcign routes of the command, thereby permitting the gencral staff and (heater
commanders to make the most economical use of strategic zir supply in the conduct of
military operations. Considerable difficulties were expericneed, of course, but constant
improvement was achieved by insistence upon reasonably accurate estimates of weight
and arrival time at ports of embarkation, by improved daily reports of backlops and traffic

movement, by thorough checks on undue delays, and spot checks on actual transit times. ™

The eventual system was not without its faults. The War Department agency
setting quotas for the theaters was the Operations Division (OPD), which had to
balance its decisions between the grand strategy of the war and the immediate
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tactical needs of the theaters. Some theaters were better at making their needs
understood and sometimes received materiel by air that could have gone more
justifiably by sea; others, by necessity, received an insufficient cut of the pie. Col
Ray Ireland. chief of the Priorities and Traffic Division (ATC), suggested that one
way to uitimately overcome this problem was to

place the Air Transport Command and the Naval Air Transport Service. either as a unified
organizalion or as separate units. under a single high agency. This agency would have
complete contro! over all allocations of air transport space as well as priorities, and in

order to carty out its responsibilities. would have representatives of its own in every

theater. S’

Colonel Ireland’s idea, in a modified form, would be tried in 1948,

North Africa and the Mediterranean

The evolution of the ATC program in support of the US operations in North
Africa and the Mediterranean aiso offered some important ideas on how to best run
the air road in the future. ATC support for the Allied invasion of North Africa—
Torch-——began on 10 October 1942 with the creation of a select planning group that
was swormn to highest secrecy while working on its ‘‘day-and-night, black coffee
job.""* The apparent strategic considerations involved using existing ATC facilities
and routes to and in North Africa as jumping off points for ferrying and transport
operations. Because of the distances involved, A-20s and B-25s were the shortest
range aircraft considered. The pjanners did not consider using Gibraltar because of
overcrowding and susceptibility to attack. A direct route across the Atlantic was out
of the question because the Azores and Cape Verde Islands were not yet available
due to Portuguese neutrality. Four-engine, long-range airplanes would use the
northern route, through England, if they were required. The eventual plan called for
the bombers to begin arriving on D plus 6 through D plus 60, staging at Miami and
stopping at Ascension lsland. Aircraft were dispatched to the theater on call after
reception fields became available. The first flight of A-20s departed Miami on 8
November, flown by ATC ferrying crews. Later flights of B-26s were flown by
their own crews, with ATC providing en route support, briefings, and follow-up
transportation of additional crewmembers.™

By January 1943, the systern had developed to the point that ATC planes brought
cargo and personnel as far as Marrakech, where troop carrier planes picked up the
loads and distributed thern throughout the theater. As the fighting moved eastward,
ATC extended its routes. By May of that year, theater air transport activities were
so extensive as to create a single controlling agency—the Mediterranean Air
Transport Service (MATS). It controlled some squadrons of the 51st Troop Carrier
Wing, British civil and militarily transports, and.similar French forces. Questions
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of control of ATC forces naturally arose.® In fact, Air Chief Marshal Sir Arthur
Tedder noted in a telegram to General Amold in mid-May of 1943 that ‘‘problems
created by the increased use of air transport operating within this theater and the
Middle East necessitate immediate reorganization [including] the coordination of
all transport services.’’®’

Brig Gen Cyrus Smith, ATC chief of staff, attended a conference with Air Chief
Marshal Tedder in late May. General Smith started the proceedings with a clear
discussion of the February War Department memorandum that exempted ATC
operations from theater control but stopped short of demanding complete freedom
of action, Air Chief Marshal Tedder apparently accepted the more general
limitations. General Smith also noted that ATC could and would perform *‘local”
(as opposed to ‘‘through’’} operations for the use and benefit of the theater serviced.
He and Air Chief Marshal Tedder agreed that in the case of the local services
provided to the North African theater, ATC would operate in accordance with
theater-established priorities and schedules, based upon the operating limits of
ATC. General Smith also limited the services provided to those jointly arrived at.
Both agreed removing aircraft from through services would happen only in the case
of grave emergencies. The through operations were more important than the local
ones.*

General Smith’s agreement to provide local services reflected a more general
ATC policy to take over duties from troop carrier and cargo units when asked by the
theater concerned.®® As the strength of ATC grew in terms of airplanes and people,
generally, the theaters were maturing and expanding as weli. For example, at the
time of the invasions of Sicily and ltaly, troop carriers were intensely involved
either training for or executing airbome operations; meefing intratheater logistic
requirements came up a poor second. By late 1943 ATC and MATS agreed that
ATC would take over considerable portions of the air transport services in North
Africa and later extended such services into ltaly. MATS would essentially act as a
priority maker and requirements collector.* As the Allies pushed the Germans
back, ATC operations moved forward, with responsibilities divided appropriately
among its wings. Eventually, ATC set up its own station units and detachments at
bases in Sicily, Sardinia, and southemn ltaly and at points *‘along the West Coast of
italy reaching the combat zone in the northern half of the peninsula. Following the
invasion of southern France, these intratheater-theater fines were extended to
Corsica and Marseilles.''®

In addition to services to the theater per se. ATC was also very interested in an
operation across North Africa that **would provide the missing Jink in a shorter
route from the United States to the Middle East and the CBI {China-Burma-
Indiaj.”’® The North African Theater of Operations, US Army (NATOUSA)
apparently wanted to delay the operation. The ATC liaison officer in Algiers
reported that on 18 April 1943 he had leamed in a meeting with Maj Gen Carl
Spaatz and Air Chief Marshal Arthur Tedder that NATOUSA was strongly opposed
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to the extended service and that General Spaatz had said action should be taken to
prevent airlines, not under the control of the theater, from extending operations at
the present time. General George apparently thought that the resistance came from

the British:

Of late, when any question about air transport is discussed with the British the question of
the “‘airlines” usually arises. The British at this time are seemingly very ‘‘postwar
conscious’’ on this point. It appears that the British fear that the American airlines will
continue their present contract operations as civil operations after the war is over, over the
routes where they are now operating.%’

Gen Dwight D. Eisenhower had already denied contract operators in-theater
operating rights except for a Trans World Airlines (TWA) service from Marrakech
to Britain, apparently because too many such operations would irritate the British,
thus being harmfui to combat operations.% Since ATC planned to make the run to
Cairo and eastward a purely military operation, Smith was able to tum all
objections, By the end of 1943, the route was operational and on its way to
becoming the primary way to the Middle East and India.®®

The European Wing

The development of ATC operations into and within Europe aiso followed the
course of the war. The decision to execute the first major US operation in Africa
and the problems caused by weather on the North Atlantic route early in the war
played heavily in the process. As noted earlier, the North Atlantic route developed
in support of the delivery of aircraft under the lend-lease program in 1940 and 1941.
A stepping-stone system of bases in Newfoundland, Labrador, Greenland, and
Icetand made possible the delivery of short-range fighters to Britain. Developing
the Great Circle route took advantage of the shortened distance between California
and Engiand offered by the northern flying.”

Part of this process included extended discussions with the British concemning a
completely Americanized airway, including reception airfields in the United
Kingdom. All concemed reached agreement in December of 1942, The US Army
Air Corps, through ATC, was to establish communication services and flight
procedures along the entire route. ATC assigned control officers to the en route
bases for exercising command control and accepted joint tenancy with the British at
four bases in Scotland and England—along with the designation of four alternate
bases. ATC created a European Wing as its agent, and by May 1943, ATC's control
of its aircraft and activities over the North Atlantic was virtually complete.”

The northem route actuzlly reopened in April of 1943, with weather conditions
better than the previous year. ATC added Dow Field in Maine and Meeks Field near
Keflavik, Iceland, to the route to prevent system saturation. Throughout 1943
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traffic across the route was primarily in support of the buildup for the bomber
offensive against Germany. Over 3,000 bombers crossed the North Atlantic in {943
with less than 700 traveling the longer southern route .’

With the increased tempo of the war in Europe, it was obvious that ATC could
not continue to abandon the northern route during the winter months. ATC took
steps to improve the weather forecasting along the track, including augmenting
the B-25s of the 30th Weather Reconnaissance Squadron with C-54s 1o fly between
stations collecting up-to-date information. This filling of information voids and the
establishment of operating standards allowed for the firm planning of winter
operations. Three hundred or so bombers crossed the route in the winter months of
1943 and 1944. Because of westbound wind limitations, ATC developed a round-
robin system for C-54s in the winter of 1943. When Lajes Field, Azores, became
available in December of 1943, all transporis flying between the United States,
Great Britain, and North Africa began using it on return trips. Between January
{944 and July of that year, tonnages over the route increased from 350 to 1,900 per
month.’? _

The Allied landings in Normandy in June of 1944 opened another phase in ATC
operations in Europe. As the Allies advanced into France so too did ATC. At the
end of August 1944, four days after the last Germans left Paris, ATC aircraft started
landing at Orly Field, and by early October regularly scheduled services between
New York and Paris were a reality. After December, the theater allowed contract
carriers to operate on that route. Cargoes into Europe also reflected the normal
demands of war, with an emergency delivery of mortar ammunition in December in
support of the Battle of the Bulge. By late winter [944-45, a guaranteed . scheduled
flight service existed between Washington and Paris, with passengers actually
making reservations they couid count on.”

The European Wing continued the ATC policy of providing intratheater services
when possible, Until late in 1943 the ATC crews had delivered cargo and
passengers and ferried planes to England, where Ferry and Transport Service of the
VIII Air Service Command accepted responsibility through its subordinate
organization, the 27th Air Transport Group. The European Wing suggested and
finally gained approval for an intra-England shuttle for delivery of aircraft direct to
users and for carrying passengers and cargo between its bases in England. That
concept simply extended to the continent upon Allied success there.™

By mid-1944 the president, the secretaries of state and war, and General Arnold
were all greatly interested in Air Transport Command operations in Europe. The
president wanted to ensure that the United States provided the liberated areas with
full relief and rehabilitation. the initial burden for shipping obviously falling on the
Amy.”® The secretary of war directed General Amold to make military air
transportation available to those working on the relief and rehabilitation programs
““‘on a basis subordinate to all of our purely military requirements.”” He aiso
directed that ATC not carry military traffic if it could be handled by the civil
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airlines, and that the carriage of relief-oriented traffic only be viewed as an interim
measure until the civil airlines could operate over the routes involved.” General
Arnold sent General Smith, ATC chief of staff, to discuss the matter with General
Spaatz, then commanding general of the US Strategic Air Forces in Europe, on the
same day he received the secretary’s letter. In a short letter to General Spaatz,
General Amold said that

the services provided by the Air Transport Command should be of such character as to
reflect credit upon the Army and upon American air transport operations ffom the point of -
view of efficiency and should compare favorably with service provided by any of the other
nations, in both facilities and convenience.”

If it sounds like a rather low-key résponse to a major policy statement by the
president and secretary of war, it is because Generals Amold and Spaatz had
already agreed, almost four months previous, on how to run airlift in Europe. ATC,
General Spaatz, and General Amold all saw eye-to-eye on how te run the show.
ATC would run regular services into London (and other cities) with high-urgency
cargo, mail, and passengers bound for England. The Ferrying and Transport Groups
of the XII Air Service Command (ASC) would distribute the goods. The ASC
would also call on IX Troop Carmrier Command for augmentation when needed.
Responsibility for transportation between England and the continent would initially
be the responsibility of troop carrier units. ATC would establish trunk lines into
Europe as ports of entry became available. Likewise, ASC would start continental
operations in'support of AAF requirements when bases became available. As the
theater matured ATC would expand its system of trunk lines throughout Europe and
meet requirements of US ground forces and civil agencies. ASC also would create a
feeder system, limited to AAF support. Troop carmier forces were to be primarily
responsible for combat operations, augmenting ASC when possible. This system,
designed in the midst of the execution of the invasion of Europe, fairly describes
what became reality.™

The contributions of the North Atlantic route and the European Wing were vital
to the success of the war effort, In all, nearly 14,000 planes were ferried across the
route after 1942. Equally important was the development of a reliable strategic
transportation system. During the last five months of the war in Europe more than
10,000 tons of carge moved over the route per month.

China-Burma-India: The Hump
The air transportation of materiel, personnel, and gasoline between India and

China—known as flying the Hump—may be the most famous of ATC’s World War
1] air transport operations. In order to best understand the contributions of the Air
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Figure 8. Major airlift routes in the China-Burma-India theater.
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Transport Command to this vital operation, it is necessary to explore its beginnings
under the Tenth Air Force.

The continuation of China as an active participant in the war was a basic tenet of
Allied policy and strategy. It had President Roosevelt’s personal aitention. But
keeping the Chinese supplied was particularly tough because China sat at the end of
the longest supply line of war. In February 1942 the Japanese captured Singapore.
After a quick Malay Peninsula campaign, Rangoon feli in late March. This cut off
the Burma Road. the !ast remaining land line of communication to China. The rapid
Japanese advances in Indochina and Burma sealed off China, except for air
transportation. On 21 March, President Roosevelt directed the initiation of the
Assam-Bumma-China ferry route, which became the mission of the Tenth Air
Force’s Ist Ferrying Group.®!

Under the Tenth Air Force. General Amold wrote to the president in early
February that the airdrome facilities in the CBl were not sufficient for a large
number of tramsport aircraft and that it would be ‘‘very wasteful and perhaps
disastrous if they were sent in without facilities.”” General Amold noted that plans
called for the eventual assignment of 50 to 75 airplanes to the intratheater transport
service.®? President Roosevelt authorized the secretary of war to requisition a
minimum of 25 transport airplanes from the civil airlines for use in the airlift.%
General Brereton, commander of the Tenth Air Force, believed that the shortage of
operating airdromes both in India/Burma and China, combined with a very slow
construction program (caused by the monsoon season), would limit the system to 25
transport aircraft for at least eight months.*

Initial plans by the Tenth Air Force called for the use of Myitkyina airdrome in
Burma as a main operating location for the service into China. Using Myitkyina as a
terrminus, the Tenth Air Force thought they could move up to 7,500 tons per month
into China. These plans included 75 aircraft to the Tenth Air Force and 25 to the
China National Aviation Corporation (CNAC). Pan American Airways owned 45
percent of CNAC and the government of China owned 55 percent. CNAC had been
involved in numerous hazardous operations in the Chinese-Japanese war prior to
Amcrican entry. The Japanese, however, captured Myitkyina on 8 May 1942. The
loss of this important airfield left a 550-mile flight path across mountains at least
16,000 feet high, through some of the worst weather faced in the Second World
War. It took 40 to 50 days for the supplies to arrive in India by sea. Then it was
another 1,500 miles via primitive railroads 0 Assam. But the materiel had to be
airlifted because ‘‘every vehicle, every gallon of fuel, every weapon, every round
of ammunition’” which made it to China got there by air.*

The operations of the Tenth Air Force's airlift to China were originally planned
and executed by Brig Gen Earl Nigel, General Brereton's chief of staff and
immediate successor. ATC’s early role was to ferry transport aircraft to the Tenth.
By November 1942, ATC had delivered 15 aircraft to CNAC and 63 to the Ist
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Ferrying Group. In June, General Brereton had taken all the bombers and 13 of the
transports of the Tenth Air Force for an emergency reinforcement of the Middle
East.® Eijght transports were returned within six weeks, but an additional 15 had
been destroyed by enemy action or lost in service, leaving only 43 actually on hand
to cover both the trans-India shuttle and the Hump airlift. The airlift fell far short of
any reasonable goal because of poor weather, poor training for aircrews, poor
maintenance due to a scarcity of spares, a small number of aircraft, and diversion to
other operations. Between May and November, the group had carried 2,200 total
tons, showing a gradual increase each month, slowly approaching an 800-ton total a
month. Apparently that was not enough.¥

In July, Gen Joseph W. Stilwell, in command in China, proposed that CNAC be
taken over by the Army under a military contract. General Arnold was apparently
more impressed with CNAC’s operations, and he counterproposed that it be put in
charge of the entire operation. General Stilweil convinced General Arnold that
civilian control of a military operation was not a good idea and also offered an
effective insight into how best to run the operation. He argued for maximum use of
existing and planned facilities, a higher crew ratio per transport airplane, and
control of the civilian operation by the military to ensure the most efficient
operation possible. He also called for delivery of all 100 planes originally planned
for and the return of all the transporters General Brereton took. Five days later Gen
George C. Marshall approved Stilwell’s plan. Even the Chinese cooperated. ™

[n September of 1942, China Defense Supplies, Inc., sent a report by Frank
Sinclair to ATC conceming his recent trip to China and conditions on the India-
China ferry. The importance of the study, beyond its information value, was that it
served as the basis for a subsequent ATC initiative to take over the Hump
operation.* The cover letter to the study put the issue in its proper context:

Mr Lauchlin Currie, who has recently returned from China where he went as the
President's personal representative, says that no single factor has done more to buck up
the Chinese morale thar the presence of the American Air Force. This Force must be kept
going and its effectiveness must be increased. This means the transport in increasing
quantities of gasoline, bombs, ammunition and spare(s) from India to China,*

The Sinclair study details how not to run an airlift. He observed numerous critical
difficulties in the operation:

® A general defeatist attitude by the Tenth Air Force over the likelihood of
carrying 10,000 tons per month to China.

® Practically no spare engines.

® No available engine overhaul bases.

® Poor ground facilities for handling aircraft.

® Lack of spare parts.

® Lack of an effective training program for Hump pilots.
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¢ A poor communijcations system.
® | ack of accuratc weather forecasting.
® Poor living conditions.”

Little wonder that the Ist Ferrying Group was not living up to expectations. Sinclair
was almost vehement in his belief that 10,000 tons was a proven possibility ‘‘if
approximately 125 aircraft are assigned to this specific project and this project
only.’’%?

On October 1942, a much more balanced, evenhanded report came to General
Amold from then Col Cyrus Smith, ATC chief of staff. Colonel Smith took no
fact-finding trip to China or India, but he certainly had his facts together and his
analysis was devastating. The Tenth Air Force and CNAC delivered 85 tons in July
1942; even if original planning estimates were overoptimistic by 50 percent, that
number should still have been 2,700 tons. Colone! Smith knew the cause of the
problem and laid it on the doorstep of the Tenth Air Force, not the 1st Ferrying

Group:

Perhaps the factor which has contributed most to the lack of effectiveness in achieving the
objective of the group, i.e., the transportation of materiel to China, has been the lack of
singleness of purpose. . . . Often other nrgent tasks in the theater were for the moment
considered to be more important than the transportation of materiet to China. . . . At no

“time did the India-China operation have the full benefit of the personnel, aircraft and
materiel which were sent to that theater for the purpose of transporting materiel 1o China. .
. . No measure is going to be sufficient to insure substantially increased performance
unless that measure includes a very narrow definition of duty, a singleness of purpose and
a definite order to get one job, and only one job, done.%?

Colonei Smith argued that transferring the mission to ATC would provide that
singleness of purpose, if divorced from theater control, but made important caveats
that other improvements were, indeed, also needed:

The transfer of this function to the Air Transport Command would not, of course, in itself
cure all of the ills which have plagued this operation. Even if the responsibility should be
transferred to - Air Transport, there would still remain the job of increasing the
effectiveness of communications, bettering the weather reporting and forecasting.
materially improving the maintenance of aircraft and engines, and. perhaps, the fumishing
of a type of aircraft better suited to the peculiarities of the high terrain operation.*

Colonel Smith volunteered ATC to the task only on this basis.

ATC Takes Over. Eight days later, General Marshall notified General Stilwell
that as of 1 December 1942, ATC would assume the India-China transport
operation. In February 1943, General Amold set the Hump tonnage objective at
4,000 tons per month.” ATC did not meet that objective until August. In the
interim, there was slow but steady progress in the monthly rates. This progress was
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forces. In March and April, ATC aircraft delivered 2,100 tons of food, fuel, and
ammunition to Allied forces defending the Imphal area of Burma. In late April, the
India-China Wing flew approximately 18,000 Chinese troops into position for
action in North Burma. In May, the wing flew 2,500 combat troops and engineers
from southern India into Burma as part of the successful campaign to retake
Myitkyina airdrome, materially assisting in the opening of a more direct and safer
southerly Hump route. From July through December, ATC was the prime mover of
threatened Chinese forces and supplied them as they faced a major Japanese
~ ipitiative in South China. ATC redeployed and/or evacuated over 32,000 troops and
moved over 500 tons of ammunition and equipment. %!

In mid-1944 pressures grew to significantly increase Hump tonnages. The source
was the arrival of the XX Bomber Command in China. A board presided over by
Brig Gen William Old suggested that better use of existing resources and more
resources would lead to substantial gains. Brig Gen William Tunner, the new
commander of the ATC India-China Divigsion, was a bit more specific. He
recommended the opening of three new airfields, timely arrivals of already
allocated aircraft, and significantly improved and enlarged maintenance services.
The AAF and the War Department agreed and acted. By December 1944, deliveries
reached almost 32,000 tons.'? General Tunner brought with him the techniques of
big business. He and his staff did not talk of how much tonnage the routes could
handle but instead maintained that virtually any amount could be delivered given
the facilities and men.

One of General Tunner’s major contributions was to institute production line
maintenance (PLM) within the India-China Division. PLM took an aircraft through
maintenance stations, with experts performing the technical chores in a
standardized manner. It replaced a complete mishmash of maintenance
organizations and practices. Until its institution, no two bases were alike. Some
used a few specialized crews to perform engine changes and periodic inspections,
while others relied on the crew chief system to perform almost every maintenance
task associated with a given airplane. General Tunner directed PLM whenever and
wherever practical and separated maintenance from operations. The wing trained
and assigned maintenance specialists; crew chiefs remained, but no longer would
these mechanics attempt all the maintenance tasks of a specified aircraft. Each base
commander had to appoint a director of aircraft maintenance directly responsible to
the base commander. The wing developed standardized manning tables based on
number and type of aircraft assigned and the volume of transient traffic. After some
gxperimenting and growing pains, the system worked superbly. Operational-ready
rates climbed to 85 percent and inspection downtime dropped 25 percent. By
August 1945 the ICW carried 53,000 tons to China. Only the end of the war caused
tonnages to decline. 19

By August of 1945, the ATC India-China Division had over 21,000 men and 367
airlift airplanes, Daily utilization rate for the fleet was 8.8 hours (on the C-54 it
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AIRCRAFT IN INDIA — CHINA DIVISION
DAILY AVERAGE — SEPTEMBER 1944
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TOTAL PLANES ASSIGNED TO [CHD (Daily Average) 372

Less: Planes in Hands of ASC Depots 34
Planes Assigned to Other than Hump Operations 151*
Total Planes Not Available for Hump Assignment 185
Planas Assigned to Hump Opearations 387
Less: Planes Qut of Service 42
PLANES IN SERVICE ON HUMP 145

*Totat of 151 planes consisted of 9 C-87s, 13 C-46s, 108 DC-3s, and 21
miscellaneous.

Figure 13

reached 10.8). Between December 1942 and the peak month of August 1945, the
unit had moved 721,700 tons—76 percent in its last year of operation. Not to be lost
in these numbers is the fact that although Hump tonnage was a critical measure of
merit for the division, the ferrying of 4,671 aircraft to the China-Burma-India
theater was a tribute to the entire ATC route organization and a vital contribution to
the war effort. Also vital was ATC’s flexibility, demonstrated by the movement of
seven entire Chinese divisions in the last year of the war. Considering the political
and strategic importance placed on ATC operations in support of the CBI theater
and the stationing of American bomber forces there, Brig Gen Joseph Smith’s
statement that not once were the operations of the XX Bomber Command curtailed
because of a lack of supplies must have been particularly gratifying to ATC and the

division. %
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Carrier Group—operate under ATC, which would provide operational efficiency.
General Kenney, on the other hand, wanted the troop carrier units to remain under
his command for combat service, with ATC providing intratheater and extended
intertheater support. Colonel Gillespie’s rationale was one heard many years later in
somewhat different circumstances:

Air Transport Command is worldwide in: experience and scope. The value of integration
of operations under one command from the United States to final destination is apparent,
The Air Transport Command is competent and capable to modify and conform its

activities 10 any existing combat situation in any theater of operations.'!?

ATC headquarters squelched the whole package in December 1942, losing sight of
the proposal to extend operations northward from Australia and concentrating on
the intratheater issues. The headquarters was concerned that (1) taking over the
troop carrier intratheater logistics mission would set a precedent for other theaters
and (2) that ATC did not have the resources to accomplish the mission regardless of
whether it got troop carrier resources. '

In March 1943, Col Milton Arnold, executive officer for the ATC G-3, reported
to General George on his inspection trip of the Pacific. In that report, Colonel
Arnold recommended that both Guadalcanal and Port Moresby become Pacific
terminals for ATC operations in the Pacific. His reasoning was simple: **The war in
the Pacific is flexible; consequently our service must be flexible if we are to serve
this area.””!*’ He also reported that he had discussed ATC's flexibility with General
Kenney, who was most anxious for the northward extension of ATC services. In
April, General George took his own inspection trip through the Pacific.

He went on that trip armed with a prediction that ATC resources in the Southwest
Pacific Area (SWPA) would increase six times by the end of the year. Headquarters
provided these figures to all ATC agencies in the Pacific with orders to use them as
a basis for planning throughout the year. General George promised the Pacific
commanders that as soon as resources became available ATC would extend both its
intratheater services and its intertheater operations—to include moves north.
“*General George had spoken of several thousand ATC personnel in SWPA, and it
was expected that at Jeast 1,200 men would be based at Amberly as a prelude to
great ATC developments yet to come. ™ '®

By December 1943, ATC was providing some intratheater shuttle services, but it
had not moved its terminal out of Australia northward with the war. Its final
delivery terminal in SWPA was 1,500 miles behind the lines. There was extensive
planning but no action. Colonel Amold’s observation from almost a year before
remained valid: **Very few supplies carried by air are needed 1,500 miles from the
front.”” 'V

The official ATC history of this period says that the best explanation of this delay
was the “‘lack of a clear comprehension by the Pacific Wing of the ATC’s mission
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in the SWPA.”’!1¥ Capt Richard Davis of ATC headquarters reinforced that idea in
his report concerning an inspection trip in November and December of 1943:

The Pacific Wing is not playing with the theater as closely as it should and is not
sufficiently responsive to local needs. We are largely overshadowed by the air transport
agencies which make us look like a peacetime, postwar commercial air route to Australia,
not really involved in the struggle.!"®

Captain Davis provided some measure of why this occurred when he reported that
the *‘Pacific Wing has endeavored to keep in touch with these trends, but the
establishment of a strong through route to Australia has largely absorbed its
energies and its attention.’’'?° He placed some of the blame on ATC headquarters as
well:

In retrospect it is evident that the plan tentatively agreed upon last spring . . . of
immediately swinging a portion of the Pacific route through Espidtu Santo to
Townsville with a view to operating into Guadalcanal and Port Moresby as soon thereafier
as practicable, should not have been discarded by this Headquarters. '*’

Three days later, General George sent a memorandum to his chief of staff, Brig Gen
Robert Nowland, that laid the issue out clearly. He said:

It seems to me that the ATC has been very derelict in not pushing its services as close to
our advancing units as possible. Our staff should be keeping itself abreast of the mission
of the command, and should have observed long ago the fact that we were following a
static condition and not keeping abreast of the tactical situation. Please have this entire
subject studied at once, and see that we are not **left behind"* from now on. %

General George also used the memorandum as a vehicle for making sure the ATC
staff understood its mission in relation to the theaters:

For she information of the staff, we should plan to take over from the theaters all
intratheater transport operations as early as possible, leaving the theaters to use their
transport equipment for employment in the actual combat area. I feel sure that both the
Southwest and South Pacific theaters will gladly relinquish that job to us as soon as we are
able to take it on . . . although we probably will not have planes with which to stant this
eartier than May or June, let’s begin now to find out from the theater commanders how
much of the job they are willing to tum over to us, so that by the time the summer is well
along we will be giving to the theaters the service they have a right to expect from us, and
which I know General Amold wants us to handle.!?

By June 1944 the wing executed a well-coordinated, successful move to begin
direct delivery of supplies by air to Nadzab, a major supply base for campaigns in
New Guinea. Prior to that, some 80 percent of cargo delivered by ATC was
transshipped by the theater’s Air Service Command. Thereafter, ATC moved its
operations forward as the combat theater moved, the only delay being a common
one in the Pacific—lack of promised resources (facilities, housing, and
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maintenance help, for example). The Pacific area followed the same pattern as
other theaters in one respect—it wanted intratheater assistance from ATC as soon as
possible. If nothing else, ATC represented additional resources. General Kenney
was looking for ways to increase his airlift capability. The air supply of his forces
was particularly important due to the distances involved and the lack of a
transportation infrastructure in the Pacific. General Kenney had a theater policy of
using all theater airlift resources in the most flexible way possible. He used troop
carrier units for logistical purposes when needed and called upon the DAT (a
logistical organization) for direct support of combat units as required. But these
diversions had the effect of disrupting the orderly flow of supplies throughout the
area. 124

In January 1944, General Kenney proposed to General Amold and General
George that ATC assign additional squadrons to the Pacific under General Kenney’s
control. General George’'s reply, direct to General Kenney, showed ATC’s

doctrinal thinking for the war years:

You desire ATC to assign airplanes and flight crews to you for control by your DAT, with
the responsibility of ATC being restricted to maintenance and administration of personnel,
Based upon wide experience that the ATC has had in North Africa and India, I personally
think that this would not result in efficient air transpon operation. 1 propose that ATC be
given a job to do in your theater and that the line of responsibility be clearly delimited
geographically. We will fly, of course, such routes and carry such cargo as you direct. 1
know the ATC can render you an efficient and highly flexible air transport service and,
based upon the excellent assistance that ATC has been able to render in intratheater
operations in North Africa and India, this wili permit you to utilize your troop carrier
organizations for tactical operations in the forward areas. This message has been shown to
General Amold. 23

General George also wired Maj Gen Laurence Kuter, assistant chief of the Air
Staff for plans, then on a special mission to the SWPA, noting that General Arnold
had been consulted and was in favor of the ATC plan. Col Robert Love, ATC
deputy chief of staff, met with General Kenney in an attempt to clear the issue. He
reported that General Kenney said that the Australians “‘were afraid of an ATC air
line in Australia.”” He did agree, however, that there was little chance of SWPA
obtaining the additional 200 airplanes ATC would make available for the operation
without ATC control. By the end of March, General Kenney relented. His message
to General George was a classic statement of how to operate airlift in support of a
theater;

1 would like to have you transport our tota] load over the general roule Melbourne to
Nadzab. It is not proposed to have DAT assume any command functions over your
operating agency. Your operators will be fumished with information depending upon
your current handling ability as to where the job is, what the job is, and what the priorities
are, but we do not expect to tell them how to do it.'2°
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General Kuter added one more concern to the process, one that was to resurface 40
years later in other intratheater airlift initiatives. He wrote to General George that
there was a widespread impression that all authority over the operation would
remain at ATC headquarters. He recommended that ATC make clear that the final
decision over controversial matters would be made in the theater, not at
headquarters. General George’s reply is well worth extensive quoting:

When ATC first began operating in foreign theaters, its job for the most part was
furnishing of through services while intra-theater transport was relegated to troop carriers
and other local air transpor! organizations. Present trend in many theaters is for ATC to
take over both services. . . . No good reason exists why we should change our present
method of inter-theater operation, and such services should continue under ATC direction
vith maximum of support and minimum of interference from theater or air force
commanders. Since these commanders help establish the priorities, their interest in the
through service is protected. But where ATC operates an intratheater-theater service fuller
participation of theater or air force commander in the operation can be permitted for the
reason that the service is operated primarily on his behalf. However, in operating such
local services we must insist that the ATC retain command of its own operations. We
agree that the theater or air force command should lay down the routes we are to follow,
and the personne! and materiel we are to carTy by means of instructions to the ATC
commander, We are also agrecable that we have the right io temporarily abrogate
schedules and services to accomplish special missions. To allay the anxiety of theater or
air force commanders that the ATC throngh its Washington headquarters might divert a
substantial portion of the aircraft from the theater for more urgent use efsewhere, it is the
policy of this Command not to remove aircraft assigned for local theater transportation,
unless there is concurrence of theater or air force commander or substitution of aircraft of

similar capacity.'?

Numerous intratheater routes followed, with excellent support by the theater for
ATC needs. Combat avoiditis disappeared. The ATC wing actually beat part of the
headquarters forces to Leyte. ATC started flying into Quezon airstrip while
Japanese forces were still active in Manila City.

Through late 1944 and early 1945, the command expended significant efforts in
the top secret buildup of the XXI Bomber Command movement to the Marianas.
The movement of the giant bombers differed from other ferrying jobs in that the
crews were somewhat better prepared for long-range flights, even though thorough
briefings were still very much required. Between October 1944 and September
1945, 1,442 B-29s amived in Saipan. All told, ATC ferried or controlled the
delivery of 8,047 aircraft across the Pacific. Cargo tonnages increased as well, from
494 in December 1943 to 3,483 in July 1945. The command started its Pacific
operation with one officer in Australia in 1942; by the end of the war in 1945 it had
41,657 people in the Pacific Division.!?

ATC also was called upon to participate in the final occupation of Japan—
Mission 75. The Far East Air Forces (FEAF) were in operational control of the
project, which called for ATC to provide at least 180 C-54s, while FEAF supplied
180 C-47s and 272 C-46s. ATC aircraft from all over the Pacific, the India-China
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Division, the North Atlantic Division, and the North Africa Division were all
concentrated in the Pacific for the critical mission of Kadena mission at Kadena Air
Base. Kadena had originally been built as an advanced base for B-29 operations but
was vet unused. ATC had to provide a complete air-base setup in order to operate
there. The operation began on 30 August and 13 days later was completed without
an accident. The combined airlift forces moved the 11th Airborne Division
(Reinforced), the 27th Infantry Division, and advanced elements of three
headguarters from Okinawa to Atsugi Field.

In all. over 23.000 troops, 924 jeeps, 9 disassembled Haison aircraft, 329 other vehicles
and pieces of equipment, including tractors, bulldozers, and & x 6 trucks. made the flight
from Okinawa to Atsugi. In addition, 2,348 barrels of gasoline and oi! and rations to the
amount of over 300 tons were offloaded at Atsugi. More than seven thousand released
prisoners of war and intemees of sixteen different nationalities were brought back to
Okinawa, on the first or second lap of their repatriation journeys.”

Army Air Force Regulation 2044

As the war progressed, a large number of transport services developed in the
individual theaters. Each had its own particular mission and did not necessarily
contribute to the whole. Theater air forces and bomber commands attempted to se:
up additional, dedicated airlift services by requesting assignment of crews and
airplanes from ATC or whatever source available. In March 1944, ATC suggested a
War Department memorandum that would:

L Discearage the establishment of miscellaneous transport units.

® Advise theater commanders that efficient use of air transport requires their
relying on the ATC for air transport from the United States to the theater and
between theaters.

¢ Define or redefine the transport function of Troop Carrier units within the
theater, their relationship to theater air service commands and the Transportation

Corps. _
@ Authorize the ATC to undertake such intra-theater services outside of forward

areas as may be deemed necessary by the theater. '

The Air Staff, too, had several concerns about the Air Transport Command,
Troop Carrier Command, and the Air Service Commu.a Transport Service
performing similar missions and directed the Army Air Forces Board to undertake a
study concemning the ‘*achievement of maximum efficiency in the accomplishment
of the various tasks undertaken by the air transport system.”’ ! This recognition of a
“‘system’” was, in and of itself, a doctrinal step forward of rather grand proportions.
Admitting that its study suffered from severe time constraints (11 days), the board
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operation of all military air transport conducted under the jurisdiction of the commanding
general, AAF. Prior to the establishment of a scheduled or regutar air transport service by
a command or air force, other than Air Transpert Command and other than I Troop Carrier
Command . . . such service will first be requested of the Air Transport Command, through
Headquarters, AAF, Traffic Division, Assistant Chief of Air Staff, Materiel and Services,
and approved by Headquarters, AAF.'

Since the AAF controlled the airplanes available for the creation of specialized air
transport services, this policy had the effect of limiting the theaters, and their air
forces, to those airlift organizations approved by ATC. This centralized the control
of scheduled airlift, except for the airborne functions of the troop carrier forces. in
ATC and had a dampening effect on the proliferation of such services.

The fact that an AAF regulation had such a limiting influence on the theaters was
something of a doctrinal coup in itself. Originally, it took a Wur Department
circular to literally force theater commanders’ attention to the issue and to give
sufficient weight to the doctrine/policy to make it stick. By the latter part of the
war, the theater air forces were so strongly recognized as *‘in charge of " air
matters, that the AAF could control air transport issues in a way internal to the

AAF.

The Nexus of Policy and Doctrine

As early as October of 1942 General Amold expressed the vital link between
military air transportation and civil aviation, one that carried through the war into

the postwar era;

It is necessary, in ail of our air transport operations, that we consider the effect of our
current and projected activities on US ais transport operations, both military and civil,
after the war. Whenever practicable, consistent with our war effort, we should take action
to insure that our military air transport routes and facilities are establishing and furthering
our post-war position in the air transport field. '

The results of an AAF study appeared in April 1944 as a War Department policy
statement that was to ‘‘govern all AAF thinking and planning in respect to Post-War
Civil Aviation.””'® The War Department based its policy on a relatively short AAF
document that embodied several critical doctrinal concepts. The realities of war had
created the awareness that a ‘‘powerful air force is a prerequisite of adequate
national defense.”’**® There was still a heavy reliance on the civil sector: ‘A strong
air transport system together with its aircraft, air bases, and airway facilities—
readily adaptable to military use, and the principle non-military support of the
peacetime aviation manufacturing industry—is vital to the nation’s airpower.”"!¥

The policy started with the position that ‘‘national security is of first importance
and the national policy in regard to civil aviation must be in accord with the military
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requirements of national defense.’’ It further argued that a ‘‘primary essenuzi to a
powerful air force is the existence, in time of peace, of several strong aircraft,
aircraft engines, and accessory manufacturing companies, together with progressive
and competitive engineering and research associated therewith.”” With these
fundamentals as a backdrop, the War Department subscribed to the policy of a
“‘regulated and supervised competition in international commercial aviation.’’ At
the national level, the War Department advocated ‘‘maximum encouragement to
the development of private competitive enterprise in United States international
airline operations subject to reasonable regulation.’” Although the regulatory issue
makes for interesting contemporary discussions, the essential ingredient concerning
encouragement had particular importance to the implementation of the policy. ™

By late 1945 the War and Navy Departments had reworded the policy into a more
understandable format. Air power shifted from a ‘‘prerequisite of adequate national
defense’’ to ‘‘an essential element of national security.’” Subscription to the policy
changed to advocacy and the expression improved as well:

Since natioral security is best served py the maximum contribution from civil aviation to
airpower, the military services advocate:

a. Encouragement to the development of private competitive enterprise, on a sound
economic basis, in United States domestic and intemational air carrier operations, subject

to reasonable Federal regulation.

b. Encouragement to the development of other commercial aviation, enterprises, and
private civilian flying, subject to reasonable Federal regniation.

¢. Encouragement to education and training in all-pbases of seronautics and the
coordination of such education and training, to the extent practicable with the methods and
requirements of the military services, 142

ATC passed the policy along to its divisions noting that they were to provide *‘every
possible assistance’’ to the civil airlines that operated over routes that coincided
with ATC’s, because this aided in the maintenance of the ‘‘preeminent position of
the US air carriers’” and the resultant ‘‘strengthening of the nation’s defense.’’ !
The policymakers were serious. ATC was to ‘‘make available its bases for use by
the. carriers in establishing their certificated international routes, and to sell fuel,
oil, spare parts, supplies, and services to the carriers at ATC foreign bases.’ "%
Numerous other pressures played in the decision-making process, especially
when the war began to wind down. There were the natural desires from all
concermned that American servicemen retumn to civilian life as soon as possible— .
demobilization. There were also pressures from the Allies for ATC to stop serving
as an agent for the American civil carriers, and the AAF wanted ATC out of the
middle of this turmoil. And, the high-level decision makers had already decreed a
“*progressive reduction of ATC C-54 operations and their release for disposal to the
airlines and foreign governments.’’**5 General Amold wrote to President Truman in
August 1945 that by the following year, ATC would operate only limited through
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controlled program of user priorities. While aircraft specifically designed for
military air transportation may be desirable, they are not required for effective

mission accomplishment.
® Strategic airlift can be routinely relied upon to execute extremely demanding
missions on a sustained basis, once it is given sufficient resources. '™

General Amold, whose vision in the field of air transportation was surpassed by no
one, encapsulated the operational success and doctrinal importance of strategic
airlift this way in March 1945:

We have learned and must not forget that from now on air transport is an essential element
of airpower, in fact, of all national power. We must have an air (ransport organization in
being capabie of tremendous expansion. '
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CHAPTER 3

Troop Carrier and Theater
Airlift in World War II

On 17 October 1918, Gen John J. Pershing, the commander of the Allied
Expeditionary Forces, gave Col William ‘‘Billy”’ Mitchell the go-ahead to begin
detailed planning for an airborne assault against the German stronghold at Metz,
France. Mitchell’s concept called for 12,000 parachutists, each with two machine
guns, to drop from 1,200 bombers, creating havoc in the enemy’s rear and an
opening for an Allied advance. The paratroopers were to drop simultaneously and
be resupplied by air. Mitchell envisioned close air support for the force until it got
dug in. Pershing was skeptical but asked for details of how such a venture would be
executed. Mitchell put his new operations officer, Maj Lewis H. Brereton, to work
on the project but the armistice stopped his study. The Allies would not test the
ideas for many years to come.'

Origins of Troop Carrier Aviation

During the years before World War II the American Army experimented with
parachute troops and techmiques but not in a very serious way. However, the
impending war caused a turnabout. Urged on by the Army chief of infantry, the War
Department organized an airbome force, the 501st Parachute Company, at Fort
Benning, Georgia, in July 1940. Expansion of the unit to a battalion soon
followed.?

The original concept used B-18s as the drop platform for the parachute forces,
but Brig Gen F. L. Martin, commander of the Third Wing of the HQ Air Force,
objected that bombers were not designed for such a mission and that transports
should be used instead. His argument that commercial transports would be available
in wartime was not right on the mark, but several of his ideas closely resembled
what later became doctrine. Responding to the contention that bombers could *“get
through’” but that transports could not, Martin pointed out that paracbute operations
would necessarily require air superiority. Either nighttime darkness or adverse
weather could be used to protect transports and preserve the likelihood of surprise,
he thought. Plans Division bought his argument in principle but noted that neither
transport airplanes nor B-18 bombers would be available.’
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The resource problem plagued the entire air transportation program:

Driven by an urgent need for fighters and bombers and influenced by a belief that
transports could always be bought off the shelf, the Awr Corps placed almost no new
orders for such craft in 1939 or in the first half of 1940. In June 1940 this policy was
abruptly changed, and by the middle of 1942 no less than 11,082 medium transports were
on order, However, it had not been possible 1o buy thousands of transpont planes off the
shelf. Exactly five were delivered in the last half of 1940, and at the end of the year the Air
Corps had a total of 122 transports, mostly obsolescent. Only 133 more were delivered in

1941.4

As noted earlier, troop camer aviation was separate from the strategic air
transportation organization from the beginning. Originally, the only fully
organized air transportation unit in the Army Air Corps (AAC) was the 50th Air
Transport Wing (ATW), and to it fell the responsibility of supporting Army
parachute forces. That unit was also charged with the mission of cargo air transport
in the United States on a 24-hour transcontinental schedule, and, in addition,
operated regular weekly schedules to bases in Trinidad, Panama, Newfoundland,
and Alaska.’ The 50th provided support to the growing aircraft from their regulariy
scheduled runs during Army maneuvers. Pilots had no specialized training in this
type of flying; the aircraft were not adapted to many of the specialized tasks they
were required to perform; and there was a complete absence of the special
equipment necessary to support airborne missions.® In June 1941, the 50th ATW
could not provide 12 airplanes needed for paratroop training, and it had to work
hard to support the November 1941 maneuvers with 39 planes for airborme
operations. It was in those maneuvers that the Air Corps first dropped more than one
company of paratroopers.’

In February 1942, the experimental parachute group had grown to four battalions
and wanted a transport group assigned to support its training requirements. The
Army Air Forces (AAF) agreed to the need but could not spare the planes. In the
face of German successes with airborne operations—for example, their May 1941
massed glider, parachute, and airlanding of troops at Crete—the US Army split the
82d Motorized Division to create the 82d and 101st Airborme Divisions. These
were trained under the Airborne Command, formed in March 1942, Impetus for the
Airborne Command and the forthcoming Troop Carrier Command came from the
contemplated airborne division assault portion of Bolero, the buildup for the cross-
channel invasion of Europe.®

The Mediterranean and European Campaigns
As events in Europe unraveled conventional notions of warfare, the War

Department directed the AAF to assign the 50th ATW the primary duty of
operational training with ground forces. This was formalized in April 1942 with the
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creation of the Air Transport Command (ATC). Its mission was to emphasize ‘‘the
conduct of operations involving the air movement of airbome infantry [and] glider
troops, and to make such units available to other elements of the Army Air Forces to
meet established requirements, but the primary initial objective will be to meet
specified requirements for airborne forces.”’® Air cargo movement within the
United States remained with the Air Service Command; outside the Continental
United States (CONUS) it was left to the Ferrying Command. ‘*The responsibility
for air cargo within the theaters,”” the War Department memo said, ‘‘will be that of
the theater commander.’’'® Three months later there was another shuffling of
names, as well as clarification of some important issues of command control and
roles and missions. With the creation of a new Air Transport Comi. ind came the
redesignation of the old ATC as the Troop Carrier Command (TCC). Subordinate
units, designated troop carrier wings, groups, and squadrons within a theater of
operations were to be assigned to the air force commander in that theater. Equally
important was the notation that troop carrier units could be temporarily attached to
the theater air service commands for the transportation of material. On 17 July 1943
Gen H. H. Amold formally announced the creation of the [ TCC, whose job was to
train its units and then give them away to the theaters.

In mid-summer 1942, the 2d Battalion of the 503d Parachute Regiment deployed
to England to train with the British 1st Airborne Division. With five months’
warning, the TCC was able to send two of the directed eight troop carrier groups to
England. The 51st Troop Carrier Wing (TCW) landed in England on 1 September
1942 to command the groups assigned directly to the Eighth Air Force. The 64th
Troop Carrier Group arrived in late September. The wing and its three groups were
the entire troop camtier force throughout the North African campaign. '

In addition to deploying these forces to England, the TCC conducted extensive
maneuvers in the United States with airborne troops in the autumn of 1942 and the
spring and summer of 1943. In those maneuvers they developed their tactics and air
skills and demonstrated to all concerned how the US Army could employ airborne

forces.?

Torch: November 1942

World War I was to see larger operations than the Anglo- American invasion of Northwest
Affrica, but none surpassed it in complexity, in daring—and the prominence of the hazard
involved—or in the degree of strategic surprise achieved. . . . The TORCH operation, and
the lessons learned in Africa, imposed a pattern on the war. '3

The use of airborne forces was a vital part of the Torch plans for quick seizure of
Algeria and the dash to Tunisia. The paratroop task force was to include the 2d
Battalion, the 503d US Parachute Infantry, and the 60th Troop Carrier Group
(TCG) of the 51st TCW. The 64th TCG was to provide airlift for two parachute
groups of the British 3 Paratroop Battalion. On 7 November 1942, Lt Gen Dwight
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1
D. Eisenhower gave the signal that La Senia airport, five miles from Oran, would
be available for an unopposed landing. The task force departed England for its
1,100-mile trip to Algeria—~the longest range air assault of the war.™*

Considering the operational difficuities of just arriving in the genéral area of the
target, the mission was a good proving ground for how not to conduct an airborne
assault. About half the flight route was over Spain, a neutral country somewhat
friendly to the enemy. Navigators had only limited celestial navigation training and
were unfamiliar with tbeir British equipment. Due to a combination of bad weather,
bad piloting, and bad luck, the formation lost contact with its many elements during
the flight. The flight was made at night—at 10,000 feet, in the clouds—which made
ground references useless. Fourteen of the pilots were assigned planes at the last
minute, departing England with minimal rest and briefings. Only one-tenth of the
airplanes had adequate charts. The flight failed to receive signals from two
clandestine radio beacons near Oran. When they did manage to arrive at La Senia,
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they came under French antiaircraft fire. Twenty-eight of the C-47s landed in a
nearby dry lake bed. Several sticks of troopers jumped upon sighting a column of
French tanks—which turned out to be American.'?

The airborne troop commander, having leamed that Tafaraoui military
airdrome-—17 miles from Oran—was in Ailied hands, organized the C-47s and
troops on the dry lake for an airlanding at that airport. This flight was greeted by
attacks from American-flown Spitfires. The Spitfires missed, but French artillery in
the surrounding hills damaged several C-47s after they landed. French fighters also
shot or forced down threc C-47s in the dry lake area. Of the 39 C-47s that left
England on 7 November only 14 were serviceable a day later: 9 were missing, 3
destroyed. and |3 damaged. The next morning French shelling knocked out still
another C-47.

On 9 November, 34 C-47s of the 64th TCG left England with 450 British
paratroopers. They airlanded at La Senia on the morning of 11 November, after a
stopover at Gibraltar, to be greeted by Allied aircraft fire. The next day they
dropped their troopers near the port of Bone as part of a British effort to capture it.
They returned to Bone the following day with gasoline and antiaircraft guns to help
the force fight off German attacks. From 12-15 November the troop carriers were
unopposed as they moved paratroopers to two fields near the Tunisian border.

The last major paratroop operation in the North African campaign occurred on 28
November, just south of Tunis. The objective was to take Oudna airport, then link
up with the advancing Allied armies. C-47s from both the 60th and 64th TCGs flew
the troopers in, escorted all the way by either American or British fighters. All the
C-47s returned safely. Few of the paratroopers did. The airport was heavily
defended and the planned Allied advance had not materialized.'®

Airborne operations per se were not the only missions flown by the troop carriers.
They were also extensively involved in evacuation of casualties and in resupply of
forward combat locations. For example, between the end of November 1942 and
mid-February 1943, a daily average of 140 operational transports delivered 5,733
tons of critical carge and moved nearly 32,000 passengers. When German Gen
Erwin Rommel’s success at the Kasserine Pass forced the evacuation of Youks-les-
Bains, Tebessa, Feriana, and Thelepte on quick notice, the 64th TCG moved
personnel and supplies so effectively that the rear bases became operational without
interruption of combat operations. When the Allies recaptured the advanced bases,
troop carriers played a critical role in flying the combat engineers to restore them
and by carrying the restocking supplies. The wing also was occupied with the
training of British paratroopers throughout the Middle East. By March 1943 the
TCGs had been ‘‘taken away’” from the theater in preparation for Husky—the
airborne invasion of Sicily. The Northwest African Air Forces Troop Carrier
Command {(NAAF TCC) (Provisional) was activated on 18 March 1943, absorbing
the 5tst TCW and its 60th, 62d, and 64th TCGs."?
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the drop zone were able to hold the bridge until ground troops arrived; those
scattered about the countryside attacked what enemy they found and added to the
general confusion, contributing to the success of the assault by some measure,

Husky 1 paralleled Ladbroke. There were 226 C-47s carrying 2,700 members of
the 82d Airbome Division and 891 parapacks. Like Ladbroke, this operation ran
into wind problems, navigational difficulties, fires, and smoke from earlier
bombardment obscuring the DZ; and it had to drop in the dark due to late arrival.
The paratroopers planned to drop in a 36-minute column. They were scattered, but
were close enough to seize the high ground. One group even managed to capture a
town. The aggressive troops, along with the enemy’s general unpreparedness for an
airborne assault, demoralized the Italians, some of whom retreated 10 miles.2

Diversions accompanied both operations. B-17s flew radio direction-finding
obstruction missions, other aircraft dropped hundreds of dummies to confuse the
enemy, and diversionary bombers used incendiaries, which interfered with the
Husky | accuracy.®

The German counterattack did not arise until D plus 1. That night the 52d TCW
dropped 2,000 paratroopers from 144 C-47s in an attempt to assist the Allied ground
forces. Planned on the very night of execution, the assault faced a severe test. It
took a complicated route to Sicily and then flew through a corridor over Allied ships
that had not been warned of the impending operation. Worse yet, the Germans had
recaptured the drop zone-—Gela/Farello airport—ironically, with the 4th German
Parachute Regiment. As the formations approached Sicily, they were subjected to
heavy Allied antiaircraft fire from naval forces that were soon joined by enemy
ground fire. Fire into, over, and out of the drop zone was deadly; it destroyed 23
aircraft (fortunately, most had already dropped their troopers). Half of those that
made it back were badly damaged. Ninety-nine aircraft were out of commission the
next day. Paratroopers were scattered all over eastern Sicily, and General
Eisenhower said their accomplishments were more than offset by their casualties.
Even the Allied ground forces had fired on the paratroopers.”

A final, poorly planned and coordinated airdrop, code-named Fustian, took place
on 13 July. Its mission was to drop British paratroopers to capture the Primasole
Bridge, thus giving the British ground forces a good exit into the plains. The British
forces succeeded, but only at a high cost to the troop carriers. The safety corridor
was not open; friendly fire destroyed 11 C-47s and badly damaged 50. Twenty-
seven had to return to base with full or partial loads.?

In light of the circumstances, it is surprising that three of the four airborne
operations were tactically successful. Gen George S. Patton said that Husky 1 had
speeded up the movement of the Seventh Army by 48 hours. Gen Harold L.
Alexander noted that the early capture of Syracuse was largely due to the airborne
attack, and Gen Bemnard L. Montgomery estimated that airbome troops dropped in
front of his Eighth Army advanced the timetable by a week. Gen Karl Student, the
foremost authority on airborne operations in the German army and commander of
their airbomne assault on Crete, praised the uitimate results of the Husky operations:
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The Allied airhorne operation in Sicily was decisive despite widely scattered drops which
must be expected in a night landing. It is my opinion that if it had not been for the Allied
airbome forces blocking the Hermann Goering Armored Division from reaching the
beachhead, the division would have driven the initial seabome forces back into the sea. [
attribute the entire success of the Allied Sicilian operation to the delaying of German
reserves untii sufficient forces had been landed by sea to resist the counterattacks by our
defending forces (the strength of which had been held in mobile reserve).?®

This success was at a cost of 42 aircraft lost out of 666 troop carrier sorties flown.
The most serious cause for concern was that 25 of these losses were from friendly
fire. Equally bad was that 60 percent of the 5,000 troopers droglanded far from the
DZs.*®

Husky: Lessons Learned

Brig Gen Paul Williams® perceptions are enlightening concerning the troop
carrier lessons leamed from Husky. The XH TCC commander devoted much of his
discussions to the naval fire problems. He reported that the Navy’s “‘excuse’ for
shooting up so many transports was that ‘‘the Navy had a lot of merchant ships
which they had no control over and they claim that most of the firing on our planes
was done from these ships.’” He did note that the naval forces had suffered three
recent ‘‘enemy air attacks but implied that this was not much of an excuse, as the
enemy very seldom comes in low, as the troop carriers do.”” Having to avoid the
naval concentrations for the very preservation of life caused a great deal of
navigational problems because, as General Williams said, ‘‘you have got to have
simple routes, "

Williams also stressed the need for larger landing and drop zones, as a significant
amount of equipment was lost or ruined by the crash landings of gliders and
parachutists missing their targets. He strongly objected to the diversionary
bombings: ‘“They were set on by somebody else. We knew nothing about it.”" Little
wonder he believed that 60 percent of the losses were unnecessary. Even given the
relatively uncoordinated operation he was reviewing, General Williams had the
vision to observe that ‘‘I look to the future to bring large-scale operations of
gliders. "%

Lt Col Charles Billingslea, the official observer for the Fifth Army Airborne
Training Center, was also tough in his evaluation of the Husky operation. He said
the most important causes of poor drops were:

a. Training was inadequate, especially elong aerial operat:onal lines,

b. The course was unnecessarily long and complicated with poor cooperation by the Navy
smail craft.
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Naples using 130 Waco gliders and 300 C-47s. Initial planning estimates showed
that the airborne forces would be isolated for 4 to 8 days, although later analysis
showed it would have been up to 30 days. This called for an aerial resupply
provided by 90 to 145 C-47s per day-—30 to 45 percent of all C-47s in the theater.
Resupply flights would have been unprotected and likely ambushed by the German
air forces. Upon review, General Eisenhower ordered the operation both scaled
back and dropped with a five-day supply in hand. He later cancelled that mission

altogether.*
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On 22 July 1943, at the first hint of airborne operations in Italy, the XII Troop
"Carrier Command initiated refresher training in night formation flying, glider
training, and paratroop dropping. From that date until the first drop in September,
the XII TCC trained intensively with the 82d Airborne Division and moved its own
units and the combat echelons of the 82d to forward staging bases, taking great care
to incorporate the lessons learned in Operation Husky:

Combined Troop Carrier—Airbome training exercises were conducted mostly at night,
simulating courses, distances, drop zones, landing zones, and objectives as near as
possible to those that were to be encountered during the actual AVALANCHE operation,
Also during the training period, Troop Carrier Command and 82nd Airborne utilized the
newly formed Pathfinder units to the fullest extent. 7

On the nights of 28 and 31 August they conducted full-scale training exercises, with
the Navy marking courses with lights and homing beacons. Routes for the training
and actual execution were closely coordinated with the Navy, including a safety
lane 14 miles wide. Although the operation they practiced for was significantly
modified by later events, the training paid great dividends in flexibility.?

The airborne operations in support of Avalanche proved the majority of training
and doctrine developed by the troop carrier and airborne commands especially
sound. The Avalanche mission finally settled on was to include 247 C-47s and C-
53s, plus 157 gliders. Pathfinder crews and paratroopers that preceded the main
drop by 15 minutes would light all DZs and LZs. TCC issued its warning order on |
September for execution on the night of 89 September, providing naval and
ground units with significant warning time. General Eisenhower cancelled the
Avalanche mission on the night of 5—6 September, replacing it with Giant [.* He
anticipated an armistice with the Italians and had been assured by the secret Italian
ncgotiating team that they would prepare five airfields in Rome to receive troop
carrier aircraft and paratroopers and protect the fields against the Germans. The
Italians had overestimated their capabilitics, and when Brig Gen Maxwell Taylor
(commander of the 82d) and Col William Gardnier (A2 for the 51st TCW of the
Troop Carrier Command) presented evidence to General Eisenhower, he cancelled
Giant I as well.*

In the interim, TCC and the 82d had replanned the Avalanche route to
incorporate Giant Il, recoordinated with the Navy, reloaded the aircraft for the
Giant 1l configuration, relocated the troopers for the new operation, and sealed up
135 troop carriers to ensure operational readiness. They issued their warning order
on the night of 6 September planning 93 paratroop missions and 42 airlandings,
including the use of Pathfinders. Takeoff was set for 1830. The troops loaded and
the gliders hooked up; the cancellation order arrived at 1730.4

As noted earlier, Giant I replaced Avalanche’s original air assault plan. It in turn
officially changed to Giant I (Revised) at 1540 on 13 September. Mission orders
followed at 1830. Pathfinder aircraft took off at 2045. Planners made quick
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adjustments with Army, Navy, and antiaircraft units. The cause of these extreme
measures was a highly successful German counterattack that so threatened the Fifth
Army that it needed reinforcements immediately. Lt Gen Mark Clark sent a fighter
pilot to make an emergency landing and deliver a map of the proposed drop zone to
Gen Matthew Ridgway. General Clark’s note said: *'l realize the time normally
needed to prepare for a drop, but this is an exception. 1 want you to drop within our
lines on the beachhead and 1 want you to make it tonight.""** General Ridgway was
so concerned about fricndly fire that he personally called in the commanders of the
Navy and Army units invoived and directed that from 2100 until further notice,
there would be no antiaircraft fire from American positions. A week-old Pathfinder
unit preceded the drop and landed right on the drop zone. The main form :tion of 90
C-47s and C-53s arrived four minutes ahead of schedule and dropped most of the
troops within 200 yards of the DZ. Noted the XIl TCC: **Mission accomplished and
entirely successtul.”” A force of about 1,300 troops appeared at the battle front
within 15 hours of the original request. The success of Giant I (Revised) ensured a

sequel.

Giant I11. scheduled for the might of 14-15 September, was to drop one battalion
near Avellino to destroy railway and highway bridges. The DZ was 15 miles behind
enemy lines and offered the most difficult terrain of any airbome operation in the
European theater. The Pathfinder team dropped on the wrong spot but set up their
equipment anyway—the new DZ was adequate and the first serial was minutes
away. On I8 September the XII TCC called this operation entirely successful.
They were wrong. One squadron took a wrong turn en route and had to return to the
coast to find bearings. Another squadron dropped 10 miles from the DZ, Others
dropped 8 to 12 miles from the DZ. Only |5 transports managed to drop within §
miles of the DZ. The Pathfinder beacons were too weak to be effective in the
mountains, and the aircraft were not equipped with Eurcka/Rebecca radar units.
None of the 40 transports involved received more than a few builet holes from the
enemy and none was hit by friendly fire. Because of the missed DZs and because of
jumping from 1,500 to 2,500 feet above the ground (dictated by the mountainous
terrain), the paratroops were widely dispersed and never became a meaningful
fighting force. They blew up a key bridge, after the battle of Salerno was already
won, Nearly 20 percent of the paratroopers became casualties. ™

Simultanéous with the Avellino jump, Giant IV sent another 130 C-47s and C-
53s to reinforce the southem flank of the Fifth Army with 2,100 troopers. The full
Pathfinder system worked perfectly; 125 planes delivered their loads, with 123
dropping 1,900 troops within 200 yards of the DZ. Giant V, a 98-glider landing,
was indefinitely postponed.*

92



TROOP CARRIER AND THEATER AIRLIFT

Avalanche: Lessons Learned

The most common thread running throughout the various reports of the
Avalanche and Giant operations concerned the importance of the contribution the
Pathfinders made to the success of many of the missions. By that time Pathfinder
teams of three planes approximately 30 minutes ahead of the main formation were
in use. The top navigators in the unit controlled the Pathfinder aircraft to give them
the best chance of reaching the right drop zone. Once on the ground, the teams in
Italy used krypton lights that could be seen for 30 miles from the air in clear weather
and/or, depending on the scene, Ts lighted with gasoline. The teams also refined the
use of radars and radios in the Italian invasion.*

The 5G and the Eureka were the two primary beacons used. The 5G was a British
radio with a 40-mile maximum range that could be rigged to interface with a radio
compass installed in the aircraft. The Eureka was a radar beacon that responded to
interrogation from the Rebecca mounted in the airplane. All the electronic gear was
underpowered, sometimes unreliable, and range-limited by terrain, but it
constituted a great improvement over the earlier equipment.*’ '

What is not effectively highlighted in the follow-up reports on this series of
operations is the amazing flexibility airborme operators displayed during the
campaign. All the lessons seemed to focus on tactics and operational doctrine, but
the ability of the forces to generate extremely effective, or even mediocre, missions
within a matter of hours was really the fundamental lesson learned. It also was a
lesson that the airborne operators did not want anyone else to leamn. They were
committed to the idea of long, detailed preparation, including rehearsals, coupled
with intensive training in all tactics for the various kinds of forces involved. They
were also committed to the specialness of their forces—forces that shouid not be
wasted performing anything other than demanding air assault missions.

This viewpoint is understandable and, to a certain extent, justified. Fundamental
airborne doctrine was in its infancy, facing great pressures to disperse this highly
capable fighting force in less-than-most-effective missions, There is very much a
parallel to be scen between the air power debate and the period of airbome
definition. Air power doctrine argued for a unified force performing a specialized
mission, not parcelled out to many commanders who would not necessarily use it to
its maximum effectiveness. The airborne commanders were making essentially the
same argument, and both groups were concemed with being viewed as a decisive
force. Nonetheless, the great resourcefulness and flexibility of airborne forces
shone through in Avalanche.

Interim Doctrinal Results

The airbomne leaders were relatively satisfied with the performances of their
troops during Husky, but the senior leadership of the Army was not. Lt Gen Carl

93






TROOP CARRIER AND THEATER AIRLIFT

Routes, altitudes, time schedules, and means of identification, both while in the air and on
the ground, must be known in advance by all concerned. Procedures must be prescribed
which will insure that troop carrier aircraft which are on course, at proper altitudes and on
the correct time schedules, are not fired upon by friendly land, sea, or air forces.

Plans should provide for the necessary preparalion of troop carrier and airborne units to
inctude training and practice portions and the concentration of these units in the departure
areas.

Airborne units should remain under the direct control of the theater commander until they
land in the ground combat area when control passes to the officer in command of the

area.>?

It is interesting that the command control issue should receive such a place of
importance. Although each of the major reports on Avalanche operations touched
on this question, none gave it this level of visibility.

Given the context of the debate over airbome employment, it is surprising that
the writers did not also give emphasis to some of the other fundamental issues the
circular addressed. For exampie, they could have selected for special note the
paragraph establishing that ‘‘airbome troops should be employed in mass,’” which
seems to be a commitment to the airborne division concept. Equally important,
especially from an air power perspective, was the observation that “‘air superiority
is a fundamental prerequisite for successful airborne operations.”” The new
expression of doctrine was closely followed during Operation Neptune, the airborne
invasion of Normandy.*

Neptune: June 1944

Airborne operations in support of the Allied invasion of Normandy were aimed at
decisive points in order to help secure the initial objectives of the assault. General
Marshall wanted to make Overlord essentially an airborne operation, with as many
as four airborpe divisions delivered well inland from the French coast. He was
supporting a plan developed by Brig Gen Fredrick Williams, I TCC commander,
and sponsored by General Amold, which envisioned the airdropping of two
divisions to seize and hold an airhead, reinforced by two airlanded divisions.
Genera] Marshall wrote to General Eisenhower:

Up to the present time I have not felt that we have properly exploited airpower as regards
its combination with ground troops. We have lacked planes, of course, in which to
transport men and supplies, but our most serious deficiency I think has been a piecemeal
proposition with each commander grabbing at a piece to assist his particular phase of the
operation, very much as they did with tanks and as they tried to do with the airplane itself,
It is my opinion that we now possess the means to give a proper application to this phase
of airpower in a combined operation.>
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Operation NEPTUNE

ASSAULT AREA

Figure 19

General Eisenhower was not persuaded:

My initial reaction to the specific proposal is that 1 agree thoroughly with the conception
but disagree with the timing. Mass in vertical envelopment is sound—but since this kind
of enveloping force is immobile on the ground, the collaborating force must be

strategically and tactically mobile.%®

His point was that the proper time for a large, strategic, airborne operation in
Europe would come after the Allies had a firm foothold and control of the water
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® Night airbome operations—parachute and glider—are possible, but daylight
operations are much preferred for accuracy,

® Air superiority contributes immeasurably to successful airborme operations.

® Effective communication between the airbomne forces in the field and troop
carrier forces is a must.

® Bad weather can have a serious impact on an airborne operation.

® Aerial resupply of forces is possible.

An Organization for Theater Airlift in Europe

On D-Day there were no iess than five separate American air transport organizations in the
theater: a small naval air transport service; the European Division, AAF Air Transport
Command; the IX Troop Carrier Command; the Jist Air Transport Group of the IX
AFSC; and the 27th Air Transport Group of ASC, USSTAF. Each was rcsponsible to a
different headquarters and was charged with a variety of functions which limited its use in
time of emergency.”®

Prior to D-day, Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Forces (SHAEF)
created the Combined Air Transportation Operations Room (CATOR) to coordinate
postinvasion air supply of ground forces other than airborne forces. CATOR’s tasks
included keeping all concerned informed of the airlift available, allocating aircraft
between operational tasks, advising the requesting unit of airlift availability, and
allocating scheduled and emergency supply by air missions to the troop carrier and
other air transport organizations. It had a detailed and complicated mechanism set
up for receiving requests and transmitting them to the airlift units. The important
limitation was that CATOR was only a coordinating function, not a command with
organic resources. Since its only resources were those allocated by another
cornmand, it lacked reai authority. In August 1944, CATOR became part of the
newly formed First Allied Airborne Army (FAAA).”

In December 1943, General Amold wrote to General Spaatz suggesting that the
airborne troops and troop carrier forces in Europe be placed under the Ninth Air
Force for command, training, and operations. The British had formed their own
similar Headquarters Airborne Troops Command and hinted that they could provide
the commander and cadre forces for such an organization. General Eisenhower
went a step further and created an airbome command, the First Allied Airborne
Army, on 8 August 1944, Lt Gen Lewis H. Brereton, commander of the US Ninth
Air Force, became the FAAA’s one and only cormmanding general. The unit formed
after the invasion of Normandy because US and British airborne operations there
were separate; but future missions, involving multiple divisions of differing
nationalities, were clearly in the offing.”® The mission of the FAAA was

deceptively simple:
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counterproposed to SHAEF that the centralized function (an idea he fully
supported) be placed under Air Service Command, an arm of the US Strategic Air

Forces (USSTAF). The system he envisioned would have a SHAEF central priority.

board pass airlift requests, in prioritized order, to the 302d Air Transport Wing for
execution. (The 302d was in fact in the process of establishing a control system to
operate such a program.) General Knerr made two particularly important doctrinal
points. He first stated what has become almost a maxim for airlift:

In order to be fully effective, it is essential that the operating agency have complete and
undivided authority to discharge its responsibility. The plan will not work if the Priority
Control attempts to exercise any cornmand authority. Such authority must flow from
SHAEF to USSTAF.*

His second point reflected a concem for the fundamental issue of who should
control theater airlift. °‘‘Air transportation is not merely another form of
transportation that any logistician can manage,”” Knerr said. ‘“The highly technical
nature of any air operation precludes getting the most out of it except in the hands of
air trained personnel.”’®® He argued similarly to the commander of the
Communication Zone:

Only a fraction of the potential airlift has been realized, due to conflicting orders, partial
loading, duplicated routing, lack of communications, etc. This airlift can be trebled
without difficulty through adoption of this proposal largely through elimination of lost
time and effort, possible through utilization of standard operating procedures in the hands
of trained personnel with both military and commercial airline experience,*’

SHAEF did not act on General Knerr’s proposal, but the commanding general of the
Communication Zone, who was clearly acting in good faith rather than trying to
assume an Air Force function, immediately offered to improve the situation by
placing representatives in the 302d’s operations.* Generals Spaatz and Knerr were
probably reacting to more than just the Communication Zone takeover initiative.
On 16 August SHAEF had placed CATOR, along with the IX Troop Carrier
Command, under the control of the commanding general of the newly created First
Allied Airborne Army.?*

In some ways the assignment of CATOR made quite a bit of sense. Troop
carriers were exempt from CATOR control per se, and only the agency charged
with airborne operations would be in the best position to know exactly when and
what troop carrier assets would be available to augment CATOR. Since the troop
carrier airplanes represented the largest pool of assets, they were critical to both
airborne and air supply operations. USSTAF vigorously opposed this assignment of
CATOR and a subsequent attempt to put all air cargo hauling under control of the
airborne organization. USSTAF argued that only if the theater air commander were
responsible for airlift would proper weight be placed on total theater air supply
needs (versus airborne requirement and the use of bombers for resupply) and that
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separated drop zone objectives. Lt Gen Ira Eaker. commander of the Mediterranean
Allied Air Forces. felt a daylight drop on D minus 1 was too risky and would throw
away any opportunity for surprise. Consequently, his command’s outline plan
offered the moming of D-day as an alternative. The biggest problem with the plan
was that it dispersed the airborne forces too widely %

The Air Staff proposed a massive air assault to seize five airfields by a parachute
division. followed by the airlanding of three infantry divisions via heavy bombers.
The force would maintain a 60-mile perimeter around the airfields and bar a
German line of retreat. Resupply needs would require 550 tons per day by C-47s
and 70 percent of the bombers of the Fifteenth Air Force for 30 to 60 days. No one
in the theater supported the plan. The Fifteenth Air Force did not want to release its
bombers. General Eisenhower wanted some of the C-47s for his operations. General
Wilson could not spare the three infantry divisions. General Eaker said the target
airfields would not physically support the heavy aircraft. The troop carrier
commander, Brig Gen Paul Williams, stressed the dangers of antiaircraft batteries
to C-47s and bombers on resupply missions. Lt Gen James Gammel, General
Wilsons chief of staff. doubted that the force could keep the German artillery out of
runge. With this kind of support. the plan got nowhere.*

Instead, General Williams and Brig Gen Robert Frederick, the airborne
commander. hammered out the finally accepted main features of the airborne
missions. Their most important tactical change was to concentrate the airborne
forces into a tight semicircle near the town of Le Muy. Drop zone/landing zone
(DZ/LZ) O was two miles long and from one to one and one-half miles wide,
surrounded with several natural landmarks. DZ/LLZ A was one and one-half miles
long and three-fourths of a mile wide, again surrounded by landmarks, DZ C was a
narrow strip over a mile and one-half long, lying between two ridges. 1t was steep,
rocky. and wooded. with only two truly open areas. The planners sclected this
difficult zone because of its strategic high ground.*®

General Williams had learned well the importance of daylight airborne
operations. Advances in pathfinding abilities convinced him that a dawn drop
would work. The logical consequence to this was daylight glider operations as well.
The dawn drop would preserve surprise and generally allow a better chance for
securing the LZs prior to glider arrivals. The plan also called for air cover en route
and close air support just before the drops, with emphasis on attacking antiaircraft
emplacements.”

In mid-July General Williams assumed command of the Provisional Troop
Carrier Air Division (PTCAD). There was some difficulty in obtaining and
assembling gliders. This forced PTCAD to direct minimal glider training in order to
conserve gliders. Two troop carrier groups had been so tied up in the previous
months with providing intratheater airlift logistic services that they were in
desperate need of formation flying training. On 7 August PTCAD executed a
scaled-down rehearsal primarily aimed at testing and practicing with navigation
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collisions. The L.Zs were overcrowded, and later serials were precmpted by early
arrivals. The net result was pilots landing wherever they could, often at dangerously
high speeds. Eleven pilots died and 30 were injured, but very little damage was
done to the cargoes. The gliders were essentially a total loss. '™

D plus 1 (16 August) brought Eagle, the daylight automatic resupply mission
involving 112 airplanes with 246 tons of supplies, largely ammunition. Part of the
load was in externally mounted parapaks and the rest inside, on rollers. Eagle
aircraft dropped on DZs A and O, with Eurekas and panels in place and operating.
Due to stuck rollers and ill-trained crews, drops took over 2 minutes rather than the
planned 30 seconds. Thirty-one parapaks failed to release. Ninety-five percent of
the 1,700 bundles landed safely, but only 60 percent were recovered by the desired
unit due to mingling on the DZs, dispersion, and fack of collecting personnel.!%

Dragoon: Lessons Learned

Dragoon indirectly illustrated the importance of air superiority to daylight
airborne operations. There was virtually no enemy air action against the paratroop
and glider operations either en route or at the targets. Flak was also essentially
nonexistent. When in place, turned on, and used, the navigation and drop zone aids
proved their worth, especially in prohibitive weather, although they still had room
for improvement. Aerial resupply also still needed great improvement, both in
technique and conception. All the negative points aside, a hastily assembled and
trained troop carrier force did deliver the equivalent of a division over some
distance with four missions, in a fairly accurate way. Even lacking an effective
enemy resistance, on the ground and in the air, Dragoon proved the potential of
daylight airborne assauits. There were 10 be more major night airborne operations,
however.

Neptune and Dragoon together firmly planted the value of airborne operations in
the minds of the senior leaders:

In the minds of most British and American tacticians the Normandy and southern France
operations answered all the questions of the validity of parachute and glider operations and
proved that airbomne was here to stay. The atmosphere in First Allied Airbome Army and
in alil the planning headquariers changed from a cautious and conservative appreach
conceming the employment of airbome troops to one of unbridied optimism and audacity.
Eisenhower himself called for plans that would emphasize the bold aspect of air assaults,
and staffs worked feverishly on a series of plans that, studied now in the light of all that is
known of German strengths and dispositions at that time, are amazingly risky. o6
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Market-Garden: September 1944

The use of airbome troops was a key factor in the doubie-pronged plan to move
Allied troops, under the command of British Gen Bemard Montgomery, into
Germany itself in the fall of 1944, The ground phase of this campaign, to be carried
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From the moment that airbome troops land, they are faced with three conflicting tasks.
These are, first, the accomplishing of the mission assigned to them, a task which becomes
progressively more difficult as the enemy recevers from his initial surprise; second, the
holding off of the enemy reserves moving up to interfere with their mission; third, the
continual protection of some dropping or landing zones if there is to be any operational or
administrative buiid-up by air,

The simultaneous execution of these tasks demands dispersion, which can only be
compensated for by concentrating the full effort of large airborne forces upon a small
number of tasks, particularly those which no one else can do. Dispersion of airborne
toops is just as unsound as is the dispersion of effort of normal ground forces.

Therefore airborne troops must be used in mass and the rate at which they are built up
must be extremely rapid. !

The airborne forces, instead, had to rely on a series of missions, and that doomed
the outcome. General Brereton’s personal report to General Arnold was most telling

on this point:

“Don’t send a boy to do a man's job,”” *‘concentrate the maximum force on the principal
objective.”” This sounds trite, but the ground force planners persist in presenting a
multitude of objectives. An all-out effort with everything that can fly must take advantage
of the initial surprise by dropping the maximum of supplies and reinforcements before the
enemy can muster his air, flak, and ground defenses. All troop drops and Iandings from
the outset must be in combat teams, no matter how small the combat team is.

By this I mean that you cannot count on landing your parachutists today hoping to land
their heavy weapons and transport in a landing lift today or tomommow. Every serial
launched must be reasonably capable of sustaining combat, even if a combat team is no

larger than a company.’ 2

The senior planners did not want to attempt night operations, so the limited daylight
of September in Europe, coupled with the distances involved, restricted the IX
Troop Carrier Wing to one mission per plane per day. They had just about every
plane available but were limited by crew ratio and thus could not simply reload the
plane and take off with a fresh crew—they had to wait for crew rest, '!?

The “‘stretched out’” nature of the operation also put the entire air assault at the
mercy of the weather and tied up extensive numbers of troops in guarding the drop
and landing zones for later arrivals. Because the attack force was operating so far
from friendly forces, it had to rely on resupply by air, which only worsened the
potential impact of adverse weather. The weather did not cooperate.
Reinforcements, in the form of troops, equipment, and ammunition, did not arrive
when most critically needed. Bad weather also halted Allied tactical air support at
several vital junctures.

Another extremely important factor was the British error of locating their drop
and landing zones five to eight miles from their objectives near Amhem. This
ruined any opportunity for quick seizure of bridges and allowed the enemy to bring
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numbers of combat forces where they wanted to be. The misses that did occur on
three drop zones were caused primarily by the lack of Pathfinders on those zones.
Although losses to flak were not staggering, or even significant, the troop carmiers
on several occasions did encounter heavy fire and continued on their missions even
when afire, earning the respect of the combat-seasoned forces they supported.!*®

‘Market vindicated the decision to fly in daylight. The lesson it taught was that
given air superiority and effective flak suppression, daylight operations could
succeed. The tactical fighter forces flew 5,200 missions to protect the troop carriers
against the German air force and to neutralize flak. Even the official report by the
IX Troop Carrier Command paid high tribute to the importance of air superiority in
daylight operations:

The employment of Troop Carrier Forces during daylight hours emerged as a triumphant
success after having been previously condemned because of feared effectiveness of enemy
air and ground action during daylight hours. Large numbers of supporting aircraft
provided superior escort cover and protection from enemy ground installations, These
supporiing forces deserve much of the credit for the success of Troop Carrier operations
and are viewed with great admiration by the combat crews of the EX Troop Carrier

Command.!1?

Market was also the initial proving ground for resupply by air of an isolated and
very large force. On D plus 1, 252 B-24s of the 2d Bombardment Division took off
from England to drop resupplies to the 82d and 101st. Each plane carried about two
tons of material in bomb racks, waist compartments, and bomb bays. Ball turrets
were removed for pushing out bundles, with a trained dropmaster from the 2d
Quartermaster Battalion assigned to each plane as a pusher. They followed by 20
minutes a troop carrier operation and thus were able to use the same zone markers
and en route aids, as well as take advantage of the same fighter protection and flak
suppression missions. Eighty percent of the supplies destined for the 82d were
recovered. At other drop zones accuracy was far less, ranging from 20- to 50-
percent recovery. This compared favorably with troop carrier resupply on'D plus 2,
which yielded a 20-percent recovery rate, a 6-percent recovery by British forces
from supplies dropped on the wrong location (due to communication problems) on
the same day, and equally dismal rates from other resupply efforts. In fairness, the
bombers faced less flak than other missions, but the question has to do not with luck
but with reliability of resupply by air in combat conditions.'® General Brereton’s
analysis of the importance of all air forces’ contributions reveals the extraordinary
risk the senior leaders were willing to take in order to seize an opportunity to run to
the heart of Germany:

The success of Airbome operations depends on the proper use of our Air Forces, both
Tactical and Strategic. They must make hostile airdromes unusable, attack known and
developed flak instaliations, provide effective fighter screens between hostile air forces
and our drop and landing zones, and protect our airborne sky train from hostile
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Several US Air Transport Command officers visiting SWPA in April of 1943
offered a particularly effective description of DAT and its real function.

In his capacity as Commanding General of the Allied Air Forces, Generai Kenney directly
commands the Director of Air Transport who runs a truly Allied air transport unit
composed in part of troop carrier squadrons, ir: part of Australian transport squadrons and,
in part, of civil airlines under controi to the military. There are approximately 66 planes in
this unit, which is an administrative unit that directs the underlying aittines, troop carrier
squadrons ¢tc., where to run. The underlying units are responsible for maintenance and
operational servicing of the planes and furnishing of the flight crews, white the Director of
Air Transport handles the loading and unicading, the runs to be made, the grading of
priorities, and the paperwork involved in manifests, notification ta shippers, etc.'*2

In short, DAT’s aircraft, crews, and maintenance personnel remained under
virtual control of their real owners—the AAF and RAAF—this very much in
parallel with the CATOR system developed in Europe. Nonetheless, it provided a
system-oriented perspective to airlift in SWPA and achieved many positive results.

In the rush of establishing the early organization and meeting immediate combat
needs, the safest and most efficient loading of the assets available was sometimes
ignored. The airplanes were simply loaded and flown, both operations by the seat of
the pants. The few loading charts available were ignored and most planes took off
overioaded. By April 1942 some semblance of control was taking hold. '

The air transports needed a system to properly handle the loading, unloading,
.manifesting, and dispatching of transport aircraft. It is only through a carefully and
tightly managed system that the most efficient use of an extremely limited resource
is achievable. Overloaded aircraft can crash or suffer undue wear and tear during
landings and takeoffs. Poor manifest procedures lead to cargo being mishandled,
nonhandled, and lost. An efficient loading and (equally important) unloading
system moves cargo quickly to where it is needed. A proper command and control
system for dispatch and scheduling is so vital its need is self-evident.

DAT recognized the need and began training station control teams. These teamns
had a complex job: all members had to have a thorough knowledge of the many
kinds of transports, including cargo and gasoline capacities, loadings, and the
proper distribution of weight in the aircraft. DAT standardized loading and
unloading methods for various types of freight and the manifesting of freight and
passengers. Control officers leamed to evaluate requests for air transportation,
assign priorities, plan the load, and route the airplanes to maintain maximum
efficiency. These control teams first were organized under an Airways Control
Squadron in June 1943. This disbanded six months later and was replaced by the 1st
Air Cargo Control Squadron, with five subordinate teans. The volume and type of
cargo handled at individual stations governed team size and composition by
individual stations. The teams had direct communication with the airdrome control
towers so as to meet the arriving DAT airplanes for off-loading and fuel

management. '
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For all its valiant efforts, DAT's scarce resources did not make it the proper
agency for evaluating theater air shipment priorities. GHQ SWPA thus undertook to
establish a theater priorities board for all shipments, not just air, under the direction
of a cargo regulating officer (CRO). The authorizing letter charged the CRO with
assigning priorities to individuals, troops, and organizational equipment; with
assigning cargo for water, air, and rail movement; and with coordinating schedules
and establishing direct contact with supply, transportation, and similar agencies. '3
Additional regulating officers at the major ports and operating locations could
‘‘establish priorities on requests for water and air shipments submitted by
commanders of major components in their respective component.’ 3¢ Thus, the
entire system became unified under theater-wide procedures and cargo movement
priority symbols.

On 13 November 1943 the CRO issued a comprehensive set of regulations that
provided a strong, centralized control of troop and cargo movements. The theater
commander also gave the CRO the responsibility not only for controlling
intratheater movements but also for determining the priorities into and out of the
theater. Since the War Department circular establishing theater priorities boards
was not issued until April 1944, the SWPA actions may be viewed as pioneer
work.'*

The theater also sought some semblance of balance between theater logistics
needs and tactical requirements by directing that DAT could divert no more than 60
percent of its capacity to tactical use at any one time. The point here was that at
least 40 percent of the airlift capability would be reserved to flying between main
bases on relatively routine runs, while up to 60 percent could be used to fly into
forward operating bases/areas. '3

During this initial period the US Army Services of Supply (S0OS) was also
moving cargo and personnel by chartering flying boats and land-based planes from
the Australian civil airlines. Often, the SOS was chartering for the same areas or
along the same routes serviced by the DAT. This resulted in an obvious loss of
efficiency and often caused important materiel to arrive later than needed because
SOS had already booked the space. Despite its obvious seriousness, the problem
was not resolved until February of 1943 when, finally in compliance with a War
Department circular of July 1942, the SOS ceased its chartering activities. '3

DAT also took several other steps to increase system efficiency. First, they
provided an extensive course to their pilots in instrument flying, requiring at least
one-third of flying hours to be “‘under the hood,’’ even in good weather. Second,
they emphasized fuel management techniques so as to improve weight versus fuel
load. These rudimentary methods increased average payloads from 5,000 to 6,500
pounds per flight and were especially effective when coupled with airways radio
and beacon improvements—which the pilots were more likely to use¢ when properly
trained. 40
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The Fifth Air Force activated the 54th TCW on 13 March 1943 in anticipation of
growing demands for troop carriers. By September of 1943 the wing was managing
3 troop carrier groups and !4 troop carrier squadrons. The 54th TCW was directly
under the Fifth Air Force. on the same organizational level as the fighter and
bomber commands. Its official mission was to transport troops, including
paratroops, and material to forward areas.

The Directorate of Air Transport disbanded on 3 October 1944, replaced by the
5298th TCW (Provisional). The DAT mission in Australia reverted to the RAAF
and many of its intratheater missions were picked up by ATC. On 3 January 1945
the 322d TCW replaced the 5298th, under the operational and administrative
control of the Far East Air Forces Services Command (FEAFSC). DAT, the
provisional wing, and the 322d TCW, in turn, controlled the 374th TCG, with four
troop carrier squadrons. The 322d commander also served as the chief of the Air
Cargo Division, FEAFSC, in charge of setting and coordinating general policy
matters concerning aircraft loading, routes, and efficient use of FEAFSC aircraft.
The wing’s mission included night courier services for GHQ SWPA, normal cargo
work, and air depot hauling, with the key emphasis in carrying high-priority
cargoes destined for Air Corps organizations. The squadrons converted from C-47s
to larger capacity C-46s in Aprit 1945,

Consequently, the SWPA theater had two theater airlift systems (the 54th TCW
and the 322d TCW), just as in Europe, one to perform traditional troop carrier
operations and one to support the needs of the theater US air components. The
SWPA Air Evaluation Board reported in April of 1946 that this dual structure was
marked by lack of coordination and by duplication and confusion. It suggested
raising the TCC to the same organizational level as the FEAFSC, thus allowing the
TCC to coordinate efforts of all theater airlift organizations. Despite these
problems, ‘‘without the air transportation provided by these two Troop Carrier
Wings, our northward advance by island stepping stones to Japan would not have
been possible.’’**? This concise overall evaluation of troop carrier contributions to
the war in SWPA provides a useful context for the discussion of actual operations.

® Air transport was the principal means of sustaining the logistical support of
initial Jand and air operations at Darwin, Australia, and in Papua, New Guinea,

® Air transport was essential to the logistical support required in island warfare.

® The employment of troop carrier aviation as air transport greatly aided land
and air operations.

® Troop camier aviation produced far greater effect on the war through its
employment as air transport rather than as troop carrier.

® The effort expended on continuous air transport operations prevented troop
carrier aviation from training adequately for airborne operations.
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® The effectiveness and exceptionally fow operational losses of air transport in
the initial phase of the war is attributed primarily to the skill and determination of
the Troop Carrier pilots and other personnel. :

® Fighter escort was effective in preventing troop carrier combat tosses.

® The effectiveness of troop carrier aviation contributed to the success of the

Allied occupation of Japan.'#

The lack of transportation infrastructure both in Australia and in the combat areas
led Gen Douglas MacArthur to recognize that air transportation was indispensable
to his theater. He told the War Department in September of 1942:

Air transport is the only efficient means of supply because of necessity of convoying
against enemy naval activity, absence of docks, unloading and loading facilities. smail
amounts of shipping available and total lack of road and rai} communications in theater of

operations. 144
New Guinea

As the Japanese followed their attack on Pearl Harbor with a rapidly growing list
of successes on a southward and eastward drive, Australia became the pivotal point
for the Allies, both offensively and defensively. Port Moresby became the focus of
Allied atternpts to stop the Japanese drive. Located on the southeast corner of New
Guinea, its capture by the Japanese would imperil the Allied position in Australia.
The port had been the apparent enemy goal in an abortive amphibious invasion in
early May 1943, an effort that ended in failure in the Battle of the Coral Sea. The
Japanese army drew up its own plans to capture the port via the back door—by
capturing Buna on the other side of the Papuan peninsuia and crossing the Owen
Stanley Mountain Range between the two. It was the task of General MacArthur,
who had taken command of the Southwest Pacific Area on 18 April 1942, to stop
the Japanese and start the long task of recapturing the many lost bases en route to
the Philippines. On 21 July the Japanese landed just north of Buna and started their
drive for Port Moresby. An Australian infantry company had already started the
long trek over the mountains toward Buna. The scant resources of the 2 st and 22d
Troop Carrier Squadrons of the Fifth Air Force’s Directorate of Air Transport were
hard pressed but managed to airlift enough supplies to the greatly outnumbered
Australians to allow them to delay the advancing Japanese until 9 August. 4

By 29 August, the Japanese were less than 30 miles from the critical Port
Moresby. The reinforced Australians dug in, held the line, and on 24 September
counterattacked. They chased the Japanese far into the mountains and, once on the
move, required aerial resupply. A total of 25 tons per day became the normal
resupply figure for these troops. The Australians brought their supplies to the
departure airfields already prepared for dropping, and recovery rates in the DZs
ranged from 60 to 90 percent, depending on the nature of the DZs targeted. '
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It was at this point that the air transport forces made a genuine contribution to the
battle. By 15 September the DAT had airlanded three Australian battalions and,
within two weeks, had brought in most of the US 126th and 128th Infantry
Regiments in the first real tests of moving entire units by air. With these fresh
reinforcements in hand, the combined forces started the drive to retake Buna and

force the Japanese out of New Guinea. These Allied efforts depended heavily on air

transport. 47

On 21 September 1942 the 2d Battalion of the US 128th Infantry Regiment
moved the 1,400 air miles from Brisbane to Port Moresby. The remaining two
battalions moved 700 miles overland between Brisbane and Townsville to then be
airlifted to New Guinea. From alert to completion, the move took about 10 days,
certainly a well-executed operation considering the lack of expertise of all
concerned. On 2 October troop carriers airlifted a provisional Australian battalion
from Milne Bay to a forward operating base. On 16 October the 128th deployed
forward, and between 6 and 25 November the troop carriers moved the 126th
Infantry, plus several Australian artillery batteries, from Port Moresby to the Buna
area, Once the troops were in place and engaging the enemy, or at least advancing
on its locations, they could only be supplied by air, and by mid-November the troop
carrier units were airlanding or airdropping 100 tons of supplies daily. '

The supplied and the suppliers both gained rapidly from the operational
experiences. At first, the troop carriers dropped all their loads in one pass,
spreading material across miles of ground. It was later that they learned to make up
to 10 passes to ensure reception and concentration of the supplies. Just about any
airplane would do, and the B-26 became a favorite, especially after the carriers
learned the proper altitudes for dropping bundles. Both panels and smoke signals
marked the drop areas, and the suppliers attached white streamers to their packages
to aid in recovery.

By [ January 1943 the campaign for the Papuan peninsula was nearing its close,
but the troop carriers had to fly in the 163d Regiment of the 41st Division from Port
Moresby to aid in the offensive. By 22 January organized Japanese resistance in the
area ended. '

The planned flanking operations up the coast from Milne Bay ran through terrible
terrain and there was a distinct shortage of native bearers and shipping. There was
still a scarcity of troop carriers but the planners plunged ahead and activated the
374th Troop Carrier Group to provide a structure for the four squadrons that
eventually would be available. Even given these limitations the ground forces
moved out. They were largely supplied by airdrop—often with only the most
fragile items being parachuted. Most supplies were just wrapped in blankets and
baling wire and shoved out the airplane door. Severe rains grounded the whole
movement at times, but the ground commanders were so impressed as to continue
relying on both supply and unit deployments by air.
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By late December the pressures applied by the Allied air and naval forces caused
the enemy to give up trying to reinforce its garrison at Buna. The Japanese shifted
their efforts northwestward to Lae and landed over 4,000 troops, who immediately
moved on the small forward Australian garmrison at Wau. On 29 January the
Australians repulsed a sharp attack and called for help. In two days the troop
carriers brought in supplies and 2,000 reinforcements. At times the airfield was so
congested that the troop carriers had to circle while the Australians drove the
Japanese far enough back into the jungle for the planes to land. That force of
Australians who originally occupied Wau had heen placed there by troop carrier
forces in April of 1942 to harass the Japanese and were supplied by air with a little
over one and one-halt tons per day. "’

The consolidation of the Allied position in southeast New Guinea and support of
air forces attacking Japanese shipping occupied the troop carrier forces well into the
summer of 1943. In March and April alone they supplied a daily average lift of over
300 tons. Maj Gen George Kenney, the commander of both the Allied Air Forces
and the US Fifth Air Force, had been promised three and one-half troop carrier
groups. and he had plans for every single airplane, and more.'*

General Kenney's next major operation for the troop carriers involved the seizure
of Lae. The Australians at Wau had to be supplied continuously by air, especially
when they took advantage of an opportunity to seize the high ground commanding
Japanese supply lines. Plans called for an American force to land at Nassau Bay.
The force landed and then moved slowly inland to join up with the Australians, fed
and in no small part equipped by air. '™

An important plus in this push was the timely arrival of American troop carrier
forces. During the first week of July four new squadrons began arriving at Port
Moresby. soon followed by two more squadrons. But in July 1943, General
Kenney pointed out to General Arnold the incredible strain placed on troop carrier
units, especially in light of the policies that replacements for troop carrier personnel
would be limited to 7.5 percent and that any increase in the one-for-one crew-to-
airplane ratio would have to be worked out in-house:

In the case of troop carriers. | figure I can get five hundred hours of New Guinea operation
out of them. 1t is asking a lot, for the figures show that between weather and Nips a man
lives longer in a P-39 than he does in a C-47 flying the troop carricr supply runs in New
Guinea. ... The replacement rate per month for troop carriers should be twenty five
percent. The troop carrier group working between Australia and New Guinca is averaging
over one hundred hours per month per crew. The great part of their haul is over the 750-
mile over water hop from Townsville to Moresby on schedule—which they keep
regardless of weather. I don’t know how much of the grind they can take but with a
replacement rate of seven and ene half percent 1 eannot think of sending them home before
fifteen hundred hours, '**

By mid-August the Allies were ready to inaugurate their air offensive against
Lae, which was greatly facilitated by the development and rehabilitation of an oid
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The next major operation that the troop carriers participated in was the capture of
the Hollandia area in Netherlands New Guinea. The Japanese had occupied
Hollandia in April 1942 and eventually wanted to develop it into a final base and
last strategic point on New Guinea. The area contained five airfields—Tami, Pim,
Cyclops, Santani, and Hollandia. It was 448 air miles from the massive Fifth Air
Force center in the Nadzab region. After an intensive series of air attacks, both
land- and sea-based, Allied forces launched an amphibious landing on 22 April
1944. The landing forces met very light resistance from the Japanese, whose forces
had dispersed to guard other areas, but they did find significant physical troubles.
The area was swampy and the few existing roads were muddy tracks. They had to
rely on airborne resupply for food and ammunition, using B-24s and B-25s to drop
rations at the Hollandia drome. Two squadrons of P-40s occupied the strip on 3 May
and were supplied almost entirely by airlanded materiel. "’

It did not take the Allies long to realize that they had captured a lemon. The bays
along the coast did not provide suitable anchorages and the general swampiness
precluded major establishments. The planners elected to develop neither a services
of supply depot nor an air depot at Hollandia, but rather to concentrate on airfield
development. By 3 May the engineers had the Tami strip ready for troop carrier
operation, which flew in almost 500 C-47 loads during May. At the same time the
54th TCW ferried nearly 4,000 loads into Hollandia airdrome. Concurrent with the
landings near Hollandia, the Allies also assaulted the Aitape coast of Papua New
Guinea, rapidly pushing the Japanese out and seizing the Tadji air strip which was
pronounced usable on 24 April. The field immediately became a forward base for
fighters supporting operations in both areas. It served as interim base, with most
forces moving to Hollandia as that strip opened up. Allied forces moved inland to
clean up Japanese resistance and relied extensively upon aerial resupply. By late
July, for example, 4,500 troops engaged in aggressive patrolling were supplied by
air, Indeed, in July the 54th TCW dropped 671 tons of supplies to these patrol
activities. By 10 August organized Japanese resistance ceased. 2

The victory at Hollandia permitted the SWPA to accelerate its plans for the
reduction of the remaining portions of New Guinea still under lapanese control.
General MacArthur’s planners intended to invade Wakde Island, Biak, Vogelkop,
and the Halm:’ -ras successively. General Kenney wanted to add to this list an
airborne invasion of Selaroe Island and construction there of a fighter field that was
to be air supplied for 14 days. This would test the practicality of an airborne
invasion of Mindinao. However, GHQ SWPA declined to divert its planned efforts:

SWPA thus committed its entire effort to an advance up the New Guinea coast along an
exceedingly narrow front. Its four remaining operations in New Guinea would advance the
land-based bombers by successive occupations of minimum air-base areas, selected in
positions lightly held by the Japanese. Air power would prepare the way for each invasion
and would protect SWPA's flanks, increasingly vulnerable as the attack moved
northward, SWPA experience had demonstrated that air power could perform such a
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hours of the last drop, the force had captured the Tagaytay Ridge and assoctated
highways and junctions. By the evening of 4 February the linkup with the i1th
Airborne Division was complete, '™

When an early withdrawal of the supporting amphibious shipping left the entire
force critically short of supplies, C-47s flew in supplies both to an emergency strip
at Nasugbu and in aerial resupply for the paratroopers. These missions were
followed quickly by 31 missions that dropped 78 tons of supplies and equipment to -
the I Corps in the Zambales foothills. The combined air and ground attacks reduced
Manila to semirubble and the assault phase on Luzon officially ended on 5 February
1945. Ironically, the Japanese tetreated to Bataan. To clean out this concentration,
the Sixth Army landed a force at the tip of the peninsula on 15 February. The next
day it launched an airborne assault on Corregidor, to cover and then link up with
another amphibious attack. The commander of the 503d talked of jump casualties
of up to 20 percent because the DZs, a tiny golf course and former parade ground,
were studded with broken trees, heavy undergrowth, and damaged buildings. '’

At 0759 on 16 February twenty-four B-24s winged away from Corregidor after dropping
frag bombs in the island’s gun positions. Between 0800 and 0829 ¢leven B-25s bombed
AA positions and the south coast of the island, whiie thirty-one A-20s bombed and strafed
both Comegidor and nearby Cabalio Island, where a few AA batteries were operating.
Precisely at 0830 the lead C-47 of the 317th Troop Carrier Group passed over the drop
zone at 300 feet, observing no activity; at that moment the 3d Battalion, 34th Infantry,
pushed off at Mariveles in LCMs. Very quickly, before the Japanese couid recover, fifty-
ane C-47s of the first mission, wheeling over the two small drop arcas in counterrotating
orbits, deposited their eight man **sticks’’ from 500 fcet. By 0932 all of the transporis had
made at least three precise runs over iheir zones. As the paratroopers landed, seventy A-
20s strafed and bombed targets on Comegidor and Caballo, and at 0930 naval vessels
commenced fire against San Jose beach preparatory to the amphibious landing at 1028.
Support aircraft controtlers, dropped by parachute or airborne in a hovering B-23, directed
close support missions throughout the moming, and shortly after noon the C-47s were
back with more paratroops and parabundles. This drop, like the one in the morning, was
marred only by a strong and tricky surface wind which blew some of the men over the
cliffs or into obstacles outside the drop zones. Enemy machine gun fire caused a few
casuaities and damaged a few planes, but casualties for the day were only 10.7 percent, or
222 men out of the 2,065 dropped. '’ '

That this operation was successful was astounding. The two drop zones were not
large—1,500 feet by 450 feet and 1,500 feet by 200 feet. Because of the short
zones, only six to eight men could jump on each pass, which meant up to three runs
over the target by the C-47s. Six seconds over a drop zone, assuming outstanding
pilot judgment, is quite a challenge. It is little wonder that Maj Gen Joseph M.
Swing, commander of the 11th Airborne Division, initially believed that the jump
might turn out to be a costly mistake.'”

The cleanup of the rest of Luzon was no easy task, with the Japanese digging in
for some bitter fighting; but by the middle of May, southern Luzon was firmly in
American hands. The drive to the north was equally tough. Maj Gen Walter
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arrborne forces into combat. In SWPA the official secondary mission—logistics—
predominated because of the theater’s strategy. Had the troop carriers attempted to
emphasize the airdrop mission, the entire strategy would have required revision.'”’

What the SWPA operations illustrated doctrinally was the great flexibility of
airlift. When troop carriers did execute airborne missions they did very weli, even
lacking the great organizational entity that evolved in Europe. Given the approach
of achieving at least some degree of air superiority, the daylight paratroop drops
reinforced experiences in other theaters of the feasibility of daylight operations.
The cargo system management that the SWPA developed also made great doctrinal
contributions. The 54th TCW organized air freight forwarding units—forerunners
of a modern aerial port system—and DAT created its cargo regulating officer
program to influence efficiency and combat effectiveness.

Troop Carrier Aviation in the
China-Burma-India Theater

The AAF Evaluation Board for the China-Burma-india (CBI) theater put troop
cartier operations in the CBI in their proper context in October of 1944: **Supply
from the air has been successful because of two outstanding characteristics of air
power, namely, speed and flexibility.”’'”® Experiences in the other combat theaters
throughout the war demonstrated that air supply of ground forces was a critical
contribution of troop carrier forces. In the CBI, air supply was the *‘chief and often
the only means of supplying Allied ground forces in action against the enemy.”''"

American strategy for the CBI was aimed at keeping the Chinese in the war
against the Japanese, thus tying up significant Japanese forces that might turn the
tide elsewhere. Allied planners also had a long-range vision of using Chinese
airfields as bases for American bombers in the final attacks on the enemy. The best
the Allies could do to achieve this end was to provide war materials to the Chinese.
A key assumption in this equation, at least early on, was that the Burma Road wouid
serve as the primary supply route into China. The complete fall of Burma to the
Japanese in May of 1942 ended the land lines of communication without
eliminating need to continue the supply effort. Since the value of air
transportation—much less its absolute necessity—were not yet evident, the Allies
undertook to build another road from Ledo, in northern Assam, through Myitkyina
and into China. Later, Generalissimo Chiang Kai-Shek arranged with the British to
construct a road from Imphal, near central Burma, into China. Thus the Allied
strategy became one of opening a new land route from India to China across
northern Burma in addition to defeating the Japanese in Burma.'®

The organization of the theater to execute this strategy was something to behold.
In reality, the CBI was not a whole unit; rather it had a subtheater for each ally.
Adm Lord Louis Mountbatten was warlord for the Southeast Asia Command
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(SEAC). which included India, Burma, Ceylon, Thailand, the Malay Peninsula,
and some parts of East Indies. The Generalissimo commanded China and
Indochina. The American CB! theater included American forces in both of these
areas. It was very much like an interlocking board of directors arrangement that
sometimes led to confusion and harsh feelings (as well as words). The command of
air forces was even more complex. Troop carrier forces bounced from organization
to organization as the whims of the senior chart makers determined. The 443d
Troop Carrier Group (with four squadrons) was the American contribution to the
Troop Carrier Command of the Eastern Air Command under the administrative
control of the Tenth Air Force. This arrangement lasted until May of 1944, when
part of the TCC fell to the Third Tactical Air Force, with some elements staying
with the Tenth. Later, some parts of the original TCC became the air transportation
forces for the Combat Cargo Task Force supporting American and British forces in
the Arakan area.'®!

- Early Operations

There were numerous small-scale air transport operations throughout 1942 that
airlifted retreating Allied forces- and refugees, supplied trapped Chinese ground
forces in Burma with food, and kept Isolated outposts alive. The first Allied ground
offensive against the Japanese started in December of 1942 with an overland attack
on the port city of Akyab. The Japanese along the route outflanked the two Indian
divisions, forcing them to retreat in order to maintain their lines of communication,
The Indian troops outnumbered the Japanese but had to withdraw or starve. This
first campaign demonstrated the clear need for a new way of supplying troops
engaged in jungle warfare, 82 -

An official history of aerial resupply efforts in Burma attributes the adoption of
that technique at least partially to experiences in the Pacific theater:

Information concerning the use of transport aircraft for supply of American and Australian
troops in Papua filtered into Allied headquarters in Southeast Asia, however, and when
combined with the earlier experience in Burma, this information did make an impression.
As a result there was a growing desire to see what could be accomplished in Burma by
using air transport to supply ground troops operating against the enemy in the jungle.'s3

This interesting reminder of the importance of cross talk between theaters is
confirmed by a history of the Services of Supply in the CBIL:

Based upon information received from other theaters, principally the Southwest Pacific
where troops under conditions comparable to those in the Ledo area had been successfully
supplied by air dropping, it was authoritatively decided to adopt the air supply method. On
4 March 1943 arrangements commenced for experimental dropping of food and supplies
to troops in the forward area. #*
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The experimental detail initially consisted of the 60th Laundry Company and the
3477th Ordnance Company, who both packed and kicked out the baskets and
parachute bundles. The first airdrop mission occurred on 6 March 1943, flown by
C-47s of the AAF Air Transport Command from Chabua. Their efforts proved so
successful—and certainly more successful than relving on native bearers who
consumed more than they delivered—that the theater organized a formal dropping
unit. That unit originally used personnel from the 3841st Quartermaster Truck
Regiment as the packers and kickers, and others from the 3304th Quartermaster
Truck Company as the receiving units. ATC continued to provide up to 4 aircraft
per day (diverted from their primary mission of flying the Hump) until June 1943,
when the 2d Troop Carrier Squadron of the Tenth Air Force picked up the mission,
increasing available aircraft from 4 to 10.'8

Brigadier Charles Orde Wingate’s first expedition, which began on {8 February
1943, tested the infant concept of airdropping in combat. His Chindit force of
British garrison troops, Ghurkas, and a battalion of battle-seasoned Burmese
veterans procecded into Burma to disrupt Japanese communications and
propagandize the Burmese people. Altogether, this first Wingate expedition
received 303 tons of food and supplies from 178 sorties of Royal Air Force (RAF)
transport aircraft, %

Strategically and tactically, these operations were not decisive, but they went a
long way in refining thinking and tactics for aerial resupply. The effects of these
initial efforts, as unsophisticated as they were by later standards, cannot be
underestimated.

Partly as a result of Wingate’s effort in 1943, the military gained greater respect for air
supply. Lieutenant General Joseph W. Stilwell planned for air supply in his offensive
from Ledo, in northem Assam, to Myitkyina in Burma, beginning in December 1943,
Lieutenant General Sir William Slim, commander of the British Fourteenth Army,
counted on air supply for his 1944 offensives from Imphal in the north and along the coast
through Arakan in the south. In September 1943, Major General George E. Stratemever,
future commander of Eastern Air Command (EAC), stated that *‘the only way we can
supply any force that advances intc Burma is by air.”” When he assumed command of
EAC, 15 December 1943, Stratemeyer brought together all the AAF and RAF air supply
activities within the Troop Carrier Command under Brigadier General William D. Old.
By this time, all of the forces in the area had come under the Supreme Allied Commander,
Southeast Asia Command, Admiral Lord Louis Mountbatten. '8/

The Drive to Myitkyina

The coming of the monsoon rains in June 1943 ended the possibility of any more
Allied offensives until the autumn. Planning, however, went on apace. General
Stilwell wanted to begin construction of the Ledo Road in the fall,/counting on
aerial resupply for his troops and engineers as they moved forward. His concept
included building operating strips for the transports so as to airland as many supplies
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as possible. One physical objective of the plan was Myitkyina, the use of which not
only would improve supply for the combat operations but also would make for a
much more efficient route for the AAF Air Transport Command, which was by then
operating the Hump airlift to China. General Stilwell would have to drive the
Japanese out of the Hukawng and Mogaung areas before he could retake
Myitkyina. ¥

General Stilwell’s forces began their drive in mid-October 1943 and faced stiff
resistance throughout the campaign. The effort in northern Burma lasted until the
capture of Myitkyina in May of 1944, and was heavily dependent on aerial
resupply. Tonnages increased from 638 in October to 1,669 1n December and to
7,309 in April. These figures do not include the 15 tons per day d. *vered to Brig
Gen Frank Memill’s Marauders or supplies delivered to AAF forward operating
fields. All told, some 20 percent of the tonnage was airlanded, 42 percent dropped,
and the remaining 38 percent parachuted in. '

The process of allocating troop carrier capability to these tasks went through an
important evolution as the operators gained experience. Initially, monthly
operational programs were set in advance, with the Eastern Air Command setting
priotities in consultation with higher headquarters. Movement of urgent and
emergency reqeirements was at the discretion of the Troop Carrier Command, if
these requirements were not in conflict with primary commitments. The system was
ill conceived and too inflexible for the theater needs. Often, much-needed supplies
waited for delivery while scheduled missions of overinflated routine requirements
flew. Eventually the G-4 of the supported forces ended up working directly with the
troop carrier units to prioritize the airlift requests properly.'®

At the end of March 1944, the Japanese made a major stand. The 22d and 38th
Chinese Divisions facing the Japanese had already been in combat for six months
and were decimated by casualties and disease. Generalissimo Chiang agreed to
send in his 50th Division as reinforcements. The Air Transport Command flew the
division from China to Sookerating, Burma, on the backhaul legs of their Hump
missions. The Ist Troop Carrier Squadron moved them forward to Maingkwan
between 5 and 12 April. During this seven-day period, the 1st Troop Carmrier
Squadron, with some augmentation from other troop carrier units, flew 280
resupply sorties to the forces in northern Burma and made 203 trips moving the
7,221 troops of the Chinese division. ™!

By late April 1944 the Allied drive for Myitkyina faced the threat of delay from
the approaching monsoon season. General Stilwell made the decision for a
determined, bold thrust to capture the airfield. Mernll’s Marauders executed a
seven-day flanking movement through terrible country to put them within 40 miles
of the objective. On 17 May a Marauder team, after pushing directly southward,
took the field by surprise and radioed to send in occupying forces. The already
alerted troop carriers dispatched four aircraft to drop supplies and panels for a

follow-on landing of nine gliders.'?
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The Troop Carrier Command placed all of its efforts behind the reinforcement of
Myitkyina. On the night of 17-18 May somewhere between 40 and 50 troop carriers
carried supplies and reinforcements into the field. On the morming of the 18th, 24
C-47s flew in an antiaircraft battery. By the 19th the troop carriers, with some help
from ATC aircraft, had flown in almost 4,000 troops and 500 tons of supplies.
These forces were sufficient to hold the airfield but not enough to take the nearby
town. The Japanese reinforced their garrison and held out for 76 days, with the
Allies finally occupying the village on 3 August 1944, %

Even while the siege went on, the airport became a hub for ATC flights over the
Hump and for air activities in support of the rest of the north Burma campaign.
From May to October there were over 14,000 landings there, delivering more than
40,000 tons of supplies and troops. The air transport traffic became so heavy that,
at times, airplanes had to circle for several hours to make their landings. At one
point there was a landing or takeoff every 45 seconds during daylight hours.

The C-47s and more capable C-46s flew in every conceivable type of equipment
to Myitkyina, including 155-mm guns and heavy engineering equipment. Given
this outstanding aerial resupply line, the Allied forces in northern Burma had the
confidence to complete their drive south against the Japanese, a campaign that was
successfully completed in May 1945.'%

Organizational Issues

The administrative organization and chain of command for troop carrier activities
after the capture of Myitkyina became unnecessarily complicated by other
organizational changes in the theater. Troop Carrier Command disbanded in June,
replaced by the 3d Combat Cargo Group, which in turn was divided between the
Third Tactical Air Force (TAF) and the Tenth Air Force. The combat cargo
organjzation, conceived at Headquarters AAF, had 25 C-47s and 13 to 16 aircrews
(a normal troop camrier squadron), but only one-half the maintenance and other
support troops usually assigned.

When it became clear that the theater needed an organization dedicated to air
transportation issues rather than distracted by tactical concerns, the air planners
settled on the Combat Cargo Task Force (CCTF). Its mission, upon activation on 15
September 1944, was aerial delivery of supplies, troop transport, and evacuation,
all primarily in support of the Fourteenth Army. It did not have to concern itself
with support of ground forces in northern Burma. To protect the new organization
from unrealistic and ever-growing demands, all taskings had to be approved by the
air commander, Eastern Air Command, prior to execution. Numerous groups and
squadrons came and went during the life of the CCTF, with most of the AAF units
eventually transferring to the ATC Hump operations. At its height in May 1945, the
CCTF had 16 AAF and RAF transport squadrons active under its command.'®
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The Tenth Air Force likewise activated its own Air Cargo Headquarters with
operational controf of its portion of the 3d Combat Cargo Group, four airdrome
squadrons, and the 443d Troop Carrier Group. That organization had many of the
duties associated with the modern commander of airlift forces (COMALF).

The responsibilities of the headquarters were: (1) Allocation of loads to subordinate units
in conformity with priorities set up by G-4 NCAC; (2) Scheduling of aircraft to airfields
where loads were available and delivery to airfields as indicated by allocation of loads and
in conformity with established priorities; (3) Liaison with supply packing and shipping
agencies (Air Service Command, SOS, Air Cargo Resupply Squadrons, 36 Division.
0SS, Air Warning, etc.) to insure availability of loads at airfields where aircraft were
based, 10 expedite loading, unloading, tumaround, and reconsignment of transports, and
to insure accuracy of manifests; (4) Keeping the maximum number of aircraft in

. commission and continugusly utilized; (5) Setting up safe flying procedures to include
rouies and altitude regulations, navigetiona! aids, alert procedures, liaison with fighter
organizations, briefing on escape procedure, and inspection of newly-opened airstrips; (6)
Seeing after the welfare of flying personpel by providing for feeding transient crews,
limiting the number of hours flown, and providing rest and recreation; (7) Establishing
airdropping procedures to include training of aircrews and kickers, communications with
ground forces by radio and visual means, and liaison with the ground forces with respect
to proper selection of DZ's, %

Throughout this entire period there were extensive efforts to improve the
efficiency of the air transport system. As noted earlier, significant changes in the
prioritization process eventually led the G-4 of the supported forces to determine the
real priorities of the supplies moved. Planners also worked to improve
communications among the forces supplied, the troop carriers, the services of
supplies organizations that gathered, packed, and loaded the material, and the
senior controlling agencies for airlift. Taken together these many efforts combined
to provide a more efficient support of the combat forces. Tonnages increased from
13,000 in May 1944 to 20,000 in July, without any increase in airlift resources—
this during the wettest part of the monsoon season.'”’

It is ironic that the entire function of the Allied drive in northern Burma was to
open a new road to supply China. Air transport made the entire operation possible
and air transportation also made it unnecessary. By early 1945 the air route to China
was delivering materiel at a better rate than possible on the newly opened road.
Instead the real value of the campaign was that it captured the field at Myitkyina,
making the airlift into China more effective. Additionally, any successful offensive
based at Myitkyina against the Japanese in Burma had to be counted as a major

lus.
P Along with the activities in northern Burma, the Allies also planned to take the
war to the Japanese in the central coastal area. The Japanese, as usual, were
uncooperative, launching their own offensive in early 1944 with Imphal, India,
as their main goal. The initial British thrust down the Mayu Peninsula met little
resistance, but by 5 February, Japanese forces halted the advance. Suspecting an
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precedent for withdrawing transports from the Hump. When a situation arose which might
develop to the point where there might be genuine need for the diversion of ATC aircraft,
SEAC Headquariers was not content to wait until the need was definite. Rather than
asking for the diversion when and if the need developed, Mountbatten asked for the
transports immediately. As a result, even though a week's time was consumed in getting
JCS approval of the request, the diverted transports amived at TCC stations nine days
before the anticipated emergency. When it was evident that the anticipated crisis would be
avoided, the C-46s were already on hand, and a face-saving attempt to use them was
necessary.*®

Operation Thursday

There was enough favorable publicity for General Wingate's first expedition to
interest General Amold in the idea of forming a small air task force to support a
second operation. By October 1943 the 1st Air Commando Group completed a rapid
training program and was on ifs way to India. The group included P-51s and B-25Gs
for striking power, plus 13 C-47s and 10 C-64s, a light-plane force of 100 L-1s and
L-5s, and 225 gliders for transportation. The TCC would augment this transport
force by flying in bulk supplies once air fields were ready and would tow in the
gliders, General Wingate’s ground echelon consisted of five brigades.?!

Pians called for the second operation (code named Thursday) to begin with 80
gliders landing at two different clearings known as Broadway and Picadilly. The
spearhead forces were to convert these clearings to landing strips for C-47s as well
as prepare another C-47 landing area. On 5 March 1944, 30 minutes before takeoff,
photography revealed that logs obstructed Picadilly; ali of the gliders would have to
land on Broadway. The C-47s double-towed the gliders, with the predictable
number of broken ropes and overstrained engines. A total of 54 gliders made the
launch successfully, but of that number, only 35 made it to the night landing at
Broadway. Despite these problems, however, the three light bulldozers included in
the gliders that made it were able to clear the strip. On the night of 6 March there
were 62 C-47 landings at Broadway. That same night 12 C-47s delivered an equal
number of giiders to another prospective landing site, but the craft with the
bulldozer crashed, delaying availability of that field until the next night. By the
12th all operations moved to Broadway, which proved to be a most capable
operating iocation. In those six days of operations, the TCC and 1st Air Commando
Group moved slightly over 9,000 troops, 1,300 pack animals, 245.5 tons of
supplies, an antiaircraft battery, and an artillery battery. They continued supplying
the columns of the expedition until May 1944, when the operation wound down. 0

The majority of the resupply missions for the columns occurred at night when
Japanese fighters were not a concern. The daylight missions flown with the
approach of the monsoons were more susceptible to the fighters, but by this time the
Allies had sufficient air superiority to protect the transports, and the Japanese air
effort was generally directed elsewhere. The threat from ground fire was worse
during the day, of course, but did not affect the volume of air resupply.
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the following day, all against very little Japanese resistance. The simultaneous
amphibious operation aimed at Rangoon arrived to discover that the fapanese had
abandoned the city.?®

Evaluation

The official evaluation of air supply in Burma offered an interesting mixture of
doctrinal and practical conclusions. Because the contemporary doctrine did not
consider the regular sustained supply of ground troops as a normal function of troop
carrier operations, the AAF board felt constrained to say only that air supply of
ground units as a temporary or emergency expedient could be effective—this in a
theater that disproved the doctrinal emphasis on airborne operations as the primary
mission of troop carrier units. The board could well have applied its own conclusion
that troop carrier operations in Burma were made possible by the inherent speed and
flexibility of air power to draw the more important conclusion that the primary
mission of troop carriers ought to be determined by the air transport needs of the
combat theater. On the other hand, the evaluation offered a far-ranging set of
suggestions that hinged on the point that an effective air supply campaign was
dependent on centralized control. It posited the idea that a control board located at
the senior air and ground headquarters have the authority to adjust priorities, direct
the main operations from one field to another, set schedules, plan and inspect
loading arrangements and facilities, and maintain a balance between airdropping
and airlanding. Although not exactly on the mark, that suggestion at least
recognized many of the important elements of a successful airlift as well as the
importance of centralized, high-level visibility and control over operations. '

The official evaluation also mentioned what every analyst must conclude
concemning air resupply efforts in Burma—that air superiority was essential to a
successful effort. The Japanese never extended their air superiority into eastern
India and after mid-1943 were severely challenged even in northern Burma. By
early 1944 Allied control of the air over Burma was clearly the rule rather than the
exception. Superiority, however, does not mean unchallenged control.
Fortunately, the Japanese concentrated their forces against the Allies’ ground
targets rather than transports, for the most part, and made no concerted efforts to
disrupt the air transport operations. Had they attempted otherwise, the outcome
would have been very much in doubt for the Allies.

The conclusion that working air superiority is an essential condition for successful air
supply operations is axiomatic. Contemplation of what the Japanese Air Force might have
accornplished against Allied transports in Burma, even afier having lost control of the air,
suggests that superiority in the area of air supply operations must be of an extreme degree.
Otherwise a well-husbanded and well-directed inferior force may inflict losses out of all
proportion o its strength, and it may be abie to reduce air supply to a fraction of what
could be accomplished unopposed.?!!
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In spite of tough flying weather, congested and poor-quality forward operating
fields, a command structure that never seemed to stand pat for very long, and a
general shortage of just about everything needed to keep airplanes flying, the aerial
supply function in the CBI made the entire Allied ground campaign against the
Japanese possible and to a large extent successful.

The Allied ground campaign in Burma from mid-1943 to the end of the war was made
possible by air supply. Without goods delivered by air the Wingate expeditions couid not
have been launched, the second Arakan campaign would have been an Allied disaster.
Imphal would hzve fallen to the Japzanese, Stilwell would not have taken Myitkyina, and
the final Allied conguest of Burma would not have taken place until amphibious resources
had been provided for a major amphibious assault in the south. 2

The Troop Carrier Heritage of World War 11

Troop carrier units throughout the world made major contributions to the war
effort, and they did so in many different ways. They were the mechanism by which
airborne troops influenced battles; they were the air lines of communication that
kept major thrusts moving, surrounded forces supplied, and dispersed units
equipped; and they were the forces that made Allied air and ground units truly
mobile. Because the troop carriers played so many roles and made so many varied
contributions, it is both difficult and, in fact, imprudent to be overly specific in
characterizing them. The doctrine that emerged retained the official primary
mission of delivery of airborne troops, followed by air resupply of those forces, and
included the undramatic aerial logistic mission as third. Troop carriers remained
theater of operations forces, assigned for operational control to the theater air forces
or an equivalent air organization. The AAF recognized the importance of air
superiority for the most efficient air transport operations but was willing to take
significant risks if the objective so warranted. Above all, troop carrier forces were
tactical forces, listed as combat units, that had some special quality that set them
apart from strategic airlift forces. They could be counted on to enter dangerous
conditions, perform their missions admirably, and return the next day if necessary.

At the operational level, contemporary doctrine called for highly flexible units
prepared to operate from poor facilities into even poorer ones. Airborne operations
catled for as much extensive training and planning as time allowed, with the best
possible application of technology to accurate location of LZs and DZs. Massive
vertical envelopment appeared to be the best application of the tactical air
transport-—and that in daylight.

Hindsight offers the ability to detect flaws in that doctrine. Probably the greatest
error made was the persistent belief that airborne insertion of extremely large forces
would continue to play an important role in warfare. The specter of the high-
intensity battlefield was not yet clear, and the implications of atomic warfare were
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certainly unexplored for some time to come. It is surprising that the aerial supply
line concept did not receive much more consideration, given the experiences in all
three major theaters. It may be that the dramatic, publicized, and rich potential of
airborne paratroop operations played too big a role in the doctrinal thinking. On the
other side of the coin was the great plus that the planners and operators all realized
the importance of some level of centralized control over air transport operations.
Whether for prioritization of requirements, allocation among types of missions, or
just for efficient use of scarce resources, the establishment in every theater of an
authoritative agent that could make such decisions was a wvital step forward. It
would be another 30 years before that principle evolved into a consolidated airlift
force.
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On 7 January 1954, President Eisenhower announced a new defense policy that
would emphasize air power and mobile forces that could be held in strategic reserve
and readily deployed to meet sudden aggression. Gen Nathan Twining, the Air
Force chief of staff, reported to the Senate that the Air Force would seek its ultimate
goal of 143 wings and that he had directed a thorough examination of Air Force
requirements in light of new weapons. The Air Staff study concluded that some
strategic air forces could be reduced due to the more powerful weapons available
and that substantial cuts could be made in medium troop carrier forces due to many
Army units being returned to the strategic reserve in the United States. This would
yield a 137-wing Air Force by the end of fiscal 1957. That force level meant a cut of
6 medium troop carrier wings from the 143-wing program.”

Postwar Airlift Consolidation Efforts

The unrelenting pressures to demobilize as quickly as possible were clear even
before V-E Day. In April of 1945, Gen Barney Giles issued a letter to all AAF
commanding generals, entitled Reorientation of Army Air Force, that forecast
demobilizing 20 groups (including 8 troop carner units) prior to the defeat of Japan
and anticipated further reductions. These combined factors forced General Eaker to
direct, in May of 1945, that ‘“‘air power which can be applied to the accomplishment
of more than one of its missions must not be duplicated.’’'® In response, the Air
Staff prepared a joint study concerning the consolidation of ATC and Troop Carmier
Command (TCC) into one organization. The study, issued in September,
recommended organization of one command for all AAF air transport activities.
The proposed Air Transport Command would have a Foreign Strategic Air
Transport Division, a continental Air Transport Division, and a Troop Carrier
Command. The central ATC headguarters was to supervise, coordinate, and ensure
flexibility in use of personnel, eguipment, and facilities of all air transport
activities. The Troop Carrier Command was to provide tactical air transport units
and develop doctrines and techniques for airborne operations. The remaining two
divisions had the tasks associated with the in-being ATC and were to provide
centralized training for all air transport components. The study recommended a
separate structure within the theaters of operations but sustained its theme of unity.
Directly under the theater air component commander was to be a Theater Transport
Air Force (TTAF), with an Air Transport Division and Troop Carrier Command
under its control. The TTAF had the charter to supervise, coordinate, and ensure
flexibility in use of personnel, equipment, and facilities of all intratheater air
transport activities. The troop carrier organization was to performn duties normally
associated with troop carrier units, while the Air Transport Division was to provide
all other intratheater airlift. Each was to augment the other as required.!!
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The staff’s rationale for this proposed organizational scheme encompassed a
number of doctrinal issues. First, it made the argument that the whole program
should remain an AAF responsibility for flexibility and unified control, rather than
fail to the Army service forces or Army ground forces. Second, it rejected
assignment to the War Department as duplicative of the AAF’s mission and as
particularly difficult to manage during contingencies. Finally, the study rejected
centralization of AAF and theater air transport forces under one AAF command,
apparently because the strategic airlift function would become entangled in theater
control problems. The study was not especially clear on this point and also left open
to interpretation how the proposed ATC and TTAF would coordinate their
activities. On 31 October Brig Gen William McKee, deputy assistant chief of staff
for operations, commitments, and requirements, reported that the chief of the Air
Staff had approved the consolidation and called a meeting of the affected
commands to develop an implementing plan. That approval was apparently
withdrawn, because the meeting was cancelled three days later.'?

Why this specific decision was made, and by whom, is not absolutely
ascertainable. But there was a firm decision. It is easy to sce how the decision fit
into Gen H. H. Armold’s idea that ATC was a special organization that should be
kept totally separate from theater-assigned forces. His long, strongly worded letters
to Gen Carl Spaatz along these lines support this hypothesis. Also supporting this
idea is the fact that General Amold left many postwar decisions to General Spaatz,
as he was to be the next commanding general of the Army Air Forces; but Amold
did not defer this decision. Since the structure proposed by the Air Staff was so
strikingly simtlar to the airlift structure of the 1980s it is interesting to speculate on
how it would have performed in the intervening years.

Search for a Strategic Airlift Mission

A monograph prepared by the Military Airlift Command called the postwar
period for ATC one of a search for identity. Generals Harold George and Cyrus
Smith, the two men who made ATC work in World War 11, had to oversee its
dismantlement until mid-1946, when they retired. ATC was to go from 3,088
aircraft in September of 1945t0 511 in July of 1946."* With these dwindling forces,
ATC was t0 tnaintain certain national interests lines of communication, support of
occupational forces, and show of the flag when called upon. By March of 1946,
ATC had to provide detailed justifications of its troop strengths and worldwide
operations to the Air Staff—this at a time when it was contracting civilians, who
shortly before had been in uniform, to keep some of its routes open. '
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Figure 33. Maj Gen Robert Webster, commander of Air Transport
Command from September 1946 through June 1947.
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The response from Brig Gen Bryant Boalner, deputy chief of Air Staff, was not
promising. He first reaffirmed that the tactical and strategic air transport arms
would remain separate, although nothing in the ATC correspondence suggested
otherwise. Boatner was willing to say that the first mission of the ATC was strategic
concentration wherever required (except into combat), but he was unwilling to
delete the ‘‘supplementary’” phrase. He also included in his response an
enumeration of the Air Staff’s policies toward air transportation, which appear to
have been written in an information and experience vacuum:

a. The Air Transport Command strength will be the maximum consistent with sound
military planning, budgetary and manpower limitations and the policy of minimum
competition with commercial airlines,

b. The Troop Carrier Command and Air Transport Command will be equipped
basically with tactical type transport aircraft, modified as required to fit the particular role
but stressing flexibility of employment,

c. Army Air Force development of transport aircraft will be limited to tactical types.

d. Air Transport Command requirements for high-performance long-range personnel
carriers will be filled by military modificalion of commercial aircraft developments only
when suilabie tactical ransport types are not available.?®

Thus, the doctrine of strategic airlift in early 1947, at least in AAF headquarters,
was a strange mixture: perform a strategic airlift mission with tactical and converted
civilian airlift aircraft, and plan for war by performing a peacetime-oriented
mission.

One of the greatest supporters of Gencral Wcbster’s ideas about a ready-to-go Air
Transport Command was Maj Gen William Tunner, commander of ATC’s Atlantic
Division. He wrote to General Webster in February to express his thoughts about
the reorganization of ATC, with a far-ranging proposal—a proposal that time would
prove to be extremely accurate:

f. It is essential that the Air Transport Command reorganize in such a way as to
permit the cuntinuation of its principal mission—air transport, This mission is primarily to
have in readiness a trained air transport organization capable of rapid expansion in ime of
emergency. Fundamental training characteristics of such an organization must include the
following:

a. Round-the-clock, 7-days-per-week transport operations with high utilization of
equipmendt.

b. The handling of diversified loads and the maintenance of even flows of cargo
from sources to destinations.

¢. The ability to operate safely under all weather conditions with maximum loads
by individuat crews.?’

Maj Gen Robert Harper replaced General Webster as the commander of ATC in
July of 1947. He posited a somewhat different perspective on the relationship
between ATC and the civil airlines but, on the whole, fully supported Webster's
view that the United States needed a strong, in-being strategic airlift capability. He
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Figure 34. Maj Gen Robert W. Harper, commander of Air Transport
Command from July 1947 through May 1948.
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1944, ATC had 1.700 transports and NATS had 700. The deputy commander of
ATC. Brig Gen Cyrus Smith, told the JCS planners that consolidation of ATC and
NATS would yield the preatest economy and efficiency; but he also recognized that
the interservice rivalry factor would delay the decision until some time in the future.
Postwar pressures to economize brought the future sooner than expected.*

Through the first half of 1946, ATC proposed, through the AAF to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS), that ATC operate all scheduled air transport, regardless of the
service supported. The Navy counterproposed a joint task force arrangement on
common-interest routes. The JCS issued a directive to the JANATC to accept the
Navy’s position for a period of transition and to devise a plan for the eventual
elimination of naval participation over the routes of common interest. The ATC
commander, Lt Gen Harold George, wrote to the assistant secretary of war for air
that acceptance of the common interest concept, which would have to be studied
continually and which could not be defined, would scuttle the entire proposal and
violate an emerging principle of centralized responsibility by type of
transportation.’® General George proposed instead that the Navy define its
requirements and ATC would meet them. The battle was joined.

The issue was unresolved in July of 1947 when the National Security Act created
the National Military Establishment, composed of the Departments of the Ammy,
Navy, and Air Force, with James Forrestal as Secretary of Defense. On the same
day, President Truman issued an executive order prescribing the function of the
military services, which made the Air Force responsible for airlift and support of
airborne operation, as well as air transport for the armed forces, except for certain
airlift services the Navy would provide for itself. Those exceptions for the Navy
included airlift ‘'necessary for essential internmal administration and for air
transportation over routes of sole interest to Naval forces’” where the requirements
could not be met by normal air transport facilities.” In December 1947, the
secretaries of Defense, Navy, and Air Force began discussions conceming the
consolidation of ATC and NATS. On the first of January 1948, they had the benefit
of the report of the President’s Air Policy Commission, which recommended the
‘‘consolidation of ATC and NATS into one Military Air Transport Service to handle
all scheduled military transport services for the Army, the Navy, and the Air
Force.'’*® On 9 January, the secretary of the Navy again proposed a joint task force
arrangement, an idea the AAF had already rejected.

Secretary Forrestal also needed little time to reject the Navy position, as it did not
meet the terms of President Truman’s order. Instead, on 15 January 1948 the
Secretary of Defense directed the creation of an Ammed Forces Air Transport
Service (AFATS) under the United States Air Force. AFATS was to ‘‘establish,
maintain, and operate all air transport required by the Armed Forces and National
Military Establishment’® with two exceptions. The Navy, per the executive order,
would retain its internal administration airlift, with the additional secretarial
stipulation that the Navy’s own airlift would be primarily of a nonscheduled
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. Y
Figure 35. Joint service working group that created the Military Air
Transport Service.

character. Secretary Forrestal also allowed the Air Force to maintain an organic air
transportation capability that would not operate any regularly scheduled trunk-line
service. The new order also created an Armed Forces Air Transportation Board,
with one member representing each of the three services, that would advise the
commander of AFATS about disputes concerning air transport services, define what
constituted trunk routes and scheduled services, and resolve complaints about
inadequate services. Three days later Secretary Forrestal told the secretaries of the
Navy and Air Force that any issues remaining for implementation were to revolve
around ‘‘how,"’ not ‘‘whether."’

Even though there was to follow a great deal of debate, even at the service
secretary level, the program was on its way. In late January, Secretary Forrestal
designated Maj Gen Laurence Kuter to command the new organization. General
Kuter was able to arrange a name change for his new command from AFATS to the
Military Air Transport Service (MATS).® After an interminable number of
meetings and conferences to hammer out details, the Secretary of Defense directed,
on 3 May, the creation of MATS effective 1 June 1948. That memorandum
specifically excluded the responsibility for tactical air transportation of airborne
troops and their equipment as well as the initial supply and resupply of units in

forward combat areas.*!

174






9Ll

Keanulle ™ Washinplan

e ' GuERtanema

Doy Pumrte Aico
" s '- Trinlded
map

ez Gt ErgRlOmn

Baltin _

T
5

_ “ROUTE PATTERN ~  §
MILITARY AIR TRANSPORT SERVICE “f\ ° -

(1 JUNE 1948)
N

- Sho . f

Figure 36. Major worldwide airlift routes in effect when MATS was established.

ANTELOOO LATHIY



POSTWAR ERA

At the beginning of the airlift, the United States Air Forces in Europe (USAFE)
had two troop carrier groups equipped with C-47s, which were controlled by a
special branch within the operations division of Headquarters USAFE.47 Lt Gen
Curtis LeMay, USAFE commander, had told General Clay he could airlift 225 tons
a day with these and a few additional C-47s from around the command (100 total),
but would need an additional 30 C-54s (with two crews apiece) to meet a 500-ton
daily requirement for the occupying military forces. On 26 June, General LeMay
asked Headquarters USAF for a group of C-54s and requested replacement of his
two groups of C-47s with C-54s on an accelerated basis.*® By 11 Fuly, the Air Force
had sent him four troop carrier squadrons with a total of 45 C-54s, one squadron
each from Panama, Alaska, Hawaii, and Texas, with one and one-half crews per
airplane and orders for 45 days of temporary duty. By 13 July, the amival of a
MATS squadron of ninc C-54s added to the three airplanes already in Europe from
the Atlantic Division.*

Three days after the official starting date of the airlift, General LeMay
announced, after conferring with General Clay, that his command would expand the
airtift to inc/ude the civilian inhabitants of Berlin with a 24-hour-a-day, no-holidays
effort. General Tunner had written to General Kuter in early July arguing that since
MATS was organized specifically for heavy, sustained airlifts and because its
experience included such operations, it was the logical agency for the job. But such
was not the case.? General LeMay ordered the creation of an airlift task force
(provisional), with Tunner as commander. General Tunner was at that time
commanding a MATS task force headquarters that was created on 23 July to provide
mainienance personnel to perform the 200-hour maintenance checks the C-54s
required. His instructions from the USAFE chief of staff included the simple
mission of providing airlift to Berlin or elsewhere as directed by USAFE and the
right of direct communications with MATS and EUCOM (European Command).*'
His new command of 54 C-54s and 105 C-47s could lift 1,500 tons per day. A
paralle] British organization had 40 Yorks and 50 C-47s with a capability of about
750 tons.*? The city needed 3,800 tons per day in the summer and 4,500 tons per
day in winter. Generals Clay and LeMay had also asked for 7! additional C-54s
atong with the maintenance force. The National Security Council pledged full
support, and the Air Force directed MATS to send eight squadrons from all over the
United States and Hawaii, with nine C-54s each and three crews per airplane, to
Germany within 30 days. Thus, General Tunner could expect the additionai aircraft
within 15 days of assuming command. By 10 August, his and the British force
could deliver the 3,800 tons but needed much more capability to meet winter
demands. Consequently, on i0 September, the US Air Force ordered the 317th
Troop Carrier Group from FEAF to Germany with its 36 C-54s and 72 crews. The
Airlift Task Force (ATF) planners calculated that they could meet the 4,500-ton
requirement with the 162 C-54s they would have without needing the C-47s of the
two troop carrier groups that started the airlift and without counting the British

177



AIRLIFT DOCTRINE

capability. Five C-82s from the 316th Troop Carrier Group would handle any
especially bulky cargo. Since the C-47s also took up valuable airspace at less
productivity and because managing an airstream with aircraft at different cruising
speeds is more difficult, the last one was withdrawn on | October 19485

In mid-October the United States and British airlift organizations merged into the
Combined Air Lift Task Force (CALTF), headed by General Tunner. The
American component was named the First Airlift Task Force and the British
element continued as the No. 46 Group. The directive creating the organization
outlined the reason for the merger:

The purpose of this organization is to merge the heretofore coordinated, but independent,
USAF-RAF airlift efforts in order that the resources of eaeh parnicipating service may be
utilized in the most advantageous manner. Its primary mission is to deliver to Betlin, in a
safe and efficient manner, the maximum tonnage possible, eonsistent with the combined
resources of equipment and persennel made available. %

In addition to general efficiency, this new agreement also allowed American planes
to fly coal from British zone uirfields, greatly enhancing deliveries of that
commodity. Additionally it placed the entire system of bases, air traffic control
facilities, and services assigned to support the airlift under the operational control of
one commander. Noteworthy was the requirement for maximum tonnage rather
than a particular target.” On 20 October, the Office of Military Government in
Beriin decided that the winter minimum had to be raised to 5,600 tons per day
instead of the 4,500 originally calculated. The airlifters called for more airplanes.

In addition to 24 Navy C-54s (R5Ds) aiready ordered to Berlin by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the Air Force sent 39 more C-54s, including those of the [0th Troop
Carrier Squadron—the last left in the Caribbean Command. The new total was 225
C-54s, giving General Tunner an airlift force almost too big for the Berlin airspace.

Not knowing how long the airlift would have to last, or even how much it would
eventually have to carry, the task-force approach was a particularly good decision.
Given the complexities of several countries having to work together to make the
airlift function, plus the multiple United States military agencies that would have to
interact smoothly, a task force made up of airlift experts offered the best agent to
execute the task. The ATF commander would have to worry about his airlift, and
higher headquarters would do what they were used to doing—providing bases and
logistical support and coordinating the many players involved.

To make this organization work for him, General Tunner had to integrate the
aircraft into a conveyor belt-type airlift flow and needed more aircraft than
mathematically appeared necessary. By the beginning of 1949, airlifters were
operating from eight into three airfields. Yery quickly the narrow corridors into and
out of Berlin, combined with the limited airspace over the city and only so much
ground space at the three reception fields, placed a premium on filling every *‘slot™
with an airplane every possible time and making every landing available. Ground
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navigation beacons to 500 watts, and installed a visual-aerial range at each end of
each corridor. Bntish aircraft carried navigators and were less affected by
navigation problems.

To make the system work required an extremely standardized flying system that
called for strict aircrew discipline. Any variation by an individual aircraft created
traffic problems that could take hours to untie. US crews, coming from MATS,
troop carricr, and a variety of other sources, required a standardization board to
prescribe techniques for each phase of flight, as well as a system of pilot checks
every 30 days. The Royal Air Force (RAF) crews were fully qualified Transport
Command crews and needed a less-stringent standardization program. All flights
were conducted under instrument flight rules, with no variation allowed in approach
patterns. Of the three corridors available, the northern and southern were limited to -
inbound traffic and the central to outbound. The airlifters needed this tight control
because of the density of air traffic. All three Berlin terminals were within a six-
mile circle; at one point there was an aircraft movement every 30.9 seconds within
this highly congested area.>’

The loading and unloading of the airlifters became an equally important function.
European Command (EUCOM) organized an Airlift Support Command for all US
Air Force cargo handling, which paralleled the British Armmy Air Transport
organization. These units ensured the maximum payload utilization of each aircraft,
to include marrying up as much heavy cargo with light, bulky cargo as possible.
EUCOM also devised a system of channeling uniform cargo into specific bases to
take advantage of built-up experience. The aircraft operators would call in when
about 10 minutes from landing at their departure field, and the cargo specialists
started their movement of the next load to the designated parking spot; refueling
occurred during reloading by the 12-man cargo team. Much cargo was manhandied
through the C-54s’ side doors in surprisingly fast time. One test showed that 10 tons
of coal in bags could be hand loaded and tied down in 6 minutes, but average time
was 15 minutes. Food and industrial loads, which were more difficult to handle,
took 28 to 30 minutes. Forklifts worked well in the loading process when on a solid
ramp but became hazards to aircraft during winter and spring muddy periods. The
cargo handling experts found that a truck carrying the entire load was the best way
to approach an aircraft—it reduced the risks of damaging an aircraft and no time
was lost during switching trucks. They also service tested the larger airlifters—the
C-74s and C-97As—using a portable conveyor belt system that could load 20 tons
of coal in 35 minutes, versus 45 to 60 minutes of hand-loading time. The official
report of the CALTF said that the trend toward larger transports pointed to a need
for further development of mechanical loading aids. By the end of the airlift, total
turn-around time at on-load bases was 1 hour and 25 minutes, with 49 minutes the
average at off-load points.®

All of these actions were developed to maximize the flow of tonnage into Berlin,
but they all hinged on the availability of aircraft. The in-commission number of C-
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transport from support of airborne assault to routine airlift services within a theater.
His thesis was that the Berlin airlift reversed the officially accepted doctrine of
tactical combat proficiency with its less-important logistic role. He also argued that
the Berlin airlift reinforced the view that differences between strategic and tactical
airlift were unnecessarily costly and duplicative.* World War I illustrated that, by
real usage, the vast majority of troop carrier airlift time and resources were devoted
to the logistic role—whether ‘‘combat’’ logistics or mere ‘‘routine’” logistics. The
airborne operations were, to be sure, highly publicized and popular and drew great
energies from the tactical airlifters. But, aside from the published doctrine, airborne
support was never the troop carriers’ primary mission. On the other hand,
airdropping supplies to undeveloped facilities, whether to forces just inserted by
airborne methods or to any forces in need of such resupply, was a cou:sistent mission
for troop carrier aviation. To deal with that mission, the Air Force acquired the C-
82 just at the end of World War 11 and continued to do so after the war. In fact, the
C-119, a follow-on to the C-82 and designed to do that job better, was procured
after the Berlin airlift. What the tactical airlifters wanted was an airplane that could
do all of these missions effectively. Technology was not yet ready to provide the
perfect tactical airlifter, one that could deliver large numbers/amounts of people and
goods, including large equipment, by both airdrop and airlanding into short, rough
fields; but the troop carrier leadership would have jumped at the opportunity for
such an airplane.

When General Tunner, and later General Kuter, spoke of large airplanes in a
steady stream, thev were not preempting the tactical and assault role for troop
carrier aviation. Rather they were speaking in the context of ATC- and MATS-type
missions. It was a very rare occasion when either of these two generals degraded the
importance of tactical airlift. There is no evidence that the Air Force took the
argument concerning sustained airlift flows and applied it indiscriminately to the
troop carrier forces. If anything, the troop carrier leaders themselves took the
steady-stream argument, with the corollary large-airlifter issue and, on their own,
argued for tactical airlift missions over strategic distances.

Post-Berlin Military Air Transport Service

Maj Gen Laurence Kuter, the new MATS commander, wanted to dispel any ideas
that since MATS had the outward appearance of an airline, it was, in fact, running
one. Instead, he stressed the importance of strategic airlift, which he defined as the
“*sustained mass movement by air of personnel and materiel to any part of the world
in support of a military effort, in conformity with overall strategic requirements of
that effort, and supervised by the highest echelon of command concerned.’'®* It had
to be a flexible instrument, he argued, that the commander could apply at the time
and place of most value to the overall strategic plan. Drawing on these elements, he
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called Operation Vittles a strategic airlift—on an endless aerial conveyor belt—that
proved the effectiveness of unification.

Using the Berlin Airlift as his example, General Kuter argued that the future of
strategic airlift lay, ‘‘without question’’ in the proper type of transport aircraft. He
wanted an airplane with ‘‘ease of maintenance, high utilization, direct loading and
unloading, a maximum useful capacity up to 25 tons, a range of around 3,000
miles, and most important, a low operating cost. Speed is a secondary consideration
and should probably be set at about 250 miles per hour.”” Kuter said the low speed
‘‘would not be a problem because strategic airlift would operate into safer rear areas
until air superiority was gained over the combat areas per se.’’ He liked the big
airplanes because it would take less of them to perform the same mission, thus
requiring fewer crews, fewer sorties, fewer flying hours, less maintenance and fuel,
and less air congestion—all important considerations. In Berlin, for example, it
would have taken one-third the number of C-54s as the C-47s doing the job.%’

Recognizing that the peacetime Air Force could not afford to have in being the
size air fleet needed in an all-out war, General Kuter called for financially strong
civil air carriers that could compete successfully with other mass cargo carriers. He
was counting on them not only as passenger carriers but also as cargo carriers—an
important distinction.%®

He was not content, however, to think only in terms of strategic airlift. In August
1949, he sent to Headquarters USAF a far-ranging study of the inefficiencies of the
air transport arrangements for the National Military Establishment. Even after the
1948 consolidation there were many air transport organizations in the military
services that were withheld for administrative use, troop carrier operation,
aeromedical evacuation, and various training activities. MATS wanted all of these
consolidated under one command. %

After positing the ‘‘general advantage of consolidation’ (economy, flexibility,
standardization, and centralized research and development), the study attacked
specifics. First came Air Force and Marine troop carrier aviation, which had the
most transport airplanes after ATC. What MATS proposed was continued training
in assault airlift, support for maneuvers, intratheater logistics airlift for theater
commanders, and a more effective integration of the system. Logistics airlift wouild
be better tied into MATS’s worldwide traffic routes, while support for maneuvers
would be drawn from those units worldwide most capable of lending a hand. Marine
airlift would be retained as integral units continuing to work with Marine assauit
troops and Navy airlift needs but would be assigned other tasks if priorities
demanded.™

Next in line were the strategic support squadrons assigned to the Strategic Air
Command (SAC) for D-day deployment to forward operating bases. Even with the
assignment of those three squadrons, SAC would still require considerable ATC
augmentation from other sources in the early days of a war. Under the MATS
proposal, regular squadrons would be detached to SAC locations and, when not
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personnel forces, all of which had to be augmented before aircraft utilization could
be substantially increased.’’®' Airplanes and crews operating at fow utilization rates
could not become an effective airlift force ovemnight.

Exercise Swarmer

April and May of 1950 saw a testing of both General Brereton's concept of a
strategic airlanding seizure and of the continuous flow so successful in the Berlin
Airlift. That test was Exercise Swarmer, held in North Carolina. Its planning
involved the airdrop of three regimental combat teams and the airlanding of two
others. This was the first maneuver on a corps scale since World War Il and
uniquely tested several airlift ideas:®

Exercise Swarmer was designed to test the capability of the Air Force and Army to
maintain and operate an airhead wholly within enemy held territory. It was to be the first
factical application of the strategic airlift technique to be attempted under simulated

combat conditions.®?

The air component for Swarmer included three coequal subordinates: a tactical
air force (TAF), a tactical bomber force (TBF), and an air transport force (ATF).
The ATF was divided into a troop carrier division and a strategic air transport
division. The troop carrier division had 37 C-82s, 55 C-119s, and 14 Marine Corps
R-5Cs (the Navy version of the C-46). The strategic air transport division included
81 MATS C-54s, 7 C-74s, and 12 C-54s of the 8th Troop Carrier Squadron. This
force was more than a third of the nation’s airlift capability and was larger than the
force that supplied Berlin. It also suffered a critical difference from the Berlin Task
Force—Swarmer had only one crew per troop carrier airplane and two per the
MATS aircraft. General Tunner’s Berlin force ultimately had three crews per plane.
This massive force was supported by the 7th Transport Medium Port, an Army
transportation corps designated to provide logistical support as similar units had
done in Operation Vittles. The 7th had 6,000 troops, including five truck companies
and six port companies. ¢

The first air assault occurred when 1,900 paratroopers of the 187th Regimental
Combat Team (RCT) of the 11th Airbome Division jumped from 69 C-82s and C-
119s (in daylight) without any losses attributed to enemy action. Within four hours,
the umpires ruled the airhead usable, in spite of claims by the aggressors that they
had severely damaged the field prior to departure. Hot on the trail were an
additional 7 C-74s and 61 C-54s flying the strategic airlanding mission, all at three-
minute intervals. On board were an aerial port commander, the 511th RCT, and
one-third of a port company. Umpires ruled that the aggressors shot down two
airlifters en route. The enemy in the surrounding hills shelled the transports on the
runways, legitimately claiming 37 aircraft. All told, the troop carrier division
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concluded, but there had to be air superiority, a secure airhead, runways in shape
for heavy transports, and ample time for arrival of aerial port and command control
planners and equipment before the airlift flow really began in eamest.”® Lt Gen
Lauris Norstad, who served as maneuver commander, was more blunt in his final
evaluation. He wanted the airlift to be more efficient, increased sorties through an
improved allocation process, modification of airborne operations to get more out of
available aircraft, and enough improved efficiency to add the equivalent of another
group to the exercise. Suggesting that the air transport tactics and techniques were
relics of the horse-and-buggy days he said, *“There will always be a shortage of
transport type aircraft [and] we cannot carry out an expansion of our air transport
force until we are sure we have done everything we can to maximize the utilization
of what we already have.”’®

Airlift in Support of the Korean War

“‘As employed in Korea, the FEAF Combat Cargo Command, later renamed the
315th Air Division, represented a new concept in transport aviation—one fleet of
cargo planes was to be sufficiently flexible to handle airborne assault and
airdropped resupply as well as airlanded movement of cargo and personnel.”’'® On
the average the air transport force had 210 airplanes. It flew 210,343 sorties,
carrying 391,763 tons of cargo, over 2.6 million passengers, and over 307,000
patients. The concept of flexible airlift passed its test with very high marks.

Flexible Airlift

When the North Korean Communist forces invaded South Korea on 25 June
1950, American forces in the Far East were under the control of Gen Douglas
MacArthur’s Far East Command in Tokyo. The ground arm was the Eighth Army.
The air arm, commanded by Lt Gen George Stratemeyer, was the Far East Air
Force (FEAF). Maj Gen Earle Partridge commanded the Fifth Air Force, charged
with air defense of Japan, and later the tactical air force in Korea. The 374th Troop
Carrier Group had two squadrons of C-54s at Tachikawa Air Base (AB), Japan,
working for the Fifth Air Force and one at Clark AB in the Philippines serving the
Thirteenth Air Force. FEAF also had 13 C-46s and 22 C-47s scattered about Japan,
mostly serving as base transports. On 29 June, Fifth Air Force assumed operational
control of all air transports and was given authority to receive and control airlift
requests. 102

On the preceding day, the first airlift operations in Korea took place when 7 C-
54s, 4 C46s, and 10 C-47s, protected by 83 fighters, flew 748 people from Korea
to Japan. For the next three days the transports flew urgently needed ammunition to
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From the beginning of July, Fifth Air Force Advance at Itazuke was supposed to
control and allocate airlift, but that system was more apparent than real. Airlift
requests also went to Fifth Air Force Rear, FEAF Operations, the 374th Wing, and
sometimes directly to the squadrons. To solve the confusion, a system was devised
whereby requests would go to the FEAF transportation office, on to the FEAF
director of operations, then to Fifth Air Force Advance. Army requests arrived at
FEAF through the Eighth Army’s G-4 (Logistics). Fifth Air Force requests went to
the division via the A-4 (Logistics). Fifth Air Force Advance soon established its
own troop cammier division to ‘‘monitor and coordinate all matters pertaining to
airlift between GHQ, FEAF, Fifth Air Force, and troop carrier {and] to assign
priorities for airlift.”’'% This division was part of the FEAF Directorate of
Operational Services, which was in charge of noncombat operations. FEAF and
GHQ had already agreed that 70 percent of the tonnage carried would go to the
ground forces, so the division allocated the remaining capability as it thought best
and issued daily fragmentary orders to the 374th Wing. All this added up to Fifth
Air Force’s judging the priority of its own airlift requirements, with all requests
going from Korea to Japan to Korea back to Japan.'%

At the end of June, Stratemeyer had asked for 330 more airplanes, but this
number included only 21 C-54s and 15 C-47s. The Air Force promised 12 C-47s
and 4 C-54s. The C-47s arrived, the C-54s did not. In early July, MacArthur
wanted one group of C-119s and a paratroop regimental combat team. The Army
could not ship the RCT until September and the 314th Troop Carrier Group
(Medium), which received a warning order on 13 July, could only manage to deploy
a token force of four C-119s to Japan by 3 August. By 16 September, the reinforced
314th had 77 C-119s at Ashiya, Japan. MacArthur had originally planned an attack
on Inchon for 15 September, which included an airborme assault on Kimpo
Airfield—K-14. Kimpo was important because it was the only airfield in the Inchon
area that could handle an extensive airlift, and the limited port facilities at Inchon
meant MacArthur’s forces would need 700 to 1,000 tons a day by air. He needed the
314th not just for the airdrop but also to make up the air supply shortfall—at the
time, all airlift in the theater combined could not provide even 500 tons a day to
Kimpo. '

Because the RCT could not arrive in time, MacArthur delayed the air assault, and
eventually called off a follow-up plan when ground forces captured Kimpo on 18
September and the enemy was in general retreat by the 22nd. On the 20th, the 187th
RCT arrived in Japan; on 24, 26, and 30 September, the C-119s and C-54s made
440 trips moving the Army troops from Japan to Kimpo, practically monopolizing
the field when airlanded supplies were urgently needed there. The airlift was under
the control of FEAF’s newly created Combat Cargo Command (CCC). %

The growing size of the airlift force demanded a centralized organization. Very
much in keeping with the experiences of World War II, the airlift of supplies to
Kimpo would be extensive, demanding prioritization of demands, expert judgments
on aircraft utilization, and traffic control. FEAF asked Headquarters USAF for a
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staff to form a provisional cargo command to centralize theater airlift. Gen William
Tunner, then deputy commander of MATS, was chosen to be commander. At the
same time, a Theater Air Priorities Board was set up to allocate the available
tonnage each week on the basis of weekly estimates of tonnage capacity provided
by the CCC. The responsibility for establishing priorities within the weekly quotas
fell to the Joint Airlift Control Office (JALCO). Even though a theater agency, the
JALCO was physically located within the CCC headquarters to make liaison quick
and responsive. %

The port of Inchon had a maximum capability of 5,000 measurement tons per
day. Ground transportation between Pusan and Inchon was not fully satisfactory
until December. Airlift had a big job as even the limited capabilities at Inchon’s
docks were preempted for two weeks while the X Corps reembarked for another
landing at Wonsan. At one point, there were 32 ships waiting for a chance to
unload. Some were carrying pierced steel planks to build urgently needed runways;
they had been waiting since the original invasion 35 days previous. At another time,
there were 36 ships in line with an average time of 22 days at Inchon harbor. !1?

On 15 October GHQ decided that an airborne operation in the Sukchon-Sunchon
area 30 miles north of Pyongyang would cut off retreating North Koreans and
possibly liberate United Nations (UN) forces held as Prisoners of War (POWs). It
was flat open country. An air control party rather than pathfinders directed and
coordinated the daylight drop on the 20th. In all, nearly 4,000 paratroopers and 570
tons of supplies and equipment were dropped. By the end of the first day’s fighting,
the paratroops had secured the drop zones, taken key positions and blocked
highways and railroads. They killed about 2,700 North Koreans and rescued about
15 POWs. Linkup with UN forces occurred on the 21st.'"!

On 3 October, Tunner was told the Eighth Army would put seven divisions in the
field but that of these Inchon port could only support two. Combat Cargo Command
could not support five divisions in combat, but the opposition turned out to be weak
and four of the five divisions were Korean and needed much less supply. Also, the
offensive started later than expected. Fortunately, the Kimpo runway was 6,200
feet long, 150 feet wide, and strong enough to handle C-54s. It also had 160,000
square feet of aprons and 750,000 square feet of concrete parking space—three
times as much as any field in Korea. Tunner concentrated his C-54s and C-119s at
Ashiya AB, Japan, and planned to deliver to his airlift terminal at Kimpo. For a
short time, the CCC delivered some goods to the poor facilities at Suwon, but the
heavy C-54 and C-119 traffic soon made it unusable except for fighters. Tunner
originally had his transports fly an elongated route around rather than across Korea
to avoid enemy problems or interference with combat operations. On 17
September, the first flights into Kimpo (9 C-54s and 24 C-119s) carrzed 208 tons in
base operating supplies and for an airlift support unit set up to run the airlift.2

Taking the long route meant an average of one and one-half trips per day, at
seven hours of flying time per sortie and one and one-half to two and one-half hours
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of ground time. Tunner turned it into another Berlin airlift. The original 10-minute
interval often was reduced to five minutes. All flights were under instrument {lying
rules. If there had been sufficient crews, Tunner likely would have used the lights
and ground controlled approach (GCA) equipment set up on 23 September for
round-the-clock operations. Even with all its ramp space, refueling facilities were
inadequate at K-14 and transports were often delayed by the operations of the 75
Marine fighters using the field. Nonetheless, airlift forces moved 800 to 900 tons
per day into Kimpo after 30 September, when the airlift route changed to overland
flights, reflecting combat successes south of Pusan.'!?

The capture of the Pyongyang airfield (K-23) on 19 October repeated the Kimpo
patten. The nearest waterport (Chanampo) was 30 miles away, did not open until
10 November, and even then could only handle 1,500 tons a day. A railroad and
truck shuttle did not begin operating until 9 November. In the interim, airlift had to
supply the Eighth Army, which wanted 1,000 tons a day. The Fifth Air Force
originally asked for an additional 450 tons, but that was cut back to 60 tons with the
realization that air support was not at that time essential. Combat Cargo Command
was able to meet its tonnage goals through an in-country shuttle, getting the most
from its limited resources. The command flew partially loaded C-119s in to K-23,
unloaded, picked up another load from Kimpo and delivered it to Pyongyang, and
retumed to Ashiya, Thus, the C-119s, with only one crew apiece made two
deliveries per day. Meanwhile, 24 crews and 12 C-54s on temporary assignment to
Kimpo ran a 24-hour-a-day shuttle to K-23 as well. Tunner’s outfit moved 9,434
tons into Pyongyang in the 10 days between 24 October and 2 November. During all
of November they flew in 13,618 tons of cargo. They also flew 705 tons into Pusan
(K-9), 510 tons into Taegu (K-2), and 3,331 tons into Kimpo.'"*

On 24 November 1950, MacArthur started an all-out effort to occupy all of Korea
before bitter winter set in. On the 26th the Eighth Army ran into hordes of Chinese,
part of two field armies secretly massed in North Korea. On the 29th, the Eighth
Army gave orders for a retreat to the Sukchon-Sunchon area. On | December, the
Allied forces began evacuating Pyongyang, with the CCC responsible for a great
deal of air movement to Kimpo. Indeed, there was even a partial evacuation of
Kimpo itself on 9 December.'??

At the same time, the CCC’s C-47s and C-119s were employed in supplying the
1st Marine Division at Choshin Reservoir, which was cut off from other allied
forces. Because there were no airfields to support the resupply, airdropping would
have to do. The first aid to reach the encircled troops was 25 tons of ammunition
dropped on 28 November in 10 C-47 sorties. The next day 16 C-47 sorties dropped
35 toms, but 15 C-119s dropped 80 tons. On 30 November, 113 tons were delivered
to a total of five different drop zones (DZs). On 1 December FEAF allocated ali its
C-119s to supporting the Choshin operation. The C-47s were relieved of airdrop
duty and assigned to evacuation of marines from Hagaru-ri—a rough, narrow, dirt
strip 2,300 feet long. The C-47s made 221 landings there until its evacuation on 6
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Figure 48. Aerial resupply: C-119s in Korea.

the airplane needed a 7,800-foot airstrip, which did nothing for tactical needs. In
fact, by replacing C-54s that could operate into shorter fields, the C-124 put
additional pressure on the C-46s and C-47s to pick up the difference, which in turn
increased pressures on the redistribution system. Nonetheless, even when operating
at a limited operating weight (80 tons) and at five hours per day utilization, the
aircraft marked improved gross tonnage deliveries.'®

Maj Gen Chester McCarty, the 315th Air Division (AD) commander as of 10
April 1952, said that the concept of flexible air transport would have been best
served if the air transport had consisted of a specially designed *‘all-purpose
theater-airlift type’’ aircraft that could have performed any theater airlift task and be
shunted from one type of mission to another as needed.'?

FEAF’s Report on the Korean War listed four major conclusions concerning

airlift in Korea:

1. Airlift missions and priorities should be established by the theater commander.
2. Airlift cannot be allocated exclusively for the use of any service except for special

one-time requirements.
3. All theater airlift should be concentrated to the maximum degree in one command

for flexibility and best utHization.
4. Airlift efficiency can be greatiy increased if manning tables are based on twenty-

four-hour maintenance and high daily aircraft utilization rates.'?¢
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the war '‘wound down’’ to a stalemate, sealift could and did carry the greatest
percentage of cargo. There were two overwhelming strategic airlift lessons out of
this unemotional performance; do not count on a rapid response from MATS
without giving it a peacetime base from which to respond, and do count on civil
airlines to be responsive for routine, but large, lifts into noncombat zones. '3

By January 1951, six months after the start of the Korean War, MATS, like the
rest of the Air Force, had turned its outlook around and reported to the Secretary of
Defense that it was in phase with the expansion goals of the Air Force.'? [n
response to ongoing debates involving the Air Force, Army, Navy, and Department
of Defense, concerning airlift consolidation under the 1948 directive, the Air Force
Council issued an Air Force position on MATS’s mission that presented a balanced
view of MATS. For example, the Air Force directed MATS to “‘provide airlift
required in support of approved joint war plans, and to provide scheduled airlift for
the Department of Defense . . . subject to priorities and policies established by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.”’'** All of this also would, of course, be subject to the
authority and direction of the chief of staff Air Force (CSAF). Airlift provided for
the Department of Defense would be on a nonreimbursable basis. 1%

MATS took a different view and urged an Air Force position that would prevent
the continued dissipation of *“airlift power’” throughout the Department of Defense.
General Kuter wrote to the Air Force chief of staff recommending the following

position:

There should be one, and only one, military air transport systern which will include all
operations now carried out by MATS, woop carriers, SAC AMC, and eventually the
Navy's Fleet Logistics Air Wings and the Marine Corps’ Air Transport Groups. The
development of any air transport force, helicopler or otherwise, by the Army will be
strongly resisted. |3

Perhaps as a way to overcome resistance to the idea of the Air Force budget having
to absorb the costs of providing airlift to the other military services at Air Force
expense, MATS also suggested that the Air Force take the position that it would
bear only a pro rata share of any personnel and monetary ceilings that would affect
the Air Force via MATS.1¥7

In an apparent negative answer to MATS’s representatives, the heavy troop
carrier squadrons assigned to MATS early in the Korean conflict were withdrawn in
October of 1951 and returned to the Tactical Air Command. However, the US Air
Force vice chief of staff wrote to General Kuter that this reassignment was ‘‘not
intended to infer that a solution has been reached on the problem of the
consolidation of MATS and troop carrier units into one command. "%

MATS was really fighting two battles. First, it had to convince the Air Force to
get its own house in order as ‘‘the air transportation organization within the USAF
could hardly serve as an inspiration or model to the DOD or to other services.”” It
had to overcome SAC, Air Materiel Command (AMC), and troop carrier concerns
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before it could expect the Air Force to lead the fight for real airlift unification across
the Department of Defense. Command histories noted that the Air Force ‘*was in no
position to level a crtical finger'” and that the “*USAF was indeed exceedingly
vulnerable to counter charges’ of doing the same as the Navy and Marines. Only
after solving its internal discrepancies could the Air Force make reasonable
advances to the other services concerning consoiidation. '

Somehow. in the midst of all the bombast and genuine debate. the Department of
Defense issued new terms of reference in the summer of 1952 that updated the 1948
directive creating MATS. The new terms made technical revision to procedures but
continued the separation of strategic and tactical airlift as well as tbe separate Navy
transport system. The terms for working with civilian carriers continued the practice
of having other Department of Defense agencies coordinate with MATS before
negotiating or finalizing contracts with such carriers. MATS was also to continue
planning for tbe maximum use possible of civil carriers and was authorized direct
contact with the civil and governmental entities required.'® Absent from the
Departmcnt of Defense directive, and the ensuing Air Force implementing mission
statement, was any suggestion that MATS was supplementary to the civil carriers.
Instead, MATS was to provide air transport in support of the Department of Detense
(minus the exception discussed).

Troop Carrier Issues

Throughout 1944, the advocates of airborme operations and, consequently, of
troop carrier aviation had been busy investigating and publicizing this new form of
warfare, In February, Brig Gen H. A. Craig, assistant chief of the Air Staff for
operations, commitments, and requirements, reported that General Amold believed
the AAF had only begun to touch the possibilities of airborme operations.'*! At the
end of April the Army Air Force Board argued that, in spite of doctrinal and
technical weaknesses, the inherent possibilities of vertical warfare were great.'® In
the same month, Brig Gen F. W. Williams, then commander of the 1st Troop
Cammier Command, wrote directly to General Amold, suggesting that the postwar
troop carrier force consist of 12 groups, deployed worldwide, with the mission not
only of transporting airborne units, but also of training most of the Air Force in how
to participate in and contribute to airborme operations.'®® In May, the Air Staff
Requirements Division urged the chief of the Air Staff to broaden Air Force views
of airborne activities to include all manner of aircraft and ground units in
**airphibious’’ operations.'*
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Wartime Planning Efforts

In September the new commander of the 1st Troop Carrier Command, Brig Gen
William Old, began what might be viewed as a letter-writing campaign that kept the
potential values of troop carriers in the fore. For example, he wrote to Maj Gen
Laurence Kuter, then assistant chief of the Air Staff for plans, extolling the
tremendous possibilities of vertical development and offering a scenario for an
airborne invasion of Japan. He also sought the latest information concerning the
postwar plans for troop carriers.'* Shortly thereafter he wrote to 1.t Gen Barncy
Giles, deputy commander of the AAF, requesting similar information and
suggesting that airhorne operations would play a major role in the postwar strategy
of the Army ground forces. He also recommended that the Troop Carrier Command
assume responsibility, in the United States, for cargo movement between air depots
and airfields, including the use of gliders, to provide training to the troop carrier
forces. ¢ In October, General Kuter, responding for himself and General Giles, was
noncommitial as to the exact postwar mission for troop carrier aviation hut did let
General Old know that the postwar mobilization concepts for troop carriers ranged
from 22 to 35 groups, depcnding on the circumstances of the emergencies
confronted.'*’ Old followed up with another letter to Kuter in Novemher, providing
his thoughts on the dectailed hasing structure and crew ratios troop carriers would
need after the war. He also made an interesting argument concerning rumors he had
heard that ATC was to absorb Troop Carrier Command. His position revolved
around the point that airborne operations would play an importani part in {uture
strategies. Left unsaid was his apparent belief that absorption would negate such
strategies. He did go on to say, however, in much more meaningful display of
understanding of what airlift consolidation was really about, that it was logical 10
place both commands under one headquarters ‘‘to simplify supply, maintenance,
equipment, and personnel problems, and to give the maximum degree of
flexibility.’''*® General Kuter's response said that he knew of no plans for ATC to
absorb Troop Carrier Command but that the AAF Board would be undertaking a
study of troop carrier aviation and that General Old’s letter would be made availahle

to them.

A New Airborne Concept

In October of 1946 Maj Gen Paul Williams, then commander of the Tactical Air
Command (TAC) and a former troop carrier commander, proposed a major change
in how the AAF should think about air transportation. He based his idea on the
position that airlift moved three kinds of things: (1) individuals, (2) cargo, and (3)
integral combat units with their equipment. Arguing that long-range troop carrier
aircraft were capable of ‘‘transporting entire ground force units over thousands of
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miles of distance into combat,”’ he said that the whole premise of the Air Transport
Command’s responsibility for intertheater airlift was no longer valid. Distances
involved and equipment utilized could no longer be the criteria for distinguishing
between troop carriers and strategic airlift missions. Instead, General Williams
wanted troop carriers to be responsible for air transportation of units into combat
regardless of the distance involved. Air Transport Command, on the other hand,
would be in charge of moving individuals and miscellaneous cargo, again
regardless of distance. It was ultimately an argument for consolidation. To the
extent that airlift could deliver integral combat forces across long distances directiy
into combat, it should have that mission. It saved time and had great strategic
potential. Organizational distinctions between ATC and troop carriers were rapidly
blurring. 1%

The assistant chief of the Air Staff for logistics, Maj Gen E. M. Powers,
responded that the proposal was logical, but pending decisions conceming
reorganization of the War Department and unification of the military services, a
decision would have to wait.’’! On 17 February 1947, Lt Gen Ira Eaker, deputy
commander of the AAF, did not favorably consider General Williams’ concept
because it would detract from the troop carrier’s primary mission and resuit in
needless duplication of transport services.'*? He was, of course, absolutely correct.
Duplication, overlap, and inefficiency had no place in the air transport
organization. This, too, was an argument for consolidation.

General Eaker’s letter also served to outline the current AAF policies concerning
air transportation. ATC, he said, would have the maximum strength consistent with
sound military planning, budgetary limitations, and minimum competition with
commercial airlines. The policy did not address how to implement these
contradictory notions. Both ATC and Troop Carrier Command were to have
tactical-type transports, modified as necessary to stress flexibility. High-
performance, long-range personnel carriers for ATC would come from modified
civil aircraft only when suitable AAF aircraft were not available. The AAF would
also limit itself to development of tactical transport aircraft, which had the marked
proclivity to force ATC to the civilian marketplace for its airplanes, especially since
the tactical transporters in development had ranges of only about 1,000 miles.!%

Economics overcame common sense and military judgment in November of
1946 when the AAF disbanded the Third Air Force (Troop Carrier), leaving TAC's
three troop carmmer groups to be assigned to the tactical air forces. In December of
1948, the Air Force reduced Headquarters TAC to an operating and planning
headquarters subordinate to the newly created Continental Air Command
(CONACQC). Even though earlier decisions seemed to preclude the effort, the troop
carrier units airlifted infantry companies from the continental United States to
Alaska and back for maneuvers during the winter of 1947-48. In May of 1948, they
also airlifted an Army Regimentai Combat Team about 500 miles. The new idea of
a strategic troop carrier mission just would not go away, !>
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developments in aircraft capability and to offer 2 modern combined arms approach
to warfare. General Brereton saw an integrated battlefield of sorts. Airborne forces
would seize the airhead. Air transports would fly in additional ground forces (but
not necessarily paratroopers), expand the airhead, fly in tactical air power, and
eventually bring in strategic air power. His ideas certainly supported the thinking
that airlift should be consolidated into a unified war-fighting organization.

The C-124 as a Source of Controversy

Even if they were enthusiastic and creative, the troop carrier planners were not
wild-eyed dreamers. In 1948, for example, they told the Amy’s Command and
General Staff College that the ‘*feasibility of operating, say, 100 transports per hour
into and out of ten (10) hastily prepared strips in a deep penetration airhead is a
problem requiring extensive and expensive tests and analysis prior to solution.’’1#!
They were, nonetheless, willing to accept the C-124 aircraft as an interim solution
to their desire for a ‘‘heavy’’ troop carrier transporter capable of carrying a 25-ton
payload. They also had accepted C-54 aircraft into troop carrier units to ‘‘explore
the ramifications of utilizing large aircraft in a tactical role.”” Acceptance of the C-
124 was a ‘‘stopgap’’ position, but Headquarters USAF subsequently decided to
procure the C-124 as a standard heavy cargo aircraft for troop carriers. Eventually
Air Force planners foresaw four troop carrier groups equipped with the big airplane.
The Tactical Air Command (TAC]) tried to save the situation by arranging for
modifications that would make the C-124 usable in the airbome role. Col William
Momyer, TAC chief of special projects, attempted to sway the Air Force’s decision
with a personal call to the Air Staff but was told that

the C-124 is to be employed primarily in the role of supporting our strategic airlift and a
secondary role as a troop carrier aircraft. . . . It is essentiai that the Air Force not incumber
the delivery of the C-124 in view of the acute shortage of transport aircraft for the lifting of
our strategic striking force in the event of hostilities. . . .factors that could be
accomplished to make the airplane suitable for drop carrier operations should certainly be
incorporated, but they must be evaluated in terms of delays to be encountered, 152

Even though the C-124s were not exactly its choice, TAC did not want to lose
any of them to MATS. When General Lee attended a troop carrier conference at the
Pentagon in November 1949, he carried with him background papers that outlined
the tremendous demands by the Army for air transportability training as part of its
strategic deployment concept and the widespread disruption that assignment to
MATS with augmentation to TAC would cause. It is interesting that TAC focused
its arguments on MATS, as C-124s were also scheduled to go to SAC and the Air

Materiel Command. 3
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Figure 50. Loading heavy equipmentinto a C-124.

By June of 1951, MATS and TAC were battling for possession of the new C-124s
the Air Force was buying General Kuter, MATS's commander, wrote to the Air
Force director of operations arguing that ‘‘because of the critical shortage of
strategic airlift, better utilization can be made of the C-124 aircraft’’ that were
programmed for the troop carriers. He noted that the C-124 was unsuitable for
airborne operations and for feeder-type intratheater airlift. Airplanes like the C-54
and C-119, with much lighter footprints, caused considerable damage to Korean
airfields, he said, and MATS could handle the Army's requirements for airlift of
large and heavy items as they came along. The C-124 was a ‘‘long-range strategic
type transport aircraft,”’ General Kuter argued, ‘‘to be operated from first class
airfields.’ "'® The newly formed Eighteenth Air Force (Troop Carrier) of Lt Gen
John Cannon’s revitatized Tactical Air Command objected vehemently to the
MATS position. Eighteenth Air Force offered a number of reasons why MATS
should not get the C-[24s, which may be summarized as follows:

® The airborne weapon system (with ground and air segments) must maintan its
integrity to be an effective weapon.

® MATS could expand its capability by tocusing on development of a global route
pattern that could be expanded for use by US civil flag carriers.
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® Troop cammiers are the only organic Air Force air transport that the CSAF could
commit on his own, and the Air Ferce needed that flexibiliry.

® The Navy should provide more to MATS.

¢ The Army is already pressing the Air Force to meet its airlift requirements.

# There should be no division of responsibility within the Air Force in its support of
the Army’s opetational needs and TAC is already designated as the only point of contact.

® Loss of the C-124 would delay development of the strategic deployment concept.

® The C-124 has already shown its potential for tactical airdrop and landings and
suitability tests in Korea should provide more data. '3

Each argument offers insight into the events outside the Air Force that played in the
airlift debate.

Concerning the ‘‘airborne weapon system’' argument, hindsight allows us to
conclude that the troop carrier leaders, by virtue of their continuing contract with
the Army, were years ahead of MATS’s and the rest of the Air Force's thinking
concerning the concept of strategically deploying Army forces by airlift. MATS’s
thinking was generally limited to two airlift missions: (1) deployment and support
of SAC bombers in an atomic contingency. and (2) routine, but massive, logistics
air flows on a global basis. The troop carrier planners, however, were not
necessarily correct that, by implication, a force dedicated to the Army was
necessary. Nor were they and the Army fully correct in their belief that long-range
parachute operations, which appeared to require large chunks of training time. were
the ultimate conventional weapon.

The Eighteenth Air Force argument concerning MATS’s focusing on route
development for civil airlines to use in wartime showed a fundamental lack of
understanding of what MATS was already doing. Concentration on that rather hazy
proposal obviously would have been unsatisfactory—it would have been a
disservice to the nation’s muitifaceted military airlift needs. The argument was
gratuitous, but when another command is trying to *‘steal’’ your airplanes you are
liable to say almost anything.

The point that troop carriers were the only organic Air Force air transport the
CSAF could control was in error at several levels. First, MATS was asking for C-
124s, not all troop carrier aircraft. The Eighteenth Air Force was mixing in the
larger issue of consolidation. At that level the argument was irrelevant. Second, the
argument was grossly parochial. The troop carrier position was that **the decision
as to when an emergency necessitates an overriding priority which would take troop
carrier units from their basic Air Force mission should be a responsibility of the
Chief of Staff, USAF.”’'% More reasonable, that is a decision to be undertaken by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who would certainly have a broader view.

The idea that the Navy should contribute more to MATS was a very good one. It
was also politically unrealistic. The Air Force had been fighting that battle since
1948 and reality militated against much more success.

The next three arguments were really related to the first and were the strongest
troop carrier position. The Air Force owed the Army air transportation in keeping
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with the Key West Agreements of 1948. An essential reason for the creation of TAC
was to work with the Army. The Air Force was rapidly approaching the point of
reserving MATS for support of SAC, and the Korean conflict showed MATS could
also be tied up extensively in logistics airlift, although their aircraft were also
heavily used early on to move Army forces to the conflict. Eighteenth Air Force
was only partially correct, however, that there ‘*‘should be no division of
responsibility within the Air Force in its support of the Army’s operational
need.’”'®” As ideas change there is no reason for structures and arrangements to
rematin static. If there was a valid reason for airlift consolidation, then there was no
reason that TAC could not be the point of contact for all issues except airlift, with
the new consolidated agency performing the same function just for airlift. There is
no overwhelming logic for the ‘‘single point of contact’” concept if other
advantages can offset bureaucratic losses.

Concern over whether the C-124 could perform *“*tactical’’ missions soon became
bogged down in technical debates about footprint pressures on runways, paratroop
concentration capabilities, and runway operating lengths. TAC eventually
concluded that the C-124 could operate into and out of the same bases that the troop
carrier C-54s did and was willing to live with the lack of meaningful paratroop
capability. Troop carrier leaders were willing to accept those shortcomings because
they were so dedicated to the idea of strategic deployment of the Army from the
United States all the way to combat and because C-124s so enhanced their
capabilities to deliver Army heavy equipment and large numbers of combat troops

- over long distances.

Both commands pius SAC and AMC had C-124s and kept them until 1957 when
they were all assigned to MATS. The point 1s not so much the C-124 itseif, but
rather the doctrinal issues that surrounded debate over the airplane. MATS was not
especially pleased with the airplane because of its relatively short flying distance-—
1,800 or so miles——but ended up with hundreds of them. TAC did not like several of
the tactical limitations of the airplane but fought to get what it could in order to test
out strategic deployment concepts.

The Tunner-Cannon Connection

In November of 1950, General Tunner wrote to Lt Gen Lauris Norstad about the
anticipated purchase of additional C-119s. Acknowledging that the C-119 was
fundamentally sound and could well beccome the medium transport workhorse for
the Air Force, General Tunner nonetheless noted thut some two tons of cargo weight
could be made available it specialized cquipment for airborne missions -
presumably both personnel and cargo——could be deleted. He cited the vast majority
of time spent in airlanding operations in Korea as proof. *"This simply means that
twelve thousand tons of vitally needed cargo is still in Japan, which might have
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been in Korea.'' He was not drawing an absolute line: *‘1 also believe that, by
careful design on the part of the aircraft manufacturer and by a realistic attitude on
the part of those individuals dictating troop carrier requirements, we could have a
workable compromise satisfactory to everyone.’'!® Perhaps he realized that aerial
resupply offered so many benefits that the mission could not just be written off in
the name of tonnage.

In a letter written in late December of 1950 to Maj Gen William McKee, the
assistant vice chief of staff, General Tunner raised the question of airlift
consolidation. His experiences in command of the Far East Air Forces Combat
Cargo Command gave new credence to his position:

t have not heard anything in some time about the proposal to consolidate MATS and
Troop Carrier. However, my experience as a Troop Casrier Commander in combat in this
theatre has served to strengthen my belief in the wisdom of such a conselidation. There is
practically no connection between Troop Carmier and Tactical aviation, while there is a
very valid connection with other types of transpert aviation. The Troop Carrier and MATS
jobs in this theatre have been interchangeable almost throughout the whole war to date.
We have found here that we are able to effect complete coordination with the tactical
people whenever it is required, by the use of liaison officers. As you know, we have
dropped paratroopers and we have dropped supplies in large quantities, At these times, we
have requested and received the fighter support which we needed. In no case have we
suffered from the fact that we are parailel to, and independent of, the Tactical Air Force,
From the point of view of economy, as well as the interest of efficiency of operation, 1
recommend most strongly the unification of all air transport organizations in the Air
Force.'®?

In May of 1951, Lt Gen John Cannon, commander of the Tactical Air Command,
had the opportunity to comment on both of General Tunner’s Jetters. He said that
the additional weight was really 350 pounds, not two tons, but it is difficult to
determine which apples and oranges the generals were comparing. More to the
point was General Cannon’s argument that the airborne and supply-dropping
missions were more than important enough for a weight trade-off. Essentially he
was right, Experience in World War II and subsequent events in Korea proved him
so. at least concemning aerial resupply via parachute. He was more than willing to
concede that “‘it is desirable, however, that aircraft be designed so that the heaviest
team of troop carrier equipment may be quickly installed and removed.’ "' It was
an entirely reasonable position and closer to General Tunner’s point than initial
reading might reveal.

Given the magnificent advantage of hindsight, General Cannon’s arguments
concerning consolidation were less reasonable but certainly persuasive. He
emphatically believed that troop carrier aviation was an integral part of tactical
aviation and offered the following proof for his point:

(1} Airbome operations of division and larger size are extremely complex, difficult to
perform, require a great amount of joint Army and Air Force training and coordination,
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and are based upon joint Army and Tactical Air Force staff planning and SOPs of a
complexity comparable to that required for close support aviation.

(2) Forward airfields are used by both troop cartier and close support aircraft,
Operations of both must be adjusted to fit the other depending upon the urgency of the
situation, and, therefore, must be under the same command.

(3) In the face of air opposition, the necessity for air defense of bases, fighter escort,
and close control of all air operations, not only requires troop carrier type of operation but
preciudes the airline concept of cargo operation. Supply and resupply of troops in the
combat theater of operations, regardless of method of performance, are a function of
taclical aviaton. This is but one of the jobs of troop carmer which is an intzgral part of

tactical aviation.
(4) It is vital that the ground force commander in the field have but one air commander

to deak with.'"!

The question of whether troop carrier aviation was tactical or not was, in the last
analysis, irrelevant. Coordination and liaison could solve many of the problems
General Cannon discussed. The ground force commander in the field would still
have only one air commander to deal with. This debate centered on the fallacy of
composition: troop carriers had a ractical mission, therefore they must belong to the
tactical air command. General Cannon’s belief that “*any proposal to merge troop
carrier and all air transport units into one air transport organization is basically in
error in that it combines combat functions with service functions’™ was a gross
misstatement of what airlift consolidation aimed at, and General Tunner had
himself to blame for opening that door." The question was whether the airlift
mission could be better served by consolidation. Unfortunately, the debate
degenerated into questions of definition. Tunner overemphasized tonnage questions
and thus created an understandable concern that the tactical mission, which by
inference was inefficient, would be degraded.

Meanwhile, in February of 1951, General Tunner responded to FEAF's
commander, Gen George Stratemeyer, for a review and evaluation of the FEAF
Combat Cargo Command’s operations. The report was far ranging and thorough.
General Tunner was concerned that air transport continue as a theater issue, with
priorities and atlocation decided outside service channels. He also raised the issue
of the relative importance of airborne and air supply missions. He would not let go
of his argument conceming design of tactical airlifters primarily for an airlanding
role, although he did modify his numbers somewhat.

Experience over the last ten years shows that a relatively small percentage of the tactical
air transportation effort has been in support of airborne operations while airlanded supply
operation consumed the great bulk of the total workload. I beiieve we must overcome this
misconception and more clearly and accurately establish the true role of tactical air
wansportation. By doing this we may put more emphasis on organizing, training, and
equipping for air supply operations and thereby increase the overall tactical air
transportation capability many fold. This reevaluation of the tactical air ransportation
mission would allow us to consider seriously the reduction of specialized equipment in the
aircraft which is to be used only periodically for airborne operations. The Korean
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aperation alone bears gut the importance of this problem when we realize that each C-119
has approximately one ton of specialized equipment and structural strength to support it
which is used primanly for airbome missions. If the equipment had not been on the C-
119s during the 9.128 sorties flow, an additional 9,128 tons of urgently required supplies
could have been delivered at no additional cost. [ am not advocating the elimination of all
of this equipment but [ do want to point out the tremendous expense. [ believe much of
this loss in airlift capacity can be eliminated by the modification or redesign of some of
this specialized paradropping 2nd other equipment.!”?

Airlanding is the preferred method of aerial resupply, as the goods get where they
are going with mintmum damage and loss. But the lessons from Burma, New
Guinea, and a bit later than General Tunner’s report, from Korea all validated the
vital contribution that airdrop of supplies could make to a campaign. On the other
hand, General Tunner was correct that classic airborne operations were certainly not
the norm for troop carrier missions. Perhaps he was right that some modification
and compromise could be reached. His point was that what the Air Force needed, at
least for some interim period, was a long-range, heavy-lift aircraft for worldwide
operation; a medium-range, heavy-lift airplane for moving large heavy equipment
and airborne operations; and an assault transport for operations into small, marginal
airstrips. His call for fewer types of aircraft designed for more flexibility was
equally well thought out. Tunner, for all his ‘‘routine’ logistics experience, was
struggling with the recurring question of how to provide as few aircraft types as
possible to meet the many different kinds of airlift missions. He wanted to create a
philosophy in that direction and drive technology to a solution. It was a reasonable
and balanced approach.

After all the emotion had been wrung out of the argument, his position on air
transport consolidation was also reasonable:

Since 1943 there has been considerable discussion of the feasibility of integrating all air
transportation in one organization. [ believe the whole question must be considered from
the standpoint of worldwide requirements for air transponation as well as the United
States capability to produce transport aircraft and organize units. During the past several
years there have not been suffictent transport aircraft available to handle our total airlift
requirernents throughout the world. Planned production and procurement programs
indicate that this condition will exist well into the future. If this is true, we must prepare to
use all available air transportation to the maximum extent possible on the highest priority
missions, whether the missions are strategic or tactical. The only way this can be
satisfactorily accomplished is by integrating all air transporation inte one organization
which will have the mission of standardizing the equipment, units and technigue insofar as
possible. Of course there will be limitations in the standardization of equipment but a great
deal can be donc to improve the versatility of transport aircraft. My expenence
commanding Troop Carrier, Military Air Transport Service, and the Marine and Navy
units on the Berlin Airlift, Operation Swarmer and here, certainly indicates that much cun
be done to standardize procedures and techniques. On each of these operations where it
was necessary to bring both Troop Carrier and the Military Air Transport Service units and
personnel iogether, I found, although the mission was identical, considerable variation in
organization, equipment and training. Because of this, a time-consuming standardization
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program was necessary before the operation could be put on a maximum effort basis. I
betieve that much greater airlift capability can be developed with available resources by
placing all air transportation in one organization and making it available to theater
commanders as required by them. !

None of the advocates of airlift consolidation proposed to do away with the
tactical mission. Rather, they were seeking to provide the most airlift possible and
the most appropriate to the needs of the supported combat commander. On the other
hand, the ‘‘separate’’ tactical airlift supporters were equally reasonable men who
were sincerely disturbed that the unique portions of their missions would be
overshadowed by concerns for economy and efficiency, to the detnment of national
security. Given the great differences in mission execution at the operational level,
the meat-ax economies being exercised periodically by higher authorities, and the
natural esprit de corps found in a combat organization, it is little wonder that troop
carrier and tactical leaders resisted consolidation.

General Tunner’s report also provided an interesting blending of airlift and air
power doctrine concerning air superiority and, by inference, the confidence that
supported commanders could place in air transport operations.

Since there has been very limited enemy air opposition in Korea, some questions will
probably be raised as to the effect active enemy air operations would have had on air
transport operatigns. I believe these questions can best be answered by reconsidering past
experience. In the Pacific and European theaters of operations it was found that air
transport operations could be carried out even though the enemy was capable of mounting
large-scale air opposition. It is true that air superiority is essentjal, but since . . . air
superiority will be established in any operational area before any type of large scale
operations can be started, there is Little question of the ability of air transportation to play
its normal role even in a theater where air opposition exists. !>

It is possible to draw from this syllogistic argument that airlift would operate in the
face of enemy air opposition, because that is the nature of war.

““Official’’ Doctrine

Early in the 1950s, the Air University (AU) engaged in a frustrating senes of
efforts to publish Air Force doctrine. Air University found itself engaged in a
running debate with Headquarters USAF and the major operating commands over
who should write such documents and what should be in them. Lt Gen Thomas
White, then Air Force deputy chief of staff for operations, noted in early 1951 that
there was a compelling need for “‘clear-cut and succinct statements of operational
doctrine’’; and that although Air University was the ‘‘best qualified Air Force
agency to prepate such manuals,’” Headquarters USAF was the ‘‘only agency in the
Air Force which was always conversant with Department of Defense policies and
interservice negotiations.”” Consequently, Air University would write these
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manuals, and headquarters would review all such publications. The Air Force
Council approved Air Force Manual (AFM) 1-2, United States Air Force Doctrine,
on 12 March 1953, after five years of tedious work by all concerned. It was a short,
tract-size document of sweeping generalities concerning air power and the
principles of war that should have offended no one. "

Concurrent with the Air University effort to produce a basic doctrine manual. the
Air War College Evaluation Staff began work on four manuals designed to expand
on the basic doctrine. These included theater air operations, air defense operations,
strategic air operations, and air transport operations. Air University planned to
produce these manuals by working in close coordination with the responsible Air
Force commands. The Strategic Air Command and the Air Defense Command were
enthusiastic. MATS was pleased enough with the draft of its manual that it did not
even want a review committee. Col William Momyer, the AU head of the
evaluation staff, was so surprised at this cooperativeness that he said MATS might
not have given ‘‘the detailed review necessary for expressing sound doctrinal
matters.”’ """ MATS saw the draft in May of 1952 and apparently submitted final
comments on 30 January 1953, after some prodding from the Air University project
officer to ‘‘obtain a less casual critique.”” The final draft went to the Air Staff the
following March. It was never published.'”®

The tentative manual had much to say for itself but was extremely limited in
scope, focusing on a ‘‘general concept of the role of air transport forces in a
worldwide system of airbome logistics’’ and excluding ‘‘operations conducted by
tactical air forces in intratheater operations, feeder or special mission operations
[and] the support to be rendered the strategic air forces in the initial stage of
war.”’'” Having thus deleted several vital elements of air transportation, the manual
was partially true to General Amold’s belief in the specialness of strategic airlift but
missed the opportunity to offer a comprehensive airlift doctrine. No doubt, the AU
writers were influenced by the then prevalent belief that troop carrier and strategic
airlift were to be separate organizational entities. They certainly had to be aware of
the uproar a more comprehensive document would have caused in Cannon'’s
Tactical Air Command headquarters. Above all, the doctrine experts wanted to get
the manual published, and such limitations ensured a minimum number of
coordinating agencies. It is ironic that Lt Gen Laurence Kuter, fresh from his
assignment as the commander of MATS where he had led a strong battle for airl:ft
consolidation, was the Air University commander during the development and
forwarding of the air transportation manual.

Perhaps the most startling statement in the draft manual had to do with the
resources allocated to military air transport:

The requirements for military air transport in time of war will greatly exceed the air
transport resources of the nation. This is an inadequacy which is not peculiar to air
transport alone, but is shared in varying degrees by all military and civil activities in
periods of total mobilization. The deficits which will face air transport can be attributed
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Jet Transport Aircraft

Throughout the early 1950s, MATS pushed for an Air Force decision to
investigate an all-jet transport. The airlift fleet was aging and needed a modem
replacement. In 1953, the Rand Corporation reviewed over 1,000 future aircraft
designs. narrowed the field to 216, and compared those against an air transport
system similar to MATSs. Rand’s conclusions at least helped MATS and the Air
Force by providing a set of decision-making criteria:

I. Airplanes powered by turbo-prop engines provide lower direct operating cost per
ton-mile than do airplanes powered by compound-reciprocating or turbo-jet engines for
any ecombination of design speed. payload in the following area:

Range—1.500 to 3.500 nautical miles
Payload-—25.000 to 150,000 pounds
Speed— 1 30 to 490 knots

2. Larpe airplanes {large payload at long design ranpe) have lower direct operating
cost per ton-mile than do small airplanes.

3. Large airplanes arc less sensitive to variations of operations from the design range,
both from the cost per ton-mile and airift capability standpoints.

4. Selection of an aircraft should be based upon the cost to perform the mission by a
fleet of the airplanes rather than on the ability of one airplane to fulfill some single payload
range requircment.

5. The cost of air ransportation can be ¢onsiderably lower in the future than it is today
if a well integrated plan for airplane and engine development is apgressively pursued. e

Rand also indicated that the payload cost reduction trade-off point was achieved
somewhere around the 35-ton limit, thus gaining no additional ton-mile cost
advantage above that point. Analyzing all the data, MATS concluded that, for the
foreseeable future, this meant that the airlifter would have a 35-ton payload, a 50-
ton gross takeoff weight, and a range of 2,500 miles. Because the ton-mile cost
system factors in most operating costs, the limiting factor (at least in terms of other
than a marginal advantage) must have been in powerplant efficiency. A MATS
Aircraft Characteristics and Configuration Board studied the issue and concluded
that even under the Atr Force’s 143-wing expansion program, and counting in civil
capability, airlift in wartime was not sufficient to meet needs. The board said
MATS needed two types of airplanes, one that could carry 50 tons 3,500 miles and
another that could carry 15 tons or 100 passengers the same distance. The 3,500-
mile distance requirement reflected the realization that many en route bases, the
essence of the current airlift system, would not be available in wartime. MATS was
concemed also about long-range aircraft because it had undertaken a program to
locate all strategic airlift squadrons within the United States and Hawaii. In
addition, the transport service also very much needed a fleet compatible with the
Strategic Air Command bombers.**!
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Lt Gen Joseph Smith, who succeeded General Kuter as the MATS commander,
urged the Air Force to “‘announce a firm position in favor of the development of a
turbojet transport for military use . . . to meet the needs of MATS.”"'?? General
Smith was so dedicated to the idea of jet transports, and to getting the Air Force to
commit itself, that he was willing for anyone to have them, just as long as the Air

Force moved:

| feel that it is timely and necessary for the USAF to get into a jet transport program and
that a major command of the Air Force initiate use of jet transports. This doesn’t have 1o
be MATS. Appropriate action now could produce jet transports as early as 1958. |
propose that procurement action be initiated to provide one 12-plane jet transport squadron

on the West Coast and two | 2-plane jet transport squadrons on the East Coast as an interim
193

program.

The USAF Directorate of Requirements had already studied the issue and was
ready to start more serious efforts. The Air Materiel Command already had six
turboprop test-bed aircraft, two YC-97s, two YC-121Fs, and two YC-131Cs that it
was ready to turn over to MATS for engine-hour accumulation, establishment of
maintenance procedures, and general operating and experience. %

In August of 1954, General Smith presented a paper to the Institute of
Aeronautical Sciences that not only supported the development of jet-powered
transports, but also demonstrated that MATS had apparently abandoned its quest for
airlift consolidation with troop carrier aviation.'™ He called for the development of
two different, highly capable jet transports. One was to lift critical cargoes that
needed to go by fast air express, cargoes such as “*high-cost items, scarce materiais.
nuclear components, whole blood, controlled critical supplies and electronic
equipment.”” The same aircraft would be specialized personnel carriers over high-
density, overseas routes. They would need to be pressurized to 8,000 feet for
habitability and to avoid passenger fatigue. The general wanted an airplane that
would fly at 500 knots, with a range of 3,500 miles, and land on a runway 5,000 to
6,000 feet long with thrust reversers, not “‘such gimmicks as drag chute braking.™
The airplanes had to be simple to fly and maintain, with engines on pods rather than
embedded in the wings. They also needed to be as compatible as possible with civil
aircraft but without compromising the military mission. Such an airplane would be
a turbojet.

The all-cargo carrier was the other type of airlifter General Smith proposed. It
would be a turboprop capable of carrying 25 tons a distance of 3,500 miles, also
into 5,000- to 6,000-foot runways. General Smith suggested wide doors and truck-
bed-height loading butr said he could cope with higher cargo floors due to
innovations in high-lift loading equipment. The cargo carrier had to be as easy to fly
and maintain as the proposed passenger airlifter,

The evidence that General Smith had at least shelved the consolidation urge came

early in his speech:
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[n past years. it has been accepted without challenge that military transport aircraft should
be multipurpose with the same type of aircraft being used interchangeably for passengers.
evacuation of sick and wounded, hauling cargo and mounting troop carrier operations. We
have learned by experience that such a concept is no longer sound or efficient. We must
now have one type of aircraft for the express purpose of transporting personnel and
wounded and another type exclusively for hauling freight.'*

This focus on strategic airlift requirements was a clear signal that MATS was
entering the jet transport debate looking out for its primary mission and would be
unwilling to modify its requirements to accommedate troop carrier concerns.
General Smith was clearly a man who put his money where his desires were. In
January of 1955 he recommended to the Air Force chief of staff, the ecarly
procurement of the C-133 cargo aircraft. The previous July he had recommended
the DC-7 as his choice as an interim passenger and cargo aircraft, but in December
1954, he requested the DC-8 or B-707 for long-termm jet transport (passenger)
needs.'”’

New Tactical Airlifts

During World War I the glider was the standard method of delivering heavy
equipment and reinforcements after a paratroop assault. The glider, however, had
some significant drawbacks. In combination with its required tow plane, it was
twice as vulnerable, took twice the number of pilots, and required about twice the
amount of airspace. In darkness and bad weather, gliders were especially hard to
handle. and abandoning them was expensive. '

The CG-4A standard glider from the war could not carry more than a 205-mm
howitzer or a tow vehicle. The CG-15A replacement glider was better but still
unacceptable to the airborne forces. The CG-13A, which could carry 42 troops or a
10.000-pound payload, was a vast improvement but landed too fast to allow use on
small fields or rough ground. In March of 1945 the Air Force declared all existing
gliders obsolescent, but it was not until December of 1945 that the AAF decided to
underiake a five-glider development program.

In May 1946, the Air Materie! Command, Engineering Division, issued a
technical instruction calling for the development of a *‘single but sturdy powered
transport, with low wing and low wheel loadings and with low landing speeds as an
interim assault airplane.”” It specifically noted that the gliders under development
be redesigned 10 meet these requirements.'” The year 1948 saw the issuance of a
contract for a powered version of the XCG-20, to be known as the XC-123. It could
land in a space of 800 feet. By September of 1950, TAC said that ‘*both Army and
Air Force personnel agree that the requirement for gliders in troop carrier operations
no longer exists.”"*®
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In February of 1951, in pursuance of TAC’s goal of an assault-type aircraft
capable of operating from unprepared strips, the Air Force informed Air Materiel
Command that the C-123 was to be considered part of the Air Force’s 95-group
program with a goal of 398 aircraft.

The first appearance of the C-123 in tactical operations was the large-scale
Army-Air Force Sagebrush maneuver in November and December of 1955. Testing
atomic war concepts for the Army, it showed that highly mobile, self-sustaining
Army forces, dispersed to strategic locations near such a combat zone, were
preferable to concentration of such forces. The C-123, then, was designed to be
TAC's assault airiifter.?*

Another element of TAC’s airlift force was the medium troop carrier wing.
During the Korean conflict, this meant the C-119 aircraft. However, by November
of 1952 Headguarters TAC had decided it wanted a follow-on aircraft, the
Lockheed C-130, built to 195} TAC specifications.”* The Eighteenth Air Force
envisioned the C-130 as being able to meet theater logistics needs at high payloads
and speeds, contributing to the assault mission with high-performance landing,
takeoff and climb characteristics, and also providing an excellent parachute
delivery system.?™ The first flight of the YC-130 took place at Burbank, California,
in August of 1954, with the Air Force taking beginning deliveries in April 1955.
The YC-120 could carry 90 troops with full equipment or 18 tons of cargo.?®

The Airlift Heritage of the Postwar Era

The 10 years following the Second World War were, at once, frustrating,
exciting, and demanding for airlift forces. Airlift consolidation, in terms of
strategic and troop carrier airlift, was rejected at the official doctrinal level and
accepted, at least in part, at both the conceptual and operational levels. Airlift
consolidation, in terms of the primary mission of troop carrier aviation, was
strongly headed in the direction of one theater airlift organization for both airborne
paratroop operations and aerial logistics functions. Airlift consolidation, in terms of
Department of Defense strategic airlift resources, was generally validated with the
creation of the Military Air Transport Service in 1948.

The Berlin airlift proved, among many other things, that airlift could rise to
incredible challenges and that it was a fundamental tool of diplomacy in the new
political order of the war. In the Korean War, strategic airlift operations proved the
folly of low-priority, underfunded, ill-prepared forces. Troop carrier aviation rose
to the demands of the Korean War and showed its great flexibility and
responsiveness. Paratroop operations in Korea were not important, but aerial
resupply activities were critical.

Both MATS and troop carrier planners saw the need for aircraft better suited for
their airlift missions. At the end of the period, MATS concentrated on the strategic
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CHAPTER §

The Turbulent Years

In early 1952 Gen Hoyt Vandenberg, Air Force vice chief of staff, told the Air
War College class that the Air Force was forced to preposition vital stocks overseas,
thus not only engaging in an expensive practice but also committing itself to bases
that might not be available when needed. He proposed to solve this dilemma with

airlift.

Airlift on the scale we visualize would make it possible to move logistic support with and
as the bombers move. If the bombers are forced to divent to alternate bases, the logistic
support would likewise be diverted. Without this type support, the strategic bombing force
is neither truly strategic nor potent. To have truly strategic striking forces, logistics must
be strategically mobile and flexible as the forces it supports. !

Mititary Air Transport Service (MATS) was to live with this concept for the next
eight years.

The Airlift Policy Context

In September of 1953, President Eisenhower directed Robert Murray, Ir., under
secretary of commerce for transportation and chairman of the Air Coordinating

Committee, to

undertake a comprehensive review of our aviation policy and prepare a statement of
present United States policies in the primary areas of aviation inierest. for my
consideration and approval. This should be done in consultation with appropriate industry.
local government and private aviation groups.’

Murray transmitted his report to the president in May of 1954 with the observation
that ‘‘issues of a strictly military nature have been excluded.”” The presdent
responded to the report, saying that he would use it as a ‘‘guide in future
consideration’’ of air policy issues.*

The Air Coordinating Committee Report
The most oft-quoted portion of that report, the one most used by those seeking

more government business for the airlines, said ““the government should. to the
greatest extent practicable, adjust its use of air transportation so as 10 use existing
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President Eisenhower wanted, in its most simplified form, a strong national
defense at the least cost. That translated to a heavy reliance on nuclear weapons—at
the strategic and tactical levels. This led to extensive debates on whether a true
nuclear stalemate with the Soviets could exist and whether a limited war could
occur. In May of 1954, Gen Otto P. Weyland, commander of the Tactical Air
Command (TAC), suggested that the Communists would not start a brushfire-style
war in any area where the United States was prepared to fight effectively. Because
tactical air forces were already committed to Europe and the Far East, he
recommended formation of a highly mobile tactical air force, stationed in the
United States, that could be deployed to meet needs anywhere in the world. It
became a reality in July of 1955 as the Nineteenth Air Force.!

By 1955, the Army, according to its chief of staff, Gen Matthew Ridgway, had a
“‘paper”’ strength with very little airlift or sealift mobility to meet President
Eisenhower’s strategic reserve concept. The Army, he said, had ‘‘no adequate
mobile-ready force now in being and the actual creation of such a force must
compete with increasingly emphasized nuclear-air requirements. '

In 1956, Congressman Daniel Flood, concerned about the Army’s needs for
airlift and the Hoover Commission’s observation about MATS, conducted hearings
on airlift. During these hearings, he was particularly critical of MATS’s use of the
C-118s and C-121s. These aircraft were militarized versions of civil aircraft, with
reinforced floors and wide doors. Congressman Flood expressed concern that these
aircraft were not designated for Army use, had several civil characteristics (galleys
and stewardesses), and often carried passengers the civil air carriers could have
handled. He wanted, instead, an airplane capable of carrying heavy cargo and Army
troops together—presumably for the timely arrival of cohesive fighting units. The
resulting Appropriations Committee 1956 report becarne the first formal expression
of congressional interest in the airlift business. The final report ignored the Army
question but, nonetheless, addressed the MATS/civil air question:

The committee recognizes the strategic importance and necessity of a strong MATS type
of operation. At the same time, the committee notes that it is apparent that commercial air
facilities, including scheduled and nonscheduled airlines, zre an essential parl of the
overall mobilization transport strength of the United States, and as it has been stated by
Air Force representatives, will provide a major part of the ability of the Nation to meet the
huge demands for transport in the event of a sudden war emergency.

Because of the significant role that the Military Air Transporl Service plays in our
mobilization, the committee does not desire to set an arbitrary limit on the size of the
MATS operation. However, it is the opinion of the committee that the Air Force should
give attention to handling its air transport business in such a way as to assist in keeping the
nonscheduled and other airlines in a reasonably sound financial and operating position. !
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The Senate Committee on Appropriations issued a parallel report saying that

the commitiee wishes 10 make it clear that the Depantment of Defense should, in the
future, utilize the services of commercial transportation to the fullest extent possible when
it is more economical, and that in evaluating relative costs of transportation, the
department should recognize the element of time saved as an imporiant factor. 17

To emphasize their concems, the conference committee on the fiscal 1957 DOD
appropriations bill, represented by Senator Dennis Chavez and Congressman
George Mahon, sent a letter to Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson, reaffirming
that the House report represented a ‘‘joint expression of the intent and desires of the
two Committees on Appropriations.”’'® The letter also quoted the 1954 President’s
Air Coordinating Committee report calling for DOD use of the unutilized capacity
of the United States air carriers.

In 1957 the Senate Committee on Appropriations held hearings on the civil
airline question and heard an apparently effective series of presentations by the Air
Transport Association, a representative of the supplemental airlines; and another
airline executive, Senator Stuart Symington, former secretary of the Air Force, led
the questioning as the ex officio representative of the Armed Services Committee.
The language of the final report elevated the issue to a dispute between the DOD

and the Congress:

In summary we do not feel that sufficient effort has been made by the Department of
Defense in the international and overseas field to **adjust its use of air transportation so as
to use existing unutilized capacity of United States air camriers.”’ It is the wish of the
committee, therefore, that within the 1958 appropriations for operations and maintenance
and for military persoanel the Defense Department reprogram expenditures for operating
MATS and other governmeni-owned transport activities sufficiently 1o permit the funds so
reprogrammed to be applied toward procuring the services of United States civil air
carriers to meet as nearly as possible 40 percent of the passenger requirements and 20
percent of the cargo requirements of the Military Air Transpor Service. "

The House, on the other hand, elected not to enter into the controversy. Part of
the reason for this may have been a report prepared by the staff of the House
Appropriations Subcommittee on the Department of Defense (DOD), that actually
put the issue in fairly good perspective. That staff report spoke of a conviction for
the need for a substantial amount of military airlift and narrowed the problem “‘to
finding ways to measure and methods to balance the conflicting pressures of
minimum-cost economy on one hand versus the maximum use of commercial
facilities for military needs on the other hand, while maintaining military power for

possible war. "%
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The Single Manager Concept

In August of 1956, in response to the Flood subcommittee hearing, MATS sent a
letter to Headquarters USAF suggesting that one of the factors contributing to the
rough-going was that ‘‘the mission of MATS, as stated, is subject to
misinterpretation and misunderstanding.’™' A look at the mission statement reveals
the correctness of MATS's position. Air Force Regulation 23-17. Military Air
Transport Service (MATS), 26 August 1953, and a December 1955 amendment,
were the referenced documents. Attached was a copy of DOD Directive 5[60.2,
also titted The Militarv Air Transport Service (MATS), dated 25 June 1952. In these
seven pages of dense text there was not one mention of a wartime mission for
MATS.2

The change MATS proposed was simple enough—it wanted a statement to the
effect that MATS's mission was to ‘‘meet the approved requirements of the
Department of Defense as established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”’** The Air Force
replied that the whole 1ssue was under study as part of the DOD’s decision to supply
the single manager concept to airlift. James Douglas, then under secretary of the Air
Force, led the Air Force reorganization ¢ffort. After some typical bureaucratic
wranglings, the DOD did publish a new version of its directive number 5160.2 on 7
December 1956, entitled Single Manager Assignment for Airlift Service. The
directive designated the secretary of the Air Force as the single manager for airhift
service of the entire DOD. It integrated into a ‘‘single military agency of the
Department of Defense all transport type aircraft engaged in scheduled point-to-
point service or aircraft whose operations are susceptible to such scheduling.””*
The overriding purpose of the new organization was to ensure that wartime and D-
day airlift requirements were met, giving due regard.to commercial airlift and
economic peacetime operations. All of MATS’s airlift transport aircraft (as well as
its technical services), along with all but 20 of the Navy’s four-engine Fleet Logistic
Air Wings transports, and all heavy troop carrier aircraft were to betong to the
single manager organization.® fn September 1957, final arrangements were
completed and approved by DOD for MATS to serve as the Single Manager
Operating Agency for Airlift Service, with the commander of MATS designated the
executive director. MATS continued as a major command of the Air Force as
well %6

The Department of Defense settled on the single manager concept because of the
‘“diffusion within the military departments and the reliance placed by the services in
wartime on a single source . . . the old MATS . . . for airlift service.”’?” The senior
decision makers, thanks in part to the airlift controversy, saw the wisdom of earlier
MATS arguments that the scattering of many air transport functions throughout the
services was both uneconomical and strategically unwise. This concentration of
authority, however, also gave the civil carriers an easily identified target.
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MATS’s suggestions concerning a change in mission statement were esscntially
incorporated in the DOD directive in 1957. Subsequently, the official Air Force
mission statement for MATS caught up with reality in early 1958 echoing the DOD

position.

The Congressional Context

The January and February 1958 hearings of the House Subcommittee on Military
Operations, chaired by Congressman Chet Holifield, were called to review the
policies, procedures, and operations of the Department of Defense concerning the
transportation of military air cargo and passengers. Congressman Holifield’s
introductory remarks also noted that “‘organizations and individuals who represent
the commercial air carriers have petitioned this subcommittee to make an inquiry
into the MATS operations.”’* Additionally, the House subcommittee was
interested in the controversy surrounding the Senate Appropriations Committee
directive that MATS should contract to commercial carriers 40 percent of its

passenger and 20 percent of its cargo business.

The Holifield Subcommittee: 1958

There are many ways to view this series of hearings, but the most productive
mechanism is to view them as a doctrinal debate. The civil air carriers proposed a
new way of thinking about airlift—regardless of their motives. The Department of
Defense essentialiy, but not completely, defended the status quo approach to airlift.
The status quo was itself in a state of flux. The Air Force had only recently been
designated the DOD’s single manager for airlift, with MATS as the executive
agent. The airlift industrial fund was in the process of implementation; MATS had
just recetved TAC s C-124s, the C-133s were just coming on board, and the C-54s
were being retired The civil air carriers were in the midst of convernting al] their
passenger fleets to jets and were eXperiencing severe economic troubles.

in a very real sense this was a debate between conflicting doctrinal systems. The
ultimate criteria for determining who won was agreed upon by all involved—what
was best for national defense. The congressional committee served as the judge in
this debate. It was, after all is said and done, fairly good at this particular job. The
Holifield subcommittee let the airlines open the debate with the testimony of Stuart
G. Tipton, president of the Air Transport Association of America, commonly called

the ATA.

The ATA Position. Tipton presented a well-structured concept for a **national
airlift program.’**! It had three objectives. First, the ATA suggested an in-being
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(2) In emergency to the extent that they are available and needed in support of
military operations. 3

As he proceeded through his prepared statement, and in response to follow-up
questions, it soon became evident from Sharp’s public statements that MATS's
primary wartime mission was to support the immediate deplovment of SAC forces
at either M-day, or (secretly) earlier. MATS forces had to be available almost
‘nstantaneously for this mission, and they had to be thcroughly ‘rained for
woridwide deployment operations. In order 10 prepare for these immediate wartime
needs, MATS flew on a day-to-day basis, both to achieve individual pilot
proficiency and to keep the airlift ‘‘system’’ ready. By this the Air Force leaders
meant that the MATS planes needed to fly at a peacetime daily utilization rate as
close to forecast wartime needs as economically possible. MATS cited historicai
evidence to support this principle. ‘‘At the beginning of the Berlin airlift,”” said
Brig Gen Albert Wilson, MATS deputy chief of staff for operations, '*‘MATS was
operating at approximately 4 hours per day. With priority support, our best effort
produced only a 5.5-hour utilization rate at the end of 30 days. "* The Korean War
was equally eye-opening. ‘‘At the beginning of the Korean airhift, MATS was
manned at 4 hours per day and operating at a utilization rate of only 2.5 hours. At
the end of the first 30 days of this operation we attained a utilization rate of only 4.3
hours.’’* It was little wonder, then, that the Air Force wanted MATS operating at a
high peacetime rate.

The Air Force also took pains to explain the fundamental underpinning of its
peacetime airlift activity—if the airplane would fly anyway, even if empty, then it
only made sense to use the cargo and passenger-lift available as a by-product of this
training. To do otherwise would likely be the most uneconomic and tnefficient
course available. The point they were making was that peacetime airlift was
performed to train for wartime, not to meet peacetime airlift needs. However,
carrying cargo and people in peacetime made more sense than flying aircraft empty
and purchasing airlift from the civil carriers.

The military was not at all unmindful of the peacetime needs and wartime
contributions that the civil carriers would make. Secretary Sharp made the point
emphatically:

Let me make it very clear that the Air Force must rely on augmentation by the civil air
transport industry both in peace and war. I have no doubt that this kind of augmentation
will continue to be required in the future. The Air Force favors a sound air transport
industry which, operating from a position of economic swength and self-sufficiency, can
make a rapid, ordetly transition from the peacetime development of trade and commerce,
to the rigorous demands of a national emergency.

The Air Force has a clear interest in encouraging the development of the ¢ivil air transport

industry as a whole, and in continuing the working relationships which now exist between
the military and the industry. . . .+
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Secretary Sharp also pointed out that the Air Force had no doubts that the civil
airlines and aircrews would respond in wartime. The Air Force, ‘he said, would
reject as unfounded any challenge to the loyalty, patriotism, courage, or
professional skill of the civil air industry or its members. Nonetheless, there was 2
continuing need for an in-being military air transport capability that would handle
unique military airlift requiremnents. The secretary’s choice of words on this point
was particularly strong:

There are certain minimum needs ... which, as the basis of 1ming, experience,
avajlabiliry, readiness and types of equipment, must positively be met by milicary airlift
forces. These are hard-core airlift needs of such crucial importance at the outset of war
that reliance for their fulfillment upon anything but a seasoned, properly equipped,
disciplined mililary force such as MATS would be the height of national folly.*?

Sharp also responded directly to the ATA’s proposed ‘‘national airlift system.™’
He agreed with the general provisions of steps one, two and five, as these were
essentially the mechanisms followed in the status quo to quantify wartime airlift
requirements. Steps three, four, six, and eight, which were ‘*based on an idea that
any amount and kind of emergency military airlift can be traded off for an
equivalent amount of civil airlift,”” was another matter.** Sharp got to the heart of
the matter—the ATA proposal would reduce the nation’s wartime airlift capability.

In order for the carriers to run an economic operation on commercial or military business.
they must maintain a high utilization rate, A lower utilization rate would mean increased
costs. Therefore, carrier aircraft in peacetime uses might replace MATS aircraft, in the
total force, at a ratio of 2 for 3, or perhaps 3 for 5. This is because. at the higher utilization
rates, fewer aircraft will carry more traffic.

So if we say, for example, that the carriers and MATS start out with 100 aircraft each, or a
total of 200, then at some point in time the carriers would have 145 aircraft, and MATS
would have 25, or a total of 170. This would represent an unacceptable reduction in the
total D-day force. In this connection, | would ask the commitiee 10 recall that for an
emergency, in addition to the ton-mtle requirements per time period. there is a very critical
need for aircraft on a trip-by-trip unit basis. It is not likely that Mr Tipton's plan wouid
accommodate this requirement. !

The efficiency argument, then, could be turned around against the air carrier.
Increasing civil air capability, the secretary argued, was desirable but by no means
interchangeable with the type of military airlift provided by MATS. He made a
three-part argument to support this critical point. First, uniquely military airlift
requirements would not decline in the future. Second, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS) had validated the military forces, augmented by civil aircraft as generally
adequate for current needs. Third, the Congress would be kept fully apprised of
future changes in Air Force needs.
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The Results. There were many other issues discussed in the course of these
hearings and eventually many harsh judgments made. The Holifield subcommittee
heard nearly 800 pages of testimony and their report noted the toughness of the task
at hand:

Compiex guestions are posed by this inguiry. The subcommittee will attenpt to deal with
them on the basis of its best judgment and the availabic information,

To those milttlary critics whao say that the civil air carricrs are pursuing a scifish cconomic
interest, and (o those civiiian critics who say that MATS s engaging in “‘empire
building,"” the subcommittee rejoins that the issues cannot be so simply disposed. There is
an clement of truth in both of these aspects. but the larger truth concerns the national
defense und the public good. To this Jurger consideration, the subcommittee report is
addressed 4

In fact, Congressman Holifield telegraphed his decision-making criteria early in the
hearings:

I think the committee would say that any program that is decided upon should. first, be in
the national interest, and, certainly, in deciding upen the program and its implementation,
there should be no program adopted that would deter the overall capability on D-day to
meet that requircment.

1 think we wouid say no program should be adopted that would deter the military
capability on D-day.

And I think we should say that there has to be some type of adjustiment in relation o the
overaH requirement that would not weaken the response of the civilian area on D-diy .V

The application of that judgment resuited in 22 specific recommendations in the
subcommittee’s final report. Five were of particular importance.

Recommendation number one called for vigorous steps to modernize the MATS
fleet by acquiring “*‘new, large. long-range aircraft of the most modern types as a
nucleus for defense capability.” ™ The discussion under this item said that MATS
was reaning a scheduled airline for overseas transportation. in clfect preempting a
“field which should be occupied by the commercial air carriers.”™ The MATS
argument that it needed such operations to trin for wartime elicited the response
that MATS could achieve such training hy use of the ““transport fleet Tor handling
nonscheduled and ciergencey traftic, for special requirements beyond the capability
of civil carriers and for various technical missions. ™ Testimony by Sharp and
several MATS officials that some 83 pereent of their peacetime tlving hours were
for system training and readiness did not ring true. The report’s explanatory
tanguage was withering:









AIRLIFT DOCTRINE

figured out how to explain effectively to an uninitiated audience what comprised an
airlift system. Their explanations were too readily reduced to questions about how
often a pilot needed to land in Paris in peacetime to be ready to do so in wartime.
The overwhelming emphasis MATS placed on instant readiness to deploy SAC
probably hurt their argument concerning flying airplanes worldwide in peacetime,
because it decreased their ‘‘instant’” availability.

It is clear that the military airlift side of the debate was not well structured or well
explained, but there was a clear and present danger in the civil air carrier’s position
to the continuation of MATS as a viable command. Adoption of the ATA proposal
would have meant a significant snrinking of MATS’s peacetime size and activity
level, with a subsequent decline in wartime capability. As poorly as they defended
their positions, the Air Force and MATS officials were correct. They needed an in-
being, highly ready military airlift force. Given the absolute choice of which to
develop or to continue in-being, the correct answer was MATS. Under a2 military
system, there is absolute control and direction of such a force, in secret if necessary,
and therefore no doubts about responsiveness. There are no concerns with
disrupting the civil sector of the economy or with strikes and vacation seasons.
Airplanes designed to military needs have built-in required capabilities, and crews
are fully trained for a variety of missions. Air power does include a strong
industrial base and it does include the civil air sector, but it is founded first on a
military baseline. It is only after that military baseline is defined, articulated, and
secured that air power doctrine should address itself to the military applications ot
civilian airlines and the iike.

The MATS planners apparently knew what they had in mind, but they do not
articulate it especially well. They had the opportunity but perhaps had not thought
through the implications of their peacetime operations for the context they were
facing. They were correct in stating that the CRAF was a vital element in meeting
wartime airlift needs. Given the apparent choices, they were equally correct in
pointing to its inherent shortfalls. Their arguments should have been much more
pointed and self-assured. They needed to prove to the subcommittee, or at least get
on the record, that a six-hour-per-day utilization rate was required to meet and
sustain wartime surge requirements, whether instant SAC deployment was the goal
or not. They needed to explain their concept of operating tempo to illustrate why the
whole system of crews, cargo personnel, mechanics, depots, aerial ports, and
command post management structures needed to be in existence and operating at a
certain level to meet wartime needs. And. they needed to articulate the uniquely
military airlift needs that justified a given size of military airlift fleet for wartime
needs. It is apparent from reading the recommendations that they succeeded, at
least partially, in getting across this last item during the secret executive session.
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The Holifield Subcommittee: 1959

Congressman Holifield reconvened his subcommittee in May of 1959 to hear
testimony on executive action in response to the 1958 recommendations. Testimony
by Department of Defense officials, which included no representatives from
MATS, indicated a shift on several key points.

This time Perkins McGuire, the assistant secretary of defense for supply and
logistics, was the senior representative for the DOD. He took a firm stand in favor
of retaining the military airlift capabilities of MATS, including the peacetime
movement of people and cargo for wartime readiness and peacetime economies. He
also stopped relying on the notion that the support of SAC was a primary
consideration in military airlift force sizing. Instead, he argued for a broader
approach than previously applied in this forum:

We must be ready to meet both those requirements that are compressed into the first few
days following D-day as well as the continuing need for sustained airlift support in the
following days of a general war. In addition we must be prepared to meet the requirements
for airlift in a limited war and in the emergencies and crises of a cold war. ’®

This was a much more sophisticated view of the role of the MATS airlift in war and
one that put the justification for MATS on a firmer footing. Since the DOD had
previously committed itself to also improving relations with and utilization of civil
air assets in peace and war, Secretary McGuire was correct in pointing out that the

‘‘controversial point is how much of the peacetime load shall MATS move with its

own equipment.”’”’

The DOD celected to “‘not secek maximum utilization of military airlift in
peacetime.’'™ [nstead of seeking a six-hour utilization rate, the Air Force would
settle for a goal of five hours, the difference being reflected in peacetime civil airlift
procurement. Phillip B. Taylor, assistant secretary of the Air Force, Materiel,
clarified why the five-hour rate was sclected. Noting that the MATS workhorse
airplane, the C-124, was obsolescent, he reported that the Air Force was evaluating
a replacement aircraft that had to be ‘‘capable of carrying both general cargo and
vehicles, as well as troops; it must have good loading, takeoff, and landing
characteristics and it must operate intercontinentally at a lower ton-mile cost than
currently available transports.””” This, plus the pianned acquisition of 50 C-133s,
met the modemization goals set forth by the [958 Holifield subcommittee. It also
meant that MATS would have to retire older aircraft or operate at lower utilization
rates (or some combination thereof) if additional business were to be available for
the civil carriers. The senior decision makers chose modem *‘rubber-on-the-ramp’’
at lower utilization rate goals. The utilization rate could be adjusted by retiring
additional aircraft; the point was that the capability of MATS (measured in ton-
miles) would remain approximately the same. Secretary Taylor, after explaining
that the planned MATS capability for wartime was at the acceptable level, made
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civil and military cargo needs. By this he meant that the vast majority of routine
militarv and civil cargoes had the same characteristics; thus, one airplane type
would serve both needs. He then suggested that the

military cargo fleet should be limited to the so-called “*hard-core™* requirements, that is,
military carpo aircraft used in disect support of the exccution of military emergency war
plans. h follows that routine cargo support woutd be provided from outside the military in
bath peace and war.

This presumes that the military would have guarantees that the nativaal cargo potential,
when achieved. would be instantly and wholly responsive to the military needs, on a
timely basis. ™

Because General Quesada was operating under the assumption that some 95 percent
of military cargo could routinely be accommodated by a commercially designed
aircraft. he was apparently suggesting a substantial cut in the standing MATS
fleet.™ At the conceptual level. at least, the proposal ignored other multiple military

factors. It ultimately failed in Congress due to numerous political ramifications. *

Fiscal Year 1960 Appropriations Cycle

For fiscal year 1960 the Air Force requested monies to purchase an initial ten jet
transports. either the DC-8 or Boeing 707, in military swing-tail configuration. The
advantages of such aircraft, the Air Force argued, were many. They were long-
range and would thus be less reliant on en route bases in supporting SAC poststrike
nceds. Their swing tails allowed straight-in cargo loading and unloading for faster
cycie time. They also could carry some of the missiles in the military inventory.
And. they could deliver Army troops. The proposal ran into a storm of controversy.
Some congressmen saw it as an attempt to start an expensive fleet modernization
program to the detriment of the airlines. Others criticized the Air Force for not
spending funds already allocated and would not listen to Air Force arguments that it
delayed purchases to study the alternative aircraft available. The ATA naturally
opposed the initiative. Still others wanted money spent on purchasing civil airlift as
a way of encouraging aircraft manufacturers and airlines to develop a cheaper
alternative to military airlift. Having thus failed in this initial effort, the Air Force
requested $50 million in supplemental funds, of which $30 million was for jet
engine development. That, too, got bogged down in misunderstanding.
Representative Albert Thomas said they needed a new study of airlift needs.* The
Housc Report on the Supplemental Appropriations Bill of 1960 drew an unkind, but
truthful, picture of the situation, and foreshadowed the future outcome of the

debate;
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only or pnmary response to a worldwide variety of threats. The Rivers
subcommittee offered a particularly powerful and appropriate forum to refine the
arguments in relation to airlift. Secretary Brucker opened his testimony with the
observation that

Army airlift is not an end in itself. Rather. it is simply a means to an end. the end being the
projection of our national military power promptly at the proper time and place anywhere
in the world. . . . The national policy for the deterrence of war has been fundamental in
shaping the philosophy and actions of the Army. It is the Army's view that deterrence
must take place at two integrated and concurrent levels of effort. These are the deterrence
of general atomic war and the deterrence of limited war.”

The Army put its readiness where its philosophy was by creating a Strategic
Army Corps (STRAC) of one infantry and two airborne divisions, prepared to move
out to any part of the world. But, STRAC needed airlift to be effective.

General Lemnitzer spent a significant portion of his initial testimony illustrating,
in as gentlemanly a way as possible, why the JCS’s classitied presentation on
limited war airlift requirements was in error. His basic argument was that the
planning scenario. apparently a war in Korea, was a special case where US forces
were already deployed. a logistics system already established, and reliable allies
already present. But,

the requirements—even in this special situation—exeeed our airlift capabilitics during
certain periods, Even so, these requirements are fur less than those for other possible
contingencies which might occur in other areas of the world and so this study is not by
itself sufficiently comprehensive to determine the 1otal magnitude of our  airlift
requirements.

General Lemnitzer's testimony revealed a fully structured concept. He drew
attention to the tendency to ‘‘regard the requirements of airlift solely from the
viewpoint of transporting men, equipment, and supplies to the objective area.” ™
He reminded all concerned that this whole movement was to support combat with
an enemy. Consequently, he argued, the sequence and arrival rate of the Army
forces were equally important. This meant that airlift forces had to be tast, flexible,
and of sufficient numbers to move enough Army troops and their supplies and
equipment, to deter, respond to, and defeat the enemy. He also pointed out that a
given number of aircraft in the inventory did not necessarily mean a fixed level of
capability. Such variables as size and tonnage of the forces to be lifted, distances to
the objective, required rate of delivery, availability of crews and en route facilities,
and utilization rates were factors in determining capabilities. Taking all these
factors into consideration, he called for sufficient air transportation to *‘fly one or
two retnforced battie groups with essential combat equipment to any trouble spot in
the world, beginning our departure within an hour of the time that the order has
been given to move."’ This initial ground force would need to grow to two divisions
within four weeks.*
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Exercise Big Slam/Puerto Pine. In November of 1958, General Tunner
proposed to test MATS’s surge and sustain wartime ability and to determine if
MATS could move a large Army force from the United States to meet some
overseas contingency. After intensive negotiations for money, Army forces of
sufficient size to test the concepts, and locations for the exercise, Big Slam/Puerto
Pine eventuzlly occurred between 14 and 28 March 1960.'"0

The statistics of the operation wére, for the tumes, staggering. It cost $10.6
million, flew 50,496 hours, and moved 29,095 troops and 10,949 tons of cargo in
1,263 sorties. At its peak, there were more than 100 aircraft airborne in the airlift
stream at one time. They used 25 million gallons of fuel and involved 32,000
MATS personnel. The operation took half of the MATS transport fleet to support
the Army airlift.’"!

The exercise picked up Army forces and equipment at 14 on-load bases and
unloaded at Ramey AFB and Roosevelt Roads Naval Station, Puerto Rico. The
airlift flow was designed to surge the utilization rate from a peacetime five hours to
a proposed seven hours. At the same time, the entire MATS worldwide fleet surged
to the same operational tempo. The MATS fleet found that it could surge to the
desired rate and desired on-time departure and operational readiness goals but that
the system started to grind down at the end of 15 days. MATS accomplished Big
Slam/Puerto Pine at a cost of 84-hour work weeks for ground crews; 8 months of
detailed planning; massive prepositioning of spares, equipment, and personnel; and
crew duty days that ran from 24 (basic) to 35 (augmented) hours. There were no
major aircraft accidents, but the aircrews faced some of the worst flying weather
ever encountered by MATS’s most experienced pilots. 2

General Tunner used his briefing of the exercise to the Rivers subcommittee to
wswer MATS's critics. Concerning those who called for a MATS peacetime
atilization rate of one to one and one-half hours per day, he noted that MATS
needed the ability not only to surge but to sustain its operations. There is also ‘‘no
substitute for the training and development of crew coordination,”” he argued.''?
““This can only be gained by actual extended overwater operations.’’ General
Tunner also noted that many critics had neither the knowledge of classified JCS-
approved war plans nor the military experience to make these judgments. '

MATS and CONARC reached several joint conclusions that apparcntly had
significant impact on the subcommittee. They are summarized below:

® The obsolescence of the majority of the MATS fleet seriously limits the size of the
Army forces which can be deployed and the timeliness of the deployment.

® The success of the exercise was largely attributable to the close and direct working
relationship between the CONARC and MATS forces.

® Similar large-scale mass airlift exercises should be conducted to more distant
destinations on a yearly basis.

® Civil airlines should not be directly involved in such exercises. '3
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good business practices and voluntary expansion of the cargo fleet. It, therefore,
moved to deal incrementally with the problem by making the following

recommendations:

(1) That, to the extent of the congressicnal set-aside in annual appropriation bills, the
procurement of civil augmentation airlift be initially restricted to the paricipants of
CRAF.

(2) That civil augmentation airlift be procured on an advertised competitive basis.

(3) That in the event advertised bidding does not result in a rate which is deemed by
the procuring agency to be fair and reasonable, both to the government and the bidder, that
civil augmentation airlift be procured from CRAF participants on a negotiated basis under
the terms of existing law.

(4) That competitive or negotiated contracts under (2) or (3) above, for such
procurement shall be for periods not to exceed 3 years and include standard clauses for
termination, etc., as provided in the Armed Services Procurement Regulations and other
pertinent directives.

(5) That any contract negotiated under the foregoing provisions include an option on
the part of the government for annual reviews during the full term of the contract, with
authority to extend the contract for increments of 1 year throughout the contract term,
based on the government's evaluatiou of the performance of the contractor.

(6) That the reasonableness of the negotiated rate of each negotiated contract shall be
subject to annual review and, at the option of the government, shall be subject to
renegotiation.

(7) In the procurement of civil augmentation airlift from the participants of CRAF, the
Commander of MATS, in order to insure maximum CRAF participation and an equitable
consideration of al{ CRAF participants, shall exercise discretion in the award of contracts.

(8) That civil augmentation airlift requirements which cannot be met under any of the
foregoing provisions, shall be procured on an advertised competitive basis from among
any bidders who qualify with the bid specifications, without regard to participation in

CRAF.!128

The fact that the promilitary subcommittee made this recommendation signaled a
quantum change in thinking about how to encourage and use civil airlift. '

The testimony by General White led to a fascinating interchange between the
general and Congressman Rivers. Throughout the hearings, the Congressman had
made several references to his belief that MATS had been ignored or intentionally
treated as a second-class citizen in the resource allocation process of both the DOD

and the Air Force. Apparently, he had a specific fix in mind:

Mr. Rivers. Why shouldn’t MATS, or whatever it is called in the future, be set up by
legisiation?

General White. Be set up by legislation?
Mr. Rivers. As a command.

General White, You mean as a specified command or something of that order?

Mr. Rivers. Yes.
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Mr. Rivers, You don't subscribe to it.
Well, it might be a good thing if you would. And as future cvents may point out—
General White. Sir—

Mr. Rivers. If we set up an air command now with the capacities lo give us what we need
to provide the airlift, maybe we ought to pinpoint some of these things a little better than
they have been in the past.

General White. | think you would find difficnity finding any organization that is more
interested in fiying, more capable of doing the job, or more responsive under present
circumstances to the Army's aspirations and requirements, than the Air Force.

Now you can make many changes. But after ali, it was the Air Force and the Army that
made these agreernents and not anybody else.

Mr. Rivers. This is the first time since the MATS has been created, 10 my knowlcdge.
that the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and the Chief of Staff of the Army have reaily
gotten together on what the Air Force could do for the Army in time of trouble. And |
think it is because the two fellows that are at the head of those two jobs happen to be such
good friends and can get together and talk things out. But that is because of the chuaracter
and the makeup of these two individuals. It is not because of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. |
think that is the reason for it.'?*

Perhaps Congressman Rivers was not totally off base. The final report called MATS
a weapon system that should have a designation more consistent with its mission.
MATS, it said, should be redesignated the Military Airlift Command.'*

In January of 1960, the Department of Defense submitted a budget request for
fiscal year 1961 that included $120.4 million for airlift, $70.4 million for 25 C-
130Bs, and $50 million for an uncompromised cargo airlifter that could perform
either tactical or strategic functions. In the midst of his hearing, Congressman
Rivers proposed to the House Appropriations Subcommittee to recommend $50
million for the uncompromised cargo carrier and $335 miilion for 50 swing-tail C-
135s and 50 long-range C-130s (the E model). The House eventually voted the Air
Force its originally requested $120.4 million plus $250 million for 50 long-range
C-130s and some number of C-135s. Deputy Secretary of Defense Donaid A.
Quarles asked the Senate to reduce the $250 million to $150 million. The Senate
partially complied by cutting back to $190 million, directing that 50 C-130Es come
from that sum. In its final version, Congress appropriated $310.8 million and
directed the money could not be diverted to other purposes and that the airlifter
aircraft procured could not be used for scheduled passenger services. This final
figure actually left few funds for the C-135s as the 50 C-130Es would cost $170

million.'?!
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The Presidential Context

In the midst of the many attacks on MATS, Assistant Secretary of Defense and
former Secretary of the Air Force James Douglas suggested that a special study
group of prominent citizens examine the issue. General Tunner reported that he
fully supported their effort and personally presented it to new Secretary of the Air
Force Dudley Sharp. General Tunner even proposed a list of candidates. In January
of 1966, Secretary Sharp asked Gordon Reed, a civilian industrialist with a long
record of govemment service, to head up the study committee. The task the
secretary set for the Reed Committee included investigating the best way to contract
for commercial airlift, the number of peacetime flying hours required to achieve
wartime rates, the dependability of the Air Force Reserves and Air National Guard
for backup airlift, the best modernization program for MATS, and any related items
the committee wanted to cover. With the issuance of the Presidentially Approved
Courses of Action in February, the Reed Committee charter expanded to review
those as well.

The Role of MATS in Peace and War: February 1960

The 1958 Holifield subcommittee had buried near the end of its long list of
recommendations one that called on the president to direct a new study of civilian
policy, using the 1954 Air Coordinating Committee report as a base.'*? In July,
President Eisenhower directed the secretary of defense to study the role of MATS in
peace and war. The study took a year and a half in the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Supply and Logistics. General Twining said the JCS made
18 airlift studies during 1958, three of which were *‘about the size of the New York
telephone book.”” Airlift, he said ‘‘has been studied and restudied more than any
other single problem we have.’’!%

In July of 1958, President Eisenhower directed the secretary of defense to
undertake such a study to include a review of possible MATS duplication of
commerical enterprises, keeping 1 mind the military’s need for worldwide combat
mobility and realistic training, as well as the economic use of the peacetime airlift
by-product.’* In January of 1960, the National Security Council reviewed and
approved a draft report, with some modification, submitted by the secretary of
defense. The final report, entitied ‘‘The Role of Military Air Transport Service in
Peace and War,’’ was issued in February 1960.

That report reflected several critical doctrinal issues that showed a great change
in thinking about military airlift in only five years. It noted that the size and scope
of MATS’s peacetime operations were keyed to approved, hard-core military airlift
requirements for wartime. Hard-core requirements could be for either general or
limited war. Included in the definition of hard-core requirements were ‘nuclear
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The third major point related to the ever-perplexing problem of MATS’s
peacetime utilization rate. The Reed Commitiee recommended one-half of the
projected sustained wartime rate. Its analysis noted that MATS needed to be
prepared to meet both sortie intensive, quick response missions and a minimum 30-
day, worldwide surge requirement. Civil carriers could satisfy passenger
requirements; but even when finally capable of carrying a large amount of cargo,
the Reed Committee still called for a high state of readiness for MATS.!%

In terms of the Reserve/Guard question, the Reed Committee said that these
factors were generally reliable and could be counted on for four hours per day in an
emergency if properly manned and allowed to fly one-haif of that rate in peacetime.
“* Additional excess transport aircraft can be absorbed,’” said the report, and *‘the
equipping of the National Guard with strategic transports helps to satisfy MATS’s
wartime missions.’ "%

The final Reed Committee recommendation of special note was that MATS
should be modernized through procurement of off-the-shelf jet cargo aircraft and
the immediate approval of a development program for future airlifters.'*' At the
time, MATS had 31 C-133s (total of 50 forecast), 107 C-118s, 56 C-121s, and 256
C-1245—450 large four-engine transports in all. The Reed Committee
recommended 50 C-133s, 50 swing-tail jets, and 232 new design (workhorse or
otherwise) cargo jets—a total of 332 transport aircraft.'*

Worldwide Mobility for MATS

Based on its experiences in Big Slam/Puerto Pine and other contingencies,
MATS requested an addition to its mission statement to the effect that MATS would
“establish and maintain equipment, manpower, and supplies to provide its own
worldwide mobility.”’'%* Lacking an affirmative response in 1960, MATS published
its own mobility manual for ‘‘planning and conducting contingency operations.”’'*

The manual summarized 20 years of airlift experience and represented the
institutional shedding of the last vestiges of the airline mentality:

The Military Air Transport Service is an essential element of the United States military
instrument of national power. Therefore, within its functional area it must be capable of
supporting the strategy that military or other government agencies evolve to achieve
national objectives. All elements of MATS must be prepared to operate in unity with
and/or in support of other elements of the Air Force, other military services, other
agencies of the government and the forces of the atlied nations.

The uncertainty of the time and location of military and associated acttons makes it
axjomatic that the strategic airlift force and services have worldwide mobility. Experience
has forcefully demonstrated this necessity. Mobility allows the force to move from an
established base to a new base and operate with minimum delay. Mobility also provides
the ability to move essential supporting elements of off-line bases and establish airlift
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program). The DOD also diverted 17 KC-135s on the production line to transport
configuration and ordered 13 more—for a total of 30 C-135s (but not swing tail)—
for MATS. In defending the new program and answering the question of why there
were only small troop strength increases for the Army, new Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara noted that the administration was increasing antiguerrilla forces
and that **a major factor affecting the effectiveness of a military force in limited war
is mobility. We are proposing a very sizable increase in modern, long-range
transport cargo aircraft.’’ "2 The C-130s and C-135s were an interim measure. The
C-141 (to be) was the ultimate goal.'”® The MATS history for 1961 reflected
MATS’s support for this approach. *‘From the MATS point of view the C-130E
could buy the time needed to develop the C-141, and meanwhile fill the gap
between capability and requirement for Army airlift.” "'

The official mission statement for the C-141 fully reflected the new flexible
response strategy, as well as the great flexibility of the aircraft:

This aircraft was to provide long-range airlift capability in suppont of Department of
Defense worldwide airlift requirements, to include the global airlift of cargo, troops,
military equipment, the aerial delivery of cargo, the paradrop of troops and equipment,
and the evacuation of patients. It would also be employed on a worldwide basis to provide
airlift for DOD combat forces in connection with war readiness training, cold war,
contingency, limited war, and general war requirements in accordance with the priorities
established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.'>

Secretary McNamara looked at strategic mobility not as an entity in and of itself,
but rather as part of the entire defense program. His scheme for rapidly responding
to emerging threats was an enduring one:

1. Military forces can be deployed in advance to potential trouble spots.
2. Equipment and supplies can be pre-positioned in those areas and military personnel

moved by airlift when required.
3. Equipment and supplies can be stored aboard ships deployed near porential trouble

spots and the men airlifted when needed.
4. Both men and equipment can be held in a central reserve in the United States and

deployed by airlift and sealift as required. '

Secretary McNamara recognized the strengths and weaknesses of each element and
wanted an appropriate blend of each. In fact, he wanted a balanced defense
program; in particular, he said that both airlift and sealift ‘*must be brought into
balance with the forces, equipment, and supplies to be deployed.’"'>” Prepositioning
of forces, he noted, provided the fastest response capability and reduced the need
for airlift and sealift, but it also introduced a great degree of rigidity in the United
States military posture. Central reserves of mobile general purpose forces, ready for
immediate deployment, provided maximum flexibility, but required very large
airlift and sealift forces. A compromise position, he suggested, was prepositioning
equipment and supplies either in land-based or sea-based depots overseas. This still
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Indeed, the C-141 may open up entirely new vistas in troop carrier operations. For
example, it might prove to be entirely feasible 10 load roops and their equipment in the
United States and fly them directly to the batile area overseas, instead of moving them by
strategic airlift to an overseas assembly point and then loading them and their equipment
on troop carriers. Thus, the line of demarcation between the strategic airlift mission and
the troop carrier or assault mission may, in time, become less important. This type of
operation might require certain improvements in global communications and control and
also possibly some changes in organization. '

The secretary went on to note that the DOD and Air Force were both studying the
issue of how to best organize their force. To complete the single manager concept,
the Air Force had moved the Air Force Logistics Command’s logistic support
squadrons and SAC’s strategic support squadrons to MATS. Congressman Rivers
submitted legislation in both 1962 and 1963 to rename MATS the Military Airlift
Command and make it a specified command under the JCS. The consolidation of all
the C-124s into MATS showed Air Staff support for the general concept, but it
opposed establishing a specified command as unnecessary.'”!

General l.eMay, by then Air Force chief of staff, told the Rivers Special
Subcommittee on National Military Airlift in 1963 that ‘‘airlift is an essential and
invaluable national resource. It will be increasingly important that airlift forces be
effectively organized. Their cost and their value to the entire military establishment
demand our best management effort.”’'’? He reported that he had reviewed the
airlift organizational question and saw ‘‘no compelling reasons to change our
present arrangements.’’ ! His rationale was that the strategic and tactical airlift
forces performed clearly different missions. Strategic airlift lent itself to centralized
control, whereas assault airlift (the current label for tactical airlift) did not *‘lend
itself to centralized control of the United States, but rather must be capable of
complete integration into the command structure exercising control of the battle
area.’’'’* Nonetheless, the Air Force was continuing its study of the issue.

General Kelly, testifying at the same hearing, articulated a different view of
airlift. He characterized it as having three phases: deployment, resupply, and
assault. He suggested that there was already a central airlift force in that it was
neither strategic nor tactical. Theater commanders did need, he admitted, some
amount of airlift capability under their operational control; but there was still a need
for a central airlift force for training and *“all of the things that make for economy of
effort under a single airlift command.”’' In a letter to Headquarters USAF,
General Kelly drew a somewhat clearer picture of his arguments for centralization
of command.:

The consolidation of all long-range deployment aircraft, including the C-130E, under a
centralized airlift command would increase responsiveness, produce economies of force
and eliminate duplication. Centralization of command would have an additional benefit in
permitting the airlift resource to be shifted rapidly to those areas where the need was most
apparent, Thus JCS unified/specified commanders would, in reality be afforded a greater
assurance of meeting pressing commilments under emergencies in their areas.
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Furthermore, the JCS could commit aircraft capability to joint commanders to satisfy
theater requirements under normal operations. '’

As indicated, the DOD and Air Force were studying the organizational questions
about airlift. In April of 1964, Secretary of the Air Force Eugene M. Zuckert
proposed a better statement of MATS s mission to make it clearly responsible for ali
intertheater airlift including both initial deployment and subsequent resupply and
logistics mission. TAC airlift would provide augmentation as required, under
MATS control for that particular effort. He wanted TAC, on the other hand, to be
clearly required to provide short-haul intratheater logistics and assault airlift for the
unified commanders. MATS airplanes would be equally available to augment
theater forces under the operational control of the theater air commander. The C-
130Es would, under this scheme, transfer to TAC as the C-141 came into the Air
Force inventory.'”

The essence of his rejection of the reorganization of airlift forces rested on the
assumption that the interchangeability of airlift aircraft and their missions was a
temporary phenomenon. The future airlifters would be more specialized for
particular missions. He reportedly envisioned high-speed passenger aircraft and
outsize cargo haulers in MATS, with tactical airlift relying on vertical takeoff and
landing (VTOL) aircraft. Mission and aircraft compatibility were transitory.!'?

In essence, he believed that since MATS was already responsive to the JCS, there
remained only the need to make the status quo better, but not necessarily different.
He suggested improving movement control procedures, command and control
responsiveness, and better support of the Army’s training needs.

Both Secretary Zuckert’s and General LeMay’s positions were opposite that
presented by the Concepts Division of the Research Studies Institute (RSI),
prepared in late 1961. Maj Gen David Burchinal, director of Air Force plans, tasked
RSI to perform this special study noting that future troop carrier and MATS
squadrons would have common aircraft that could be used interchangeably for
global deployments, aerial logistics, and intratheater airlift missions. He wanted a
review undertaken to recommend a future airlift organization that would *‘establish
practices in peacetime which enhance the wartime airlift capability, provide for an
appropriate degree of flexibility and centralized control,”” and assured survival in a
general war.'” Lt Col Edward Wiley’s final report recommended a unified airlift
command, using a logic exactly opposite the secretary’s:

It has become increasingly apparent through repeated demonstrations that both long-range
deployment of combat forces and maneuver of forces during battle can be accomplished
by one type of aircraft, As the aeronautical state-of-the-art progresses, greater versatility
in aircraft can be expected. One fact emerges clearly, this airlift resource is clearly a
combat force, it must be constituted, trained, maintained, and operated for employment by
and support of the JCS and its combatant commands. It must be completely responsive to
the desires of the JCS. ... The requirement for intratheater tactical airlift must be
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the STRICOM test exercise. The Air Force provided the aircraft for this exercise.
The Army held parallel testing of its organic aircraft in a separate test. '8

The MATS role was to strategically deploy Army forces to centralized locations
from which the joint task force’s C-130s redeployed the troops and equipment to
forward operating strips. Assault airlift liaison officers provided coordination and
assistance to Army planners down to battalion level. C-130s used standard assault
landings and tested the low-altitude parachute extraction system (LLAPES), the
parachute low-altitude delivery system (PLADS), and the ground proximity
extraction systtem (GPES). For mobility and aerial resupply, the Army made
extensive use of the C-130 as well as Air Force CH-3C and UH-1F helicopters. 36

The heart of the command control system for airlift was the Airlift Task Force,
with its key agency being the Movement Control Center (MCC). When an Army
unit wanted resupply or transportation, the request went to the MCC which centrally
directed the C-130 and transport helicopters. In emergencies the liaison officers
communicated directly to the MCC, with the officially approved request arriving
later through Army channels. During the heads-up period, the MCC planners could
determine the best vehicle and method for delivery, based on their own experiences
and the inputs from the liaison officer.'®’

After reviewing all the ‘‘evidence’’ from the various exercises, Secretary
McNamara concluded that the Army should not have its own combat area air forces.
The Caribou lost the cost-effectiveness contest with the C-130, and proposed
purchases were severely reduced in the 1965 budget.'®® Nonetheless, undzr the
advice of the JCS, McNamara did eventually allow the Army to form the 1st
Cavalry Division (Airmobile) in 1965, with some 15,700 men and 434 organic
aircraft, including 283 UM-1 Iroquois utility helicopters and 50 CH-47 Chinook
transport helicopters. The 1st Cavalry soon left for Vietnam. '#

New Airlift Aircraft

MATS received the first C-133 in August of 1957. It was onginally designed for
airlifting such big missiles as the Atlas and Minuteman. Its turboprop restricted
airspeed to under 300 knots. At high gross weights it was limited to medium
altitudes, had limited range, and needed long runways. On top of that, it had a long
record of maintenance and materiel support problems. ‘‘As MATS participated
more and more with the Army in joint airbome exercises, a need developed to airlift
bulky Army equipment.”’'® The C-141 would be able to make substantial
contributions to the emerging atrlift requirements, but it could not lift outsize cargo.
MATS was looking for another airlifter, as was the Air Force.

Headquarters USAF issued a specific operational requirement (SOR) in June
1962, MATS coordinated closely with the Army, which wanted rough field landing
and takeoff capability and airdrop capability built into the SOR airplane—called the
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On 22 December 1964, Secretary McNamara, after conferring with President
Lyndon B. Johnson, announced over nationwide television that the C-5A would be
developed. His announcement said that the envisioned 50 airplanes, when
combined with the C-141 force, would increase airlift capability hy 600 percent by

1970.1%

The Airlift Heritage of the Turbulent Years

The period 1955-65 was an extremely turbulent one for airlift. The national
military strategy evolved from use of massive retaliation to one of flexible response.
This evolution greatly changed how senior leaders thought about airlift. By the end
of the period, air transportation had become an integral element in devising
responses to a complex set of international events.

MATS began, after all is said, as a peacetime airline with a unique wartime
mission to support SAC. As the importance of conventional (versus nuclear)
responses to military and political threats became the norm, MATS became a
combat-oriented organization epitomizing air power—fast, flexible, and centrally
controlled. Troop carrier aviators progressed as well. They saw very early the
strategic deployment needs of the Army, in addition to its tactical mobility
requirements, and attempted to meet those issues head on.

The relationship between civil and military airlift also evolved. After the dust
settled from the acrimonious debate over the proper role of the civilian carriers both
in peace and war, a more realistic and balanced approach emerged. The umiquely
military requirements for MATS overshadowed many of the self-serving civil air
arguments and, in a very real sense, made many of their concepts obsolete. There
can be no doubt that the CRAF airlift force would have made a genuine contrihution
in a large war, as it did later in Vietnam. Nor is there doubt that the government
needed to develop policies to encourage the sustainment of long-range civil cargo
and passenger capabilities. Nonetheless, at bottom, the 1958 ATA proposal would
have done the nation a grave disservice.

The doctrine that emerged from the period may be summarized as follows:

1. Airlift is a critical clement of the national military strategy. It provides speed
and flexibility in a complex world.

2. The distinctions between strategic and tactical airlift are biurring. A
revolutionary approach to testing consolidation is desirable.

3. Military airlift has several unigue roles to perform in contingencies and
wartime that absolutely demand an in-being, properly trained, highly responsive
system that civil air carriers cannot provide.

4. Military airhft aircraft will be designed to perform a variety of missions but

will not be primarily designed as passenger aircraft.
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Courtesy HOMAC/CHO

Figure 62. MATS C-135.
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CHAPTER 6

The Vietnam Era

This chapter is about an era, not a war. To be sure, there is coverage of airlift in
the Vietnam War but only on a limited scale. Instead of a detailed treatment, the
chapter focuses on doctrinal lessons and results; its endnotes refer the reader to
more definitive treatments of particular areas and events. Others have already
written, or will someday write, the thorough studies of combat, rich with human
quality. The point of this chapter is not to degrade in any way the valiant efforts of
the airlifters nor their many vital contributions, but to put their toils in the
perspective of grand-scale contributions to the national security.

Clearly, airlift was an important factor in Southeast Asia (SEA) before 1964, but
it was in that year the US military began its heavy involvement there. That was the
year the public policymakers made commitments—both physical and
psychological—that would demand the nation’s attention for 10 years and weigh on
its conscience even longer. Although important events occurred elsewhere during
this period—specifically, in the Middle East—it is neither arbitrary nor
inconvenient to talk about 1964 to 1975 as thc Vietnam cra.

The Doctrinal Context

The August 1964 version of the Air Force’s basic doctrine manual, Air Force
Manual (AFM) I-1, United States Air Force Basic Doctrine, carried (for the first
time) a discussion of several Air Force missions, including airlift. 1t said that

in conventional warfare, airlift contributes to rapid concentration of air and pround forees
and resupply of tactical units in the ficld. In addition. long-range or strategic airlift
participates in the support of heavy theater logistics requirements. Air superiority 1s
required for effective airlift. and close control is necessary for the efficient utilization of
tactical airlift.’

It is interesting to note that airlift is treated first as an entity, then as a sum of its
parts.

The manual left it to each major command to develop a supplement that would
provide the details of its specific mission, Thus, in September of 1965, the Military
Air Transport Service (MATS) submitted a draft AFM 2-21, Airlifr Doctrine. In
preparing that draft, the MATS staff placed great credence in Secretary
McNamara's statement that ‘‘the line of demarkation between the strategic airlift
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Figure 63. Gen Howell Estes, Jr., commander of Military Airlift
Command from July 1964 through July 1969.
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environment are realized by employing the basic principles of centralized control and
decentralized execution. !’

The “‘debate’” concemning airlift consolidation was on temporary hold, and the
statement alluding to Army airlift had been settled in April of 1966. That agreement
signed by the chiefs of staff of the Air Force and Army established that the Army
would *‘relinquish all claims for CV-2 and CV-7 aircraft and for future fixed wing
aircraft designed for tactical airlift.”’'® The Air Force agreed to ‘‘relinquish all
claims for helicopters and follow-on rotary-wing aircraft which are designed and
operated for intra-theater movement, fire support, supply and resupply of Army
Forces.””!¥ The two chiefs, however, looked to future aircraft when they also
decided that the *‘Army and Air Force jointly will continue to develop vertical
takeoff and landing (VTOL) aircraft. Dependent upon evaluation of this type of
aircraft, methods of employment and control will be matters for continuing joint
consideration by Army and Air Force.”’?

The new doctrinal thinking was publicly discussed in the 1965-66 Special
Subcommittee on Military Airlift hearings. Congressman L. Mendel Rivers
reestablished the special group to review the status of military airlift in terms of
modemization, responsiveness to worldwide needs, and tactical airlift needs.
Secretary of the Air Force Harold Brown led off the testimony with a far-ranging
review of airlift matters, in effect reporting the doctrinal positions of the DOD at the
beginning of the US buildup in Vietnam.

After reviewing the DOD responses to the 1960 Presidentially Approved Courses
of Action and the first Rivers subcommittee recommendations in 1960, Secretary
Brown began a presentation of contemporary actions concerning airlift. First, he
noted that MAC would have movement control of all airlift aircraft engaged in
long-range deployments, regardless of command assignment, to prevent station
saturation and permit an orderly airlift flow from on-load to off-load bases.
Concomitantly, MAC airlifters would be under operational control of the assault
airlift commander when augmenting tactical airlift forces. It appears that, at this
level of concern, airlift consolidation was a fait accompli .

Secretary Brown echoed Secretary Robert McNamara’s 1961 concerns about
mobility assets in general when he pointed to the neced for a quick reaction
capability ‘‘based on a judicious mix of airlift, sealift, and prepositioning.”’*? The
update of McNamara's concern was that even with fast deployment cargo ships and
sea-based prepositioning (which required airlift for forward movement of cargo),
““no matter how you do it, what our analysis indicates is that there is a very large
airlift component of strategic deployment in the most economical and most
expeditious plans.’’? :

Brown was, of course, supporting President Johnson's initiative to improve
mobility forces, albeit with an Air Force flavor. Johnson’s message to Congress on
the state of American defenses in 1965 foreshadowed a program still pursued in
1984:
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Tactical Airlift in Vietnam

The bulk of the tactical airlift job in Southeast Asia during the Vietnam era was
done with C-130s and C-7s, supplementing the C-123s in place before the end of
1964. The systern that handled the tactical airlift mission, typical of most American
combat airlift organizations at the beginning of hostilities, was perhaps not well
founded in existing doctrine. Also typically, however, it grew and changed to meet
the demands of the situation,

The Airlift System

General Curtis LeMay, after a visit to Vietnam in April of 1962, said ‘‘there is no
effective airlift system.’'#* The nonsystem reportedly had two problems: not enough
aerial port facilities and poor command, control, and communications. Provisional
units set up as a fix were replaced by the 315th Troop Carrier Group (Combat
Cargo) and the 8th Aerial Port Squadron, both C-123 units, in December of 1962. A
third C-123 squadron bedded down at Da Nang AB in April of 1963 and the fourth
was activated in October 1964 at Tan Son Nhut AB.*

The introduction of the C-130 shuttle system into Vietnam in 1965 gave rise to
the idea of an in-country air division under the Southeast Asia Airlift System
(SEAAS) and was given impetus by the secretary of defense’s decision to transfer
C-7s to the Air Force. Gen William Momyer, Seventh Air Force commander, fully
supported a mid-1966 plan for the air division to absorb the airlift control center;
own the C-7s, the C-123 wing, and an aerial port group; and exercise operational
control of the C-130s. The new 834th Air Division opened business at Tan Son Nhut
on 15 October 1966 under the command of Brig Gen William Moore with Col Louis
Lindsey as director of operations.*

The creation of the new division paralleled the reorganization of the aerial port
system. From the first half of 1965 to the middle of 1966, the aerial port workload
in Vietnam increased from 30,000 to 140,000 tons per month, almost
overwhelming the system’s efficiency. In 1965 the system grew from 8 to 35
detachments working for 3 squadrons, but shortages in raw numbers and skills
limited effectiveness. Equipment was unreliable too. In November of 1966, these
units had 437 forklifts authorized, 236 assigned, and 134 in commission.
Throughout 1965 there was also a chronic shortage of pallets. Rough handling
ruined some, and their value in bunker construction caused many more to
disappear. Thanks to PACAF ministrations, 1,800 new paliets appeared late in
19654

By mid-1967, the number of aerial port detachments and operating locations
leveled off at 40. Cargo tonnage peaked at 209,000 in March 1968 and then
stabilized at 180,000 tons per month. The units were still undermanned and needed
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strong emphasis from Momyer to deal with equipment shortfalls and maintenance
problems. Nonetheless, the aerial porters persevered and made vital contributions.

They did not go unrecognized:

The indispensable aerial port contribution in Vietnam was accomplished with little
guidance from prewar doctrine. Those who served in these units were forced to overcome
the exigencies of their inexpenience, insufficient manning, inadequate equipment. and low
priorities in acquiring better facilities. The National Defense Transportation Association
bestowed its annual award, both in 1967 and 1968, upon the squadrons of the 2d Group
thus rendering them much-needed recognition. For the future the demonstrated need for
greater preparedness brought an cxpansion of the aerial port function in the Air Force
Reserve forces. Reserve aerial port units provided much of the manpower for the 1968
expansion in Korea following the Pueblo incident, and over the next four years the units
expanded from twelve squadrons to a strength of thirty-nine squadrons and twenty-nine
flights. It thus appeared that the Air Force had taken note of the troubles in aerial port

mobilization in Vietnam.%’

The 834th Air Division’s airlift control center (ALCC) was the hub of daily force
management. [t received emergency requests through MACV's combat operations
center, unit move and special mission requests from the traffic management
agency, and reports from aerial ports concerning cargo levels, changing the
numbers into daily schedules. Balancing these and many more factors, the ALCC
became an important element for flexibility in the system. To coordinate an array of
transport detachments, aerial ports, airlift control elements, combat control teams,
and aircrews, the 834th needed an effective communications system. The
uniqueness of this emerging airlift system justified a separate airlift control
communications net, which in tumn was a reflection of a broader independence from
the tactical air control system. The ALCC had been physically separated from the
Seventh A'r Force Tactical Air Control Center (TACC) at Tan Son Nhut since 1965.
The ALCC was formally subordinate to the TACC, but the new AFM 2—4 only
required the ALCC be located “*adjacent to’" or be ‘*operationaily connected’’ to
the TACC, which still allowed for integration of airlift operations into the overall
air war,

Although ALCC was nominally subordinate to the Seventh Air Force Tactical
Air Control Center, requests for airlift went to the ALCC on the Military Assistance
Command, Vietnam (MACYV), Traffic Management Authonity (TMA}, rataer than
to the TACC. The 823d AD, through its ALCC, scheduled missions, cut frag
orders, monitored airlift status, and coordinated with the MACVY Combat
Operations Center on emergency requests. “‘In short, the 834th AD operated the
tactical airlift resource, and the MACV TMA provided effective operational
control.”’*® The Seventh Air Force TACC lacked the staff and organization to
handle the volume of airlift business. The Tactical Air Control System (TACS)
radio net similarly lacked the ability to handle airlift communications, and a
dedicated airlift request network was established. The ALCC was aligned to be
responsive to MACY more than to the Air Force component commander.
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In 1968, President Nixon's strategy for American withdrawal combined with an
increasing Vietnamization of combat roles became clear. The decline in American
ground forces led to a concomitant decline in airlift activities. In-country work
loads dropped from a peak of 82,500 tons in 1969, to 38,000 in 1970, to 20,000 in
1971. In March of 1969, there were 18 fixed airlift contro! element detachments
countrywide—their highest number. Beginning in late summer 1970, many were
consolidated with aerial port detachments. Four were deactivated in 1970. The 2d
Aerial Port Group started 1969 with 42 detachments and operating locations and
ended 1971 with a total of 7.5

The ceasefire that became effective on 28 January 1973 foretold several changes
for airlift, with the American presence in SEA tied to what was diplomaticaily
possible. Some Americans remained in Thailand, others were in the Philippines.
*“The role of Air Force air transport in this strategy was crucial, linking the
widespread forces in peacetime and affording a flexible capability in crisis for
augmentation, lateral shipments, or withdrawal.’’s!

MACY closed on 29 March 1973, replaced by the United States Support
Activities Group (USSAG) in Nakhon Phanom, Thailand. The Seventh Air Force
also moved to Nakhon Phanom. The former Saigen airlift control center merged
with the control center at U-Tapao, Thailand, controlling, scheduling, and mission
following all C-130s in SEA.

The C-130

With the decision to increase the American presence in Vietnam in 1965,
requirements for airlift, within the country and into it, grew. Those requirements
were to be met in large measure with the C-130 Hercules. Early in the year there
were six C-130 squadrons in the Pacific—four permanently assigned in Japan, one
rotational squadron in Japan, and onc rotational squadron in the Philippines. By
mid- 1965, this increased to eight squadrons—four permanent and four rotational.
Beginning the previous summer, the offshore-based C-130s had flown missions in
Vietnam under varying command arrangements. The 315th AD at Tachikawa AB,
Japan, had occasionally given daily scheduling authority for its C-130s to the 315th
Troop Carrier Group (Combat Cargo) airlift control center at Tan Son Nhut,
maintaining ultimate control through its mission commander.*

The Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACYV), J-3 and Gen William
Westmoretand (MACV commander) wanted a partial squadron of eight C-130s
assigned in-country to handle growing demands. The 315th AD had been opposing
similar initiatives since 1962 and continued to argue that in-being arrangements
allowed them both to deal with in-country needs and to be available for operations
elsewhere. The Pacific Command (PACOM) opted to send four C-130s to Tan Son
Nhut for an indefinite period, joining three already there on temporary duty. The
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movement inciuded the stipulation that crews and planes would rotate from offshore
bases and the entire program would be adjusted according to operational
requirements.>

The in-country C-130 force was a part of the Southeast Asia Airlift System
(SEAAS), under MACYV operational direction via the 315th Group's airlift control
center. MACYV established the SEAAS in October of 1962 with the 315th Group
exercising control of Vietnam-based air transports. By the end of 1965, 32 C-130s
were operating from Tan Son Nhut (14 Bs), Vung Tan (5 Es), Nha Trang (8 Es),
and the newly opened Cam Ranh Bay (5 Es). Shortages of ramp space and base
facilities plus aerial port inadequacies limited faster expansion.

The high-load capacity of the C-130s greatly aided the SEAAS, as did their 24-
hour-a-day capability. The on-board navigation radar helped to overcome problems
with air traffic control and navigation aids in South Vietnam. “*The C-130 thus
evolved into a high-volume, 24-hour, air logistics service linking the main
airfields.’*5’ Marginal forward strips remained the province of the four squadrons of
C-123s stationed in-country. In mid-1965, the 315th AD limited C-130 operations
to airfields over 3,500 feet in length. Although this policy was safety conscious and
made maximum use of tonnage capacity, it did not take advantage of the proven C-
130 assault capabilities so carefully developed and nutured over the years. This
limitation caused pressures from TAC and Headquarters USAF to exploit these
tactical capacities, and in November the 3t5th AD relented. Its new directive
allowed operations into all airfields within the performance characteristics of the
C-130. An intense training program followed. **The decision to use the C-130 for
short field work, coupled with efforts to improve selected forward strips to meet the
minimum Hercules Janding-takeoff capability, paved the way for the application of
this aircraft to battles of the future.’"

The expanded role for the C-130s was linked to General Westmoreland’s planned
offensive and mobile tactics against Communist forces. MACV requested four
additional squadrons based on calculations showing one air movement and 20 days
of air supply per month per airborne brigade, 10 Vietnamese battalton movements
per month, and 8 highland battalions requiring continuous air supply. MACV got
what it wanted and TAC converted the rotation program into a permanent bed-
down.*’

In 1968 the permanently assigned airlift force for the support of SEA was 13 C-
130 squadrons, 6 C-7 squadrons, and 4 C-123 squadrons. Unit inactivation of C-
130As and C-130Bs began in late 1969, with those aircraft going to the Air National
Guard and Air Force Reserve. This left four squadrons of C-130s offshore in March
1972. These declines were based on MACYV estimates of airlift needs. Both the JCS
and CINCPAC made plans under the assumption that MAC C-141s would be used
either to directly assist in operations or to backfill for C-130s.5¢

Brig Gen John Herring, the 834th AD’s commander (since June of 1969),
recommended in 1971 that the in-country C-130 detachments revert to their home
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wings for maintenance and matericl management responsibility. This, combined
with the declining work load, led to the merger of the 834th into Seventh Air Force
headquarters on 1 December 1971. The airlift control center maintained its
separation from the TACC, becoming instead a division of the newly created
Seventh Air Force directorate of airlift under the operations deputate.*®

When MACYV closed in 1973 and the Seventh Air Force moved to Thailand, two
C-130 squadrons went to Clark AB and one to Kadena AB—these being the total
offshore C-130 force after 1973. Four TAC rotational C-130s plus 10 from a
detachment at Nakhon Phanom, Thailand, ended up at U-Tapao. The Vietnamese
got two squadrons of C-130As pulled back from the Reserves and Guard.® (Two
years later those airplanes became the property of the People’s Republic of
Vietnam.)

The C-7 Ownership Problem

The US Army had first tested the CV-2 Caribou in Vietnam in 1961 and judged it
‘‘extremely valuable and useful.”’*' Late in the same year CINCPAC rejected Ammy
plans to deploy 2 company of the airplanes into Vietnam in 1962 because C-123s
and Army U-1 Otters already requested would serve the purpose. The Air Force was
against the Caribous going to Vietnam (let alone to the Army), and argued that if

GREETINGS FROM “CARIBOU’ COUNTRY

JUST GaS I AaND A1Y (T ’

1

Every C-7 Hight le different, except the last one..
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deployed the aircraft should be under centralized aircraft system control. MACV
promised to integrate the CV-2s into the airlift system. Consequently 18 left Fort
Benning, Georgia, for Korat, Thailand, arriving in June and July of 1962. Eight
moved to Vietnam in July for test purposes. The rematning 10 arrived in December
after the test proved the Caribous could make effective airlift contributions
operating into strips too short for the C-123. The unit—the Ist Aviation
Company-—was headquartered at Vung Tau. There was much talk of, but no action
toward, placing the CV-2s withia the airlift system.

MACY wanted a second Caribou company, but the Air Force resisted, arguing
that such corps-level airlife programs would be detrimental to overall airlift
efficiency. In January 1963, CINCPAC concurred that all Caribous shouid ‘‘be
included in the established airlift system.’$? In March, the JCS agreed with
CINCPAC. Nonetheiess, in July 1963, a second Caribou company (the 61st
Aviation Company) arrived at Vung Tau. The 61st worked for corps commanders,
while the Ist strove to operate within the SEAAS. However, the lst departed
Vietnam in December 1963 as part of a token force reduction and the 61st continued
primarily working directly for Army commanders.

By mid-1964 the JCS had approved return of a second aviation company of
Caribous to Vietnam; but General LeMay disagreed, arguing that the CV-2s should
be part of the airlift system. They returned, nonetheless, and outside the SEAAS. In
April 1965, Maj Gen Joseph Moore, Seventh Air Force commander, revived the
issue of controlling the Caribous within the airlift system. He recommended
scheduling them through the ALCC using MACVY prorities. General
Westmoreland, who had already requested additional Caribou companies to raise
the total to six, rejected the Moore proposal. By the end of 1965 there were 88 CV-
2sin Vietnam.*

Gens John McConnell and Harold Johnson, chiefs of staff of the Air Force and
Army, met during this time to resolve the constant problems of the CV-2, the new
CV-7 (the Buffalo), and the helicopter supply role. As noted earlier, their
discussions resulted in the Army’s relinquishing claims to future fixed-wing
aircraft, transfer of the CV-2s and -7s to the Air Force, and the Air Force’s
renouncing the helicopter airlift role.

The transfer raised the question of how to integrate the Air Force-designated C-
7s. General Momyer wanted to integrate them fully into the SEAAS. The Army
commanders wanted the airplanes under their mission control, otherwise helicopters
might have to be diverted from combat missions and the airlift system would be
reduced to near constant tactical emergency. The April transfer agreement allowed
for attachment of the C-7s to the tactical commanders, and General Westmoreland
apparently supported such an approach. General McConnell was willing to
compromise. In October 1966, Momyer said that any change from dedicated
services would occur only gradually. He reportedly envisioned that at some point
the C-7s would be nominally integrated into the renamed Common Service Airlift
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System (CSAS), but assigned daily to regional direct air support centers, actually
outside the CSAS command, control, and priority systems.®

Airlift Support of Ground Operations

The major thrust of all aircraft in Vietnam was to support operations by the troops
on the ground. This was true of fighters and bombers as well as of helicopters and
the cargo planes—C-123s, C-130s, and C-7s. Some examples of the airlifters’

support of these troops are illustrative.

Search and Destroy

“The allied war situation in February 1965 was in serious disarray.’’®’ The
Vietcong had ‘‘virtual control’” of large areas in the central provinces, and many
overland routes were under Communist control. C-123s repeatedly had to provide
lift of supplies and reinforcements along routes normally served by roads. For
example, in late spring, the C-123s had to tly in relief forces to Phuoc Binh, Dong
Xoai, and Quang Ngai to overcome enemy attacks. Four C-130s had to be called in
early June to augment the in-country airlift force. It took over 200 C-130 sorties into
Pleiku to keep that post supplied in June—Highway 29 from the coast was closed.
The late spring-summer tactical airlift was characterized by American troop carriers
air landing Vietnamese units.

On 28 June President Johnson approved a movement of the Ist Cavalry Division
(Airmobile) to Vietnam, signaling an offensive in the offing.

The structure of the new airmobile division reflected the latest technical and doctrinal
developments within the Army. The division initially had cight infantry battalions, three
with a parachute capability. It was authorized 434 aircraft, nearly all of which were
helicopters and were to be used primarily for troop mobility. Most of the aircraft were
placed within two assault helicopter battalions, a cavalry squadron, and a thirty-nine-ship
aerial rocket battalion. Within the division, but organized scparately for general support,
were several dozen heavier CH-47 Chinook helicopters. The Caribous were not an
integral part of the division but had been attached since 1964.%

The 1Ist Cavalry set up its base camp at An Khe, 30 miles inland from Qui Nhon
via Highway 19—by then open. Communist pressure at a civilian irregular defense
camp at Pleiku prompted movement of a battalion task force there in October. The
battalions moved in using Caribous and division helicopters, which also served as
the aerial supply link to An Khe and elsewhere. On |8 October the Army decided to
seek out the enemy, putting additional pressure on the already strained Army air
system. Additional battalions moved in from An Khe made the situation more
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demanding. American Army officers saw what was called the Ia Drang Valley
campaign as the combat test of airmobile tactics.™

These tactics relied on helicopters, which in turn had to have fuel. Fuel supplies
at Pleiku had already begun to fall and, by the 29th, had reached the zero level. C-
130s started a lift of 500-gallon fuel bladders (10 to 15 per airplane) as well as
considerable amounts of ammunition. At first these supplies were delivered to the
Pleiku new airfield and redistributed by Ammy resources. Later, the C-130s and C-
123s used a 4,000-foot stnip at Catecka Tea Plantation which had become the
principal refueling point for the helicopters. The airlift system delivered an average
186 tons per day to the campaign, of which 58 percent was petroleum. The Air
Force came to better accept the airmobile concept during the campaign, and the
Army came to better understand the Air Force’s capabilities to support them.”

Junction City

The search-and-destroy ventures typically centered around one or more C-130 airstrips
which became the focal points for buildup and resupply. Allied helicopters and infantry
combed the surrounding region, sought out the enemy, and exposed him to the killing
effects of air and artillery firepower. The C-130s played a central role in Operation
Junction City, the largest of the search-and-destroy operations to date. This operation
opened in February 1967 with the war’s first and only American battalion-size parachute
assault and featured substantial use of airdrop resuppty.’

Operation Junction City was envisioned as a way to entrap massive numbers of
the enemy. In January and February of 1967, the Americans deployed forces and
established logistics bases on three sides of the objective area. The C-130 assault
force operated from Bien Hoa, with the drop zone (DZ) near Katasm. The force
consisted of 26 C-130s—all to drop the 2d Battalion, 503d Infantry, of the 173d
Brigade on 22 February 1967. An airbome forward air controller communicated
with the formation by radio and set off colored smoke bombs to confirm the DZ.
The 780 men who jumped from 16 C-130s landed exactly where they were
supposed to. There was no enerny fire.”

The Air Force combat control team that had jumped with the Army marked the
impact point for the equipment drop. Eight C-130s dropped equipment, and two
executed container delivery system (CDS) drops—over 80 tons altogether. Five
aircraft received hits but all 10 returned to Bien Hoa for reloading for another
container drop. Load recovery in the DZ was somewhat troublesome. The initial
CDS loads were heavily damaged and some loads landed in a nearby swampy area.
The Air Force Combat Control Team (CCT) had to borrow a radio from a forward
air controller to improve their ground-to-air communications. Follow-up supplies
during the next six days started with many inaccurate drops but generally improved
with time, ™
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Figure 65. C-130 low-altitude, parachute extraction system: Khe Sanh.

up automatic weapons and antiaircraft fire to greet the incoming transports. The
enemy also intensely bombarded the airfield, creating direct hit hazards, tearing up
the air strip on several occasions, and littering the field with fragments. Air crews
responded by staying in the clouds as long as possible, flying steep, tight approach
patterns, and minimizing their time on the ground by speedy off-loading. The
Marine gi >und controlled approach (GCA) unit that made landings possible in low
ceilings and poor vistbility was damaged on 7 February, which slowed the resupply
effort for a few days until it was repaired.™

C-130 landings decreased on 12 February and C-123 landings increased. Large
tonnage deliveries of ammunition, food, and construction materials were to be
accomplished pnmarily by the C-130 container delivery system (CDS) and the
low-altitude parachute extraction system (LAPES). The CDS deliveries started on
{3 February on a small drop zone (300 square yards) to the west and just outside the
main camp perimeter. The system worked well and had the extra advantage of
allowmg the C-130s to take advantage of cloud cover. Bad weather often prohibited
actual aircraft landing, but the CDS program aliowed deliveries in spite of the
weather. When the Marine GCA unit was again hit on the 19th, the airlifters
switched to another radar system that, after some practice, also provided for
accurate drops.®
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detachment began flying from Nha Trang, raising the C-130 fleet in Vietnam to
96.86

Demands on the C-123s were also increasing, and 16 Ranch Hand C-123 spray
aircraft were converted to airlift work beginning on 8 February and not returning to
normal duties until 20 March. To ease a growing airfield congestion problem, the
C-130s flew at night when possible, and aerial ports received additional equipment
and people. Through the surge, airlift aircraft suffered only modest losses. Forty-
two C-130s, 33 C-123s, and 9 C-7s were hit by ground fire; but only 1 aircraft, a C-
130, was shot down. The airlift system’s flexibility and responsiveness fully proved
their worth in the Tet offensive. Airlift tonnage in January averaged 3,780 tons per
day and climbed to 3,880 in February and 4,420 in March. Efficiency was down as
measured, for example, by sorties per airplane; but this was explained by the
general chaos of the period, bad weather, and overuse of facilities. All in all, it was
an excellent response. General Westmoreland was pleased to note the special
contributions the airlifters made through troop movements and maintenance of
airlines of communications when surface lines were disrupted. ‘*The classical role
of tactical airlift,”” he said, ‘*has been admirably performed in its truest sense.’"*’

Kham Duc

The US Army Special Forces camp at Kham Duc was 10 miles from the Laotian
border and served as a reconnaissance and training site. 1t was in a mile-wide bow!,
surrounded by hills 2,000 feet high. As at Khe Sanh, Communist preparations for
an attack became obvious, and in May, airlifters started carrying in American
infantry and artillery reinforcements. By the evening of the 1lth, despite
Communist harassing fire, C-130s, C-123s, and C-7s had taken in 1,500 troops,
including 900 Americans. That evening, however, General Westmoreland decided
the camp was not so defensible as Khe Sanh and ordered its evacuation. “*The
ensuing air evacuation in the presence of a strong enemy was without plan and
without precedent in American experience. '

Intense ground fire drove away some Chinooks, and the camp was soon encircled
by the North Vietnamese. Lt Col Daryl Cole tlew in a C-130 that was immediately
swamped by civilians trying to get out, On his takeoff roll. mortar bursts tlattened a
tire. After two hours of intense work stripping away the tire, and with fuel flowing
from holes in the wings, Cole managed a takeoff. with a three-man CCT team as his
only passengers. He landed safely on the foamed runway at Cam Ranh Bay and
eamed the Mackay Trophy for 1968.*

At 1100 Maj Ray Shelton landed a C-123 at Kham Duc and took oft safely with
70 passengers. At 1230 another C-130 could not land because of ground fire. At
1525 Maj Bemard Bucher managed to land his C-130 and pick up more than 100
civilians. The aircraft took off to the north and was shot down with no survivors.
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Khe Sanh, and airdropping in Laos if needed. Requirements seemed to grow daily
and the airlift forces had to be increased. On 30 January 1971, in-country C-130s
went from 48 to 57 airplanes, créw ratios increased from 1.4 to 1.7, and the
maintenance force expanded. It was an around-the-clock operation. In all, the
movement of the contingency force of 9,250 troops and 1,700 tons of cargo took
592 C-130 and 12 C-123 sorties—all this between 26 January and 6 February.
Nearly all went into Quang Tri and Dong Ha. Khe Sanh was to be the logistics hub,
but the poor condition of its runway delayed availability until 19 February. By
mid-March, under heavy Communist pressures, some 17,000 South Vietnamese
troops fighting in Laos began to withdraw. For the rest of 1971, fighting in Vietnam
remained comparatively light.%

An Loc

In early April of 1972, the Communists began a major drive from Cambodia to
seize Loc Ninh, block Highway 13 into An Loc, capture An Loc to be the center of
government for the Communist-liberated provinces, and open the way to Saigon.
The defenders at An Loc were Vietnamese. Sustained helicopter resupply was
precluded by an enemy antiaircraft regiment, and Communist capture of Quan Loi
airstrip eliminated fixed-wing landings. The Vietnamese air force (VNAF) began
airdrops into the small perimeter (1,094 by 766 yards) on 12 Apnl, with very poor
results. On IS5 April, a VNAF C-123 was shot down and another was blown up on
19 April. These ineffective results brought requests for US Air Force C-130s from
MACV % '

The DZ for the first American drop at An Loc was 219 yards square. On its
initial run-in, the C-130, piloted by Maj Robert Wallace, took ground fire damage
to its mudder but dropped its load. The second airplane came from a different
direction. but was also hit by ground fire that killed the flight engincer and wounded
the navigator and copilot. Capt William Caldwell and SSgt Charles Shaub each
received the Air Force Cross for getting the burning aircraft back to Tan Son Nhut.
Apparently, of the 26 tons dropped by the two C-130s, none were recovered in An
Loc. A change in tactics (high-speed, low-level entry, pop up to 600 feet for the
drop, and return to low level for egress) on the 16th kept two aircraft from being hit;
but on the 18th a C-130 flown by Capt Don Jensen—flying what turned out to be the
last daylight Iow-level mission—was hit and crashed (the crew survived).%’

To avoid the barrage methods of ground fire the Communists were using over the
DZ, the Americans turned to the ground radar air delivery system (GRADS) to be
able to release from altitudes above the threat. On the night of 19-20 April, the
crews released at 8,000 feet, using the MSQ-77 mobile search radar at Bien Hoa for
guidance, with six more GRADS drops over the next four days. There were many
problems with recovery because of smashed or broken loads—the Vietnamese
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packers and their American advisors were unfamiliar with the methods for high-
altitude, low-opening (HALQ) drops, which stopped after 23 April. The airlifters
turned to container delivery system (CDS) drops for three nights, but a C-130 was
lost on 25-26 April after entering a “‘wall of fire."” For the next seven nights, they
continued their efforts. On the night of 3-4 May, another C-130 was shot down by
the increasingly intense enemy fire. That signaled the end of the CDS and return to
the HALO system.%

The HALO drops continued to face problems of parachutes only partially
opening or failing to open altogether. There was also a growing shortage of devices
that opened the chutes after they had fallen the appropriate distance. Because the
Communists had used an SA-7 surface-to-air missile in Quang Tri Province on 29
April, a return to low-level operations could be potentially a disaster. The best
solution tumed out to be GRADS-directed, high-velocity drops, begun on 8 May.
This system used 1,000- to 2,000-pound loads, heavily layered with honeycombed
cardboard and stabilized with slotted parachutes. Accuracy was high, which not
only got the goods there but made it easier to retrieve them. HALO missions
continued on a reduced scale, but the success of the high-velocity method made it
clear that the resupply campaign would be won. On 20 June, 10 C-130Es from the
United States arrived with the adverse weather aerial delivery system (AWADS),
but the GRADS method remained predominant. Pressures subsided somewhat at An
Loc, but the Communists still attacked movements on Highway 13 and held the
Quan Loi airport at year's end.””

Kontum

While the desperate efforts to keep An Loc were taking place, airlift was needed
elsew ere to respond to Communist incursions. United States airlifters helped haul
troops and equipment from Tan Son Nhut to Kontum. MAC C-141s began carrying
passengers and cargo from Tan Son Nhut to such places as Da Nang, Bien Hoa, and
Pleiku. With an average of four and a high of eight aircraft in-country in late April,
the C-141s could account for 25 percent of the total Air Force air!ift work load. This
small force allowed the C-130s to concentrate on airdrops and forward deliveries.
Two TAC C-130 squadrons were sent from the states in May to improve airlift
capability and to help in a critical effort on Kontum, which had been isolated on 24
April.'®

The Communists got very good at hitting aircraft on the ground at Kontum. A C-
130 was damaged on takeoff on 26 April and had to be parked and repaired there.
Another C-130 that had just landed was damaged, and a Vietnamese C-123 took a
direct hit and burned. On 2 May, a C-130 lost several feet of a wingtip colliding
with a helicopter on the crowded airhead but survived to execute an emergency



AIRLIFT DOCTRINE

landing at Pleiku. Another C-130 delivering fuel was hit by rocket fire on 3 May,
and US Air Force daylight operations at Kontum ceased.'?!

Nighttime C-130 landings relied heavily on suppression by AC-130 gunships. On
25 May the North Vietnamese captured the east end of the runway and the threat of
ground fire ended C-130 landings. Using the GRADS system, the C-130s sustained
the surrounded forces until they reclaimed much of the city, allowing landings to
start again on the night of 8-9 June. Reports of SA-7 missiles were met with allied
artillery fire into enemy sectors and flare shells set off near the runway to distract
SA-7s. There was an SA-7 fired at a transport on 13 June, but it was avoided. The
last airdrop took place 14 June, capping a 48-drop surge since 7 June.'®

A special note for the Kontum effort was the use of adverse weather aerial
delivery system (AWADS). The first AWADS drop in Vietnam took place on 1
June at Dray Rieng in Cambodia, and 16 such deliveries supplied Kontum in June.

Assessments of AWADS operations were generally favorable. AWADS was less
accurate than the GRADS and more costly in terms of equipment, training, and necessary
support. On the other hand, AWADS could be nsed in regions that could not be supplied
by GRADS and was independent of enemy action against ground radar sites. AWADS
also ailowed evasive manenvers not possible when under GRADS guidance, Aircrews of
the 61st were ingenious in adapting the AWADS computer for high-altitude work and in
overcoming weaknesses in intelligence and charting materials. It appeared that both the
AWADS and its associated stationkeeping equipment had proven their reliability, and that
both added valuable tactical capabilities.'®

By the end of June, the Communist spring offensive was clearly a failure. Air
transport made a decisive contribution to the allied victory but soon retumed to the
pre-Easter offensive drawdown. In accordance with the Paris peace agreements, a
cease-fire became effective on 28 January 1973. American POWs were to be
released and the last American troops withdrawn within 60 days. American C-130s
provided support for the joint military commission that made arrangements for the
POW release, and MAC C-141s brought the prisoners out. The airlift force
continued to provide support to American efforts in Cambodia but ended with the
fall of Phnom Penh in mid-April 1975. It also helped evacuate Americans and
Vietnamese from Vietnam.

Tactical airlifters in SEA proved what similar forces had proved in World War [I
and the Korean War—they could and would deliver the goods when and where
necded. They flew in harm’s way and, through a combination of ingenuity, grit,
and individual bravery, made the best of a tough situation.

Strategic Airlift Support of SEA

The growing war in SEA placed extreme pressures on the MAC airlift system due
to shortages in personnel and resources. Commitments were increasing significantly
while MAC was phasing out several old aircraft and phasing in its C-141s.'%
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McChord AFB Tachikawa AB, Japan
Seoul, Korea

Later a McGuire-to-Bien Hoa channel was added for troop movement, with an
extremely high (98 percent) utilization rate.'®

The aenal port system, at the beginning of the surge of MAC support for SEA,
began with the premise of coastal APOEs serving only selected destinations in
adjacent ocean areas. This concept evolved earlier when there were few airlifters of
relatively short range; they were saved for the overwater routes where they could be
most productive. The limited number of on-load ports on the West Coast,
combined with only two major off-load ports in SEA, soon congested the airlift
system. Lack of effective user forecasts did not help. Thus, the opening of East
Coast APOEs for SEA support radically changed the system’s outlook to what MAC
called multidirectional ports and aiso reinforced the source-to-user concept. The C-
141 drove the ideas to fruition, providing more efficient services.

To make sure that truly high-priority items moved quickly, the Red Ball Express
system, which was aimed especially at Army vehicles, aircraft parts, and aircraft,
came into being in 1965. MAC guaranteed movement within 24 hours of receipt in
an APOE. A year later similar procedures were applied (with the 999 program) to
all services.'®

Also vital to the successful movement of cargo through the aecnal port system was
the 463L. cargo handling systemm. Originally conceived in 1957, specific operational
requirement (SOR) 157 called for the 463L system to have four major parts:

(1) Terminal—the intermediate point at which all cargo must pass through the 463L
system. Teminals could vary in size and configuration, but ali would have to maintain the
capability to receive, ship, process, document, label, and sort cargo.

(2} Cargo Preparation—essentially, all equipment associated with the palletization
and restraint of cargo, to include paliets, nets, coupling devices, and containers.

(3) Cargo Terminal Handling—the K-loaders, forklifts, trailers, and similar vehicles
used to load and unload cargo atreraft.

{(4) Aircraft Systems—all component items installed in the aircraft which were related
to the cargo process, such as rail, roller, and lock systv':ms.I 0

The C-141 was the first airlift aircraft designed with an integral system for rapid
cargo handling built into it from the start. \

Initial procurement of the ground handling equipment, pallets, and nets was
conservative and placed the entire system ‘‘behind the power curve.’’ Only through
increased and continuous procurement, improving maintenance, and intensive daily
management were shortfalls overcome. Maintenance reliability problems with
ground equipment plagued the system throughout the war.

To improve aircraft utilization, MAC instituted the Fast Fly program. One step
in this program was to extend the workweek from 40 to 48 hours. Another step was
to increase logistical support by expanding the forward supply system from 45 to 57
forward supply points.'"
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Figure 67. The MAC self-support system for Southeast Asia operations.

The forward supply support (FSS) system offers a way of supplying peculiar
spares in support of the worldwide airlift route structure. A primary supply point
(PSP), generally a MAC base, provides a carefully selected range of spare parts to
forward support points (FSP). There is a whole management system built around
maintaining the airlift force throughout its structure, and the FSS is only a part of
the grander concerns. Stock levels and material actually carried are the result of a
carefully calculated process that includes such items as what support can the host
base systern provide, what skilled maintenance personnel can and should be
assigned to a particular location for the most payback, what physical facilities are
available, what tools are needed and available, and what is the nature of the
maintenance problems likely to develop. To oversee and manage this process,
MAC created centralized repeorting and monitoring programs and devised ways of
moving critical parts through the airlift system—on a dedicated basis if needed.
MAC also established central repair points (CRP) at Yokota AB and Clark AB for
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centralized repair and testing of delicate electronic components. Supply departure
rehability for the airlift force increased from 93 percent in 1965 to 98 percent in
1968. It is only through meticulous attention to detail—brought on by a sense of
system-—that airlift works at its best.'!?

Ground times were scrutinized at every turn and early departures were strongly
encouraged. Returning aircraft were routed around choke points and high-density
stations whenever possible. Quick Stop procedures, a one-hour “‘ops stop”
approach to all stations transited where there was no crew change, helped to speed
up the aircraft flow. Even at crew change stations, Quick Change procedures,
which included crew swap-out at the airplane and paperwork completed before
landing, led to a one-hour ground time standard. The idea was to do en route-type
maintenance at regular bases, not at locations in Viethnam. This both reduced
saturation in-country and allowed better quality maintenance. !

Another vital point of the Fast Fly program was switching from a maintenance
inspection system based on flying hours to one based on regular intervals (number
of days). Col Benjamin Foreman, chief of maintenance for the 60th Military Airlift
Wing at Travis, originated this isochronal (ISO) system. The old program made
aircraft due inspections at irregular intervals, resulting in no work on one day and
three to five aircraft awaiting inspection the next. Maintenance complexes could not
schedule work effectively, and the supply system was not fast enough for peak
periods. With the increased utilization rate, problems only got worse. The
isochronal program, based on a 70-day, 35-day, and 7-day home station inspection,
was a resounding success. The 35-day and 70-day inspection docks (one each)
could be scheduled a year ahead of time for work load purposes. With only two
aircraft tied up at a time, more were available for operations. Mission planning
based on days rather than anticipated flying hours was much simpler and
predictable. It is far easier to plan a particular mission, or series of missions, against
specific tail numbers based on the ISO system than,on predicted flying hours that
are subject to numerous changes. The full impact of quality maintenance was a
logical outcome, and the supply system could respond much more rapidly to the
new approach.'™

All of these actions resulted in a superb airlift response. MAC was able to effect
its many changes because it owned and operated its own system. MAC called this
“Airlift System Integrity.”” By 1969 MAC couid claim that *‘the current MAC
command post system is organized whereby the MAC Air Forces, area, and base
command posts, with their separate and distinct functions, form an integral chain of
command from Headquarters MAC to the lowest and most distinct echelon of
command to exercise command control of the airlift force.”'"'* This was not totaily
true in 1965 and part of 1966. The airlift command post system, very much like the
rest of airlift, was designed and manned for peacetime. To initially meet growing
special missions to SEA (as there were few channels to SEA), MAC deployed airlift
control forces (ACF) that later were renamed airlift control elements {ALCE).
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These operated in the place of area airlift command posts, as there were none for
Vietnam. MAC’s Far East Airlift Command Post (FEACP) located in Tachikawa
AB, Japan, responded by creating an operating location at Clark AB. The Fast Fiy
program, a modemized jet fleet, and a generally mounting volume of movements
called for faster and faster response. General Estes said he was ‘‘convinced that
positive command control of the MAC airlift force is the key to achievement of the
higher utilization rates and successful mission accomplishment.”’’'¢ He directed the
ACPs to cease being monitoring agencies and to begin functioning as central control
points. ‘‘Operational control of the Airlift Command Post system will be a clear-cut
line from MAC Command Post to the MAC Air Force Command Post to the area to
the base. . . .”"""" He demanded a near-perfect functioning of the ACP and placed
the whole system directly under the contro! of individual commanders.

Blue Light

Operation Blue Light carried 2,952 troops and 4,749 tons of equipment of the 3d
Infantry Brigade, 25th Infantry Division, from Hickam AFB, Hawaii, direct to
Pleiku, Yietnam, between 23 December 1965 and 23 January 1966. A mixture of 88
C-141s, 126 C-133s, and 11 C-124s flew 231 missions and finished the deployment
eight days early. [t was the ‘‘most massive airlift of US troops and equipment into a
combat zone. ’''® Apparently, everyone was pleased:

This movement by air, said Secretary of Defense Robert 8. McNamara, was a striking
demonstration of the Air Force's increased airlift capability as well as the professional
skills of the Military Airlift Command. General Westmorcland, Commander of the US
forces in Vietnam, said in appraising Operation Blue Light, ““This was the most
professional airlift I've seen in all my aitbome experience. "' ™"

Not bad for an operation that was originally planned in five days. Several factors
contributed to the success, but the most important was the joint training the 25th ID
had been conducting with the 1502d Air Transport Wing (renamed the 61st Military
Airlift Wing—MAW) since 1962. Each organization was then familiar with the
needs and procedures of the other. General Estes even said that “*this airlift has been
carried out many times.’"'® The earlier training used C-124s and some C-130s, so
load plans and selection procedures had to be adjusted for the C-141s and C-133s
and airlift expertise called in from Twenty-Second Air Force and the 60th MAW.
C-141s were new to the fleet and SOPs were still being developed. Nonetheless, the
on-scene workers persevered and succeeded.

This was the first operational test for the C-141, as well as the first deployment of
combat-ready troops from home station to an offshore combat location. The
decision to use a mix of C-141s for everything they could haul, plus the C-133s for
outsize cargo, was a good one {the C-124s were used as replacements for prime
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aircraft only). The operation got the MAC planners thinking about force mix and
gave thern a leg up for when the C-5A would come into the inventory. This deciston
was complicated by the question of safe operation into Pleiku AB. The 6,000-foot
strip barely met C-141 operational standards, and its load-bearing capability for a
sustained period was questionable. The decision to use the air base proved right—
there were 240 landings without damage. There was no question about using the C-
133. There was plenty of real world experience with it, and its short-field
capabilities were also well proven.

For all its specialness, Blue Light was in many ways a routine airlift. It flew
scheduled flights over predetermined routes. There were stage crews available
along the routes. “‘There was nothing to prevent a normal logistics lift. There was
no en route threat, staging bases were not being bombed, and the destination airport
was relatively secure.””?! But it was a first, pulled off with aplomb. It was so
smooth, almost so easy, that it reflected the ultimate in airlift doctrine—fast and
flexible. The C-141 proved its combat airlift capability, and the recovery base
concept was validated. The C-141 took over the role of some of the C-124s and all
C-130s with a fourfold increase in airlift capability, taking approximately one-third
the time it took a C-124 or C-133,1%2

Eagle Thrust

By November of 1967 the strategic airlift system had matured sufficiently for a
movement twice the size of Blue Light to succeed. In Eagle Thrust, MAC moved
10,024 troops and 5,357 tons of the 101st Airbomme Division direct from Fort
Campbell, Kentucky, to Bien Hoa AB, Vietnam. The 391 airlift missions, moving
in eight noncontinuous increments, from 17 November until 18 December 1967,
completed the move 53 hours ahead of schedule, '

The deployment aircraft flew over and through the existing airlift structure, with
departures from Kentucky keyed to time slots in the route structure. This took into
account stage crew posture and en route station capabilities, routine missions
already in the system, and retrograde necds. Twenty-two C-133 missions flew the
outsized equipment over one route, and the 369 C-141 missions flew two other
routes to SEA. Using engine-running off-load procedures developed in Blue Light,
the C-14[ average off-load time at Bien Hoa was 7.4 minutes, reducing ramp
saturation potential and exposure to ground fire. The C-133s were on the ground an
average of about two hours. The recovery base concept was used to great effect.’?*

At US Air Force request MAC figured closure time under varying surge
conditions as well as a comparable deployment to Rhein-Main, Germany. The
figures are instructive as to the capabilities of the airlift system:
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Bien Hoa  Rhein-Main

Maximum continuous effort without
degrading nermal traffic worldwide 18.7 days [8.0 days

Minimum closure time, same TAC/Reserve
augmentation. normal worldwide traffic 6.7 days 3.3 days

Contingency conditions, TAC/Reserves cover
ICS withhold. normal passenger
traffic only 4.2 days 1.9 days

National emergency, CRAF call-up,
voluntary reserves 2.2 days 23.5 hours

The implications must have been staggering for any planner concerned with prompt
responsc to an emerging problem anywhere in the world.'#

Combat Fox

Although in the midst of great expansion in support of US operations in SEA in
general, and the Tet offensive in parlicular, MAC engaged in yet another *‘largest
single strategic airlift in history™” in 1968. Following the seizure of the USS Pucblo
by the North Koreans, MAC C-124s, C-130s, C-133s, and C-141s flew more than
800 missions to Korea from the United States, SEA ., and Japan in support of tactical
air forces. Five Air Force Reserve airlift units were called to active duty primarily
to backfill regular channel airlift requirements. MAC created ALCEs at Osan,
Kimpo, Kusan, and Suwon, Korea; and at Misawa, Japar. Between 29 January and
17 February, these stations handled 1,036 aircraft, 13,683 tons of cargo, and 7,996
troops. The Combat Fox airlift more than doubled Eagle Thrust, while maintaining
the logistics airlift into SEA .'%

The Combat Fox deployments and redeployments required 37.7 million ton-
miles of capability. Twenty of these came from normal MAC channels. After being
alerted on 25 January 1968, MAC commenced deployment operations on the 28th
from seven on-load stations in the United States to three stations in Korea and one in
Vietnam. Immediately following the completion of the Combat Fox operation on |2
February, MAC was alerted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to begin deployment of
forces to Vietnam within 48 hours to help counter the Tet offensive. The
requirement was to airlift an Army brigade from Fort Bragg to Chu Lai and a
reinforced Marine regiment from El Toro to Da Nang. MAC considered activating
Stage I of the CRAF; but after a special appeal for maximum augmentation.
voluntary commercial response was sufficient to keep MAC port levels within
acceptable management levels. These two operations combined to increase forecast
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Figure 69. MAC C-5A departing South Vietnam.

Cam Ranh Bay.'* Average off-load time was 32 minutes. Altogether, C-5s flew
201 missions in SEA during the last quarter of fiscal 1972, compared to 102
missions in the first nine months of the year.'* The C-5 arrived at off-load stations
with sufficient fuel to recover to an offshore base for refueling, maintenance, and
crew change.

The Israeli Airlift: 1973

Deputy Secretary of Defense William Clements, Jr., said that if the United States
could have found any other way to transport material to Israel, it would not have
used MAC—but there was no effective alternative.'™ American support of Israel in
its 1973 confrontation with Egypt and Syria could not count on sealift for immediate
needs. [t would have taken approximately 30 days to generate sufficient lift, and the
en route time would have been an additional 12 to 14 days. Jet transports could
deliver the goods in 18 hours. The small fleet of Israeli commercial airliners could
not provide the volume needed, and American civil airlines apparently wanted no
part of the operations. President Richard M. Nixon ordered an immediate airlift to
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Figure 71. First MAC aircraft(a C-SA) to land at Lod Airport, Israel.

for damaged aircraft, 175-mm cannon, [55-mm howitzers, and M-60 and M-48
tanks. By 20 October, deliveries reached 4.500 tons per day. The US airlift ended
on 14 November, after 32 days, when shipping began to arrive in sufficient amounts
to end the need for further airlift. Altogether, 145 C-5 and 422 C-141 missions
moved 22,395 tons of military equipment and supplies. Because a good portion of
MAC’s efforts were directed toward the Israeli airhift. the command increased
commercial augmentation, particularty tn the Pacific. to ensure that worldwide
commitments were met, '

Several lessons were immediately obvious from the Israeli airlift. but tfour are of
particular importance. The first was that airlifters needed to be capable of air
refueling (AR). Earlier arguments that an all-jet force decreased dependence on
island bases were gencrally true. but the extra [lexibility from AR would have paid
high dividends.

The C-5s used in the lsraeli airdift did not use their AR capability because of
concerns over the impact of such maneuvers on the questionable wing on the
aircraft. Later, it was found that AR would have put less stress on the wing than the
extra takeoffs and landings. The C-141s were not air refuelable. With aerial
refueling, both aircraft couid have carried more cargo, thus delivering more. faster,

with fewer missions flown (fig. 72).
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respond without qualification to total airlift requirements, including the maximum
demand-—the division-force move.’’ %

To support his position, Estes relied on several projected capabilities of the C-
5A, coupled with forward-looking operations concepts. The aircraft, of course,
would have great speed and range/payload and cubic capacity. Its kneeling feature
and visor nose would provide drive-through capability. This was a great loadability
feature. Maintenance factors, Estes said, would improve with time and would be
reduced by the fewer takeoffs and landings required by the range and speed factors.
Even though it was the world’s largest aircraft, its ability to routinely operate from
8,000-foot runways, and even into 4,000-foot ones, provided great flexibility.

In Southeast Asia, the C-5 will be able to use 600 percent more airfields than are available
to present cargo jets. The same order of increase will obtain in other less developed areas
of the world, which are always the most fertile seedbeds for limited war. %

The bottom line was that if the airplane lived up to its expectations ‘‘global
military airlift will be completely revolutionized. Gigantic combat loads or vast
tonnages of supply and resupply will be deliverable in hours or days from any small
originating fields in the United States to any area in the world up to and including
the edge of battle.’''*” General Estes was clearly a man of intellect and vision. His
1966 article spoke of the great promise of the C-5A, but it was his follow-on article,
““Modern Combat Airlift,”’ in the September-October 1969 issue of the Air
University Review that made his most lasting contribution to airlift thinking, ¢

His theme in that 1969 piece revolved around the idea of combat airlift:

The roile of modem combat airlift, then, is to airlifi combat forces and all their battle
equipment, in the size and mix required—with the greatest speed—to any point in the
world, no matter how remote or primitive, where a threat arises or is likely to erupt. 166

Airlift forces had to be ready to go in opposite directions simultancously. Such an
airlift force can work in concert with other mobility assets like fast sealift and
prepositioning, he said, ‘‘but the basic requirement is invariant: to rush integral,
combat-ready fighting forces anywhere, including the battle area itself, without a
preliminary massing of logistics.”” !

From Estes’s perspective, there was still not a complete understanding of the
airlift revolution.

Many think of the strategic airlift capability of the near and more distant future as being
precisely what it has always been, except that there is more of it: in effect, merely a **brute
force"" quantitative expansien of semething we had in World War II. What they do not
realize is that the jet age and the technology that makes an aircraft like the C-5 possible
have also engendered a radical qualitative alteration in airlift . . . the important point is that
we have at the same time achieved a new kind of airlift.'"!
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centers are the means by which the Air Component Commander harmonizes his forces to
suppor the operations and needs of all forces in the theater. It would indeed be a grievous
error o create a singie airlift force. All of the experience and facts which have emerged
from the Vietnam War again point up the validity of the separate entities of strategic and
tactical airlift. Whereas, one couid not tell the difference between a 707 and a C- 4] cargo
coming (o a protected and secure base such as Cam Ranh Bay. there was never any doubt
of the kind of airlift going 1nto Khe Sanh, Lai Khe, Kham Duc and the many other bases
where the tactical airlift was in a real sense a combat force under enemy fire. The lesson
of Yietnam on airlift further enforces the same lessans of World War 1i and Korea on the
separation of stratepic and tactical airlift forces as combat demands have dictated the
scparation of strategic and tactical air forces. Theater war demands the assignment of
tactical forces which had been designed. nurtured and led by commands devoted 10 this
highly speciatized form of warfare.'"®

His arguments, however, did not suffice to stop the consolidation.

Nonetheless, both Gen David Jones (the Air Force chief of staff) and Gen Paul
Carlton (MAC’s commander} saw the need to ‘‘recognize and preserve the image
and spirit” of the tactical airlift force after consolidation.!” The command wanted
to enhance the airlift/user relationship, retain and enhance mobility of its forces,
and enhance the tactical capabilities of its C-5/C-141 forces, as well as preserve the
tactical image of the forces it was gaining. To this end, MAC proposed several steps
that eventually came to fruition in one form or another:

® Completely integrate C-$30 operations intp the existing MAC strocture by
assigning command and control to the MAC numbered air forees.

® Retain “tactical™ in the name of C-130 units.

® Establish air divisions to retain (he vriginzl identity and numerical designation of
tactical airiift managers in the theaters. '

® Require the commander/chief or vice/deputy of any agency with tactical
responsibility to have tactical experience.

& Establish two mobile airlift control centers (ALCCs) developed but not et

organized by TAC.
® Establish four mobile airlift control elements (ALCEs) developed but not yet

organized by TAC.
® Establish a tactical airlift development center at Pope AFB. M

What is especially important about these suggestions, other than the obviously
sincere desire to retain the ‘‘tacticalness’ of the units coming to MAC, was the
equally clear desire to improve the tactical orientation of the strategic forces. The
“‘two-way street’’ nature of consolidation was a fallout of considerable importance.

After much Air Force and DOD 1internal discussion, Secretary of Defense James
R. Schiesinger issued a program decision memorandum on 19 July 1974 to the
secretary of the Air Force, directing the consclidation of all airlift forces in the
DOD under a single manager by the end of FY 1977 and specified command status
for MAC. 18

On 29 August 1974, General Jones, the chief of staff, informed every major Air
Force activity of the decision, providing the ultimate rationale for consolidation:
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Figure 74. Gen Paul K. Cariton, commander in chief of Military Airlift
Command from September 1972 through March 1977,
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““To achieve better integration of overall airlift, strategic and tactical airlift assets
will be consolidated under MAC. . . . All Air Force tactical airlift C-130 aircraft
and associated support in TAC, [Alaskan Air Command] AAC, [United States Air
Force Southern Air Division] USAFSO, USAFE, and PACAF will be transferred in
place to MAC."’182 '

Following the decision to consolidate, two important issues remained—how to
organize to support the theaters and whether to make MAC a specified command.
MAC and USAFE met in October 1974 to develop a plan for the ‘*as is/where is”’
transfer of the tactical airlift system to MAC. MAC argued that there should be one
central point of management for current operations, scheduling, and command
control. Under this proposal, European Command (EUCOM) and USAFE would
validate and provide consolidated theater airlift requirements to the air division,
which would in turn schedule and operate the missions. USAFE, on the other hand,
wanted tasking authority directly to the individual airlift flying units and aircrews.
This authority was to be exercised through an ALCC collocated with Headquarters
USAFE at Ramstein AB, Germany. MAC could not accept the level of detailed
control USAFE wanted, as it violated the principle of centralized direction and
decentralized execution.'®* The MAC history of these discussions puts the

arguments in a more positive perspective:

While the Secretary of Defense decision to designate MAC as single manager for ail
strategic and tactical airlift would create one airlift system in piace of independent strategic
and tactical systems, it tended to conflici with the ‘‘unity of command™ doctrine in
overseas theaters. Now, it appeared, there would be two commanders with overlapping
airlift mission responsibilities. On the one hand, MAC had to retain operational controt of
all airlift forces to achieve the full benefits of a single manager. Yet, the Air-Force
Component Commander (AFCC) needed to have operational control of aircraft forces
when they required integration with other USAF forces, to insure unity of Air Force
effor—especially when airlift was in direct support of combat operations or tactical
employment excreises. F3

Out of this debate came the theater airlift manager (TAM) concept. The ultimate
desire was for an airlift system most responsive to the theater commander. Thus, in
the TAM system, the designated senior officer would exercise operational control
of theater airlift for the Air Force component commander {AFCC) and manage
intertheater airlift for MAC. There would be one voice for airlift in a theater. This
would make total airlift resources potentially available to theater needs in a
streamlined way. The AFCC wouid task the TAM, who would accomplish the tasks
with the most effective and efficient mix of resources available. Visibility over all
resources, direct communications to MAC’s numbered air forces, and the general
flexibility of a single manager would combine to provide better overall service. Full
coordination with the tactical air control system would be maintained. The concept
was ultimately accepted and applied worldwide.
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The Air Staff agreed with consolidation but was against making MAC a specified
command. On 13 March 1975, the secretary of the Air Force formally
recommended that the Air Force, instead, retain MAC as a major command. '® The
Air Force argued that specified command status would centralize functional
responsibilities at too high an organizational level, open the door to making Navy
sealift and Army transportation units specified, involve the JCS in day-to-day airlift
business, and violate the combatant nature of the unified and specified concept. The
Air Force was also concerned that a specified MAC would require reorganization of
the JCS *‘leading to headquarters layering and coordination difficulties that might
reduce airlift responsiveness.’ ™ The Air Force doctrine experts were particularly
concerned that a specified command structure would preempt the Air Force’s
mission to provide close combat and logistical support for the Army; take airtift
away from the Air Force component commander; set a precedent for splintering Air
Force tactical forces by function (reconnaissance, close air support, interdiction, for
example); and allow the Army to vie for more organic airlift if the
consolidated/specified system was less responsive to Army needs than the current
system. Others voting against specification felt that the JCS, through the Joint
Transportation Board, could already assure equitable application of airlift
resources; that confusion would result from not specifying other transportation
agencies; and that there were no apparent advantages to be gained by creating
another specified command. i#

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, less the chairman, concurred with the Air Force's
recommendation not to establish the new specified command. Gen George Brown
wrote a separate memorandum to the SECDEF strongly supporting specification:

a. Airlift resources are major assets for furtherance of our security policy, and
importance of airlift as a factor in planning for combat operations will be heightened by
the conselidation of taclical and strategic systems. Under these circumstances, the MAC
commander should receive his strategic direction directly from the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
who are charged with this responsibility under the law.

b. The establishment of MAC as a specified command would further unification as a
principle and increase the stature of the commander, Military Airlift Command, in his
relationship with the commanders in chief worldwide.

¢. It is acknowledged that the present system, through the use of the Joimt
Transportation Board, already provides the Joint Chiefs of Staff with sufficient authority
over MAC 10 set priorities and allocate resources. Nonetheless, 1 am persuaded that the
establishment of MAC as a specific command would clarify the chain of command by
making the commander of the Military Airtift Command as well as the commanders in
chief of the unified commands directly responsible to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

d. While the present command arrangement has worked well in peacetime when airlift
assets are generally adequate to satisfy requirements, it will face increased demands in
wartime, when we can expect competition not only among unified and specified
commanders for worldwide resources, but also among conflicting demands within a
theater and between US requirements and those of our ailies. Under these circumstances,
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the Joint Chiefs of Staff will have the responsibility for setting priorities and aliocating
resources. They can accomplish this task best under a command arrangement in which the
commander, Military Airlift Command, reports directly to the Joint Chicfs of Staff along
with the commanders of unified and specified commands. '%8

MAC saw several additional advantages. The command thought that additional
Air Force representation in the joint stmucture was, a priori, an advantage and that
specification would enhance the Air Force’s ability to influence decisions on the
airlift role in national security matters. MAC also said that specification would
recognize the broad continuing mission of MAC, a particularly relevant point in
view of increased responsibilities to operate a worldwide airlift force supporting all
services and the unified and specified commands. The command thought that
speciﬁcation would additionally smooth airlift consolidation due to its elevated
status. To solve the question of specified command versus major command, MAC
proposed that it be both a specified command for airlift matters and a major
command for Air Force unique or nonairlift matters. No changes in normatl day-to-
day functions would be required. Budgeting, programming, and administration
would equally remain unchanged. '

The question of making MAC a combatant command was a particularly sensitive
one. A study by Lt Col Anthony Ptacek of the MAC legal staff pulled together
MAC’s position. Ptacek’s arguments, summarized below, were powerful:

® Combatant means taking part in or being prepared to take part in active fighting.
Historical examples, official mission statements, training practices, and airlift
consolidation all illustrate that MAC forces meet either definition.

® MAC performs, among many other missions. a logistical function. “The addition
of the logistical function no more converied MAC to a logistical command than did the
addition of training functions to SAC convert it to a training command.’’

& Congressional language concerning combatant unified or specified command
intended that commands with strategic or tactical imporance could be unified or

specified.'®

On 9 June 1976, Deputy Secretary of Defense William Clements, Jr., reaffirmed
the decision to make MAC a specified command. On 2 July 1976, General Brown
forwarded a memorandum to the SECDEF with a proposed change to the unified
command plan (UCP) designating MAC a specified command. On 21 January
1977, the Joint Chiefs of Staff announced that the president had approved the UCP
change on 16 December 1976 and that SECDEF directed implementation as of 1
February 1977.1%
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The Doctrinal Context at the End

In March of 1973 General Carlton opened the MAC commander’s conference
with comments challenging his people to streamline the airlift force in the post-
Vietnam era in line with the new emphasis on economics, and yet do a better airlift
job:

As we enter the post-SEA environment. the budpet constraints relative to Defense
spending are obvious. Presently. we are realigning our combat airlitt forces, reducing the
six qualified airlift wings o two qualified airlift wings. Due to these fiscal constraiots,
cerain priorities must be extablished—all agencies within the command must tighten their
belts, optimize their resources. institute procedures whereby we can get the job done more
efficiently and effectively for less—in essence, we must become better managers, %2

This philosophy was very much in keeping with how aircraft operated; post-
Vietnam pressures would merely mean doing better.

In November of 1975 Department of Defense representatives testified at 2 House
Research and Development Subcommittee hearing on the posture of military airlift
concerning the future of airlift at the end of the Vietnam War. The DOD witnesses
presented a unificd theme concerning the need to improve airlift capabilities
incrementally to support a NATO contingency. Maj Gen John McWhorter, Ir.,
director "of strategic mobility for the organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
warned that *’should-our deployment capability be inadequate, the United States is
then taced with the dilemma of choosing between the use of nuclear weapons or
backing down on our commitment.*"'* He concluded that *“only airlift can respond
in the critical first two weeks—the time we either deter the war or prove our ability
to contain the |Warsaw| Pact with conventional arms.” "%

Maj Gen Benjamin Starr, Ir., director of transportation for the Air Force,
outlined the Air Force's plan to enhance the ability of airlift to deal with this
mission. The program included increased utilization rates for the C-5 and C-141 (by
increased ratios and improved spares postures), aerial refueling for both aircraft,
stretching the C-141, using tactical aircraft to augment strategic forces, and
modifying wide-body civil aircraft for oversize capability.®* In addition to the
enhancement program, the Air Force continued to support the advanced tanker
cargo aircraft (ATCA), a derivative of a commercial wide-bodied aircraft
configured to carry cargo and provide air refueling capability. The primary
argument advanced for the ATCA was that it would enhance airlift capability by
making it possible to exploit the air refueling capacity of the C-5 (also proposed for
the C-141) to the fullest. The ATCA would carry cargo ‘‘only during contingencies
to augment the strategic airlift force when the situation so dictates and the aircraft is
not otherwise dedicated to other missions.”’1% The big payoff was to be the ATCA’s
ability to deliver large quantities of fuel over great distances. The modification of
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the C-5 wing to ensure a 30,000-hour service life was the final element of the airlift
initiatives.

Brig Gen Jasper Welch, Jr., the Air Force assistant chief of staff for studies and
analysis, described the 10-year, $2-billion airlift enhancement program as designed
to meet the most demanding task for airlift—reinforcement of NATO. The
enhancement program was based on increased effectiveness of existing forces and
modification. of existing aircraft (both civil and military). Seeking to deploy
180,000 tons in 30 days in a balanced fashion, the proposed program concentrated
on the ““long pole in the tent’’-—oversize cargo—and was calculated to solve the
oversize deficiency and cut deployment times in half.'?’

Gen Paul Carlton, commander of the Military Airlift Command, said he thought
it extremely important to determine how present assets could be more efficiently
managed and effectively utilized.® Calling the crucial strength of modern strategic
airlift its flexibility and responsiveness, he noted that ‘‘until relatively recent times,
the basic mission of airlift was founded in resupply operations.”’ However, ‘‘the
concept of flexible response required a rapid, long-range air deployment capability,
and when the C-141 entered the inventory in 1965, the credibility of this strategy
was greatly enhanced.’’!* Concerning tactical airlift and the decision to consolidate
airlift resources under MAC, General Carlton was clearly a supporter of keeping the
tactical nature of the theater airlift forces intact. ‘*Tactical airlift forces,’” he said,
“currently have a command and control system which is essential to mobility,
flexibility, and responsiveness demanded of these forces.””?® And, he supported
development of the advanced medium/short takeoff and landing transport (AMST)
aircraft. He also suggested that the government and industry seek ways to jointly
develop the next generation of outsize civil cargo aircraft.?!

In answer to the question of how far forward in the combat environment the C-5
and C-141 would operate, General Carlton called on the recent Vietnam experience
to make a doctrinal statement as valid today as it was in 1975:

It depends on how much carrying the freight to that point is worth to the JCS or the
operation that is going on. We have already used the [C-5] both in Saigon and Da Nang, in
Vietnam, in very high risk zones. We have operated under the threat of the SAM, of the
surface-to-air, as well as air-to-air, under very unusual circumstances such as the second
Tet offensive when we hauled tanks into Da Nang. We don't expose it unless the risk is
worth it. We treat it very carefully and conservatively, but to answer your question, if the
risk. is worth taking to win the battle, we wili take it. Just like we will with any airplane.

It is not quite as weil equipped to survive, nor is the 141, but they are not a lot different,
particularfy the 141, and the 130. There is a little more survivability in the 130 due to
foam in the tank. Both of those airplanes are equipped and operated in Saigon in the recent
cvacuation with antiradiation devices to wam it against surface-to-air missiles. The answer
to your question is, how much is it worth to us to do it? The JCS makes the decision on the
use of the C-5 under almost all circumstances of risks.2%?
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