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Editorial

By Robert S. Dudney, Editor in Chief

The Raptor Review

His is a sensitive moment for the

F/A-22 Raptor. The White House's
Office of Management and Budget re-
cently ordered Pentagon officials to
take a hard new look at USAF’s pre-
mier fighter, now entering operational
testing. The result conceivably could
be curtailment of the program, or
worse.

OMB’s questions sounded ominous.
Does the Raptor have true “transfor-
mational value” or is it “merely an-
other step” in a long evolution of fight-
ers? Is the requirement “still relevant”?
Are there “alternatives”? There have
been six previous Raptor reviews.
Each time, the Air Force was able to
make a strong case for the fighter,
but this time could be different.

Some believe OMB schemed with
the F/A-22’s critics in the Pentagon
to stack the deck against the fighter.
They observe that USAF won't be
allowed to take part in the review
and can only answer questions when
asked.

The study will probably wind up
this summer. We can expect to hear
a number of plausible-sounding rea-
sons for why it would be OK to deci-
mate the F/A-22 program. Those ar-
guments will either ignore or fudge
certain facts, presented here for
handy future reference.

m The F/A-22 has been conceived
by the world’s foremost practitioner
of airpower, the United States Air
Force, which has unequivocally stated
that the F/A-22 is key to air superior-
ity in future combat. USAF’s creden-
tials are impeccable; no American
ground forces have suffered enemy
air attack since 1953.

m The airplane has bounced back
from recent problems and is perform-
ing well. (See “The F/A-22 Force
Forms Up” on p. 34.) USAF expects
the F/A-22 to go operational by De-
cember 2005.

m Today's front-line fighter, the
F-15 Eagle, is physically wearing
out. It entered service in 1975 and
is based upon 30-year-old technol-
ogy. The F-15 fleet, with an aver-
age aircraft age of 17 years, is costly
to maintain, operates under flight
restrictions, and must be replaced.
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= As the F-15 cycles out, the Rap-
tor will be the only plausible succes-
sor. Even a radically upgraded F-15
cannot be made stealthy in any use-
ful way. The stealthy F-35 fighter is
often held out as an alternative, but it
is not optimized for air combat and
would have to be substantially rede-
signed, at great cost.

m Modern foreign fighters and

We can expect to hear
a number of plausible-
sounding reasons for
why it would be OK to
decimate the F/A-22
program.

“double-digit” air defense systems
now on the export market have caught
up with the F-15 in capability. With-
out the F/A-22, the Air Force will
gradually lose its ability to guarantee
control of the skies. This is perilous
for an expeditionary Air Force that
fights on someone else’s turf.

= Though often derided as a mere
“dogfighter,” the F/A-22 is expected
to have a potent multirole capabil-
ity—a fact largely unappreciated by
critics. A stealthy F/A-22 will pro-
vide not only air-to-air combat prow-
ess but also precision attack and
defense suppression capabilities.
The F/A-22 is the only fighter able
to autonomously counter anti-ac-
cess threats on Day 1 of a war and
thereby open the way for other US
forces.

m The F/A-22 already has suffered
a drastic reduction from the original
production goal of 750 fighters. The
latest officially stated USAF plan
called for a force of 339 F/A-22s.
That figure, set in the 1997 Quadren-
nial Defense Review, had no rela-
tionship to combat requirements what-
soever. |t was determined by budget
needs. More recent pressures have
pushed the number down to about
300 or fewer fighters.

m The 339-airplane force, which
critics want to whittle further, is small

by any standard. For example, USAF
bought roughly 1,100 F-15s and 2,200
F-16s. According to USAF, 339 Rap-
tors would yield, on any given day,
only 214 combat-coded aircraft. That
works out to fewer than nine full (24-
airplane) squadrons.

m Nine squadrons won't cover re-
quirements. After the 1997 QDR,
USAF organized itself into 10 air and
space expeditionary forces, or AEFs.
USAF could not provide even one full
F/A-22 squadron per AEF. Getting to
one squadron per AEF requires a
fleet of 381 F/A-22s. Officials say
having two squadrons per AEF would
take a total inventory of 762 F/A-22s.

= The Raptor doesn’t consume a
huge portion of the budget. At its
peak, the F/A-22 program would re-
quire less than six percent of the Air
Force budget, less than two percent
of the Defense Department budget,
and one-quarter of one percent of the
federal budget. This is in line with
earlier periods of fighter moderniza-
tion.

m Most development money has
already been spent and thereforeisa
“sunk cost.” USAF is poised to capi-
talize on the expenditure with serial
production of F/A-22s. Stopping or
limiting the process now would de-
prive the US of a full return on its
investment.

m Some critics say the Raptor
should be de-emphasized in favor
of future unmanned combat air ve-
hicles and space-based systems.
That position is not favored by most
defense professionals. In a July 22,
1999, pro-F/A-22 letter to Congress,
seven former Secretaries of Defense
argued thus: “It is not enough to say
that something better may be avail-
able in the future. Something better
is always available in the future.
Serious threats to American air su-
periority may arise sooner, and the
nation’s security cannot tolerate a
loss of command of the air. Con-
gress and the Administration must
focus on this fundamental reality
and fully fund the nation’s only truly
stealthy air superiority fighter.” One
of the seven signatories was Donald
Rumsfeld. =
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Letters

letters@afa.org

What About the Enlisted?

“Up From Kitty Hawk” [December
2003, p. 30] was, to say the least, a
disappointment to me.

One hundred years of flight, and
only three enlisted people named in
the entire article: Cpl. Vernon Burge,
the first enlisted pilot, Sgt. Roy Hooe
of the Question Mark, and myself.
The fact that this article was put to-
gether by the staff of the Air Force
Association magazine with so little
concern for enlisted accomplishments
is a further concern of mine.

CMSAF Paul W. Airey,
USAF (Ret.)
Panama City, Fla.

More to the Story

The DEW Line story, “A Line in the
lce” [February, p. 64], by Peter Grier
only touched the surface of this ex-
traordinary project. One aspect of
this was the dire shortage of civilian
pilots and aircraft needed to ferry
supplies up north.

In early 1958, [I was] getting out of
the Royal Canadian Air Force. My
Airline Transport License with a DC-
3 rating was less than a week old
when a charter outfit called and of-
fered me a job flying C-46s up to the
DEW Line. | asked the caller, “How
did you know | justgot my ATR?” “We
keep tabs,” he answered. “But | don’t
even know what a C-46 looks like.”
“Oh, don’t worry, we can check you
out tomorrow and you’ll be on your
way the day after.” “And who will be
my co-pilot?” “Don't worry about that,
we are working on that right now.”
“Sorry, butI've got an airline job lined
up and have to be in Denver in three
weeks.” "Well, you could still fly a few
trips before you have to leave.”

George Fulford
Mill Valley, Calif.

| was instantly catapulted back in
time to 1977 when | saw the radar
site pictured on the bottom of p. 66.
That's H-3 on the east coast of Ice-
land. We were the 477th Aircraft Con-
trol and Warning squadron. | spent
one year of my life there and, yes, as
Rick Ranson says, “remember [my]
time on the line with fondness.”
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Itistrue, there were only 115 of us
there, including the contractors. For
excitement [we took] the Air Force
“blue” bus down to the airstrip and
counted how many times the C-47
bounced down the gravel strip upon
landing. We even got to see a flyby
of a World War-Il vintage British Lan-
caster converted for AWACS duty
with its radome in the belly.

Yes, we were close. There were a
few troublemakers, but quickly they
learned that we [were] all on this spot
together. We used to play softball
right there at the foot of that “golf
ball." | always wanted to know what is
left of H-3.

Steven A. Nagel
Reston, Va.

This article brought back my work
on the DEW Line.

In May 1955, | was a member of
the 2nd Aerial Port Squadron as a
loadmaster, working out of Frobisher
Bay, Baffin Island, Canada. We were
the ones who air-dropped the D-4
bulldozers. At the time, these were
the largest loads dropped by para-
chute, and the only airplane to do
this was the good old C-119 Boxcar.
The D-4 Cats were used to clear
runways on the ice, and then the
larger D-8 Cats were brought in dis-
mantled and reassembled to use on
the larger jobs of making the run-
ways on land. While at Frobisher
Bay, a C-124 crashed on landing,
ending up in four pieces, with none
of the crew seriously injured.

Like the article said, many airplanes

Do you have a comment about a
current article inthe magazine? Write
to “Letters," Air Force Magazine, 1501
Lee Highway, Arlington, VA 22209-
1198. (E-mail: letters@afa.org.) Let-
ters should be concise and timely.
We cannot acknowledge receipt of
letters. We reserve the right to con-
dense letters. Letters without name
and city/base and state are not ac-
ceptable. Photographs cannot be
used or returned.—THE EDITORS
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were lost, as it was rough country to
flyin. I also [flew] out of Yellow Knife,
Northwest Territory, Canada, taking
partsinto aradar sitetorepaira C-124
that had lost a nose gear on landing.
This was in August, and at the site,
you had to wear heavy clothing, as it
wasn't much above freezing. The
people who worked at these sites
had to really like solitude, as there
was plenty. It was a great experience
for me, and thanks to the Air Force |
saw parts of the world | know | would
have never seen [otherwise]. If | had
it to do over again, I'd be gone in a
heartbeat, as it is something no one
can take away.
Ronald G. McGill
South Windsor, Conn.

Getting the Right Aircraft

| wish to comment on [“Tanker
Twilight Zone," February, p. 46]
based on two decades of engineer-
ing work which | did on the KC-10
tanker programs and our subsequent
work to automate refueling which
was realized in the KDC-10 (Royal
Netherlands Air Force) tankers. In a
nutshell, the 767 is a suitable re-
placement for the KC-135, but the
requirements of the Air Force can-
not be well met by the 767 or by
rebuilt KC-135s.

The specified fuel for a 767 is
23,980 gallons for a [maximum take-
off weight (MTOW)] of 450,000 pounds
and a range of 5,760 miles. This
seems to be very limiting in these
days when we are mounting expedi-
tionary forces from the USA to go
half-way around the world. The new
extended-range 777 model carries
67,000 gallons foran MTOW of 750,000
pounds and a range of 9,280 miles.
This means that the 777 could prob-
ably do the work of three 767s on any
given mission. Ifone considersa 747,
it can carry 63,705 gallons of fuel for
an MTOW of 910,000 pounds and a
range of 7,600 miles. Although not as
good as the 777, it has an added
advantage of being available as a
front loading freighter, able to ease
our airlift shortfall without the "once
more with feeling” redo of the C-5s.

For missions requiring short field
operations, the C-17 equipped with
probe and drogue kits would seem to
be an easy solution, having the airlift
capability in addition. Our research
showed that it was also possible to use
our automated refueling systems for a
boom on a C-17 but would require
expensive modifications on the ramp,
etc. In a pinch, the C-17 can fly at 80
mph and land in 1,600 feet, although
this is not something to do every day.

There are many missions that the
767 would be all right for, and when all
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is said and done, the requirements
analysis should show that a mix of all
these aircraft is what we should supply
our Air Force. In addition, there are
three other refueling requirements that
need to be considered in this package:
helicopters, propeller aircraft, and na-
val aircraft returning to a carrier. It may
be that it will never be practical for
commercial jets to refuel other aircraft
below 345 mph, and so we need some
way to do this in our mix.

It looks to me like this delay in
buying tankers for the Air Force can
really be a wonderful chance to geta
better mix for the required work.

Erv Ulbrich
Whittier, Calif.

The Big Fella

| enjoyed reading “Big Fella” [Feb-
ruary, p. 70]and would like to add my
experience with the XC-99. In 1948,
the 436th Bomb Squadron, 7th Bomb
Group, received the first B-36 and
subsequent ones until the 436th be-
came the first fully operational ready
B-36 squadron. The XC-99 was as-
signed to the 436th in May 1949 be-
cause the unit had experience with
the B-36 bomber.

USAF, early in 1949, was con-
ducting ballistics tests at Muroc [AAF,
Calif.Jon large bombs dropped from
B-50s; however, the B-50s could
not attain the altitude (at least 40,000
feet) required to adequately con-
duct the tests. In April 1949, the 436th
was tasked to deploy three B-36s to
Muroc to assist in the tests. | was the
squadron’'s NCOIC of tech supply,
responsible for assembling a fly-
away kit, and accompanied them to
Muroc.

The bomb load carried on each
sortie was either four 12,000 pound-
ers, three 22,000 pounders, or two
44,000 pounders! (Allwere inert.) The
tests were progressing well, when a

tornado struck Carswell AFB [Tex.]
early in the morning in late May, de-
stroying or damaging the rudder on
every B-36 at the base. General
LeMay ordered those at Muroc to
return to Carswell immediately, as
they were the only B-36s operational
in USAF.

There was not sufficient time to
reconfigure their bomb bays to ac-
commodate the fly-away kits, so |
had to remain at Muroc, to guard the
kits as they contained many classi-
fied spares. (Base security person-
nel guarded them at night, as the
hangar doors would be secured.)

After about a week, | was getting
concerned about how long | would be
stuck at Muroc. My three-year re-
enlistment would end on June 18, so
| called my CO at Carswell, telling
him there was no way | would re-
enlist at Muroc. (The barracks were
built in World War II; the tar paper on
the walls had pretty well disintegrated,
thus allowing sand to constantly blow
through the cracks.)

| was lolling in the hangar the day
after calling my CO when | heard the
distinctive sound of those huge R-4360
engines and ran to the door. | watched
with much relief as the XC-99 “Queen
of the Skies” landed. The fly-away
kits were loaded into the cavern-size
fuselage, occupying scant space on
one deck. | was the only passenger.
(I re-enlisted about 10 days later.)

Lt. Col. Jetty R. Cook,
USAF (Ret.)
Hunt, Tex.

The article “Big Fella” brought back
memories of my work at Consolidated
Vultee on the B-32 Dominator pro-
gram. At that time, we were shown the
work on the new XB-36 and the origi-
nal landing gear of two huge tires (as
shown in your story photo). Of course,
these were later changedto the smaller

5




four-wheel system. Atthe time | couldn’t
believe the size of those tires!

Itis great that the XC-99 will be on
display at a new home but very sad
that no B-32 exists to be shown. It
was a great airplane.

John R. Blackburn Jr.
Bedford, Pa.

Page 75 of the February issue
caught my eye, as it may have caught
many others. The XC-99 rear view
has a very interesting background—
to the far right and outboard No. 6
engine is the space shuttle/Boeing
747 combo under the water tank. What
agreat picture of “two one-of-a-kinds"!

MSgt. W.R. “Bob” Harrell,
USAF (Ret.)
San Antonio

More on Medals

Reference [retired CMSgt. Rob-
ert A.] Urie's letter [“Letters to the
Editor: About Those Medals,” Feb-
ruary, p. 9] on the practice of award-
ing enlisted promotion points for
medals: While no longer an issue
with the recent split of the TN3XXX
cryptologic linguist and 1A8XXX air-
borne cryptologic linguist special-
ties, | remember when all of us en-
listed cryptologic linguists (airborne
and ground-based) competed for
promotion in one homogenous group
(formerly 208XXX and later 1N3XXX
AFCSs). Airborne cryptologic lin-
guists were identified with an X pre-
fix (X208XXX and X1N3XXX). And
there was an issue with some con-
cerning our airborne brethren who
were earning extra promotion points,
via Air Medals, and later Aerial
Achievement Medals, over their
ground-based comrades.

But while some may have griped
about this seeming disparity or prefer-
ential treatment within an AFSC, we
ground-based cryptologic linguists
knew three things: (1) Our airborne
cryptologiclinguist comrades were plac-
ing themselves in increased peril by
performing these duties aloft in un-
friendly airspace, (2) this increased
danger did merit special consideration
(flight pay and additional promotion
points from medals), and (3) we ground-
based cryptologic linguists could vol-
unteer for airborne cryptologic linguist
duties any time we wanted.

CMSgt. James R. Kinney,
USAF (Ret.)
Yorktown, Va.

First, the enlisted ranks are usually
left out of many awards, just because
no one cares to take time to write up a
commendation and forward it.
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Second, SAC came out with a
Combat Readiness award—for air-
crews. What about us maintainers
who busted our you-know-whats
making sure the equipment the air-
crews were flying was safe and de-
pendable? | froze in Kansas and
baked on the flight line at Andersen
on Guam.

Why didn’t the maintainers get the
Combat Readiness award, along with
the aircrews who would have been
out of luck were it not for those of us
who served under all conditions to
ensure the aircrew’s safe return?

All they did was fly the planes and
break them—while we had to fix them
and let them break the bird again!

TSgt. George Zatko,
USAF (Ret.)
Biloxi, Miss.

A Reversal

[I have read] this great magazine
for 20 years. | always read the “Let-
ters to the Editor” and go back and
look at the errors that others have
found. Today | found one—not that
[errors are] all | look for. The picture
of the F-80 on p. 88 [See “Pieces of
History: A New Generation,” Febru-
ary] is printed backwards: A great
picture but the yellow letters on the

radar nose are reversed.
Jerry Reichenbach
Jacksonville, Ark.

® Mr. Reichenbach is correct.—THE
EDITORS

Seen it All

Twenty-four years in the Air Force
and | have seen it alll "Lawmakers:
Boost End Strength” and “Chiefs: No
More End Strength” takes me back to
when our service chiefs were fighting
for more troops and lawmakers weren't.
What has gone wrong? [See "Aero-
space World,” February, p. 20.]

In a time when our uniformed per-
sonnel are on the news every day, and
support for them and their loved ones
is at an all-time high, what is the case
for not requesting an increase in end
strength? When the sell was more dif-
ficult and the threat was less evident,
the Chiefs with their E-9 advisors would
head up to the Hill, make the strongest
case they could for more people, and
then hope Congress would act.

Now they aren’t even willing to ad-
mit that they need more people for
what is an obvious very long-term
personnel (and national security) situ-
ation.

SMSgt. William J. Roberts,
USAF (Ret.)
Fort Walton Beach, Fla.
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Washington Watch

By John A. Tirpak, Executive Editor

Tanker Deal in Holding Pattern; Refueler Options?; Comanche

Down; The Air War Continues ....

Tanker Update

The Air Force's planned lease and buy of 100 Boeing
767 aerial refueling aircraft will remain on hold until next
month at least—and probably beyond that—according to
the Defense Department, the Air Force, and the com-
pany.

The Pentagon had expected to start executing the
tanker deal late last year, but Defense Secretary Donald
H. Rumsfeld put it on hold following the revelation by
Boeing of improprieties in the way a company official
approached and then hired a senior Air Force civilian
employee. That employee had been involved with the
project. (See “Tanker Twilight Zone,” February, p. 46.)

Several studies are seeking to determine the techni-
cal merits of USAF’s position that its KC-135Es are in
urgent need of replacement.

In February, Rumsfeld ordered the Defense Science
Board to report by May on the health of the KC-135E.
The DSB is to determine whether to repair or replace the
E models, the oldest tankers in USAF's f.ieet. Rumsfeld
also directed the board to forecast the US military’s
need for aerial refueling capabilities.

USAF's Fleet Viability Board is conducting an in-depth
evaluation of aging issues for its entire fleet of some 500
KC-135s, not just the E model. However, that study is
not due until September.

In last fall’s Fiscal 2004 supplemental defense appro-
priations, Congress directed the service to prepare an
analysis of alternatives on future tanker nzeds. Comple-
tion of the AOA is expected to take 18 months.

In February, the Air Force released a Ranp study that
determined the KC-135Es increasingly will need repairs
and, consequently, will be less available for service
through this decade. Ranp analysts concluded that it
would cost more each year to fix up old KC-135Es than it
would to buy and operate new KC-767s.

Meanwhile, Boeing announced in February that it would
slow work on the USAF 767 tanker program until the
issue is resolved. This would reduce company out-of-
pocket costs from $30 million a month to about $5 mil-
lion a month. The first designated USAF 767 airframe—
a so-called “green” 767 that will not have the necessary
aerial refueling modifications—will be completed next
month. A company official said it would be set aside until
Boeing receives further instructions from the Air Force.

Other Tanker Prospects?

Some observers have speculated that USAF could
look to other aircraft, even other Boeing aircraft, in the
event that the company is forced to close its 767 line
before a deal can be struck. One possible alternative is
the soon-to-be-launched Boeing 7E7 commercial jet.
Some have suggested simultaneous development of a
military tanker version would be possible. That is what
was done with the 707-derived KC-135.

However, a senior Boeing official said the 7E7 would
be ill-suited for tanker duty.
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Many KC-135 tankers are too old for combat.

“The E in 7E7 stands for efficiency,” he said. The
efficiency comes from the use of “very lightweight mate-
rials” to achieve long range.

The 7E7 will have too much flex in its wings and
tuselage to be a good tanker, the Boeing official said.
“For a tanker, you want a really rigid, sturdy platform,
like the 767.”

Boeing is working on another approach, called the
blended wing body, that resembles a fattened B-2 stealth
bomber. It is “a very compelling technology,” said George
K. Muellner, Boeing’s senior vice president for Air Force
business. He believes it would make an excellent aerial
refueling platform.

A BWB-style tanker could have two permanent flying
booms, doubling the number of Air Force aircraft that
can be refueled at once, Muellner said, adding that it
would be a highly efficient tanker with plenty of room for
cargo.

Boeing right now is working on a subscale prototype.
However, it would be 2015 at the earliest before the
company could produce a full-size blended wing body
tanker.

Air Force Secretary James G. Roche, in February,
told the Air Force Association’s Air Warfare Symposium
in Orlando, Fla., that the service supports conducting
the various tanker reviews.

However, he pointed out that the Air Force had long
planned to include a KC-X program in its Fiscal 2006
budget request. A potential tanker lease arrangement
gained momentum when the service had to increase use
of the fleet for the Global War on Terror and thereby
accelerated its maintenance woes.

“We felt this was a risk that ought to be addressed
earlier,” said Roche.

In early March, Gen. T. Michael Moseley, the Air Force
vice chief of staff, told lawmakers that the Air Force has a
“fleet of tankers that is not viable.” He maintained that the
plan to go with a 767 modified for aerial refueling is “valid.”
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He said that, when he served as the air boss for
combat operations in Afghanistan and Irag, he would not
deploy the KC-135Es because they were too old.

“We need a new tanker,” said Moseley. “We cannot
operate these 707s [the present day KC-135s] at the
level that we have in the past.”

Moseley went on to refute some proposals put forth
by critics of the 767 lease/buy deal. He said, “Re-
engining old 707s gives us a re-engined 50-year-old
Eisenhower-era tanker—not viable from my perspec-
tive."

On the question of looking at some airframe other
than a 767-class airplane, he said that a larger aircraft
would sink “through the asphalt in the desert,” while
one with a longer wingspan would be "too big because
we can't park enough to do Navy, Marine, coalition,
and Air Force assets.” A smaller aircraft, he said,
would not “carry the load for us.”

At least one influential lawmaker, Duncan Hunter (R-
Calif.), chairman of the House Armed Services Commit-
tee, expressed a desire to get on with replacing tankers.
He told Moseley at the March hearing, “We're going to
try to help you.”

Hunter wants to separate the need for the tankers
from the “rest of this mess and move ahead and acquire
them.”

Death of Comanche

Bitter experience with helicopters in Irag and an over-
all shortage of cash to modernize its aviation forces
compelled the Army on Feb. 23 to kill its RAH-66 Co-
manche scout/attack helicopter.

The Comanche program had been in the works for
more than a dozen years and had consumed nearly $7
billion. Current Army leaders judged that they could get
more “bang for the buck” if the Army invested instead in a
general upgrade of the rest of their aircraft. The Comanche
would have siphoned off 40 percent of the Army’s aviation
procurement funding over the next seven years.

Despite its leading-edge electronics and stealthiness,
the aircraft was judged too vulnerable to small-arms fire,
anti-aircraft artillery, and man-portable anti-aircraft mis-
siles.

Gen. Peter J. Schoomaker, Army Chief of Staff, told
Pentagon reporters, “To have Comanche survivable
and to do the kinds of things we’'d have to do in the
current threat environment, we have to add things to
Comanche, which takes away from its primary stealth
capability and also requires an investment of several
billion dollars.”

Army leaders also deemed Comanche less relevant to
future battlefields because the Army now relies more on
the capabilities of other services.

“The operational environment has changed,” said Lt.
Gen. Richard A. Cody, Army deputy chief of staff for
operations.

“We've ... seen, in the war in Afghanistan, in the war
in Iraq, a greater preponderance in synergy between our
ground maneuver forces and our aviation forces,” Cody
went on. He added, "We have now new types of capabili-
ties to deal with the radar threat environment that, 13 or
14 years ago, we did not have in the joint force. And so
that has changed.”

The Army planned to buy 650 Comanches at a cost of
more than $39 billion. Only two flying prototypes had
been built.

The White House's Office of Management and Budget
recently targeted the helicopter program—along with the
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Apache yes. Comanche no.

Air Force's F/A-22 and the Navy's Virginia-class attack
submarine—for review of its “transformational” qualities.
However, Schoomaker said the termination was solely
the Army’s doing.

A six-month in-house study that led to the Comanche’s
demise was spurred in part by heavy losses of helicop-
ters in Irag to small-arms fire. Army leaders said that, at
the time of the Comanche announcement, nine helicop-
ters had been shot down in Irag. Those nine shootdowns
accounted for 32 deaths.

Army officials said the Irag war experience led them to
realize the Comanches would need armor plating and
stronger materials—changes that would affect the care-
fully shaped surfaces of the aircraft and force a redesign
of the airplane.

Instead of buying 121 Comanches over the next seven
years, the Army will purchase about 400 helicopters of
existing types—UH-60 Black Hawks and CH-47 Chi-
nooks. It will upgrade about 800 in the current inven-
tory. The latest version of the Apache attack helicopter
will use most of the Comanche’s avionics. It will have
“all of the capabilities that we would have built into the
Comanche with the exception of one, and that's the low
observability,” said Les Brownlee, acting Secretary of
the Army.

The Army also expects to use the money it saves
from the Comanche cancellation to launch a new scout
helicopter project in Fiscal 2006.

Brownlee said the ongoing war and future needs make
it “critical” that the funds identified for the Comanche
program in Fiscal 2005 and the future years defense
program “remain with Army aviation.” He said the ser-
vice would submit an amendment to its 2005 budget
request, sent to Congress in early February.

The Army will "weaponize” unmanned aerial vehicles
to take up part of the mission the Comanche would have
performed, said Cody.

USAF Continues SWA Actions

Gen. John P. Jumper, Air Force Chief of Staff, doesn't
think the Air Force’s considerable contribution to opera-
tions in Southwest Asia is being noticed because it's not
on the ground—in front of TV cameras.

“One of the problems we all face, and have always
faced in our Air Force, is that we make it look too easy,”
Jumper said at AFA’'s Orlando symposium.

“It's amazing to me how many people think there is
nobody from the Air Force deployed right now—that we
are not involved in the situation over there when, in-
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deed, we're working very hard every day to deal with the
difficult problems that the soldiers and Marines are fac-
ing on the ground,” he observed.

Jumper feels the service must try its “very best to
make sure that our contribution is noted and that we do
stay visible to the decision-makers.” He said they need
to understand the Air Force is “on the front line of these
confrontations.”

For the record, US Central Command Air Forces re-
ports that USAF flies about 175 sorties a day in Irag and
another 75 sorties a day in Afghanistan. CENTAF warns
that these are averages and could vary considerably
from day to day.

"We use the range and flexibility of assigned assets to
apply airpower where required, anywhere in the the-
ater,” a CENTAF spokesman said.

A typical daily breakdown goes like this:

Operation Iraqi Freedom: 30-40 combat sorties, 135-
140 tanker/airlift sorties, and 10-15 intelligence-surveil-
lance-reconnaissance sorties.

Operation Enduring Freedom (Afghanistan): 20-25
combat sorties, 50 tanker/airlift sorties, and 10 ISR
sorties.

New “Flight Plan” Describes Transformation

An updated version of the Air Force’s “Transforma-
tion Flight Plan,” released in mid-February, details new
threats the service must address if it is to be successful
in future wars. It is significantly longer than the 2002
version and includes lessons learned from recent op-
erations.

The Air Force is still evolving from a Cold War to a
post-Cold War force, according to the 176-page docu-
ment, which was developed under the direction of Lt.
Gen. Duncan J. McNabb, head of USAF plans and pro-
grams. However, the pace of transformation is picking
up.

According to the plan, the “military advantages America
currently enjoys are in danger of eroding in the face of
new, unique challenges.” The US must face “new forms
of terrorism, attacks on its space assets, information
attacks on its networks, cruise and ballistic missile at-
tacks on its forces and territory, and attacks by chemi-
cal, biological, radiological, nuclear, or high-explosive
(CBRNE)-armed adversaries.”

Moreover, America “must cope with the unique de-
mands of peace operations, homeland security, urban
operations, and low-intensity conflicts.”

Against these new threats, “traditional concepts of
deterrence may no longer apply,” and the Air Force
will have to be proficient in a widening array of capa-
bilities.

To deal with the new reality, the Air Force will pursue
new technologies or emphasize existing ones. The
service's new F/A-22 fighter and E-10 Multisensor Com-
mand and Control Aircraft are both being optimized to
network with other forces, spot and destroy cruise mis-
siles, control the battlespace, and help special forces
deep behind enemy lines. To aid urban operations, USAF
is developing extremely precise—but significantly less
destructive—munitions to fight an enemy embedded in a
city without destroying the city.

Other Air Force transformation efforts, the report out-
lines, fall into the categories of developing new operat-
ing concepts, working more closely with other services,
reorganizing to be faster-moving and more agile, and
using effects-based planning in everything from procure-
ment to operations.

AIR FORCE Magazine / April 2004

“The flight plan digs down into each of these areas in
some detail, then links them all together to present a
clear picture of where our Air Force is going in support
of combatant commanders,” said McNabb in an Air Force
news release.

A critical element in the service's transformation
efforts has been development of its air and space
expeditionary forces (AEF). That development, said
one senior service official, is “not a done deal.” The
use, manning, and equipping of AEFs will continue to
evolve.

“That's not all behind us," he said. “We are looking at
that with fresh eyes every day, especially keeping in
mind how we can complement the other services and
how they can complement us.”

Overall, the service wants to give combatant com-
manders an ever-greater range of options—to include
nondestructive or nonlethal means of “affecting” targets—
while at the same time using smaller and smaller forces
to control or disable an enemy. USAF expects to provide
commanders with near-instantaneous “decision quality”
information that will allow them to operate faster than an
enemy can react.

USAF considers the flight plan, which is dated No-
vember 2003 but was publicly released Feb. 13, a living
document that evolves as new threats emerge or old
ones disappear. It is intended to guide everything from
reorganization of the force to budget decisions and serves
to rationalize Air Force planning with that of the overall
Defense Depariment.

Leaders React to News of F/A-22 Review

The Air Force should build 381 F/A-22s, and a new
review ought not change that plan, according to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Air Force Gen.
Richard B. Myers.

Speaking with Air Force Magazine, Myers said he
believes the 2002 Defense Planning Guidance summer
study that determined USAF requires 381 of the new
stealthy fighter was on target.

“Yes, | think that's fair,” Myers said of the DPG re-
sults.

“Air superiority is going to be important in the future,
more than in the last couple of conflicts,” he asserted.
The fact that the Air Force was able to rapidly achieve
air dominance over Afghanistan and lrag—both of which
had severely degraded air forces before the conflicts
began—"doesn’t mean it's not an issue anymore,” Myers
said.

“If we get into a Taiwan crisis—potential crisis—
look at the kinds of capabilities they have in China,”
emphasized Myers. The F/A-22 is “going to play a big
role.”

Myers was reacting to the Office of Management and
Budget’s direction to the Pentagon to hire an indepen-
dent consultant to review the need for the F/A-22, the
Army’s Comanche, and the Navy’s Virginia-class attack
submarine. The new F/A-22 review comes only 18 months
after the DPG study.

As a practical matter, “major programs are reviewed
almost constantly,” said Myers.

Air Force Secretary James G. Roche told Air Force
Magazine, “We still feel the arguments we made on
behalf of the F/A-22 [in 2002] are as powerful—if not
more so—today than they were when we made them.”

Roche said of the new review, “Our sense was, OK,
somehow there's one industry that wants to crank out
studies, and we want to crank out airplanes.” L

11



=

f I‘
el =

Tewderwew el ‘Cao- - #

OUR JOB HAS JUST BEGUN.

At Pratt & Whitney we're ready for whatever comes next. We always have been. Qur cesign and manufacturirg
capabilizies are on the eading edge of aerospaze technclogy. And we don't stop working hard once an engire
s built. Our customzrs can count on us for servize and suppot, anytime, anywhere. Dependable engiries are

more than our heritage, they'e the fufLre. .
* Pratt & Whitney

A United Technologies Campary

www.pw.utc.com




Aerospace World

By Adam J. Hebert, Senior Editor

Roche Withdraws Name

Defense Secretary Donald H. Rums-
feld on March 10 announced that Air
Force Secretary James G. Roche has
requested that he no longer be con-
sidered for the position of Secretary
of the Army. Roche will remain Air
Force Secretary.

Roche's nomination had been on
hold since July 7 when President Bush
formally nominated him to take over
as the Army’s civilian leader. Roche
was picked to replace Army Secretary
Thomas E. White, who, on April 25,
2003, resigned following repeated dis-
agreements with Rumsfeld’'s office
over the future direction of the Army.

Roche’s nomination languished in
the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee while lawmakers delved into a
sexual assault scandal atthe Air Force
Academy and examined details of
the service’s coniroversial deal to
acquire new aerial refuelers from Boe-
ing. Many believed Roche’'s nomina-
tion had simply become caught up in
politics, however.

The day after Roche withdrew his
nomination for the Army post, a report
by DefenseNews.com said that a four-
month investigation by the Pentagon’s
inspector general found no wrongdo-
ing by Roche or other USAF officials in
negotiating the tanker deal.

B-52s Deploy to Guam

The Air Force in February deployed
six B-52H heavy bombers to the Pacific
island of Guam at the request of US
Pacific Command. A PACOM news
release said it had been rotating bomb-
ers into the region for more than a year.

PACOM said the deployment is
routine and part of an adjustment of
force structure to fill in combat capa-
bility for Pacific forces deployed for
operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.

PACOM did not indicate how long
the B-52s would remain on Guam,
but, according to an Air Force spokes-
man, these rotations normally last
about three months.

Gen. William J. Begert, Pacific Air
Forces commander, recently empha-
sized the strategic importance of Guam,
saying that he favors increasing the
assets deployed to the US-owned ter-
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An F-117 returns to Holloman AFB, N.M., showing 16 combat sorties from

action in Southwest Asia.

USAF Seeks To Retire Some F-117s

The Air Force wants to retire a fifth of its F-117 stealth fighter fleet—a decision
being made primarily to save money.

The Fiscal 2005 budget request discloses that USAF wants to deactivate 10 of
the 52 Nighthawk fighters currently based at Holloman AFB, N.M.

Explaining the decision to reporters at the Air Force Association's Air Warfare
Symposium in Orlando, Fla., Gen. Hal M. Hornburg said the F-117s, while
valuable in every war in which they have participated, have always been used and
deployed in small numbers. The head of Air Combat Command said he could
understand why some people might be upset with the decision, but he added that
it is a good time for a “capabilities tradeoff.”

Sen. Pete Domenici (R-N.M.) was one who expressed some concern. He said,
"I really want to see the justifications for the reduction in F-117 stealth fighters at
Holloman.”

The Air Force expects the move to save about $75 million over five years.

Firstusedin 1989, the F-117 has repeatedly proved its value in major Air Force
campaigns. The fighters were most recently used for Operation Iragi Freedom; a
pair of F-117s began the war with a predawn attack last March 20.

However, the aircraft's capabilities will soon be replicated by the F/A-22 and
F-35 fighters. The Air Force is in the early stages of an effort to create a "bridge”

from its legacy platforms to its next generation systems.
The service hopes to use the operating savings to fund upgrades to F-117s that

remain in service.

ritory. (See "Washington Watch: Boost-
ing Pacific Force Structure,” March, p.
8.) Begert said that Guam’s Anderson
Air Force Base has enormous unused
capacity, a solid infrastructure, and a
record of hosting hundreds of aircraft
during the Vietnam War,

Guam is close enough to potential

hot spots such as North Korea and
the Taiwan Strait to serve as a valu-
able fighter and bomber staging lo-
cation, butitis far enough away to be
relatively invulnerable to enemy coun-
terattack, a concern atthe Air Force's
bases in Japan and South Korea.
PACAF officials said other bomb-
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ers may deploy to Guam when the
initial group of BUFFs completes its
deployment.

Lord Seeks Space University

Gen. Lance W. Lord, commander
of Air Force Space Command, wants
to establish a university to support
the needs of space professionals. He
wants to placeitin Colorado Springs,
Colo., the home of AFSPC headquar-
ters and several key space units.

“We need a national space univer-
sity here ... to be the intellectual and
operational center of gravity,” for
space professionals, Lord said in an
interview with Inside the Air Force
earlier this year.

Military space operations are still
relatively new, and the Defense De-
partment does not have a large pool
of trained space professionals upon
which to draw, he said. He added
that the university would help create
the “space cadre” to maintain the
United States’ strategic dominance
of space.

Lord said the idea is, at this time, a
preliminary proposal.

USAF To Issue PT Uniform

Air Force members will have a des-
ignated physical training uniform in
the near future. Gen. John P. Jumper,
Chief of Staif, publicly announced
the new requirement in February at
the Air Force Association’s Air War-
fare Symposium in Orlando, Fla.

Introduction of the new uniform
follows Jumper’'s January announce-
ment of a new fitness standard, ex-

Air Force Study Finds Agent Orange Cancer Link

A new analysis of cancer incidence among Air Force veterans of the Vietnam War
found increased rates of prostate cancer and melanoma for airmen who sprayed
the defoliant Agent Orange and other herbicides. An Air Force news release, on
Jan. 22, said that previous results of the service's study on Operation Ranch
Hand had not found such a link.

Since it first conducted health examinations in 1982, the Air Force has tried to
determine whether long-term health effects exist in Ranch Hand fliers and ground
crew, the news release stated.

The latest results, said USAF, include a "statistical adjustment for years served
in Southeast Asia" that reveals “increased risks of prostate cancer, melanoma,
and cancer at any anatomical site among those with the highest dioxin exposure.”

The study compared Ranch Hand veterans against airmen who served in SEA
during the war but did not spray herbicides. According to the release, dioxin
exposure was probably greater for Ranch Hand participants than for the average
Vietnam veteran.

The new analysis, which was prompted by discussions with an advisory commit-
tee of nongovernmental scientists appointed by the FDA, also found a “significant
decrease” in some cancers for both the Ranch Hand group and the comparison
group. It found “no significant increase in the risk of death from cancer"” for either
group when compared to national rates.

The latest results from the Ranch Hand study were to be published in February

in the Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine.

pected to be implemented Air Force-
wide this summer.

The new program features exer-
cise by units. “It’'s going to put the
social aspects of fitness back into
our Air Force,” said Jumper.

The fitness uniform will have three
elements: a running suit, T-shirt, and
shorts. According to SMSgt. Jacque-
line Dean, chief of the Air Force Uni-

Two USAF F-15s (middie of V formation) fly with two Indian Air Force Su-30
Flankers (rear) and two Mirage 2000 fighters during February’s Cope India 2004,
the first dissimilar air combat training exercise between the US and Indian air
forces in more than 40 years.
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form Board Office, the gear went
through a fit test and wear test last
month. They should be, she said in a
news release, widely available by Oc-
tober.

Enlisted airmen will receive two
sets of shirts and shorts and one
running suit. Officers must buy their
PT uniforms.

The running suit, which is the same
as that worn by cadets at the Air
Force Academy, is USAF blue with
reflective white piping. The T-shirt
and shorts are gray with some reflec-
tive elements. The shorts will have a
pocket on the front, large enough for
an ID card, and a key pocket in the
waistband. Shoes remain the respon-
sibility of each individual.

According to Dean, each of the other
services has designated fitness uni-
forms.

Jumper said, "We're already see-
ing the fruits of our labor.” He noted
that fitness center usage is up 35
percent and smoking is down. “We
are on a path to make sure that this
force is fit to fight,” he said.

F-117 Drops First JDAMs

A test team at Edwards AFB, Cal-
if., successfully released Joint Direct
Attack Munitions froman F-117 fighter
in January, the first time the stealth
fighter has used the weapon.

Lt. Col. Jim Bierstine, commander
of the 410th Flight Test Squadron at
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Edwards, said the Air Force is “up-
grading the F-117 to carry JDAMs
and other similar weapons,” as part
of an effort to offer commanders
greater warfighting flexibility.

The Nighthawks are also having
their avionics upgraded to a Block 2
configuration. Officials will be testing
the new software from May 2005 to
August 2005.

While this was the F-117’s first use
of the Global Positioning System-
guided JDAM., it is not the first time
Nighthawks have used GPS-guided
weapons.

On March 20, 2003, the first night of
Operation Iragi Freedom, two F-117s
launched the EGBU-27 munition to
destroy a bunker where deposed Iraqi
dictator Saddam Hussein was believed
to have been hiding. The EGBUs are
2,000-pound laser guided bombs that
have been enhanced with GPS tar-
geting capability.

Army Mulls USAF AEF Approach

The Army is studying whether it
should adopt a rotational deployment
structure akin to the air and space
expeditionary force (AEF) construct
launched by the Air Force several
years ago.

Lt. Gen. James R. Helmly, Army
Reserve chief, told reporters in Janu-
ary that the Army may move to de-
velop eightto 10 “expeditionary pack-
ages” for Army Reserve forces. He
said a similar approach might be de-
veloped for the active duty Army.

Unlike USAF’s 15-month AEF ro-
tation base, the Army Reserve pack-
ages would rotate deployments over
a four-year cycle. Helmly said each
package would be “on call™first in
line for major deployments—for a
period of six to nine months.

During steady-state levels of op-
erations, the Air Force's 10 AEFs are
considered on call for 90 days.

By Tamar A. Mehuron, Associate Editor

= A Titan IV rocket, equipped with
an Inertial Upper Stage, launched a
Defense Support Program satellite
into orbit Feb. 14 from Cape Canav-
eral, Fla. The launch was the final
mission for Boeing's 1US booster.

® The Florida Air National Guard'’s
125th Fighter Wing, in February, re-
ceived the first of 19 F-15A/Bs retro-
fitted with E-kit upgrades, providing
additional thrust and enhanced com-
bat capability at much less cost than
a new engine. According to Pratt &
Whitney, the Florida ANG will receive
all 19 by 2006. USAF also plans to
retrofit F-15s for ANG units in Ha-
waii, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Mis-
souri, and Oregon.

m USAF enlisted personnel have
three months, instead of 12 months,
to decide whether to re-enlist, offi-
cials announced in February. The
change marks a return to the policy
prior to 2001 and will give USAF a
better picture of its anticipated end
strength.

= The Ogden Air Logistics Center,
Hill AFB, Utah, earlier this year com-
pleted modifications on the first F-16
fighter under a $1 billion program
that will replace or repair structures
that are known to lead to widespread
fatigue damage. The first F-16 went
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to the Minnesota ANG's 148th Fighter
Wing. USAF plans to modify more
than 1,200 F-16s to ensure the fight-
ers remain viable beyond 2020.

m USAF accident investigators said
pilot error caused a Thunderbirds air-
craft to crash during an air show Sept.
14 at Mountain Home AFB, ldaho.
Their report said that the pilot mis-
judged the altitude required to com-
plete a “Split S" maneuver. When he
realized something was wrong, he ma-
neuvered his F-16 to avoid the crowd
and ejected with barely a second to
spare before impact. He had minor
injuries, but the aircraft was destroyed.

® Beginningin fall 2007, Guard and
Reserve C-130s will undergo avion-
ics modernization, USAF announced.
The avionics modernization program
will upgrade 520 aircraft by 2016.

= Northrop Grumman will team with
Lockheed Martin in USAF's Space
Based Radar development competi-
tion, Lockheed officials said in Janu-
ary. SBR, with an initial launch sched-
uled for 2012, is being designed to
provide worldwide, on-demand, per-
sistent surveillance and reconnais-
sance.

= The Precision Strike Association
honored the Air Force Joint Direct
Attack Munition Joint Program Office

... Ditto, the Army National Guard

According to the head of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau, the Army Guard
is developing a deployment schedule
similar to the one the Air National
Guard follows under the Air Force's
AEF rotation schedule. The goal is to
reduce Army Guard deployments to
once every six years.

The key for the Army Guard, Li.
Gen. Steven Blum said, will be to
create modular units that can fulfill
both their state and federal mis-
sions.

Speaking to Washington reporters
in February, Blum said the Army
Guard is going to be on “pretty high
stress” for about 18 months until it
sorts out its new deployment plans.

Blum said some reports of unhap-
piness with operational tempo—which
were obtained through voluntary sur-
veys—need to be taken with a grain
of salt. He acknowledged, though,

in January with the William J. Perry
Strike Award for the JPO's work on
JDAM.

m Lt. Col. Michael Fossum, Air
Force Reserve individual mobiliza-
tion augmentee, was named as a
NASA astronaut to fly on the space
shuttle in November for mission STS-
121 to resupply the International
Space Station. Fossum will serve as
mission specialist.

m Battling unusually severe winter
storms, personnel from Eimendorf AFB,
Alaska, located, with the aid of foren-
sicarcheologists and ground-penetrat-
ingradar, unmarked graves of 15 Alaska
natives on an old Air Force radar site
near Port Heiden. in December and
January, the team removed the re-
mains, which were in danger of being
washed out to sea, and turned them
over to villagers for reburial.

m After about a five-year hiatus,
North Korea and the US will resume
repatriating the remains of US ser-
vice personnel found in North Korea
during joint recovery operations. US
teams will bring the remains across
the demilitarized zone at Panmunjom.
An Administration official praised the
level of cooperation shown by the
North Koreans during recent talks.

= Civil Air Patrol's inaugural Civic
Leadership Academy, in late Febru-
ary, drew 32 cadet participants. The
week-long program in Washington,
D.C., featured visits to Congress,
the Supreme Court, presentations
from government representatives,
and team projects.
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EELV Costs Up At Least 25 Percent

The Air Force announced in early February that unit costs for its Evolved
Expendable Launch Vehicle program had increased by at least 25
percent.

Service officials blamed the cost growth, in large part, on the downturn
in commercial space launches. The Air Force had counted on a robust
commercial sector to help keep the EELV program efficient. Also contrib-
uting were competition violations by Boeing, which forced the Air Force
to shift some already planned launches to competitor Lockheed Martin.

The cost increase means the program is in violation of the so-called
Nunn—McCurdy rute, which means the Air Force must certify to Congress
that the program has a cost control plan in place and that EELV is critical

to national security.

The Administration requested $638 million in Fiscal 2005 for the EELV
program—3$611 million of which is for procurement.

that some specialties, such as mili-
tary police and special forces, have
been stressed because of the high
demand for those skills.

Senior defense officials have said
repeatedly in recent months that al-
though they remain concerned about
the morale of US troops, there have
not yetbeen any signs the strains are
going to lead to a mass exodus from
the armed services.

Airmen To Help Relieve Army

Some 2,000 airmen headed for Iraq
this spring will be replacing and aug-
menting Army forces as the Army
completes a massive troop rotation.
The Navy will supply about 3,000
personnel. All 5,000 will be engaged
in “ground force functions,” accord-
ing to Gen. Peter J. Schoomaker,
Army Chief of Staff.

Schoomaker told lawmakers in late
January that to implement the Iraq
troop rotation plan, the Pentagon used
“joint sourcing” to fill “shortfalls in the
force."

One primary goal of the joint sourc-
ing approach, he said, was to ensure
the Army could keep its commitment
to soldiers that they spend no more
than a year in Iraq.

The airmen were added to USAF’s
Air and Space Expeditionary Force
(AEF) Silver—the second of two 120-
day AEFs the Air Force has used to
return to its normal 90-day AEF rota-
tions following the demands of Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom. (See “Aero-
space World: Another 2,000 Airmen
To Beef Up AEF Silver,” March, p.
14.) Among the 2,000 are personnel
in civil engineering, security, and
transportation functions.

However, Air Force officials said
that some of these additional airmen
may have to stay as long as 179 days.
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USAF Replaces Soldiers

The Air Force said that the number
of soldiers on loan from the Army to
help protect domestic Air Force bases
will drop from 8,000 to 6,500 this
year. Replacing them will be a mix of
airmen, civilians, contractors, and new
technology.

Under an agreement struck in 2002,
the Army was to provide about 8,000
soldiers for two years while the Air
Force restructured to alleviate a man-
power shortfall in security forces.
However, continuing operations in
Southwest Asia have put a greater
strain on Army security elements than
expected, forcing it to pull back some
1,500 soldiers.

Brig. Gen. James M. Shamess, Air

Force director of security forces, said
in a release that the Air Force will
make up the difference in a variety of
ways, utilizing new technology when
possible.

“Instead of having a human as-
signed to a patrol, we’'ll use systems
where we can see areas farther out
than a person can, run the informa-
tion back to a central location, and
respond as needed,” said Shamess.
The service also plans to use auto-
mated identification checks and new
explosive detection equipment.

To help fix the manpower problem
over the long term, the Air Force be-
gan directing more new recruits into
security forces and expects to retrain
airmen from overage career fields.

DOD Authorizes Korean Medal

The Defense Department on Feb.
9 announced the creation of a medal
for uniformed personnel who have
served or are serving in support of
the defense of South Korea. The new
decoration is called the Korean De-
fense Service Medal.

Eligible are troops who served 30
consecutive or 60 nonconsecutive
days—anytime between July 28, 1954,
and a to-be-determined future date.
According to the DOD announcement,
that includes more than 40,000 US
troops every year.

The medal is available to active
duty and reserve personnel, veter-
ans, and retirees. Only one medal,
which is above the Armed Forces
Service Medal in precedence, will be
awarded per individual, regardless of
the number of tours in South Korea.

The Iraq Story Continues

Expeditionary Wing Moves to Balad

The 332nd Air Expeditionary Wing recently relocated from Tallil Air Base in
southeastern Iraq to Balad Air Base, north of Baghdad. The wing relocated Jan.
30 as part of a US Central Command Air Forces initiative to consolidate forces
into one location, according to a Feb. 2 news release.

The 332nd had been operating out of Tallil for six months.

Officials noted that CENTAF has not completely vacated the base in southern
Irag—the 407th Air Expeditionary Group, commanded by Col. Kevin E. Williams,

is remaining at Tallil.

Airman Dies in Vehicle Accident

Air Force MSgt. Jude C. Mariano, 39, of Vallejo, Calif., died Feb. 10 from
injuries he sustained in a motor vehicle accident in Qatar on Feb. 5. Mariano was
supporting Operation Iraqgi Freedom at the time of the accident.

A Feb. 12 USAF release said Mariano was serving as an air mobility division
information manager in the combined air operations center in Qatar. He was
deployed from the 615th Air Mobility Operations Squadron, Travis AFB, Calif.

Casualties

By Feb. 19, a total of 543 US troops had died since the beginning of Operation
Iraqi Freedom last March 20. Of these casualties, 376 were killed by hostile
action, while 167 died in noncombat incidents.

Major combat operations were declared over on May 1, 2003. Since that time,
405 troops have died in Irag: 261 in combat and 144 in nonhostile incidents.
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The Air Force will begin to issue
the new medal to active duty and
reserve personnel in the fall.

Veterans and retirees may claim
entitlement by providing documenta-
tionto the National Personnel Records
Center, 9700 Page Ave., St. Louis,
Mo., 6312-5100, or may call 314-
801-0800 for more information. Air
National Guard or Air Force Reserve
Command veterans and retirees
younger than 60 should send docu-
mentation to Air Reserve Personnel
Center, 6760 Irvington PI. 4000, Den-
ver, Colo., 80280-4000, or call 303-
679-6134.

Bush Forms Bipartisan Panel

President Bush, on Feb. 6, estab-
lished a bipartisan commission to
study US intelligence operations,
specifically intelligence about weap-
ons of mass destruction. Chairing
the panel will be former Sen. Chuck
Robb (D-Va.) and retired federal judge
Laurence Silberman.

The commission not only will review
intelligence activities leading up to the
war in Irag but also American intelli-
gence estimates of WMD programs in
countries such as Iran and North Ko-
rea. It will have full access to the find-
ings of the Iraq Survey Group and
compare what the ISG “learns with the
information we had prior to our Opera-
tion Iragi Freedom,” said Bush.

The panel’s report is due by March
31, 2005. It will include “specific rec-
ommendations to ensure our capabili-
ties are strong,” said the President.

Bush announced five other panel
members: Sen. John McCain (R-
Ariz.); Lloyd Cutler, former White
House counsel to two Democratic

Index to Advertisers

USAF Targets Chief Master
Sergeant Development

The Air Force is changing how it manages its complement of chief master
sergeants to put the “right leadership in the right place at the right time," said
CMSAF Gerald R. Murray. The effort is part of the service-wide force develop-
ment program.

Murray saidin aJan. 14 Air Force release that USAF has “more than 100 empty
chief master sergeant positions.” He called the leadership void “unacceptable.”

The Air Force Senior Leadership Management Office recently took over
development and assignments for the chiefs. Previously the service's nearly
3,000 active duty chiefs had been managed by the Air Force Personnel Center.
The move, said Murray, will provide the same focused development for chiefs as
is given to senior officers and civilians.

Other USAF plans to enhance development of its senior-most enlisted person-
nel include establishing a new professional military education course, cross
flowing chiefs from overage career fields to shortage fields, and establishing an
assignments rotations policy for special duties and staff positions.

Brig. Gen. Richard S. Hassan, who heads the senior leadership office, said the
Air Force has "denied” itself the full benefit of its chiefs by not “openly cross
flowing" them to positions when and where they are needed.

“We view that as a denial to both the individual ... as well as to the units who
do not have a chief master sergeant to lead them," said Hassan. He added, “It is
certainly a waste to have [E-9s] serving in E-8 and E-7 billets.

Murray said that, beginning in the 2004 promotion cycle, the Air Force plans “to
establish a three-year service commitment to be promoted to chief.” That is the

same policy that is in place for newly minted colonels.

Presidents; Rick Levin, Yale Univer-
sity president; Bill Studeman, former
CIA deputy director; and Pat Wald, a
former judge with the D.C. Court of
Appeals. The President may appoint
two more members.

DOD Kills Internet Voting Plan
Security concerns prompted the
Defense Department to nix plans to
offer online voting for the upcoming
Presidential election. The Pentagon
made the announcement Feb. 6.
Deputy Defense Secretary Paul D.
Wolfowitz, onJan. 31, signed a memo
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rejecting use of the Secure Electronic
Registration and Voting Experiment
because of “our inability to ensure
the legitimacy of the votes,” a spokes-
person said.

DOD had asked 10 computer secu-
rity experts to evaluate the system.
The experiment was canceled after
four of the 10 reported that “there
were a number of ways that computer
hackers could crack into the system.”

Congress mandated the program
in the 2002 defense authorization bill
after a 2000 proof-of-concept dem-
onstration the Pentagon ran for elec-
tions in Florida, South Carolina,
Texas, and Utah. A total of 84 voters
participated in the test.

The Pentagon plans to continue
research into Internet voting. How-
ever, Wolfowitz said researchers must
prove integrity can be maintained.

DOD Announces Top Contractors

The Pentagon, in February, an-
nounced that it awarded $209 billion
in contracts during Fiscal 2003—an
increase of more than $28 billion com-
pared to 2002.

Topping the list as prime contrac-
tors, in the same order as a year ago,
were Lockheed Martin with $21.9 bil-
lion, Boeing with $17.3 billion, and
Northrop Grumman with $11.1 billion
in contracts.

That contracting “big three,” which
accounted for nearly a quarter of all
defense contracts, was followed by
General Dynamics ($8.2 billion), Ray-
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theon ($7.9 billion), and United Tech-
nologies ($4.5 billion), the parent com-
pany of airplane engine maker Pratt
& Whitney.

The biggest gain on the list was
posted by Halliburton, thanks to the
company’s major role in stabilization
effortsin Iraq. After being 37th on the
list a year ago, Halliburton moved up
toNo. 7, with $3.9 billion in contracts.

Rounding out DOD's top 10 were
General Electric ($2.8 billion), SAIC
($2.6 billion), and Computer Sciences
Corp. ($2.5 billion).

All told, the 10 largest contractors
accounted for $82.7 billion in con-
tracts. Each of the top 10 contractors
had anincrease in total contract value
compared to the previous year.

Big Three Top USAF List, Too

Air Force contracts in Fiscal 2003
totaled more than $55 billion for the
year. The top three contractors were
the same as for DOD as a whole, with
Lockheed Martin ($12.6 billion), Boe-
ing ($9.1 billion), and Northrop Grum-
man ($4.9 billion) capturing 48 per-
cent of USAF’s total for the year.

Those three companies were fol-
lowed by United Technologies ($2.1
billion) and Raytheon ($1.6 billion).

Comingin sixth and seventh onthe
Air Force list were two companies
not generally known as defense con-
tractors: North American Airlines ($1.2
billion) and FedEx ($1.0 billion).

USAF Can Cut Mishaps 50 Percent

The Air Force believes that Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld's
goal of cutting aircraft mishaps by 50 percent in two years is achievable.

Gen. John P. Jumper, Chief of Staff, went one step further Feb. 18 when
he codified a new Air Force safety goal of zero mishaps.

“Any goal other than zero implies that some mishaps are acceptable,
Jumper said in a statement.

Maj. Gen. Kenneth W. Hess, head of USAF safety, told a House commit-
tee in mid-February, “We can make significant improvements in safety,”
and added that Rumsfeld’s goal “is achievable and will directly increase
our operational readiness.”

Hess noted in his testimony that this effort is challenging and will not be
“business as usual” because it requires “real cuitural change.”

Jumper said that over the past decade, "despite some excellent safety
programs,” the Air Force had not made "much progress" and had, in fact,
been "moving in the wrong direction." He wrote, "Another program,
procedure, or lecture won't help. Each of us paying attention will."

The overall lack of progress in improving aviation safety by all the
services in recent years—and a spike in mishaps during Fiscal 2002—
caught the attention of Rumsfeld and Jumper. Both have issued memos
calling the recent trends unacceptable. (See: "A Plague of Accidents,”
February, p. 58.)

The Air Force is working with the other services to find “areas that have
the highest potential payoff in reducing fatalities, the number of de-
stroyed aircraft, and, ultimately, reducing the mishap rate,” Hess told the
House Armed Services Committee.

One focus of the effort will be to look for trends in incidents attributed to
human error, now a leading cause of mishaps.

The Air Force’s top 10 list for 2003

Senior Staff Changes

NOMINATIONS: To be Major General: James B. Armor Jr., Charles C. Baldwin, Curtis
M. Bedke, John T. Brennan, Roger W. Burg, John J. Catton Jr., Michael A. Collings,
Daniel J. Darnell, Frank R. Faykes, Vern M. Findley Il, John H. Folkerts, Charles B.
Green, Stephen M. Goldfein, Gilmary M. Hostage lll, Thomas P. Kane, Perry L. Lamy,
Roosevelt Mercer Jr., Gary L. North, Anthony F. Przybyslawski, Loren M. Reno,
Edward A. Rice Jr., Marc E. Rogers, Arthur J. Rooney Jr., Stephen T. Sargeant, Darry|
A. Scott, Winfield W. Scott Il, Norman R. Seip, William L. Shelton, Loyd S. Utterback,
Donald C. Wurster.

To be Brigadier General: Danny K. Gardner, Douglas M. Pierce.
Tobe ANG Brigadier General: Robert A. Knauff, George T. Lynn, James T. Williams.

PROMOTIONS: To AFRC Major General: Richard W. Ash, Russel C. Axtell, John W.
Clark, Roger E. Combs, Thomas G. Cutler, Robert E. Duigan, Gerald E. Harmon,
David K. Harris, Michael K. Lynch, Keith W. Meurlin, George B. Patrick Ill, Mark A.
Pillar, Richard D. Roth, Fred R. Sloan, Peter K. Sullivan, Floyd C. Williams.

To AFRC Brigadier General: Robert B. Bartlett, Craig E. Campbell, George N. Clark
dJr., Robert M. Cockey, William R. Cotney, Edward F. Crowell, Norman L. Elliot, Anita
R. Gallentine, Stephen P. Gross, Michael L. Harden, Robert D. Ireton, Elaine L.
Knight, Emil Lassen Ill, Thaddeus J. Martin, Robert B. Newman, Charles L. O’'Toole
dJr., Frank J. Padilla, Loren S. Perlstein, Charles E. Reed Jr., William P. Robinson Jr.,
Neil A. Rohan, James T. Rubeor, Richard R. Severson, Raymond L. Webster, Michael
N. Wilson.

SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE RETIREMENTS: Samuel R. Hilker, Milton C. Ross. «
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concluded with General Dynamics
($0.95 billion), L-3 Communications
($0.92 billion), and Computer Sci-
ences Corp. {$0.86 billion).

Obituary

Retired Adm. Thomas M. Moarer,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
from July 1970 to June 1974, died
Feb. 5 at the age of 91.

Moorer also served three years as
Chief of Naval Operations immedi-
ately prior to being named JCS Chair-
man.

He was a 1933 graduate of the US
Naval Academy and was serving at
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, when the US
was attacked by Japan on Dec. 7,
1941. Two months later, he was
awarded a Purple Heart after he was
shotdown while flying a combat mis-
sion off the coast of Australia. Later
in World War |, Moorer was awarded
a Distinguished Flying Cross for fly-
ing supplies into and wounded troops
out of the island of Timor in the face
of superior numbers of enemy air-
craft. [
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Action in Congress

By Tom Philpott, Contributing Editor

Principi’s Move; Lower Reserve Retirement Age?; DOD Pay and Benefits; VA Health Care ....

Lawmakers Eye CARES Moves

The planned overhaul of the mam-
moth Department of Veterans Affairs
health care system took a hit, and
lawmakers were anxious to see how
VA responds.

A 16-member commission created
by VA Secretary Anthony J. Principi
recommended rolling back key parts
of a comprehensive VA staff plan to
restructure the $29 billion network
of hospitals. VA's Capital Asset Re-
alignment for Enhanced Services
(CARES) draft plan completed last
August had called for major changes
at 13 sites and smaller realignments
at hundreds of other locations.

However, in a move applauded by
lawmakers, the panel in February
rejected the CARES recommenda-
tion to close major VA facilities at
Canandaigua, N.Y., Lexington, Ky.,
and Livermore, Calif.

Principi, who established the panel,
said he would review its recommen-
dations and accept or reject them as
a whole.

In other action, panel members
affirmed the CARES plans to:

m Close majorfacilities in Pittsburgh
(Highland Drive), Brecksville, Ohio,
and Gulfport, Miss., and downsize
facilities in Waco, Tex.

= Build new hospitals in Orlando,
Fla., and Denver.

The panel, on its own, recom-
mended building a single new facil-
ity in Boston to replace four VA hos-
pitals in the area.

The commission was chaired by
Everett Alvarez Jr., a Vietnam pris-
oner of war and former deputy VA
administrator. Principi said VA's ob-
jective is not to reduce spending on
veterans' health care but, rather, to
increase efficiency by closing out-
dated, underused facilities and open-
ing modern hospitals and clinics
where they are most needed.

New Reserve Retirement Age?
Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.),
Sen. Tom Daschle (D-S.D.), and 25
other Senators introduced a bill to
relax the retirement age for mem-
bers of the Guard and Reserve.
At present, a member with 20 years
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of service may retire and draw ben-
efits but not until he or she reaches
age 60.

The Guard and Reserve Readi-
ness and Retention Act of 2004 (S.
2035) would change that. Under its
provisions, a reservist could draw
retirement annuities at an age as
low as 583, if he or she had served
34 years.

The bill proposes these combina-
tions of ages and minimum years of
service:

m Age 54 and 32 years

m Age 55 and 30 years

m Age 56 and 28 years

m Age 57 and 26 years

= Age 58 and 24 years

m Age 59 and 22 years

m Age 60 and 20 years

A member could qualify for the
earlier retirement age if he or she
spent the last six years in the Guard
or Reserve.

Pay, Benefits in DOD Budget

The Pentagon budget request for
Fiscal 2005 contains two important
provisions for service people:

Pay Raise: It seeks a 3.5 percent
beasic pay increase for all service

Principi will make the call on facilities.

personnel, starting Jan. 1, 2005. If
Congress agrees, this would be the
first across-the-board military pay
raise since 1999. Recent basic pay
increases, including last January’s
average increase of 4.1 percent,
have been “targeted"—that is, doled
out in differing amounts by member
pay grade and, in some cases, length
of service. The 3.5 percent raise
would be the fifth straight to exceed,
by at least a half percentage point,
annual wage growth in the private
sector, as measured by the Labor
Department’'s Employment Cost In-
dex.

BAH Hike: The budget calls on
Congress to approve the last in a
series of extra-large increases in the
Basic Allowance for Housing. Next
January’s BAH hike would exceed
rental cost growth nationwide by 3.5
percent, enough to eliminate the re-
maining “gap” between local aver-
age rents and monthly BAH. With
the 2005 BAH increase for 820,000
service members living off base in
the United States, the Defense De-
partment will reach a goal adopted
in the final years of the Clinton Ad-
ministration to eliminate a 22 per-
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Action in Congress

cent gap between housing allow-
ances and average rent paid by ser-
vice members for adequate off base
housing.

VA Health Care Spending

The newly proposed VA budget
would climb to $67.7 billion in 2005,
a nine percent increase over this
year's plan. Of that amount, $29.5
billion would be devoted to veter-
ans’ health care. That is a one-year
increase of 4.1 percent.

Critics say $29.5 billion is not suf-
ficient to cover health care costs
for all eligible veterans. Veterans’
groups want full funding of VA health
care to open the system to all eli-
gible vets and wipe out long waiting
lists.

In response, VA officials note that
the health care budget has under-
gone tremendous growth—40 per-
cent since 2001—and now funds
treatment of 5.2 million patients—
one million more than in 2001.

Principi noted, however, that the
health budget request was $1.2 bil-
lion short of what he sought. VA offi-
cials concede that veterans with no
service-connected ailments still face
long waits or denial of enrollment,
but those with service-connected in-
juries or ailments or low incomes—
the highest-priority groups—have
found greater access to care.

VA officials said veterans in these
highest priority groups will comprise
71 percent of the total patient popu-
lation in 2005, up from 66 percent in
2003.

VA devotes 88 percent of its medi-
cal care budget to the needs of these
highest-priority veterans, said offi-
cials.

VA User Fees, Rx Co-Pays

As it did last year, the Bush Ad-
ministration proposes that veterans
in priority categories 7 and 8—those
with no service-connected disabili-
ties and with incomes above fed-
eral poverty level guidelines by geo-
graphic region—pay a $250 annual
usage fee for access to VA health
care.

Also, they would see co-payments
on prescription drugs not tied to ser-
vice-related conditions rise from $7
up to $15.

However, service-disabled and
indigent veterans—those in catego-
ries 2 through 5—would no longer
have to make a $7 co-payment on
drugs for nonservice-related con-
ditions. At present, only the most
seriously disabled receive free pre-
scription drugs.
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Under VA’s plan, prescriptions
wculd be free to former prisoners of
war. VA also would pick up the cost
of emergency care received in a non-
VA facility, and co-payments would
end for VA hospice care.

Congress again is expected to
reject the user fee and higher drug
co-payments.

Expanded VA Burial Benefits?

Another VA initiative before Con-
gress calls for multiyear expansion
of the veterans’ cemetery system.
Five new national cemeteries would
provide service in the areas of At-
lanta, Detroit, Pittsburgh, Sacra-
mento, Calif., and south Florida.

Taken together, they would pro-
vide burial spaces for up to 1.7 mil-
lion veterans.

By October 2005, 83 percent of
veterans will live within 75 miles of
a national or state veterans’ cem-
etery, up from 73 percent in 2001,
said VA officials.

To comply with a direction from
Congress, the new VA budget would
fund studies aimed at opening six
new national cemeteries. They would
be in Philadelphia, Jacksonville, Fla.,
Sarasota, Fla., Birmingham Ala., Co-
lumbia/Greenville, S.C., and Bakers-
field, Calif.

Save the Claims Processors!

Veterans' groups have implored
Congress to block a proposed re-
duction in the number of VA claim
processors.

The 2005 budget would fund 12,200
full-time staff members to support six
benefit programs: disability compen-
sation, pensions, education, housing,
vocational rehabilitation and employ-
ment, and life insurance.

That marks a one-year cut of
1,000 claims processors.

VA officials explained that the
campensation and pension claims
backlog has plunged from 432,000
to about 250,000 and that the av-
erage wait time had dropped from
223 to 150 days.

“We are on track to reach an av-
erage processing time of 100 days
by the end of 2004,” Principi said.
The depariment expects the 100-
day wait to be a standard which
can be sustained through 2005.

Veterans’ advocates are skepti-
cal and have urged Congress to
fund a claim processing staff of
13,200 to match 2003 levels.

Affordable SBP Reform
Reform of the Survivor Benefit
Plan became more affordable with

introduction of related bills by Rep.
Jeff Miller (R-Fla.) and Sen. Mary
Landrieu (D-La.).

A major Congressional objective
has been to phase out the sharp,
sometimes surprising, drop in SBP
payments to a survivor when he or
she reaches age 62. Fixing this prob-
lem of the “SBP offset,” however,
would carry a hefty price tag.

Now, the Military Survivor Ben-
efits Improvement Act of 2004 (S.
1916 and H.R. 3763) would cut the
cost of eliminating the so-called
“SBP offset” by $800 million over
10 years.

The savings would result from a
one-year open enroliment opportu-
nity for nonparticipating retirees, who
would, in turn, pay higher premiums
for SBP coverage tied to number of
years since they retired.

Military service and veterans’ or-
ganizations helped develop the less
costly bill to meet budget committee
requirements and to improve the
chances of passage in 2004.

The Landrieu and Miller bills both
call for a 10-year phase out of the
age 62 reduction in SBP, when ben-
efits fall from 55 percent of the cov-
ered annuity down to as low as 35
percent.

More on Keeping the Promise

Sens. John McCain (R-Ariz.) and
Tim Johnson (D-S.D.) have intro-
duced legislation identical to H.R.
3474, the House's Keep Our Prom-
ise to America’s Military Retirees
Act.

“In 2000,” said Johnson, “Con-
gress enacted my Tricare for Life
legislation, which provided health
care to Medicare-eligible military
retirees. This bill takes the next step
and improves those benefits.”

Under the Senate bill, retirees who
entered service before Dec. 7, 1956,
would have no obligation to pay
Medicare Part B premiums, now $66
a month, to be able to enroll in the
Defense Department's Tricare for
Life program.

Also, retirees and their depen-
dents could enroll in the Federal
Employees Health Benefits Pro-
gram, the same menu of insurance
options available to federal civil-
ians.

Moreover, drug reimbursement at
Tricare network rates would be avail-
able to beneficiaries who lack ac-
cess to a pharmacy in the Tricare
retail network.

The House bill, introduced by Rep.
Chris Van Hollen (D-Md.), had 181
co-sponsors by early March. [ ]
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Every C-130 in the U.S, Air Force inventory, from the AC-130 to the
newest C-130J,is powered by a Rolls-Royce engine that was born
and bred in the USA.With more than 7,000 employees and facili-
ties in 29 states, we have a major presence in North America, Infact

more Rolls-Royce engines are built in the U.S.than at overseas sites.

Our engines and technologies have proudly served the US.military
for well over half a century. Today, the U.S.Department of Defense is
our largest government customer worldwide. To some, "Made in
America” is just a slogan. But when it comes to the Rolls-Royce

AE 2100 engine, it’s a fact. Trusted to deliver excellence

Rolls-Royce
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At AFA’s Orlando symposium, Air Force leaders emphasized
USAF’s strong focus on the war on the ground.

BATTLEFIELD AIRMEN

By John A. Tirpak, Executive Editor, and Adam J. Hebert, Senior Editor
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eNoR Air Force leaders and
other top military officials
outlined trends, plans, and les-
sons learned from Operation

Iragi Freedom at the Air Force
Association’s 20th Air Warfare Sym-
posium in Orlando, Fla.

Specifically, they unveiled what
could prove to be a historic new
level of Air Force engagement in the
nation’s ground combat operations.

This year’s symposium, held Feb.
13-14, was titled “Integrated Air War
inthe 21st Century: Lessons Learned
From Operation Iraqi Freedom and
the Way Ahead.”

What follows are summaries of
the speakers’ presentations and
press remarks during the two-day
conference. Full transcripts of the
formal presentations may be found
at www.afa.org.
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James G. Roche, Secretary of
the Air Farce

The Air Force will devote more
resources to special operations forces
and put more emphasis on directly
supporting ground forces, said Air
Force Secretary James G. Roche.

The new focus stems from Air
Force experiences in the Global War
on Terror. Roche cited an Operation
Iraqgi Freedom action in which some
1,400 SOF troops, working with air
and space forces, essentially para-
lyzed 11 Iraqi divisions. “Not only
did they virtually hold terrain with a
minimum footprint, they ensured that
the 3rd Infantry Division’s drive to
Baghdad was significantly easier than
it would have been had those Iraqi
divisions moved south,” said Roche.

He directed special attention to
what he termed “battlefield airmen”—

Catalyst. This airman, part of a
combat control team, walks a desert
in Southwest Asia, where specialized
troops were key to the focused
application of airpower. The Air
Force plans to pull together battle-
field airmen, of all types, under a
common organizational and training
structure.

USAF personnel on the ground who
work directly with land forces. They
were “highly effective, controlling
large areas with limited forces and
... tailored coalition airpower,” he
said. This was a powerful lesson that
won’t be forgotten, Roche asserted.

“Special operations in our Air
Force is not and cannot be a periph-
eral capability. ... Wherever we fight
in the future, the capabilities of our
special operators will be integral to
our success,” he said.

Among recent changes, combat
search and rescue has been trans-
ferred from Air Combat Command
to Air Force Special Operations Com-
mand, said Roche. He also noted
that the Air Force’s CSAR commu-
nity will get a new helicopter as
soon as possible.

USAF is developing lighter, all-
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weather gear for combat controllers
as part of its battlefield airmen project,
said Roche. He predicts ground con-
trollers will soon be able to pre-
cisely designate targets at a distance
of more than six miles, pass data
directly to overhead aircraft, and get
an electronic receipt stating the time
when ordnance will strike the target.

Moreover, the Air Force plans to
pull together all battlefield air-
men—including combat controllers,
pararescuemen, combat weather spe-
cialists, enlisted terminal attack
controllers, and tactical air control
party airmen—under a common or-
ganizational and training structure.
Roche said that will “strengthen
the combat power they bring to the
battlefield, whether they bring it
as part of ACC or part of AFSOC.”

The Air Force already is commit-
ted to buying CV-22s to replace the
MH-53 Pave Low helicopters, now
nearing 40 years in age, Roche noted.
He said the CV-22 will provide un-
precedented capabilities for infiltra-
tion and extraction of SOF troops
and maybe even long-range CSAR.
However, it will not be suitable as a
gunship, a helicopter tanker, or as a
C-130 replacement, Roche asserted.

Roche said the service needs a
C-130 replacement and is consider-
ing several possibilities. However,
he said, eachnew USAF study seems
to come up with alternatives that are
not affordable. “If the answer is new

For Tight Spots. USAF will buy F-35Bs—the short takeoff and vertical
landing version of the Joint Strike Fighter. The fighter can use small, rugged
airfields and thus offer on-call support to troops on remote baitlefields.

C-130s to bridge us to some distant
future, then we will need to do that,”
said Roche.

To strengthen USAF’s support
to land forces, the service plans to
enhance and extend the life of the
A-10 attack aircraft, giving it new
engines, new Sensors, new weap-
ons, and structural improvements.
The A-10 modification program
will emulate the B-1B model. In
that case, USAF took some air-
frames out of service and used the
savings to upgrade the remainder.

News From Orlando

Some of the announcements made at this year's Air Warfare Symposium:

® The Air Force will buy some number of shart takeoff and vertical landing F-35Bs
to perform close air support for ground forces.

® The Air Force will re-engine and upgrade a number of its A-10 attack aircraft to
keep them in service well into the 2020s. To help pay for this, it will retire some
A-10s early and reinvest the savings in the fleet.

= USAF will give F-15Cs new radars and ground-attack capability for use after

achieving air superiority.

= The service will fit F-16s with new targeting pods and upgraded radars.

= The FB-22 appears to be the preferred “br:dge” capability to pravide long-range
strike options until more futuristic long-range strike technologies come along.

® USAF would like to bring seven or eight B-1Bs back from storage to enhance

ground attack capabilities.

= Air Force Special Operations Command will be given new resources to develop
unique systems, possibly to include new aircraft.

= USAF will take up to 10 F-117 stealth fighters out of service to reduce operations

and maintenance costs.

= The Air Force will work with the other services to buy new helicopters to replace

Vietnam-era machines.
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Roche said the service had not yet
determined the numbers of A-10s
that will be retired early.

Roche announced that the Air
Force intends to buy some number
of F-35Bs—the short takeoff and
vertical landing (STOVL) version of
the Joint Strike Fighter. Such a move
has been considered for nearly 10 years,
but its announcement now illustrates
the Air Force’s renewed commit-
ment to ground support. The conven-
tional takeoff version, the F-35A, will
still be purchased in far greater num-
bers, Roche said. It, too, will be ori-
ented to the air-to-ground mission.

In addition, Roche declared a new
program to “maximize the strike ca-
pability of all our air-to-ground sys-
tems” by upgrading targeting and
sensor pods on existing aircraft. The
Air Force, he said, believes “it’s
important that our land forces see us
demonstrate our commitment ... to
air-to-ground support—both deep
interdiction and close air support.”

In 2002, service leaders announced
a change for its stealthy new fighter,
redesignating the F-22 the F/A-22.
That move signaled a mission-pa-
rameter shift from primarily air su-
periority to a balance of air-to-air
and ground attack. Because of its
speed and stealth, the F/A-22 will
offer strong support to special op-
erations forces deep behind enemy
lines. Roche noted this year that the
service had added new equipment to
the Raptor for that purpose.

Roche told Air Force Magazine that
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the FB-22—a missionized, somewhat
larger version of the F/A-22—is the
leading candidate to fill a gap in long-
range strike capability, pending the
maturation of new technologies for
deep strike. He said Air Combat Com-
mand will lead a multidisciplinary,
multicommand review of options and
present recommendations in time for
budget deliberations in August.

Gen. John P. Jumper, USAF
Chief of Staff

The Air Force and its sister services
are reinventing close air support mostly
with new concepts of operation, not
merely with improvements to hard-
ware, said Gen. John P. Jumper, Air
Force Chief of Staff.

Jumper recalled that Operation
Anaconda, which took place in Af-
ghanistan in 2002, highlighted com-
munications problems that have long
beleaguered the services. In Ana-
conda, the Army complained, itdidn’t
getenough close air support, although
ithadn’t even told the Air Force what
was being planned until the 11th hour.
According to Jumper, Anaconda was
an object lesson: “We had not gotten
the United States Army, the United
States Air Force, the joint force land
component commander, the joint force
air component commander together
at the right level to do the detailed
planning needed to make sure the
resources were there when that op-
eration kicked off.”

That won’t happen again, Jumper
said.

“We're going to exercise our air
and ground together in ways that
assure that our Army leaders under-
stand—they know what air and space
power can do for them,” he said.
There will be proper planning with
all parties involved, he said.

Elaborating on Roche’s announce-
ment regarding the STOVL ver-
sion of the F-35, Jumper said the
airplane will enhance the capabil-
ity of the air and space expedition-
ary force (AEF) by helping airmen
get into smaller—and therefore
more numerous—airfields than is
now possible.

The Air Force’s shift from plat-
form-based solutions to capabilities-
based solutions, said Jumper, is a “for-
mula that works, and it’s paying off
large for us” in the pitch for resources
to senior DOD leaders. The Air Force
can now tie its hardware requests di-
rectly to “operational results.”
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PJ Practice. Pararescue jumpers load an all-terrain vehicle after a practice
jump from a C-130 transport. The Iraq war taught Air Force officials “a power-
ful lesson” about the importance of battlefield airmen.

Jumper predicted that the same
approach should ease pressure on
low-density, high-demand assets—
those airmen and systems in heavy
use and short supply. He said Air
Force leaders are trying to work the
problem “by making sure that we
have proper control over the [com-
bat commander’s] appetite for those
platforms.” The Air Force is push-
ing the Joint Staff to adopt a joint
presence policy, one that tasks USAF,
a year in advance, to provide those
assets sought by regional command-
ers. With this policy, he said, an
AEF could be equipped more prop-
erly and without undue strain.

Jumper told Air Force Magazine
that enhancing existing platforms—
taking advantage of their previously
unused capabilities—and bringing on
new systems all will reduce the im-
pact of a long-predicted shortfall in
capability, referred to as “the fighter
bathtub.” He said, “If you think about
capabilities, then you don’t have to
worry about platform-centric ‘bath-
tubs.” ”

Jumper went on to say that better
systems make every sortie more ef-
fective and thus reduce the number
of aircraft needed. However, he main-
tained that USAF must still have
enough platforms to sustain its AEF
rotational base.

In his remarks to the symposium,
Jumper said further efforts to reduce
stress on the force will come from
greater use of the “blended wing”
approach—the practice of combin-

ing active forces with either Air
National Guard or Air Force Reserve
Command forces into a single unit.
The concept has already been ap-
plied with great success in the E-8
Joint STARS aircraft and in cargo
aircraft units. Now, said Jumper, the
Air Force is going to do what it
“reasonably can to move those ben-
efits into other platforms, such as
the fighter world.” This would in-
clude the F/A-22 Raptor, the next
USAF fighter to be fielded.

Jumper also said the Air Force
will, in Fiscal 2006 budget delibera-
tions, take a close look at equipping
B-52s with wing pods to enable them
to perform a standoff jamming mis-
sion. He said the pods would replace
little-used external fuel tanks and
could easily be fitted with electronic
warfare pallets.

Gen. Hal M. Hornburg, Air
Combat Command

The Air Force will pursue for other
legacy systems a similar strategy that
it used to successfully draw down
and modernize its B-1B fleet, said
Gen. Hal M. Hornburg, commander
of Air Combat Command. The plan,
he said, is to build a “bridge” in
capabilities from existing systems
to next generation aircraft.

With 32 B-1Bs—roughly one-
third of the 93-airplane B-1B fleet—
now in storage, the Air Force has
been able to properly modernize
the remaining 60 airframes. How-
ever, Hornburg now thinks the B-1B
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drawdown may have gone a bit too
far.

The ACC leader told reporters at a
press session that he would like to
reactivate seven or eight of the 32
mothballed B-1Bs. Congress has di-
rected USAF toreturn 23 of the B-1Bs
to service. Hornburg said that idea
“won’tfly” because there is no money
to sustain the effort.

Plans call for early retirement of
other legacy aircraft, specifically older
A-10s. Savings will be used to up-
grade those that remain and, thereby,
sustain the service’s fighter force until
thenew F/A-22 and F-35 aircraft come
into operational service.

Hornburg called the upgraded
fighters a “bridging force.”

The proposed improvements are
significant. The entire fleet of F-15Es
will be equipped with advanced ra-
dars, as will Block 40 and Block 50
F-16s.

Plans for the F-15C are even more
dramatic. The air-to-air fighter will
not only get a better central com-
puter, but also may receive radar
enhancements to give it a strong air-
to-ground capability. Recent opera-
tions have shown that, once air domi-
nance is achieved, the F-15C is
underutilized. Hornburg said there
are “jobs that the F-15C needs to do
that it cannot do today.”

ACC will upgrade its attack air-
craft with new targeting pods to en-
hance their ability to support ground
forces. Older LANTIRN pods will
be retired and replaced by modern

Herk. A C-130 crew chief at a forward location conducts a check before takeoff.

Sniper and Litening targeting pods.
The changes will make USAF’s A-10s
and F-16s more relevant to today’s
battlefield, said Hornburg.

He flatly denied rumors that the
Air Force wanted to purchase new
F-15Es.

He did say, however, that USAF is
beginning to ask: “What if some of our
transformational acquisitions don’t
arrive on time or, for one reason or
another, simply don’t make it?” In
that event, said Hornburg, “we’ve got
to have a mitigation strategy.”

That strategy would not be based
upon “one specific airframe,” he said.
Backup plans could entail the purchase
of more than one type of existing air-
craft.

“We must look for something that
can be there in case of a slippage,
should that occur,” Hornburg said,
adding, “I’mnot predicting thatit will.”

Gen. John W. Handy, Air
Mobility Command

Mobility is a premier instrument
of national power. That is the basic
message conveyed by Gen. John W.
Handy, commander of US Transpor-
tation Command and Air Mobility
Command, at the Orlando sympo-
sium.

During Operation Iraqi Freedom,
he noted, 56 percent of all Air Force
sorties in US Central Command’s
area were mobility related. Out of
the 50,000 sorties flown since the
end of major combat operations on
May 1, 2003, some 38,000 involved

USAF officials, finding that the C-130 force was lacking in capability to use night
vision goggles, directed everyone in AMC to become NVG-qualified.
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AMC assets. More than 70 percent
of all Air Force airlift and tanker
aircraft have been involved in South-
west Asia operations.

Also, said Handy, air mobility as-
sets played a critical role in the swap
of 250,000 troops between Iraq and
Afghanistan and the United States
and Europe. He said that, on one day
alone, USAF had moved 5.600 troops.
USAF had never contemplated a troop
movement on this scale without us-
ing the service's Civil Reserve Air
Fleet, said Handy, but, “today, we’'re
doingitinanon-CRAF environment.”
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff has called this the “greatest
military logistics feat in history,” said
Handy. He added, “I think that’s a bit
of an overstatement, but it certainly
characterizes the nature of the things
that we’re doing.”

Not that mobility operations have
been confined to Iraq and Afghani-
stan, The C-130s of the Air National
Guard’s 109th Airlift Wing in New
York are now up to about 400 mis-
sions to the South Pole and back, as
part of the annual closeout of sum-
mer operations in Antarctica. Air
Force aircraft flew relief equipment
into Iran following a major earth-
quake late last year. C-17s have flown
into Libya to take nuclear-related
equipment and supplies back to the
continental United States.

“I’m thrilled at what we’ve been
able to achieve, but we can’t rest on
our laurels,” said Handy. There is
still room for change. “Speed is what
I’'m talking about. Speed of mobil-
ity—air, land, and sea,” he said.

As recently as Desert Storm, US
troops deployed with supplies suffi-
cient for 30 to 60 days of operations.
For today’s operations, they take
supplies sufficient for only five to
seven days. For Gulf War II, AMC
launched an aircraft every 12 min-
utes, 24 hours a day, seven days a
week, for 12 weeks straight.

Last fall, the Pentagon took a
major step toward correcting what
Handy called a logistics seam prob-
lem. Secretary of Defense Donald
H. Rumsfeld signed a memo giving
TRANSCOM ownership of the mil-
itary’s distribution process.

In January, the command placed
a TRANSCOM-like organization on
the receiving end of the supply chain.
It identified 63 mobility experts—
Ph.D.s in logistics, in Handy’s
words—from throughout DOD, gave
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them a quick dose of training, and
deployed them to the CENTCOM
theater of operations with the same
information technology used by
TRANSCOM. They immediately
made the system more efficient.
Within days of their arrival, for-
ward-based logisticians found that
someone had requested 1,700 con-
tainers of construction material,
needlessly. There were already more
construction supplies-in the theater
than US forces could ever hope to
use, so the order was canceled, sav-
ing many cargo flights.

Handy also has worked to enhance
AMC’s Air Mobility Warfare Center.
AMC began Eagle Flag exercises ear-
lier this year to train the Air Force’s
expeditionary combat support forces.
Handy, finding that the C-130 force
was woefully lacking in night vision
goggles capability, directed every-
one in the command to become NVG-
qualified. He said, “We look forward
to a time when we own the night
completely on the mobility side.”

What does AMC need most? The
answer: “I need a mobility capabil-
ity study because, the truth is, none
of us wants to buy more capability
than the nation really needs,” said
Handy.

Gen. Lance W. Lord, Air Force
Space Command

Fifty years after the service first
entered the space and missile busi-
ness, the integration of air and space,
land and space, and sea and space is
coming together, said Gen. Lance
W. Lord, commander of Air Force
Space Command.

That means the impact of space
power in coming decades will be as
great as that of airpower in past de-
cades. “It’s my view—and, I think,
the argument of many—that space is
going to have maybe even a greater
effect,” said Lord.

In Lord’s estimation, there were
valid reasons that military space de-
veloped in an isolated manner—what
many term a “stovepipe.” Space
emerged during the Cold War and
was meant to help the US deal with
the strategic nuclear threat. By the
1990s, US security requirements had
changed radically. In the first Gulf
War, the Air Force fought the best
way it could with strategic-based
systems adapted to a theater context.
Global Positioning System receiv-
ers were provided as quickly as pos-
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Immortal Hog. An A-10 prepares to land. USAF will upgrade many Warthogs
and operaie them into the 2020s. To help pay for this, the Air Force will retire
some A-10s and reinvest the savings in those that remain.

sible. Strategic missile warning crews
added an extra operator whose sole
job was to watch for missile launches
from Iraq and report directly to the
theater commander.

“Those who said Desert Storm was
the first space war owe much of the
credit to those who took the long-
established strategic stovepipes and
bent them to focus on the theater,”
said Lord.

Today, Air Force Space Command
is more operationally integrated into,
and relevant to, the tactical fight
than ever before. Top defense offi-
cials have said that military space
was an equal partner in Operation
Iraqi Freedom. That was then, Lord
said. Victory in the next war will
require more improvement, and that
will require putting aside biases and
differences to achieve true air and
space integration.

“We must provide the most rel-
evant information about the enemy,
as fast as possible, to command and
control our forces [in order] to kill
targets,” said Lord.

During Operation Allied Force, the
Air Force, in April 1999, targeted a
large multipurpose satellite ground
station in central Serbia. The target
was destroyed, but so was some of
the surrounding infrastructure. Col-
lateral damage wasn’t eliminated. In
Iragi Freedom, satellite communi-
cations were again a target. Last year,
a Predator unmanned aerial vehicle
armed with a Hellfire missile struck
a satellite dish in downtown Baghdad

temporarily shutting down Iraqi TV.
Nearby trucks, a school, and a mosque
weren't touched.

“We certainly increased the preci-
sion, decreased the collateral dam-
age, and shortened the kill chain,”
Lord said. However, Iraqi TV re-
mained on the air, said Lord, be-
cause Baghdad had set up redundant
systems, The lesson here, he said, is
that “precision is important, it makes
us all better, but our focus needs to
be on the overall effect.”

New capabilities should help. Air
Force Space Command is develop-
ing a rapid launch capability with an
operationally responsive spacecraft
dubbed RASCAL, for Responsive
Access Small Cargo Affordable
Launch. It will be a low-cost way to
put microsatellites into space. It will
employ a reusable airplane-like first
stage and an expendable rocket sec-
ond stage. Lord said first launch is
set for 2006.

Another new effort—TACSAT, for
Tactical Satellite—focuses on build-
ing a series of microsatellite proto-
types. The first prototype, scheduled
for launch this spring, will demon-
strate machine-to-machine collabo-
ration with air and space systems.

“Through these developments and
many more,” said Lord, “space will
be more responsive to the theater
than ever before.”

Gen. Gregory S. Martin, Air
Force Materiel Command
The head of Air Force Materiel
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Command, Gen. Gregory S. Martin,
briefly discussed some of the key
capability shortfalls USAF surfaced
during what it terms a capabilities
review and risk assessment (CRRA).

The CRRA-identified gaps ‘“be-
come ... our touchstones or our guide
points™ that lead the service’s focus
on resources, different concepts of
operations, and transformational tech-
nologies, said Martin.

Full spectrum defense for bases
and forces is one shortfall. Whether
in the United States or overseas, in
hostile areas or benign ones, he said,
“there’s a whole review of opera-
tional concepts that you have to con-
duct if you’re going to properly un-
derstand the nature of the threat, and
then the types of systems and orga-
nizational units and structures that it
takes to properly provide base de-
fense and force protection.”

Martin said one new technology
would provide protection for mobil-
ity aircraft. It is called the Large
Aircraft Infrared Countermeasures
System. A sensor on the aircraft
would detect an incoming infrared
missile, which would prompt a di-
rected energy weapon to divert it.

Another CRRA-identified need is
construction of a global informa-
tion grid. The Air Force must have
a “self-forming™ and “self-healing”
network that can pass along infor-
mation in ways which improve the
ability of the force to integrate across
horizontal lines.

Battlespace management is an-
other. The Pentagon has not yet
reached the point where it can pro-
duce effects-based planning that
minimizes collateral damage or pro-
vides a common operating picture.
The goal, said Martin, is to achieve
“victory at a rate and at a speed that
we’ve never, ever been able to ac-
complish before.” Such a capability,
he added, requires “the ability to
understand targets of significance
that might be fleeting or mobile, that
you only have a short period of time
to be able to take out.”

Martin said that theater command-
ers need real-time battle damage as-
sessments of the effects of air strikes.
They need to be able to move quickly
to the next set of targets without

Adm. Edmund P. Giambastiani Jr., US Joint
Forces Command

The Air Force is an invaluable partner in the development of a coherently
integrated joint force, Adm. Edmund P. Giambastiani Jr., commander of US Joint
Forces Command, told the AFA symposium audience.

“The Air Force, in my view, has stepped up to the joint plate in a big way,”
Giambastiani said.

The Joint Forces commander declared three key operational insights about
integration:

® The US does not send any individual service to conduct major operations, but
instead deploys its military as a joint force.

# The power of a coherently joint force is now greater than the sum of separate
service, interagency, and coalition capabilities.

u Speed kills. Physical and mental speed reduces decision and execution
cycles, creates opportunities, denies enemy options, and speeds his collapse.

These insights “had to be proven in the cauldron of combat,” said Giambastiani.
He added that it took a significant change in some service cultures before they
could accept the message that the power of the joint force is greater than any
individual service component by itself.

JFCOM established a lessons-learned team for Operation lragi Freedom,
placing it in the theater before major combat operations began. It remains there
today.

Among its impressions was that integration and adaptive planning topped the
list of joint capabilities. "Joint force commanders today will tell you it’s not the
plan, it's the planning,” said Giambastiani. "They understand that the ability to
plan and adapt to changing circumstances and fleeting opportunities is the
difference between success and failure on a modern battlespace.”

Large-scale vertical and horizontal collaboration is essential to such planning.

“This does not mean that everyone knows what is happening at every point in
the battlespace at all times," he said. “Rather, they are clear on understanding
commander's intent and have a persistent awareness of the overall operational
environment.”

The powerful synergy created by blending conventional and special operations
forces was another major lesson. In Desert Storm, 30 detached SOF teams
worked their missions separately from conventional forces. In Iragi Freedom, the
US deployed more than 100 such teams. The chain of command was sometimes
surprising—in western Irag, SOF teams were supporting the air component
commander, not his land counterpart.

The sum of the lessons is that “our traditional military planning and perhaps our
entire approach to warfare has shifted," said Giambastiani.

He added, "We want to create the capabilities that will enable us to achieve
asymmetric advantages in knowledge, speed, precision, lethality—advantages
again that we glimpsed in OIF."

conducting time-wasting restrikes.
New technologies won’t totally elimi-
nate these problems, but they can
certainly help, said Martin.

Martin also discussed solving a
problem that revolves around what
Chief of Staff Jumper has described
as “tribes.” Each tribe—or func-
tional entity—within the service has
different information management
systems and databases. “Overall, we
have literally thousands of them in
our Air Force, in our military today,
all satisfying a valid need for some-
one to get information about some-
thing,” said Martin. Unfortunately,

Peter Grier also contributed to this report. Grier is a Washington editor for the
Christian Science Monitor, a longtime defense correspondent, and a contrib-
uting editor to Air Force Magazine. His most recent article, “The New Draw-

down,” appeared in the March issue.
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he added, “the systems are set up to
satisfy a functional user, not neces-
sarily the command chain.”

Such “proprietary, closed-loop
systems that don’t interact” waste
“an awful lot of ... time,” he said.

In the past few years, the service
made strides in connecting systems
at a lower level—for instance, be-
tween finance and personnel—but
not at a command level. AFMC has
begun working to remedy this prob-
lem by setting up a process for com-
manders to view information from
all the separate databases.

Martin said this is a “very excit-
ing job” for AFMC. His command
“will not own the systems,” he said,
but will try “to figure out the right
plan and methodology for bringing
it together.” o
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USAF’s newest fighter is headed toward operational status,
but it must first undergo another review.

The F/A-22 Force

FTER 10 years and more than
5.000 flight hours, devel-

opmental flight testing of

the F/A-22 Raptoris nearly

complete. The start of op-
erational testing—one of the last ma-
jor hurdles before the fighter is cer-
tified ready for combat duty—is to
begin any day now at Nellis AFB,
Nev. The Air Force expects the new
fighter to achieve operational status
at Langley AFB, Va., on time in
December 2005 or maybe even a bit
earlier.

Today, about two dozen F/A-22s
are supporting flight testing, pilot
training, and weapons checks. About
20 more are in final assembly. Lock-
heed Martin’s Marietta, Ga., plant is
turning out operationally configured
F/A-22s at the rate of nearly two per
month.

As soon as the F/A-22’s software
is deemed operationally reliable and
when initial operational test and evalu-
ation (IOT&E) has confirmed that
the F/A-22 can indeed perform as
advertised, production will begin
ramping up to a planned peak of 32
per year.

All signs indicate the F/A-22’s
progress is accelerating.

Since the program began nearly
20 years ago, it has had its ups and
downs, including at least six com-
prehensive requirement reviews.
Each time, the Pentagon concluded
that the Raptor is an essential ele-
ment in the future US military.

Yet Another Study

Despite the outcomes of those re-
views and the F/A-22’s imminent
deployment, the White House's Of-
fice of Management and Budget has
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By John A. Tirpak, Executive Editor

Above, one of the initial cadre of F/A-22 instructor pilots at Tyndall AFB, Fla.,
climbs into a Raptor. At right, an F/A-22 is in final assembly in Georgla. The
new fighter has a couple of hurdles to jump before entering full production.

directed the Pentagon to carry out
yet another requirement study.
OMB has called on tke Office of
the Secretary of Defense to select an
independent contractor to conduct
the study. The mission is to deter-
mine whether the Raptor is truly a
“transformational” system for the US
military, is suitable for :he types of
wars expected in the com:ng decades,
and performs as initially predicted.
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As part of the same study, the con-
tractor was to scrutinize the Army’s
RAH-66 Comanche scout helicop-
ter, but, on Feb. 23, DOD announced
cancellation of that program.

This new review follows a De-
fense Planning Guidance 2002 sum-
mer study in which Defense Secre-
tary Donald H. Rumsfeld not only
certified that the F/A-22 is a critical
enabling technology for the future,
but also declared that the Air Force
needs at least 381 of them—about
100 more than now budgeted.

The new OMB-directed assessment
specifically bars the Air Force from
providing anything other than answers
to factual questions—when asked. The
service is not to have “other input or
interaction” with the contractor.

Inits December memo on the study,
OMB appeared to display bias against
the F/A-22 by asking whether the
aircraft is “merely another step in
the evolution ... of manned fighter
technology™ and whether it is “still
relevant.” OMB requested presenta-
tion of a “variety of alternatives™ to
the F/A-22, highlighting the cost of
the aircraft and its “effectiveness in
the types of wars that the US is likely
to have to fight in the future.”

OMB did not specify a timetable.
However, Pentagon officials said
they expect completion in August,
in time for inclusion in the Fiscal
2006 budget drill. That budget will
be unveiled in early 2005.

The new study was launched at a
time when the F/A-22 appeared to be

on final approach to operational sta-
tus. Last year, avionics and software
problems—as well as a ponderously
slow flight-test effort—forced a re-
structuring of the program. (See “The
F/A-22 Gets Back on Track,” March
2003, p. 22.) Those issues, however,
are close to being resolved.

There is “very, very little” devel-
opmental testing yet to do, said Maj.
Gen. Wilbert D. Pearson Jr., com-
mander of the Air Force Flight Test
Center at Edwards AFB, Calif., and
the designated czar of F/A-22 flight
testing.

Pearson told Air Force Magazine,

The Raptor’s Prait & Whitney F119 engines are among the most reliable in Air

“We have cleared the entire [flight]
envelope out to Mach 2 ... up to
about 60,000 feet” and at nine Gs of
maneuvering.

“Virtually Finished”

Clearing the envelope for a fighter
with such dramatically new capa-
bilities over any previous machine
was “a monstrous job to try to go
do,” he said. Now, however, Pearson
added, “we are virtually finished with
it.”

He noted that the mark of 5,000
flight hours, achieved in late Febru-
ary, was a “momentous” event and

Force experience. The unique exhaust area, shown here, adds to the aircraft’s
agility by vectoring thrust. The engines also reduce heat signature.

Workers at Lockheed Martin’s Georgia plant install a vertical stabilizer. The
F/A-22 production line features many innovations. For example, noisy
equipment is located under the floor, thereby permiiting normal conversation.
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indicates the depth of experience
USAF now has with the airplane.
That figure is on top of “hundreds of
thousands of hours” of simulation
and computer modeling time, he said.

Remaining tests of the F/A-22’s
flight worthiness have to do with the
carriage of external fuel tanks—for
extended flights to reach overseas
theaters of operation—and some other
tasks which are not crucial to prepar-
ing the airplane for operational test.

“We have sufficient envelope to
go do all the operational test and, in
fact, take the airplane into combat,”
said Pearson. “We have released the
envelope that we promised to re-
lease prior to OT&E.”

Engineering and manufacturing
development of the F/A-22 will be
complete “in the summer of 05,
just over a year from now,” Pearson
said, adding that the testing yet to
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be done will be accomplished as
needed.

Onthe whole, he said, “we’re there.
We’re dotting the I's and crossing
the T’s.”

Pearson noted that 2003 turned
out to be “a great year,” enabling the
center to get “a lot done.”

The year didn’t start out that way.
Behind on flights and schedule, the
test program needed an overhaul to
get back into trim. In January 2003,
Gen. John P. Jumper, Air Force Chief
of Staff, promised he would get
Pearson everything he needed to get
testing moving. Jumper proved to be
“a man of his word,” Pearson said.

He reported that the F/A-22 test
team had aerial refueling aircraft
available whenever they were needed.
Spare parts, which had been in short
supply, were either reclaimed from
their use in ground tests of sub-
systems or bought new to increase
the number of airplanes available
for envelope expansion flights. The
contractor delivered more aircraft.

Lockheed Martin also brought in
extra people from subcontractors and
other F/A-22 team partners, and “the
Air Force stepped up and sent us the
people they promised,” Pearson ex-
plained.

Last year’s key problem—and the
one that kept delaying the go-ahead
for full production—was that the F/A-
22 avionics and software kept “crash-
ing” in flight. The software problems
caused many mission aborts and led
critics to suggest the systems were
simply too complex to work properly.

Pearson concedes that F/A-22 avi-
onics and software are “extraordinar-
ily complex.” Even so, he said, “We
have fixed most of the problems.” He
predicted the Raptor would “meet or
exceed requirements” for IOT&E.

The Defense Acquisition Board had
told the Air Force that the F/A-22
must achieve an average of at least
three hours of running time between
crashes of the entire software suite.
Pilots were having to virtually reboot
the aircraft’s computers while in
flight, something that put a huge
drag on the pace of testing and shook
confidence in the system.

However, Maj. Gen. Mark A. Welsh,
the Air Force’s director of Global
Power Programs, said such “Type 17
avionics failures are “not happening
anymore.”

In fact, he described the big avi-
onics system crashes—comparable
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This F/A-22 is a production-representative aircraft, equipped and configured
as it would be for combat. Pilots report the fighter is easy to fly and impres-

sive in its performance.

to a desktop computer’s whole oper-
ating system going down-—as “vir-
tually nonexistent.”

The software will work without
such a wholesale failure for upward
of 20 hours, at which point the Air
Force simply stops testing. Opera-
tional missions are not expected to
last more than 20 hours.

When the whole system showed
such marked improvement, Welsh
said, the DAB and the Air Force set
“amuch more stringent” benchmark:
Get the software to run for at least
five hours without any “mission criti-
cal” piece of it going down.

“The DAB directed the program
to use a more comprehensive metric
that counts any software and any
hardware avionics instability event
that has an operational impact,” ex-
plained Welsh. That impact is deter-
mined “by the operational test pi-
lots, not the software engineers.”

In early March, Welsh asserted,
“We’re close,” but acknowledged that
the five-hour standard had not yet
been met.

He said, “We have about two hours
to go and anticipate exceeding the
five-hour mark over the next couple
of software updates.”

Plans called for making those up-
dates before the end of March.

“The focus now is on making sure
that any system that affects the pilot’s
ability to do the operational mission—
whether it's hardware or software—
works consistently well,” said Welsh.

Achieving the five-hour bench-

mark will clear the way for start of
IOT&E and for full production.

Pearson noted that the flight-test
program had been scrubbed of un-
necessary testing of conditions out-
side the aircraft’s combat parameters.
For example, he said, no flight tests
of close formation will be done at
supersonic speeds, because the air-
plane will never be asked to do thatin
operational service. “We wouldn’t
waste time or money to test that,” he
said.

He also pointed out that the F/A-
22 avionics system is not being
coddled. “*We try to induce failures,”
he said. “We’re very hard on it.”

Extraordinarily High Bar

The new measure of avionics reli-
ability should be a huge confidence-
builder, according to Pearson, who
said, “We have raised the bar ex-
traordinarily high for this weapon
system, and we’re going to meet it.”

He noted that, a couple of years
ago, some thought the Air Force
would never solve the avionics prob-
lems. “I think we have ... learned it
can be done,” said Pearson. “Very
complex, highly technical electronic
systems can be developed and inte-
grated on fighter airplanes.”

Pearson said the F/A-22 is hitting
its marks in the four areas where it is
expected to be a world-beater: stealth,
maneuverability, speed, and sensor
fusion.

“We are meeting or exceeding the
stealthy characteristics required for
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Langley AFB, Va., will be the Raptor’s first operational base. It will host both
the F/A-22 and F-15 for a number of years. USAF has yet to determine the size
of a “standard” F/A-22 squadron.

this airplane,” said Pearson. The spe-
cialized coatings and leading edges
that give the Raptor the ability to
evade radar detection were designed
to be maintained out in the open, like
any other combat aircraft, and in any
conditions.

The F/A-22 has been tested to high
angles of attack, at sustained nine-G
turns, and has turned in a staggering
performance in acceleration and speed.
It will easily outmaneuver any other
airplane in the world, Pearson said.
Thanks to its stealth, it likely won’t
have to.

At Edwards and Nellis, operational
tests this year will pit the F/A-22 against
F-15Cs in a variety of scenarios. Be-
cause its initial operational mission
will be air superiority, the scenarios
will emphasize such missions.

Air Force Operational Test and
Evaluation Center operators will
“conduct counterair missions—ac-
tual flights against other aircraft,”
Welsh explained. “They will con-
duct comparison missions, where
they’ll ... compare [the F/A-22’s per-
formance] with the performance of
the F-15C.”

One test will feature four F/A-22s
escorting four strike aircraft against
a target defended by surface-to-air
missiles and eight adversary F-15Cs.
The Raptors will have to shoot down
all the F-15s while ensuring the strike
aircraft reach the target.

Other test missions will have F/A-
22s defending high-value airborne
assets, such as E-3 AWACS battle
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management aircraft or E-8 Joint
STARS surveillance aircraft, from
attacking adversaries, either F-13s
or F-16s.

The Air Force will also evaluate its
ability to move an F/A-22 squadron,
with all its personnel and equipment,
to a forward operating location using
no more than a prescribed number of
airlifter flights. The original require-
ment called for eight C-141 loads,
but, since the service has retired most
of its C-141s, USAF changed the
metric to about six C-17 loads.

Welsh said, “We can meet that.”

The IOT&E program is expected
to take 30 to 31 weeks, said Welsh,
so there’s plenty of time to conclude
the testing and get Raptors deployed
on the ramp at Langley before De-
cember 2005.

Col. Larry Wells, who is F/A-22
requirements director at Langley,
said the service had not yet deter-
mined how many aircraft will consti-
tute the first operational F/A-22 squad-
ron. The reason, he said, is that no one
knows the exact effectiveness of the
F/A-22, compared to an F-15. Wells
said, “There will not necessarily be a
one-for-one replacement.”

USAF will settle on the exact num-
ber in mid-2005, but Wells forecast
a typical squadron-size range of 18
to 24 airplanes.

“For a long time, Langley will be
a composite wing of F-15s and F/A-
22s,” he said.

What Pearson called “cleanup”
flight tests continue at Edwards.

Raptors also are assigned to Nellis,
in preparation for IOT&E tests there,
and at Tyndall AFB, Fla., for train-
ing of instructor pilots. The Tyndall
aircraft are production-configuration
systems, which means they have all
the software necessary to conduct
actual combat missions.

Pearson said the Nellis pilots who
will perform operational tests are
not test pilots but Air Combat Com-
mand operational fighter pilots.

Since last October, the Raptor has
been undergoing what has been called
IOT&E “Phase 1.” In this phase, both
pilots and blue-suit maintainers are
learning their way around the airplane.
Pearson said he expects this extra pre-
test work will help smooth out the
formal, flying portion of IOT&E.

“You wouldn’t want to send some-
body out to drive in the Indy 500
without going around the track a few
times,” he observed.

Maintainers are learning how to
diagnose aircraft problems and gen-
erate sorties. The Phase 1 flights are
also helping verify that previous
flight testing provided reliable data—
“making sure the airframe is what
we say it is,” Pearson said.

The last decade of flight testing
turned up remarkably few problems
in the F/A-22 design, thanks in large
part to the predictive models de-
veloped by Lockheed Martin. “We’ve
not had any fundamental flaws in
the design,” Pearson said. A tail
buffet issue required strengthen-
ing the vertical fin, a fix that was
applied “so it wouldn’t break 10 or
15 years from now,” he said. More-
over, a computer model did not
predict that, at certain altitudes,
airframe internal pressure would
cause slight opening of a landing
gear door.

“Nothing dangerous,” Pearson said.
“This is what you do ... flight testing
to find out.”

One expected problem area was
the in-flight operation of the weap-
ons bays. That turned out to be no
trouble at all. The bays must open at
all speeds and withstand strong aero-
dynamic and acoustic forces. Be-
cause of that harsh environment,
Lockheed Martin kept “critical things™
out of the weapons bays, said Pearson,
He added, “That’s really been one of
the success stories.”

The Buy Dilemma
USAF’s biggest challenge now will
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be acquiring sufficient numbers of
the F/A-22.

The Air Force’s number, endorsed
by Rumsfeld in the 2002 DPG study,
is 381. A fleet of that size would
support allocation of one Raptor
squadron per air and space expedi-
tionary force (AEF) and would pro-
vide attrition reserve, test fleet and
training aircraft, and backup aircraft
inventories, said Welsh. The Air
Force maintains 10 standing AEFs.

“Nothing’s changed from the re-
quirement that ... evolved from that
study,” Welsh noted.

When USAF restructured the F/
A-22 program late in 2003, how-
ever, the service acknowledged that
277 airplanes may be all it can buy
within the program’s $43 billion pro-
duction cost limits. That was DOD’s
estimate.

Pentagon officials had earlier agreed
that, if the Air Force could get the
cost of the airplanes down, it could
use any savings to buy more F/A-
22s. Unfortunately, Congress did not
go along with this “buy to budget”
plan and took back the savings the
Air Force expected to use this year
to buy an extra Raptor—making it
22 instead of 21.

Capitol Hill staffers said the move
was motivated primarily by a desire
to restrain purchases until the Air
Force completes operational testing.
Welsh said the Air Force will simply
try to persuade Congress that the
Raptor program is on track and per-
forming well. He contended that the

At Tyndall, USAF already has schooled maintainers in the F/A-22’s care. The

RAPTOR4G-~:

LANGLEY AFB, VA

ROLLOUT: SEPTEMBER 2004
OCTOBER 2004

The Air Force has invested about $600 million in F/A-22 production line efficien-
cies. The two dates on the sign shown here say when the aircraft at this station
will roll out the factory door and when it will be delivered to USAF.

airplane will “sell itself,” once it
shows what value it offers.

Welsh said the service can still
ask to buy more aircraft if it can
show Congress that the F/A-22 “can
do what we say it can do,” it is being
produced on a “consistent and pre-
dictable schedule,” the cost is stable,
and there is a chance for cost de-
creases, based on production im-
provements and efficiencies.

Finding savings is getting harder,
however. The Air Force has invested
somz $600 million in F/A-22 pro-
duction line improvements. Initially,
the savings-to-investment ratio was

Air Force is eager to normalize Raptor operations, and all signs on the flight

line indicate it is ready to do so.
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projected at 18-to-1, but it is now
closer to 9-to-1, Welsh said. One
reason for the downward revision:
The production rate has been held
below maximum efficiency.

Nevertheless, Welsh said, Hill staff-
ers confirmed that, if the Air Force
stabilizes the program’s performance
and schedule and brings down the
cost, lawmakers would be willing to
talk about expanding the buy.

Some analysts speculated that the
turmoil over the F/A-22 quantities
would lead subcontractors and ven-
dors to bail out of the program or
raise their prices for fear of a big
cutback or cancellation. Welsh said
that hasn’t happened. “In my opin-
ion, supplier confidence is increas-
ing, not decreasing,” he said, and
this has helped keep down costs.

Welsh thinks this is an exciting
time for the F/A-22 program.

“We are seeing the [fighter’s] ca-
pability demonstrated every day.”
said Welsh. “If you talk to the pilots
who fly the airplane, they’ll tell you
it can do everything it’s advertised
to do. Now, we have to do it consis-
tently, and we have to prove ... that
we are, no kidding, providing a ca-
pability the nation needs. And ev-
eryone who works in this program is
now focused on that.”

Welsh added that, by the time
IOT&E is completed, “nobody will
be required to speculate anymore
about whether it in fact provides the
capability it promised. ... There won't
be any doubt.” ]
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Ten years ago this month, an Air Force Magazine
article alerted the public to the Smithsonian’s

plans for the Enola Gay.

Revisionism
Gone Wrong

By John T. Correll

n Aue. 6, 1945, the B-29 Enola
Gay dropped thz first atomic
bomb on Hirosh:ma. A second
bomb fell on Nagzasaki Aug. 9.
Japan surrendered Aug. 15.

At Hiroshima, more than half the
city was destroyed in a flash, and
80,000 were killed instantly. The
Nagasaki bomb killec 40,000.

Eowever, these missions brought an
end to a war in which 17 million people
had died at the hands of the Japanese
empire between 1931 and 1945. Until
the atomic bombs fell, Japan had not
been ready to end the war.

By eliminating the need fcr an
invasion of Japan, the bombs pre-
vented casualties, botl: American and
Japanese, that would aave exceeded
the death tolls at Hiroshima and
Nagasaki combined.

The bombing of Hiroshima was a
defining moment of the 20th cen-
turv, but the aircraft that flew the
mission was largely forgotten and
left to deteriorate until restoration
finally began in 1934.

Fifty years after Hiroshima, the
airplane flew into controversy of a
different sort. In the 1990s. the
Smithsonian Institution’s National
Air end Space Museum laid plans to
use the Enola Gay as a prop in a
political horror show. I-depicted the
Japanese more as viciims than as
aggressors in World War I1.

When the plans were revealed by
an article in Air Force Magazine, a
raging controversy ensued. The ex-
hibition was canceled in response to

public and Congressional outrage,
and the museum director was fired.

From 1995 to 1998, the museum
displayed the forward fuselage of
the Enola Gay in a depoliticized ex-
hibit that drew four million visitors,
the most in the museum’s history for
a special exhibition.

In December 2003, the museum
put the Enola Gay, fully assembled,
on permanent exhibition at its new
Steven F. Udvar-Hazy Center in
Chantilly, Va., near Dulles Airport.

Overthe years, the controversy never
died. A host of books and articles
about it have been written by people
who have not bothered to check the
facts. Here is what really happened.

A Museum With a Message
The Smithsonian accepted the
Enola Gay in good condition July 3,
1949, at the Air Force Association
Convention in Chicago. It was moved
temporarily to a base in Texas and
then, from 1953 to 1960, was stored
outside, unlocked, at Andrews AFB,
Md. In 1960, it was disassembled
and stored at the Smithsonian’s res-
toration facility in Suitland, Md.
Bockscar, the B-29 that flew the
Nagasakimission, has been displayed
at the US Air Force Museum in Day-
ton, Ohio, since 1961. But when the
Smithsonian opened the National Air
and Space Museum in Washington,
D.C., in 1976, there was no move to
exhibit the Enola Gay. Part of the
reluctance to display it was that it
was too big—99 feet long, with a
wingspan of 141 feet—to fit, fully
assembled, into the building.
Restoration of the Enola Gay fi-
nally began in December 1984 and
plans to display it, or part of it, fol-
lowed in 1987. By then, new political
winds were blowing atthe Smithsonian.
In the 1980s, the National Air and
Space Museum veered away from its
mission to collect, preserve, and dis-
play historic aircraft and spacecraft. It
was part of broader cultural change at
the Smithsonian, which the Washing-
ton Post described as a “move away
from the traditional heroes, politicians,
and objects in glass cases and toward
a wide, fluid, social-history approach.”
The museum was influenced sig-
nificantly by historians of the so-
called “Revisionist” persuasion, who
disputed the conventional interpre-
tation of the Cold War and cast doubt
on actions, statements, and motives
of the United States. In the case of
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The Spark. In August 1993, Air Force Magazine published a pictorial about
the National Air and Space Museum. On the cover appeared this photo of the
Enola Gay's restored cockpit, which attracted much attention.
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the Enola Gay, the Revisionists held
that the bombing of Hiroshima was
unnecessary and immoral.

Martin O. Harwit became director
of the Air and Space Museum in Au-
gust 1987, Previously, he had been a
professor of astronomy at Cornell Uni-
versity. Harwit was born in Prague,
Czechoslovakia, grew up in Istanbul,
Turkey, and came to the United States
atage 15in 1946. While serving in the
US Army, 1955-57, Harwit was as-
signed to the nuclear weapons tests
at Eniwetok and Bikini Atolls in the
Marshall Islands. He acknowledged
that the experience “inevitably” influ-
enced his thoughts about the Enola
Gay exhibit, planning for which be-
gan shortly after Harwit’s arrival.

Ina 1988 interview with the Wash-
ington Post, Harwit described plans
for a program on strategic bombing
“as a counterpoint to the World War
II gallery we have now. which por-
trays the heroism of the airmen but
neglects to mention in any real sense
the misery of war. ... I think we just
can’t afford to make war a heroic
event where people could prove their
manliness and then come home to
woo the fair damsel.”

Harwit’s thoughts were in har-
mony with those of Robert McCormick
Adams, who had been secretary of
the Smithsonian Institution since
1984, “Take the Air and Space Mu-
seum,” Adams told Washingtonian
Magazine in 1987. “What are the
responsibilities of a museum to deal
with the destruction caused by air-
power?”

Assembling a Team

Harwit began to assemble his Enola
Gay team. It would be headed by
Tom D. Crouch, chairman of the
Aeronautics Department, who sent
Harwit a preliminary plan for an
exhibition that “would avoid the
impression that we are only ‘cel-
ebrating” Hiroshima and Nagasaki.”

The official curator was Michael
J. Neufeld. He coordinated the script,
assisted by Crouch, who was man-
ager of the curatorial team.

[n a memo to Harwit, Crouch said,
“Do you want to do an exhibition
intended to make veterans feel good.
or do you want an exhibition that
will lead our visitors to think about
the consequences of the atomic bomb-
ing of Japan? Frankly, I don’t think
we can do both.”

What the curators had in mind was
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Afterward. The Enola Gay returns to Tinian after its Aug. 6, 1945, mission.
Half of Hiroshima was destroyed, but the attack helped end a war in which
millions died at the hands of Imperial Japan.

clear from their 16-page planning
document. written in July 1993,

m The [“Combat in the Pacific”]
subunit’s purpose will be “to show
how different the Pacific war was
for Americans—no quarter was given
and few prisoners were taken—as
well as for the Japanese, who in-
creasingly felt compelled to make
the ultimate sacrifice to defend the
emperor and nation.”

m “Neither the atomic bomb nor
an invasion was probably needed to
end the Pacific war, but this is more
obvious in hindsight than it was al
the time.”

= The “emotional center” of the
exhibition would be Unit 4. Ground
Zero: Hiroshima and Nagasaki. “When
visitors go from Unit 3 to Unit 4, they
will be immediately hit by a drastic
change of mood and perspective: from
well-lit and airy to gloomy and op-
pressive.”

= “Photos of victims, enlarged to
life size, stare out at the visitor.”

m Artifacts would be borrowed
from Hiroshima and Nagasaki: burnt
watches, broken wall clocks, “a
schoolgirl’s lunch box with com-
pletely burned contents, burned and
shredded clothing, and melted and
brokenreligious objects. Where pos-
sible, photos of the persons who
owned or wore these artifacts.”

A Letter From Burr Bennett

In the 1980s, former B-29 crew
members and other World War II vet-
erans began campaigning for restora-

tion of the Enola Gay. The Smith-
sonian and Congress were bombarded
with letters from “five old men,” as
they described themselves, calling for
“proud display of the Enola Gay.”

The “five old men,” active through-
out the controversy, were William
A.Rooney of Wilmette, I11., W. Burr
Bennett Jr., of Northbrook, I1l., Donald
C. Rehl of Fountaintown, Ind., Ben
Nicks of Shawnee, Kan.. and Frank
Stewart of Indianapolis.

The Air Force Association (AFA)
entered the picture in August 1993,
when Air Force Magazine published
“In Aviation’s Attic,” a pictorial fea-
ture on aircraft restoration by the
Air and Space Museum. The Enola
Gay was on the cover. That drew a
letter to me—then editor in chief of
the magazine—from Bennett, one of
the five old men.

“I am one of a small group of B-29
veterans of World War Il engaged in a
struggle with the Smithsonian Institu-
tion to display the Enola Gay proudly”
orelse “give it to a museum that will,”
he wrote. In fact, the situation at the
muscum was much worse than he knew.

Later that month, AFA heard from
Harwit. who had been told by an
advisor that AFA might be a source
of financial support for the exhibit.
He called Executive Director Mon-
roe W. Hatch Jr. and sent him a copy
of the July 1993 planning document.

AFA was open to critical, even
controversial, treatment of the sub-
ject. As Air Force Magazine had re-
ported more than once, Hap Arnold—
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wartime leader of the Army Air Forces
and founding father of AFA—had
not believed it was necessary to use
the atomic bombs to win the war,
However, the museum’s plan was not
acritical analysis. It was a one-sided,
antinuclear rant.

In his reply to Harwit, Hatch noted
the claim in the concept paper that
the museum was nonpartisan—tak-
ing no position on the “difficult moral
and political questions”™—but that the
full text did not bear out that state-
ment. “Similarly, you assure me that
the exhibition will ‘honor the brav-
ery of the veterans,’ but that theme
is virtually nonexistent in the pro-
posal as drafted,” Hatch said.

Furthermore, “the concept paper
treats Japan and the United States in
the war as if their participation were
morally equivalent,” Hatch said. “If
anything, incredibly, it gives the

Biggest Ever. The Enola Gay had been disassembled into 52 pieces for

Restoration. The Smithsonian accepted the Enola Gay on July 3, 1949. In
1960, it was disassembled and stored in Suitland, Md. Actual restoration
finally began in December 1984.

storage. Reassembly required 300,000 staff hours. Museum leaders call it the
largest reassembly job they have ever attempted.

benefit of opinion to Japan, which
was the aggressor.”

‘We met with Harwit, Crouch, and
Neufeld at the museum Nov. 19. We
found them willing to talk, but they
were not responsive. Harwit, buoyed
by his curators, his convictions, and
his advisory panel of scholars and
historians, put little importance on
AFA’s concerns.

The “Crossroads” Script

In January 1994, Harwit sent Hatch
a copy of the just-completed script
for the exhibition. The title was “The
Crossroads: The End of World War
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11, the Atomic Bomb, and the Ori-
gins of the Cold War.”

Harwit often claimed that AFA
used this copy of the script for the
Air Force Magazine article in April
1994 and released it to Congress
and the news media. Not so. Unbe-
known to Harwit, Air Force Maga-
zine received a copy two weeks ear-
lier—no strings attached—from
sources which are not disclosed.
That was the copy, not the omne
Harwit sent to Hatch, used for the
article and which AFA later repro-
duced and passed out.

Despite some hedging, the script

said the atomic bomb “played a cru-
cial role in ending the Pacific war
quickly.”

It also contained two lines that
were to become infamous: “For most
Americans this war was fundamen-
tally different than the one waged
against Germany and Italy—it was a
war of vengeance. For most Japa-
nese, it was a war to defend their
unique culture against Western im-
perialism.” If that seemed to suggest
that the Japanese were the victims
rather than the aggressors in World
War II, there was more to come.

Japanese kamikaze suicide bomb-
ers were portrayed as valiant de-
fenders of the homeland. There was
no comparable recognition of Ameri-
can bravery or sacrifice. The script
minimized the impact of the war on
the American home front. “For many
Americans,” it said, “combat in the
Pacific remained a distant series of
events.”

The curators cast doubt on the pros-
pect of high casualties in an invasion
of Japan (which was the alternative to
dropping the bomb). The script said
that it “appears likely that postwar
estimates of a half-million deaths were
too high, but many tens of thousands
of dead were a real possibility.”

The “Ground Zero: Hiroshima and
Nagasaki” section was to be set with
theatrical lighting. No opportunity was
missed to tug at the heartstrings. A
kitten could not simply be dead. It had
to glare “with eternally locked eyes.”

There was Reiko Watanabe's lunch
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Harwit’s Folly. Martin Harwit, the director of the National Air and Space
Museum, assembled a team of curators who wanted to use the Enola Gay as a
prop in an antinuclear morality pageant. He resigned in 1995.

box with “the carbonized remains
of sweet green peas and polished
rice, a rare wartime luxury” and
Miyoko Osugi’s shoe: “The blast of
heat from the initial explosion ap-
parently darkened the outer por-
tion of the clog not covered by her
foot.”

There were some 40 photos and
artifacts related to women, children,
and mutilated religious objects, a
key theme for the section. There
was also graphic emphasis on sur-
vivors with flash burns, scars, dis-
figuring.

In the section on “The Legacy of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki,” the main
display labels delivered the message.
Among them: “The Cold War and
the Arms Race”; “The Failure of
International Control”; “More Bombs
and Bigger Bombs™; “A World Gone
‘M.AD." Y

Little attention was given to the
years of Japanese aggression and
atrocities that led to the circum-
stances of 1945. The script focused
on the last six months of the war,
when the people Japan had attacked
were hitting back and closing in.

The Plan Exposed

“War Stories at Air and Space”
and a companion article, “The Mis-
sion That Launched the Enola Gay,”
appeared in the April 1994 issue of
Air Force Magazine. AFA circulated
longer, fully documented versions
of these articles in advance to the
news media and others.
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The first notice by the press was
“Rewriting History,” a segment in
the “Inside the Beltway” column in
the Washington Times March 28. It
paraphrased the magazine (accu-
rately) as saying the exhibit was
“skewed toward the Japanese vic-
tims of the bomb with little regard
for the context of the times in which
the bomb was dropped.”

Harwit’s response, published in
“Inside the Beltway,” March 31,
said Air Force Magazine’s accusa-
tions were “simply not true.” He
said, “The exhibition describes the
‘naked brutality’ of Japanese forces
in concrete terms, calling attention
to the rape of Nanking, the treat-
ment of POWSs, the use of Chinese
and Koreans as slave laborers, and
the conduct of biological and chemi-
cal experiments on human victims.”
On April 4, AFA delivered a copy
of the exhibition script to the news-
paper “so that you may judge for
yourself.”

At the request of Congressional
staffers for more information, Air
Force Magazine produced a content
analysis of the script. It showed ample
evidence of imbalance. For example,
the 559-page script (302 pages of
text, 257 pages of graphics) had 49
photos of Japanese casualties, three
photos of American casualties. There
were only four text references to
Japanese atrocities, the longest of
them 16 lines.

Thereafter, AFA content analyses
of each successive script revision

became aregular element in the con-
troversy.

Internal Admissions

One of the most astounding devel-
opments in the entire controversy
was an April 16, 1994, internal memo
from Harwit to his exhibition staff,
explicitly agreeing with many of the
points that Air Force Magazine and
AFA had made.

m “Though I carefully read the
exhibition script a month ago, I evi-
dently paid greater attention to ac-
curacy than to balance. ... A second
reading shows that we do have a lack
of balance and that much of the criti-
cism that has been levied against us
is understandable.”

m “We talk of the heavy bombing
of Tokyo, show great empathy for
Japanese mothers, but are strangely
quiet about similar losses to Ameri-
cans and our own Allies in Europe
and Asia.”

m “We show terrible pictures of
human suffering in Hiroshima and
Nagasaki in Section 400, without
earlier, in Section 100, showing pic-
tures of the suffering the Japanese
had inflicted in China, in the camps
they set up for Dutch and British
civilians and military, and US pris-
oners of war.”

® “We do not note that conditions
in the American internment camps
were far more favorable than in Japa-
nese internment camps, where slave
labor conditions prevailed.”

m “The alternatives to the atomic
bomb are stated more as ‘probabili-
ties’ than as ‘speculations’ and are
dwelled on more than they should
be.”

When AFA obtained and circulated
copies of the memo, Harwit, who had
been caught saying one thing in pub-
lic and an opposite thing in private,
was outraged and indignant about
“privileged correspondence released
by one of the lobbying organizations,
the Air Force Association.”

Despite his admissions in the memo,
Harwit continued publicly to insist
that AFA was wrong.

On April 20, 1994, Harwit ap-
pointed an internal “Tiger Team” to
review the script and “look for any
signs of imbalance.” A month later,
the team turned in a stinging report.
Its findings were remarkably similar
tothe Air Force Magazine criticisms.
It cited numerous imbalances, in-
cluding “depictions of Japanese as
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victims” and “insufficient develop-
ment of Japan’s extensive prewar
aggression.”

The script, the Tiger Team said,
appeared “to convey the impression
that Japan was seeking peace, while
the US was seeking to obstruct means
foranegotiated settlement.” Whereas
B-29 missions were characterized in
the script as “burning cities,” “at-
tacking cities,” and *razing cities,”
there was “no reference to industrial
complexes, war-producing indus-
tries, or other ‘targets’ of military
value in and around those cities.”

The Tiger Team report was kept
under wraps until August 1994, when
the museum finally provided a copy
to Air Force Magazine in voluntary
response to a Freedom of Informa-
tion Act request.

The museum’s own docents, or
volunteer tour guides, also thought
the exhibition was wrong. After
meeting with the docents in March,
Crouch sent a memo to Harwit on
March 31: “It did not go well with
the docents last night. Many of them
have now read the script, and the
majority of those in attendance were
very angry about the exhibition.”

The Curators Dig in

To Harwit’s displeasure, AFA was
not easy to shrug off. The Air Force
Association “had not been content
just to offer advice; they insisted on
seeing their wishes carried out,” he
said. “Each change the museum made
evoked a triumphant cry from the
AFA and a howl of dismay from
academic historians.”

In hopes of neutralizing AFA, the
museum devised a bizarre strategy.

“Given the unyielding attitudes of
the AFA,” the Smithsonian decided
in May 1994 to seek support from
the American Legion on the assump-
tion that “the AFA, whose member-
ship was only about 180,000, would
have to defer to such giants as the
American Legion, with its 3.1 mil-
lion members.”

This made no sense. Did museum
officials imagine the American Le-
gion would agree with their distorted
view of World War II? The Legion
had already adopted aresolution call-
ing the exhibition plan “politically
biased.” In any case, why would AFA
“have to defer” to the American Le-
gion?

The script was revised May 31,
but AFA did not get a copy for al-
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most a month. There were a number
of changes. Eleven of the 75 “Ground
Zero” photos had been removed, as
were two of the 26 “Ground Zero”
artifacts. Creditably, the script added
a photo of a kneeling Australian air-
man, about to be beheaded in August
1945 after Japan had surrendered.

Overall, though, the extent of the
revision did not shift the balance or
the context appreciably.

The script was still interspersed
with a series of “Historical Contro-
versies”: Would the Bomb Have Been
Dropped on the Germans? Did the
Demand for Unconditional Surren-
der Prolong the War? How Impor-
tant was the Soviet Factor in the
“Decision to Drop the Bomb”? Was
a Warning Demonstration Possible?
Was an Invasion Inevitable Without
the Bomb? Was the Decision to Drop
the Bomb Justified?

The revised script, which had 295
text pages, devoted less than one
page and only eight visual images to
Japanese military activity prior to
1945. The emphasis was still on Japa-
nese suffering.

The notorious “War of Vengeance”
lines were modified and now read:
“For most Americans, this war was
different from the one waged against
Germany and Italy: It was a war to
defeat a vicious aggressor but also
a war to punish Japan for Pearl
Harbor and for the brutal treatment
of Allied prisoners. For most Japa-
nese, what had begun as a war of
imperial conquest had become a
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battle to save their nation from de-
struction.”

Leaking Like a Sieve

As an article in Washingtonian
magazine would later note, AFA
“kept track of every piece of pa-
per—official, unofficial, and pri-
vate—that flew during the debacle,
compiling them all in thick, green-
covered books and distributing them
around Washington.”

We often received the same docu-
ment from more than one source. 1.
Michael Heyman, who would be-
come secretary of the Smithsonian
in September 1994, told Harwit that
“your museum is like a sieve.” Harwit
himself used the documents from
AFA in writing his book, An Exhibit
Denied (Copernicus, 1996). “The in-
formation contained in these files
was invaluable,” he said.

There was much talk, then and
later, about the script being a work
in progress. Thus, it was another
embarrassment for the museum when
we obtained and circulated a June
21, 1994, memo from Neufeld, tell-
ing his advisors that the revisions
were essentially over.

“If you find any factual errors or if
you object strongly to certain for-
mulations in the revised script, I
would be happy to hear them,” Neufeld
wrote. “But, if the exhibit is to be
opened in late May 1995, as planned,
we must now move on to the produc-
tion and construction phase. This
script therefore must be considered

Kamikaze. The Kugisho Okha 22 kamikaze aircraft (here, at NASM's new Udvar-
Hazy Center) never had a chance to see action. The script of “The Last Act”
portrayed Japanese kamikaze fighters as valiant defenders of the homeland.
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a finished product, minor wording
changes aside.”

In August 1994, the museum was
still claiming that the exhibition
script had strong backing from ser-
vice historians. This was contradicted
not only by statements from the mili-
tary historians but also by Harwit’s
own admission. In his charge to the
Tiger Team in April, Harwit said
that “a team of historians from dif-
ferent branches of the military” had
“expressed dissatisfaction with the
script’s overall balance. In their opin-
ion, it was flawed in its portrayal of
Japanese and American history, ac-
tivities, and customs.”

Martin Harwit didn’t know it, but
the landslide was about to begin.

The Controversy Explodes

Twenty-four members of Congress
sent a letter Aug. 10 to Robert Mc-
Cormick Adams, then in his last days
as secretary of the Smithsonian, ex-
pressing “concern and dismay” about
the intended exhibit. They said the
“revised script is still biased, lack-
ing context,” and that “judging from
recent public statements by museum
officials, it seems that Air and Space
is digging its heels in to defend an
indefensible position.”

Harwit interpreted it as AFA ma-
nipulation. “The hand of the Air Force
Association could not have been
clearer if the letter had been written
on AFA stationery,” he said.

Secretary Adams offered the usual
defenses. In a letter to Rep. Peter

Blute (R-Mass.), Adams described
the script as “a work in progress™ and
“still only at an intermediate stage in
an ongoing, iterative process.”

On Sept. 23, a Sense of the Senate
resolution on the Enola Gay exhibi-
tion, sponsored by Sen. Nancy L.
Kassebaum (R-Kan.), passed unani-
mously on a voice vote. It said the
latest version of the script was “Revi-
sionist and offensive.” Again, Har-
wit blamed AFA, whose reports, he
said, were “the text that, with minor
editing, became Senator Kassebaum’s
resolution.”

In August 1994, Harwit told Air
Force historian Herman S. Wolk that
he had taken another look at the
script to see whether his curators
had made changes proposed by the
historians.

“Harwit told me that his weekend
review showed that, in fact, the cu-
rators had failed to take those rec-
ommendations, especially those of
AF/HO,” Wolk said in his memo for
the record. “Dr. Harwit emphasized
that he had been ‘taker aback at how
little had been done.” There were
some ‘word changes here and there’
Harwit said, but clearly the curators
had failed to follow through. As he
put it, this *had fallen through the
cracks.” ” (Emphasis in original.)

However, Harwit soon resumed
his regular message, telling the Wash-
ington Posi that “we could have
handled all this internally” if the
first script had not been made pub-
lic. The controversy since then “hasn’t

Squeezed. In 1995-98, NASM displayed the Enola Gay’s forward fuselage
{here in protective covering) and a few other parts. The downtown museum
was too small to accommodate the entire 99-foot-long, 141-ioot-wide bomber.
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forced on us any [script] changes we
wouldn’t have made ourselves.”

The new secretary of the Smith-
sonian, I. Michael Heyman, who took
office Sept. 19, saw the problem right
away. He told the Washington Post
that “our first script for the exhibi-
tion was deficient.”

The Museum’s Special
Constituencies

Harwit resisted involvement in the
exhibit by veterans, but he welcomed
participation from the left. Peace
groups and activists, alarmed that the
message about the Enola Gay was
changing, met with Harwit Sept. 20.

Father John Dear, a Jesuit priest
and the spokesman for the activists,
described Harwit as “exasperated.”
He quoted Harwit as saying, “Where
have you been? You are too late.
Why haven’t you been in before?
Why haven’t you talked to the me-
dia?” Harwit later said Father Dear’s
account of the meeting was “fairly
accurate.”

A group of 48 “historians and
scholars” wrote to Secretary Heyman
Nov. 16, saying that “only by resist-
ing pressures from political sources
ill-informed about the relevant his-
torical scholarship can you hope to
defend the Smithsonian’s credibil-
ity as a public institution.”

The Revisionists argued that Truman
dropped the bomb for reasons other
than avoiding casualties. They re-
jected Truman’s assertions, in his
memoirs and elsewhere, that the
Army Chief of Staff, Gen. George C.
Marshall, had told him the invasion
would cost a quarter-million to a
million US casualties and an equal
number of the enemy. To shore up
their position, the Revisionists gave
credence to low casualty estimates
and attacked higher estimates.

The Revisionists disparaged the
recollections of World War II veter-
ans, saying that such memories were
not to be trusted after 50 years, espe-
cially on emotional issues. Yet, they
gave full credence to the memories
of the hibakusha, the scarred and
disfigured survivors from Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, who were invited to
appear at Revisionist programs in
the United States.

Another constituency important to
Harwit was the Japanese. Minutes from
amuseum staff meeting in July 1994—
obtained and made public almost six
months after the fact by Rep. Sam
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Johnson (R-Tex.)—revealed that the
May 1994 script revision had been
translated into Japanese and shipped
to Japan by Federal Express, asking
for “a quick response.” A museum
spokesman confirmed that at least three
of the five full versions of the script
were sent to city officials in Nagasaki
and Hiroshima for comment.

In April 1993, Harwit and Tom
Crouch had visited Hiroshima, where
they promised to “make a powerful
exhibition of the catastrophic effects
of the bombing.”

Harwit said he wanted to avoid
reviving “hard feelings between the
US and Japan.” It was regrettable
that “such concerns never seemed to
have occurred to the five old men
and other veterans. ... To men like
Burr Bennett, Donald Rehl, and Wil-
liam Rooney, there were no moral
dilemmas at all,” Harwit said. “Truman
had merely chosen to save their lives
instead of those of some Japanese.
To them this made obvious sense.”

Meddling by the Air Force Asso-
ciation threatened the relationship
with Japan. “I am most seriously
concerned that the changes in the
exhibition demanded by the AirForce
Association would, if accepted, cause
an uproar in Japan when the exhibi-
tion opens,” Harwit said in a July
1994 letter to Secretary of the Air
Force Sheila E. Widnall.

Indeed, the Japanese were alarmed.
Harwit felt a need to visit Japan “to
reassure the mayors of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki in person.” Heat from the
Senate and public opinion “made such
a trip doubtful, at least until after the
November elections,” Harwit said.

The Japanese decided that if Harwit
could not come to them, they would
send a delegation to Washington to
express their dismay face to face.
How to explain to them that such a
visit would be a political disaster?

“We all agreed that I could not go
to Japan now and that we could not
have the Japanese come, either. But
we could not put this in writing,”
Harwit said. “Heyman adamantly
wanted to avoid a “paper trail.” What-
ever we did needed to be done ver-
bally to leave no trace.”

Harwit really never did find a way
to explain to the Japanese why their
visit would be unwise. He wrestled
with that problem right up to the end.

Backing and Filling

On Aug. 31, meanwhile, another
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Ground Zero. Children float paper lanterns at Hiroshima’s Atomic Bomb
Dome. Museum officals felt a need to assure the mayors of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki that the exhibit would reflect their views.

revision had appeared. The curators
continued to retreat, word by word,
and line by line, but the structural,
contextual, and ideological problems
remained.

For example, the “Historical Con-
troversies” had been removed per
se, but most of the “ecliminated”
material showed up elsewhere. For
example, the question “Was an Inva-
sion Inevitable Without the Bomb?”
was now preceded by the introduc-
tory word “Hindsight” instead of
“Historical Controversies.”

Two more revisions followed in
October. They reduced the number
of grisly photos and artifacts, but the
emotional punches and the imbal-
ances were still there. A new sec-
tion—Ilabeled “Section 000,” entitled
“The War in the Pacific”—was added
in December 1994. It sought to cre-
ate an illusion of balance by allot-
ting 4,000 square feet of floor space
to this section, but most of it was
taken up by a Grumman F6F Hellcat
carrier-based fighter. It did little to
improve the overall balance.

The museum pegged its strategy
on dealing with the American Le-
gion to the exclusion of AFA and
others. The curators opened script
negotiations with the Legion Sept.
21, announcing that ithad “expanded
the exhibition review process be-
yond its original advisory commit-
tee, to include additional scholars,
military historians, and representa-
tives of the American Legion.” Oth-
ers were pointedly not mentioned.

So far as we could tell, the Legion’s
views were about the same as ours.
We wished them well. But when the
arrangement did not work out as ex-
pected, Harwit knew where the fault
lay.

By November 1994, Harwit said,
“The pressure on the American Le-
gion leadership was mounting. They
could not stay entirely aloof from
their own membership, which had
long been stirred up by the AFA’s
and even the Legion’s own earlier
propaganda, and they could not en-
tirely defy the assembled strength of
the other veterans organizations.”

The idea of using the American
Legion to neutralize AFA had back-
fired. The Legion was now leading
the charge, while AFA continued to
analyze and distribute information
about the museum’s plans and scripts.

By the end of the year, “pressures
on the Legion from other veterans
groups and individual veterans who
had been aroused by the AFA’s and
the Legion’s media campaigns, ap-
peared now to be leading to a tougher
stance,” Harwit said.

The Legion had run out of pa-
tience with Harwit. On Jan. 4, 1995,
National Commander William M.
Detweiler recommended that the or-
ganization “actively oppose” the
exhibit, which he said was “suspect
from all perspectives.”

Spin, Crash, and Burn
On Jan. 9, 1995, Martin Harwit
struck again. Heyman had promised
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there would be no more uncoordi-
nated changes. Without authoriza-
tion—and to the horror of Smithsonian
officials—Harwit wrote to the Ameri-
can Legion, saying he had been per-
suaded by academic advice that the
casualty estimates for invasion of
Japan in the script were too high, so
he was changing the script.

Among his other adjustments,
Harwit deleted the part of the script
that said US “casualties conceivably
could have risen to as many as a
million (including a quarter of a mil-
lion deaths). Added to the American
losses would have been perhaps five
times as many Japanese casualties—
military and civilian.”

The replacement words made a
different point: “After the war,
Truman often said that the invasion
could have cost half a million or a
million American casualties.” The
script then discounted Truman’s state-
ment with a dismissive tag line, “The
origin of these figures is uncertain.”

Whatever his motivation was,
Harwit must have realized that he
was advancing a major—and dis-
puted—theme of the Revisionist
dogma.

On Jan. 18, the American Legion
called for the exhibit to be “canceled
immediately” and for Congress “to
conducthearings into how the nation’s
most visited and revered museum
could mount such an exhibit.” The
Legion said, “This exhibit, in our
opinion, so closely parallels the de-
sign, content, and conclusions of the
Nagasaki Peace Museum as to defy
coincidence.”

Eighty-one members of Congress
called, on Jan. 24, for “the immedi-
ate resignation or termination of Mr.
Martin Harwit,” citing his “continu-
ing defiance and disregard for needed
improvements to the exhibit.” Twenty
thousand subscribers to Smithsonian
magazine had also complained about
the exhibit.

On Jan. 30, the Smithsonian can-
celed the exhibition. Heyman said
the failed program would be replaced
with “a much simpler one, essen-
tially a display, allowing the Enola
Gay and its crew to speak for them-
selves.”

Martin Harwit had one more sur-
prise left. In April 1995, the Smith-
sonian abruptly canceled a recep-
tion—planned by Harwit without
notifying Smithsonian leaders—to
honor the curators of the original,
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failed exhibition. Heyman learned
about the event when the Washing-
ton Times called for comment.

Time had finally run out for Harwit.
He resigned May 2. The fact that he
had been fired would not be dis-
closed until the publication of his
book the following year.

The News Media

News media coverage was exten-
sive. Press reports were generally
deep and balanced, but the museum
did not fare well in the commentar-
ies. Many, if not most, of the col-
umns and editorials interpreted the
situation much the same way that
AFA did. This was intolerable to the
curators and their supporters, who
sought to explain it away with a
“Bamboozled Media” theory.

“The media largely spoke with one
voice,” Harwit wrote inJapan Quar-
terly in 1997. “It seemed that hardly
any of the journalists had read the
500-page exhibition script that the
museum had completed in January
1994. They preferred instead to take
their cue from Air Force Associa-
tion press releases.”

Among those we allegedly bam-
boozled was the Washington Post.

In January 1995, the Post said that
early drafts of the script had been
“incredibly propagandistic and in-
tellectually shabby™ and “had a ten-
dentiously antinuclear and anti- Ameri-
can tone.”

In February, another Post edito-
rial said, It is important to be clear
about what happened at the Smith-
sonian. It is not, as some have it, that
benighted advocates of a special-
interest or right-wing point of view
brought political power to bear to
crush and distort the historical truth.
Quite the contrary. Narrow-minded
representatives of a special-interest
and Revisionist point of view at-
tempted to use their inside track to
appropriate and hollow out a histori-
cal event thatlarge numbers of Ameri-
cans alive at that time and engaged
in the war had witnessed and under-
stood in a very different—and au-
thentic—way.”

Among major newspapers and
magazines, the bastion of support
for the curators was the New York
Times. “The Smithsonian would prob-
ably have worked its way to a more
balanced exhibition without pressure
from Congress,” the Times said in a
September 1994 editorial. “In fact,

months before Congress intervened,
Mr. Harwit wrote to his curators tell-
ing them that the exhibition was one-
sided. That is how the process ought
to work: Curators propose, review
committees advise, the exhibition
gradually comes into focus.”

The editorial writer obviously did
notcheck out the story behind Harwit’s
memo to the curators and was a bit
behind on how the process really
worked.

The Revisionists got their big
moment on prime-time television
July 27, 1995, with a Peter Jennings
ABC special, “Hiroshima: Why the
Bomb Was Dropped.”

As the Washington Post review
said, Jennings was led along by “a
largely stacked deck of Revisionist
historians” to the assessment of Presi-
dent Harry Truman “as an intellec-
tual dwarf, propelled by ambitious
militarists and politicians to a nuclear
slaughter of the innocents.”

Jennings said, “It is unfortunate,
we think, that some veterans organi-
zations and some politicians felt the
need to bully our most important
national museum so the whole story
of Hiroshimais not represented here.”

One of the few non-Revisionists
interviewed for the Jennings special
was Robert James Maddox, profes-
sor of American history at Pennsyl-
vania State University. He said ABC
misrepresented his views and ignored
information he supplied. He called
the show “the worst piece of garbage
I’ve seen.”

The Controversy Lingers On

In March 1995, six weeks before
Martin Harwit was fired, the activist
“historians and scholars™ reconsti-
tuted themselves as the “Historians’
Committee for Open Debate on
Hiroshima.” The co-chairmen were
Martin J. Sherwin and Kai Bird.

Sherwin was a professor of his-
tory at Dartmouth and Tufts. In 1994,
in his capacity as an advisor to the
Air and Space Museum on the Enola
Gay exhibit, Sherwin complained that
the crew had shown “no remorse”
for the mission.

Bird was a journalist turned histo-
rian and author. In one of his op-ed
pieces, Bird denounced the “humili-
ating spectacle” of “scholars being
forced to recant the truth.”

The Revisionists had not fared well
in news media coverage of the con-
troversy, but they found a more ad-
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vantageous venue in book publish-
ing, where the influence of scholars
and academicians was strong and in
which they got to write the material
themselves, their way.

Some of the books were worse
than others. Among the most stri-
dent in denouncing AFA and de-
fending the curators was Philip
Nobile’'s Judgment at the Smith-
sonian in 1995. The press release
promoting this book depicted No-
bile as blowing the lid off a cover-up
after he “obtained a rare copy” of the
exhibition script.

As Nobile admitted in the “ac-
knowledgments” section of his book,
he got his “rare copy” of the script
from AFA, the same as everybody
else.

Nobile’s book hit a low point with
its “mock war crimes trial of Harry
Truman.” According to the press re-

Luster Restored. Also on display in the 1995-98 exhibit at NASM’s downtown

After “The Last Act.” With Harwit gone, the museum displayed the Enola
Gay’s forward fuselage, a propeller, and other components in a depoliticized
exhibit. It drew four million visitors, the most ever for a special exhibit.

location was the Enola Gay's distinctive tail. Its aluminum skin was buffed and

polished to its original shine.

lease, “Nobile’s fictional cross-ex-
amination o Truman leaves little
doubt about the defendant’s guilt.”

Gar Alperovitz, a leading propo-
nent of Revisionist theory about
Truman and the atomic bomb, ar-
gued that a “new consensus” had
developed among historians and that
it supported the curators and the
Revisionists. Alperovitz was stretch-
ing with his claim of consensus.

In 1994, a survey by the Organiza-
tion of American Historians asked
historians to rank various events as
“bright spots” and “dark spots” in
American history. World War II
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ranked third from the top among 46
“bright” spots. The Atomic Bomb
and Hiroshima tied (with the Mexi-
can War) for 23rd place on the list of
“dark™ spots, being considered less
dark than Watergate, the Great De-
pression, sexism, the Cold War, and
the 1980s in general.

Four Million Visitors

For the most part, Secretary Hey-
man steered clear of ideology, con-
centrating instead on practical mea-
sures to extricate the Smithsonian
from its troubles.

Heyman did, however, contribute

one misperception to the legend of
the lost exhibit. Testifying to the
Senate Rules Committee in May
1995, he said, “The fundamental flaw,
in my view, lay in the concept of the
exhibition itself. The basic error was
attempting to couple an historical
dialogue centering on the use of
atomic weapons with the 50th com-
memoration of the end of the war.”

The problem was never that his-
tory and commemoration would not
mix. The problem was distorted his-
tory. But Heyman had found a con-
venient rationale that gave him quick
separation from the failed exhibit,
and he repeated it often.

In June 1995, the museum opened
a straightforward historical exhibi-
tion on the Enola Gay and its mis-
sion. The centerpiece was the for-
ward fuselage of the airplane, a
53-foot section and just over half the
total length, up on the nose wheel.
Also on display were a propeller, the
tail, and two of the engines.

Part of the wall text in the exhi-
bition gallery said that “the use of
the [atomic] bombs led to the im-
mediate surrender of Japan and
made unnecessary the planned in-
vasion of the Japanese home is-
lands. Such an invasion, especially
if undertaken fcr both main islands,
would have led to very heavy casu-
alties among American and Allied
troops and Japanese civilians and
military. It was thought highly un-
likely that Japan, while in a very
weakened military condition, would
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Pholo by Paul Kennedy

Mission Accomplished. The famous B-29 bomber, finally exhibited with
respect, reposes in NASM’s new Udvar-Hazy Center, where it dwarfs smaller
aircraft such as the nearby P-38 and Japanese N1K2.

have surrendered unconditionally
without such an invasion.”

At a press conference opening the
new exhibition, Heyman was asked
wky he had given in to veterans and
Ccengress. He said that objections
had not come only from “a handful
of people or simply a handful of
legislators.” He had received 30,000
to 40,000 letters from citizens.

Comment cards from visitors were
ovzrwhelmingly favorable. Before the
exhibition closed in May 1998 aftera
three-year run, it had drawn almost
“our million visitors, making it by far
the most popular special exhibition
:n the history of the museum.

Retired Vice Adm. Donald D. Engen
was chosen to head Air and Space. He
zook the museum back to its charter to
collect, preserve, and display historic
aircraft and spacecraft.

Engen was killed in a glider acci-
dent in 1999, but his successor, re-
zired Marine Corps Gen. John R.
Dailey, appointed in January 2000,
was of the same mold.

When the museum opened the Udvar—
Hazy annex in December 2003, the
airplane in center position in the avia-
tion hangar was the Enola Gay, com-
pletely restored and fully assembled
for the first time since 1960. Like
other aircraft at Udvar—Hazy, the Enola
Gay was shown with a basic descrip-
tive label. It said, “Boeing’s B-29
Superfortress was the most sophisti-
cated propeller-driven bomber of
World Warll. ... On Aug. 6, 1945, this
Martin-built B-29-45-MO dropped the
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first atomic weapon used in combat on
Hiroshima, Japan. Three days later,
Bockscar (on display at the US Air
Force Museum near Dayton, Ohio)
delivered a second atomic bomb on
Nagasaki, Japan. Enola Gay flew as
the advance weather reconnaissance
aircraft that day.”

The Committee for a National Dis-
cussion of Nuclear History and Cur-
rent Policy—*a committee of schol-
ars, veterans, clergy, activists, students,
and others”—filed a protest petition.
Among those signing it were Daniel
Ellsberg, Noam Chomsky, Oliver
Stone, and leading lights of the Revi-
sionist movement. The museum ac-
knowledged the petition but said it did
not plan to change the exhibit

To the Revisionists, it was intol-
erable that the Enola Gay was dis-
played without an antinuclear mes-
sage attached. “You wouldn’t display
a slave ship solely as a model of
technological advancement,” said
David Nasaw, a cultural historian
atthe City University of New York.

About 75 protesters showed up
for opening day at Udvar—Hazy.
One protester threw a bottle of red
paint at the Enola Gay. It made a
minor dent on the side of the air-
plane, bounced off, and broke on
the floor. The bottle thrower was
arrested and the rest of the demon-
strators were escorted out, chant-

ing and singing “Down by the Riv-
erside.”

Peter J. Kuznick of American Uni-
versity, leader of the committee, said,
“Our greatest concern is that the dis-
turbing issues raised by the atomic
bombings in 1945 will not be ad-
dressed in the planned exhibit and
that President Truman’s use of atomic
weapons will legitimize the Bush
Administration’s current effort to
lower the threshold for future use of
nuclear weapons.”

Forces of Change

Over the years, myths about the
controversy have taken root. One of
them is that the museum was over-
whelmed by impossible odds. “You
have no idea of the forces opposing
this exhibit, not in your wildest
dreams—jobs are at stake, the Smith-
sonian is at stake.” curator Tom
Crouch told the peace group leader,
Father John Dear.

“The Air Force Association must
have had an incredibly well-oiled pub-
lic relations machine,” Harwit said.
“To that was added the American Le-
gion. We were kind of outgunned.”

In another instance, Harwit said,
“Defeat of a museum with a total of
280 [personnel], by veterans’ organi-
zations whose summed membership
stands at six million strong, is not
shameful. I like to believe we fought
valiantly, but were badly outgunned.”

The impossible odds theory avoided
the actual explanation: that the public
was intelligentenough to see the truth.

The vast alliance, six million
strong, was mostly in the minds of
the curators.

Veterans groups cooperated, but
they were not coordinated. We shared
information and kept in touch, but
there was no joint strategy, few meet-
ings, and nobody telling anybody
what to do. As for AFA, only three
or four of us were significantly en-
gaged, and part time at that.

In the Revisionist books and jour-
nal articles, Air Force Magazine and
AFA have become the demons of
record. In truth, the people who
brought down the exhibit were the
curators and Martin Harwit.

Our contribution was to shine a
light on what the museum was doing,
and public outrage did the rest. =

John T. Correll was editor in chief of Air Force Magazine for 18 years and is
now a contributing ed'tor. His most recent article, “The Nation's Hangar,"

appeared in the Marcn issue.
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2 April 2003. |
The world’s first Smart Area Weapon
proves itself in combat. )

Our Winning Technology has helped the U.S. Air Force develop a weapon so smart, it
leaves clean battlefields.

In combat sorties from 2 April onward, SFW {Sensor Fuzed Weapon) from Textron Systems
took out multiple lragi combat vehicles with one highly-advanced, air-delivered package contain-
ing 40 smart warheads.

Actual battie damage is classified. But one SFW fact is not. Minutes after impact, Iragi
tank commanders and crews surrendered in droves, according to U.S. Marines.

All that was left was a clean battiefield. Because unexploded SFW warheads are rendered
harmless within 2 minutes of deployment.

For further information on the world’s only Smart Area Weapon, contact Textron Systems
at 1-978-657-2100. Or visit www.systems.textron.com now.

r—.—__- "
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WINNING TECHNOLOGY

€ 2003 Textron Systems Inc. TEXTRON S t
Textron Systems is 3 wholly-owned subsidiary of Textron Inc yS e I I l S




The Chart Page

By Tamar A. Mehuron, Associate Editor

The Defense Budget at a Glance

In February, President Bush presented
his defense budget for Fiscal 2005. The
documentrequests $401.7 billion in budget
authority and $403.5 billion in outlays for
the direct program (DOD activities only).
Th2 budget request for the total national
de‘ense program (DOD activities and
defense activities in the Department of
=nergy and other federal agencies) is
$428.1 billion in budget authority and
$450.6 billion in outlays.

Funding levels can be expressed in
several ways. Totals are most frequently
stated in budget authority, which is the

value of new obligations that the gov-
ernment is authorized 2o incur. These
include some obligations to be metir later
years. Figures can also be expressed in
outlays (actual expenditures, some of
which are covered by amounts that were
authorized in previous yearsi.

Another dif*erence concerns the value of
money. Whenfundingis in current or then-
year dollars, no adjustment for inflation has
taken place. This is the actual amount of
dollars that has been or is to be spent,
budgeted, or forecast. When funding is
expressed in constant dollars, or real

dollars, the effect of inflation has been
factored out to make direct comparisons
between budget years possible. A specific
year, often the present one, is ckosen as a
baseline for constant dollars.

The following charts address only the
Defense Department program. Numbers
on the charts in this section may not sum
to totals shown because of rounding.
Years indicated are fiscal years. Civilian
manpower figures are now measured in
terms of full time equivalents.

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
(current) $365.3 $375.3 $401.7 $422.7  $443.9  $465.7  $487.7
Budget authorit
D?Epl!iil#:gei (constant FY 2005) $377.5 $381.7 $401.7 $4155 94268  $437.9  $4485
($ billions)

(current)

$339.3 $377.7 $403.5

$415.6

$426.9 $447.6 $467.9

(constant FY 2005)
“Does not include supplements.

$350.6 $384.° $403.5

$408.5

$410.4 $420.8 $430.3

Defense Qutlays as a Share of Gross Domestic Product

LI 11,6

10

Percent

0
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Out of the Iab. Onto the battlefield.

The battlefield is transformed. Northrop Grumman has proven the viability of lasers by developing
a weapon system that has destroyed real threats in an operational environment. As the leader in
high-energy laser weapon systems, Northrop Grumman has more than 30 years of experience in the
field. During that time we have created an infrastructure that combines talent, technology, and facilities
with systems integration, operations and maintenance experience. We are Lthe only company with
a laser hal has destroyed rockels and artillery projectiles in flighl. We are now applying this expertise
and experience to our work on solid-state and next-generation lasers. Because we've been lighting the
way for years, look for Northrop Grumman to continue its laser systems leadership.

www.northropgrumman.com NORTHROP GRUMMAN DErINING THE FUTURE™
b Al s i

B 2003 Northrop G-umman Corporation /,--
/
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Service Shares
(Budget authority in constant FY 2005 billion dollars)

Air Force 109.4 1128 1205 126.0 1275 1305 131.2 !
AEHF Ad d Ext ly High
Army 943 97.0 972 101.0 103.8 106.8 107.1 skl ta
Navy/Marine Corps  117.0 117.1  119.3 1234 1252 1293 136.3 Frequency
Defense agencies 56.6 54.8 64.7 65.2 70.2 71.2 73.8 AFRC Air Force Reserve Command
Total 377.5 381.7 401.7 4155 426.8 437.9 448.5
AMRAAM Advanced Medium-Range Air-
Percentages to-Air Missil
Air Force 29.0% 29.5% 30.0% 30.3% 29.9% 29.8% 293% eSS
Army 25.0% 25.4% 24.2% 24.3% 24.3% 24.4% 23.9% ANG Air National Guard
Navy 31.0% 30.7% 29.7% 29.7% 29.3% 29.5% 30.4% AWACS  Airb Warni dc |
Defense agencies 15.0% 14.4% 16.1% 157% 16.4% 16.3% 16.5% il Ul L L
System
BUR Bottom-Up Review
Cutting the Pie: Who Gets What D - Sugpart P
(Budget authority in constant FY 2005 billion dollars) EELV Evolved Expendable Launch
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Venicle
Military personnel 97.0 99.6 1048 107.5 108.7 109.6 110.7 FTE Full Time Equivalent
O&M 129.5 129.8 1406 143.6 1454 147.0 150.7 T
GPS Global Posit Syst
Procurement 772 766 749 79.0 871 986 104.8 A FARCIOMINg oV EIRm
RDT&E 59.2 65.4 68.9 69.8 68.0 67.3 65.0 HLV Heavy Lift Vehicle
Military construction 6.7 5.6 5.3 8.7 116 10.2 9.4 e e
“to- ff
Family housing da 39 .42 45 48 38 . 82 SN AR
Other B4V L 080130123 15 13 45 Wissie
Total 377.5 381.7 401.7 415.5 426.8 437.9 448.5 JDAM Joint Direct Attack Munition
JPATS Joint Primary Aircraft Training
System
Manpower JSF Joint Strike Fighter
End strength in thousands MLV Medium Lift Vehicl
‘ # ) Change 1997 SR A
Est. Est. 1990- QDR NPOESS National Polar-orbiting
1990 2002 2003 2004 2005 2003 Goal Operational Environmental
Total active duty 2,065 1,412 1,434 1,391 1,383 -631 1,360 Satellite System
Air Force 535 368 375 359 360 -160 339 osM o " d Mai
Army 751 487 499 482 482 252 480 ParsitAC0 MERRaRch
Navy 582 383 382 374 366 -200 369 ORL Operationally Responsive
Marine Corps 197 174 178 175 175 -190 72 {aine
Selected reserves 1,128 874 875 863 861 -253 835
Civilians (FTE) 997 687 649 648 651 -348 640 QDR Quadrennial Defense Review
RDT&E Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation
SBIRS Space Based Infrared System
Operational Training Rates STARS  Surveillance Target Attack
1990 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 Radar System
Al Force T D e e TSt Sl | UAV Unmanned Aerial Vehicle
Flying hours per crew per : .
monlh, 'lgh(eﬂaﬁack aiI‘Cr‘aﬂ 19.5 7.0 171 17.1 1 68 1 88 UCAV Unmanned Combat Air Vehicle

Flying hours per tactical crew
per month 14.2 12:7 14.0 145 13:1 13.1
Annual tank miles* 800 669 831 849 913 899

Flying hours per tactical crew

per month 23.9 20.9 226 22.6 20.8 19.2
Ship steaming days per quarter

Deployed fleet 54.2 50.5 54.0 54.0 54.0 51.0

Nondeployed fleet 28.1 28.0 - — - —

* Excludes National Training Center miles.
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Major USAF Programs RDT&E

(Current million dollars) (Current million dollars)
Program 2003 2004 2005 Program 2003 2004
A-10 11.0 29.5 22,6 A-10 25.5 20.6
B-1B bomber 150.4 87.9 59.5 B-1B bomber 101.4 103.0
B-2 bomber 232.2 1659 2451 B-2 bomber 91.7 122.3
Next generation bomber 0.0 44.6 0.0 Next generation bomber 0.0 0.0
C-5 transport 273.8 346.5 333.0 C-5 transport 74.0 91.4
C-17 transport 155.8 183.9 199.7 C-17 transport 4,187.7 3,408.8
C-130 transport 130.3 1045 150.2 C-130 transport 218.9 216.6
C-130J transport 1:8 13.4 36.3 C-130J transport 208.1 4437
CV-22 transport AT} 65.1 16.4 CV-22 transport 110.6 337.6
E-3 AWACS 163.7 267.9 28838 E-3 AWACS 28.1 53.5
E-8 Joint STARS 62.1 57.8 89.3 E-8 Joint STARS 280.7 38.9
E-10 Multisensor C2 0.0 0.0 5389 E-10 Multisensor C2 0.0 0.0
F-15E fighter 70.8 122.4 1153 F-15E fighter 274.0 200.3
F-16C/D fighter 77.6 96.1 99.6 F-16C/D fighter 2749 3073
F/A-22 fighter 909.4 9286 564.5 F/IA-22 fighter 4,461.0 4,114.6
F-35 fighter (JSF) 1,612,80 2,092.6 2,307.4 F-35 fighter (JSF) 0.0 0.0
T-6 JPATS 0.0 0.0 0.0 T-6 JPATS 204.7 276.0
AlIM-120 AMRAAM 38.8 2.2 33.3 AlIM-120 AMBAAM 849 1045
JASSM 48.6 25.5 45.8 JASSM 53.8 100.9
JDAM 17.0 35.2 0.0 JDAM 4771 424.6
Small Diameter Bomb 56.3 125.4 76.5 Small Diameter Bomb 0.0 0.0
AEHF satellite 802.7 8023 612.1 AEHF satellite 0.0 0.0
DSP satellite 2.0 0.0 0.0 DSP satellite 105.7 112.1
GPS satellite 411.1 2443 293.0 GPS satellite 2498 255.8
Milstar satellite 148.3 1.4 1.4 Milstar satellite 0.0 0.0
NPOESS 2321 2647 307.7 NPOESS 0.0 0.0
SBIRS-High satellite 7754 610.2 5085 SBIRS-High satellite 0.0 0.0
Space Based Radar satellite 454 17260 3277 Space Based Radar satellite 0.0 0.0
Wideband Gap Filler satellite 13.8 36.3 73.5 Wideband Gap Filler satellite  186.7 21.8
EELV booster 55.8 7.9 27.0 EELV booster 175.6 604.8
MLV booster 0.0 0.0 0.0 MLV booster 47.8 89.4
ORL booster 0.0 25.8 35.4 ORL booster 0.0 0.0
Titan HLV booster 0.0 0.0 0.0 Titan HLV booster 254.2 45.1
Minuteman [l ICBM 119.7 172.7 91.7 Minuteman Ill ICBM 625.1 651.4
Global Hawk UAV 337700 36020 336:2 Global Hawk UAV 181.1 251.0
Predator UAV 15.0 41.2 81.4 Predator UAV 139.2 21041
UCAV 542 176.9 2.9 UCAV 0.0 0.0

Major USAF Programs Procurement

2005

53.4
8.8
96.0
0.0
99.6
3,839.9
110.4
919.2
443.0
36.0
45.3
0.0
181.6
336.3
4,157.0
0.0
3071
107.4
148.2
521.8
28.3
98.6
116.5
330.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
40.3
611.0
102.9
0.0
74.3
680.9
359.7
146.6
0.0

1993 1993 1997
Cold War Base BUR QDR Plan
Base 1990 Force Plan Goal 20039
AT FOFCD S W - S0r=SoaS T yEa Rl eI a8 NS ) © QLT SO T Ry S0 1S Tt
Active fighter wings 24 15 13 12+ 12+
AFRC/ANG fighter wings 12 11 7 8 7+
AVIVIE D9 VS TP e = S TR RE Ve B T R sl S T T S - 2SS |
Active divisions 18 12 10 10 10°
Army National Guard/Reserve 10 8¢ 8 8 8¢

Aircraft carriers

Active 15 12 11 11 10
Reserve 1 1 1 1 1
Carrier air wings

Active 13 11 10 10 10
Reserve 4 2 1 1 1
MarinEComa=——=c1- 2=, ——— =, e = =]
Active Marine Expeditionary Forces 3 3 3 3 3

—
—
i
-
—_

Marine Forces Reserve

3 Comprising 34 brigades.

b Plus two armored cavalry regiments.

¢ Plus 16 separate brigades (15 of which are at enhanced readiness levels).
9 Force structure plans were not provided in FY 2004 or 2005 budget data.
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In Gulf War Il, US-based units sent forward 30,000 intelligence
reports and spotted some 1,000 targets.

OPERATION

N Maren 4, 2002, while fight-

ingraged in eastern Afghani-

stan during Operation Ana-

conda, USAF intelligence

analysts watched a battle un-
fold by means of imagery from an
orbiting Predator unmannad aerial
vehicle. The airmen had critical in-
telligence on the locations of dug-in
al Qaeda and Taliban forces but no
way to relay it directly to the troops
on the ground.

Seven US troops were killed in the
battle of Roberts Ridge, as itis knowmn.
The inability to provide real-timz
inte_ligence provided new impetus
to a developing capability called
“reachback.”

Rzachback refers to the ability of
combat forces toreceive intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR)
data directly from databases and ex-
perts located in the US. It has been
developing steadily for a decade. By
the time Operation Iraqi Frezadom
began on March 20, 2003, & series of
technological improvementshad given
ISR analysts the ability to communi-
cate with forces in the field through
secure online “chat rooms.”

Deployed forces now carry laptop
computers with which they can re-
ceive intelligence that Stateside ana-
lysts upload via satellite, according
to Col. Larry K. Grundhauser, com-
mander of the 480th Intelligence
Wing, headquartered at Langley AFB,
Va.

During OIF, intelligence units in
the US sent more than 30,00 intel-

56

By Adam J. Hebert, Senior Editor

S§Sgt. Sabrina Vaseleck and now-MSgt. Kevin Pease at Langley AFB, Va., perform
real-time analysis of potential targets in Iraq. New technology allows USAF to
base such intel analysts in the States, greatly reducing its forward footprint.
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ligence reports forward to the the-
ater and provided data that identi-
fied more than 1,000 targets.

Brig. Gen. Kelvin R. Coppock,
Air Combat Command’s intelligence
director, said the reachback opera-
tions were continuous during the peak
hostilities in Afghanistan and Iraq.
Moreover, no missions were lost due
to ISR communications failures.

Intelligence teams in the 480th
IW’s pair of distributed ground sys-
tems—DGS-1 at Langley and DGS-2
at Beale AFB, Calif.—performed the
analyses. The airmen process and
analyze data from Predator and Global
Hawk UAVs, high-flying U-2 recon-
naissance airplanes, and other ISR
assets.

Until late last year, both DGS units
functioned relatively independently
of each other. Langley’s DGS-1 is
operated by the 497th Intelligence
Group; Beale’s DGS-2 is run by the
548th Intelligence Group. On Dec.
1, 2003, the Air Force officially ac-
tivated the 480th Intelligence Wing,
placing both the 497th IG and 548th
IG and several other intelligence
functions under the new wing. Addi-
tionally, the 497th and 548th intel
groups each have one Air National
Guard squadron: at Wichita, Kan.,
and Reno, Nev., respectively.

Reducing the Footprint

The wing’s DGS units were de-
signed to be deployed into a theater
of operations. Indeed, Langley’s
DGS-1 was in Saudi Arabia in 1996

Predator UAVs can be “flown” from the US even though the aircraft themselves
may be half a world away. US-based units can capture data, analyze it, and
send it where it needs to go as fast as if the units were in theater.

at the time of the Khobar Towers
bombing. By 1999, however, ad-
vances in communications technol-
ogy meant the Air Force could con-
duct these DGS operations from
within the United States—minimiz-
ing the service’s forward deployed
footprint.

In fact, Coppock said, the Air Force
can better perform its intelligence
missions by not deploying. For one
reason, new technology has made
the operations seamless, and, for
another, the service can save money.

AirForce officials estimated USAF
would have spent $6 million to $15

satellite links. The modifications will eliminate the need to transfer data
through in-theater ground stations.
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million to deploy the two ground
stations to Operation Enduring Free-
dom in Afghanistan and OIF in Iraq.
This included force protection, sup-
ply, and transportation needs. It
would take, they said, 17 C-5 airlifters
to transport one station.

Today, USAF has no need to de-
ploy most of the wing’s personnel
into a theater of operations. Many
airmen can remain in the US and go
home at night.

Actually, officials said, going home
has been one of the more difficult
adjustments for the wing’s airmen.
They said it can be difficult for the
analysts to switch from watching a
war unfold—sometimes seeing coa-
lition forces engaged in bloody com-
bat—to going about their domestic
routine at home at the end of a shift.

Out of some 2,000 assigned air-
men, only about 90 are deployed to
support operations in Southwest Asia.
Many of the deployed airmen are
needed to staff the U-2's line-of-
sight (LOS) ground relay station,
known as “Mobile Stretch.” All but
three of the Air Force’s U-2 aircraft
require an LOS ground station to
relay electro-optical and infrared
data.

The other three U-2s have been
upgraded with the capability to make
a direct satellite link—a capability
known as the “extended tether” pro-
gram (ETP). Grundhauser said the
extended tether satellite link, which
was recently developed as an ad-
vanced concept technology demon-
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The 480th Intelligence Wing analysts support combat operations round the
clock. Above, exploitation systems maintenance technicians A1C Eyal Filkovsky
and SSgt. Vincent Palmer (standing) help ensure the equipment is on line.

stration program, shows promise. It
will be especially useful, he said, in
areas such as the Pacific o sub-
Saharan Africaregions, where ground
stations are not practical.

ETP is a modular communica-
tions package mounted on top of
the U-2 fuselage. It was first used
in Afghanistan. Ultimately, USAF
wants to upgrade all its U-2s5 with
ETP.

Key to the Kill Chain

Such advances in ISR reachback
capability enable the Air Force not
only to reduce its forward deployed
footprint but also to reduce the time
it takes to find and destroy a target.
That amounts to a compression of
the “kill chain,” the series of steps
taken to attack a target.

The attack timeline is shrinking,
said Coppock. From the war in Af-
ghanistan to the war in Iraq. there
has been marked progress, he said,
adding that compression of the kill
chain revolves around ISR capabil-
ity.

Two April 9, 2003, air strikes in
Iraq highlight this reality.

In the first, the destructior of an
enemy surface-to-air missile site be-
gan with the transmission of a Glob-
al Hawk image. Two minutes after
receiving it,a US-based imagery ana-
lyst spotted the SAM. Ten minutes
after that, the image was forwarded
to the combined air operations cen-
ter (CAOC) for targeting. Only 57
minutes after the picture was taken,
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B-2 stealth bombers hit the SAM
site.

In the second, airpower neceded
even less time to destroy a pair of
Iraqi tanks. A Predator searching for
missile transporters instead found
two tanks in a tree line. A DGS passed
positive identification of the tanks
to the CAOC, which, a minute later,
gave the target data to aircraft al-
ready orbiting over the area. Within
17 minutes of discovery, the tanks
were destroyed.

The 480th provided target infor-
mation for 153 B-52 cruise missile
strikes and supported numerous F-117
strikes. The time needed to get ISR
data to commanders was reduced to
single-digit minutes, said Grund-
hauser. That “doesn’t mean we
dropped the bombs that fast,” he
noted in an Air Force news release.
“We just gave the commanders the
ability to decide earlier.”

Four weeks before the start of the
war, the wing’s airmen went to “‘com-
bat surge” mode so they could begin
target preparation missions. Among
other actions, they prepared a tar-
geting “folder” to aid the March 20
F-117 strike on a Baghdad site where
Saddam Hussein was believed to be
hiding.

In preparation for combat opera-
tions, DGS crew members receive a
mission briefing that provides the
objectives and establishes a chain of
command. From that point, said one
official, the DGS members become
a part of the CAOC. A crew will

spend six to 12 hours monitoring
UAYV live feeds or data from other
ISR sources. Members review the
imagery, find their targets, and re-
port on the targets to the CAOC.

For OIF, the unit also organized
an “Iraqi Airfield Group” at Lang-
ley. Its members kept watch over
seven enemy air bases, ready to alert
coalition fighters to any activity spot-
ted there.

Round-the-clock monitoring of
those bases allowed the airfield group
to track activity levels, including
personnel movements, facility im-
provements, and repairs, said Col.
Don Hudson, ACC’s deputy chief of
intelligence. The group provided the
information to CAOC planners, who
then knew which airfields were op-
erational. Those planners could al-
locate sirike sorties accordingly.

Officials deemed the airfield group
so successful that they gradually ex-
panded its monitoring mandate to
more than 25 airfields, including
helicopter bases.

Although the Iraqi Air Force never
took to the sky to challenge the coa-
lition, planners initially were ner-
vous that one airplane could have
gotten up, Hudson said.

The 480th intel specialists con-
tinue to provide nonstop support for
operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.
According to MSgt. Mike Welch,
480th IW’s chief of imagery opera-
tions, the work is “not so fast and
furious” any longer. However, he
said, it is now more difficult to de-
termine what targets are of interest.
Force protection is the primary mis-
sion today.

“The difference is going from
known [targets] to unknown,” said
TSgt. Terrence Warner, an imagery
mission supervisor. Analysts have
been told to simply watch an area
and look for anything suspicious.
Their efforts have led to identifica-
tion and interception of insurgents
approaching coalition forces.

Coppock fully expects ISR capa-
bility to continue to grow as technol-
ogy advances.

For instance, Global Hawk is cur-
rently only being used at about one-
third its capacity, because process-
ing the intelligence is so time-
consuming and labor-intensive. Cop-
pock said the Air Force is working
on automatic target recognition sys-
tems that should greatly reduce that
processing time. =
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Washington strugg

les to define the right health

care program for the Guard and Reserve.

Total

Jorce
Tricare

HEN the war on ter-
ror began Sept. 11,
2001, America sud-
denly understood how reliant the na-
tion had become on the Guard and
Reserve—for security at home and
to take the fight overseas. Both Ad-
ministration officials and lawmak-
ers call the reserves indispensable to
the Total Force.

Last year, Congressman John M.
McHugh (R-N.Y.), a member of the
House Armed Services Committee,
noted that Guard and Reserve sup-
port for peacetime military opera-
tions has “grown 12-fold to the an-
nual equivalent of 33,000 active duty
personnel.” He went on to say that
the Global War on Terror has brought
additional large and short-notice call-
ups. Some 40 percent of the US troops
covering operations in Iraq now are
Guardsmen and Reservists.

The Pentagon knows it cannot go
to war without these components.
However, officials point out that
claims of repeated, wholesale mobi-

60

lizations are not valid. Since 9/11,
DOD has mobilized only about 36
percent of its nearly 900,000 selected
reserves, Defense Secretary Donald
H. Rumsfeld told lawmakers in Feb-
ruary.

Nonetheless, lawmakers, since
2001, have introduced more than two
dozen bills covering health care, in-
come loss protection, and other ef-
forts to aid reservists.

For a third straight year, Congress
has expanded health care benefits
for Guard and Reserve personnel and
their families. The latest benefit pack-
age included a $400 million spend-
ing cap and an end date of Dec. 31,
2004. Lawmakers had planned a more
sweeping change but met resistance
from the Administration, which wor-
ried about the cost.

A bipartisan group of lawmakers
wanted to offer non-activated reserv-
ists and their families the same ac-
cess to health care benefits that is
provided to active duty personnel
and their families. The Senate, in

By Tom Philpott

May 2003, overwhelmingly endorsed
the plan. Rumsfeld told lawmakers
that it would be hugely expensive
and would take money from other
important military programs. Others
countered that the cost would be far
more reasonable, with reservists pay-
ing a share of the cost, and called
providing expanded Tricare access a
matter of “fairness.”

Not Far Enough

While Pentagon officials believe
Congress went too far in 2003 in
extending Tricare coverage, some
military associations argued lawmak-
ers didn’t go far enough.

At their urging, Senate Minority
Leader Tom Daschle (D-S.D.) and
Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.), who
were the lead sponsors on last year’s
legislation to extend Tricare to all
non-activated reservists, have rein-
troduced that measure for 2005.

A key concern for Daschle and
Graham, as well as many other law-
makers, is that some 20 percent of
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today’s reserve forces have no health
insurance. (Daschle estimates that
the number is closer to 30 percent, at
least in South Dakota.) They also
focus on the fact that reserves are
more integrated into military opera-
tions than ever before.

“If you're doing the same job,”
Daschle said at a March 4 Senate
hearing, “you ought to have the same
access to benefits.” However, he em-
phasized, that the Daschle/Graham
legislation doesn’t offer a “free hand-
out;” instead the non-activated re-
servists would pay a premium for
their Tricare coverage.

Graham, who is an Air Force Re-
servist, testified at the same hearing
that their bill is “about recruiting,
retention, and readiness.” He said,
“The one thing I have learned, from
Desert Storm to now, is that if we do
not do better with the [reserve] ben-
efit package, we’re going to lose a
lot of dedicated, patriotic people
because the stress on their families
is immense.”

Readiness is at issue, continued
Graham, because 25 percent of the
Guard and Reserve troops called to
active duty are unable to be deployed
because of health problems, prima-
rily dental.

The Pentagon, conversely, does
not view the expansion of Tricare
coverage as a means to “leverage
readiness,” said Charles S. Abell,
principal deputy undersecretary of
defense for personnel and readiness.

Both Abell and the Pentagon’s top
health care official, William Winken-
werder Jr., testifying on March 4,
said that ensuring medical readiness
of activated reservists is a high pri-
ority, but they were not certain that
the expanded health care benefit
would solve the problem.

Abell told Senators, “Tricare for
non-active reservists and their fami-
lies could have a long-term fixed
cost of $1 billion annually with little
payoff in readiness.”

Winkenwerder suggested carefully
reviewing the proposal and conduct-
ing a “limited demonstration” to de-
termine feasibility and test assump-
tions about any “beneficial impact.”

For a change, the Congressional
watchdog agency, the General Ac-
counting Office, may agree with
DOD. In a September 2003 report on
reserve health care issues, the GAO
said it had a “number of concerns.”

GAO noted that DOD says it does
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not have an overall recruiting and
retention problem in the reserves and
that it’s too early to tell whether
there will be a problem. The GAO
also said that most reservists acti-
vated prior to 2001—90 percent, ac-
cording to a 2002 DOD survey—
retained their civilian health insurance.
It raised the issue of possible anger
within the active force if the reserve
force gains the same benefits. And
the GAO expressed concern about
DOD’srising health care costs—“the
fastest growing category of opera-
tion and support spending.”

The GAO summarized its position:
“While proponents have cited a num-
ber of reasons for this legislation,
concerns have also been raised. We
believe these concerns may outweigh
the perceived benefits and costs of
the legislation.” However, it also said
that DOD doesn’t have sufficient in-
formation to determine the need for
expanded benefits or the impact on
the military health care system.

Congress has directed the GAO to
conduct acomprehensive assessment
of the health care needs of reservists
by May 1.

The Compromise

Meanwhile, the compromise deal
worked out last year between Con-
gress and the Administration opened
the door for expanded benefits to some
170,000 reservists and their families
without private health insurance. If
they decide to sign up for Tricare,
they will have to pay premiums, which
will be 28 percent of program costs or
roughly $420 a year per individual or
$1,440 for family, plus the usual co-
payments and deductibles.

The compromise package of initia-
tives, called the 2004 Temporary
Reserve Health Benefit Program
(TRHBP), was included in the defense
emergency supplemental legislation.
Despite the work of a special task
force set up before the law was signed,
implementation has been difficult.

The $400 million spending cap
imposed by Congress added to the
difficulties. Tricare officials had to
devise a system to keep real-time
tabs of dollars spent, as well as to
issue rules and modify existing con-
tracts, all of which left reservists
and their families waiting months to
take advantage of new pre- and post-
mobilization benefits.

As of mid-February, more than
three months after the law was signed,

most of the benefits still were not
available to reserve families. The
Pentagon announced Feb. 12 that the
2004 benefits would be implemented
in stages throughout the spring.
One of the biggestchallenges, said
Rear Adm. Richard A. Mayo, deputy
director for the Tricare Management
Activity, has been delays in modify-
ing the Defense Enrollment Eligibil-
ity Reporting System (DEERS). Tri-
care rclies upon DEERS to verify
that beneficiaries are properly en-
rolled and eligible for health ben-
efits. The enrollment system had to
be reprogrammed to recognize sev-
eral new benefits and to identify as
eligible many thousands of individual
reservists and their families. Modi-
fying DEERS also was critical for
tracking the cost of the initiatives.
Mayo said he expects uninsured
drilling reservists to be able to en-
roll in Tricare by year’s end, if the
$400 million hasn’t already been
spent. That money also must cover
the cost of reprogramming DEERS,
modifying Tricare support contracts,
and marketing for reserve enrollment.

The New Benefits

In the 2004 TRHBP package, Con-
gress authorized three temporary
benefits that run from Nov. 6, 2003,
through Dec. 31:

= One provision extends tempo-
rary eligibility to Tricare for reserv-
ists and their family members if the
reservistis either unemployed orem-
ployed but not eligible for employer-
sponsored health coverage.

m A second provision temporarily
established an earlier eligibility date
for Tricare medical and dental cov-
erage. Eligibility begins on the day
the reservist receives “delayed-ef-
fective-date” active duty orders or
90 days prior to the start of the active
duty period, whicheveris later. Fam-
ily members are covered if the mobi-
lization is to last longer than 30 days.
Before this change, reservists be-
came eligible for Tricare only when
actually on active duty.

= The third temporary provision
lengthens Tricare eligibility for cer-
tain reservists from 60 or 120 days
to 180 days under the Transitional
Assistance Management Program.
This longer coverage applies to those
deactivated or separated from ser-
vice after Nov. 6, 2003.

Pentagon health officials urged
Guard and Reserve members and their
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families to save health care receipts,
claims, and explanation of benefits
for the term of the temporary legis-
lation.

The 2004 program also included
three permanent benefits:

= One calls for the Pentagon to pro-
vide medical and dental screening
and care for Individual Ready Re-
servists who are alerted for mobiliza-
tion. Reservists previously had to be
on active duty to be screened and
receive care.

= A second provision makes newly
commissioned officers eligible for
Tricare, pending their orders to ac-
tive duty—if the officer lacks other
health care coverage.

w The third requires the reserve
components to appoint health care
benefits counselors to assist reserv-
ists. There is to be at least one coun-
selor who is expert on reserve health
benefits assigned to every Tricare
region.

This is one change that received
enthusiastic support from DOD offi-
cials. “Most of our beneficiary coun-
selors are familiar with the Tricare
benefit as it exists day to day,” said
Mayo, adding that the reserve benefit
is different. “We need to have a spe-
cialist thoroughly familiar with not
only current but new provisions of the
reserve benefit.”

What’s Next?

The Congressional efforts to boost
reserve health benefits last year took
on added importance in October 2003
after a UPI news service article re-
ported that hundreds of Guardsmen
and Reservists—most medically unfit
when called up, but some sick or
wounded and recovering from tours in
Irag—were stuck in “medical hold™ at
Ft. Stewart, Ga. They had languished
for weeks or months, living in run-
down barracks, while they waited for
medical care.

The Army confirmed a shortage of
medical staff and adequate housing.
It immediately sent more reserve sol-
diers to civilian providers and found
better accommodations.

David S.C. Chu, undersecretary
of defense for personnel and readi-
ness, revised policy to improve treat-
ment of reservists in medical hold.
The new rules require specialty care
within two weeks vs. the Tricare
standard of 30 days.

If such care isn’t available on
base, the applicable military treat-
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Other Recent Tricare Benefits

Overall, reservists and their families have seen military health benefits improve
in the last three years. Here's a rundown of changes since the war on terrorism
began, exclusive of reforms adopted late last year.

Tricare Reserve Family Demonstration Project. This program, which is
designed to ensure continuity of care and timely access to the military health
system for family members of hundreds of thousands of reservists, was imple-
mented Sept. 14, 2001, and was to end Oct. 31, 2003, however, DOD extended
it for another year.

Participation in the project is open to families of reservists activated tor 30 days
or longer. They are eligible for Tricare's triple option: Prime (enrolled managed
care), Extra (preferred provider networks), or Standard (traditional fee-for-ser-
vice insurance). (Prime eligibility before March 10, 2003, was limited to family
members of reservists who had been activated for 179 days or longer.)

Two enhancements reduced out-of-pocketl expenses for reserve families.
Participants do not have to pay the annual deductible of up to $300 for Tricare
Extra and Standard. They are responsible for a 20 percent co-payment under
Standard and 15 percent co-payment under Extra. And DOD covers costs for
civilian providers that exceed the Tricare Maximum Allowable Charge—up to 115
percent of the TMAC rate—less applicable co-payment.

Like active duty family members, those using Tricare Standard do not have to
obtain a nonavailability statement before receiving nonemergency inpatient care
if they reside within 40 miles of a military treatment facility.

Reserve Dental Program. Since early 2001, drilling reservists and members
of the non-drilling Individual Ready Reserve have been able to enroll in a reserve
dental program if they had at least 12 months remaining on their service
commitment. Activated reservists are removed automatically from the reserve
dental program and become eligible for military care. Family members of a non-
activated reservist enrolled in the program may participate, but the premium they
pay is more than twice as much as that paid by active duty family members. The
monthly premium level falls to the active duty family member rate once a reservist
is activated.

Tricare Prime Remote. In March 2003, family members of reservists activated
for more than 30 days became eligible to enroll in the Tricare Prime Remote for
Active Duty Family Members program if they live at least 50 miles or more from
the nearest military treatment facility. The remote program provides health care
coverage through civilian health care providers.

The legislation creating this eligibility stated the family member must “reside
with” the activated reservist. According to the Pentagon, DOD interprets that to
mean ‘eligible family members resided with the service member before the
service member left for their home station, maobilization site, or deployment
location, and the family member continues to reside there.”

ment facility must refer the reserv-
ists promptly to other military, VA,
or civilian physicians. And medi-
cal-hold reservists are to be billeted
in the same quality housing as ac-
tive duty members.

On the whole, Pentagon officials
say they want more time to evaluate
the question of what benefits should
be provided to reservists, particu-
larly as they relate to non-activated
reservists. Abell calls the latter is-
sue “a more difficult question.”

Extending health care benefits to
reservists who are not mobilized, or
even alerted for mobilization, said
Abell, is a “complex benefit pack-

age.” He continued, “It’s complex to
administer, and it’s complex to dis-
cover what are the driving factors
that influence the [reservists’] be-
havior.”

Abell said the Pentagon would like
to run a demonstration project for a
couple of years that would let it “mea-
sure the outcomes and the expenses
and the return on investment.”

Meanwhile, discounts on Tricare
coverage for the families of acti-
vated reservists that were enacted
soon after the 9/11 attacks also are
due to expire in 2004 unless Con-
gress votes to extend them again or
make them permanent. "

Tom Philpott is a contributing editor of Air Force Magazine. He is the editor of
“Military Update"” and lives in the Washington, D.C., area. His most recent
article for Air Force Magazine was "The VA's Big Makeover,” in the January

issue.
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The 2005 base realignment and

closure round will cut deeply and help shape
the force for decades.

ONALD 1. ORA is the
Air Force's prircipal
deputy assistant sec-
retary for installations, environment,
and logistics. He knows that, be-
tween 1988 and 1995, the service
closed 22 USAF facilities and re-
aligned another 14. He knows that
such actions cost $5.9 billion ta carry
out and that, by 2001, they also had
saved the service $12.9 billion. He
knows the actions helped thz Air
Force cut its annual operating costs
by $2 billion.

Now, Orr will be a key figure in
the fate of numerous Air Force fa-
cilities, as the Pentagon heads into a
new round of base realignment and
closure (BRAC) actions—the first
in a decade. Orr makes no predic-
tions about BRAC 2005. He will say
only that it will be far different from
those that have come before.

“In the past, we emphasized shed-
ding infrastructure [to save money],”
said Orr. “Now we are emphasizing
shaping it to meet the needs of the
future force.” The goal, he saic, is to
transform infrastructure to match the
national military strategy.
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Orr said each service must ask
these types of questicns:

» Do new and advanced weapon
systems require more or fewer bases?

» Should a military that increas-
ingly operates jointly have joint
bases?

¥ Should each service repair and
overhaul its own weapons?

# Should eachservice haveits own
research laboratories, or can they be
combined?

» What impact will the realign-
ment of forces overseas have on bases
back home?

» What impact do environmental
restrictions have on basing?

The Transformation BRAC

Senior Pentagon officials have
called the new BRAC round a “base
transformation” proczss. I will not
simply reduce excess capacity but
will enable DOD to “rationalize”
facilities “to better match the force
structure for the new ways of doing
business,” Raymond F. Dubois, the
Pentagon’s point man for BRAC. told
Congress lasl year.

Dubois, who is deputy under-

By George Cahlink
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secretary of defense for installa-
tions and environment, has said the
2005 round *is not your father’s
BRAC.”

Since the last BRAC in 1995, three
different Secretaries of Defense have
appealed to Congress for a new round
of closures. It took intense lobbying
by the Bush Administration to con-
vince legislators to agree to one new
round, in 2005. Approval was in-
cluded in the Fiscal 2002 defense
authorization bill.

The Pentagon has cut military end
strength by about 40 percent since
the late 1980s. Yet, in the same pe-
riod, infrastructure was trimmed by
only around 20 percent. According
to Pentagon estimates, infrastructure
capacity exceeds needs by as much
as 25 percent.

The 2005 BRAC basically will
follow the same process as each of
the four previous base closure rounds.
The President nominates members
of a commission. The Pentagon pro-
vides a list of closure recommenda-
tions to the commission. The com-
mission reviews the list and submits
its own recommendations to the
President. The President reviews the
recommendations and either accepts
or rejects the list, as is. If he accepts
it, the President forwards the list to
Congress.

The same process was used to close
97 bases from all services in four
previous rounds (1988, 1991, 1993,
and 1995). However, that is where
the similarities between those rounds
and BRAC 2005 end.

The new BRAC commission in-
corporates two important changes.
First, the group expands from eight
to nine members to prevent tie votes.
Second, any changes commission
members want to make to the Penta-
gon’s list will require seven votes.
In the past, changes only required a
simple majority.

Among changes that directly af-
fect the Pentagon is the requirement
to provide a 20-year force structure
plan to help guide recommendations.
In the past, the plan covered only six
years. However, the most signifi-
cant change is in how the Pentagon
manages the BRAC process.

When it comes to BRAC, Defense
Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld has
taken an interest that is far more
active than that of his predecessors,
who basically rubber-stamped the
lists provided by the individual ser-
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vices before handing them to the
commission. To manage the pro-
cess from the top down, Rumsfeld
created two senior-level Pentagon
groups.

The lead group, the Infrastructure
Executive Council, is headed by
Deputy Defense Secretary Paul D.
Wolfowitz and includes the service

was little joint decision-making or
joint analytical authority.”

The Prime Directive

To prevent a recurrence, Rumsfeld
established a prime directive to “maxi-
mize joint use” of facilities, said
Dubois. Aiding that effort are seven
joint cross-service groups (JCSGs):

Rumsfeld has emphasized joint use of facilities. At USAF’s Air Armament

Center in Florida, an Air Force technician is testing a new weapon system

aboard an Army helicopter.

Secretaries, Chiefs of Staff, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
undersecretary of defense for acqui-
sition, technology, and logistics. The
second group, called the Infrastruc-
ture Steering Group, is headed by
the defense acquisition chief and
comprises Dubois and his counter-
parts in each service, the service vice
chiefs, and the vice chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The first group provides policy
and oversight, while the second
manages the joint reviews that Rums-
feld has instituted as part of BRAC
2005.

Philip W. Grone, principal assis-
tant deputy undersecretary of defense
for installations and environment,
said Rumsfeld wants a major em-
phasis on creating joint bases and
finding ways the military services
can share support work. There had
been criticism from Congress that
past closure rounds were too focused
on individual service needs.

Dubois, testifying at a Feb. 12
hearing, told lawmakers, “The pre-
vious rounds, quite frankly, ... were
service-centric.” He added, “There

education and training, headquarters
and support activities, industrial ac-
tivities, intelligence activities, medi-
cal, technical, and supply and storage.

These groups include experts from
each service, the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense, and appropriate
defense agencies. For example, the
Pentagon’s top scientist, Ronald M.
Sega, heads the technical group,
while the services’ surgeon generals
lead the medical group.

The groups are broad by design—
to allow them to look across the ser-
vices—but they will tackle specific
questions. The training group, for
instance, is studying whether DOD
should develop joint pilot training
programs using fewer bases than is
the case with current individual ser-
vice pilot training. The training JCSG
also is examining the potential to
privatize pilot training.

The technical group will look at
DOD’s research, development, test,
and engineering functions, includ-
ing the individual service laborato-
ries. In past BRACs, those labs were
largely unexamined, but the techni-
cal group will Jook at whether these
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facilities could combine research
efforts and work even more closely
with industry and academia.

However, when questioned by law-
makers concerned about losing such
RDT&E facilities, Dubois indicated
that moving these functions from
their present locations might not be
in DOD’s best interest. He said the
individual military labs are often co-
located with some world-class edu-
cational institutions, which “was not
without a design.”

Dubois added, “They are where
they are for reasons.” He went on to
argue that the Pentagon does not need
to consolidate its labs into one loca-
tion because today’s information
technology enables them to employ
virtual interaction.

Another area of concern for many
lawmakers is the future of military
depots, the services’ in-house weapon
repair centers, with $20 billion an-
nual operating budgets and tens of
thousands of civilian federal work-
ers. The charter for the industrial
JCSG includes reviewing the need
forin-house depots and whether they
should be consolidated.

Under the last BRAC, the Air Force
closed two of its five air logistics
centers. In previous closure rounds,
four Navy shipyards were shut down,
and the Army closed several depots
and support organizations. The Air
Force and Navy each maintain three
depots for repairing aircraft. Some
BRAC observers expect that these
facilities will be consolidated into
fewer joint aircraft repair centers.
Other candidates for consolidation
are Army and Marine Corps depots
that overhaul ground combat vehicles.

Rumsfeld has repeatedly pushed
for privatizing more depot work but
has been unable to get lawmakers to
change the federal law that requires
half of all military repair work to be
performed at defense depots. Mem-
bers of the Depot Caucus in Congress
now fear the Pentagon may be able to
work around that law by closing de-
pots and, in effect, bypassing the law.

The only solace Dubois offered
lawmakers was that depots would be
evaluated within their group and that
there was no preordained cut list.

As part of Rumsfeld’s push toward
multiservice, multimission installa-
tions, the Pentagon also will review
the potential for active and reserve
forces to share bases. That could prove
challenging, because states have a
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say in the disposition of Air and Army
National Guard facilities.
According to retired Rear Adm.
Benjamin Montoya, a 1995 BRAC
commissioner, most of the unneeded
active duty bases have been shut
down, but many smaller Guard and
Reserve bases that should be shut
down have stayed open. He said that
closing Guard bases is “harder than
shutting down a rural post office.”
BRAC 1995 also had several joint
task forces that provided recommen-
dations for sharing capabilities among
the services. However, the services
never seriously considered them. There
was no top-down emphasis, as has
been established for BRAC 2005.
Grone said recommendations from
the JCSGs will be incorporated into
the Pentagon’s final base closure list.
However, the groups’ mandate pre-
cludes them from straying into ser-
vice specific operational areas.
The Air Force will decide whether
the introduction of new, more ca-
pable aircraft will mean it could con-
solidate bases. The Navy will weigh
whether a 300-ship Navy with smaller,
more agile vessels requires changes
in home porting. The Army will
weigh where to base any brigades
brought home from Europe as part of
a global repositioning of forces.

The Overseas BRAC

The Pentagon began an overseas
posture review in August 2001, rec-
ognizing that the Cold War basing
strategy needed to change and that
any change in overseas force struc-
ture would affect Stateside basing.

“You cannot do the domestic BRAC
without an overseas BRAC,” Dubois
told lawmakers.

He said the Pentagon should have
the “basic building blocks of over-
seas force structure” in mid-May.
Dubois noted that there are “vari-
ables” that are “somewhat outside”
Rumsfeld’s control. However, he
maintained that Rumsfeld would be
the one to make basic decisions about
what forces will return to the US. The
services, in turn, will need to incor-
porate that information in their delib-
erations about Stateside facilities.

In addition, the services will need
to predict their infrastructure needs
to retain the capability to handle a
“surge in terms of end strength at
any given time,” said Dubois.

All things considered, Dubois
said, BRAC 2005 “isaglobal BRAC.”

Once the services complete their
recommendations, their lists and the
lists from the JCSGs will go to the
Infrastructure Executive Council,
and, ultimately, to the Secretary of
Defense.

Weighing the decisions made by
the Pentagon is “not a fun job,” said
former Sen. Alan Dixon (D-I11.), who
headed the BRAC commission in
1995. Dixon said that one former
Senate colleague, whom Dixon con-
sidered a friend, still refuses to talk
to him because the commission closed
a base in the Senator’s state. “I
wouldn’t do [the job] again for any-
thing,” Dixon added.

The list of commissioners for 2005
is to be announced by next spring.
The question of who will be on the
final list has been the subject of in-
tense speculation and has spawned a
bogus list of base closings on the
Internet. Communities and states
began their campaigns to stay off the
list even before Congress formally
authorized BRAC 2005.

Air War College professor David
S. Sorenson, author of the 1998 book
Shutting Down the Cold War: The
Politics of Military Base Closure,
said it’s too early to predict closure
of specific bases but not too early to
spot some trends worth watching.

Politics, he said, does play arole in
determining which bases make the
Pentagon’s list. In the four past rounds,
former Rep. Ronald Dellums (D-Cal-
if.), an outspoken critic of defense
spending, suffered the shut down of
five bases in his northern California
district. Then-Sen. Sam Nunn (D-Ga.),
the hawkish chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, lost not
a single base in his home state.

Sorenson recommended that com-
munities examine DOD’s past BRAC
lists, because bases targeted by the
Pentagon but spared by the commis-
sion will usually appear again on the
list. In the past, commissions have
concurred with the Pentagon’s rec-
ommendations about 85 percent of
the time.

States Weigh In

In Mississippi, economic devel-
opment officials are well aware that
the state has been lucky to escape
the ax. Jackson has invested more
than $50 million to improve roads
and infrastructure around the state’s
bases. In 1995, the Navy wanted to
close Meridian Air Station, but last

AIR FORCE Magazine / April 2004



minute politicking kept it off the
final list. Since then, the state has
spent $3.2 million building a Naval
Reserve facility at Meridian. Colum-
bus AFB, Miss., which offers pilot
training, is also considered vulner-
able. The state has spent $13.5 mil-
lion improving sewer lines to Co-
lumbus and Meridian.

New Jersey worries that its seven
military bases could be targeted. Many
of them house support organizations,
not operating forces. New Jersey is
touting three adjacent bases—McGuire
Air Force Base, Ft. Dix Army Re-
serve Base, and Naval Air Engineer-
ing Station Lakehurst—as one of the
military’s first “superbases.” Previ-
ous BRACs have targeted all three in
the past. In the 1993 round, McGuire
narrowly beat out Plattsburg AFB,
N.Y., for survival.

Encroachment—the effect that sub-
urban sprawl and environmental laws
have on military bases and opera-
tions—Ilooms increasingly large in
decisions about which facilities will
stay open. In Southwestern states,
where military bases are positioned
near fast-growing Sun Belt cities,
that problem has been most acute.

Luke AFB, Ariz., USAF’s largest
fighter pilot training facility, is only
10 miles from Phoenix. Sometimes
officials must cancel training because
someone has sighted an endangered
antelope species on the Luke ranges.
Arizona may have to relocate an el-
ementary school a mile from a busy
runway on Davis—Monthan Air Force
Base, near Tucson. The Arizona leg-
islature isnow weighing laws to limit
encroachment around the state’s bases.

Orr said Air Force bases will be
evaluated, in part, on whether they
have the space to handle the more
powerful weapon systems that will
enter the inventory over the next few
decades. These include systems such
as the F/A-22 fighter, F-35 fighter,
and various unmanned aerial ve-
hicles. Environmental concerns are
far bigger today than they were in
past BRACs. “It’s not only if they
can fly there today, but can they fly
there in the future,” Orr said.

Some Western state officials tout
their wide-open training ranges as
an attractive alternative to the crowded
training sites east of the Mississippi
River. One who does so is Robert
Johnstone, executive director of the
Southwest Defense Alliance, an or-
ganization that represents the inter-
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ests of testing and training ranges in
the region. Johnstone said Edwards
AFB, Calif., located in the southern
California desert, could easily ac-
commodate aviation training to go
along with its test mission. Currently,
the services only use about 30 per-
cent of their western test and train-
ing ranges. That excess capacity

fense jobs. In recent years, Califor-
nia has offered grants worth hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars to com-
munities seeking to strengthen ties
to military bases. The state also
brokered a land swap between a de-
veloper and Los Angeles Air Force
Base, trading excess military land
for a new headquarters building.

Many officials began to OK pre-emptive moves to iry to keep their favorite bases
off the 2005 BRAC list. New Jersey has dubbed McGuire Air Force Base (home to
these KC-10s) and adjacent Army and Navy facilities a “superbase.”

makes them possible targets for con-
solidation, too.

The most aggressive BRAC play-
ers are states with a large military
presence. Georgia, facing its first
BRAC without the political cover of
the powerful Sam Nunn, passed a law
requiring communities to discuss pro-
posed zoning changes with the mili-
tary. The objective is to prevent any
adverse impact on nearby bases.

Florida has spent $475,000 to retain
both Washington, D.C., law firm Hol-
land & Knight and former Rep. Tillie
Fowler (R-Fla.) to analyze the relative
vulnerability of its 21 bases. Texas
voters last fall approved the creation
of a $250 million fund to help commu-
nities upgrade roads and other infra-
structure around military bases.

California has 62 bases and $19
billion in associated federal payroll.
State officials recall the economic
havoc of the past four BRACs, when
the state lost more than 90,000 de-

Republican Gov. Arnold Schwarz-
enegger took time during his State
of the State address tonote that BRAC
poses a large threat to California’s
ailing economy. “This could mean
thousands of lost jobs to Califor-
nia,” he said. “These bases are im-
portant to national defense, and they
are important to our steady economic
recovery. As a state, we will fight to
keep our bases open.”

Plans called for the Pentagon to
deliver a new analysis of infrastruc-
ture capacity to Congress. Officials
expect it to confirm the existence of
25 percent excess capacity, as deter-
mined in a 1998 analysis. If it does,
said Dubois, the 2005 round will
nearly match the combined reduc-
tion of the four previous rounds,
which brought an overall 21 percent
reduction.

BRAC 2005 promises to be a “very
difficult and challenging round,” said
Dubois. E

George Cahlink is a military correspondent with Government Executive
Magazine in Washington, D.C. His most recent article for Air Force Magazine,
“The Limits of Outsourcing,” appeared in the January issue.
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Hap Arnold’s unique B-29 force brought Japan to its knees
and helped make the case for an independent Air Force.

The Twentieth
Against Japan

IXTY years ago, Gen. Henry H.
Arnold, Commanding General
ofthe Army Air Forces, formed
and began to lead a new num-
bered air force, created to con-
duct B-29 operations against Japan’s
home islands. Hap Arnold’s creation
of Twentieth Air Force to spearhead a
strategic bombing offensive in the
Pacific not only led to Japan’s defeat
but also proved to be alandmark in the
long struggle of airmen to organize
and operate an independent air force.

Numerous studies have documented
the technical and engineering prob-
lems that had to be overcome in de-
veloping the B-29. Less has been
written about the critical decision of
how to command this long-range
bomber force. The answer was fun-
damental to prosecuting the strategic
bombing offensive against Japan.

The final decision, reached April
4, 1944, placed Twentieth Air Force
directly under Arnold. It was an un-
precedented arrangement that would
lead, in the Cold War era, to place-
ment of the newly formed Strategic
Air Command directly under the Joint
Chiefs of Staff as a specified com-
mand.

It was “one of the most important
events in the history of the United
States Air Force,” said retired Maj.
Gen. Haywood S. Hansell Ir., a former
air planner and first chief of staff for
the Twentieth, in his memoirs.

Arnold was a visionary and, as
Europe headed into World War II,
he saw the need for a four-engine
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strategic bomber whose range, speed,
and bomb load would be far superior
to the B-17 and B-24. He initiated
development of the B-29 Super-
fortressin November 1939, two months
after Nazi Germany’s invasion of
Poland.

The Essential B-29

After Japan’s sneak attack on Pearl
Harbor, Arnold was determined to
show that Japan could be driven out
of World War Il without a land inva-
sion of the home islands. He be-
lieved the B-29 was essential to that
outcome. Once the United States
entered the war, Arnold came under
increasing pressure from President
FranklinD. Rooseveltand Gen. George
C. Marshall, Army Chief of Staff, to
have the AAF’s long-range bomber
forces show results.

The B-29 was a greatly advanced
bombing airplane, with a pressur-
ized cabin, intricate fire-control sys-
tem, and powerful new Wright R-3350
engines. However, the B-29 devel-
oped critical problems, which brought
the entire program into question. If
the nation had not been at war, the
extent of B-29 development diffi-
culties would have forced Arnold to
stretch out testing and production or
even to halt it temporarily. Instead,
Arnold cut corners and ordered the
bomber into production before it had
completed a rigorous testing pro-
gram.

The Allies’ primary objective in
World War II was the defeat of Nazi

By Herman S. Wolk

B-29s of Twentieth Air Force crowd
the flight line on Guam’s North Field.
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Germany. Early AAF planning had
outlined potential B-29 operations
in the European Theater, but the
bomber’s development problems and
the pace of Allied operations in Eu-
rope made those plans moot.

By May 1943, the Allies decided
to shift more attention to defeating
Japan. According to a 1943 Joint
Chiefs of Staff study on the conduct
of the war, the Allies agreed to “main-
tain and extend unremitting pressure
against Japan with the purpose of
continually reducing her military
power and attaining positions from
which her ultimate unconditional
surrender can be forced.”

Roosevelt and high-level Admin-
istration officials, outraged at Japan’s
offensive against China, increasingly
emphasized the need to bomb Japan’s
home islands. At high-level Allied
conferences in 1943 at Casablanca
and Quebec, Roosevelt advocated
deploying B-29s to the China—Burma—
India Theater.

At Quebec in 1943, Arnold pre-
sented the “Air Plan for the Defeat
of Japan,” which called for deploy-
ment of Superfortresses to central
China. This plan, prepared by Brig.
Gen. Kenneth B. Wolfe, empha-
sized that the 1,500-mile range of
the B-29 would allow it to strike
Japan’s major industrial centers.

Arnold wanted to ensure the B-29s
were used first against Japan. In a
May 1943 memo to Marshall, Arnold
wrote: “If B-29s are first employed
against targets other than against Ja-
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Gen. rap Arnold, Commanding General of the Army Air Forces, and Gen. George
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Pictured above are the Superfortresses under production. The B-29 brought a

revolutionary capability. The long-range bomber featured a pressurized cabin,
intricate fire-control system, and powerful new engines.

pan, the surprise element will be
lost.” Arnold maintained that Japan
would “take the necessary actions to
neutralize potential useable bases.”

Challenging Arnold

In the summer of 1943, Lt. Gen.
George C. Kenney, commander of the
Allied Air Forces in the Southwest
Pacific and Fifth Air Force, challenged
the plan put forth by Arnold and his
Air Staff. Kenney had been informed
by his Washington sources that many
viewed the B-29 as the airplane that
would “win the war.” Kenney’s idea,
however, was to attack oil refineries

=

Kenney, commander of Allied Air Forces in the Southwesi Pacific, sparred over
initial use of the B-29. Arnold’s plan to strike Japan’s home islands prevailed.
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in Sumatra and Borneo, not industrial
centers in Japan.

In a cable to Arnold, Kenney said:
“If you want the B-29 used effi-
ciently and effectively where it will
do the most good in the shortest time,
the Southwest Pacific areais the place
and the Fifth Air Force can do the

job. Japan may easily collapse back

to her original empire by that time
(1944), due to her oil shortage alone.”

Kenney, however, had no real
chance to get the B-29s. Arnold never
wavered in his conviction that the
Superfortresses should be used to
strike at the heart of Japan.

Atthe Cairo conference inlate 1943,
Roosevelt approved the plan to base
B-29s in India and China. Maj. Gen.
Laurence S. Kuter, assistant chief of
Air Staff for plans, informed Kenney
in March 1944 that Roosevelt wanted
the B-29s in place by May 1944. The
plan was to base B-29s in India and
stage them through China for initial
B-29 attacks against Japan, then, once
the Allies had taken the Marianas,
launch B-29 raids from there.

Kenney did not take this news well.
He described attacks against Japan
from the Marianas as “nuisance raids.”

Before deploying the B-29s, Arnold
moved to make sure that he had op-
erational control over them. The of-
ficial history of the Army Air Forces
in World War II speculates that
Arnold wanted to command Twenti-
eth because he had not previously
commanded combat units. In his
memoirs, Arnold said that he was
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reluctant to make this decision, but a
lack of unity of command in the
Pacific forced him to command the
B-29 force himself.

As was the case in the European
Theater, long-range bombing opera-
tions raised unique organizational
and command and control problems.
Arnold did not want the B-29s under
the control of theater commanders—
Gen. Douglas MacArthur (Kenney’s
boss), Adm. Chester W. Nimitz, or
Gen. Joseph W. Stilwell—who would
employ them as they saw fit.

Gen. Curtis E. LeMay, who com-
manded the B-29 force in the Pacific
Theater, explained Arnold’s deci-
sion this way: “Arnold did this so we
would have a command in the Pa-
cific where we were free to fly over
anybody’s theater, to do an overall
job. Naturally, Admiral Nimitz wanted
everything he could get his hands
on; General MacArthur wanted ev-
erything he could get his hands on;
and General Stilwell wasn’t behind-
hand in wanting everything as well.
And we were flying over all three of
their theaters. We simply had to have
central coordination on this deal.”

The Control Issue

During 1943, Arnold and his Air
Staff in Washington had weighed
the advantages and disadvantages of
organizing strategic air forces out-
side the control of a theater com-
mander. Arnold saw more advan-
tages than disadvantages. According
to the official US Army history, the
Air Staff developed a concept that
was a “radical departure from the
[existing] chain of command.” Un-
der the new concept, Arnold would
command Twentieth as executive
agent of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff.

InJanuary 1944, a somewhat simi-
lar arrangement emerged with the
creation of the US Strategic Air
Forces (USSTAF) in Europe. It was
commanded by Gen. Carl A. “Tooey”
Spaatz, who directed Eighth Air
Force’s long-range bombing offen-
sive from the United Kingdom and
Fifteenth Air Force’s strategic bomb-
ing strikes from Italy. The Combined
Chiefs of Staff (CCS) exercised con-
trol over USSTAF through their ex-
ecutive agent, Air Chief Marshal
Charles “Peter” Portal, Royal Air
Force Chief of Air Staff.

The conflict in the Pacific, how-
ever, was primarily in the hands of
the Americans, and Arnold wanted
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Above, a B-29 on Saipan is framed by the wreckage of a Japanese blockhouse.
The capture of the Marianas was critical to the American war effort, as it
brought the B-29s within range of Japan.

to retain US control over the long-
range bomber force. The problem
was how to convince Marshall and
the Chief of Naval Operations, Adm.
Ernest J. King.

Historically, unity of command
over Army forces resided with a the-
ater commander, who held opera-
tional authority within a geographic
area. Fleet units of the US Navy
ultimately were commanded by the
Chief of Naval Operations, who was
commander of the US fleet and who
reported to the JCS.

Britain proposed that Twentieth
Air Force—and, subsequently, a Brit-
ish bomber force—should report to
the Combined Chiefs of Staff, as in
the European Theater. The US Joint
Chiefs opposed this concept, which
Britain quickly dropped. Marshall
and King, according to Hansell, had
been persuaded that the B-29 cam-
paign required unity of command
from Washington—free from the
control of theater commanders.
Marshall accepted Arnold’s position
almost immediately, but why King
acceded so readily remains unclear.

On April 4, 1944, the Joint Chiefs
activated Twentieth Air Force. The
War Department directive to Arnold
authorized him “to implement and
execute major decisions of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff relative to deploy-
ment and missions, including objec-
tives of the Twentieth Air Force.”
The unprecedented command ar-
rangement had the effect of placing
the Army Air Forces on an equal

footing with the Army and Navy in
the Pacific.

The new organization reflected
Arnold’s strategic concept: The great
range of the air arm makes it pos-
sible to strike far from the battlefield
and attack the sources of enemy mili-
tary power. The AAF commander
wanted to demonstrate the indepen-
dent power of the air arm. The im-
portance of airpower’s role in the
war already had been reflected in
Arnold’s position on the JCS and the
CCS. “The Army Air Forces,” he
noted in a memo, “are being directly
controlled by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and the Combined Chiefs of Staff
more and more each day. Conse-
quently, AAF representation in the
joint and combined planning staffs
has become a position of paramount
importance to me.”

In addition to naming Arnold to
head Twentieth, the Joint Chiefs also
directed theater commanders to “co-
ordinate B-29 operations with other
air operations in their theaters, to
construct and defend B-29 bases, and
to provide logistical support and
common administrative control of
B-29 forces.” The Chiefs said that,
“should strategic or tactical emer-
gencies arise requiring the use of
B-29 forces for purposes other than
the missions assigned to them by the
Joint Chiefs, theater commanders are
authorized to use the B-29 forces,
immediately informing the Joint Chiefs
of such action.”

Acting upon decisions made at the
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Cairo conference, Arnold in Novem-
ber 1943 had established XX Bomber
Command to oversee B-29 training
in the US. He placed Wolfe in com-
mand. In December 1943, advance
AAF personnel arrived in India to
oversee construction of airfields in
India and China. By April 1944, there
were eight fields ready to receive the
B-29s.

Striking Japan

Arnold designated XX Bomber
Command to be an operational unit
under Twentieth Air Force, and Wolfe
led the unit to India. Under the plan
known as Operation Matterhorn,
Wolfe, on June 5, 1944, began B-29
operations against Japanese railroad
facilities in Thailand. The first di-
rect strike on Japan’s home islands
came on June 15, when B-29s struck
the Imperial Iron and Steel Works
on Kyushu. Of the 68 bombers in the
strike force, only 47 bombed the pri-
mary target. Ten had mechanical
problems, four crashed, and seven
bombed secondary targets.

The operation suffered from main-
tenance and logistical problems, which
delayed the next strike by almost a
month—by which time, Arnold had
decided to replace Wolfe with Le-
May, who had led Eighth Air Force’s
305th Bomb Group, -and achieved
success testing new concepts and tac-
tics. At the time, Arnold said, “With
all due respect to Wolfe, ... LeMay’s
operations make Wolfe’s very ama-
teurish.”

Heavy B-29 attacks devastated Japan even before the atomic bombs were

Pictured shortly before the peak of the 1945 bomber offensive against Japan are
then-Maj. Gen. Curtis LeMay (left) and Brig. Gen. Roger Ramey. LeMay com-
manded XX! Bomber Command. Ramey later led XX Bomber Command.

LeMay improved XX Bomber
Command’s record, but the opera-
tion still suffered from supply diffi-
culties. Supplies had to “fly the
Hump”—they had to come in over
the Himalayas, the world’s highest
mountain range. Distance from China
to targets in Japan proved a major
obstacle, too. Tokyo was more than
2,000 miles from the B-29 staging
bases in China. That exceeded the
range of the bombers.

Arnold never expected to deal Ja-
pan a crushing blow using bases in
China. In October 1944, XXI Bomber
Command (a second subunit of the

dropped. Here, Superfortresses unload fire bombs on Yokohama in May

1945.
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Twentieth activated in August 1944)
was getting set up in the newly cap-
tured Mariana Islands, which lay
1,500 miles from Tokyo. Use of the
Marianas not only put most of Japan
within the B-29’s striking range but
also made it possible to supply and
sustain hundreds of B-29s at once.

Arnold named Hansell commander
of XXI Bomber Command. On Nov.
24, Hansell launched his first strike
against the home islands.

Dubbed San Antonio I, the mis-
sion sent 111 B-29s, led by Brig.
Gen. Emmett O’Donnell Jr., to bomb
an aircraft engine plant on the out-
skirts of Tokyo. Flying in bad weather,
only 24 B-29s struck the plant. Bombs
from 64 others fell on docks and
urban areas. Some 125 Japanese
fighters managed to down one B-29.

Though the bombing resulis were
not particularly good, the psycho-
logical impact was significant.

Between October 1944 and Janu-
ary 1945, the Superforts struck Japan’s
aircraft engine, component, and as-
sembly plants. However, bad weather
and mechanical difficulties contin-
ued to limit their success. Arnold,
under enormous pressure in Wash-
ington and determined to show re-
sults with the B-29 force, once again
called on LeMay. In January 1945,
LeMay replaced Hansell, who had
been LeMay’s commanderin England.

In Arnold’s mind, he was racing
against time. The Joint Chiefs had
acceded to his desire to command
the very long-range force from Wash-
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ington. Roosevelt and Marshall ex-
pected significant results. Arnold
realized that, if B-29 operations failed
to accomplish something decisive,
Allied forces would have to launch a
ground invasion of Japan.

LeMay Changes Tactics

LeMay had Arnold’s confidence,
but he realized he was on the spot.
“The turkey was around my neck,”
he recalled. “We were still going in
too high, still running into those big
jet-stream winds upstairs. Weather
was almost always bad.” LeMay fig-
ured he had only five or six good
bombing days per month. Brig. Gen.
Lauris Norstad, who had replaced
Hansell as Twentieth Air Force chief
of staff, informed LeMay that Arnold
wanted an incendiary campaign. Time
was running out.

In his memoirs, LeMay wrote that
Arnold, “fully committed to the B-29
program all along, had crawled out
on a dozen limbs about a thousand
times, in order to achieve physical
resources and sufficient funds to
build those airplanes and get them
into combat. ... So he finds they're
not doing too well. ... General
Arnold was absolutely determined
to get results out of this weapons
system.”

LeMay, after discussions with his
wing commanders, decided to scrap
high-altitude daylight bombing mis-
sions and shift to low-level night
incendiary attacks, as advocated by
Arnold and Norstad. LeMay’s XXI
Bomber Command would launch a
maximum effort in preparation for
the Allied assault on Okinawa.

On the night of March 9-10, 1945,
LeMay sent 334 B-29s to strike To-
kyo. They dropped 2,000 tons of
bombs—perhaps the most destruc-
tive raid in history, to that point—
and burned out a significant portion
of the city. The raid resulted in more
than 80,000 deaths and left one mil-
lion homeless.

Air planners had for some time
emphasized the vulnerability of
Japan’s cities to fire. Moreover,
they considered urban areas im-
portant military targets as they con-
tained heavy, dispersed industries

Five Twentieth Air Force B-29s fly over the coast of Japan. In the late stages

-

of the Pacific campaign, raids by up to 800 bombers helped bring Japan's
military and industrial capabilities to a standstill.

that were a major part of the war
economy.

Thus began five months of strategic
bombing that decimated Japan’s ur-
ban areas. In July 1945, Arnold trans-
ferred the headquarters for Twentieth
Air Force from Washington to Guam.
Spaatz took command of the US Army
Strategic Air Forces in the Pacific,
which encompassed the Twentieth.
However, strategic control of the
B-29s remained with Arnold and the
Joint Chiefs. The campaign culminated
in August 1945 with the atomic bomb-
ings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, which
ended the war in the Pacific.

1t would be difficult to overesti-
mate the importance of Twentieth
Air Force. In June 1945, Marshall
had advised President Truman: “Air-
power alone was not sufficient to
put the Japanese out of the war. It
was unable alone to put the Germans
out.” In June, Truman directed that
planning proceed for a two-stage
invasion of Japan—the invasion of
Kyushu in November 1945 (Opera-
tion Olympic) and an invasion of
Honshu in March 1946 (Operation
Coronet).

Truman, however, was gravely
concerned about the potential loss of
American lives. He wanted to pre-
vent “an Okinawa from one end of

Herman S. Wolk is senior historian in the Air Force Historical Research
Agency’s Washington, D.C., operating location. He is the author of The
Struggle for Air Force Independence, 1943-1947 (1997) and Fulcrum of
Power (2003). His most recent article for Air Force Magazine, "The 'New
Look,' " appeared in the August 2003 issue.
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Japan to the other.” Thus, he ordered
employment of the atomic bomb.

After the war, Arnold emphasized
that Japan surrendered “because air
attacks, both actual and potential, had
made possible the destruction of their
capability and will for further resis-
tance.” These air attacks, he contin-
ued, “had as a primary objective the
defeat of Japan without invasion.”
Arnold did not believe that the atomic
bombs, by themselves, brought about
the defeat of Japan but were only one
factor in Japan’s decision to surren-
der. The atomic bomb, Arnold said,
allowed the emperor “a way out to
save face.” Arnold’s view is, to say
the least, debatable.

The B-29 campaign in the Pacific
fulfilled President Roosevelt’s di-
rective to Marshall and the Joint
Chiefs to end the war as quickly as
possible with the least loss of Ameri-
can lives. Placing control of Twenti-
eth Air Force under Arnold was cen-
tral to that achievement.

The official US Army history of
World War II stated that the com-
mand arrangement in the Pacific
helped US leaders arrive “at a clear-
cut definition of the functions and
status of the Air Forces in relation to
both the Navy and the rest of the
Army.”

The experience of Twentieth Air
Force in World War Il proved to be a
landmark in demonstrating the inde-
pendent use of airpower. It made the
case for the postwar establishment of
the United States Air Force. =
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Getting the US Army
to buy a Wright Flyer
was much harder
than you might think.

By Rebecca Grant

W < i B

isurand Orville Wright g 5 1908: Orvitle Wright is about to begin a serles of demonstration flights
decided within days of 57 the US Army at Ft. Myer, Va. The Fiyer would go steadily higher and faster,
their Dec. 17. 1903, suc- shattering records.

cess at Kitty Hawk, N.C.,
that they could no longer
approach the problem of

flight as a hobby. To progress, they
had to devote time and money to
building new machines. The Wrights
decided to take the risk and regard
flying not only as a passion but also
as a strict business proposition, at
least until they had recouped their
investment.

It was a long wait. Not until 1909
did they find a buyer for a Wright
airplane.



In the two years after their world-
changing flight, the brothers dedi-
cated themselves to making much-
needed improvements in their flying
machines. In 1904, they began fly-
ing at Huffman Prairie, near their
home of Dayton, Ohio, with a new
aircraft replacing the one wrecked
by a wind gust at Kitty Hawk. They
were still paying for their flying ef-
forts out of their own pockets, so
they were tempted to go after cash
prizes such as the $150,000 offered
at the 1904 St. Louis World’s Fair
for the exhibition of an aircraft in
flight. They might have succeeded
in such exhibitions, but the Wrights

could not bring themselves to per-
form for thrill-seeking crowds. Nei-
ther did they want to risk damage to
their machine.

They decided to stay in Dayton
and develop a robust flying machine
that would give them the lead over all
others for several more years. They
filed for European patents and, in the
spring of 1904, built a second Flyer.
On Sept. 20, 1904, Wilbur flew it in a
controlled, full circle for the first time.

Within a month, a potential cus-
tomer turned up. Lt. Col. John E.
Capper of the British Army arrived
in Dayton to meet the Wrights. The
publicity-shy brothers nevertheless

showed Capper photographs of their
1904 Flyer making its steady, suc-
cessful flights. Capper advised them
to make London a proposal.
However, the Wrights first wanted
to offer their aircraft to the US mili-
tary. In January 1905, they enlisted
Congressman Robert M. Nevin to
help them make such an offer to
Washington. (See “The Paper Trail:
‘Lands Without Being Wrecked,” ”
September 2002, p. 101.)

Rejection

In Nevin’s absence, his staff mis-
takenly sent the letter, without a
cover note, to the US Army Board



of Ordnance and Fortification. The
Army was in no mood to give self-
proclaimed airplane inventors a
warm reception. The War Depart-
ment had already spent $50,000 on
the failed powered airplane experi-
ments of Samuel P. Langley, the
head of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion in Washington, D.C., and Con-
gress was inquiring into the 1903
crash of Langley’s airplane. The
Wrights® offer drew, on Jan. 24,
1905. an insulting form-letter re-
jection from the board: “The board
has found it necessary to decline to
make allotments for the experimen-
tal development of devices for me-
chanical flight. ... It appears ...
their machine has not yet been
brought to the stage of practical
operation.”

The board either had not read or
had misunderstood their letter, which
proclaimed that they had flown and
were ready to turn over an aircraft
suitable for war. The Wrights tried
again to interest the US government,
writing directly in October 1905 to
Secretary of War William H. Taft. It
would be 1907 before the US mili-
tary showed any interest, however,

Meanwhile, the Wrights had of-
fered their airplane to Great Britain.
They described the Flyer as an air-
plane that could carry two men and
fly at 30 miles per hour. Their pitch
was clear. They said that any nation
purchasing the Wright machine, with
accompanying technical information
and instruction, would be years ahead
of any other government.

The Wrights® 1905 Flyer was the
first of the brothers’ aircraft capable
of performing steady endurance
flights. From the moment they com-
pleted it in late May, they knew they
had a winner. Flights over the sum-
mer proved it. On Sept. 26, 1905,
Orville spent 18 minutes in the air
and ran the gas tank dry for the first
time. Soon they flew more than half
an hour at a time. The 1905 Flyer
solved problems of power and con-
trol and enabled the brothers to make
easy, controlled circles around Huff-
man Prairie as long as they wished.

Going Overseas

In 1905, they began a complicated
series of negotiations with govern-
ments in Britain, France, Germany,
and Russia, as well as various pri-
vate business consortia. The broth-
ers traveled to Europe and spent more
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time dealing than flying. Would-be
aviators in Europe and the US kept
experimenting, but, as Wilbur fig-
ured, the brothers had a five-year
lead over everyone else. For the time
being, they could afford to wait.

No government, though, was will-
ing to pay $100,000 or more for an
airplane they’d never seen fly. In
turn, the Wrights did not want to
demonstrate their aircraft and reveal
its secrets until they had a signed
contract.

Wilbur and Orville had exclusive
rights to the invention of the cen-
tury, but they could not sell it. The
impasse continued. Octave Chanute,
a friend and mentor, told them in late
1907 that it appeared government
officials in Europe wanted to stall
until Wright competitors could catch
up, driving the price down.

The breakthrough marketing boost
came in a time-honored way—through
personal connections. Wilbur met the
head of the Aero Club of America on
one of his visits to New York to
pursue European business. The club
president asked his brother-in-law,
Congressman Herbert Parsons, to
look into the US Army’s rejection of
the Wright offer. Parsons sent a pack-
age about the Wrights straight to
President Theodore Roosevelt. With
Roosevelt’s direct endorsement, the
Army soon asked the Wrights to sub-
mit a bid price for their airplane.

Orville’s answer caused sticker
shock. The price was $100,000, and
with European deals pending, there

—
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Cavalry officer Lt. Frank Lahm wrote to the head of the Signal Corps, insisting

was no guarantee of exclusive rights
for the Army. The brothers’ European
negotiations ranged from $100,000 to
$500,000, and they had never wanted
to give up all rights to their inven-
tion.

It looked like there would be no
deal. Wilbur wrote his father en route
home from England that they would
probably spend the winter working
on more machines and, by spring,
might have to announce a reduction
sale.

Time was running out. French aero-
nauts such as Henri Farman and
Ferdinand L. Delagrange had made
short flights near Paris in their own
airplanes. While the Wright broth-
ers knew they were still far ahead of
the competition, the chance to get
their American-made Flyer into the
hands of the US government would
not last indefinitely.

It took a young US Army officer
to help break the deadlock. Lt. Frank
P. Lahm had been at cavalry school
in France and was returning home to
a job in the new aeronautics section
of the Army’s Signal Corps. Lahm’s
boss was Brig. Gen. James Allen,
who was the Chief Signal Officer
and the man with final authority on
procuring balloons and the like. Lahm
could not bear to see the Army pass
up the opportunity to acquire the
Wright Flyer. In a letter to Allen,
Lahm expressed his dismay that the
US Army might not be the first to
acquire this American invention, with
its obvious military value.

the Flyer had strong military potential. Pressure from President Theodore
Roosevelt forced the Army to revisit its initial rejection of the Wrights.
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Allen was a skeptic who believed
dirigibles fulfilled the Army’s cur-
rent requirements for dominance of
the air. Air Force Historian Robert
F. Futrell quoted an October 1907
letter Allen sent to the board. In it
Allen said a “high-speed aeroplane”
was hardly suitable for dropping
explosives on the enemy because
“even after considerable practice, it
is not thought a projectile could be
dropped nearer than haif a mile from
the target.”

The Army Reconsiders

However, Lahm’s letter—and Roo-
sevelt’s pressure—worked. On Oct.
5, 1907, the Army wrote again to
Orville. Years of patent filings and
fruitless international wheeling and
dealing with kings and tycoons had
taken their toll. Orville responded to
the board that he and Wilbur were
more concerned about receiving fair
treatment than a high price for their
first machine. They reasoned that, if
their patent held, they would be in a
good position to gain revenues from
aircraft manufacturing. The key was
to get the initial sale, and, in their
hearts, the brothers wanted to make
that sale where they’d first offered
it: to the US government. All their
offers to European governments had
contained a proviso waiving any re-
striction on the Wrights’ ability to
furnish machines to the US govern-
ment.

The gap finally closed when Wilbur
met with Army officials in late No-
vember and early December 1907.
He suggested a price of $25,000 and
outlined for the board what a Wright
Flyer could do. Yet his tin ear for
business almost ruined the deal.
Wilbur came away from the 1907
meetings convinced the Army offi-
cials were just being courteous to
him.

Wilbur was wrong. The Army
board was truly impressed with his
presentation. They moved fast to tap
a fund left over from the Spanish—
American War, and, on Dec. 23, the
Signal Corps issued its “Advertise-
ment and Specification for a Heavier-
Than-Air Flying Machine.”(See “The
Paper Trail: No Extra Charge ‘for
Training,” ” October 2002, p. 67.)
The Army took Wilbur at his word
and wrote the specification to stipu-
late that the aircraft would complete
a trial endurance flight of at least
one hour, speed of at least 40 mph,

AIR FORCE Magazine / April 2004

g/ ® : L - i S

N N

A\‘d‘"

The Wrights faced competition from Glenn Curtiss (above), whom they sued for
patent infringement, and others. The Wrights demonstrated their Flyer in France
but wanted America to be the first with a military airplane.

and carry two persons weighing a
total of 350 pounds.

When the requirements hit the
press, skeptics suspected the Signal
Corps had lost its senses. “Nothing
in any way approaching such a ma-
chine has even been constructed,”
objected the New York Globe.

All this furor was due to the fact
that the Wrights had not given pub-
lic demonstrations. The world at large
had never seen aviators perform to
the standards now being demanded
by the Signal Corps. Meanwhile, oth-
ers besides the Wrights did have fly-
able aircraft. The Frenchmen Dela-
grange, Farman, and Louis Bleriot
were winning prizes for short flights.
Up in Cape Breton, Nova Scotia, a
team led by Alexander Graham Bell
was trying to progress from kites to
gliders to airplanes, with the help of
enthusiastic Army Lt. Thomas E.
Selfridge and enterprising motorcy-
clist Glenn H. Curtiss.

Only Wilbur and Orville knew that
the capabilities of their rivals paled
before those of the Wright Flyer.

The Army solicitation attracted
more than 40 responses by the Feb-
ruary 1908 deadline. Most were from
quacks, but one credible bidder un-
derbid the Wrights’ price of $25,000
by offering a machine for $20,000.
The rival bid was not a technical
threat, for no one had ever seen this
bidder with an airplane. The broth-
ers were confident because the de-
tails of the Army’s one-page solici-
tation were tailored to what they had

already demonstrated in late 1904
and 1905.

The French Sign Up

In late March 1908, meanwhile,
the Wrights also signed an agree-
ment with a French syndicate. Wilbur
had spent much of 1907 setting up a
base camp for the Flyer in France,
and now the brothers were commit-
ted to fly in France in 1908. Ulti-
mately, they agreed that Wilbur would
go back to Europe, while Orville
handled the US Army deal.

First, the brothers had to go back
to their testing ground at Kitty Hawk
for flight practice before undertak-
ing the official trials at Washington
and in France. Their Flyer included
new innovations of upright seating,
room for a passenger, and hand-le-
ver controls. All this and more had
to be tested before they went public.
Kitty Hawk’s remote endless sands
served them well once again.

After weeks of preparation, they
began flying in early May. The new
controls were difficult for them. One
day’s flying left them too sore to
take the machine out the next day.
However, Kitty Hawk again worked
its magic, and soon they were flying
circuits around the dunes as easily as
they had at Huffman Prairie. Then,
just when they started to log long
flights, Wilbur mishandled the new
levers and crashed. There was no
time left to make repairs and fly
again. Wilbur departed immediately
for France, while Orville packed up
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to return to Dayton and prepare a
Flyer for the Army trials.

Orville swung through Washing-
ton, D.C., on his way home from
Kitty Hawk. Ft. Myer, Va., just out-
side Washington, was home to bal-
loon sheds for the Army’s other aero-
nautical activities and seemed the
logical place to try out the heavier-
than-air machine. To Orville’s dis-
may, he found the Fi. Myer parade
ground to be difficult terrain and
much smaller than Wilbur had re-
ported. He realized he would have to
make some tests at the site fairly
soon.

The summer of 1908 was to bring
the Wright brothers aeronautical suc-
cess and international fame far be-
yond their 1903 achievements. It was
also a challenging time for them.
Unlike 1903, they were working and
flying separately—an ocean between

a1

Orville Wright and Lt. Thomas Selfridge prepare for a demonstration of the

Flyer’s ability to carry a passenger. Their Sept. 17, 1908, flight ended in
disaster. In the crash, Selfridge died and Wright was seriously injured.

Even though Orville survived the crash (shown here), his injuries would
plague him the rest of his life. Selfridge is remembered as the first casualty of

American military aviation.

them. Wilbur labored to uncrate a
Flyer shipped to Le Mans, France,
and get it into working order. He
suffered severe steam burns from an
engine in July and worked the rest of
the summer with fist-sized blisters
on his arms. Orville had no less a
challenge preparing a machine for
the Army demonstration. Around
them, the world remained skeptical
and much entranced with the doings
of the Bell group and others such as
Bleriot, who logged an eight-minute
flight in his monoplane in July 1908.

Patent infringements were be-
coming a constant worry since the
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Wrights had yet to earn a dime
from flying. For the first time, the
brothers actively set out to get the
public on their side. Orville penned
an article for a popular magazine,
telling the story of Kitty Hawk and
the brothers’ long fascination with
flight. The article was published
just before the Army trials in Sep-
tember.

What carried the day for them,
however, was the astonishing supe-
riority of their flights. Wilbur went
first. By early August 1908, his Flyer
was ready, his burns were healing,
and the weather at Le Mans was

fair. Wilbur wrote to Orville after-
ward that he thought he should do
something more than just a level
flight. The crowd at Le Mans in-
cluded knowledgeable aeronauts
who by then were used to seeing
airplanes with wheels take off and
make wide, skidding turns. They
scoffed at the Wrights’ rail launch
system.

Wilbur awed them with a two-
minute flight on the evening of Aug.
8, 1908. The Flyer leapt into the air
and headed straight for a grove of
trees. Then, with perfect ease, Wilbur
executed the first tight, controlled
banking turns the world had ever
seen. “It had taken only two circuits
of a provincial racecourse to con-
vince the members of the French
Aero Club,” wrote historian Fred
Howard in his book Wilbur and
Orville: A Biography of the Wright
Brothers. According to Howard, one
spectator at the French demonstra-
tion said, “We are as children com-
pared to the Wrights.” He also quoted
Bleriot, who declared that “a new
era in mechanical flight has com-
menced.”

Wilbur was gratified and amused
at the gasps of the French aviators.
Over the next several days, he con-
tinued to amaze France and the world
with figure eights and flights at 75
feet and above, far higher than any-
thing ever seen. The ease, control,
and consistency of the Wright Flyer
put it head and shoulders above any
other aircraft. Only Wilbur and the
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Flyer could turn tight. Endurance
and altitude records were his for the
taking.

The Army Trials

The terms of the Signal Corps so-
licitation called for several test events
culminating in cross-country passen-
ger flights. Orville first tested his
Flyer on the tight parade ground cir-
cuit with short flights, then set out to
fulfill the hour-long endurance re-
quirements. Orville had the advan-
tage of quality help from young Sig-
nal Corps officers. His personal
favorite was Lt. Benjamin D. Foulois,
whose slight build—he weighed only
130 pounds—was a real asset in a
passenger.

However, Foulois was a heavy-
weight in terms of vision and one of
the first to picture air campaigns.
His 1907 thesis at Army Command
and General Staff College had dis-
cussed future operations where op-
posing air fleets would operate ahead
of ground forces. For the young of-
ficers assisting Orville, the demon-
stration of the Flyer was opening a
world of technical and tactical mar-
vels.

On Sept. 3, 1908, Orville took to
the air for a little over a minute for
the first Army demonstration flight.
The series of short flights went
exactly as Orville planned. Yet,
the news from France, just three
days later, featured French aviator
Delagrange who had made a half-
hour flight on a straight course at
Issy.

The race that provided aviation’s
most stunning moments, though, was
between Wilbur in France and Orville
at Ft. Myer. On Sept. 10, Wilbur
flew 22 minutes and set a new Euro-
pean altitude record at 120 feet. Hours
later, at Ft. Myer, Orville took off
for a one hour and six minute flight
and shattered all known endurance
records. He set a new altitude record
of 200 feet. By the end of the week,
Orville was flying well over an hour
and up to 310 feet. Crowds flocked
to Ft. Myer to watch the spectacle.

On both sides of the Atlantic, the
Wright brothers proved their domi-

The Army was undaunted by the 1908 crash and immediately extended the trial to

give the Wrights time to revise their design. Above, Orville and Army personnel
check out the Flyer in 1909. On Aug. 2, 1909, the Army accepied its first airplane.

nance. It was a time of great satis-
faction for them. By the end of Sep-
tember, Wilbur was flying up to 90
minutes at a time. He reveled in
Orville’s success and acclaim in
America, telling his brother in one
letter how Orville had supplanted
him in the eyes of the French press.

The next step in the Army tests
was for Orville to carry passen-
gers. He took off on Sept. 17, 1908,
with 175-pound Selfridge beside
him. After takeoff and several cir-
cuits around the field, Orville was
beginning a turn when a tapping
noise alarmed him. An instant later,
a propeller split, throwing a sec-
tion into the wire controlling the
rudder and cutting Orville’s con-
trols. The Flyer crashed in a cloud
of dust.

Orville and Selfridge were pulled
from the wreckage, bleeding. Self-
ridge was unconscious and was rushed
to surgery, but died within hours, the
first to die in an airplane accident.
Orville’s injuries were not life threat-
ening, but they were life changing. He
broke his leg and several ribs, sus-
tained head wounds, and damaged a
sciatic nerve. For the rest of his life,
Orville was plagued by the after-
effects of the injuries.

Rebecca Grant is a contributing editor of Air Force Magazine. She is president of
IRIS Independent Research in Washington, D.C., and has worked for Rano, the
Secretary of the Air Force, and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force. Grant is a fellow
of the Eaker Institute for Aerospace Concepits, the public policy and research arm
of the Air Force Association’s Aerospace Education Foundation. Her most recent
article, “Trenchard at the Creation,” appeared in the February issue.
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The crash had little effect on the
customer. The Army’s reaction was
a testament to Orville’s success so
far. The board did not hesitate to
extend the trial for a year to give the
Wrights time to fulfill the two re-
maining test requirements.

The Wright brothers’ discoveries,
as laid out in patents and the demon-
strations of 1908, were absorbed by
the early aviation community. Other
aviators were now able to make
breakthroughs on their own. On July
25, 1909, Bleriot flew across the
English Channel. In August, the
Wrights reluctantly began a patent
suit against fellow aviator Glenn
Curtiss that would consume their
attention for years.

However, during one golden week
in the summer of 1909, the Wrights
put the final touches on their con-
tribution to the history of aviation.
On July 27, Orville and Lahm flew
79 circles around the Ft. Myer pa-
rade ground and logged more than
one hour in flight. On July 30,
Orville tackled the last remaining
test. He took Foulois up as his navi-
gator and completed a cross-coun-
try flight to Alexandria, Va., and
back, some 10 miles over ravines
and streams.

The Signal Corps calculated the
official speed of the flight at 42 miles
per hour—earning the Wrights a
$5,000 bonus over the $25,000 base
price. The Army accepted the Flyer
on Aug. 2, 1909, and America had
its first military aircraft. =
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AFA / AEF National Report

By Frances McKenney, Assistant Managing Editor

The 20th Anniversary Gala

It was a Platinum Anniversary—
the 20th annual Air Force Gala, spon-
sored by the Central Florida Chap-
ter and the Air Force Association’s
Aerospace Education Foundation.

The “anniversary gifts” were gen-
erous, too: among them, $45,000 for
AEF, presentied to foundation offi-
cials L. Boyd Anderson and Mary
Anne Thompson, and $10,000 for the
Air Force Memaorial Foundation, ac-
cepted by its president, Edward F.
Grillo Jr.

John Timothy Brock, head of the
Central Florida Chapter and master
of ceremonies for the evening, told
the audience that they were celebrat-
ing not only two decades of support
for AEF but also a “first goal” of rais-
ing $500,000 for the foundation in
those 20 years.

The Air Force Gala served as the
culminating event for AFA’s annual
two-day Air Warfare Symposium in
Orlando, Fla. The February black-tie
banquet featured VIP guests such as
AFA Board Chairman John J. Politi
and AFA National President Stephen
P. “Pat” Condon. There were awards
presentations and musical entertain-
ment—but, as gala chairman Tommy
G. Harrison pointed out, “No speeches.”

This year’s gala turned a spotlight
on the Air Force's space programs,
technology, and personnel. To rep-
resent these elements, six new AEF
Schriever Fellows were announced,
with USAF Chief of Staff Gen. John
P. Jumper helping in the presenta-
tions. Lt. Col. Todd M. Freece of the
50th Space Wing, Schriever AFB,
Colo., received recognition as an
Operation Iragi Freedom space weap-
ons controller. Capt. Arnold G. Wer-
schky of the 2nd Space Operations
Squadron at Schriever and Capt.
Philip J. Mendicki of the 9th SOS
(AFRC) received honors for having
increased the accuracy of the Global
Positioning System in Southwest Asia.

The other three honored as Schriever
Fellows were: Lockheed Martin for
the Defense Satellte Communica-
tions System, accepted by Leonard
F. Kwiatkowski, vice president for
Military Space Programs; Boeing for
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At the Air Force Gala, chairman Tommy Harrison (left) and Central Florida
Chapter President Tim Brock (far right) join Chief of Staff Gen. John Jumper in
honoring Capts. Philip Mendicki (second from left) and Arnold Werschky.

the Inertial Upper Stage, accepted
by George K. Muellner, senior VP
and general manager for Air Force
Systems; and Northrop Grumman for
the Defense Support Program, ac-
cepted by Craig Staresinich, VP and
programs deputy at Northrop Grum-
man Space Technology.

Gala Highlight

AEF recently established the H.H.
Arnold Fellowship and honored one
of its first recipients at the Florida
gala.

The Arnold Fellow pays tribute to
five-star Gen. of the Air Force Henry
H. “Hap” Arnold, who took flying les-
sons from the Wright brothers, com-
manded the Army Air Forces in World
War Il, and helped establish USAF
as an independent service. In the
summer of 1945, Arnold began think-
ing about organizing AAF veterans to
keep them connected and to serve
as airpower advocates. The result
was AFA.

The audience at the Air Force Gala
remembered these accomplishments
when a most tangible tie to Hap
Arnold—his grandson Robert B. Arnold
of Sonoma, Calif.—joined awards

presenters on stage. They then named
one of the newest Arnold Fellows:
retired Lt. Gen. Forrest S. McCartney.

McCartney entered the regular Air
Force in 1952 and seven years later
was assigned to the Satellite Control
Facility in Sunnyvale, Calif. He spent
the next 28 years in space-related
assignments, retiring in 1987 as com-
mander of the Space Division at Los
Angeles AFB, Calif.

Award of the Arnold Fellow recog-
nized McCartney’'s leadership and
support for Air Force service mem-
bersin the space career fields, and its
presentation was the highlight of the
Platinum Anniversary Air Force Gala.

Making his Calendar

Posted as an event of note on the
Web site calendar of Rep. Jeff Miller
(R-Fla.) was the “Eglin AFA Dinner,
Wednesday, Feb. 18.”

It was worth listing. That evening,
150 Eglin Chapter (Fla.) members
and leaders from the military and
business communities turned out to
hear the two-term Congressman at a
“coat and tie business meeting” at
Eglin Air Force Base’s Enlisted Club.

Miller is a member of the House

81



Armed Services Committee and the
House Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. His Congressional district, cov-
ering Florida’'s northwest panhandle,
encompasses several military instal-
lations, and his audience that evening
included Lt. Gen. Paul V. Hester,
commander of Air Force Special Op-
erations Command at Hurlburt Field,
and Maj. Gen. Robert W. Chedister,
commander of Air Armament Center,
the host unit at Eglin.

Miller spoke about military issues
affecting his district, the important
role of the area’s veterans, and his
support for Survivor Benefit Plan re-
form. (See “AFA In Action.”)

Miller later joined Raymond Tur-
czynski Jr., Florida Region president,
in presenting chapter, state, and AFA
national-level awards (as listed in the
November 2003 issue). Among the
recipients were three chapter mem-
bers, named AEF Jimmy Doolittle
Fellows: Sandy Wood; the late James
F.Shambo; and retired CMSAF James
C. Binnicker, who was the ninth Chief
Master Sergeant of the Air Force
(1986-90).

Noting that this was Miller's fourth
consecutive year of addressing the
group, Chapter President Douglas L.
Hardin said the Congressman’s chap-
ter visit was becoming a tradition.

A Fair Judge

“What is the best thickness for a
wing?”

The Wright brothers worked out
the answer. Sodid 11-year-old Chris-
topher Gardiner. He used that ques-
tion as the title for his entry in the
Pinellas County Regional Science and
Engineering Fair, held in February in
Pinellas Park, Fla.

Gardiner’s projectimpressed Henry
L. Marois Jr., former president of the
Gen. Nathan F. Twining Chapter
(Fla.) and a five-time judge at the fair,
and he chose the sixth-grader as the
chapter's Student of the Year.

Like Wilbur and Orville Wright more
than a century ago, Gardiner used a
wind tunnel to test his theories. "He
thought the whole project out very,
very well,” said Marois. For example,
Gardiner placed airfoil sections hori-
zontally in the wind tunnel, to coun-
teract gravity.

The middle-schooler thought a
wider wing would work best, but a
narrower one proved to have more
lift because of the speed of air fed
into the wind tunnel. Marois said this
result, which contradicted Gardiner's
expectations, actually helped his
project stand out in the field of more
than 300 entries from middle and
high school students.

Along with choosing a student of

82

the year from the science fair, the
chapter selected Abby Madeiros as
its Science Teacher of the Year.
Madeiros teaches math and science
at the same school Gardiner attends,
Southside Fundamental Middle School
in St. Petersburg.

Air Force Ball in Colorado

The Lance P. Sijan Chapter threw
aparty, and athousand people showed
up.
It was the Air Force social event in
tewn, said George T. Cavalli, chap-
ter secretary. He was describing the
2004 Air Force Ball, held in January
atthe “five-star, five-diamond” Broad-
moor Hotel in Colorado Springs, Colo.
Cavalli served as chairman of the
ball, along with Lt. Col. Dan Beatty
from the co-host organization, Air
Force Space Command, Peterson
AFB, Colo.

The evening was dedicated to
“Those Who Serve,” and the US Air
Force Academy Cadet Choraleillus-
trated this theme through a program
of patriotic songs. As the 47 cadets
sang their medley, a slide and video
show, compiled by AFSPC’s Com-
munications Support Squadron, pro-
jected above them. Cavalli said the
program “emphasized the value of
all ranks and force components.”

So did the guest list. Among the
1,120 attendees were Gen. Lance W.
Lord, AFSPC commander; Lt. Gen.
John W. Rosa Jr., the academy su-
perintendent; and Rear Adm. Daniel
H. Stone, who represented North
American Aerospace Defense Com-
mand as well as US Northern Com-
mand.

The VIP roster included many of the
top enlisted personnel in the Colorado
Springs area: CMSgt. Ronald G. Kriete,

AFA In Action

The Air Force Association works closely with lawmakers on Capitol Hill,
bringing to their attention issues of importance to the Air Force and its people.

® When Rep. Jeff Miller (R-Fla.) held a Capitol Hill press conference Feb. 4,
AFA Executive Director Donald L. Peterson was among those taking part. Miller
announced that he was introducing H.R. 3763, the Military Survivor Benefits
Improvement Act of 2004. The bill is Miller's latest attempt to change a provision
in the Survivor Benefit Plan (SBP) that lowers the annuity surviving spouses
receive when they turn 62. (See “Action in Congress: Affordable SBP Reform," p.

22)

Miller and his staff collected more than 260 co-sponsors for the bill. Joining
him at the press conierence were several of them: F. Allen Boyd (D-Fla.),
Michael Burgess (R-Tex.), Ken Calvert (R-Calif.), Bob Filner (D-Calif.), Robin
Hayes (R-N.C.), Sheila Jackson Lee (D-Tex.), Walter Jones (R-N.C.), and Joe

Wilson (R-S.C.).

In remarks at the press conference, Peterson said the need for SBP reform has
lagged for years, and Congress now has a great opportunity to enact the bill because
of strong bipartisan support. He called on the military associations to energize their
grassroots membership to increase the number of co-sponsors for the bill.

®m AFA Executive Director Peterson and Ken Goss, AFA director of government
relations, attended a meeting in February between Rep. Steny Hoyer (D-Md.),
the House minority whip, and several military association representatives. The
group discussed SBP reform; increasing military end strength; keeping benefits
for Guardsmen and Reservists commensurate with their increasing responsibili-
ties and mobilizations; age 55 retirement for reservists; and the need for an
equipment strategy for the reserves. Hoyer voiced strong support for these
initiatives and encouraged the associations to keep in contact with him and his

legislative director, Geoff Plague.

The meeting with Hoyer was a follow-on to an earlier one, which Peterson and
Goss also attended, sponsored by the Democratic Steering and Coordination
Committee. Sen. Hillary Rodham Clinton (D-N.Y.) is chairman of the committee.

® Members of AFA's Government Relations staff met with Simon Limage,
legislative assistant to Rep. Ellen O. Tauscher (D-Calif.), to discuss legislation
Tauscher introduced in December to increase temporarily the minimum end
strength level for the Air Force, Army, and Marine Corps. The bill calls for an
increase in USAF end strength from 359,300 to 388,000. This level would remain

in effect through Fiscal Year 2008.

The AFA staff members provided Limage with the association's 2004 State-
ment of Policy and Top Issues paper. They emphasized the sections that address

the end strength issue.

AIR FORCE Magazine / April 2004



[ReRoSPACE
[Ebucartion

FOUNDATION.

AEF Wings Club Donors...

Legacy Wings Club ($15,000+)
William W. Spruance and Eunice Spruance (4}°

Diamond Wings Club ($10,000+)
Jack B, Gross (4)*

Platinum Wings Club ($5,000+)
James Callahan and Bonnie Callahan (4)
Lennie S. Skaggs (2)

Gold Wings Club ($2,500+)
Boyd Anderson (4)*

Philip Cerniglia (3)

David R. and Marguerite Cummock (4)*
Richard B. Goetze Jr. and Vera Goetze (4)*
John Gray (4)*

Jane A. Peterson (1)

Jack C. Price and Gretchen Price (4)"
Hall Thompson Jr. (2)

Craig Truman (3)

Tim White (1)

H.A. Wilkes (1)

Silver Wings Club ($1,000+)
Jan A. Clark (1)

George B. Coover (2)

Charles H. Diaz (2}

Stephen B. Dwelle (1)

Robert J. Eichenberg (2)

George C. Kaiser (2)

Richard L. Lawson (4)

James P. McCarthy (1)

James Mullins (1)

F.M. Rogers (3)

Robert L. Schulke {2)

E. Robert Skloss (3)

John Toomay (2)

Mille West (1)

Charles P. Zimkas and Ursula Zimkas (4)*

Bronze Wings Club ($500+)
Donald O. Aldridge (4)
Barbara Anderson (3)
R.D. Anderson (4)*
Lawrence W. Bachman (3)
F.C. Bachmann (4)

John Barneson (2)

Harold F. Beery (1)
Joseph S. Benham (3)
W.J. Boyne (4)°

Leo Briney (2)

Walter Brocato (1)

L.E. Buzard (2)

Bryce R. Cargile (3)

Noel Castellon (3)

Judy Church (4)

Kathleen Clemence {4)
Henry Cochran (4)
Timothy Cook (1)

Richard L. Coy (1)

Wilbur L. Creech (2)
Wiltiam D. Croom Jr. and Phyllis Croom (4}
Ruben A. Cubero (1)

Rolando Diaz Jr. (1)

Dexter Dodge (1}

Elton E. Dyal (2)

David Eisenberg (4)

Samuel C. Ferrell (4)

Richard Fitzgerrell (3)

Ronald R. Fogleman (2)

Harold G. Fulmer and Alyce Fulmer (4)
William C. Garland (2)

Glenn Grau (4)

David A. Green (4)*

J.E. Guevara (3)

John C. Hartney (4]

Harry Harvey (3)

Paul M. Hendricks I (3)

Craig Howard (1)

Albert T. Keeler (3)

Richmond M. Keeney and Gail Keeney (4}*
Leroy F. Knowles (3)

Herbert Lyon (1)

H.O. Malone (1)

Danny D. Marrs (4)

Marvin L. McNickle {1)

The Honorable Henry Meigs (2)
George Miller {4)*

Albert S. Nakano (4)

Harold Neufeld (4)

William H. Newton (2)

Gerald Paul (2)

Robert M. Paul (1}

John W. Pauly (4)

Earl G. Peck (4)

Donna Perry (1)

Robert W, Peterson (1)

Jimmy B, Pickens {4)

John J. Politi and Terri Politi (4)
Warren E, Reid (4)°

John P. Russell (4)*

Elvin O. Sales {2)

William Schulte (2)

Ray B. Sitton (2)*

William H. Stevens (4)

George N. Stokes Sr. (2)
Charles X. Suraci Jr. (4}
Dennis Ullrich (3)

Donald Wegner (4)

Robert G. Williams (2)

Mark J. Worrick and Marlene Worrick (4)
Stuart S. Wright (1)

AEF Corporate Partners...

Bronze Wings Club ($25,000+)
The Boeing Company

* Indicates previous AEF Life Members
() Indicates years ol consecutive giving in 21st
Century Legacy of Flight Program,

AEF Education Partners...

Legacy Level ($75,000+)
Central Florida Chapter, AFA (3)

Gold Level ($10,000+)

General E.W. Rawlings Chapter, AFA (3)
LA Ball Committee (3)

Schriever Education Foundation (3)

Silver Level ($5,000+)
Eglin Chapter, AFA (3)

Iron Gate Chapter, AFA (3)
Langley Chapter, AFA (3)
Paul Revere Chapter, AFA (2)
Texas State AFA (2)

Utah State AFA (3)

Bronze Level ($1,000+)
Albuguerque Chapter, AFA (1)
Cape Canaveral Chapter, AFA (3)
Colorado State AFA (3)

Dale O. Smith Chapter, AFA (1)
Dallas Chapter, AFA (3)

Fort Worth Chapter, AFA (1}
Hawaii Chapter, AFA (1}

Hurlburt Chapter, AFA (3)

Lance P. Sijan Chapter, AFA (3)
Leigh Wade Chapter, AFA (1)
Lincoln Chapter, AFA (1)

Lloyd R. Levitt Jr. Chapter, AFA (2)
Long Island Chapter, AFA (1)
MNation's Capital Chapter, AFA (3)
Nevada State AFA (3)

Northeast Texas Chapter, AFA (1}
Pioneer Valley Chapter, AFA (2)
Richard |. Bong Chapter, AFA (3)
Swamp Fox Chapter, AFA (3)
Tennessee Ernie Ford Chapter, AFA (1)
Thomas B. McGuire Jr. Chapter, AFA (2)
Thunderbird Chapter, AFA (1)

The 215t Century Legacy of Flight

The Aerospace Education Foundation es-
tablished the 21st Century Legacy of Flight
Wings Club in 2000 to recognize sustained
annual contributions made by individuals
and in 2001 added Education and Corpo-
rate Partners to the program. These sus-
tained giving programs help provide the
funds necessary for AEF to maintain its
educational outreach programs.

Names of Wings Club members atthe Bronze
Level and above and Education and Corpo-
rate Partners will be recorded permanently
in the 21st Century Legacy of Flight Log
Book.

To participate in the Legacy of Flight: e-mail
AEF at aefstafi@aef.org; call our customer
service representatives at 800-291-8480;
visit our Web site at www.aef.org.



USAF photo by TSgt. Ken Bergmann

AFA/AEF National Report

AFA National President Pat Condon (right) joins guests ail the Lance Sijan
Chapter’s Air Force Bali: L-r, retired CMSgt. Charles Zimkas Jr., Rocky Mountain
Region president, Amn. Basic Alexis Oehiman, and Amn. Katy Minton.

command chief master sergeant from
AFSPC; CMSgt. Michael E. Eitnier and
CMSgt. John E. Ensor, incoming and
outgoing command chief master ser-
geants at the academy; and CMSgt.

We know the Air Force.

AFA Full Résumé
AFA Résumé Review
Plus ycu get a copy of

Job Searck.: Marketing Your
Military Experience

Résumé Assistance Sem
For AFA Members Onl)“r‘i 4

We’ll make your résumé stand out.

We know how to emphasize your Air Force experxence. e

and Critique Service.............. $50

Stephen Grissett, 50th Space Wing's
command chief master sergeant.
Some of the AFA leaders at the ball
were AFA National President Condon;
Charles P. Zimkas Jr., Rocky Moun-

A good résumeé stands out...
even when an interviewer
receives hundreds!

o O
L

For more information:

Call 1-800-727-3337

E-mail service@afa.org
Visit www.afa.org
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tain Region president; David Thomson,
Colorado state president; and Gayle
C. White, chapter president.

More than 60 corporate sponsors
pitched in for the ball, allowing orga-
nizers to hold down the ticket price
for junior enlisted personnel. Cavalli
noted that one donor bought the front-
row VIP table for 10 junior enlisted
personnel.

Educator Grants

AEF recently announced that, as
of January, it had awarded more than
130 Educator Grants for 2004. The
grants provide up to $250 per aca-
demic year to elementary and sec-
ondary classrooms to pay for aero-
space education activities when no
other support is available.

The Carl Vinson Memorial Chap-
ter (Ga.) noted that one of the grants
went to local high school teacher
Kathy Casey. She teaches biology at
Warner Robins High School and re-
ceived an Educator Grant to fund a
classroom project called “Biology and
Flight Technology: Hot Wings and
Hot Wings.”

The first Hot Wings refers to the
project's biology component, in which
Casey's students will learn about bird
flight and, during a lab period, study
bone density. They’ll use as a teach-
ing tool what fast-food chains call
*hot wings.” The second Hot Wings
refers to the flight technology section
of the program. It will take place in
May at the city's Museum of Aviation,
where the students will receive class-
room instruction and try a flight simu-
lator. The Educator Grant will pay for
the museum program'’s fees.

“l think this is a great opportunity
for my students,” Casey said. “They
will love it.”

According to Beth Burris, public
affairs VP at the Carl Vinson Chap-
ter, Casey learned about AEF’s Edu-
cator Grants from the chapter.

Richard Becker, 1915-2003

Retired Col. Richard H. Becker,
an AFA national director emeritus
and its Member of the Year in 1983,
passed away. He was 88 years old.

Born in May 1915, Colonel Becker
earned a bachelor's degree from the
University of lllinois in 1938 and
served in World War Il. In his civilian
career, he was a major account man-
ager for the advertising firm Ruben
H. Donnelley Corp.

AFA recently learned that Colonel
Becker died on April 4, 2003.

A life member of AFA, he had been
an AEF trustee and a member of the
Chicagoland—O’Hare Chapter. »
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Unit Reunions reunions@afa.org

5th Combat Communications Gp. May 13-15in
Warner Robins, GA. Contacts: Richard Gillis
(478-922-1377) (rtgillis@cox.net) or Bob Smith
(478-922-5442) (rhsmith343@cox.net).

7th BG, Tenth AF. June 16-20 in Salt Lake City.
Contact: Tom Sledge, 1301 Bay St., Texas City,
TX 77590 (409-945-9735) (tesledge@aocl.com).

8th Aviation Field Depot Sg. Sept. 16-19 in
Mashville, TN. Contact: Vernon Kliment, 6612
Mapleview Ln., Whitelaw, WI 54247-9756 (920-
682-7448) (kliments@Ilakefield.net).

11th/12th Tactical Recon, 6166 ARWS. April 29-
May 2 at the Holiday Inn Oceanside in Cocoa
Beach, FL. Contact: David Lehtonen, 7819 SE
168th Lone Qak Loop, The Villages, FL 32162
(352-753-1361) (david.lehtonen@netzero.com)

23rd FG {1942-present). June 3-8 in Hampton, VA. April 30-May 1 South Carolina State Convention, Golumbia, S.C.
C:::r?tag:{cglheﬁne Hota)rd,12?%6rystai ?‘l. ,pé:nfmd, May 8 Ohio State Convention, Columbus, Ohio
NC 27332 (910-394-7682 or 919-498-0346) May 13-15 California State Convention, Palm Springs, Calif.
{catherine.hoard@pope.af.mil). June 4-5 Oklahoma State Convention, Enid, Okla.
June 4-6 New York State Convention, Ronkonkoma, N.Y.
fgtht w:;‘:::!'aﬂf““ 5'-‘_‘“”32%”%?- (J:irr‘:ajt:t_ July 17 Florida State Convention, Tampa, Fla.
at dsauntiniigaen, k. 1 July 23-25 Texas State Convention, Fort Worth, Tex.
ls“gg: (sapaa'lrftjigjfe?o%}i:rgis%'aﬁgsggéﬂo?:)ws“ July 31 North Carolina State Convention, Asheville, N.C.
: ; Aug. 12 Alaska State Convention, Anchorage, Alaska
33rd Troop Carrier Sq, 374th Troop Carrier Gp, Aug. 13-14 Missouri State Convent_ion, Kansas City, Mo.
Fifth AF (WWII). April 15-18 at the Adam's Mark Aug. 14 Georgia State Convention, Warner Robins, Ga.
Indy Airport Hotel in Indianapolis. Contact: B.J. Aug. 20 Colorado State Convention, Aurora, Colo.
Plog, PO Box 332, 4 West Paris, Ridgefarm, IL Aug. 20-21 lowa State Convention, Fort Dodge, lowa
61870-0332 (217-247-2491). Aug. 21 Utah State Convention, Ogden, Utah
Sep. 13-15 AFA Air and Space Conference, Washington, D.C.

78th FS Assn. April 22-24 in Orlando, FL. Con-
tacts: Paul Spillane (518-373-2874) or Ken Sweet
(414-541-4015).

306th BW. Sept. 8-14 in Seattle. Contact: Joe
Demes (phone: 321-452-4417 or fax: 321-452-
0603) (www.306thbw.org).

367th FG, Ninth AF (WWIl). Sept. 16-19 in New
Orleans. Contact: Jack Curtis (479-925-1796)
(crackerjack@cox-internet.com).

450th BG (H). Sept. 1-5 at the Doubletree Hotel
inNew Orleans. Contact: Al Goodman, 2 Portside
Ct., Grayslake, IL 60030 (847-543-8381)
(gobaral@aol.com).

459th BG Assn, Fifteenth AF (WWI1). Sept. 9-12
at the Wyndham Washington Hotel in Washing-
ton, DC. Contacts: Susan Elmasian, 6215 42nd
Ave,, Hyattsville, MD 20781 (301-927-5650) or
John Devney, 90 Kimbark Rd., Rochester, NY
14610-2738 (585-381-6174).

523rd TFS, Clark AB, Philippines (1968-74). June
16-20 at the Ramada Inn in Fort Walton Beach, FL.
Contact: Bill Thaler, 250 Yacht Club Dr., Niceville,
FL 32578 (850-897-3765) (thalerd@ cox.net).

793rd Military Police Battalion Assn. Aug. 25-
28 at the O'Hare Marriott in Chicago. Contact:
Frank DeRosa, 640 Kaspar Ave., Arlington
Heights, IL 60005-2320 (847-255-3977).

3650th Basic Military Training Wg, Sampson
AFB, NY (1950-56), including permanent party,
basic and special school trainees, and Womens Air

Mail unit reunion notices four months
ahead of the event to “Unit Reunions," Air
Force Magazine, 1501 Lee Highway, Ar-
lington, VA 22209-1198. Please desig-
nate the unit holding the reunion, time,
location, and a contact for more informa-
tion. We reserve the right to condense
notices.
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Force. Sept. 8-12 at Sampson State Park in
Romulus, NY. Contact: Chip Phillips, PO Box 331,
Williamsville, NY 14231-0331 (chip34@aol. com).

Air Weather Assn. April 28-May 2 at the Holiday
Inn Oceanfront Resort in Cocoa Beach, FL. Con-
tact: Clifford Kern, 1879 Cole Rd., Aromas, CA
95004-9681 (831-726-1660) (clifforddkern@cs.
com).

Bolling AFB B-25 Bunch. May 23-27 in Biloxi,
MS. Contact: C.J. Smith, 5249 Old A&P Rd.,
Ripley, OH 45167-9749 (937-375-4671).

Nagoya/Komaki AB Reunion Assn, Fifth AF.
June 14-17 in Las Vegas. Contact: John Campo
(816-407-0055) (jaymcee@aol.com).

Navigator Class 61-09, Harlingen AFB, TX. May
20-23 in Dayton, OH. Contact: Bill Day, 2654 N.
Nugent Rd., Lummi Island, WA 98262 (360-758-
2177) (widay@earthlink.net).

Pennsylvania AACS Alumni Assn. July 13-15
at the Hampton Inn in DuBois, PA. Contact: Ed
Rutkowski, 301 Blakley Ave., DuBois, PA 15801
(814-371-7167). .

AFA Conventions

April 30-May 1

New Jersey State Convention, Atlantic City, N.J.

New AFA Wearables

Order Toll-Free

d 1-800-727-3337

Please add $3.95 per order
for shipping and handling

A1 Polo Shirt. 100% combed cotton by Outer A4 AFA Sweatshirt. 12 oz. superblend

Banks. Embroidered “Air Force Association”
and logo. Available in dark blue and white.
Unisex sizes: M, L, XL, XXL. $31

A2 penim Shirt. 100% cotton stonewashed
with button down collar. Embroidered “Air
Force Association” and logo. Unisex sizes: S,
M, L, XL, XXL. $35

A3 ara Cap. 100% cotton pro style 6 panel
construction. Embroidered AFA name on front
and full-color logo on back panel Adjustable
strap. Dark blue. $20

by Lee. Embroidered “Air Force Association”
and logo. Unisex sizes: M, L, XL, XXL.
$30

A5 Polo Shirt. 100% cotton interlochen
by Lands' End. Embroidered “Air Force
Association" and logo. Available in dark
blue and white with contrasting colors on
collar and cuffs. Unisex sizes: S, M, L, XL.
$35
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\AE:% 200 4 September 13-15

Washington, DC
AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION

oin us at the first ever Air &

Space Conference and Tech-

nology Exposition 2004, Sep-

tember 13-15, at the Marriott
Wardman Park Hotel in Washington, D.C.
Formerly known as the AFA National
Convention, Air & Space Conference 2004
will be first and foremost a forum for
professional development for today’'s 21
century Air and Space Expeditionary Force,
members of industry, and representatives
of international air forces. It will be a
one-of-a-kind opportunity for attendees to
dialogue on important national defense
issues.

Air and space power issues will be
featured at professional workshops, where
leading academicians and professionals

will discuss the latest developments in
thair areas of expertise. The Conference
will also highlight aerospace excellence
and outstanding achievement and
recognize the Air Force’s finest with
national aerospace awards and programs.
Additionally, AFA will provide each
Conference attendee with a certificate
documenting their participation.

See the latest in aerospace technology.
The Aerospace Technclogy Exposition
will include more than 100 exhibitors and
offer new and exciting ways to explore
today’s cutting-edge technology.

Go to www.afa.org for updates on Air &
Space Conference and Technology
Exposition 2004.




Verbatim

By John T. Correll, Contributing Editor

Who Needs Modern Airpower?

“The biggest cuts should come in
the three advanced tactical and Joint
Strike Fighter aircraft: the Air Force's
F-22, the Navy's F-18, and the shared
F-35. The Pentagon plans to spend
hundreds of billions of dollars over
the next two decades on these planes,
which are designed to replace older
models that are already superior to
anything any other country can put in
the air."—New York Times editorial,
Feb. 5.

Cruise Missile Threat

“| have argued for years that it is
only a matter of time before our de-
ployed forces, or our homeland, will
be attacked by cruise missiles. They
are spreading, and they are for
sale.”—Secretary of the Air Force
James G. Roche, speech at Cen-
ter for Strategic and International
Studies, Jan. 21.

Je Ne Regrette Rien

“I'm too old to have regrets. No, |
don't regret it.”—Secretary of Defense
Donald H. Rumsfeld, asked about
his earlier comments on “Old Eu-
rope” and “New Europe,” Reuters,
Feb. 6.

But Amends Are in Sight

“The American Administration can-
not stay too long in the eyes of its
own public opinion on such bad
terms with one of its oldest allies."—
French Defense Minister Michele
Alliot-Marie, telling the National
Assembly she perceives a US de-
sire “to turn the page,” Agence
France—Presse, quoted by Wash-
ington Times, Jan. 22.

Closing In

“We have a variety of intelligence
and we're sure we're going to catch
Osama bin Laden and Mullah Omar
this year."—LL. Col. Bryan Hilferty,
US Army spokesman in Afghani-
stan, New York Daily News, Jan.
30.

Hustler Not Embedded
“We find that there is no constitu-
tional right for the media to embed
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with US military forces in combat.”"—
US appeals court on lawsuit by
publisher Larry Flynt, seeking ac-
cess for Hustler magazine corre-
spondents to US troops in Afghani-
stan, UPI, Feb. 4.

Fast Forgiveness ...

“l, as president of Pakistan, have
decided to pardon Dr. A.Q. Khan who
is our national hero but he has made
mistakes, which is unfortunate.”—
President Pervez Musharraf, one
day after Khan acknowledged leak-
ing nuclear arms secrets to Iran,
Libya, and North Korea, Reuters,
Feb. 5.

... And Broader Involvement?
“Nobody in Pakistan believes Qa-
deer Khan just woke up one day and
decided to sell the nuclear secrets
on his own. [He] is being made a
scapegoat to cover up the involve-
ment of military leaders."—Former
Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir
Bhutto, Washington Times, Feb. 15.

Army Too Small

“l have been in the Army 39 years,
and I've never seen the Army as
stretched in that 39 years as | have
today.”—Lt. Gen. John M. Riggs, di-
rector of the Army’s Objective Force
Task Force, Baltimore Sun, Jan. 21.

Accusation of AWOL

“I look forward to that debate, when
John Kerry, a war hero with a chest
full of medals, is standing next to
George Bush, a man who was AWOL
[during Air National Guard service].
George Bush never served in our mili-
tary in our country. He didn't show up
when he should have showed up."—
Terry McAuliffe, chairman of the
Democratic National Committee,
quoted in New York Times, Feb. 2.

Jane Fonda Outraged

“Any attempts to link Kerry to me
and to make him look bad with that
connection is completely false. We
were at a rally for veterans at the
same time. | spoke. Donald Suther-
land spoke. John Kerry spoke at the
end. ... How can you impugn, how

can you even suggest that a Viet-
nam veteran like John Kerry, or any
of them, are not patriotic?"—dJane
Fonda, responding to publication
of a photo of Presidential candi-
date Kerry and Fonda at a 1970
rally of Vietnam Veterans Against
the War, CNN, Feb. 11.

Separate Defenses

“We don’'t know if the United States
will have forever the resources, or
the interest, to defend Europe."—
Gen. Gustav Hagglund of Finland,
chairman of the European Union
military committee, on why Euro-
peans need their own defense pro-
grams, Reuters, Jan. 20.

The Undead Walk

“It actually said I'd died."—Army
Chief of Staff Gen. Peter J. Schoo-
maker on official notice of his death,
sent to his home after his name
dropped from the retired payroll
when he was recalled to active
duty, Philadelphia Inquirer, Feb. 11.

Backlash for Bin Laden

“The biggest price we have paid
is that we have lost the high ground.
While Bush has led the war on ter-
ror, it has become a chief recruiter
for al Qaeda.”—Kenneth Roth, di-
rector of Human Rights Watch,
London Times, Jan. 22.

Union Busting

“What on Earth does any of this
have to do with national security? In
fact, in times as perilous as these,
sticking it to defense workers will only
serve to disenfranchise a workforce
that has served the nation honorably
throughout its history and continues
to do so during the current conflicts
in Iraq and Afghanistan. This is, with-
out a doubt, nothing but flat-out union
busting by Rumsfeld and his cronies
who know, in many cases, that it is
union members who are the watch-
dogs over private contract abuses.”"—
John Gage, president of the Ameri-
can Federation of Government
Employees, on Defense Department
proposals for Civil Service reform,
Feb. 9.
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Disaster Defense

Be Preparsd!
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President Truman created the Federal
Civil Defense Administration in 1950. The
US had used atomic weapons in Wo:ld
War Il, and the American public was
convinced that other nations eventually
would acquire the bomb and use it
against the US. Civil defense awareness
soared again when President Kennedy,
in the early 1960s, launched a bomb
shelter program. In response to the
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tarrorist attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, the
Department of Homeland Security has
encouraged Americans to prepare
emergency kits for use in the event of a
biological, chemical, or nuclear attack
against the nation. Above are samples of
old and new emergency response
elements: a World War ll-era air raid
warden’s helmet, Geiger counter,
instruction booklet on building a fallout

shelter, canned water, aerosol spray
that makes envelopes translucent,
potassium iodine pills markeled as a
radiation antidote, and—of course—duct
fape.
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Try keeping your eyes
open for 30 hours
without blinking.

It's an unmanned aerial vehicle with unmatched capabilities. Global Hawk, from Northrop Grumman
Integrated Systems, sharpens the eyes of the military, providing field commanders with a remarkable

array of reconnaissance data. Flying up to 65,000 feet, for 30 hours or more, and with a range spanning
half the world, Global Hawk is the only system — current or planned — capable of persistent multi-sensor
surveillance. Advanced sensors capture and transmit high-resolution images in near-real time, enabling
war fighters to establish information dominance in any battle space. And its the only unmanned system
with FAA authorization to fly in US: airspace. Day or night, in any weather, Global Hawk is an aircraft

with a commanding view.
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PSRN ANNED SYSTEMS. UNEOUA! ED EXPERTISE,

Unmanned systems are a transformational cornerstcne o”

the future battlespace, reducing beth human risk anc costs

To enable our forces to maximize their fLll potential, Boeing

brings unequaled expertise in virtLally every discipli-e; from

platforms, to netcentric systems architeczure, to autonomcus

control tezhnologies. to precis on weapons./payload integra-

tion and more. In other words, uamanned syszems craated

and suppacrted by the best men ard women in tha business.

BOEING

Forever New Frontiers






