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VILSI circuits. More brainpower in less space.

Floods of data to be
processed faster. Tighter
space, weight and power
constraints. Unprecedented
reliability. To meet these
demands of many new
space and defense systems,
Martin Marietta is
integrating more and more
electronic {unctions into.
individual microcircuits. At
the forefront of VLSI (Very
Large Scale Integration),
we are today working on
new advances in miniaturi-
zation and performance.

These include VHSIC (Very

High Speed Integrated Cir-

cuits) applications, radiation-

hardened circuits with fea-
tures as small as 2 microns
wide, and a processor chip
10 times faster than today's
most advanced computers.

Logic gates
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5" dia. wafer containing 430 VLSI chips
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Greater density for
bigher speed.

Over 100,000 transistors
are routinely being placed
on VLSI cg' ips. Tight
packing shortens the signal
path, which increases pro-
cessing speed and reduces
power needs.

2-micron feature size
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To identify, track and
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of operations per second.
Theyll be vital for such
Junctions as battle man-
agement, communications,
damage assessment, aiming
and pointing.
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Smart cruise missile
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: C | !’tF 4 Evasive course

Missiles that guide
themselves.
With a superfast VLSI

computer-on-a-chip now in
development, cruise-type
missiles can, at ground-

27 s bugging altitudes, evade

gl e~ countermeasures and thread

i e S their way through obstacles.
S e They can even select alter-

native targets if necessary.

Masterminding tomorrows technologies WzZe Vg g R 2V o072 g

Martin Marietta Corporation
6801 Rockledge Drive, Bethesda, Maryland 20817, USA



The PDA-555 flat panel display.

You'll like And what
what it has. it hasn't.

Before we tell you all the things our PDA-555 has, it's important to look at what it doesn't have.
Don't expect a lot of size; the system is 50% smaller than most other flat-panel displays. It's 40% lighter.
It doesn't need much r. And it doesn't come with a big, inflated price tag.

What the PDA-555 tactical display does have is full-function intelligence. Light weight. Modular
construction that enhances field-maintainability. A 512x512 matrix for bright, flicker-free
display even under adverse conditions. An alphanumeric capacity of 85 characters/51 lines (5x7),
characters/32 lines (7x9). A compact, thin profile for maximum system design flexibility.

What's more, the PDA-555 is NDIL

To see all there is to like about our PDA-555, contact: Director of Marketing,
Display Systems, Interstate Electronics Corporation,
PO. Box 3117 Anaheim, CA 92803.
Phone: (714) 758-0500 TWX 910-591-1197.
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An Editorial

What You Can Do

By John O. Gray, AFA EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

tive Director on an interim basis while the Association
searched for a highly qualified individual to be its top staff
executive. It has now found that person in Charles L. Don-
nelly, Jr., who assumes the Executive Directorship on May 1.
We are fortunate to have a man of his caliber because he—and
we—have a big job ahead of us.

The relatively brief period since October | has been one of
the most rewarding experiences of my seventy-one-plus years.
It has also been one of the most frustrating. This is a function in
the first instance of my pride in the impressive accomplish-
ments of our Association and in the second of the realization
that therc is so much more that we could and should be doing.

I had not had time lately to think much about AFA history.
Then a special reminder suddenly brought the memories flood-
ing back. The trigger was an expression of enthusiasm from the
city of Las Vegas, urging our Board of Directors to hold its
midwinter meeting there next year to commemorate the thir-
tieth anniversary of AFA’s World Congress of Flight in Las
Vegas in 1959.

James H. Douglas, Jr., Secretary of the Air Force back in
1959, said the World Congress of Flight was “one of the most
significant events in aviation history.” Gen. Curtis LeMay
called it *a formal announcement to the world of the arrival of
the jet age.” Fifty-one nations participated, and for a full week,
AFA held center stage, informing the nation and the world
about aerospace power. Life magazine gave it five pages of
coverage, and NBC-TV broadcast an hour-long special to
40,000,000 viewers.

There have been other special moments. The April 1956
issue of AR Force Magazine, carrying fifteen articles on
Strategic Air Command, burst to national attention when
Arthur Godfrey held up a copy on his CBS-TV “Talent Scouts”
show. “Steal one, borrow one, buy one if you have to, but get a
copy and read it from cover to cover!” he told his audience.
The response was overwhelming. AFA hurriedly condensed
the material into a twenty-four-page booklet and mailed copies
free to those who wrote and called for it—all 160,000 of them.

In October 1969, another AIrR FORCE Magazine article, “The
Forgotten Americans of the Vietnam War,” was the catalyst
that brought the plight of our prisoners of war and missing in
action to the nation’s attention. Reader’s Digest, with its cir-
culation of 18,000,000, condensed our article, and between
AFA and the Digest, some 700,000 additional copies were
published in reprints. After that, the POWs and MIAs were
forgotten no longer.

Spectacular achievements—such as those mentioned above
and AFA’s Gathering of Eagles two years ago—are highlights
in our heritage, but they are by no means all of them. Since
AFA was established in 1946, it has worked steadily to pro-
mote understanding of aerospace power and national defense.
Some of our most effective actions have been the quieter ones,
routine and regular efforts that do not command the kind of
public attention attracted by the big events.

There are now nearly a quarter million of us, and our Con-
stitution makes our objectives clear: “The Association pro-
vides an organization through which we as free people may
unite to address the defense responsibilities of our nation

Fon THE past seven months, I have served as AFA’s Execu-

imposed by the dramatic advance of aerospace technology; to
educate the members and the public at large in what that
technology can contribute to the security of free people and
the betterment of mankind; and to advocate military prepared-
ness of the United States and its allies adequate to maintain the
security of the United States and the free world.”

All of us would profit by rereading these lines periodically. I
cannot count the times I have heard AFA members ask, “What
can I do?” The Constitution tells us what we are—or should
be—trying to achieve. First, each of us should ensure that our
efforts, organizational and individual, are concentrated on
addressing those objectives. Given that, the question then
remaining is how best to go about the job.

AFA is chartered as a veterans organization, not a lobby.
There are constraints on what we can do as an organization in
our relations with Congress and legislators at other levels of
government. There are no such restrictions on you as an indi-
vidual AFA member. You are free to take on Congress as you
wish—and I urge you to do so aggressively. I have lived in
Washington for some thirty-seven years and can assure you
that personal contacts from constituents often have far greater
impact on Congress than do the daily efforts of the best and
most expensive lobbyists in the city.

Have you written to your congressman lately, expressing
your views on aerospace issues and national security? If not,
why not? For that matter, have you been active in discussing
these issues in your community? If not, don’t you think that
you should be?

Our monthly magazine, regular legislative reports prepared
by the AFA staff, and such special products as the new series of
white papers put accurate, up-to-date information on critical
issues in your hands. Could you and your chapter be doing
more to bring such information to the attention of your elected
leaders, the news media, and your friends and neighbors?

AFA National President Sam Keith recently wrote to state
and chapter presidents, asking them to find additional plat-
forms in their localities for Air Force speakers who come to
speak at Association meetings. This is a splendid idea, and in
between times, we as AFA members ought to be looking for
opportunities to speak out ourselves.

As 1 make these suggestions in response to the question
“What can I do?”, I know that many of you are already doing
these things, and more. The fact that you are active in these
ways is the greatest strength of our Association. AFA has
shown itself capable of major achievements in the past. It is an
effective champion of aerospace power and national defense
today. I do not believe, though, that we have yet realized the
full potential of our capability.

I leave the post of AFA Executive Director believing more
firmly than ever that our achievements of the past can best
serve us as an inspiration for what we do next. These are
critical times for national security. There is more, much more,
that we can do to promote public understanding and support
for a strong defense.

This is the mission for which AFA was created, and the key
to carryingit out is personal participation by you. Multiply that
by a quarter million members, and there is no limit on what we
are capable of achieving. [ ]
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CHEAP SHOT

L'TV’s Hypervelocity Missile: Fast, accurate and affordable.

when the attacking aircraft swings onto its firing run.

Its FLIR is already tracking their heat signatures. [ess
than three seconds later, with the aircraft still safely out of range,
the missiles slam into their targets with uncanny accuracy.

Low Cost, High Firepower

One of the most awesomely effective weapons ever developed for
Close Air Support/Battlefield Air Interdiction, the Hypervelocity
Missile (HVM) weapon system was designed to deliver maximum
firepower at a cost far below anything in our current inventory. A
product of the Missiles Division of LTV Missiles and Electronics
Group, HVM is a masterpiece of simplicity and ingenuity. It carries
no warhead, relying instead on its blistering SU00-foot-per-second
speed to blast a penetrator rod through heavy multi-plate armor,
even at highly oblique angles at extreme range.

[ts guidance system is a simple CO, laser, mounted on the air-
craft. With only an aft-looking receiver on the missile, the amount
of expensive “throwaway” hardware is held to an absolute mini-
mum. And because HVM is a “wooden round” with no warhead,
storage and handling are simpler, safer and cheaper.

T he column of enemy tanks is still several miles away

Multiple Targets, Maximum Effect

The system can track and attack multiple targets simultaneously—
any ground vehicle, fixed or mobile. In live fire tests an HVM was
purposely aimed more than 100 feet off-target. Automatic guid-
ance brought the missile to impact near the target center.

With no bulky on-board guidance system or warhead, the HVM
is small enough to permit a large loadout—up to 24 per aircraft,
at a low installed drag.

No other weapon system has ever given the CAS/BAI pilot
the HVM's unique advantages in speed, accuracy and survivability—
advantages matched only by its cost-efficiency and low suscepti-
bility to countermeasures.

LTV Missiles and Electronics Group, Missiles Division, P.O.
Box 650003, Mail Stop MC-49, Dallas, Texas 75265-0003.

Missiles and Electronics Group

Missiles Division
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Airmail

Hats Off

Hats off to your "Hat-in-the-Ring”
article on Lts. Douglas Campbell and
Alan Winslow (see “The First Victory,”
April '88 issue, p. 68).

| have been a World War | aviation
buff for more than sixty years and am
a former member of the old Cross and
Cockade Society and a charter mem-
ber of the "Over the Front” World War
| Historical Society dealing with WW |
aviation history, the men who fought
in that war, the planes they flew, and
all that pertains to the people and the
times. Your April 1988 cover was
beautiful, and | must admit that it
thrilled me greatly.

Congratulations on your fine arti-
cle.|hope to see more onthe men and
machines of World War |.

Irv Distenfeld
Baltimore, Md.

Well Done!

Thank you for detailing Tactical Air
Command's issues and concerns in
your April 1888 edition. Well done!

May | emphasize one thing? | keep
hearing how the Army and the Air
Force aren’t getting along when it
comes to close air support. James Ca-
nan's excellent article in the April is-
sue, “Sorting Out the AirLand Part-
nership,” puts this issue in proper
perspective. There is no real disagree-
ment between the services on who
should perform the CAS mission and
what that mission will entail in the
1990s.

Thanks for a thorough and accu-
rate piece of journalism,

Gen. Robert D. Russ, USAF
Commander, TAC
Langley AFB, Va.

A National Effort

While reading the March 1988 issue.

of Air Force Magazine, | perused the
two articles “Backlash From the R&D
SuperStandard” by James Canan and
“Fly by Light" by John Rhea. | am a
member of the National Aerospace
Plane Joint Program Office here at
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, so | was
interested in (and generally agreed
with) the comments made in both arti-
cles. However, | feel compelled to
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clear up a common misunderstand-
ing that both articles innocently per-
petuate.

The misunderstanding is that the
National Aerospace Plane is an Air
Force program. While it is true that
the NASP Joint Program Office is a
two-letter organization under Hag.
AFSC, our charter is very much a joint
one. The NASP is a national effort.

A brief review of the structure of the
Joint Program Office (JPO) will illus-
trate this point. The JPO has seven
directorates. The leadership of these
is shared among the key partners in
the NASP program. For example, the
Director of Propulsion Development
is Air Force. The Director of Airframe
Development is from NASA's Ames
Research Center. The Director of Ex-
perimental Vehicle Planning is from
the Navy. The list goes on. The pointis
that the key leadership of the NASP
program is exercised by a joint na-
tional team. This same trend carries
down to the working level, with pro-
gram managers and engineers from
the Navy, NASA, and the Air Force
working side by side in the JPO.

The theme of jointness carries over
into the technology maturation effort
in the program. The Directorate of
Base Technology (headed by a NASA
director) controls more than $30 mil-
lion each year in research and devel-
opment of critical technologies to en-
able the NASP program. The actual
technology development is carried
out by a mix of NASA, Air Force, and
Navy laboratories and contractors. In
fact, one of the key technical contrib-
utors to the program is a Navy consul-
tant.

Do you have a comment about a
current Issue? Write to “Airmall,”
Ain Fornce Magazine, 1501 Lee
Highway, Arlington, Va. 22209-
1198. Letters should be concise,
timely, and leglble (preferably
typed). We reserve the right to con-
dense letters as necessary. Un-
signed letters are not acceptable,
and photographs cannot be used
or returned.

Yet another example of the
“jointness” of the program can be
seen in the major test facilities that
the NASP program will use. The Navy,
NASA, and the Air Force all are con-
tributing unique test facilities. As ex-’
amples, Arnold Engineering Develop-
ment Center at Arnold AFB, Tenn.,
contains several key wind tunnels
that are already being booked by
NASP contractors. One crucial Navy
contribution is the Naval Surface
Weapon Center's Tunnel 9, a hyper-
sonic facility where NASP propulsion
and airframe contractors are per-
forming integrated testing. NASA is
well represented with test facilities at
Ames, Langley, and Lewis Research
Centers that will support both con-
tractors and base technology devel-
opment. Again, the list here is far from
exhaustive.

The key point to remember is that
the NASP program is a national effort
with the avowed goal of proving hy-
personic flight technologies that will
enable low-cost, routine access to
space. Such agoal cannot be reached
by a single service or agency; the
effort must be joint and broad-based.

Maj. Timothy K. Roberts, USAF
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

® Major Roberts points out correctly
that the NASP program is a joint pro-
gram, but we would have to disagree
that the two authors he cites "misun-
derstand” that fact. The articles—nei-
ther of which focused on the NASP
program—discussed only a select
facet of the NASP program from the
Air Force perspective and did not ad-
dress program structure. For a fuller
discussion of the NASP program, see
James W. Canan’s June 1986 cover
story “Mastering the Transatmo-
sphere.”—THE EDITORS

Fiber Optics

John Rhea's article on fiber optics
in the March 1988 issue, “Fly by
Light," was informative and interest-
ing. | enjoyed it very much.

However, | am writing to point out
some omissions in the article that our
office found disturbing. In discussing
past Air Force fiber optics experi-
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ence, the GLCM and GRC-206 radio
were mentioned in connection with
the statement that nonflight applica-
tions have been almost nonexistent.
However, the Sacramento Air Logis-
tics Center's Fiber Optic Technology
Center built and flight-tested a pro-
totype fiber optic chaff dispenser for
the A-10 to prove that increased reli-
ability and improved maintainability
could be gained with the use of fiber
optics. Although the system was nev-
er implemented into the inventory be-
cause of budget constraints, it was a
well-conducted demonstration of the
capabilities of fiber optics in aircraft.

In addition to this project, experi-
ments and studies are currently being
conducted to address the added ben-
efits that fiber optics could bring to
Air Force communications and air-
craft systems. These projects encom-
pass the whole spectrum of fiber op-
tic technology, from transmitters and
receivers to all-optical sensors.

One example of the ongoing proj-
ects is the replacement of an elec-
tronic intercom system in a surface-
to-air simulator, the AN/MPS T-1,
which has passed laboratory testing
with flying colors. In the next few
months, this fiber optic prototype will
undergo field testing. Studies are
being conducted to assess the feasi-
bility of installing a local area network
at Cheyenne Mountain and to identify
electrical and mechanical sensors on
various aircraft that could be replaced
by fiber optics.

One last note: In the last section of
“Fly by Light,” the disadvantages of
fiber optics are discussed. For in-
stance, the strength of optical fiber is
mentioned.

In our laboratory, we regularly dem-
onstrate the strength of optical fiber.
Two good-sized men—one on each
end of a two-foot length of commer-
cially available fiber—tug, put knots
in, and hammer the fiber. Even with
that abuse, the fiber keeps on work-
ing. Also, new connectors have re-
cently come on the market that are
compact and that have losses as low
as 0.2 dB.

As to the argument that fiber optics
requires specialized training for re-
pair and maintenance, has anyone
visited a repair shop lately? The skill
level required to repair most elec-
tronics these days is pretty high. Al-
though special tools are needed for
fiber optics repair, our laboratory
demonstrated that a repair kit for fiber
optics could be assembled that
weighs less than five pounds and con-
tains twenty items, with no single item
costing more than $150.

In conclusion, I'd just like to say
that fiber optics is well and alive in the
Air Force today. With technological
difficulties being overcome on a
monthly basis, the advantages of fiber
optics will soon overwhelm the out-
of-date and more unreliable elec-
tronics options available today.

Capt. Lorina Poland, USAF
Fiber Optics Technology Center
Sacramento, Calif.

@ While we thank Captain Poland for
the commentary on fiber optics, we
find some disturbing omissions in the
Captain's discussion of the article
“Fly by Light.” For instance, the arti-
cle did report that “most of [USAF's]
experience with fiber optics has been
in nonflight applications.” That said,
the article cited both the DIGITAC
A-7D and the YC-14 STOL transport as
examples of developmental fiber op-
tic use in flight applications. In an-
other instance, the article cited the
Langley Research Center report,
which discussed tensile strength of
optical fibers. However, the article
went on to point out that increasingly
tough optical fibers are now coming
on the market. Similarly, while the
Langley report cited training as a
problem, the article goes on to quote
the report’s authors as saying that
“the training required for repair and
maintenance is temporal, and the
special tools will become com-
monplace.”

We agree heartily with Captain Po-
land’s conclusion that fiber optics is
well and alive in the Air Force today.
While the article was not meant to ex-
haust the subject completely, that
basic conclusion was indeed the un-
mistakable—or so we thought—mes-
sage of the article—THE EDITORS

Kremlin Shuffle?

Harriet Fast Scott rightly observes
that Lev Zaykov is among the six most
powerful figures in the Kremlin today
(see “The Politburo,"” March '86 issue,
p. 54).

She adds that “Zaykov will probably
be giving up his post in the Secre-
tariat as a result of his assumption of
the new duties™ as Moscow Party Sec-
retary, replacing Boris Yeltsin. How-
ever, Zaykov—as of mid-March this
year—continues to be described in
official Soviet media as holding all
three posts. This gives this official,
who also oversees the defense indus-
try, enormous power.

But the combining of these posts is
not unprecedented in Soviet history.
Nor does it seem likely that Zaykov
might be a pro tem troubleshooter in
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the Mascow Party apparatus until a
long-term replacement for Yeltsin is
agreed on. It seems to me unlikely
that Zaykov would forfeit his position
within the Secretariat.
Albert L. Weeks
New York, N Y

Only the Best

The article “A Real Hero" in the
March 1988 issue caught my cye dur-
ing my regular page-by-page reading.

With all the well-deserved credils
and honors bestowed on Jimmy
Stewart over the years, | was priv-
ileged as a young man to have been
present at a one-man tribute to him
back in 1944 that to me tops all the
others.

During a fighter escort mission for
B-17s of Eighth Air Force, with the
target fairly deep in Germany, our
474th Fighter Group of Ninth Air
Force became separated and widely
scattered on the way home to En-
gland because of horrendous weath-
er conditions. Flying alone and by
dint of the old time-dlstance-heading
navigating procedure, | finally found
myself over a break in the solid over-
cast. Through the break, | spotted an
airfield.

With fuel tanks nearly empty, | dived
through the hole, made one circle of
the field, and landed, not knowing or
caring which B-17 base | had luckily
stumbled on. | taxied over to what was
obviously the service area, parked
near a fuel truck, and cut the engines.

Within minutes, a fairly large group
of line guys surrounded me and my
P-38 fighter to get a close-up look at
one of their “Little Friends.” A ser-
geant walked up to me and said,
“Lieutenant, do you realize that you
have landed on Col. Jimmy Stewart's
field?” | answered that | did not and
asked, “By the way, what sort of CO is
Colonel Stewart?”

The sergeant looked me in the eye
and replied, "Only the best goddamn
CO in the Eighth Air Force, sir!"

| have never forgotten that. | happen
to think that if General Stewart could
hear the story, he just might appreci-
ate it as much as | did more than forty
years ago.

William E. Chickering, Jr.
Birmingham, Mich.

General Castle

| found your March 1988 issue inter-
esting, as always. But one thing made
me question my math in John L.
Frisbee’s article on Brig. Gen. Freder-
ick W. Castle, “The Quiet Hero"
(March '88 issue, p. 107).

The article states: “In April 1944,
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Howell engineers are ready to put you on the road to solving
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Castle was given command of the 4th
Bombardment Wing. Ten months la-
ter he was promoted to brigadier gen-
eral.” Ten months later would have
been in February 1945. However, Gen-
eral Castle was killed in action on De-
cember 24, 1944, and he was a brig-
adier general at the time of his death.
When was Castle promoted?
CMSgt. Robert D. Brown,
USAF (Ret.)
Oak Harbor, Wash.

® According to the U.S. Air Force Bio-
graphical Dictionary, Frederick Cas-
tle was promoted to brigadier general
in November 1944. We regret the er-
ror—THE EDITORS

200-Mile Error

| call attention to a 200-mile errorin
the news item reported in “Aerospace
World” on page 32 of the March 1988
issue.

Test Cell 4 is located at the triser-
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vice High-Energy Laser System Test
Facility (HELSTF) at White Sands Mis-
sile Range, not in Albuquerque. The
December 2 ceremony was a ribbon-
cutting ceremony to celebrate com-
pletion of Test Cell 4 modification.
EMRLD is being installed, but is not
“open for business” yet.

Col. Leonard R. Sugerman,

USAF (Ret.)
Las Cruces, N. M.

® Colonel Sugerman is correct in
pointing out that Test Cell 4 is located
at the White Sands Missile Range, not
at Kirtland AFB, N. M., as reported
erroneously in the March 1988 issue.
However, the item did not report that
EMRLD is “open for business.” The
item reported correctly that Test Cell 4
had been opened for business on De-
cember 2 for installation of the initial
hardware for EMRLD.—THE EDI-
TORS

The Trouble With SLBMs

The article “The Case for Mobile
ICBMs” by Barry R. Schneider in the
February 1988 issue points out some
of the deficiencies of SLBMs. Launch
of any MIRVed missile, including the
D5, means that several targets must
be available at once and that the loca-
tions of the targets must fall within
the footprint of the missile. However,
he failed to mention another signifi-
cant shortcoming.

When a Trident submarine
launches its SLBMs, it reveals its loca-
tion to the enemy. Only if it launches
its full complement of missiles at
once does it cease to be a worthwhile
target. So long as it has any missiles
left, it is a soft and lucrative target,
whose location is then known to the
enemy. Thus, a Trident submarine
must have seventy-two targets avail-
able before it can launch any of its
missiles. In this regard, it is even
worse than a MIRVed mobile missile.

For warfighting purposes, it is cru-
cial that we have single-warhead mis-
siles, which not only are mobile but
move independently of one another.
Then it becomes possible to attack
individual targets without revealing
the location of the rest of our missile
force.

Col. Joseph P. Martino,
USAF (Ret.)
Sidney, Ohio

The Doumer Bridge

Please allow me to add a short an-
ecdote to the excellent “Valor” arti-
cle, “A Place Called the Doumer
Bridge,” on the August 1967 strike
against the Doumer Bridge in North
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Vietnam (February '88 issue, p. 100).

Col. Bob White was a valiant war-
rior. He was also fiercely competitive.
He was intent on destroying the long
bridge to Hanoi before Col. Robin
Olds, the famed MiG killer, arrived
with his gang. So White led the first
flight of Thuds, armed with CBUs for
flak suppression. He carefully
manned the four bomb flights that
were to follow with sixteen of the
sharpest shooters in the wing avail-
able for duty.

As leader of the last bomb flight,
Scotch Flight, | had a balcony view of
the strike as it unfolded below me.
White sowed CBUs to keep their
heads down momentarily while the
bomb flights went to work. Flights 1
and 2 sowed devastation, sending
trucks, cable, and steel flying, but
none actually scored solid-enough
hits to drop the bridge until the fourth
man of the third bomb flight drew a
bead on the center span.

That man was Capt. John Piowaty, a
seasoned combat jock who seemed
to stay cool under any barrage of
SAMs, MiGs, and AAA. Fascinated, |
watched the huge bridge shudder
and crumble when Piowaty placed his
two 3,000-pounders on the center
span. Almost casually he jinked left
and called, "Four's off!"

Captain Piowaty's good luck sud-
denly turned bad, however. His air-
craft was struck by AAA forward of the
left elevator and burst into roaring
flame. Piowaty reported that he was
hit and streaked westward for the
mountains, where rescue might be
possible, as the fire ate away large
chunks of the fuselage and elevator.

As | raced to join him, the hydraulic
fluid that was fueling the fire de-
pleted, and the fire went out. Coolly,
Piowaty flew the wounded bird all the
way back to Udorn, where he safely
made a no-flap, no-brake landing.

Colonel White chose his strike
force well. Valor was indeed a place
called the Doumer Bridge.

Col. Elmo C. Baker,
USAF (Ret.)
Weatherford, Tex.

Close Air Support

As a former fighter pilot, | have fol-
lowed the varying fortunes of close air
support (CAS) for more than thirty
years (see “More Flak in the AirLand
Battle,” February '88 issue, p. 76).

Before the advent of SAMs—and
more specifically, before the appear-
ance of shoulder-fired missiles—the
use of manned aircraft along the
FEBA and for battiefield interdiction
made sense. Beginning with Vietnam,
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the picture began to change. Today, it
seems to make little sense to send a
$40 million aircraft into an extremely
lethal environment to destroy a tank
or two. There may be times when the
employment of an expensive, limited
resource (aircraft and pilot) would be
worth the risk, but not as CAS has
been employed in the past (ask the
Israelis).

The use of RPVs and new-genera-
tion standoff weapons would seem to
be a logical approach to filling the

mission requirement. They are less
costly to expend in a hostile environ-
ment where the target attacked would
be a better tradeoff should a loss re-
sult from the action.

In “Washington Watch” in the same
issue, the reason stated for having B-2
bombers seemed rather ludicrous:
“To chase down relocatable targets,
such as mobile ICBMs." After a nu-
clearexchange? You can't be serious.

Col. Peter Boyes, USAF (Ret.)
Sacramento, Calif.
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Milton Caniff

As a charter and Life Member of
AFA and a former AFA National Direc-
tor, | had the honor of representing
AFA (as well as the 1st Air Comman-
dos Association) at Milton Caniff's fu-
neral on April 6. Airmen of McGuire
AFB, N. J., provided the Honor Guard,
and Brig. Gen. John F. Sievertson of
McGuire AFB delivered a eulogy. At
the interment at Grove Cemetery in
Haverstraw, N. Y., Col. Alan Shoe-
maker spoke on behalf of the Secre-
tary of the Air Force.

Readers will be interested to know
that Milton was an honorary member
of USAF. He was the only honorary
member of the 1st Air Commandos
and a founding member of AFA's Iron
Gate Chapter and through the years
helped raise millions for USAF and
AFA charitable undertakings.

We will all greatly miss him.

Dr. Cortez F. Enloe, Jr.
Annapolis, Md.

® AFA was also represented at Milton
Caniff's funeral by AFA National Presi-
dent Sam Keith and, from the national
headquarters staff, Dottie Flanagan.
Our tribute to Milton Caniff appears
on p. 35 of this issue.—THE EDITORS

Dick Bong

| am a sister of the late Maj. Richard
I.Bong, America’s “ace of aces.” After
Dick broke Capt. Eddie Ricken-
backer's World War | record of twenty-
six victories in April 1944, he was sent
back to the States and appeared at
various air bases around the country
on a bond tour.

During this tour, his leather flight
jacket was taken from the cockpit of
the P-38 he was using. This jacket had
the "Flying Knights" patch on the left
front. As | recall, he said that it disap-
peared while he was at Lockheed Air-
craft in California.

The Bong family would like to lo-
cate this jacket. If located, it would be
placed in the Richard |. Bong Muse-
um in his hometown of Poplar, Wis.,
along with other memorabilia.

Anyone who has any information
about this jacket is asked to contact
the address below.

Joyce Bong Erickson
Box 326
Poplar, Wis. 54864-0326

92d MMS

The 92d Munitions Maintenance
Squadron is researching its history.
The squadron plans to create a
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"Heritage Room"” in our new squad-
ron headquarters building. This room
will contain a photographic display of
the squadron’s past, along with a
bound copy of the squadron’s history.

We would like to hear from any for-

mer members of the 92d MMS (for-
merly designated 26th Aviation Depot
Squadron and 26th Munitions Main-
tenance Squadron) who can help us
trace the history of our squadron. We
would appreciate the use of any pho-
tos of maintenance activities or per-
sonnel. We will make prints and re-
turn all photos.

Please contact the address below.
1st Lt. Karen M. Myers, USAF
92d MMS
Fairchild AFB, Wash.

99011-5000

Atlantic Ferry Command

| am working on a book concerning
the early years of World War Il and
especially the role of the Atlantic Fer-
ry Command.

US law before US entry into the war
prohibited delivery of US warplanes
to any foreign country, including
Great Britain, which was then facing
the Axis alone. One of the subter-
fuges used by President Roosevelt to
get around this ban was to have Amer-
ican pilots deliver fighters and bomb-
ers to the US side of the Canada-US
border. Canadian or British pilots
would then pull them across the bor-
der, using tractors, cars, and even
horses and manpower, and fly them
from Canada to Britain. This was in
the period from mid-1940 to the end
of 1942.

| am looking for photo negatives of
these operations that are suitable for
reproduction. Any readers knowing
where | might locate such negatives
are asked to contact me at the ad-
dress below.

Bren Walsh

1006 Gold Crescent
Ottawa, Ontario
Canada K2B 8C5

Tet Offensive
| am an author and military histo-
rian who is presently collecting de-
tailed, firsthand accounts of military
actions associated with the 1968 Tet
Offensive. These accounts will be
used for a book on this subject.
Anyone who was in Vietnam be-
tween January 29, 1968, and April 1,
1968, and who has an account to offer
is asked to contact me at the address
below.
Eric Hammel
1149 Grand Teton Dr.
Pacifica, Calif. 94044
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Roll Call
| am trying to locate Palmer A.
Nelson, who was last known to be a
commissioned pilot stationed at
Kirtiand AAF, N. M., in 1942. Mr. Nel-
son was a graduate of the Billings,
Mont., school system and an employ-
ee of Boeing prior to entering service
in 1942
Anyone knowing his whereabouts
is asked to contact me at the address
below.
Virgil Morgan
3225 Cedar St.
Everett, Wash. 98201
Phone: (206) 252-3163

| am preparing a history of Seventh
Air Force fighter units in World War Il
and would like to locate Capt. Doug-
las V. Currey, Class 42-G, who was
with the 333d Fighter Squadron,
318th Fighter Group, on le Shima on
V-J Day 1945. He may have shot down
the last Japanese aircraft of WW |1
Any information regarding the sta-
tus or whereabouts of Douglas Currey
should be sent to me at the address
below.
John W. Lambert
1051 Marie Ave., W.
Mendota Heights, Minn.
55118
Phone: (612) 454-0607

| am trying to locate Warren van
Denplas. | served with him in 194344
in such places as Atlantic City, King-
man, Amarillo, Pyote, and Langley,
among others.
Van was from Schenectady, N. Y. |
lost contact with him in 1944.
Herbert Shanker
57 Hacking Circle
Mashpee, Mass. 02649

| would like to hear from any mem-
bers of B-17 crews who trained with
the Shower Provisional Group at
Dyersburg, Tenn., during the summer
of 1943.

Of forty-two crews, thirty were
shipped to England by boat and saw
heated action in the fall. | flew with
twelve crews in new aircraft from
Grand Island to Africa via Gander,
Belfast, and St. Mawgans.

Any information would be appreci-
ated.

Col. Albert J. Shower,
USAF (Ret.)

11197 McGirk Ave.

El Monte, Calif. 91731

| am trying to contact Ernest V.
Rountree of Jacksonville, Tex. We
were POWs together in Stalag Luft |,
Barth, Germany, during 1944—45.
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Any information or help will be ap-
preciated.
Lt. Col. Albert O. Rondel,
USAF (Ret.)
2006 212th PI., N. E.
Redmond, Wash. 98053

| am trying to locate Capt. William
R. Purcell, USAFR. We were stationed
together at 4th Fighter Group, Kimpo,
South Korea, in 1952. We operated
the base exchange.

Anyone knowing his whereabouts
is asked to contact me at the address
below.

Ray Prozinski

6537 Golden Valley Rd.

#101

Golden Valley, Minn. 55427
Phone: (612) 544-7351

| have for a considerable time en-
deavored via numerous sources to lo-
cate one presumed retired USAF of-
ficer, Capt. John F. Daley. Captain
Daley served on exchange in 1957
with the RAF’s 111(F) Squadron here
at former RAF North Weald.
Please contact me at the address
below.
Reg Wyness
Treble-One House
Pike Way, North Weald
Epping CM16 6BL
United Kingdom

| am trying to locate men who were
in the 485th Bomb Group at Venosa,
Italy, in 194445, This group included
the 828th, 829th, 830th, and 831st
Bomb Squadrons.
Please contact me at the address or
telephone number below.
Robert S. Deeds
4643 286th St.
Toledo, Ohio 43611
Phone: (419) 726-0650

| would like to hear from any per-
sonnel who were stationed at Barks-
dale AFB, La., from 1953 to 1957 and
who were attached to the 376th PMS.
B-47s and KC-97s were assigned
there at that time.
Dick Waldron
702 E. Miller
Payson, Ariz. 85541
Phone: (602) 474-2887

I am trying to contact Ernest C.
Rapp. formerly of Pittsburgh, Pa.,
whose father was lost in combat over
Gelsenkirchen, Germany, on August
26, 1944,

Leon Croulebois
41, Rue Brancion
75015 Paris
France
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systems. In fact, AAlis the first contractor with three MATE applications.

So, the MIDATS, as well as other MATE systems, is yet another
achievement that represents AAI’s commitment to developing state-of-
the-art electronic and mechanical tools for the Department of Defense
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Toward a Fifth Armed Service?

By Robert S. Dudney, SENIOR EDITOR

General Lindsay says he op-
poses a separate service for
Special Ops, but acknowl-
edges that there are pres-
sures to make it happen.
Watch the control of budgets
and manpower.

Washington, D. C.
Barely one year
after it launched a
new “special opera-
tions” command,
the nation's defense
establishment may
be coming face to
face with a daunting
question. Should
Washington pursue a kind of fifth mil-
itary service—prepared to fight small,
brushfire wars—in addition to the
four it maintains for air, land, sea, and
amphibious combat?

The Pentagon has long suffered
criticism that American forays into
the world of special operations have
been a disaster. This, it is said, made
necessary the creation of the unified
US Special Operations Command
(USSOCOM) in April 1987 at MacDill
AFB, Fla.

Proponents insist that the new
command is designed mainly to coor-
dinate the services' efforts. But what-
ever the original intention, some ex-
perts believe that the unit might turn
out to be a first step toward the devel-
opment of a separate agency.

They note that USSOCOM has al-
ready accumulated unique power
over budgets for Special Operations
Forces (SOF). Plans call for it to exert
even greater control over SOF per-
sonnel, programs, and doctrine. The
question of the hour is how far this
trend can go before the new com-
mahd becomes—in fact, if not in
name—a separate entity.

The man at the center of this con-
troversy is Army Gen. James J.
Lindsay, USSOCOM Commander in
Chief. In remarks to Washington de-
fense writers recently, he made clear
that there will be no backdoor cre-
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ation of a new service on his watch.
He opposes the idea. Even so, he con-
cedes such pressures exist. “If you
look at the legislation,” says he, “you
can see clearly a number of things
that smack of my being a separate
agency. There are still a number of
people who have a deep and abiding
interest in SOF who think | ought to
be.”

The overall aim is to build military
tools capable of intervening in local
wars, beefing up friendly forces, car-
rying out antiterrorist actions, or
striking behind Warsaw Pact lines in a
major war. Already, SOF units have
bounced back from post-Vietnam
days, when their funding was cut
ninety-five percent and many of the
SOF units were disbanded. Since
1981, the $9 billion that the Pentagon
has spent on SOF has created a new
Army Special Forces Group, a Ranger
battalion, more SEAL strength, and
additions to the Air Force SOF. Man-
power, now 38,000 active and reserve,
will soon rise to 41,000.

The truly major innovation, how-
ever, was creation of the 318-man
command itself—but not, as is widely
believed, because it will run wars.
“People think of this as being a war-
fighting headquarters,” says General
Lindsay.

“I'll tell you up front, I'm not. I'm a
provider. | package, prepare, and pro-
vide forces" for others.

A "small, surgical operation,” Gen-
eral Lindsay states, could be run by
the Pentagon. In a big operation, con-
trol would pass to a commander in
Europe, the Mideast, Latin America,
the Atlantic, or the Pacific. He would
not press to run it.

The General is not shy, however,
when it comes to the vital issue of
acquiring resources for SOF. This is
his “primary role.” Upon taking com-
mand, he says, he determined that
“my focus was going to be on making
sure that we built a good, solid foun-
dation” for SOF.

It is here, he claims, “the logic be-
hind [the development of] a fifth ser-
vice makes sense.” How? “Very frank-
ly," the General asserts, "if you look at
the focus of the services, it tends to be

on their prime mission, the conven-
tional battle.”

Now, the situation is being altered
in ways that raise questions about
where the command may go.

The Pentagon has created a new
“Major Force Program"—its elev-
enth—pulling together all SOF pro-
grams that are presently executed by
the services. USSOCOM is empow-
ered to peer over the shoulders of the
services and protect this program.
Backing this up is a directive from the
Defense Secretary's office that strips
the services of authority to tamper
with the money in this category.

The strength of this order was
shown last December at a time of
frantic budget-cutting by the ser-
vices. Learning that SOF items had
been cut thirty-three percent, General
Lindsay went to Defense Secretary
Frank Carlucci. “I laid out the pro-
gram,” he says. “l got everything
back."”

In the future, General Lindsay
hopes to strengthen his hand by gain-
ing the power to develop a SOF
“Program Objective Memorandum,”
or long-term force plan. The POM,
now restricted to the services, is a bu-
reaucratic tool of high order.

As General Lindsay tells it, the
question is not whether but only
when he will receive his own POM. He
has already informed the Pentagon
that he will begin building an SOF
budget document this October.

USSOCOM appears to be getting a
grip on service SOF manpower, too. A
prime case in point: the Navy’s SEAL
commandos.

When USSOCOM came into exis-
tence, the Navy successfully held on
to the SEALs, keeping them in the
embrace of the Atlantic and Pacific
Fleets. General Lindsay, appealing to
Pentagon civilians, won out. These
forces came under operational con-
trol of USSOCOM on March 1.

General Lindsay says Secretary
Carlucci has told the Navy fleets to
give up important “administrative
control” of the SEALs—that is, to
give up authority over pay, discipline,
and internal organization. Control
would then be exercised by the US
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We're Taking Away Two Of
The Enemy’s Favorite Hiding Places.

Advanced systems are now being added to the F-16 to deny the enemy the
traditional sanctuaries of darkness and adverse weather.

Programmed enhancements complementing the F-16’s multimode radar
and infrared Maverick include LANTIRN, automatic terrain following and GPS
navigational capabilities. Various other night vision systems are demonstrating
high potential.

These navigation and attack capabilities are making the F-16 an even more
versatile fighter. Able to seek out and destroy enemy targets around the clock.

No matter where they’re hiding.
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A Strong Company For A Strong Country
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For RF Communications.

Military RF products and
systems from E-Systems ECI
Division — the cost-effective,
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Today’s military commander
needs field-proven RF products,
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Navy component under USSOCOM,

Backed by legislative authority,
General Lindsay is pressing to im-
pose order on the services' develop-
ment of SOF doctrine. His aim is to
produce, by the end of this year, a new
joint manual for special operations.
This would establish a “framework”
for further development of common
tactics.

The goal, he explains, is “to make
sure everybody thinks alike and
works off the same sheet of music” in
special operations techniques.

What's more, plans call for integra-
tion, to the extent possible, of Army,
Navy, and Air Force SOF schools in a
Joint Special Operations Integration
Center. “Some people get very antsy
when | talk about that,"” says the Gen-
eral. “But that is my ultimate goal.”

Air Force Programs

For the Air Force more than the
other services, the emphasis on re-
vitalization of special operations
forces carries important hardware im-
plications. Air Force SOFs, centered
at Twenty-third Air Force at Hurlburt
Field, Fla., provide means of clandes-
tine infiltration and some fire support
to Army and Navy teams. Current Air
Force plans are outlined in its 121-
page “Air Force Acquisition State-
ment" issued as part of the service's
1989 budget submission.

Four SOF programs are singled out
for special attention.

® CV-22A Osprey aircraft. This tilt-
rotor craft, able to hover like a heli-
copter and cruise like a fixed-wing
plane, is described as the “linchpin”
of USAF special operations in the fu-
ture. Designed for clandestine inser-
tion and extraction of secret forces,
the Osprey is currently in develop-
ment, looking toward a first flight in
June.

Initial operating capability of six air-
craft is set for 1995. The Air Force
plans to buy a total of fifty-five.

® MC-130H aircraft. Known as the
“Combat Talon II,” this aircraft also
would perform long-range SOF trans-
port missions. It has an aerial refuel-
ing system, a high-speed, low-level
cargo-delivery system, and special
lighting equipment. Also included are
avionics for terrain-following, preci-
sion navigation, secure communica-
tions, and electronic warfare.

The Air Force says its plans call for
buying twenty-four new Combat Tal-
ons. The budget includes a healthy
$209.5 million for four in 1989.

® AC-130U gunship. This aircraft
also fared well in the 1989 budget
wars, with $288.3 million being allo-
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cated for six gunships. A C-130H plat-
form armed with a 105-mm howitzer
and other guns, the AC-130U is being
developed to provide fire support,
such as interdiction of enemy com-
munication sites and destruction of
antiaircraft positions. Deliveries are
to begin in 1992.

There had been some contention
over how many to buy. The Air Force
announced that it would procure
seven. General Lindsay, for his part,
claimed he needed twelve to replace
twelve aging AC-130A models.

® MH-53J helicopter. This helicop-
ter, a highly modified version of the
CH-53 craft, is known as the “Pave
Low lll, enhanced.” A long-range,
heavy-lift craft, it will sport integrated
digital avionics for secret “black”
flights into heavily defended areas.
Twenty-third Air Force today pos-
sesses eight of the upgraded helicop-
ters. Plans call for a total force of for-
ty-one by the early 1990s.

The Air Force SOF program should
be kept in perspective. Throughout
the entire 1990-94 period, the Air
Force and other services combined
will spend a total of only $5 billion for
new SOF airplanes and upgrades—
less than the outlay that will be made
this year alone for F-15s and F-16s
and the Advanced Tactical Fighter.

The USAF S&T Effort

Of far greater significance, in the
larger scheme of things, is what the
Air Force plans to emphasize in the
field of basic science and technology
in the years ahead. The Air Force S&T
effort encompasses fourteen labora-
tories backed by a $1.4 billion annual
budget.

The acquisition report cites a
dozen of the Air Force's highest-pri-
ority research efforts for the future. A
look at some of them:

@ Battle information management
work shows promise of giving the re-
mote commander of the future an in-
stantaneous, three-dimensional view
of an entire region and the ability to
communicate with forces via voice
controls and touch. Making such a
revolution seem possible are ad-
vances in display technologies, sen-
sor integration, processing, and de-
velopment of computer-driven “artifi-
cial intelligence.”

® Integrated photonics is being
pursued vigorously to accelerate the
arrival of military systems that make
use of optical equipment as opposed
to conventional electronics. One big
payoff, in the words of the report:
“Optics are invulnerable to electro-
magnetic interference and electro-

magnetic pulse, which promises to
invalidate electronic warfare as we
know it today.”

e High-performance turbine en-
gines are expected to make use of
advanced materials and better de-
signs, among other things, to provide
powerplants with twice the thrust of
today’s engines with no additional
weight. With such engines, “Mach 4-
plus aircraft will be practical,” and
radically new global transport aircraft
will become possible.

@ Supercockpit development, ex-
pected to be employed in the Ad-
vanced Tactical Fighter, aims to im-
prove drastically the pilot's awareness
of his surroundings and to decrease
his work load. What seems possiblein
the near term is a full head-up display
with a head-aimed fire-control sys-
tem. For the future: voice controls
and advanced help from artificial in-
telligence systems.

Third-World Naval Threat

Special Operations Forces are not
the only ones concerned about the
prospect of having to grapple with
small, “low-intensity” conflicts. The
US Navy's latest worldwide threat as-
sessment contends that the main
combat fleets are now up against
mounting dangers from smaller
powers.

The potential for conflict with heav-
ily armed forces in the Persian Guif
and other Third-World areas figures
prominently in the seventy-page intel-
ligence report. Prepared by Rear
Adm. William O. Studeman, Director
of Naval Intelligence, the assessment
paints a bleak picture of “significant
threats” that US warships are starting
to face.

What has caused the problem, in
Admiral Studeman’s view, is an explo-
sion of arms sales to Third-World na-
tions in recent years. Says he: “[The
presence of] increasingly sophisti-
cated arms has become common-
place in virtually all regions of the
globe, making the Navy's role of pro-
tecting US interests worldwide more
dangerous and complex.”

in a sharp departure from earlier
times, current and potential Third-
World enemies at sea can threaten US
warships with modern submarines,
advanced missiles, and high-perfor-
mance aircraft,

In the Third World, he points out,
the magnitude of the threat is under-
scored by the fact that there are:

® Forty-eight nations fielding anti-
ship cruise missiles.

@ Nineteen countries with diesel at-
tack submarines.
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® Twenty-one powers with naval
mining capabilities.

That is not all. A big worry for the
future, in the Navy's view, is the pro-
liferation of chemical weapon capa-
bilities. Admiral Studeman claims
that ten countries possess chemical
warfare arsenals. What's more, five
Asian nations—China, Taiwan, North
Korea, Vietnam, and Burma—are fast
developing such capabilities. Iran is
also a conspicuous contender for
such weaponry.

What will be the impact of the
spread of armaments? The most ob-
vious danger is that an American war-
ship will fall prey to the lucky shot
from a Third-World adversary. With
US task forces operating in confined
waters, amid highly ambiguous
threats and under restrictive peace-
time rules of engagement, this dan-
ger remains ever present.

Other complications, however,
seem to be of equal or even greater
significance. One is the extent to
which Third-World nations will be
able to put stress, on a long-term
basis, on the force structure of even a
greatly expanded 600-ship, fifteen-
carrier US Navy.

The problem is summed up this way
by Admiral Studeman: “Greater num-
bers of more sophisticated sub-
marines will tax our [antisubmarine-
warfare] capability to distinguish
friend from foe and increase the geo-
graphic areas in which our ASW
forces may be required to operate. Ex-
pansion and improvements in [Third-
World] air systems will further com-
plicate US at-sea air defense.”

The most dangerous potential ad-
versaries, in the view of the Navy, are
Libya and Iran. The Naval intelligence
document claims that Tripoli's
forces—armed with modern surface-
to-surface missiles, hundreds of jet
fighters, long-range surface-to-air
missiles, and a large inventory of sea
mines—pose “a considerable and in-
creasing threat” to Navy warships op-
erating in the Mediterranean. For its
part, Iran can brandish its Chinese-
made Silkworm antiship missiles and
may be getting China's F-7 aircraft
and Soviet-made Styx surface-to-sur-
face missiles.

The Navy report points up a heavy
irony. Even as the indigenous naval
threat in the Third World grows, Sovi-
et naval operations in these waters ap-
pear to be stagnant or even receding.
This runs counter to earlier predic-
tions that the Red Navy was bent on
expanding its power-projection capa-
bility for intervention in world trouble
spots.
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The new Navy assessment is un-
equivocal on this score: “Soviet
forces abroad, such as those at Cam
Ranh Bay, Vietnam, or in Ethiopia,
South Yemen, Cuba, or the South At-
lantic, are still too few and too weak to
enable the Soviets to engage in any
significant power projection, particu-
larly over a prolonged period.”

What's more, Russian naval deploy-
ments overseas in 1987 declined by
six percent compared to 1986, the
third year in a row that this has oc-
curred. The Soviet fleet in 1987 con-
tinued to conduct virtually all its ma-
jor exercises in waters close to the
Soviet mainland—a sharp departure
from more aggressive maneuvers in
years gone by. Moscow also appears
to be deploying its fleet for home-
water defense.

Why is this happening? The Navy
speculates that Soviet naval restraint
reflects tight defense budgets at
home, increased emphasis on close-
in defense of the homeland, and con-
cern about the need to protect its nu-
clear-missile-carrying strategic sub-
marines in the Arctic.

Turmoil in Latin America

If there is any one part of the world
that could be viewed as the cockpit of
“low-intensity” conflict, it is Latin
America.

This area is the scene not only of
the sputtering conflict between Nica-
ragua’s Sandinistas and US-backed
Nicaraguan guerrillas. It seethes with
sporadic warfare—in El Salvador,
Guatemala, Peru—and with other
civil disturbances ranging from eco-
nomic conflict to feuds between the
heavily armed narcotics suppliers
and local governments.

These dangers are much on the
mind of Army Gen. Fred F. Woerner,
who as Commander in Chief of US
Southern Command in Panama is in
charge of 10,000 American service-
men and responsible for Washing-
ton’s military interests in nineteen
Latin American nations.

In a recent talk with some Washing-
ton writers, the General observed that
this “southern flank” of the United
States historically has been insecure.
Should Washington ever be com-
pelled to make it secure, he adds, the
drain on US resources “would have
very, very significant impact on our
worldwide commitments.”

What does General Woerner think
Washington should be doing to cope
with the turmoil in the region? The
answer, says General Woerner, does
not lie in expanding the number of US
fighting forces in the region. “l don't

think that it's [a need for] military
forces,” he observes. "l think that
we're in the posture that we should
be, with a symbolic force regionally
and a relevant force, specifically, to
the security of the Panama Canal.”

The first step, the General says,
should be a substantial expansion of
the number of US military advisors
working to increase the profession-
alism of friendly Latin American mili-
taries. He would like to see the US
return to the days when it maintained
about 800 advisors within the region.
“I thought that was a very comfortable
structure,” he says. “So use that fig-
ure.”

Presently, the number of US ad-
visors is minimal—a total of fifty-five,
all of them deployed in El Salvador.
General Woerner controls another
ninety-two security assistance offi-
cers scattered across the nineteen
countries in his sphere of interest.

To put those figures into context,
General Woerner notes the following:
In Cuba alone, the Soviet Union main-
tains a total of 2,800 advisors. It de-
ploys another 150 in Peru, ostensibly
a nonaligned nation. “The Soviet
Union,” says he, “has . .. nineteen
times more on one island—Cuba—
than | have in nineteen countries.”

Secondly, in the General's view,
Washington should devote a far larger
amount of security assistance aid to
Latin militaries. “l believe very strong-
ly that the security assistance pro-
gram is an incredibly viable tool for
the US military to maintain a positive
relationship. . . . One could look at it
as the foot in the door.”

The US today provides only about
$128 million in grant aid to Latin
America’s regional military establish-
ments—about four percent of the
worldwide US total. What's more,
eighty-six percent of that funding
goes to only two nations—E| Salvador
and Honduras. The rest has to be
spread around to the remaining na-
tions.

The prognosis now for General
Woerner's proposal is bleak. He con-
cedes that there is little realistic
chance for any increase in his com-
plement of military advisors, which is
a most sensitive political issue in
Congress. The level of security assis-
tance, far from going up, is now being
slashed in the face of budget pres-
sures. The result, he says, is likely to
be new estrangement from Latin mili-
tary officers.

"l sense that the nations know what
is happening to them,” says General
Woerner. “The reaction has been
quite negative. Quite negative.” ]
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Innovation

TODAY'S DEFENDERWEARS . .
A DIFFERENT KIND OF ARMOR. B} 1991 Tockheed projections show

Modern military platforms
need more than firepower to survive.
Fighter aircraft must jam enemy
radar to conceal their positions.
Cruisers must coordinate their guns
and missiles with split-second timing.
Artillery batteries must use laser-
guided munitions to strike with pin-
point precision.

Today'’s defense depends on
advanced electronic systems for its
success. That's why electronics is
such a fast-growing part of military
business opportunities, and why
Lockheed has positioned itself to be
a key participant in this growth.

In 1986, Lockheed’s business
profile included 20 different lines of
business in electronics; and sales can
be characterized as approximately

more than half its revenues being
derived from these vital technologies.
Nearly 40% of Lockheed’s engineers
now work in these disciplines, and
plans started in 1984 should put more
than $700-million in new electronics
facilities and equipment in place by
1988. The purchase of Sanders
Associates in 1986 adds even more
capabilities from one of the outstand-
ing companies in the field.

On land, at sea, in the air, and
now on-orbit, electronics is the new
armor that gives modern military sys-
tems their winning edge. Lockheed is
making sure this armor fits, no mat-
ter where the defense stands guard.

<= .rlockheed

Giving shape to imagination.
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hattle against ohsolescence.

American Electronic Laboratories, a
leader in today's military equipment
evolution, now performs its quick-
turnaround, cost-effective aircraft
upgrades at a new St. Louis facility as
well as the company’s long-established
facility in Monmouth County, NJ.

AEL’s new Aero Division facility at
the St. Louis Regional Airport enhances
the company’s position as a major
electronic systems designer, integrator
and installer.

If the aircraft task involves avionics
system design and engineering,
Electronic Warfare, cockpit manage-
ment, navigation, aircraft survivability,
night vision, communications or
weapons launch control, you can
depend on AEL's Aero experience for
solutions that work.

In addition, AEL offers support
capabilities that include kit fabrication,
Tempest/EMI/EMC testing and field
installations.

For more information about how AEL
can satisfy your fixed-wing or rotary-
wing avionics requirements, call AEL
Aero Marketing at (215) 822-2929.

cAmerican ElectronicLaboratories.Inc.

Subsidiary of AEL Industries, Ine.

305 Richardson Road, Lansdale, PA 19446
(215) 822-2929
Telex: 4761188 AELABS

©) 1988 American Electronic Laboratories, Ine.



Capitol Hili

By Brian Green, CONGRESSIONAL EDITOR

MX Hit Again

The Air Force responded strongly
to a new round of criticism of the MX
Peacekeeper ICBM from Chairman of
the House Armed Services Commit-
tee (HASC) Rep. Les Aspin (D-Wis.).

Representative Aspin claimed that
the Rail-Garrison basing mode for the
MX (in which special six-car trains
based on existing military reserva-
tions would each carry two missiles)
“has the feel of something worked out
on the back of an envelope.” He ar-
gued that the public may well object
to the dispersal of the missiles during
times of crisis and suggested that ci-
vilian railworkers may be unreliable in
crisis situations.

Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Larry
Welch responded that “the Air Force
... experience with civilian popula-
tions near strategic nuclear forces
bases gives [us] more faith in the

American public's interest in deter-
ring nuclear war than that reflected in
Mr. Aspin’s statement.”
Representative Aspin also crit-
icized the concurrency (between R&D
and procurement) built into the pro-
gram schedule. General Welch re-
sponded that “the basing mode has
been subjected to a rigorous analyt-
ical and careful acquisition process”
and was approved because of “its rel-
atively low cost, low risk, high surviv-
ability, and extended endurance.”

Reforms Reformed?

Two new bills reforming DoD re-
form legislation have been intro-
duced. The first, introduced by Rep.
Bill Nichols (D-Ala.), exempts some in
the grade of O-6 from the legislated
requirements for joint education and
joint duty assignments prior to pro-
motion to flag rank. These officers are

so far along in their career tracks that
they do not have enough time to fulfill
the requirements. It also requires that
the Air Force reestablish a civilian of-
fice of Assistant Secretary for Finan-
cial Management. The USAF Comp-
troller is now Lt. Gen. Claudius “Bud”
Watts Ill. Representative Nichols
stated a belief that the current ar-
rangement undermines civilian con-
trol of the Air Force, a contention
strongly disputed by Secretary Al-
dridge, among others.

The bill does not address one of the
key Air Force concerns—that the joint
duty and joint education require-
ments make officer career tracks un-
reasonably long. Nothing in the bill
provides any relief for grades below
0-6. The bill, if approved, could have
the practical effect of deferring
changes that the Air Force believes
might be necessary.
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The second, introduced by Rep.
John Kasich (R-Ohio), would substan-
tially strengthen the powers of the Un-
der Secretary of Defense for Acquisi-
tion. The Under Secretary would have
the “authority to direct” the services
on all acquisition matters and would
not be subject to direction by anyone
in DoD except the Secretary of De-
fense. The Under Secretary is di-
rected to establish within DoD “a sin-
gle unified defense acquisition pro-
cess...."

The practical impact of this bill, if
approved, would be to expand the
power of the Under Secretary and re-
duce the power and influence of the
services and their acquisition chiéfs.

INF Interpretation Issue

The Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee (SFRC) has approved the Inter-
mediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF)
Treaty, but a fight in the full Senate is
expected over a key proviso attached
to the resolution of ratification. The
Treaty bans US and Soviet nuclear
missile forces with a range of from
500 to 5,500 kilometers.

The amendment, introduced by
Sen. Joe Biden (D-Del.), provides that
INF Treaty interpretation will be
bound by Administration testimony
before the Senate. Any subsequent
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Administration reinterpretation
would require Senate or bicameral
approval. The Administration op-
poses the amendment.

The issue stems from the belief by
some on the SFRC that the Reagan
Administration arbitrarily changed
the interpretation of the 1972 Anti-
ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty accept-
ed by earlier administrations. The Ad-
ministration now believes that the
Treaty permits wide latitude in devel-
opment of certain types of ABM tech-
nology, a position rejected by many in
the Senate.

Spares: Peacetime Air Force?

In testimony before the Senate
Armed Services Committee, Gen. Al-
fred G. Hansen, Commander of Air
Force Logistics Command, described
acritical shortage of spares that in his
judgment means “we are, in fact, a
peacetime Air Force and must accept
the risk to our national security that
that entails.” He argued that the Air
Force is “ready to respond to con-
tingency operations, [but] we may not
have the staying power to sustain
[operations].” War readiness spares
kits that support upgraded aircraft
are not funded in the FY '89 budget
request because of fiscal constraints.
He stated that the Air Force decision

not to request funding reflected its
understanding of congressional pref-
erence. Congress cut $600 million
from the FY '88 Air Force spares re-
quest.

General Hansen strongly defended
Air Force inventory management
against accusations by the General
Accounting Office (GAQ, the investi-
gative arm of Congress) that the ser-
vices stockpile pipeline stocks, have
too much excess material on order,
and stockpile too many spares for
which there is no immediate demand.

General Hansen argued that the
GAO methodology was flawed. He
also noted that the GAO, now attack-
ing excess inventory, recently crit-
icized the Air Force for discarding po-
tentially valuable spares. General
Hansen said that great progress in au-
tomation of inventory controls and
physical counts should lead to ex-
traordinary inventory accuracy.

House Approves Budget

The House of Representatives ap-
proved a budget resolution consis-
tent with last November's so-called
“"budget summit” agreement. The res-
olution provides for $299.5 billion in
budget authority for defense, the
same amount that the Administration
requested. L
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By Jeffrey P. Rhodes, AERONAUTICS EDITOR

Washington, D. C.
* The Navy's new fully integrated pi-
lot training system got off to a rousing
start on March 16 when the corner-
stone element of the T45TS, the
McDonnell Douglas/British Aero-
space T-45A Goshawk, was rolled out
in ceremonies at the Douglas Aircraft
Co. plant in Long Beach, Calif.
Instead of parting a curtain to re-
veal the aircraft or towing the new
aircraft to the outdoor ceremony,
company pilot Fred Hamilton pow-
ered up the plane’s Rolls-Royce F405-
RR-400 engine and taxied the plane
(Bureau Number 162787) in front of
the crowd of nearly 1,000 people.
Many of the technicians who built the
nearly thirty-nine-foot-long and thir-
ty-one-foot-wide Goshawk, a deriva-
tive of the successful BAe Hawk train-
er, were present at the rollout.
The planned 300 production T-45A

.
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aircraft are the main part of the  ype first McDonnell Douglas/British Aerospace T-45A Goshawk taxied out in

T45TS, which will also include thirty-  ceremonies at the Douglas Aircraft Co. plant in Long Beach, Calif.,, on March 16. The
two G-suit/G-seat computer gener- Goshawk Is the aircraft portion of the Navy's T45TS integrated flight training system
ated image simulators (ten instru- that will replace the T-2C/TA-4J aircraft combination now used.

FRONT COVER: Aithough USAF’s people are the real key, the airplanes are often the
stars of the show. This galaxy includes: (1) Boeing E-3A Sentry, (2) McDonnell Douglas
F-4G Wild Weasel, (3) McDonnell Douglas KC-10A Extender, (4) Lockheed C-58B Galaxy,
(5) Lockheed SR-71A “Blackbird,” (6) Lockheed C-141B StarLifter, (7) Boeing KC-135A
Stratotanker, (8) McDonnell Douglas F-15C Eagle, (9) General Dynamics F-16C
Fighting Falcon, (10) Lockheed AC-130H Spectre, (11) Sikorsky HH-53B Super Jolly,
(12) Fairchild A-10A Thunderbolt Il, (13) Grumman EF-111A Raven, (14) LTV A-7D
Corsair ll, (15) Northrop T-38A Talon, (16) Rockwell B-1B, and (17) the venerable
Boeing B-52H Stratoforiress. The artist is Attila Hejja.
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ment flight trainers and twenty-two
operational flight trainers), four main-
frame computer facilities and 200 ter-
minals for training integration (which
are well along in development), and a
contractor-operated Integrated Lo-
gistics System (ILS).

Honeywell, which is building the
simulators, had the first T-45 simula-
tor up and running at its Herndon, Va.,
facility several weeks prior to the air-
craft rollout. Data collected during
the T-45's test program will be added
to the data base for the simulator to
make it even more realistic.

Compared with the Navy's current
T-2C/TA-4J two-aircraft system of
training aviators, the T45TS is ex-
pected to require forty-two percent
fewer aircraft, forty-six percent fewer
personnel, and twenty-five percent
fewer flight hours. The Navy will get
600 trained aviators per year (vs. 500
now) at roughly half the cost of the
present system. Well over $100 million
in savings a year (vs. the T-2C/TA-4J)
over the life of the T45TS is expected.

The first T-45A will undergo a nine-
teen-month test program at the com-
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pany's facility in Yuma, Ariz., and at
the Naval Air Test Center at NAS Pa-
tuxent River, Md. The second Gos-
hawk will join the test program in
June.

After the first two aircraft are built,
production will shift to Air Force Plant
42 in Palmdale, Calif. British Aero-
space builds most of the aircraft, but
Douglas will build the nose and will
assemble the T-45s. Peak production
of forty-eight aircraft a year is ex-
pected in 1993, and production is
scheduled to be completed in 1997,

Delivery of the first aircraft (twelve
T-45As and associated training equip-
ment were funded in FY '88) will begin
in 1989, and initial operational capa-
bility (I0C) is expected to be reached
at the end of FY '90 at NAS Kingsville
near Corpus Christi, Tex. Other train-
ing bases will be at NAS Meridian,
Miss. (in 1993), and NAS Chase Field,
near Beeville, Tex. (in 1995).

% The results of the first comprehen-
sive survey of members of the Se-
lected Reserve indicate that morale in
the units is high and that personnel
are generally satisfied with major fea-
tures of reserve component service.
However, a significant number re-
ported dissatisfaction with training
during weekend drills, citing lack of
modern equipment at drill sites for
individual skill training.

More than 52,000 enlisted person-
nel and 12,000 officers from the seven
separate reserve components partici-
pated in the poll. The nearly 65,000
respondents are a representative
sampling of the more than 1,100,000
members of the Army and Air National
Guards and the Army, Navy, Marine
Corps, Coast Guard, and Air Force
Reserves.

While weekend drills were found to
be lacking, the two-week annual
training was generally found to be sat-
isfactory. Fifty-eight percent of all re-
spondents viewed their employer's at-
titude toward reserve participation
favorably, while fifteen percent said
that their employer had a negative at-
titude toward reserve participation.
The remainder described their em-
ployer’s attitude as neutral.

In the area of retention, thirty-seven
percent of the enlisted respondents
and seventy percent of the officers
indicate they plan to remain in the
National Guard or Reserve. Retire-
ment benefits and compensation
were cited by the reservists as the two
main reasons for continuing service.
Fifty-five percent of all respondents,
though, cited their desire to serve
their country as another reason to
stay in.

Among enlisted Reservists and
Guardsmen, the survey indicates that
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Milt Caniff based many of his characters on real people. This gallery is from our July '57
cover and includes (from top, left to right): Poteet Canyon (based on Nancy O'Neal);
Dude Hennick (Frank Higgs); Col. Flip Corkin (Philip Cochran); Lt. Upton Bucket (Bill
Mauldin); Col. Vince Casey (C. D. Vincent); CAP Cadet Scooter McGruder (Margaret
Kennefick); Allee McDean (Alice McDermott); Maj. Gen. Claire Chennault (himself); Steve
Canyon (“a composite"); Gen. Joseph W. Stilwell (himself); L. Taffy Tucker (Bernice
Taylor); Miss Lace (Dorothy Partington); Maj. Luke Adew (William Lookadao); Col. Soup
Davey (David F. McCallister); Lt. Peter Pipper “the Piper” (John F. Kennedy); Brig. Gen. P.
G. “Shanty" Town (also C. D. Vincent); and Miss Mizzou (Marilyn Monroe).

Milton Caniff and His Air Force

Milton Caniff, creator of Terry and the Pirates and Steve Canyon, died April 3. He
was eighty-one. He had long since become a legend in his field, and he was a special
friend of the Air Force and AFA. He was one of the founders of the Association's Iron
Gate Chapter in New York. In the past, when his health was better, he served on the
boards of AFA and its affiliate, the Aerospace Education Foundation. Caniff was
AFA’'s Man of the Year in 1965.

No other artist ever came close to Caniff in his ability to capture the look, feel, and
flavor of the Air Force. He made a point of knowing what he was talking—and
drawing—about. If his characters seemed real, it's because they often were. Flip
Corkin, for instance, was modeled on Col. Philip Cochran. Vince Casey was really
Brig. Gen. C. D. Vincent, and so on (see above).

The field of comic art has produced no more than a handful of leaders who rank
with Caniff in influence. A 1981 biography of Caniff called him the “Rembrandt of
the Comic Strip," and he was all of that. Others have been imitating his style for
years. Generations of young artists have equipped themselves with No. 1 Windsor
Newton brushes because that's what Caniff used to lay down those bold, wonderful
lines of his.

Caniff began Terry and the Pirates as an adventure strip in 1934, but when World
War Il began, he promptly put his hero in the uniform of the Army Air Forces. For the
rest of his life, Caniff would be close to flyers and military aviation. In 1948, he left
Terry, the rights to which were owned by a syndicate, and started Steve Canyon,
which is still running.

Everybody has a favorite Caniff strip. For many, it is the famous "Let's Take a Walk,
Terry" page from 1943 that was once "read" into The Congressional Record and that
appeared as a guest editorial in the September 1985 issue of this magazine. Caniff
did several covers for Air Force Magazine. The art above is from one of them,
illustrating an article called "Milt Caniff's Air Force.”

For nearly fifty years, he thought of it that way: Milt Caniff's Air Force. And those
who have been touched by his work and his dynamic personality will always think of
him as the Air Force's Milt Caniff.

—J.T.C.
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the median age is 29.5 years, more
than ninety percent are high school
graduates, fifty-five percent are mar-
ried, and forty-seven percent of the
enlisted reserve members had spent
an average of 4.2 years on active duty.

In the officer ranks, the survey finds
that the median age is 37.9 years,
eighty percent have college degrees
and ninety-six percent have done
some college work, seventy-six per-
cent are married, and sixty-two per-
cent of the officers had spent an aver-
age of five years on active duty.

* Two days before the T-45 rollout,
the Air Force's new MC-130H Combat
Talon Il special operations airlifter
was introduced in ceremonies at E-
Systems Inc.’s facility at Greenville,
Tex.

The Combat Talon Il is a much-im-
proved version of the MC-130E Com-
bat Talon | that is used by the 1st Spe-
cial Operations Wing at Hurlburt
Field, Fla., and other bases. They are
used for troop infiltration/exfiltration
and resupply behind enemy lines at
night and in poor weather.

Like the earlier version, the
MC-130H features an in-flight refuel-
ing system and a high-speed, low-
level aerial delivery system, or
HSLLADS, which permits cargo
drops without having to slow the air-
craft.

The new aircraft's main advance is
the IBM-developed avionics suite.
Originally intended for the HH-60
Night Hawk special operations/res-
cue helicopter, the suite features

The Air Force’s new MC-130H Combat Talon Il special operations airlifter was

—Photo by Sam Fenirels

Air Force Space Command moved into its new digs earlier this year at Peterson AFB,
Colo., near Colorado Springs. From this new building, AFSPACECOM manages its
seven misslle warning units, nine space surveillance locations, and forty satellite
operations and support facillties. The command Is organized into three wings with
seventy-two units and is made up of more than 13,000 Air Force and contractor
personnel.

color multifunction displays, the
Emerson AN/APQ-170 digital radar
system, the AN/AAQ-15 infrared de-
tecting set, a dual inertial navigation
system (INS), a complete electronic
warfare sulte, and other advanced
systems.

After shakedown flights, the
MC-130H will go to Edwards AFB, Cal-
if., for full qualification and opera-
tions testing. The Air Force plans to
acquire twenty-four MC-130Hs to
complement the fourteen MC-130Es
worldwide.

The Combat Talon Il aircraft are

introduced on March 14 in ceremonles at the E-Systems plant in Greenville, Tex. At
the heart of these Improved Combat Talons Is the IBM-developed avionics suite. The
alrcraft are new-build Lockheed C-130H aircraft.

new-build Lockheed C-130H aircraft
modified by E-Systems. IBM is the
system integrator.

* In recent testimony before the
House Appropriations Commiltee's
Subcommittee on Defense, Gen. Fred
F. Woerner, Commander in Chief of
US Southern Command, revealed
some startling statistics about the So-
viet presence in Latin America.

General Woerner said in part: “The
Soviet Union is virtually on par with
the United States in terms of access to
bases—land, sea, and air—and for-
ward-based forces south of our bor-
der. Forward-deployed forces include
a brigade and a 2,100-man intelli-
gence center in Cuba.”

The number of Soviet personnel of
all types in the region “includes 2,800
in Cuba, 100 in Nicaragua, and 500 in
Peru. There are approximately 115
Soviet military advisors in Peru alone,
while the total number of US [person-
nel] in sixteen Latin American coun-
tries is 147. That total includes the
fifty-five trainers in El Salvador.”

General Woerner also noted that
Sovlet aid to Cuba exceeds lhe aid
given by the Soviets to the rest of the
world combined—$16.2 million in
economic assistance and $1.7 million
in military assistance daily, or some
$6.3 billion annually.

The USSOUTHCOM chief also add-
ed that “it is important that we [as a
country] be prepared to apply deter-
rence theory along the entire spec-
trum of conflict. The sooner we get
involved in a situation that affects US
national interests, the lower the ulti-
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Pilatus Aircraft Ltd., a Swiss firm, recently brought its PC-9 turboprop trainer to the US to familiarize Air Force officials with
the airplane. With the cancellation of the T-46A, the Alr Force Is looking at all available aircraft that can meet training

requirements. This is the PC-9 demonstrator flylng over the Alps.

The PC-9 on Tour

As a result of the Air Force's decision to cancel the Fairchild
T-46A in March 1987, Air Training Command (ATC) was forced
to reevaluate its modernization plans for the rest of the century.
What emerged was a three-part plan that would be imple-
mented over a period of fourteen years.

First, Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training (SUPT), in
which pilot candidates are split into multiengine and single-
engine tracks, would be reinstituted. This would result in a
Tanker, Transport, Bomber Training System (TTBTS) that
would utilize an off-the-shelf business jet to teach the "heavy"
drivers and that would be implemented by 1992.

The “B" in TTBTS has since been moved into the third phase
of the ATC Roadmap, now called BFTS (Bomber, Fighter Train-
ing System), in which a new supersonic training aircraft will be
developed and the system put into place by 2005.

The second phase, the Primary Aircraft Training System
(PATS), is where a great deal of the attention from contractors is
focused now. To be in place by 1999, acquisition of the aircraft
and training system (simulators and associated materials)
needs to begin in the 1995 timeframe, and thus PATS has to be
in the Program Objective Memorandum (POM) in 1994.

Under the Next Generation Trainer (NGT) program that re-
sulted in the T-46A, the requirements called for side-by-side
seating, twin jet engines, and a pressurized cockpit. With the
current unfavorable budget climate, the Air Force is not now
limiting itself to a new development effort, and in the last
eighteen months, the service has opened its mind to all aircraft
that meet the training requirements.

With that thought in mind, Pilatus Aircraft Ltd., a Swiss firm,
brought its PC-9 tandem-seat turboprop to America for a sec-
ond demonstration tour. Officials at ATC Headquarters at Ran-
dolph AFB, Tex., Air Force Systems Command’s Aeronautical
Systems Division at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, the Pentagon,
and at AFSC Headquarters at Andrews AFB, Md., had their
chance to fly the PC-9 in February and March.

In between officials, Air Force Magazine was given the op-
portunity to fly in the aircraft, and it was quite a ride.

The PC-9 is generally regarded as the top of the line in the
turboprop world (although Shorts would dispute that claim),
but the PC-9 is also at the top end of the price range—in the
neighborhood of $2 million each. However, the aircraft, like

almost all high-performance turboprops, is very affordable to
fly. The PC-9 is also built with wide safety margins.

The demonstrator aircraft at Andrews had the high-technolo-
gy cockpit avionics option installed. It featured Bendix color
displays for the attitude and horizontal situation indicators and
liquid crystal displays for the engine and secondary instru-
ments. The LCD readouts were surprisingly clear and easy to
read, even heading into the sun. The other instruments had
standard analog dials.

Pilatus Chief Test Pilot Hans Galli sat in the front cockpit and
put the aircraft through its paces. After a 250-meter takeoff roll
and once at altitude, the aircraft easily nosed over in a stall and
lost very little airspeed through a four-G loop. The plane's
performance was very jet-like, with its Pratt & Whitney-Canada
PT6A-62 turboprop developing 950 shaft horsepower and a
maneuvering speed of 210 knots.

In fact, except for a slight right torque, after engine start, it is
easy to forget one is not in a jet. The plane responds quickly to
inputs, although more than a slight touch is needed on the
stick in simple steep banks. The PC-9 is very forgiving and is
easy to keep straight and level. It is also very honest in terms of
entering and exiting a spin.

The aircraft is also easy to maintain. Ninety percent of the
line replaceable units (LRUs) are accessible from the ground,
and there is also a computerized built-in test system for the
engine.

Burma, Saudi Arabia, and Australia currently fly the PC-9.
Pilatus sent two PC-9 kits to Hawker-de Havilland for final
assembly, and the company is building the remainder of Aus-
tralia’s sixty-seven aircraft under license.

Down the road, if the Air Force should decide to buy the PC-9,
Pilatus would not mass-produce the airplane for USAF. Instead,
a US manufacturer would be sought to build the plane undera
teaming or licensing arrangement. The PC-9 is mostly Ameri-
can anyway. Sixty percent of the aircraft, including all of the
aluminum that goes into it, comes from the US.

So far as other parts of the training system approach are
concerned, Pilatus does provide simulators and cockpit proce-
dures trainers. It would then be a question of whether or not the
Air Force wanted a complete training system or a separate
aircraft and systems buy.

~==J.P.R.
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mate costs will be and the greater will
be the range of low-cost tallored force
options available for countering the
threats.”

% After slipping to third place in FY
'86, McDonnell Douglas, with nearly
$7 billion worth of prime contracts
and approximately $894 million in
contracts to its divisions and subsidi-
aries, regained first place in the De-
partment of Defense’s annual tally of
its top 100 contractors. McDonnell
Douglas, headquartered in St. Louis,
Mo., held the number-one ranking in
both FY '84 and FY '85.

The biggest movers at the top of the
rankings were Martin Marietta (from
approximately $2.9 billion in con-
tracts to $3.7 billion in FY '87), Mc-
Donnell Douglas (from roughly $6.6
billion to $7.7 billion), and Lockheed
(from nearly $4.9 billion to $5.6 bil-
lion). Rockwell International, which

finished contracts on the B-1B bomb-
er last year, fell from fourth place to
eleventh in the listing. Rockwell did
$2.2 billion worth of business with
DoD in FY '87.

The top ten firms in FY '87, with
dollar values of all contracts awarded
to the parent company and its divi-
sions and that firm's FY '86 rank, are
shown in the accompanying box.

The total value of FY '87 DoD con-
tract awards was $142,482,708,000,
or about three percent less than the
total awarded in FY '86. Of that total,
$95,354,393,000 was awarded to the
top 100 firms, or about four percent
less than the $98,621,062,000 award-
ed to the top 100 concerns in FY '86.

Five companies in the top ten did
less defense business volume in FY
'87 than in FY ’86, including General
Motors, even though that company
retained fifth place in the survey. For
the second consecutive year, the

Firm

1. McDonnell Douglas Corp.
2. General Dynamics Corp.
3. General Electric Co.
4. Lockheed Corp.
5. General Motors Corp.
6. Raytheon Co.
7. Martin Marietta Corp.
8. United Technologies Corp.
9. The Boeing Co.

10. Grumman Corp.

The Top Ten

Contract Values (000s)

FY '86 Rank
$7,715,243
7,040,956
5,801,795
5,673,547
4,081,723
3,819,984
3,726,483
3,587,022
3,547,343
3,392,714

Y
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A Texas Instruments
engineer compares the
size of one of the
small, low-power, solid-
state transmit/receive
modules with a com-
pleted airborne solid-
state phased array
(SSPA) developed for
the Air Force’s Wright
Aeronautical Laborato-
ries at Wright-Patterson
AFB, Ohio. These mod-
ules replace mechan-
ically scanned anten-
nas and high-voltage
transmitters in conven-
tional radars.
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This is the new Prisoner of War medal
recently authorized by Congress. As
many as 142,000 people may be entitled
to the award.

value of Grumman's contracts in-
creased, but the company did not
move up in the ranking.

As in FY '86, twenty-three firms did
more than $1 billion worth of defense
business in FY '87. The 100th-ranked
company, Sundstrand Corp., received
contracts that totaled $122,390,000.

% A Prisoner of War Medal, newly au-
thorized by Congress, will be issued
free to all persons taken prisoner of
war after April 5, 1917, the date of US
entry into World War |. Defense De-
partment records estimate that as
many as 142,000 may be entitled to
the medal. “An individual must have
been taken prisoner during an armed
conflict, i.e., World War |, World War I,
Korea, and Vietnam, and must have
rendered honorable service during
the period of captivity,” DoD’s an-
nouncement said.

To request an application form for
the medal, call toll-free 1-800-873-
3768. Forms are aiso available from
various veterans organizations and
public service agencies. Former
POWSs or their legal next of kin may
apply for the medal by writing to the
appropriate address:

Former Army POWSs: US Army Re-
serve Personnel Center, Attn.: DARP-
PAS-EAW, 9700 Page Blvd., St. Louis,
Mo. 63132-5200.

Former Navy, Marine Corps, or
Coast Guard POWs: US Navy Liaison
Office, National Personnel Records
Center, 9700 Page Blvd., St. Louis,
Mo. 63132-5199.

Former USAF or Army Air Forces
POWSs: Air Force Reference Branch,
National Personnel Records Center,
9700 Page Blvd., St. Louis, Mo.
63132-5199.

Applicants must provide full name,
service number, Social Security
number, any VA claim number, date
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and place of birth, branch of service,
unit of assignment when captured,
and dates of confinement.

Processing of applications may
take as much as three months be-
cause of the need to verify military
records, the Pentagon said.

* After a brief recess, the AIM-120A
Advanced Medium-Range Air-to-Air
Missile (AMRAAM) test program got
back into gear with two direct hits in
three recent attempts. The missile'’s
Initial Operational Test and Evalua-
tion (IOT&E) launches are scheduled
to continue until late fall.

An AMRAAM containing enhanced
electronic counter-countermeasures
(ECCM) software was fired from a
Navy F/A-18 Hornet over the Pacific
Missile Test Center at Point Mugu,
Calif., on February 9. The shot, which
was not described in detail, scored a
direct hit against a QF-86 drone. The
ECCM update will be incorporated
into the second production lot, which
is now being contracted out.

Two AIM-120s were fired from an
F-15 against two QF-100 drones over
the White Sands Missile Range in
New Mexico on February 22. One mis-
sile scored a direct hit on ‘its target
drone, while the other AMRAAM
missed by a wide margin. The cause
of the miss is under investigation.
These launches were also not de-
scribed in detail.

The two-for-three performance in

Maj. Gen. William L. Doyle (right), Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence at Strategic Air
Command headquarters, was recently presented the 1987 Eugene M. Zuckert
Management Award by Secretary of the Air Force Edward C. Aldridge, Jr. The award is
given annually to recognize management achievements by an Air Force general or

civilian Air Force manager.

February brings the AMRAAM score-
board up to forty-five successes in
fifty-four attempts, a success rate of
eighty-three percent. One-third of the
successes have been direct hits.

Hughes is the prime contractor for
the nearly twelve-foot-long, 335-
pound AMRAAM, and Raytheon is the
second-source manufacturer. Total
AIM-120 production is expected to be
24,000 missiles for the Air Force and
Navy. West Germany and Britain will
also buy the missiles.

Japan’s first commer-
cial communications
satellite, a Hughes
JCSAT, is undergoing
final checks by
Hughes engineers
Lorraine Swalley (left)
and Bridget Goodney
(right) after the upper
half (the antenna
shelf) and the lower
half (the propulision
unit) were mated at
the company’s plant
in El Segundo, Calif.
Two HS 393 satellites
are being built for the
Japan Communica-
tions Satellite Co.

% APPOINTED—Raymond S. Colla-
day has been appointed as the new
director of the Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency (DARPA).
Dr. Colladay will be responsible for
the organization, direction, and man-
agement of the Department of De-
fense’s central research and develop-
ment agency. Beginning his career at
the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration’s Lewis Research
Center near Cleveland, Ohio, in 1969,
Dr. Colladay later became NASA's As-
sociate Administrator for Aeronautics
and Space Technology.

Air Chief Marshal Sir David Craig,
chief of the Royal Air Force Air Staff,
has been appointed as Britain’s new
chief of the Defence Staff, a position
analogous to that of the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the US. Sir
David will assume the post in Decem-
ber upon the retirement of Admiral of
the Fleet Sir John Fieldhouse. Air
Chief Marshal Sir Peter Harding will
become the new chief of the Air Staff.

* AWARDED—The 5th Defense
Space Communications Squadron at
Woomera Air Station, Australia, has
been named as the first recipient of
the Air Force Space Command Com-
mander’s Trophy. The trophy sym-
bolizes the overall winner of the com-
mand's unit competition program.
Twenty-three AFSPACECOM units
were judged in areas that included
standardization and evaluation, op-
erational efficiency, logistics and sup-
port, safety, and several other areas.
The 5th DSCS was also the winner of
the communications category of the
competition.
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The point is, we've got to
protect our information, and still
keep life-cycle costs down.

For a growing number of govern-
ment agencies, that means secure
phones with nothing less than a
4.8 Kb/s capability

That’s why AT&T has developed
what is now the only dual rate 2.4 and
4.8 Kb/s secure phone on the market:
the AT&T Security-Plus Communica-
tions Terminal (STU-III).

AT&T's terminal is ready today to
protect your secure communication,
and with a design that is easy and
cost-effective to upgrade. Looking
ahead, this assures that improve-
ments in voice processing, NOw un-
der development at AT&T Bell
Laboratories, can be integrated into
existing AT&T terminals. The result:
reduced life-cycle costs.

Unlike 2.4 Kb/s equipment,
AT&T's 4.8 Kb/s transmission offers a
major advantage: improved voice
quality/voice recognition levels. This

provides extraassurance thatyou are
connected with the right party and
reduces the strain of a lengthy secure
conversation.

The AT&T Security-Plus
Communications Terminal (STU-I11):
right for today, ready for tomorrow.

By doubling transmission
speed, the 4.8 data rate moves sensi-
tive information faster, decreases
long distance transmission charges,
even reduces set-up time,

AT&T's feature-rich STU-III gives
you one-button access to its func-
tions: Clear Data or Clear Voice;
Secure Data or Secure Voice. It ac-
commodates up to four indepen-

dent identities and levels of security
—and up to 32 crypto-ignition keys.
It offers a remote interface to access
its functions.

Also, physical security is engi-
neered into its design, preventing
tampering.

But the most reassuring feature
of the AT&T Security-Plus Communi-
cations Terminal is the credibility of
the company that builds it. Acompany
with more than a century of quality
communications experience.

For more information, call AT&T
at 1 800 262-3787 (NC residents
call collect: 919 279-3411.) © 1988 arzr
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shepherd and Doberman

No job in the Air Force is
finished until the paper-
work is done. A1C Angie

Oxley has to keep tabs
on K-9 Bo's weight, as a
sudden gain or loss
could indicate trouble.

Bo, a mixture of German

pinscher, is a fourteen-
month-old narcotics de-
tection dog assigned to
the 432d Security Police
Squadron at Misawa AB,
Japan (where Airman
Oxley is also assigned).

May Anniversaries

® May 30, 1913: Approximate date the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
begins teaching aerodynamics. Assistant Naval Constructor Jerome C. Hunsaker is
the first professor.

e May 15, 1918: The Aviation Section of the Signal Corps begins regular air mail
service from Washington, D. C., to New York City.

® May 2-3, 1923: Lt. Oakley G. Kelly and Lt. James A. Macready complete the first
nonstop transcontinental flight. The trip from New York to San Diego takes twenty-
six hours, fifty minutes, and three seconds in the Fokker T-2. (Today's five-plus-hour
commercial cross-country flights only seem to take as long as the T-2's pioneering
flight.)

@ May 12, 1928: Lt. Julian S. Dexter of the Air Corps Reserve completes a 3,000-
square-mile aerial mapping assignment over the Florida Everglades. The project
takes sixty-five hours of flying spread over two months.

® May 15, 1938: US Secretary of the Interior Harold L. Ickes announces his refusal
to allow inert helium gas to be exported to Germany for use in the Zeppelin airships.
Secretary Ickes feels that the quantity of gas asked for indicates that a portion of it
could be diverted for military purposes.

e May 30, 1943: All organized Japanese resistance ceases on Attu Island in the
Aleutians.

® May 12, 1953: Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson reveals that projected Air
Force strength has been revised downward to 120 wings, instead of the 143 pre-
viously planned.

® May 7, 1958: Maj. Howard C. Johnson sets a new world altitude record of 91,243
feetin a Lockheed F-104 Starfighter. Eighteen days later, Capt. Walter F. Irwin sets a
world speed record of 1,404.09 mph, also in an F-104.

® May 13, 1958: Trans World Airlines becomes the first air carrier to hire a black
stewardess.

® May 27, 1958: First flight of the McDonnell F4H-1 (F-4) Phantom Il. On May 20,
1978, McDonnell Douglas delivers the 5,000th F-4 built.

® May 15, 1963: The first American to orbit earth for more than a day, Air Force
Maj. L. Gordon "Gordo” Cooper, is launched from Cape Canaveral, Fla. The thirty-
four-hour, twenty-two-orbit flight is made in the MA-8 Faith-7 Mercury capsule.

e May 18, 1968: In response to a massive flood, the Air Force airlifts 88.5 tons of
food and related materials to Ethiopia.
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MSgt. Richard L. Taylor, branch
production supervisor with the 509th
Organizational Maintenance Squad-
ron at Pease AFB, N. H., and Lt. Col.
James C. Havard, formerly of the
366th Aircraft Generation Squadron
at Mountain Home AFB, Idaho, have
been named as the winners of the
Gen. Lew Allen, Jr., Award for
1986-87. The award is presented an-
nually to the Air Force’s top people in
aircraft sortie generation.

Under Sergeant Taylor's leadership,
the 100-person 509th OMS was able
to produce more than 7,600 flying
hours, actual sorties flown exceeded
scheduled sorties by 169 missions, a
maintenance cancellation rate of un-
der five percent was recorded, and the
unit had an on-time takeoff rate of
nearly ninety-two percent. Colonel
Havard, now at Osan AB, Korea, was
cited for “superior leadership and in-
novative management of resources”
and for contributing to “extraordi-
nary, positive sirides in aii mainie-
nance management areas."”

Capt. Richard Von Berckefeldt, an
F-15 pilot assigned to the 54th Tac-
tical Fighter Squadron at EiImendorf
AFB, Alaska, recently received the
Sustained Activity Air Medal for his
actions in becoming Alaskan Air
Command’s leading intercept “ace.”
During an eleven-month period, Cap-
tain Von Berckefeldt intercepted and
escorted ten Soviet aircraft, mostly
Bear-H bombers, off the Alaskan
coast. Since the first intercept off
Alaska in 1961, there have been ten
intercept aces. Behind Captain Von
Berckefeldt are two pilots with seven
intercepts, one with six, and six pilots
with five intercepts each. Last year,
F-15 pilots flying alert missions from
King Salmon and Galena Airports
identified fifty-six aircraft on thirty-
one intercepts.

* MILESTONES—In early March,
two orders for new Boeing 737 air-
craft marked the first time a jet airliner
has ever passed the 2,000 mark in
sales. The orders for four 737-300 air-
craft for Transavia, a Dutch charter
line, and fifty 737s of various models
for USAir bring total sales to 2,001
aircraft since the type’s first flight in
1967. Boeing already holds the com-
mercial jetliner record with 1,831 de-
liveries of 727 aircraft. The Air Force
uses the 737-200 as the T-43A navi-
gator trainer and the 727 as the C-22B
operational support airlifter.

The first Rockwell B-1B bomber to
be modified to better withstand bird-
strikes was cleared for low-level
flight training on March 9. This al-
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lowed the Air Force to conduct low-
altitude training with the B-1B for the
first time since the crash of one of the
planes last September. (For more de-
tails on the mishap and the Birdstrike
Vulnerability Reduction Program, see
“Aerospace World,"” April 1988 issue.)
The modified aircraft is assigned to
the 96th Bomb Wing at Dyess AFB,
Tex.

* PURCHASES—The Israeli Air
Force has decided to buy the
Sikorsky S-70A, the export version of
the UH-60A Black Hawk helicopter, to

replace its aging Bell 212s (UH-1Ns).
The purchase of twenty S-70As (with
options for forty more) will likely be
made with Foreign Military Sales
(FMS) credits. The IAF evaluation of
the Black Hawk began in 1983 when
one of the aircraft was sent to Israel.
Since then, |AF pilots have flown
UH-60s in the US.

The Royal Jordanian Air Force has
decided to buy eight Panavia Tor-
nado IDS (Interdictor Strike) combat
aircraft, with options on additional
aircraft. The Tornados will be deliv-
ered in 1990. The sale will be on a

government-to-government basis
and will be financed by credit sup-
plied from Britain. The deal, with re-
lated ground equipment, is thought
to be worth more than $300 million.
The RJAF picked the Tornado IDS
over the Soviet MiG-29 Fulcrum, Or-
ders for the Tornado IDS, ADV (Air
Defense Variant), and ECR (Elec-
tronic Combat and Reconnaissance)
versions now total 941 aircraft.
NASA has ordered a second Boe-
ing 747-100 aircraft to be used to
transport Space Shuttle Orbiters
piggyback from landing sites to the

Senior Staff Changes

PROMOTIONS: To be General: Merrill A. McPeak; John A.
Shaud.

To be Lieutenant General: Jimmie V. Adams; Peter T. Kempf;
Monte B. Miller.

To be Major General: David C. Morehouse.

RETIREMENTS: M/G Schuyler Bissell; B/G Denis M. Brown;
B/G James E. Freytag; M/G Cornelius Nugteren.

CHANGES: M/G (L/G selectee) Jimmie V. Adams, from Cmdr.,
1st AF, and Cmdr., CONUS NORAD Region, Hg. TAC, Langley AFB,
Va., to Vice Cmdr., Hg. TAC, and Vice CINC, USAFLANT, USLANT-
COM, Langley AFB, Va., replacing retiring L/G James R. Brown . . .
M/G Marcus A. Anderson, from DCS/Ops., Hg. TAC, and Dep. Dir,,
Ops., TACOS, Langley AFB, Va., to Cmdr, 3d AF, USAFE, RAF
Mildenhall, United Kingdom, replacing M/G William K. James . . .
M/G Joseph W. Ashy, from DCS/Plans, Hq. TAC; Dep. Dir,, Plans,
TACOS; and DCS/Plans, USAFLANT, USLANTCOM, Langley AFB,
Va., to Cmdr., USAFTFWC, TAC, Nellis AFB, Nev., replacing M/G
(L/G selectee) Peter T. Kempf.

M/G Charles G. Boyd, from Vice Cmdr., 8th AF, SAC, Barksdale
AFB, La., to Dir, Plans, DCS/P&0, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C.,
replacing retiring M/G Albert L. Logan . .. Col. (B/G seleciee)
Edward N. Brya, from Cmdr., 317th TAW, MAC, Pope AFB, N.C., to
Dep. Cmdr., Joint Special Ops. Command, USSOCOM, Ft. Bragg,
N. C., replacing B/G (M/G selectee) Frank J. Kelly, Jr.

B/G Robert E. Dempsey, from Ass't, P&P, DCS/Plans, Hg. SAC,
and Dep. Dir., Analysis, Concepts, and Sys., JSTPS, Offutt AFB,
Neb., to DCS/Strategic Planning and Analysis, Hq. SAC; Dep. Dir.,
Force Employment Plans, JSTPS; and Dep. Dir., Strategic Plan-
ning and Analysis, STRACOS, Offutt AFB, Neb., replacing B/G
(M/G selectee) Alan V. Rogers . . . M/G William J. Grove, Jr., from
DCS/Tech. Training, Hq. ATC, Randolph AFB, Tex., to Cmdr.,
TUSLOG, USAFE, Ankara, Turkey, replacing M/G John C. Scheidt.

Col. (B/G selectee) Kenneth L. Hagemann, Sr., from Exec. Of-
ficer to CINC, Hg. SAC, Offutt AFB, Neb., to Ass't, P&P, DCS/Plans,
Hq. SAC, and Dep. Dir., Analysis, Concepts, and Sys., JSTPS, Offutt
AFB, Neb., replacing B/G Robert E. Dempsey . . . M/G William K.
James, from Cmdr.,, 3d AF, USAFE, RAF Mildenhall, United King-
dom, to DCS/Ops., Hg. TAC, and Dep. Dir,, Ops., TACOS, Langley
AFB, Va., replacing M/G Marcus A. Anderson . . . B/G James M.
Johnston lll, from IG, Hg. TAC, Langley AFB, Va., to Dir,, Aerospace
Safety, Hq. AFISC, Norton AFB, Calif., replacing B/G Joseph K.
Stapleton.

Col. (B/G selectee) Roger A. Jones, from Staff Judge Advocate,
Hq. TAC, Langley AFB, Va., to Staff Judge Advocate, Hg. SAC,
Offutt AFB, Neb., replacing B/G (M/G selectee) David C. More-
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house ... M/G (L/G selectee) Peter T. Kempf, from Cmdr.,
USAFTFWC, TAC, Nellis AFB, Nev., to Cmdr., 12th AF, TAC, and
Cmdr.,, USSAF, USSOUTHCOM, Bergstrom AFB, Tex., replacing
/G (Gen. selectee) Merrill A. McPeak . .. B/G (M/G selectee)
Charles A. May, Jr.,, from Dep. Dir., Advanced Prgms., OSAF/Ac-
quisitions, Washington, D. C., to DCS/Requirements, Hg. SAC,
Offutt AFB, Neb.

L/G Thomas G. Mclnerney, from Vice CINC, Hq. USAFE, and
Dir., EACOS, Ramstein AB, Germany, to Cmdr., Hq. AAC, and
Cmdr., Alaskan NORAD Region, Elmendorf AFB, Alaska, replacing
retiring L/G David L. Nichols . . . L/G (Gen. selectee) Merrill A.
McPeak, from Cmdr., 12th AF, TAC, and Cmdr., USSAF
USSOUTHCOM, Bergstrom AFB, Tex., to CINC, Hgq. PACAF,
Hickam AFB, Hawaii, replacing retiring Gen. Jack |. Gregory.

M/G (L/G selectee) Monte B. Miller, from Command Surgeon,
Hgq. USEUCOM, Vaihingen, Germany, to Surgeon General, Hq.
USAF, Washington, D. C., replacing retiring L/G Murphy A.
Chesney . . . B/G (M/G selectee) David C. Morehouse, from Staff
Judge Advocate, Hg. SAC, Offutt AFB, Neb., to Dep. JAG, Hg. USAF,
Washington, D. C., replacing M/G Keithe E. Nelson . . . M/G Keithe
E. Nelson, from Dep. JAG, Hq. USAF, Washington, D. C., to JAG,
Hq. USAF, and Cmdr., Hq. AFLSC, Washington, D. C., replacing
retiring M/G Robert W. Norris . . . M/G Richard A. Pierson, from
Chief, JUSMAG, Athens, Greece, to Cmdr., 1st AF, and Cmdr.,
CONUS NORAD Region, Hq. TAC, Langley AFB, Va., replacing M/G
(L/G selectee) Jimmie V. Adams . . . B/G (M/G selectee) Donald A.
Rigg, from Dep. IG, Hg. USAF, Washington, D. C., to DCS/Tech.
Training, Hg. ATC, Randolph AFB, Tex., replacing M/G William J.
Grove, Jr.

B/G (M/G selectee) Alan V. Rogers, from DCS/Strategic Plan-
ning and Analysis, Hq. SAC; Dep. Dir., Force Employment Plans,
JSTPS; and Dep. Dir., Strategic Plans and Analysis, STRACOS,
Offutt AFB, Neb., to DCS/Ops., Hq. SAC, and Dep. Dir., Ops.,
STRACOS, Offutt AFB, Neb., replacing M/G (L/G selectee) Ellie G.
Shuler, Jr. . . . M/G Martin J. Ryan, Jr., from Dir,, Force Structure,
Resources, and Assessment (J-8), OJCS, Washington, D. C., to
Vice Cmdr., 8th AF, SAC, Barksdale AFB, La., replacing M/G
Charles G. Boyd.

Col. (B/G selectee) Michael E. Ryan, from Exec. Officer to C/S,
Hq. USAF, Washington, D. C., to DCS/Plans, Hq. TAC; Dep. Dir,,
Plans, TACOS; and DCS/Plans, USAFLANT, USLANTCOM, Langley
AFB, Va., replacing M/G Joseph W. Ashy . . . M/G John C. Scheidt,
Jr., from Cmdr.,, TUSLOG, USAFE, Ankara, Turkey, to Dir., Ops.,
DNA, Washington, D. C., replacing retiring M/G James P. Smother-
mon . . . B/G Joseph K. Stapleton, from Dir., Aerospace Safety, Hq.
AFISC, Norton AFB, Calif., to Dep. IG, Hg. USAF, Washington,
D. C., replacing B/G (M/G selectee) Donald A. Rigg. ]
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Kennedy Space Center in Florida. The
aircraft will be similar to the one that
the space agency has used since 1977
for transporting the 122-foot-long,
seventy-eight-foot-wide Shuttle Or-
biters that weigh 150,000 pounds
empty. The 747 aircraft will be modi-
fied at Boeing Military Airplane Co.'s
facility in Wichita, Kan.

* NEWS NOTES—Even after the Ad-
vanced Technology Bomber is flying,
the aircraft will still be under wraps.
Part ($79.5 million) of the Air Force’s
FY '89 construction budget request
calls for thirty-four individual, en-
closed parking spaces for the B-2s at
Whiteman AFB, Mo., because of spe-
cial maintenance and security re-
quirements for the planes. In all, four-
teen construction projects are need-
ed at Whiteman (which has not had a
flying mission since the 1960s) in
order to bed down the new bombers.
Congress has already approved $84.8
million in construction funds for the
base, and an additional $40 million is
expected to be requested for FY '90.
Depot work will be done on the B-2s at
the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Cen-
ter at Tinker AFB, Okla., and an addi-
tional $57.4 million is being request-
ed for B-2 support construction there.

The Army and Air Force Exchange
Service (AAFES) recently announced
record sales of $5.9 billion and earn-
ings of $260 million in 1987, which are
increases of thirteen and fourteen
percent, respectively, over 1986. The
AAFES dividend paid to morale, wel-
fare, and recreation (MWR) programs
will be $130 million, or $85.59 per ac-
tive-duty Army and Air Force member.
Incidentally, AAFES customers con-
sumed 3,600,000 pounds of potato
chips and bought 10,350,940 rolls of
film (228,000,000 photographs) in
1987.

A three-phase testing program be-
gan in March at four Tactical Air Com-
mand bases to see if aircrews will be
allowed to wear soft contact lenses
during flight operations. In Phase |,
one crew member will wear contacts
in dual-seat aircraft, and in Phase I,
pilots of single-seat aircraft will be
tested. Phase Il will be the medical
evaluation and follow-up. The deci-
sion to approve contacts for TAC air-
crews will be made after Phase II. Par-
ticipation in the tests is voluntary.

The Air Force has exercised a con-
tract option, valued at $16.1 million,
with Lockheed Aeronautical Sys-
tems Company-Georgia (formerly
Lockheed-Georgia) to perform a cen-
ter wing structural improvement
modification on ten additional
C-141B aircraft. This brings the total
number of aircraft to be modified to
thirty-three aircraft. As of March 19,
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BRU-47/A
14/30 Inch
F-15E

BRU-46/A
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F-15E

Major Benefits

Reliable operations

Life; 1,800 shots 1o overhaul

In production now for F-15E aircraft
Reduces aircraft maintenance tum times
improves overall aircraft combat capability
Configured to MIL-STD-2088 and MIL-A-8591

Contact Marketing Department, EDO Corporation, Government Systems Division,
College Point, NY 11356-1434, USA « Phone (718) 445-6000 Telex 127431

Where Technological Innovation Becomes Reality

twelve aircraft had already been mod-
ified and redelivered under the pro-
gram, which is called Pacer Center.
The center wing modification helps
extend the useful life of a StarLifter to
60,000 hours. Airframe hours for the
Air Force's C-141 fleet currently range
from 12,000 to 35,000 hours. The uti-
lization rate is roughly 1,000 hours
per year.

You have to wonder sometimes how
long the engineers and program man-

agers who work in secluded offices in
the Pentagon think about things like
this: Two programs with quite possi-
bly the best names ever devised re-
cently surfaced. The first is Senior
Citizen, the latest in the Air Force's
“Senior” line of classified reconnais-
sance programs, and the second
great name is SOCRATES, the Special
Operations Command Research,
Analysis, and Target Evaluation Sys-
tem.
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he global mission
af the Air Force
depends on fast,
reliable commu-

nications. That’s why for
its PACER BOUNCE pro-
gram the Air Force turmed
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ting the message through—anywhere around the world. §=
But Hanris supplied far more than a great transceiver.
With reliability—mean time bétween repairs—measured :
at 40,000 hours (800 percent higher than design specifi-
cations). And a program identified as one of the best
managed by the Sacramento Air Logistic Center.
™ This demonstrated best buyhas been available to
=" every branch of the military, thanks to the convenience
B of the PACER BOUNCE program. '
‘ﬁ Does your program need a state-of-the-art transceiver

system? Then call us today. Because when the message |
has to get through, you need Hanis RF Communications. § =
RF COMMUNICATIONS GROUP
. Long Range Radio Division
1680 University &\lrlerjjue. Rochester, NY 14610
{10-204s

1-800-4-HARRIS, Ext, 3500
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Alr Force Logistics Command’s
flight test branches were
recently redesignated as test
squadrons and will be divided
into four sections (flight
operations, flight engineering,
flight preparation, and
administrative support) at each
of AFLC'’s five air logistics
centers. Here, B-52 test pilot
Capt. Guy DeGiola (left) and
Maj. Larry Lopez (right),
commander of the new 2871st
Flight Test Squadron, give a
“thumbs-up” after a test flight
out of the Oklahoma City Air
Logistics Center.
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The Defense Budget

Edited by Colleen A. Bollard, STAFF EDITOR

It isn't easy to understand the de-
fense budget. One source of confu-
sion is that funding levels can be ex-
pressed in various ways. Totals are
most frequently cited as budget au-
thority (value of new obligations, in-
cluding some in later years, the gov-
ernment is authorized to incur) or
outlays (actual expenditures, some of
which are funded by budget authority
in previous years). The Pentagon,
alone among federal agencies, some-
times presents numbers as Total Obli-
gational Authority (TOA). which dif-
fers from budget authority mainly in

that offsetting receipts have not been
deducted.

Another difference depends on
whether the numbers have been ad-
justed for inflation. When funding is
described as constant or real dollars,
the effect of inflation has been fac-
tored out to make possible direct
comparisons between budget years.
A specific year, often the present one,
is chosen as a baseline for constant
dollars. When funding is described as
current or then-year dollars, no
adjustment has taken place. This is
the actual amount that has either

been spent or budgeted or forecast.

Finally, the grand total given as “the
defense budget” will vary by $8.7 bil-
lion, depending on which of two com-
binations it refers to. The entire de-
fense program ($299.5 billion in bud-
get authority for FY '89) includes
activities in the Department of Energy
and other federal agencies. The direct
program ($290.8 billion in budget au-
thority) means Department of De-
fense activities only.

In some instances, numbers on the
following charts may not add exactly
to totals shown because of rounding.

FY '83
Current Dollars
Military Personnel/ 61.8
Retired Pay
Operation & Maintenance 66.5
Procurement 804
Research, Development, 228
Test & Evaluation
Military Construction 45
Family Housing/ 27
Homeowners Assistance
Revolving & Management 1.1
Funds
Trust Funds, Receipts -04
& Deductions
Totals 239.5
Constant FY '89 Dollars
Military Personnelf 76.6
Retired Pay
Operation & Maintenance 78.8
Procurement 97.9
Research, Development, 279
Test & Fvaluatinn
Military Construction 55
Family Housing/ 3.3
Homeowners Assistance
Revolving & Management 1:3
Funds
Trust Funds, Receipts -0.4
& Deductions
Totals 290.7

Where the Money Goes

(Budget authority in § billions)

FY '84 FY '85 FY '86
64.9 67.8 67.9
71.0 77.8 749
86.2 96.8 925
26.9 313 33.6

45 5.5 53
27 29 28
2.8 5.1 5.2
=0.7 -0.4 —

258.2 286.8 281.1
77.0 753 73.2
828 88.7 85.2

101.6 110.7 102.4
3.7 35.8 374
5.3 6.3 5.9
3.1 3.3 3.1
3.3 5.8 5.8
-0.8 —-0.5 =12
303.9 325.5 3119

FY '87 FY '88 FY '89
74.0 76.1 78.4
79.6 80.7 85.6
80.2 81.0 80.0
35.6 36.7 38.2

5.1 54 5.7
3.1 3.1 33
2.6 08 0.8
-0.8 -0.7 ~1.2

279.5 283.2 290.8
78.8 78.5 78.4
87.8 83.6 85.6
858 83.7 80.0
38.4 38.0 38.2

55 5.5 5.7
33 3.3 33
2.8 0.9 0.8
-0.9 -08 -1.2
301.6 292.8 290.8

The constant dollar (adjusted for inflation) portion of this chart makes it possible to compare the real gains and losses. Defense
purchasing power has declined steadily since 1985, and the proposed budget for FY ‘89 would take it back to the 1983 levels. Not
included in these tabulations are relatively small amounts for the Special Foreign Currency Program, which averages about $3

million for each of the years shown.
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PERFORMANGE

Shorts Tucano. Optimum flight training for tomorrow’s pilots.

The Shorts Tucano with its powerful Garrett
TPE 331-12B 1100 SHP engine matches or
exceeds many of the handling and performance
characteristics of a pure jet trainer. At a significant
savings in cost!

This advanced turboprop trainer combines
outstanding aerobatic capabilities, responsiveness
and forgiving flying properties with unmatched life-
cycle economies. In fact, it can deliver up to three
times the flight training hours as a pure jet . . . with
similar savings in service hours and manpower.

Which is part of the reason why the British Royal
Air Force chose the Shorts Tucano as their primary
trainer!

For more information, contact
Short Brothers (USA), Inc., 2011 Crystal Drive,
Suite 713, Arlington, VA 22202-3702.
Or call us at (703) 769-8700.

SHORTS
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\You Can't Win If
You Haven't Prepared.

Loral has been preparing for the ALE-47 Countermeasures
Dispensing System competition for over 20 years.

Our experience applies directly to the problem of replacing
countermeasures dispensing systems on U.S. tactical aircraft 'with
a common design:

* Demonstration of an ALE-47 prototype that incorporates

both 1553A and 1553B data buses.

¢ Successful flight testing on an -16 of an ALE-47 prototype
that incorporates a MIL STD 1750 microprocessor.

¢ Interfacing of the ALE-47 with ALR-69 and modified ALR-56C
Radar Warning Recelvers.

¢ Ongoing risk reduction program.

¢ A direct demonstration of performance: Our existing ALE-39
System exceeds spec requirement on MTBF by a factor of
more than 3X.

As a specialist in countermeasures and other areas of defense
electronics, we bring a bias to action to every project—a manage-
ment emphasis on ‘'no surprises,’” a reputation for bringing in
projects on time, on budget, on spec.

Loral: We're not only prepared. We're committed.

For more information, contact Business Development, 1210
Massillon Road, Akron, Ohio 44315-0001, 216/796-6624.

LORAL

Defense Systems—Akron
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The $227.9 Billion Drop

(Detense budget authority in current § billions)

January 1987 Amended
Budget Proposal Cuts Budget Plan
1988 3120 —-20.6 291.4
1989 3324 -329 299.5
1990 353.5 -371 3164
199 375.0 -41.3 3337
1992 396.9 -453 351.6
1993 4209 —507 370.2

Congress, acting on a “budget summit” agreement with the
Administration, cut defense by $20.6 billion in FY '88. The
Defense Department, bowing to fiscal “reality,” proposes to
reduce its spending plans drastically over the next five years.
All the cuts shown here total $227.9 billion.

The Air Force Budget
(TOA in then-year § billions)
FY '88 FY '89

Aircraft Procurement 129 16.6
Missile Procurement 74 8.2
Other Procurement 8.0 84
RDT&E 15.2 14.9
Military Construction

USAF 1.3 1.3

Air Force Reserve 0.1 0.1

Air National Guard 0.2 0.1
Operation & Maintenance

USAF 19.9 220

Air Force Reserve 1.0 1.0

Air National Guard 20 20
Military Personnel

USAF 19.8 20.1

Air Force Reserve 086 0.7

Air National Guard 1.0 1.0
Stock Fund 0.2 0.2
Family Housing 08 0.9

Totals 90.4 a97.5

The Air Force gain for FY '89 looks better in this comparison
than it actually is, because USAF's 1988 budget took an
exceptionally heavy hit. See “Service Shares” chart for trend.

Service Shares
(Bud, ity im § billions)
FY '83 FY '84 FY '85 FY '86 FY '87 FY '88 FY '89
Current Dollars
Army 57.5 62.2 743 731 74.0 75.8 77.8
Navy/Marine Corps B81.9 B21 93.0 96.1 93.5 100.1 96.4
Air Force 741 B6.1 99.4 94.9 91.6 88.2 97.2
Defense Agencies 9.3 10.7 13.1 155 19.2 17.0 18.6
Defense-wide activities 16.8 17.0 1.0 1.4 1.2 2.1 0.7
Totals 2395 258.2 286.8 2811 279.5 283.2 290.8
Constant FY '89 Dollars
Army 71.0 739 84.6 81.1 79.8 78.3 778
Navy/Marine Corps 99.2 96.5 112.3 106.6 100.8 103.5 96.4
Air Force BB.6 100.5 1123 105.1 98.9 91.2 97.2
Defense Agencies 11.5 129 15.2 17.5 208 176 18.6
Defense-wide activities 20.5 20.1 11 1.6 1.3 21 0.7
Totals 290.8 303.9 325.5 311.9 301.6 292.8 290.8

The bulge in the Navy budget for 1988 reflects funding for two supercarriers. From FY '85 on, budgets of the individual services

include retired pay accrual.

This chart does
Allocatlng the Cuts ;gt?u;ﬁ}x;de m’e;t i
£ ion portion
(Budgat authorily in currant § biilions) of the defense
y ’ budget that goes
FY '89 FY '89
By Program Account Proposal Cut Revised to activities in the
Military Personnel 816 -32 78.4 g:gfdm:r;t ';Le
Operation & Maintenance 915 =59 85.6 gy aha oo
Procurement 94.6 -145 80.0 agencies. The
Research, Development, Test 443 —6.2 38.2 program breakout
& Evaluation at left shows how
Military Construction/Family 10.7 -1.7 9.0 the reductions
Housing were applied to
the five major
FY '89 FY '89 accounts of the
By Service Component Proposal Cut Revised direct Defense
Army 84.7 -69 778 Department
Navy/Marine Corps 108.7 -123 96.4 budget. Small
Air Force 107.2 -10.0 87.2 “miscellaneous”
Defense Agencies 20.9 -26 18.3 categories are
Defense-wide activities 1.7 -0.7 1.0 omitted from this
breakout.
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Funding Ups and Downs

Defense spending has not grown in real (after inflation) terms for
more than six years at a stretch since World War Il. This chart traces
the unstable trend in defense authority since 1970. Such fluctuation
confounds efforts to plan and spend funds efficiently.

Federal Spending Profile

Outlays in Bilions of Constant (FY '89) Dollars

1,200 o

1,000

800

600 ~

200 o

‘a9
= 5
0
Percent
-5
-10
'70 ‘2 ‘74 '8 '78 'B0 ‘82 '84 'B6 '88
Fiscal Year
The Relative Burden of Defense
Non-DoD Non-DoD
DoD Outlays Outlays Outlays
Federal Outiays as % of Federal DoD Outlays as % of as % of
Fiscal Year as % of GNP Outlays as % of GNP Fed'l Outiays GNP
1950 16.0 2715 44 725 116
1955 17.6 515 9.1 48.5 8.6
1960 18.2 45.0 8.2 55.0 10.0
1965 17.5 38.8 6.8 61.2 10.7
1970 19.8 39.4 78 60.6 12.0
1971 19.9 354 7.0 64.6 128
1972 20.0 32.6 6.5 67.4 135
1973 19.1 298 57 70.2 134
1974 19.0 288 55 7.2 13.5
1975 218 255 56 745 16.2
1976 219 236 52 76.4 16.7
1977 211 234 49 76.6 16.2
1978 211 225 47 77.5 16.4
1979 205 228 47 77.2 15.8
1980 222 225 5.0 77.5 17.2
1981 227 23.0 52 770 175
1982 23.7 245 58 755 179
1983 243 25.4 6.2 746 18.2
1984 231 25.9 6.0 741 171
1985 24.0 259 6.2 741 17.8
1986 236 268 6.3 73.2 173
1987 228 27.3 6.2 727 16.6
1988 224 26.2 59 738 16.5
1989 217 26.1 57 73.9 16.0
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AIR FORCE CREWS AGREE:
GBU-15 IS "AN UNQUALIFIED SUCCESS.”

“Anytime you can deliver two weapons on target, it's fantastic...very good standoft
capability, pinpoint accuracy....”

In more than 40 launches by U.S. Air Force operational squadrons, GBU-15 has demon-
strated an impressive hardware reliability record.

“Everything went as advertised.”

Operational crews have launched GBU-15s from low and high altitudes at the Pacific,
Nellis, Eglin, Point Mugu and China Lakes test ranges, scoring hit after hit under such
realistic threat conditions as the Air Force's Red Flag exercises.

"“...simple to load...one of the better programs..."

GBU-15 is effective against an array of targets—airfields, surface-to-air missile sites,
radars, bridges, tunnels, ships and hardened hangars.
",..you couldn't ask for anything better...a high proba-
bility of destroying any target.”

GBU-15. It's accurate, deployed and flies to the target so
your aircraft doesn't have to. And it's affordable. The Air ‘
Force is actually paying 35 percent less for GBU-15 today

than when production began in 1980. Missile Systems

Division, Electronics Operations, Rockwell . Whore clenice ats dowii 1o Business
International, 1800 Satellite Blvd., Duluth, Georgia 30136. ¢ A S
Phone (404) 476-6300 General indpustries | A-B Indu.slrial Automation

Rockwell
International




United l'ralns_- Aircrews and Guarantees Its Product —
Proficient C-5 Crew Members.

The United-CAE team has successfully guarantees proficient crew members
implemented the C-5 ATS program on through the end of this century.
schedule and on budget. The C-5 ATS is The training system utilizes computer-
a state-of-the-art aircrew training system, assisted instruction and other high tech
developed, implemented and operated by training aids, including six high-fidelity
United Airlines Services Corporation, and flight simulators, developed and produced

by CAE Electronics Ltd., and
certified to FAA Phase Il
standards.

\ The United-CAE team
is ready for the next
generation of
aircrew training




Trining System
for Air Force trai

C-5 students at self-paced computer-assisted
instruction terminals.

C-5B weapon system trainer
developed by CAE Electronics Ltd.

CAE ELECTRONICS LTD.

¢/ UNITED AIRLINES
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The Soviets have caught up in some
areas, but they’re still behind in
computers—and that’s vital

to all else.

Red vs. Blue:

Technology

HE potentially life-or-death

competition between the
United States and the Soviet Union
for primacy in military technology
is more complicated for both sides
than it used to be.

In many ways, each superpower
is as much in a race with itself as
with the other, given the contempo-
rary difficulties confronting both.

The USSR has caught up with or
is closing on the US in many mili-
tary technology arenas. But it re-
mains well behind in computers,
which are vital to all else, and must
do better at bringing them along.

Moreover, the steam that the So-
viets have built up on the military
technology front in recent years
may dissipate somewhat in the
years ahead.

With an eye to foreign trade and
domestic tranquillity, the Kremlin
seems intent on restructuring the
Soviet economy to the greater gain
of the commercial sector. This im-
plies that the disproportionate re-
sources customarily devoted to mil-
itary technologies and machines
will have to be distributed more
evenly among nonmilitary laborato-
ries and plants.

The US also has problems with

56

allocating resources. If it doesn’t
watch out, its military technology
base and its new-technology sys-
tems programs may be strangled by
the chokehold that the defense bud-
get is now applying to the Pentagon.

This would compound a problem
that the Pentagon has always had—
that of incorporating advanced tech-
nologies in operational systems at
affordable costs before too many
years go by.

These perspectives and others on
ramifications of the US-USSR mili-
tary technology rivalry were pro-
vided by panelists who took part in
an Aerospace Education Founda-
tion Roundtable discussion last
February.

Entitled “Technology Matchup,”
the Roundtable was moderated by
Gen. Robert T. Marsh, USAF
(Ret.), former Commander of Air
Force Systems Command. Pan-
elists included G. Kent Bankus, a
retired Air Force colonel who spe-
cializes in industrial and technologi-
cal matters as a staff member of the
Senate Armed Services Committee;
Robert R. Everett, Chairman of the
Defense Science Board; Dr. John R.
Thomas, special assistant for Soviet
Science and Technology with the

BY JAMES W. CANAN
SENIOR EDITOR
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Defense Technology Security Ad-
ministration; and John J. Welch, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
for Acquisition.

Relying on Technology

Setting the stage for the discus-
sion, General Marsh noted that the
US has always relied on its superior
technology, particularly in conven-
tional weapons, to offset the
USSR’s numcrical advantages in
fielded weapons and forces.

“But even while the Soviets re-
tain their numerical edge,” said
General Marsh, “we now see a
steady stream of technically very
sophisticated Soviet systems that
challenge our assumption of West-
ern technological superiority,”

Among such systems, the moder-
ator enumerated those for surveil-
lance and intelligence, fighter air-
craft, missiles, tanks, submarines,
and command control and commu-
nications (C3).

Calling this “a cause for serious
concern,” General Marsh said that
the situation is exacerbated by re-
cent arms-control developments
that make conventional weapons all
the more important. “The Soviet
technical challenge could worsen an
already tenuous balance in the Eu-
ropean theater. Furthermore, very
tight budget constraints will make
the commitment of additional funds
to our science and technology pro-
grams difficult at best.”

Mr. Everett expressed the consen-
sus of the panel that the Soviets have
indeed come a long way in military
technology. “I think the technology
gap has narrowed significantly, and in
some cases it has disappeared,” he
said. “We do have a large problem on
our hands of maintaining a gap of
some sort. But I think we still have a
significant technological advantage in
some critical areas.”

Mr. Everett also cautioned, how-
ever, that the US must pay close
attention to “whether our technolo-
gy is getting into the field and repre-
sents capability that our [forces]
can use.”

Dr. Thomas said that “the an-
swers are never simple” in assessing
the differences between US and So-
viet technologies. “They certainly
have closed the gap in many areas,”
he said, “but we have to recognize
that they have also accumulated a
lot of problems along the way. . . .

AIR FORCE Magazine / May 1988

Aerospace Education Foundation panelists analyze US and USSR progress and
obstacles in the race to develop and apply advanced military technologies in difficult
times. Clockwise from left: G. Kent Bankus, John J. Welch, Moderator Gen. Robert T.
Marsh, USAF (Ret.), Robert R. Everett, and Dr. John R. Thomas.

“The reason they closed the gap
in the military area was because
they’ve had unbalanced economic
development. They devoted tre-
mendous resources to the military
area at tremendous expense to the
civilian economy—and it’s catching
up with them.”

Approaching Limits

Mr. Bankus made a corollary
point, questioning whether the US
and the Soviet Union—and Europe
and Japan as well—are approaching
“some technological limit that we
can’t go much beyond” because of
the expenditures required to main-
tain the pace.

On this point, the panelists by and
large agreed that greater selectivity
in the pursuit of military technolo-
gies has become increasingly imper-
ative.

Said Mr. Everett: “There are al-
ways technologies that are improv-
ing rapidly or changing rapidly, and
part of the problem is to find out
what those are and what they mean
to us in military terms—and to pur-
sue those and not pour our limited
resources into trying to stay ahead
in areas that we’ve essentially satu-
rated.”

Secretary Welch noted that
“there is an erosion” of the value of
dollars spent on military science
and technology because of increas-
ing overhead costs. Moreover, the
competition among and within the
services for funding is ever fiercer.

“So the question becomes one of
more effectively using our dollars,”
Mr. Welch declared.

He characterized current funding
for the Air Force technology base,
which includes advanced develop-
ment programs, as “running at

.about a billion and a half dollars per
year.” He said he expects it to hold

steady this year, adding: “I think
there may be a little bit of sliding off
of that in the first few years of the
upcoming five-year budget, but I
think we see a positive slope beyond
that time.”

Mr. Welch said that the Air Force
has accorded “priority recognition™
to science and technology as being
“the foundation for the Air Force’s
future” and that “even though we
remain financially limited, I believe
we will slowly work our way up that
curve in terms of real dollars spent”
on science and technology.

He made it clear that he is not an
unqualified optimist, however, in

57

—Photo by Arthur Hyland



noting that, “at best, we are holding
our own in many areas.”

From the Capitol Hill perspec-
tive, Mr. Bankus had some words of
encouragement. “Support for the
defense tech base is very good on
the Hill,” he said, “especially in
times of relatively flat overall de-
fense budgets.

“And that’s because it’s the seed
money for the future.”

In terms of inflation-discounted
dollars, funding for the defense
technology base has steadily de-
clined over the past twenty-five
years, Mr. Bankus said.

As he sees it, the Senate Armed
Services Committee, for one, takes
the view that “the tech base cer-
tainly didn’t participate in the de-
fense buildup of the last eight years,
so why should it now participate in
the builddown that’s occurring?

“The feeling is that it should be
increased now—not decreased—
because it’s what’s going to keep us
going ten or fifteen years from
now.”

Noting that such fine operational
systems as the F-15 and F-16 fight-
ers originated at a time of relatively
high tech-base funding, Mr. Bankus
said that unless such funding is
amply provided now and in the fu-
ture, “the young captains who will
be the generals fifteen years from
now will not have the technology”
needed for systems “like the F-15s
and F-16s” of the current era.

In the context of systems and
their elements in the offing, Mr.
Welch cited the Advanced Tactical
Fighter, the National Aerospace
Plane, very-high-speed integrated
circuits (VHSICs), and manufactur-
‘ing technology as embodying tech-
nologies deserving of Air Force ten-
der loving care.

He also expressed the wish that
the other services would not just
talk about how important manufac-
turing technology is to their futures,
but would ante up money for it, as
the Air Force has done.

Computers Hold the Key
Computers hold the key to all
such programs, to the US staying on
top technologically, and to the abili-
ty of both superpowers to turn mili-
tary technology into military prod-
ucts, the panelists agreed.
“Data-processing technology is
not mature,” said Mr. Everett. “It is

changing as rapidly today as it was
twenty or thirty years ago, and in
some ways it’s changing more
rapidly. And that’s where the
United States still has the lead and
should continue to maintain it. . . .

“I think our ability to build data-
processing systems and signal-pro-
cessing systems for intelligent
weapons and standoff weapons and
things of that sort is a very definite
advantage that we have.

“It’s important to us to take prop-
er care of that advantage and to rec-
ognize that it won't last forever and
that at some time in the future we
will have to think of other things as
well.”

According to Dr. Thomas, the So-
viets acknowledge their relative
backwardness in computer technol-
ogy and themselves raise “the ques-
tion of whether they will indeed be
able to keep up with us.”

In this regard, he noted, the Sovi-
et government is introducing special
programs in schools and univer-
sities “in order to have the Soviet
children and students get ready for
this information revolution. . . .
The Soviet kids today, unlike our
kids, have no access—no hands-on
opportunities. They’re practicing
with cardboard keyboards instead
of actual computers. . . .

“Their problem is the perennial
one—the production problem. They
cannot produce the computers.”

Dr. Thomas said that Soviet com-
puters represent the third genera-
tion of such machines, in contrast to
those of the fourth and fifth genera-
tions in use by the US.

“I’m always amazed when we
walk through . . . Soviet computing

centers,” Dr. Thomas declared.

“They look very primitive. To be
sure, the [Soviet] military must
have something better. But a bal-
anced [Soviet] economy has got to
produce better ones across the sys-
tem, and I think Gorbachev recog-
nizes that.”

Declaring that the Soviets “have
bought, borrowed, begged, and
stolen computer technology” from
other nations, Dr. Thomas said that
so long as they continue to resort to
such secondary methods, “they’ll
be somewhat behind” the US.

“The question is: Do they have
their own inherent talent to start
producing the technology on their
own? They’ve had a lively battle in

the recent past wherein some of the
Soviet scientific leaders have be-
rated the Soviet scientists for not
being able to produce world-class
[computer] technology.”

Picking up on this, Mr. Welch de-
clared: “From what we see, it will
be some period of time before they
have an independent capability. But
to turn it around a little bit from
whether we have a problem vis-a-
vis the Soviets catching up, 1 think
the challenge—particularly in the
computer world and in software—is
ourselves right now.

“We can’t keep up with our own
needs with our own software.”

Our Own Biggest Challenge

Software, said Mr. Welch, is
“probably our highest-priority tech-
nology,” because its insufficiencies
are “drawing out the introduction
and implementation of our new sys-
tems. So we are kind of our own
biggest challenge.”

If the US military and civil sec-
tors meet the software challenge,
said Mr. Welch, “I think we will
open up a lead over the Soviets fast-
er than—frankly—if we just worry
about the Soviets, other than pro-
tecting our technology.”

The Roundtable participants
agreed, however, that if the Soviets
bear down on computer technolo-
gies and bring off the modernization
that they seek, big trouble could be
in store for the US.

Said Mr. Everett: “There is a
great difference between the Soviet
commercial sector and our commer-
cial sector. Ours is flourishing, and
worldwide competition is driving
the basic art that we’re using. But
that difference is not so great in the
military sectors. We do have a cen-
trally planned economy in the mili-
tary sector, which carries somewhat
the same burdens that the Russian
system does.

“It does raise problems about
how to spend money and how to do
things, which I think are our funda-
mental difficulties. They’re not
technology. We have technology
running out of our ears. There are
just all kinds.

“The problem is not only to apply
it but to get it built and out into the
field and used.”

Low-observables, or stealth,
technologies and those of “brilliant™
weapons came in for some Roundta-
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ble discussion of US-USSR tech-
nology matchups.

General Marsh noted that “any
comparison of relative technologi-
cal status must consider stealth”
and that “much of this information
is classified and rightfully so.”

Even so, he asked Mr. Welch
whether the US has “a commanding
lead” in stealth technologies and, if
so, whether it will be “an enduring
lead or, if you will, a passing, flash-
in-the-pan type of lead.”

In a humorous vein, Mr. Welch
replied that “the answer should be,
‘Yes and hush up.” ”

He added, however, that the US
lead “certainly is” a commanding
one and that, “if we go about manag-
ing ourselves and our products, it
can be an enduring one too.”

Mr. Bankus observed that “when
we build a technology and even-
tually field it, the Russians tend to
do the same thing about ten years
behind. One would hope that, given
the secrecy with which we’ve ap-
proached this, maybe that gap will
have widened.

“But one has to assume that the
Russians are very actively pursuing
[stealth] with all the vigor that they
poesibly can, knowing how much
we’re investing in it.”

In this connection, he referred to
the Pentagon hdvmg publicized its
award of a $2 billion contract to Nor-
throp for the stealthy B-2 bomber.

General Marsh cited a number of
studies of defense technologies in
recent years that “emphasized in
one way or another the need for
what I'll call ‘brilliant’ weapons.”
His question to the panel was:
“How close are we to them, and is
the technology here to support bril-
liant weapons at affordable costs?”

Well Within Reach

There was general agreement that
such weapons are well within reach
but that their costs will be high and
must be weighed against the uses to
which they will be put.

“I think that smart weapons—
standoff weapons—are the wave of
the future,” Mr. Everett declared.
“We're going to have to pursue
them. But they tend to be expen-
sive—a lot more expensive than
iron bombs. And if they allow the
[aircraft] platform to stand off
where it belongs, where it's less
likely to get shot, that platform can
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Entitled “Technology Matchup,” the AEF Roundtable discussion dealit extensively with
the relative strengths and weaknesses of US and Soviet computer technologies.
Here, the panelists explore the idea that each superpower is as much in a race with
itself as it is with the other in mastering the computer world.

use up a lot of those weapons in very
short order.

“And if you don’t watch out,
you'll find that the standoff weapons
cost more than the platforms.”

The Defense Science Board
Chairman warned of difficult
choices ahead for the Pentagon with
regard to standoff weapons and air-
craft.

“If the budget is fixed—and 1
think it is—then the cost of getting
those weapons will have to come
out of the platforms. And that’s
going to be harder to do than devel-
oping the technology.”

Mr. Welch advocated “balance”
in tackling the question of manned
aircraft vs. standoff weapons. “I
think that if you cannot have enough
platforms so that they survive and
are sustained during the course of
the war to deliver these weapons, it
doesn’t make much sense in having
the weapons.

“I have little trouble with brilliant
weapons and all. They might be rep-
resentative of a technology that we
can take in hand. The question is:
Has the user really defined how he’s
going to use them? Or are they just
available out there and we have not
yet found the best way to use them?

“We should think that problem
through, rather than just charging
out and spending ourselves down a
slippery slope.”

Judicious spending on prime
technologies is the key to the US
staying ahead of the USSR, the pan-
elists agreed.

Concluding that “in a macro
sense, we’ve seen our lead narrow-
ing across most technologies,” Gen-
eral Marsh asked the panel: “Are we
doomed to this trend? Or are there
some things that can be done to re-
gain or widen our lead once again?”

Said Mr. Everett: “There’s a lot of
room to improve the efficiency with
which we spend the technology dol-
lars that are available to us. . . . I
think the ways we do it now are not
very good. The ways we're orga-
nized, the way we think about it, the
way we put out money—all of that
could stand improvement.

“But I wouldn’t trade our set of
problems for the Russians’ set of
problems.”

Agreeing with that, Dr. Thomas
declared that “the ability of the So-
viets to spend their rubles effi-
ciently” will have a lot to do with
“whether they’re going to keep up
with us or fall behind.” L]
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Who’s Managing The Largest-Ever
Aircrew Training System
For Tactical Airlift?




The
Air Force-Singer
Team

The C-130 Aircrew Training System is the
largest military airlift “schoolhouse” ever—
more than 7000 training cycles annually for
pilots, co-pilots, flight engineers, navigators,
loadmasters, and engine-run maintenance
personnel from nine air bases stateside and
overseas—and the first to include tactical
combat mission training.

To help manage this complex program, the
Air Force selected the contractor with the
most experience and the highest quality:
Singer Training Systems.

To meet the Military Airlift Command's need
for mission-ready aircrews, Singer has
developed some unique management tools,
including the:

B Training Management System (TMS),
seven software modules that will provide
unparalleled visibility into the training
curricula, an invaluable tool for
managing training device and
courseware to maintain concurrency
with airframe configuration.

B Singer Service System, incorporating
automated logistics management and
analysis of cost, reliability and
maintainability factors.

Together, the Air Force and Singer team
provides the complete spectrum of training
capabilities . . . integrated, focused and
efficient Total Training Management to
guarantee the most proficient tactical airlift
aircrews in the world.

Singer Training Systems Group
B Stamford Forum, P.O. Box 10151
Stamford, CT 06904-2151

{203) 356-4200

First Major C-130 ATS Milestone
31 March 1988: Simulator
Logistics Support and Refresher
Training for Six Main Bases

SINGER



Overtly, the 1949 “rebellion”
pitted the flush-deck
supercarrier against the B-36
bomber, but the real struggle
was about roles and
missions.

BY HERMAN S. WOLK

ORTY years ago, one of the most spectacular public

interservice clashes in American military history
boiled over and in effect set the framework for the
discussion of strategic issues for decades. Although the
so-called “Revolt of the Admirals” in 1949 primarily
pitted the US Navy against the fledgling United States
Air Force, the roots of this titanic struggle can be traced
back to the period between the world wars.

Following Brig. Gen. William (Billy) Mitchell’s de-
struction of warships off the Virginia capes in 1922 in a
planned demonstration of the power of land-based avia-
tion, the Navy began building a carrier fleet that would
project its power to places far from America’s shores.
The Navy, in the 1920s and 1930s, attempted to restrict

Secretary of Defense James
Forrestal presides at a March 25,
1949, meeting of service leaders

amid the historic bombers-vs.-
carriers clash between the Air
Force and the Navy. Clockwise
from left: Acting Secretary of the
Navy W. J. Kenney, Secretary of
the Air Force Stuart Symington,
Secretary of the Army Kenneth
Royall, Secretary Forrestal, Army
Chief of Staff Gen. Omar Bradley,
Chief of Naval Operations Adm.
Louis Denfield, and Air Force
Chief of Staff Gen. Hoyt
Vandenberg.

REVOLI OF THE

ADMIRALS

AIR FORCE Magazine / May 1988
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development of the Army’s land-based aviation and tried
to limit the range that Army aircraft could patrol off the
coast. Also, between the wars, the Army Air Corps
evolved a strategic bombing concept that would be the
foundation for its bombing doctrine on the eve of the
nation’s entry into World War I1. The development of the
Air Corps concept and the building of its forces were
helped by the evolution of advanced bomber aircraft—
the B-17 first flew in 1935—and the creation in March
1935 of the General Headquarters (GHQ) Air Force
under Brig. Gen. Frank M. Andrews.

World War Il demonstrated the effectiveness of the
Navy's fast carrier forces in the Pacific theater. The
Army Air Forces (AAF), built and led by Gen. Henry H.
(Hap) Arnold, projected its power on a global scale.
Japan’s surrender in 1945 without being invaded vindi-
cated Arnold’s contention that land-based strategic air-
power could play a decisive role in modern warfare.

Generals Arnold and Carl A. (Tooey) Spaatz, Com-
manding General of the United States Army Strategic
Air Forces, underscored the destructive power of the
B-29 conventional bombing campaign against Japan. Ar-
nold emphasized that the dropping of the atomic bombs
in August 1945 “did not cause the defeat of Japan, how-
ever large a part they may have played in assisting the
Japanese decision to surrender.” Japan capitulated,
noted General Arnold, “‘because air attacks, both actual
and potential, had made possible the destruction of their
capability and will for further resistance. . . . These. . .
attacks . . . had as a primary objective the defeat of
Japan without invasion.”

Arnold’s Advice on the A-Bomb

In the summer of 1945, Arnold was so convinced that
Japan could be knocked out by the B-29 hammer blows
prior to the scheduled invasion of the home islands in
November 1945 that he recommended to President Har-
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ry S. Truman at the Potsdam conference in July that the
atomic bomb not be dropped, the only member of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) to do so. Strangely, in the
years since the end of the war, given the controversy
over dropping the bomb, Arnold’s opinion and advice
have received comparatively little attention. After the
war, the AAF commander remained sensitive to the
issue of the atomic bomb. He wrote Spaatz: “1 am afraid
that from now on there will be certain people who will
forget the part we have played.” Critics were already
writing that strategic bombing had proved excessively
costly in relation to the results achieved.

The war laid the foundation for future interservice
confrontations. The leadership of the Navy stressed
self-sufficiency and argued that the Navy needed every-
thing it had asked for in terms of personnel, equipment,
and weapons to carry out its mission, including long-
range reconnaissance, antisubmarine warfare, and sup-
port of amphibious operations. Gen. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, who replaced Gen. George C. Marshall as Army
Chief of Staff in November 1945, argued that the nation
could not afford this naval self-sufficiency. The major
lesson of World War 11, Eisenhower emphasized to Con-
gress during postwar unification hearings, was the cru-
cial importance of unified command and unified theater
actions, the mutual dependence of the services. The
idea of separate ground, sea, and air operations, Eisen-
hower said, “was gone forever.”

The Army Air Forces came out of the war determined
to achieve independence and to claim a preeminent role
in the defense establishment. The basis of this postwar
drive was the demonstrated wartime effectiveness of the
AAF’s strategic air forces. The precedent was the for-
mation of Twentieth Air Force in April 1944, under
direct command of Arnold in Washington, as executive
agent of the Joint Chiefs. In June 1945, Maj. Gen. Lau-
rence S. Kuter, Deputy Commanding General, AAF,
Pacific Ocean Areas, stressed to Arnold the importance
of the Strategic Air Forces to the drive for indepen-
dence. Twentieth Air Force became the predecessor of
the postwar Strategic Air Command, which in Decem-
ber 1946 was in effect made a JCS specified command
under the Unified Command Plan signed by President
Truman.

Navy Opposition to Unification

The Navy, led by Secretary of the Navy James V.
Forrestal, opposed unification legislation and the cre-
ation of a separate Air Force. Fearful of losing its avia-
tion arm and perhaps the Marines, the Navy held that
carrier-based aviation could best ensure the country’s
security. The AAF and the War Department, under Ei-
senhower, countered that the national security could
best be ensured by unification and the formation of the
United States Air Force.

The immediate result of the defense unification battle
during 194547 was a compromise. The National Securi-
ty Act of 1947, which brought USAF into being, created
a National Military Establishment consisting of Depart-
ments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force (each headed by
a civilian Secretary) under the civilian Secretary of De-
fense. None of the services was completely satisfied
with this legislation. L.t. Gen. Ira C. Eaker, AAF’s Depu-
ty Commander, noted that the legislation legitimized
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Secretary Symington, center, and General Vandenberg, right,
were central figures in the interservice clash that culminated in
the “revolt of the admirals.” Here, in 1948, they salute retiring
Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Carl (Tooey) Spaalz.

four military air forces, a fact that some in the AAF were
quite upset about, including the retired General Arnold.

The Navy attempted to have service roles and mis-
sions written into the Act, but lost on this issue. Eisen-
hower had successfully countered the Navy’s position
by emphasizing that in legislation of this kind, one sticks
to general principles rather than specific points of con-
tention. The National Security Act created a federated
military establishment that featured coordination as op-
posed to administration, a point that would subse-
quently be stressed by the first Secretary of the Air
Force, Stuart Symington. According to one observer,
the Army and the Air Force saw the Act as a first step,
the Navy considered it a holding action, and President
Truman thought it a necessary compromise.

The Act left unresolved the crucial question of roles
and missions. Although the 1947 Act was undoubtedly
the best that could be agreed on at the time—and
Truman insisted that the Navy get behind it—it set the
stage for a monumental struggle between the Air Force
and the Navy.

Judge Robert P. Patterson, who succeeded Henry
Stimson as Secretary of War, was Truman’s choice to be
the first Secretary of Defense. However, Patterson de-
clined, citing the need to return to private life for finan-
cial reasons. The President then appointed Forrestal,
despite the Navy Secretary’s intense opposition to the
creation of the Air Force.

Before the National Military Establishment had oper-
ated for long, a major problem became evident to Secre-
tary of the Air Force Symington and to General Spaatz,
first Air Force Chief of Staff. Forrestal had staffed the
Office of the Secretary of Defense almost entirely with
naval personnel. He had simply moved his people from
the Navy Department to OSD. W. Barton Leach, a
professor at the Harvard Law School (formerly Chief of
the AAF Operations Analysis Division and in 1947 a
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colonel in the Air Force Reserve) who was an advisor to
Symington, noted:

“These civilian officials are not prejudiced against the
Air Force, nor are they unwilling to learn. But an in-
stinctive understanding of Air Force problems is not in
their blood . . . . When the chips are down, it too often
happens that the Air Force gets the short end of these
very important decisions. . . .

“For the most part, OSD has been staffed with able
men. But ability is not enough. A Supreme Court com-
prising the nine ablest lawyers in the country would not
be acceptable if it turned out that all nine came from Wall
Street firms.”

The Real Issue: The Strategic Atomic Mission

The real issue between the Air Force and the Navy in
194748 was responsibility for the strategic atomic mis-
sion, the key to the prime share of the defense budget.
Symington was well aware that the Air Force would have
“to prevent Navy encroachment on the Air Force re-
sponsibility for strategic bombing operations.” The
Navy’s postwar leadership was dominated by aviators
who were determined to build forces capable of deliver-
ing the atomic bomb.

In early 1948, President Truman'’s Air Policy Commis-
sion, headed by Thomas K. Finletter (who would suc-
ceed Symington in 1950), and the Congressional Avia-
tion Policy Board supported the seventy-group Air
Force objective. The Finletter group predicted that the
Soviet Union would develop an atomic capability by
January 1953. These reports, however, failed to address
roles and missions, and the Navy charged that the
Finletter report ignored naval aviation. Forrestal him-
self continued to advocate what he termed “balanced
forces” as opposed to the seventy-group Air Force.

Meanwhile, Secretary of the Navy John L. Sullivan
announced in early February 1948 that the Navy
planned to build a flush-deck supercarrier. Although
Sullivan insisted the Navy had no intention of usurping
the strategic mission, Symington and Spaatz thought
that the Navy was in the process of building a strategic
air force with the planned supercarrier and its long-
range patrol bombers.

With interservice acrimony increasing, Forrestal con-
vened the Joint Chiefs for two major roles-and-missions
conclaves during 1948. In March, at a Key West, Fla.,
meeting held, according to Forrestal, to decide “who
does what with what weapons,” the JCS agreed that
strategic bombing was the Air Force’s responsibility.
The Navy could develop its own essential weapons, but
not a strategic air force. A new executive order signed by
Truman confirmed this agreement.

However, the budget policy of the Truman Adminis-
tration remained basically an almost three-way split
among the services. Forrestal’s balanced-force concept
remained intact. And though in April 1948 the House
Appropriations Committee voted an $822 million sup-
plemental appropriation to be used toward achieving the
Air Force’s seventy-group force objective, the Adminis-
tration refused to spend it.

The second roles-and-missions conference, held at
Newport, R. L., in August 1948, saw Forrestal and the
Joint Chiefs in agreement that USAF would have prima-
ry responsibility for strategic bombing, but during war
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would be supplemented by the use of naval forces. The
agreement stated that “the service having the primary
function must determine the requirements, but . . .
must take into account the contributions which may be
made by forces from other services.” The JCS also
decided that the Chief of the Armed Forces Special
Weapons Project would report to Gen. Hoyt S. Vanden-
berg (who had succeeded Spaatz as Air Force Chief of
Staff), in effect giving the Air Force operational control
of the atomic bomb, something it had long desired.

These high-level conferences solved little and con-
firmed the weakness of Forrestal's position. The irony
was that the AAF and the War Department, during
194647, fought for legislation to structure a strong OSD
while Forrestal and the Navy succeeded in arguing the
case for a military establishment that was essentially a
federation headed by a coordinator as Secretary of De-
fense.

USAF pressed ahead in the building of its atomic
deterrent force. The Berlin blockade had stunned the
world in 1948, and in October, General Vandenberg
directed Lt. Gen. Curtis E. LeMay to head the Strategic
Air Command, replacing Gen. George C. Kenney. Van-
denberg, with the backing of Symington and LeMay,
supported production of the B-36 long-range strategic
bomber. In December 1948, Vandenberg and top Air
Force commanders met at Maxwell AFB, Ala., and
decided that the structuring of SAC’s atomic force
should be their highest priority.

Throwing Meat to the Lions

Thus, the confluence of events at home and abroad
increased the pressure on the services to claim high-
priority missions and to gain a larger share of the mili-
tary budget. Much greater pressure was about to build.
In January 1949, Truman held the Fiscal 1950 defense
budget to a $14 billion ceiling—an almost equal split
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An artist’s drawing of the 65,000-ton carrier that was scrubbed in a Defense
Department decision to assign naval airpower a secondary role and build up the Air
Force’s bomber force instead. This stirred up fierce Navy opposition to USAF’s
fledgling B-36 bomber and caused the admirals to dig in their heels.

Vice Adm. Arthur Radford, commander
of the Pacific Fleet, testifies against the
B-36 at a 1949 congressional hearing.
He called the bomber “a bad gamble.”

among the services that in effect limited the Air Force to
forty-eight groups. Symington, visibly upset and aware
that the seventy-group goal again would not be met,
declared the Administration’s action to be the equivalent
of throwing meat to the lions and having them fight over
it.

The pressure also told on Forrestal, who, exhausted
and frustrated, became erratic and indecisive. Some
observers described Forrestal as suffering from “battle
fatigue.” Truman asked for his resignation in March
1949. The former Navy Secretary was replaced by Louis
Johnson, a former Assistant Secretary of War who had
been Truman's fund-raiser for the 1948 Presidential cam-
paign. Forrestal was subsequently hospitalized at the
Bethesda Naval Hospital, where in May 1949 he took his
own life.

Secretary Johnson took office at the end of March
1949 and immediately went into action. Believing that
construction of the flush-deck supercarrier was unnec-
essary, wasteful of funds, and a duplication of the Air
Force’s mission, he polled the Joint Chiefs (Adm. Louis
E. Denfeld was the lone vote for construction) and then
obtained Truman's approval to stop construction. Gen.
Omar Bradley, Army Chief of Staff, and Air Force Chief
Vandenberg believed that the function of the supercar-
rier was actually a primary function of the Air Force and
that the use of carrier aircraft against land targets should
be limited. Naval air should be used as a reinforcement
to USAF action and not for sustained operations against
land objectives. Also opposed to construction were
General Eisenhower (then President of Columbia Uni-
versity and an advisor to Truman) and the chairmen of
the Armed Services Committees of both the House and
Senate.

An irate Secretary of the Navy Sullivan immediately
resigned. He wrote Johnson that this action “represent-
ed the first attempt ever made in this country to prevent



The B-36 in flight, oblivious to the political storm. The bomber’s opponents charged that it was a “blilion-dollar blunder” and that
the Alr Force was rewarding the B-36 contractor, Consolidated Vultee, for past favors rendered. Led by Secretary Symington and
General Vandenberg, USAF refuted the charges and persuasively argued that the B-36 would be essentlal to strategic bombing, a

concept that had been proved out In World War Il and a mission that the JCS had assigned exclusively to USAF after the war.

the development of a power weapon. The conviction that
this will result in a renewed effort to abolish the Marine
Corps and to transfer all naval and Marine aviation
elsewhere adds to my anxiety.” The battle had been
joined.

Organized under the Deputy Chief of Naval Opera-
tions (Administration), a research group, Op-23, headed
by Capt. Arleigh A. Burke, a crack destroyer command-
er during the war and a future CNO, began to gather
material critical of the B-36's performance and capabili-
ties. In April and May 1949, rumors of fraud surfaced in
connection with B-36 contracts. Secretary of Defense
Johnson once had been a member of the board of direc-
tors of Consolidated Vultee, manufacturer of the bomb-
er. Also, an “anonymous document” circulated in Wash-
ington, claiming that the B-36 was a “billion-dollar
blunder” and that Johnson and Symington had a person-
al interest in its production because they owed favors to
Floyd Odlum, whose company manufactured the plane.

As press coverage critical of the B-36 and the Air
Force increased in May;, it was divulged that the author
of the so-called “anonymous document” was Cedric R.
Worth, civilian assistant to Under Secretary of the Navy
Dan A. Kimball. Subsequently, a Navy court of inquiry
determined that Worth, a former commander in the
Naval Reserve and a professional writer, had been aided
by Cmdr. Thomas D. Davies, assistant head of Op-23.
Glenn L. Martin, an aircraft manufacturer who had
recently lost a contract when funds were diverted to the
B-36, provided information to Worth. After Congress-
man James E. Van Zandt (R-Pa.) of the House Armed
Services Committee called for a special panel to investi-
gate charges against Johnson and Symington, the House
authorized the Armed Services Committee to conduct a
comprehensive investigation of the B-36 matter as well
as the decision to cancel the supercarrier and the overall
issue of roles and missions.

These charges and the attendant congressional hear-
ings received national attention and a great deal of cover-
age in the press. The hearings were held in two parts:
During August 9-25, 1949, the House Armed Services
Committee deliberated over the B-36, and in October,
twelve days of hearings were conducted on “Unification
and Strategy.”

Secretary Symington, his integrity impugned and per-
ceiving a direct threat against the fledgling Air Force,
called on USAF Reserve Col. W. Barton Leach of the
Harvard Law School to organize and plan the Air Force
case for the B-36 hearings. Leach put together a team to
analyze all statements against the Air Force and to
answer these charges.

“Not One lota, Not One Scintilla. . .”

With Chairman Carl Vinson of Georgia presiding, the
House committee found no evidence to substantiate the
charges and cleared all USAF officials. The committee
recommended that Cedric Worth be fired. There was
“not one iota, not one scintilla of evidence,” emphasized
Vinson, “that would support charges that collusion,
fraud, corruption, influence, or favoritism played any
part whatsoever in the procurement of the B-36 bomb-
er.” Following a naval court of inquiry, Worth was dis-
missed. Although Commander Davies of Op-23 admit-
ted helping Worth, the court found that the Op-23
personnel had not realized that Worth intended to dis-
seminate the material.

The unification and strategy hearings in October were
the most spectacular and comprehensive postwar public
investigation of the subject of roles and missions. For
the Navy, Secretary Francis P. Matthews, Sullivan’s
successor, Vice Adm. Arthur W. Radford, Capt. Arleigh
Burke, and Adm. Louis E. Denfeld, CNO, were among
those who testified. They claimed that the B-36 was an
inferior plane that could not accomplish the strategic

AIR FORCE Magazine / May 1988



bombing mission against the Soviet Union, that the
entire concept of strategic bombing was unsound, and
that the decision not to construct the supercarrier weak-
ened the Navy and was itself a threat to the national
security.

Radford termed the B-36 a “bad gamble” and indicted
what he called the “atomic blitz,” the land-based strate-
gic deterrent. Burke trumpeted that carrier aviation was
more versatile than land-based airpower, and Denfeld
declared himself “gravely concerned” about the Navy's
ability to carry out its mission without such a weapon as
the supercarrier.

The heart of the Air Force testimony came from Sec-
retary Symington, who proved to be a masterful wit-
ness. In clear, factual testimony, he refuted the B-36
charges and emphasized that the concept of strategic
bombing had been approved by the Joint Chiefs and
assigned to the Air Force. The attacks against USAF,
declared Symington, “imperiled the security of the
United States. It was bad enough to have given a possi-
ble aggressor technical and operating details of our new-
est and latest equipment. . . . It is far worse to have
opened up to him in such detail the military doctrines of
how this country would be defended.” The B-36 inter-
continental bomber, noted Symington, was under attack
by naval officials because it was seen as a threat to the
Navy. These attacks had always increased when the
military budget was under consideration.

Air Force Chief of Staff Vandenberg basically reiterat-
ed Symington’s points. He stressed the effectiveness of
strategic bombing in World War II and stated that the
B-36 could accomplish its mission. As for the supercar-
rier, Vandenberg noted: “I accept the military capability
of this ship as stated by the Chief of Naval Operations.
My opposition to building it comes from the fact that I
can see no necessity for a ship with those capabilities in
any strategic plan against the one possible enemy.”

Army Gen. Omar Bradley, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, clinched the case against the Navy.
Given the Soviet threat, distinguished by preponderant
land forces, Bradley said that the JCS had given first
priority to the Air Force's strategic nuclear deterrent.
The United States could not attempt to match the USSR
in ground forces. He supported production of the B-36
bomber. However, the B-36 was not really the issue. The
Navy, he observed, was terribly upset over the supercar-
rier decision. The Navy was in “open rebellion against
the civilian control.” Naval officials exposed themselves
as “ ‘fancy dans’ who won’t hit the line with all they have
on every play unless they can call the signals.” The
Navy, said Chairman Bradley, refused “in spirit as well
as deed” to accept unification.

The fact, of course, was that Forrestal and the Navy
had opposed unification, The great irony was that Secre-
tary of Defense Forrestal, eventually the man in the
middle, subsequently recanted his opposition to the
1947 Act, admitted it was a weak piece of legislation, and
ended by strongly advocating the August 1949 amend-
ments to the National Security Act. These amendments
strengthened the Office of the Secretary of Defense and
downgraded the authority of the service Secretaries. As
for the weakness of the 1947 Act, Symington had ob-
served: “Ninety percent of the military problems could
be licked if only someone would make a decision.”
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Adm. Arleigh Burke, later to be CNO, spoke out against the
B-36 as a captain in 1949 on the grounds that it was an inferlor
alrcraft, that it would not be capable of accomplishing the
strategic bombing mission, and that the mission Itself was
unsound.

The great roles-and-missions uproar of the late 1940s
could perhaps be seen as a step forward in that it had the
effect of lancing the Navy’s boil and removing at least
temporarily the poison from its system. The debate had
exposed a basic disagreement over strategy, weapons,
and how to fight future wars.

Secretary Symington subsequently resigned, frus-
trated over the Air Force’s inability to reach seventy
groups under the limits of the Truman Administration’s
budget ceiling. The outbreak in June 1950 of the Korean
War, however, busted the budget, and the Air Force was
authorized a great increase in forces. Once again, exter-
nal events intervened, and in a real sense Symington’s
advocacy of the need for air strength and preparedness
had been vindicated.

The United States was not going to build a large Army
and Navy immediately after World War II. The most
effective force to fit the country’s need after the great
war was the Strategic Air Force. Despite the Navy’s
argument to the contrary, land-based strategic airpower
was about to assume paramountcy during peacetime in
the nation’s defense phalanx, a situation unprecedented
in American history.

The forty years that have passed since these events
have demonstrated the persistence and importance of
the lessons derived from this great debate: the need for
clarity of roles and missions, the importance of the far
reach of land-based airpower, and the necessity of
strength and vigilance to the nation’s well-being. |

Herman S. Wolk is Chief, General Histories Branch, Office
of Air Force History. He is the author of Planning and
Organizing the Postwar Air Force, 1943—1947 (Office of Air
Force History, 1984). His assessment of Gen. George C.
Kenney will be published in We Shall Return! MacArthur's
Commanders and the Defeat of Japan (University Press of
Kentucky, 1988).
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That first mission taught me a lesson
that helped carry me through the next

year of war.

CONTROLLING

BY MAJ. GEN. DALE O. SMITH, USAF (RET.)

ou might as well go to sleep, I
told myself, because no matter
how scared you get, you sure as hell
are going on that B-17 mission over
Germany tomorrow. I turned and
tossed on my rock-hard British cot
and tried to purge my mind of what
seemed my almost certain demise. I
had heard too many gory tales about
the Eighth. Visions of a fiery death
in a screaming dive tormented me.
Again and again I tried to reason
with myself: You deliberately chose
the profession of arms. And now
this is the payoff. You’re not going to
back down now! No! This is what
it’s all about. And you're a profes-
sional. A regular. If you're shot
down tomorrow, so be it. You've
taken the Queen’s shilling.

But sleep never came. Over and
over I argued with myself. I wasn’t
prepared to die. I was thirty-two
years old with a wife and two fine
kids. But what a fatuous argument!
How many thousands of others had
loving wives and kids at home?
Nine years of military flying hadn’t
yet made me a fatalist. I regretted
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that I had been so gung-ho as to get
myself into this fix when I could
have remained in the States and
trained others to go to war. And yetI
didn’t regret it at all. This was what I
really wanted to do.

1 wanted to fight with the Eighth
in Europe, the “Big League” of
combat aviation. I wanted to share
in the direct attack on Hitler’s Fes-
tung Europa. I had worked all kinds
of angles to get assigned as a group
commander, and here I was. Ready
for my first mission and probably
my last.

The loss rate in the Eighth Air
Force was high in the fall of 1943—
something like four or five percent
per mission. The odds seemed un-
fairly tipped in favor of extinction.
And during that terrifying night, I
knew for sure that my luck had run
out. It was a premonition, I told my-
self. Nevertheless, I was commit-
ted, and I would fly.

My flying days had not been with-
out moments of terror. I had sur-
vived three crackups and lucked out
on several hairy mishaps. But I had
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BRACE FOR DITCHING

always held a lingering doubt. Did I
possess the same cool courage that
some of my contemporaries had
demonstrated in moments of crisis?
What was their secret? Had they
been born without fear?

One group commander in the
Eighth Air Force had advised his
crews to consider themselves to be
dead already. Perhaps if one could
do this, there would be no fear, but I
couldn’t bring myself to accept such
a final solution.

Where the Action Was

My friend Bob Williams had been
my group commander at Langley
Field two years earlier. There, we
had been assigned the very first
B-17s, and I knew the airplane like
the back of my hand. When the war
started, I had been ordered to hunt
submarines, and although this duty
had its perils, there hadn’'t been
much shooting. The Eighth’s great
battles over Europe—St.-Nazaire,
Schweinfurt, Regensburg, Vil-
lacoublay—were where the real ac-
tion was. That air campaign seemed
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the most dangerous, if not the most
important, of the whole American
effort at that time. At least, I rea-
soned, those who survived in this
theater would be beholden to no
other combat flyers. So when it ap-
peared that the Navy would assume
control of air antisubmarine opera-
tions in the Atlantic, I managed a
flight to England and sought out
Bob Williams, who then com-
manded the 1st Air Division.

Bob had lost an eye during the
Battle of Britain, and when he
looked at you, his glass eye was fo-
cused elsewhere. But his voice was
low and firm. “If you get yourself
sprung from the Antisubmarine
Command, I'll give you a group,”
Bob had promised. At that time,
one of his groups consisted of about
thirty-six Flying Fortresses and
crews with supporting personnel of
up to 3,000 on one air base. Com-
mand of an air group was the prized
goal of most flying colonels.

A week before that sleepless
night, I had reported to Bob, re-
minding him of his promise. He and

his staff briefed me at length on the
manifold problems I would encoun-
ter. Attrition of group commanders
was high, and Bob had some vacan-
cies.

He offered me the unlucky and
badly shot-up 384th Group. Morale
and discipline in that outfit, he told
me, were so low he had considered
disbanding the group altogether and
sending the crews to more success-
ful outfits. With naive overconfi-
dence, I was convinced I could whip
the 384th into shape. I had done it
before with the 20th Bomb Squad-
ron. A group composed of four
squadrons would be just a little
tougher job.

A Few Days With the 351st

“First,” Bob said, “I want you to
spend a few days with Willie Hatch-
er’s group, the 351st. That’s one of
my best, and you can learn a lot
from Willie.” Bob didn’t tell me to
go on missions with the 351st, but I
knew he expected me to. There was
some talk around division head-
quarters about replacement group
commanders (I was one) needing to
be “blooded.” 1 didn’t appreciate
the term, but realized what it meant.
A group commander had to under-
stand just what the cutting edge of a
group was meant to do over enemy
country, and he couldn’t lead from a
desk chair.

Finding my way to Polebrook in
East Anglia, I reported to the debo-
nair Willie Hatcher, a superb leader
and a friendly teacher. I followed
him like a shadow, determined to
learn all I could. Willie was always
dressed for parade, and he carried
doeskin gloves. VIPs were fre-
quently sent to Willie’s group to see
how the air war was being fought.
Clark Gable flew a few missions
from that base as a gunner. And
Lana Turner had visited to raise mo-
rale. Willie showed me the hallowed
sleeping bag Lana had slept in and
allowed me to smell the heady per-
fume that still lingered there.

Willie’s officers had a wild party
one night, and my older brother,
Thor, came up from London. He
was on lke’s planning staff. After
the party, Thor and I sat on a bunk
ina cold hut and talked and shivered
almost all night. We both knew that
it might be our last visit.

All of this was exciting and dra-
matic, but I knew the real action was
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in the air over Germany, and I asked
Willie to schedule me for a mission.
It turned out to be an attack on the
port of Wilhelmshaven. The date
was November 3, 1943.

Years later, Bob Williams told me
that my sojourn with Willie was a
test to see if I would volunteer for
missions and that, had I not done so,
he would have relegated me to a
staff job. Some group commanders
were doing too little combat flying,
he said, and he was looking for ag-
gressive leaders.

I would have no responsibilities
on the mission to Wilhelmshaven.
Just sandbag in the lead aircraft pi-
loted by a veteran survivor of ten
missions, Clint Ball. I could siton a
jump seat between the pilot and co-
pilot or move around the aircraft to
various positions, provided I didn’t
interfere with the duties of the
crewmen. I chose to ride in the Plex-
iglas nose, called the greenhouse,
for there I could man one of the two
flexible .50-caliber machine guns
sticking out of the cheeks on either
side of the nose. (The chin turret
had not yet been incorporated into
B-17 armament.) Neither the bom-
bardier nor the navigator would
have much time to shoot as they
computed the track and bomb run.

It was good to leave that torturous
bed where I had thrashed all night. I
didn’t feel a bit groggy from lack of
sleep. If the gut fear hadn’t kept me
alert, the frigid air and icy floor of
the Nissen hut did. I vaguely recall
the delicious breakfast in Willie’s
excellent mess that did little to melt
the hard rocks that seemed to have
grown in my stomach.

The briefing that followed indicat-
ed the numerous enemy gun em-
placements and Luftwaffe fighters
we would likely encounter. It did
little to alleviate my churning anx-
iety. I looked around at the sea of
sober faces. How could I hope to
command one of these magnificent
groups when I was so deficient in
courage? It wouldn’t be fair to the
brave men who were fighting the
war so nobly and taking their
chances without a whimper.

Perhaps I should go to Bob Wil-
liams and tell him honestly that I
just didn’t have the guts to lead a
combat group. Yes, that’s what I'd
do. But not until after this mission
to Wilhelmshaven—if by chance I
survived.
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The air was crystal clear and bit-
terly cold as we crossed the North
Sea. During penetration of the Ger-
man coast, I flinched inwardly at
each flak burst that dirtied the air
around us with ugly “whumpfs.”
Trying my best not to reveal my fear
to the bombardier and navigator, I
busied myself charging the guns and
firing warming bursts.

Soon our eighteen-plane groups
took interval at the Initial Point for
the bomb run, and here we became
more vulnerable. Mutual support-
ing fire was diminished, and we had
to fly straight and level, taking no
evasive action, in order to drop our
bombs accurately. Of course the en-
emy knew this.

The Fear Evaporates

Flak peppered us unmercifully,
bumpirig our craft with close explo-
sions and rattling metal fragments
against the fuselage. I imagined jag-
ged steel slicing into my body. Then
the flak stopped as enemy fighters
charged in. I saw two Forts from
other groups go down. One cripple

from our group broke formation and
surged erratically out in front of our
lead ship. I could only imagine what
had happened in the cockpit. Three
crewmen dropped from the open
bomb bay, and their chutes
blossomed. Then enemy fighters
began following the big cripple to
give it the coup de grice. Hanging
on their props, they pumped
streams of hot fire into it.

My fear evaporated. Seething
with anger, I fired my .50 at the little
Jjackals, but they were out of range.
Suddenly the crippled Fort majesti-
cally rolled belly-up like a dead fish,
dove, and burst into a ball of orange
flame. As the fire cleared, the debris
fell in a cloud of smoke with pieces
so small it seemed that none was
large enough to be a man. The great
bomber simply disintegrated into
dust as we passed over.

The harbor and the shipping and
U-boat docks at Wilhelmshaven,
our target, stood out clearly under
the glare of the bright sun. “Bombs
away,” called the bombardier as the
ship lurched up. The job was done,
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and Clint Ball banked sharply, div-
ing some to throw off the flak
gunners. A sense of relief spread
through me. We were on our way
home. But my relief was short-
lived. The macabre fun was only be-
ginning.

Great formations of enemy fight-
ers appeared off our right wing.
They queued up in single file, flying
our way but out of range of our guns.
Me-109s mostly, but a few FW-190s
as well. The butterflies again flut-
tered in my stomach as I felt awed
by this threatening foe.

The line of enemy fighters passed
us, and when each was about a mile
or two ahead, he would reverse his
course and fly directly at our noses,
firing his guns all the way. Just when
it seemed we would collide, he
would flip over on his back and dive
in a half loop, then work his way
back to the queue for another pass.

We had no friendly fighter escort
that I could see, but with something
like 300 heavy .50-caliber guns
tracking him, it was no free ride for
the enemy. This kind of frontal at-
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tack with a half roll was a popular
Luftwaffe tactic in those days, but it
proved costly to the Jerries. They
faced a massive concentration of
gunfire focused on each attack as all
the Forts in the assembled combat
box of fifty-four aimed at each indi-
vidual fighter making its head-on at-
tack.

I could actually see the cone of
fire with the enemy at its apex, and [
marveled at the courage of those
German pilots who could drive
home their attacks against such a
hail of death. The fire came not only
from the flexible nose guns (one of
which I was wildly shooting) but
also from the twin .50s in the upper
turrets and other pairs of .50s in the
ball turrets.

Strangely, 1 was no longer fright-
ened during these encounters. The

bucking .50 in my hands was com-
forting. It kept me busy. I didn’t fire
short bursts as we had been taught
to do. I held the trigger down with
my thumbs and sprayed the fast-
closing fighters with all I had.

One fighter I was tracking in be-
gan to smoke. No doubt dozens of
guns were firing at it. But he passed
under us before I could tell if he
were mortally hit. Besides, I was
busy firing at the next little bastard
who came charging in, spitting his
lethal metal.

Familiarity With Danger

And so I was *“blooded.” And be-
cause | survived that first mission, I
learned that premonitions were sim-
ply a reflection of fear and that per-
haps I just might beat the odds and
live through the war.

I flew another mission with
Willie’s group to Knaben, Norway,
where we bombed a heavy-water
plant to slow Germany’s atomic-
bomb development. There was little
opposition—a picce of cakc. So 1
decided against informing Bob Wil-
liams of my faintheartedness. Per-
haps 1 could learn to control my
emotions after all. Moreover, I nev-
er again allowed myself the luxury
of idly lying awake at night. When |
hit the sack, I was almost too tired
to stand. By working every waking
moment, there was no time to be
frightened.

One’s mind simply can’t attend to
more than one subject at the same
time. So if I didn’t think about the
danger, the fear diminished. More-
over, familiarity with the danger
after surviving a number of mis-
sions tended to give me the fatalism
I needed—that sense of living a
charmed life. If I took all necessary
precautions and drilled my group in
flying a tight defensive formation
while emphasizing gunnery train-
ing, then whatever happened was in
the lap of the gods.

That first mission had taught me
one major lesson, however, that
would help to carry me through the
next year of bloody warfare: To
blanket fear, keep busy. 2

Dale O. Smith is a regular contributor to this magazine. His last offering for us
was “Harry Allen’s Arctic Survival School” in the June '87 issue. A 1934 graduate
of West Point, General Smith commanded a bomb group in England during
World War Il. After the war, he commanded several air divisions and served in
high-level assignments at the Pentagon before his 1964 retirement. He now lives
in Reno, Nev., and enjoys his second career as a writer.
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ADVANCED INERTIAL MEASUREMENT UNIT. Rockwell International’s
Autonetics Electronics Systems (AES) is developing an Advanced Inertial
Measurement Unit (AIMU) using ongoing Ring Laser Gyro (RLG) technology
development for reentry vehicle guidance and control. This five-year program
calls for developing a small, rugged, lightweight and reliable AIMU for the
Air Force that will culminate with a flight test and evaluation by 1992. The
RLG technology program includes the formation of a family of high accu-
racy RLGs for ICBM, marine and aircraft applications.

SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT. Software is one of Rockwell's most impor-
tant products, with applications in high fidelity simulations, command and
control, navigation, system calibration, data base management, analysis
and automatic test equipment. Autonetics ICBM Systems Division (AISD)

is leading the technology in software systems incorporating Ada high order
language, MIL-STD-1750A processors, DOD-STD-2167 development processes
and highly successful project management methodologies. This expertise
has been developed over many years of working on strategic missile systems.

RADIATION HARDNESS. Responding to the need to reduce the vulnerabil-
ity of electronics in strategic ground and space-based systems, AISD offers
MIL-STD1750A, Ada-supported, radiation-hardened computers. Participa-
tion in every phase of nuclear hardening programs makes Rockwell uniquely
qualified to meet the most stringent requirements for radiation-hardened
computers and survivable electronics. Our MIL-STD-1750A processor has
been implemented with CMOS/SOS VLSI technology, and exceeds all pre-
vious efforts in survivability and computing performance.

AVIONICS UPGRADES. Autonetics Sensors and Aircraft Systems Division
is a key member of the Rockwell International team on the AC-130U
Gunship Program. In addition to the design and development responsibility
for the Display/Control Consoles in the Battle Management Center, support
and expertise are being provided in the Fire Control System, Software
Development, Integrated Diagnostics and Electronic Warfare.

For more information, please call: Science and Technology,
Rockwell International, Autonetics Electronics Systems,

(714) 7627775.
‘l‘ Rockwell International

...where science gets down o business
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THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE IN FACTS AND FIGURES

An Air Force Almanac

On the following pages appears a variety of infor-
mation and statistical material about the US Air
Force—its people, organization, equipment, fund-
ing, activities, bases, and heroes. This "Almanac"
section was compiled by the staff of Air Force
Magazine. We especially acknowledge the help of
the Secretary of the Air Force Office of Public

Affairs in its role as liaison with Air Staff agencies
in bringing up to date the comparable data from
last year's “Almanac.”

Aword of caution: Personnel figures that appear
in this section in different forms will not agree (nor
will they always agree with figures in command
and separate operating agency reports or in the

"Guide to Major Air Force Installations™”) be-
cause of different cutoff dates, rounding off, dif-
fering methods of reporting, or categories of
personnel that are excluded in some cases.
These figures do illustrate trends, however, and
may be helpful in placing force fluctuations in
perspective. —THE EDITORS

*For USAF leaders since 1948, see p. 92,

USAF—EVOLUTION OF THE NAME AND THE SERVICE’S LEADERS THROUGH THE YEARS*

DESIGNATION FROM T COMMANDER (at highest rank) TITLE FROM ™
Aeronautical Div., US Signal Corps Aug. 1, 1907 July 18, 1914 Brig. Gen. James Allen Chiel Signal Otficer Aug. 1, 1907 Feb. 13, 1913
Brig. Gen. George P. Scriven Chigf Signal Officer Feb. 13, 1913 July 18, 1914
Avigtion Section, US Signal Corps July 18, 1914 May 24, 1318 Brig. Gen. George P Scriven Chief Signal Officer July 18, 1914 Feb. 13, 1917
Maj. Gen. George 0. Squier Chief Signal Officer Feb. 14, 1917 May 20, 1918
Army Air Sarvice (AAS) May 24, 1918 July 2, 1926 Maj. Gen. William L. Kenly Chief, Div. of Military May 20, 1918 Dec. 22, 1918
Agronautics
Maj. Gen, Charles T Menoher Chief of the Air Service Dec. 23, 1918 Oct, 4, 1921
Maj. Gen. Mason M. Patrick Chief of the Air Service Oct. 5, 1921 July 1, 1926
Amy Alr Corps (AAC) July 2, 1926 June 20, 1941 Maj. Gen. Mason M. Patrick Chief of the Alr Corps July 2, 1926 Dec. 12, 1927
Maj. Gen, James E. Fechet Chief of the Air Corps Dec. 13, 1927 Dec. 18, 1931
Maj. Gen, Benjamin D. Foulois Chief of the Air Corps Dec. 18, 1931 Dec. 21, 1935
Maj. Gen, Oscar Westover Chief of the Air Corps Dec. 22, 1935 Sept. 21, 1938
Gen. H. H. Amold Chief of the Air Corps Sept. 29, 1938 June 29, 1941
Army Alr Forces (AAF) June 20, 1941 Sept. 18, 1947 Gen. H. H. Amold Chief of the AAF June 30, 1941 Mar. 8, 1942
Gen. of the Amy HH. Amold Commanding General, AAF Mar. 9, 1942 Feb. 9, 1946
Gen. Carl A. Spaaz Commanding General, AAF Feb. 10, 1946 Sept. 25, 1947
United States Air Force (USAF)* Sept. 18, 1947 Gen. Carl A. Spaatz Chief of Stal, USAF Sept. 26, 1947 Apr. 29, 1948

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE PERSONNEL USAF TOTAL ACTIVE-DUTY
STRENGTH—1907 THROUGH 1989 STRENGTH BY GRADE
{As of September 30, 1987)
YEAR STRENGTH YEAR STRENGTH
1907 3 1949 419,347 OFFICERS
1908 13 1950 411,277
1909 27 1951 788,381
1910 11 1952 973.474 GRADE HUMBER
1911 23 1953 977,593
1912 51 1954 947,918 O =
1913 114 1955 959 946 LIEUTENANT GENERAL 38
1914 122 1956 909,958 MAJOR GENERAL 115
1915 208 1957 919,835 BRIGADIER GENERAL 166
N R S
i A O A LELTENANT COLONEL e
1919 5,603 1961 820,490 ’
1920 9,050 1962 883,330 CAPTAIN 42,689
1921 11,649 1963 868,644 FIRST LIEUTENANT 15,099
1922 9642 1964 855.802 SECOND LIEUTENANT 11,157
1923 9,441 1965 823,633
1924 10,547 1966 886.350 TOTAL 107,338
1925 9,670 1967 897,426
e e e
i 1 :
1928 10,549 1970 791,078 AIRMEN
1929 12,131 1971 755.107
1930 13,531 1972 725,635 GRADE NUMBER
1931 14,780 1973 690999
} ggg }g.ggg ] g;g g#g‘;g? CHIEF MASTER SERGEANT 4,935
1934 15,861 1976 585,207 aism%ﬂnn;ggf;ﬁgﬂesmr 33'?33
1935 16,247 1977 570.479 '
1937 19,147 1979 550,450 STAFF SERGEANT 114,451
1938 21,089 1980 557.969 SERGEANT/SENIOR AIRMAN 119,996
1939 23455 1981 570.302 AIRMAN FIRST CLASS 97,028
DR e TR
1942 764.415 1984 597,125 ARANIBARIC, 18.216
1943 2,197.114 1985 601,515
B gpm ow o o
282,259 ]

1946 455,515 1988 575,603" OFFICERS 107,338
1947 305,827 1989 575,600 CADETS 4,453
1948 387,730 AIRMEN 495,244

*Programmed TOTAL STRENGTH 607,035

AIR FORCE Magazine / May 1988 79



USAF AND AIR RESERVE FORCES PERSONNEL BY CATEGORIES

CATEGORY FY '84 FY '85 FY '86 FY '87 FY ‘88 FY '891
AIR FORCE MILITARY

Officers 106,200 108,400 108,000 107,300 105,538 105,538
Airmen 486,400 488,600 494 700 495,200 465,648 465,645
Cadets 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,400 4,400 4,400
TOTAL, AIR FORCE MILITARY 597,100 601,500 608,200 606,900 575,603 575,600
Career Reenlistments (Second Term) 38,000 36,000 38,800 41,500 40,400 37100
Rate 90% 89% 88% B9% 89% 89%
First-Term Reenlistments 24,700 25,700 23,500 25,700 23,000 25,300
Rate 62% 54% 58% 58% 65% 65%

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL
Direct Hire (Including Technicians) 239,800 250,400 243,604 251,771 252,188 250,416
Indirect Hire—Foreign Nationals 13,000 13,468 13,644 12,559 13,237 13,340
TOTAL, CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 252,800 263,868 263,248 264,330 265,425 263,756
TOTAL, MILITARY AND CIVILIAN? 849,900 B65,368 871,448 870,562 841,028 839,356

Technicians (included above as
Direct Hire Civilians)

AFRES Technicians 7,973 8,064 8,348 B.772 9,994 10,004
ANG Technicians 22,160 22671 22,497 23,221 23,530 23,613
AIR RESERVE FORCES

Air National Guard, Selected Reserve 105,012 108,398 112,592 114,600 115,900 115,200
Air Force Reserve, Paid 70,318 75214 78,519 B0.415 B2,400 83,600
Air Force Reserve, Nonpaid® _37.230 42,317 44,568 43,783 49,920 31,255
TOTAL, READY RESERVE?® 212,560 226,929 235,679 238,798 248,220 230,055
Standby 29,543 28,321 25,823 24,479 26,200 26,200
TOTAL, AIR RESERVE FORCES* 242,103 255,250 261,502 263,295 274,420 256,255

1President’s Budget Request.
2FY '84-87 are actua! figures; FY '88-89 are estimates; excludes nonchargeable personnel
3Excludes training/pay categories J, K, and L

4Excludes Retired Air Force Reserve. NOTE: Totals may not add because of rounding
NUMBER OF OFFICERS IN EACH NUMBER OF ENLISTED IN EACH
MAJOR CAREER FIELD* MAJOR CAREER FIELD
CODE UTILIZATION FIELD TITLE ASSIGNED CODE  CAREER FIELD TITLE ASSIGNED
00" Commanders and Directors 3,256 10 First Sergeant 1,716
02 International-Politico-Military Affairs 289 11 Aircrew Operations 9,234
05 Disaster Praparedness 193 12 Aircrew Protection 3,120
09 Special Duty 1,763 20 Intelligence 13,015
10-14 Pilot 20,833 22 Photomapping 123
15 & 22 Navigator 8,804 23 Audiovisual 3,087
16 Air Traffic Control 413 24 Salety 1,440
i [ Air Weapons Director 2211 25 Wealher 3,204
18 Missile Operations 2,974 27 Command Control Systems Operations 16,885
19 Operations Management 878 30 Ci ications-Eh ics Sy 25,746
20 Space Operations 1,584 b} Missile: Electronic Maintenance 664
23 Visual Informalion 106 32 Avionics Systems 20,473
25 Weather 1.386 34 Training Devices 1.180
26 Scientific 1,654 a6 Wire Cc ications Syst Maint 2] 4,415
27 Acquisilion Program Management 2,545 39 Maint e Manag ¥ 3,330
28 Development Engineering 5.997 40 Infricate Equipment Maintenance 331
29 Program Management 229 41 Missile Systems Maintenance 5,631
31 Missile Maintenance 463 42 Aircrafl Syst Mai 46,103
40 Aircraft Maintenance & Munitions 3.882 43 Aircraft Maintenance 46,144
49 (o ications-Comp Sy 6,855 45 Manned Aerospace Maintenance 10,088
55 Civil Engineering 2,214 46 Munitions & Weapons Maintenance 25,729
57 Cartography 95 47 Vehicle Maintenance 5,965
60 Transportation 978 49 Informalion Systems 20,266
62 Services 445 54 Mechanical/Electrical 10,510
64 Supply Management 1,278 55 Structural/Pavements 12,379
65 Acquisition Contracting/Manufacturing 1,660 56 Sanitation 1,749
66 Logisiics Plans & Programs 1,108 57 Fire Protection 6,472
67 Financial 1,533 59 Marine 65
70 Administration 2,300 60 Transportation 14,668
73 Parsonnel 1,767 61 Supply Services 321
74 Manpower Management 567 62 Food Services 4,575
75 Education & Training 584 63 Fuels 6,879
il Public Affairs 559 64 Supply 25,545
80 Intslligence 3412 65 Procurement 1,744
a1 Security Police 1,130 66 Logistics Plans. 1,162
82 Special Investigations 574 67 Accounting & Finance and Audiling 6,450
a7 Band a3 70 Administration 24,953
88 Legal 1318 73 Personnel 14,671
89 Chaplain 823 74 Morale, Wellare & Recreation 1.864
90 Heallth Services Management 1,250 75 Education & Training 3.925
91 & 92 Biomedical Sciences 2,339 79 Public Affairs 1,319
93-96 Physician 3.986 a1 Security Palice 40,063
97 Nurse 5,184 82 Special Investigations & Counterintelligence 930
98 Dental 1.573 a7 Band 1.116
a9 Biomedical Sciences 18 90-92 Medical 25,677
98 Dental 3,676
*These figures do not include general officers or UPT/UNT/medicallaw students. 99 Miscellaneous (Special Duty, Patients, 13,851
**Commanders and director specialties in various career fields, e.g., operations, Unclassilfied, etc.)
Iogistics, programming, elc.
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AIR FORCE MILITARY PERSONNEL DISTRIBUTION BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA

|As of September 30, 1987)

‘Includes Palace Acquire interns assigned to various major commands
"*4,453 cadets not included

TOTAL MILITARY PERSONNEL 607,035
US TERRITORY AND SPECIAL LOCATIONS 475,073
TOTAL IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES 131,962
Western and Southern Europe 90,177 Africa, Near East, S. Asia 395
Major concentrations in Major concentrations in
ermany—40,703, UK—25,024, gypt—67, Saudi
Spain—5,062, {taly—5,9086, Arabia—204)
Turkey—3,743)
Western Hemisphere 2,902
East Asia and Pacific 38,470 (Major concentrations in
(Major concentrations in Canada—121, Panama
Japan/Okinawa—17,172, [Republic]—2,689)
Philippines—9,461,
South Korea—11,512) Eastern Europe 18
USAF PERSONNEL STRENGTH BY COMMANDS, SOAs, AND DRUs
MAJOR COMMANDS MILITARY CIVILIAN TOTAL
Air Force Communications Command (AFCC) 49,657 8,683 58,340
Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) 11,901 86,028 97,929
Air Force Space Command (AFSPACECOM) 5,979 1,411 7,380
Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) 24,894 28,465 53,359
Air Training Command (ATC) 69,477 14,035 83,512
Air University (AU) 6,210 1,601 7,811
Alaskan Air Command (AAC) 7.641 1,373 9,014
Electronic Security Command (ESC) 12,764 1,199 13,963
Military Airlift Command (MAC) 78,321 15,499 93,820
Pacific Air Forces (PACAF) 29,161 10,106 39,267
Strategic Air Command (SAC) 108,728 12,368 121,096
Tactical Air Command (TAC) 101,734 12,251 113,985
United States Air Forces in Europe (USAFE) 64,600 10,732 75,332
TOTALS 571,067 203,751 774,818
SEPARATE OPERATING AGENCIES (SOAs) MILITARY CIVILIAN TOTAL
Air Force Accounting and Finance Center (AFAFC) 230 2,265 2,495
Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA] 233 733 966
Air Force Commissary Service (AFCOMS) 1,128 8,713 9,841
Air Force Engineering and Services Center (AFESC) 389 556 945
Air Force Inspection and Safety Center (AFISC) 342 113 455
Air Force Intelligence Service (AFIS) 654 218 872
Air Force Legal Services Center (AFLSC) 456 150 606
Air Force Management Engineering A%ency (AFMEA) 213 88 301
Air Force Military Personnel Center (AFMPC) 1,513 596 2,109
Air Force Office of Medical Support (AFOMS) 108 194 302
Air Force Office of Security Police (AFOSP) 71 63 134
Air Force Office of Special Investigations (AFOSI) 1,944 515 2,459
Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) 533 165 698
Air Force Reserve (AFRES) 302 12,960 13,262
Air Force Service Information and News Center (AFSINC) 714 173 887
Air Reserve Personnel Center (ARPC) 123 600 723
DIRECT REPORTING UNITS (DRUs)
Air Force Civilian Personnel Management Center (AFCPMC) 4 1,279* 1,283
Air Force District of Washington (AFDW) 1,431 997 2,428
Air Force Technical Applications Center (AFTAC) 1,274 92 1,366
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force/Air Staff/ Air National 1,745 1,080 2,835
Guard Support Center
United States Air Force Academy (USAFA)** 2,622 1,655 4277
USAF Historical Research Center (USAFHRC) 23 78 101
Other Reporting Units
Air Force Center for Studies and Anal;ses (AFCSA) 102 42 144
Air Force Combat Operations Staff (AFCOS) 242 18 260
Air Force Cost Center 16 18 34
Air Force Review Boards Office (AFRBO) 16 55 71
Air Force Space Elements USSPACECOM/NORAD (AFESP) 505 0 505
Other 10,772 27,171 37,943
TOTALS, SOAs and DRUs 27,705 60,597 88,302
TOTALS, COMMANDS, SOAs, and DRUs 598,772 264,348 863,120
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USAF PERSONNEL BY GRADE, RACE, AND SEX
(As of September 30, 1987)
OFFICERS

GRADE FORCE BLACK OTHER WOMEN
GENERAL 332 4 1 2
COLONEL 5617 129 78 108
LIEUTENANT COLONEL 12,519 245 195 466
MAJOR 19,925 814 272 1,490
CAPTAIN 42,689 3,205 902 5,847
FIRST LIEUTENANT 15,099 827 401 2,546
SECOND LIEUTENANT 11,157 553 395 2,183

TOTALS 107,338 5,777 2,244 12,642 AVERAGE AGES OF

MILITARY PERSONNEL
AIRMEN (As of September 30, 1987)

GRADE FORCE BLACK OTHER WOMEN o
CHIEF MASTER SERGEANT 4,935 633 67 23 Officers Average 34 years of age
SENIOR MASTER SERGEANT 9.884 1,393 149 132 Airmen Average 27 years of age
MASTER SERGEANT 39,180 6,706 903 1,267
TECHNICAL SERGEANT 59,451 10,980 1,763 4,680
STAFF SERGEANT 114,451 21,350 4,258 15,155
SERGEANT/SENIOR AIRMAN 119,996 22119 5231 16,400
AIRMAN FIRST CLASS 97,028 16,141 5,956 16,136
AIRMAN 31,803 4,528 1,483 5,399
AIRMAN BASIC 18,516 2,277 892 3,474

TOTALS 495,244 86,127 20,702 62,666
TOTALS, INCLUDING OFFICERS 602,582 91,904* 22,946 75,308***

‘Includes 16,161 women.
“*Includes 2,967 women

***Includes women from black and other categories

MONTHLY MILITARY BASIC RATES OF PAY

(Effective January 1, 1588)

YEARS OF SERVICE

PAY UNDER
GRADE 2 2 3 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 26

COMMISSIONED OFFICERS*
0-10 $5,485 $5679 $5679 $5679 $5679 $5896 $5896 $6,041 $6,041 $6,041 $6,041 $6,041 $6,041 $6,041

0-9 4,862 4,989 5,095 5,095 5,095 5,225 5225 5442 5,442 5,896 5,896 6,041 6,041 6,041
0-8 4,403 4,535 4,643 4,643 4,643 4,989 4,989 5,225 5,225 5,442 5,679 5,896 6,041 6,041
0-7 3,659 3,907 3,907 3,907 4,083 4,083 4319 4319 4,535 4,989 5,332 5,332 5,332 5332
0-6 2,712 2,979 3,174 3,174 3174 3174 3,174 3,174 3,282 3,801 3,996 4,083 4,319 4,685
0-5 2,169 2,547 2,723 2723 2,723 2,728 2,805 2,956 3,154 3,390 3,585 3,693 3,822 3.822
0-4 1,828 2,226 2,374 2,374 2418 2,525 2,697 2849 2,979 3,110 3,196 3,196 3,196 3,196
0-3 1,699 1,899 2,030 2,247 2,354 2,439 2,571 2,697 2,764 2,764 2,764 2,764 2,764 2,764
0-2 1,481 1,618 1,943 2,008 2,051 2,051 2,051 2,051 2,051 2,051 2,051 2,051 2,051 2,051
0-1 1,286 1,339 1,618 1,618 1618 1,618 1,618 1618 1,618 1,618 1,618 1,618 1,618 1,618

COMMISSIONED OFFICERS WITH MORE THAN 4 YEARS OF ACTIVE ENLISTED OR WARRANT OFFICER SERVICE

O-3E — = = 2,247 2,354 2,439 2,571 2,697 2,805 2,805 2,805 2,805 2,805 2,805
0-2E —_ - - 2,009 2,051 2,116 2,226 2,311 2,374 2,374 2,374 2,374 2,374 2,374
O-1E —_ - — 1,618 1,728 1,792 1,857 1,921 2,009 2,009 2,009 2,009 2,009 2,009

ENLISTED MEMBERS

E-9 == — — = = . 2013 2,059 2105 2,154 2,202 2,244 2,362 2,592
E-8 = = — — —_ 1,688 1,737 1,782 1,829 1877 1,920 1.967 2,083 2,315
E-7 1,179 1,272 1,320 1,365 1412 1,457 1.504 1,551 1,621 1,667 1,713 1,736 1,852 2,083
E-6 1,014 1,105 1,151 1,200 1,245 1,290 1,338 1,407 1,451 1,497 1,520 1,520 1,520 1,520
E-5 890 969 1,015 1.060 1,129 1.175 1,222 1,267 1,290 1,290 1.290 1,290 1,290 1,290
E-4 830 876 928 1,000 1,038 1,039 1,039 1,039 1,038 1,039 1,039 1,039 1,039 1,039
E-3 782 825 858 892 892 892 892 892 892 892 892 892 892 892
E-2 752 752 752 752 752 752 752 752 752 752 752 752 752 752
E-1"* 671 671 671 671 671 671 671 671 671 671 671 671 671 671

NOTE: Amounts less than $1 have been omitted.
*Basic pay is limited to $6,041.70, regardless of cumulative years of service

**Basic pay for E-1s with less than four months of service is $620.70
Basic pay while serving as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or as Chief of Staff of the Air Force is $6,041.70, regardless of cumulative years of service,
Basic pay while serving as Chief Master Sergeant of the Air Force is $3,151.20, regardless of cumulative years of service.
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MONTHLY BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR
QUARTERS (BAQ)

(Effective January 1, 1988)

Without With
Pay Grade Dependents Dependents
Full? Partial?
0-10 $561.40 $50.70 $715.20
0-9 581.40 50.70 715.20
0-8 581.40 50.70 715.20
0-7 581.40 50.70 715.20
0-6 533.70 39.60 648.60
0-5 503.70 33.00 597.60
0-4 461.70 26.70 546.30
0-3 373.80 22.20 455.40
0-2 301.20 17.70 390.60
0-1 258.30 13.20 350.10
E-9 341.10 18.60 465.00
E-8 316.20 15.30 433.20
E-7 270.00 12.00 402.90
E-6 238.70 9.90 365.70
E-5 221.40 8.70 324.90
E-4 192.30 8.10 280.80
E-3 186.60 7.80 258.30
E-2 158.40 7.20 258.30
E-1 144.30 6.90 258.30

"Payment of the full rate of basic allowance for quarters at these rates to
members of the uniformed services without dependents is authorized by 37
U.S.C. 403 and Part IV of Executive Order 12622, as amended.

2Payment of the partial rate of basic allowance for quarters at these rates to
members of the uniformed services without dependents who, under 37 U.S.C.
403(b) or 403(c), are not entitled to the full rate of basic allowance for quarters is
authorized by 37 U.S.C. 1009(c){2) and Part IV of Executive Order 11157, as

AVIATION CAREER INCENTIVE PAY RATES*

PHASE 1

Monthly Rate Years of Aviation Service
as an Officer

(including flight training)

$125 2 or less
$156 more than 2
$188 more than 3
$206 more than 4
$400 more than 6
PHASE 1l
Monthly Rate Years of Service as
an Officer
$370 more than 18
$340 more than 20
$310 more than 22
$280 more than 24
$250 more than 25 (O-6 and below)

‘For rated oMicers, flight surgeons, and other designated medical officers
except as noted.

NOTE: An officer in pay grade O-7 may not be paid at a rate greater than $200 a
month. An oHficer in pay grade O-8 or above may not be paid at a rate
greater than $206 a month, Officers with more than 18 years of commis-
sioned service and less than 6 years of aviation service are entitled to

amendad. Phase | rates
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR EDUCATIONAL LEVELS—USAF
SUBSISTENCE (BAS) LINE OFFICERS
: y ; End of September 1987
gftcirts Enlisted (Daily) Level Number Percent
t = 3 "
(Monthly) Separate  Rations in Kind ~ Emergency Bolow hacoatairenia i nkah 73 0.08
Rations Not Available Rations Baccalaureate, no master's 51,812 57.20
degree
$114.90 $5.48 $6.19 $8.19 Master's degree, no doctorate 37,403 41.29
$5.06 $5.72 $7.58 Doctoral and professional 1,296 143
. ) ¥ , degrees e rs:
"Applies to E-1s with less than four months of active-duly service TOTALS 90,584 100.00

HAZARDOUS DUTY INCENTIVE PAY (HDIP)*

Pay Grade Monthly Rate Pay Grade Monthly Rate
0-10 $110 E-9 $200
0-9 $110 E-8 $200
0-8 $110 E-7 $200
0-7 $110 E-6 $175
0-6 $250 E-5 $150
0-5 $250 E-4 $125
0-4 $225 E-3 $110
0-3 $175 E-2 $110
0-2 $150 E-1 $110
O-1 $125

NOTE: Hazardous duty incentive pay for nonrated personnel is $110 a month
‘Excepting AWACS crew members

EDUCATIONAL LEVELS—USAF
ENLISTED FORCE

End of September 1987

Level Number Percent
Below high school 434 0.08
High school 237,397 47.94
Some college (less than two 172,187 34.77
years)

AA/AS degree 27,933 5.64
Two to three years of college 42,344 8.55
Baccalaureate, no master's 13,624 275
Master's or higher 1325 _0.27

TOTALS 495,244 100.00
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FEDERAL CIVILIAN PAY SCALE

General Schedule
{Effective January 1, 1988)

GRADE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
GS-1 $ 9,811 $10,139 $10465  $10,791 $11,117 $11,309  $11,631 $11955 $11970  $12,275
GS-2 11,032 11,294 11,659 11,970 12,103 12,459 12,815 13,171 13,527 i
Gs-3 12,038 12,439 12,840 13,241 13,642 14,043 14,444 14,845 15,246 15,647
GS-4 13,513 13,963 14,413 14,863 15,313 15,763 16,213 16,663 17,113 17,563
GS-5 15,118 15,622 16,126 16,630 17,134 17,638 18,142 18,646 19,150 19,654
GS-6 16,851 17,413 17,975 18,537 19,099 19,661 20,223 20,785 21,347 21,909
GS-7 18,726 19,350 19,974 20,598 21,222 21,846 22,470 23,094 23,718 24,342
GS-8 20,739 21,430 22121 22,812 23,503 24,194 24,885 25,576 26,267 26,958
GS-9 22,907 23,671 24,435 25,199 25,963 26,727 27,491 28,255 29,019 29,783
GS-10 25,226 26,067 26,908 27,749 28,590 29,431 30,272 31,113 31,954 32,795
GS-11 27,716 28,640 29,564 30,488 31,412 32,336 33,260 34,184 35,108 36,032
GS-12 33,218 34,325 35,432 36,539 37,646 38,753 39,860 40,967 42,074 43,181
GS-13 39,501 40,818 42,135 43,452 44,769 46,086 47,403 48,720 50,037 51,354
GS-14 46,679 48,235 49,791 51,347 52,903 54,459 56,015 57,571 59,127 60,683
GS-15 54,907 56,737 58,567 60,397 62,227 64,057 65,887 67,717 69,547 71,377
GS-16 64,397 66,544 68,691 70,838 72,985" 75,132* 77,279° 79,426" 81,573"

GS-17 75,437* 77,952" 80,467° 82,982" 85,497*

GS-18 88,416"

Senior Executive Service**
LEVEL 1 2 3 4 5 6
$65,994 $68,952 $71,910 $73,400 $75,500 $77.500

*Pay limited to Level V of the Executive Schedule, $72,500.
**Basic pay for employees at these rates is limited to $77,500, in accordance with Title 5, US Code, Section 5382 (b).

AIR FORCE FULL-TIME CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT BY GRADE

(As of September 30, 1987)

GS/OTHER WG WL ws
GR POP GR POP i GR POP GR POP
1 300 1 145 | 1 0 1 43
2 772 2 1,253 | 2 38 2 32
3 8,028 3 774 | 3 2 3 127
4 17,115 4 1,197 4 41 4 221
5 24,392 5 4,029 5 57 5 327
6 9,353 6 4,033 6 42 6 487
7 15,172 7 5,713 I 7 67 7 807
8 2,215 8 6,854 | 8 144 8 972
9 19,212 9 6,954 | 9 245 9 1,365
10 911 10 19,702 | 10 988 10 1,796
11 18,972 11 5714 I 11 128 1 621
12 19,326 12 1,961 ' 12 17 12 352
13 9,283 13 361 | 13 0 13 234
14 3,590 14 131 f 14 1 14 327
15 1,145 15 2 I 15 0 15 207
16 1 16 126
17 0 17 o9
18 1 I 18 10
ST 5 | 19 0
SES 204 |
TOTALS 149,997 58,823 | 1,770 8,109
GR = Grade ST = Scientific and Professional NOTE: Table does not include ANG technicians, local national employees,

GS = General Schedule
POP = Population
SES = Senior Executive Service

WG = Wage Grade Positions
WL = Wage Grade Leader Positions
WS = Wage Grade Supervisory Positions

or non-appropriated lund employees

AIR FORCE CIVILIAN PERSONNEL
AVERAGE AGE AND LENGTH OF SERVICE

(As of October 31, 1987)

Average age 43 years
Average length of service (overall) 14 years
General Schedule 14 years
Federal Wage System 15 years
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DoD BUDGET AUTHORITY BY COMPONENT FOR FY 1987-89*
(Billions of Current Dollars)
FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989

Component Dollars Share Dollars Share Dollars Share
Army $ 740 26.5% $ 75.8 26.8% $ 778 26.8%
Navy/Marine Corps 93.5 33.5% 100.1 35.4% 96.4 33.2%
Air Force 91.6 32.8% 88.2 31.1% 97.2 33.4%
Defense Agencies/Defense-wide 204 7.2% 191 6.7% 19.3 6.6%

TOTALS $279.5 $283.2 $290.8
*Tolals may not add because of rounding

DoD BUDGET MISSION CATEGORIES FOR FY 1986-89
(Billions of Dollars)
Total Budget Authority in Current Dollars
(1986-87 figures actual; 198889 estimates)
Change

Military Program 1986 1987 1968 1989 FY 1988-89
Strategic Forces! $ 242 $ 211 $ 21.0 $ 234 +2.4
General-Purpose Forces 116.2 114.9 110.7 1141 +3.4
Intelligence and Communications 26.4 27.7 28.0 281 +0.1
Airlift and Sealift 7.6 y 5.6 5.9 +0.3
Guard and Reserve Forces 15.6 15.7 16.2 16.6 +0.4
Research and Development? 25.7 27.5 325 32.6 +04
Central Supply and Maintenance 24.4 227 241 241 0.0
Training, Medical, and Other General Personnel Activities 336 35.5 35.9 36.6 +0.7
Administrative and Associated Activities 71 6.6 5.8 6.0 +0.2
Special Operations Forces — — 2.6 26 0.0
Support of Other Nations 0.5 __07 __08 08 .00

TOTAL BUDGET AUTHORITY $281.4 $279.5 $283.2 $290.8 +7.6
(Prior-year funds and other financial adjustments) -09 4.0 5.8 08 -5.0

TOTAL OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY $280.5 $283.5 $289.0 $291.6 +2.6
NOTE: Totals may not add because of rounding
1Excludes strategic syst development included in the research and development category
2Excludes research and development in other program areas on systems approved for production.

INSTALLATIONS OF THE US AIR FORCE
During 1986, the Air Force undertook a major project to redefine and Major Installations
categorize all Air Force properties and activities to reflect more accu- US and Possessions® 101
rately actual installation posture. The new definitions reclassify all Air Foreign 39
Force activities into one of four categories: major installations, minor Worldwide 140
installations, support sites, and other activities. For an installation to be
categorized as "major,” it must be operated by an active, Guard, or Mi Installati
Reserve unit of group size or larger and have all the organic support to nor Instaliations
accomplish the unit’s mission. Minor installations are facilities operated us and Possessions 108
by active, Guard, or Reserve units of at least squadron size that do not Foreign 14
satisfy all of the criteria for a major installation. Examples of minor Worldwide 122
installations are Guard and Reserve flying operations that are located at
civilian-owned airports. A support site is a detached piece of real prop- Support Sites
erty that provides general support to the Air Force mission as opposed US and Possessions* 128
to supporting a particular installation. Examples of support sites are Foreign 112
missile tracking sites, radar bomb-scoring sites, and radio relay sites. Worldwide 240
The fourth classification category, other activities, includes Air Force
units that have little or no real-property accountability over the real Other Activiti
estate that they occupy. Examples include units that are located on O e
installations belonging to other services or in leased office space that US and Possessions 917
supports recruiting detachments, Civil Air Patrol, etc. The new Air Force Foreign _ 863
classification system is designed to describe accurately the Air Force Worldwide 1,780
installation posture. Previously, the Air Force reported more than 2,800
installations worldwide. In reality, the number of independent installa- *Includes Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard.
tions totals only 262: 140 major and 122 minor. **Includes USAF presence at non-USAF installations and other sites
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AIR FORCE BUDGET AND FINANCE—FISCAL YEARS 1980-89

(Figures in millions of dollars)

FY '80 FY '85 FY '86 FY '87* FY '88* FY '89*
Gross National Product $2,671,000 $3,944,000 $4,192,000 $4,408,000 $4,705,000 $5,023,000
Federal Budget, Outlays (Current $) 591,000 946,000 990,000 1,005,000 1,056,000 1,094,000
DoD Budget, Outlays (Current $) 132,840 245,370 265,636 274,007 277,275 285,500
DoD Percent of: GNP 5.0% 6.2% 6.3% 6.2% 5.9% 5.7%
Federal Budget 22.5% 25.9% 26.8% 27.3% 26.3% 26.1%
Alr Force Budget Gutlays
Current Dollars 38,976 81,988 91,188 91,144 92,269 94,549
Constant FY '89 Dollars 60,034 92,012 100,778 98,593 95,617 94,549
AF Percent of: GNP 1.5% 21% 2.2% 2.1% 2.0% 1.9%
Federal Budget 6.6% B.7% 9.2% 9.1% B.7% 8.6%
Total Obligational Authority
DoD—Current Dollars 141,983 277,544 280,266 283475 289,025 291,566
Constant FY '89 Dollars 212,496 314,898 310,838 305,849 298,827 291,566
AF—Current Dollars 41,554 96,501 94,276 94,355 90,363 97,472
Constant FY 'B9 Dollars 61,561 108,928 103,775 101,317 93,542 97,472
(Current Dollars)
Aircraft Procurement 7,901 23,720 21,109 16,650 12,929 16,630
Missile Procurement 2,149 6,600 7,219 7.954 7.350 B,158
Other Procurement 2,652 8,617 7946 9,252 8,012 8,394
Procurement Subtotal 12,702 38,937 136,274 133,856 28,291 33,182
Military Construction—USAF 567 1,540 1,539 1,254 1,279 1,301
Military Construction—AFRES 12 66 58 59 79 59
Military Construction—ANG 36 109 .=l 149 _15 148
Military Construction Subtotal 615 1,715 1,709 1,462 1.509 1.508
RDT&E 5,001 13,108 13,111 15,051 15,165 14,932
Family Housing Construction - 172 161 in 161 181
Stock Fund o L 549 396 140 226 o7
TOTAL, INVESTMENT 18,318 54,481 51,651 50,620 45,352 50,010
Military Personnel—USAF 8,496 17,962 18,863 19,693 19,816 20,094
Reserve Personnel—USAF 226 568 603 569 615 655
National Guard Personnel—USAF 299 885 974 948 988 1.027
Military Personnel Subtotal 9.021 19,415 20,440 21,210 21,419 21,776
Operation & Maintenance—USAF 12,421 19,227 18,988 19,082 19,907 21,950
Operation & Maintenance—AFRES 511 878 857 925 1,001 1,029
Operation & Maintenance—ANG 1,283 1,825 1723 1,788 1,958 1,965
Operating Subtotal 14,215 21,930 21,568 21,795 22,866 24,944
Family Housing Operations & Debt b I - 675 617 730 726 742
TOTAL, OPERATING 23,236 42,020 42,625 43,735 45,011 47,462
Programs, FY '89 Budget (Current $)
| Strategic Forces 6,620 20,600 18,011 14,933 13,453 15,560
Il General-Purpose Forces 11,602 24 044 23,929 24,438 22,262 24,079
It Intelligence & Communications 4,670 13,994 14,724 16,278 16,567 17,820
IV Airlift & Sealift 2,215 5,986 6,746 6,078 3,901 4,767
V Guard & Reserve Forces 3.073 5,224 4,978 4,939 5,341 5,437
Vi Research & Development 4174 9,641 8,813 9,694 9,934 9,652
Vil Central Supply & Maintenance 4,508 7.470 7,506 B,116 7.850 8,260
Vil Training, Medical, & Other 3,882 8,074 8,251 8,541 8,602 9,114
General Personnel Activities
IX Administration & Associated Activities 529 1,380 1,229 1,229 1,330 1,293
X Support of Other Nations 281 88 B9 2] a8 103
X! Special Operations Forces 0 0 0 16 1,025 1,387

NOTE: Totals may not add because of rounding.
*Figures based on the President’s FY '89 budget (amended).

USAF AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT—FY '81-89

CATEGORY FY'sl FY’'82 FY'83 FY'84 FY'B5 FY'86 FY’'87 FY'88 FY'89
Fixed-Wing Aircraft
Total Units Budgeted 313 200 197 241 286 273 259 231 237
Accepted/Scheduled Acceptances 396 370 302 218 240 240 343 276 237
Helicopters
Total Units Budgeted 5 6 0 0 0 9 0 0 6
Accepted/Scheduled Acceptances 0 0 11 0 0 0 9 0 0

NOTE: FY '81-87 columns are actual; FY '88-89 columns are plannad.
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USAF’'S AIRCRAFT—HOW MANY OF EACH TYPE AND HOW OLD?*

(Current as of September 30, 1987)
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Less than 9 years old: 2,189 aircraft (31%).
More than 9 years old: 4,940 aircrafl (69%).
“Aircralt age measured in quarters.

TOTAL

6-9
yrs. yrs. yrs. yra. yrs. yrs. yrs. yra. NUMBER

31
451
22

62

AVERAGE
AGE

15,9 years
6.9 years
13.8 years

0.8 years
27.0 years
17.1 years

12.1 years
16.5 years
2.9 years
6.2 years
5.4 years
1.1 years
27 years
3.6 years
2.4 years
19.3 years
325 years
26.2 years
18.3 years
24.7 years
21.0 years

7.9 years
13.3 years

171 rs
1.7 yy:grs

6.9 years

3.7 years
29.4 years
28.1 years
16.4 years

16.5 years
20.5 years
17.4 years

4.5 years

18.5 years

29.4 years
25.3 years
21.5 years
25.8 years
20.3 years
13.6 years

0.6 gr.ﬁ

2.8 years
4.2 years
6.0 years
10.0 years

3.0 years
13.9 years

NOTE: ARF not included in calendar age.

PERCENT

0-3
yrs.
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AIR NATIONAL GUARD AIRCRAFT—HOW MANY, HOW OLD?

{Current as of September 30, 1987)

36 -9 9-12 12-15 15-18 18-21 21-24 24+
yrs, yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs.

17 10 26 121 167

Hary -
NIIIIIII;

3
£ B T B I -

Pk N |
-

w

L)

=

L]

R IR
08 Lo

[~
w

I

e

[t @iiianian
frose@iarrago v

Elll-ﬂlll
§|IIO’IIII
£

3
§E|""’"'S"""""3'

§=||||||$|||||1||1:m
—
ggl‘hllllglllllilllg

T%

3
K
3
3

Less than 9 years old: 338 aircraft (20%).
More than 9 years old: 1,394 aircraft (80%).

TOTAL
NUMBER

342
106

AVERAGE
AGE

14.1 years
8.0 years
14.7 years
16.9 years
‘r] ? years

1 years
2.7 years
19.8 years
32.2 years
28.6 years
21.3 years
20.5 years
11.4 years
5.5 years
27.9 years
20.2 years
31.7 years
13.5 years

17.4 years
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AlIR FORCE RESERVE AIRCRAFT—HOW MANY, HOW OLD?

{Current as of December 15, 1987)

03 36 6-9 9-12 12-15 15-18 18-21 21-24 24+ TOTAL AVERAGE
yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs. NUMBER AGE
A-10 - - 72 25 - - - - - 97 9.0 years
AC-130A - - - - - - - - 10 10 32.0 years
C-130A - - - - - - - - 30 30 32.0 years
C-130B - - - - - - - - 37 37 27.0 years
C-130E - - - - - - - - 41 41 25.0 years
C-130H 16 2 6 - - - - - - 24 2.0 years
HC-130H - - - - - - - 10 - 10 23.0 years
HC-130N - - - - - 4 - - = 4 18.0 years
WC-130E - - - - - - = - 2 2 26.0 years
WC-130H - - - - - - - 10 - 10 23.0 years
C-141B - - - — - - - 8 = 8 22.0 years
C-5A - - - - - 1 14 - - 15 17.0 years
KC-135 - - - - - - - - 24 24 29.0 years
F-4 - - = - - 1 117 1 = 119 21.0 years
F-16 23 = 26 - - - - - - 49 5.0 years
H-1 - - - - - S - - - 9 15.0 years
H-3 = = == = = = 12 S =1 _18 21.0 years
TOTALS 39 2 104 25 0 1 143 34 145 503 18.0 years
PERCENT 8% 0% 21% 20% 0% 4% 26% 7% 29%

Less than 9 years old: 145 aircraft (29%).
More than 9 years old: 358 aircraft (71%).

ACTIVE-DUTY MILITARY PERSONNEL, RESERVE COMPONENT MILITARY
PERSONNEL, AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL STRENGTH

(Figures in thousands)

FY '83 FY '84 FY '85 FY '86 FY '87 FY '88* FY '89*
Active-Duty Military
Army 780 780 781 781 781 772 772
Navy 558 565 571 581 587 593 593
Marine Corps 194 196 198 199 200 197 197
Air Force - 592 597 602 608 607 576 576
Total 2,123 2,138 2,151 2,169 2,174 2,138 2,138
Reserve Components
(Selected Reserve)
Army National Guard 417 434 440 446 453 457 465
Army Reserve 266 275 292 310 319 324 339
Naval Reserve 109 121 130 142 149 153 162
Marine Corps Reserve 43 41 42 42 43 44 45
Air National Guard 102 105 109 113 113 116 118
Air Force Reserve 67 70 75 79 80 82 86
Total 1,005 1,046 1,088 1,130 1,157 1,176 1,213
Direct Hire Civilian
Army** 332 344 359 354 357 340 340
Navy 328 332 342 332 343 337 329
Air Force** 238 240 250 250 252 252 250
Defense Agencies 81 85 9 92 96 97 97
Total** 980 1,000 1,043 1,027 1,049 1,027 1,016
NOTE: Totals may not add because of rounding

*Programmed
**These totals include Army and Air National Guard Technicians, who were converted from State to Federal employees in FY '79
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USAF FLYING SQUADRONS BY MISSION TYPE? NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT
PER ACTIVE-DUTY
ACTIVE FORCES FY '84 FY '85 FY '86 FY '87 FY '88" FY '89* USAF SQUADRON
Strategic Bomber 22 22 20 22 24 25 :
Air Refueling 35 35 36 36 35 35 Aircraft Number*
Strategic Command and Control 6 6 6 6 6 6 Type (End FY '87)
Intelligence 3 3 3 3 3 3
Strategic Reconnaissance 1 1 1 1 1 1 A-10 18 or 24
Strategic Interceptor 5 4 4 3 2 2 B-1 16
Fighter 77 78 78 81 79 79 B-52 13, 14, 15, 16, or
Tactical Reconnaissance 8 8 8 7 7 5 19
Tactical Electronic Warfare 3 3 3 4 4 4 c-5 15 or 16**
Special Operations Forces 5 5 5 5 5 5 C-9 3 or 11
Tactical Air Command Control Systems2 3 3 3 3 3 3 £
Tactical Air Control Systems? 7 7 7 7 7 7 C-130 16
Weather 2 2 2 2 1 1 AC-130 10
Rescue 8 8 9 9 7 7 KC-10 19
Tactical Airlift 14 14 14 13 12 12 KC-135 13 to 25
Strategic Airlift 2frs 7 ¢ 17 17 17 18 C-141 13 to 17
Special Mission 1 1 1 1 1 1 E-3 2,4, 0r 16
Aeromedical Airlift 3 3 3 3 3 3 F-4 12 or 24
GLCM 2 3 4 6 6 T RF-4 18
1CEM S il mn e Lty F-5 11, 18, or 20
TOTAL 246 246 246 249 243 237 F-15 15, 18, or 24
RESERVE FORCES E_; gﬁ 1871 ?g
ANG Selected Reserve N 91 91 91 91 N 5
Air Force Reserve? 56 56 57 57 58 58 Eg_11111 iy 188' g; ?;1
TOTAL 147 147 148 148 149 149

*For some types of aircraft, squadrons
GRAND TOTAL 393 393 394 397 392 386 vary in size as shown here. HC-130,
Eatimale. WC-130, T-39, and _T-aa _aircraﬂ are
**Decision pending INF Treaty ratification z;':r:::;so:?ai SO EpTIERE Aoy
'Excludes training, support, and OT&E units “*Aeflects ongu;ng transfer of assels to
2 r ¥
S Al o e R e A Foserie Forces

THE NUMBER OF ACTIVE AIRCRAFT AND FLYING HOURS

TYPE OF AIRCRAFT FY '83 FY '84 FY '85 FY '86 FY '87 FY '88 FY '89
Bomber, Strategic 338 328 330 346 393 421 420
Tanker 546 556 559 572 576 568 566
Fighter/Interceptor/Attack 2,997 3.019 3,057 3,046 3,033 2,966 2,998
Reconnaissance/Electronic Warfare 385 404 418 394 432 435 438
Cargo/Transport 827 863 859 855 848 840 852
Search & Rescue (Fixed Wing) 35 35 37 37 35 34 K3
Helicopter (includes Rescue) 236 237 234 232 19N 182 17
Trainer 1,624 1,622 1,613 1,643 1,595 1,533 1,515
Utility/Observation/Other 206 191 180 120 110 113 112
TOTAL, USAF 7,194 7,255 7,287 7,245 7,213 7,092 7,103
Air National Guard total 1,703 1,688 1,688 1,782 1,732 1,732 1,736
Air Force Reserve total 458 458 468 467 502 505 514
TOTAL, ACTIVE AIRCRAFT,
USAF, ANG, AFRES 9,355 9,401 9,443 9,494 9,447 9,329 9,353
Active aircraft including (9,445) (9,489) (9,529) (9,578) (9.501) (9,413) (9,437)

foreign government owned

FLYING HOURS (000)

USAF 2,843 2,870 2914 2,888 2,837 2,792 2,770
Air National Guard 414 416 423 412 435 443 447
Air Force Reserve 132 136 140 141 153 152 156

TOTAL FLYING HOURS 3,389 3,422 3,477 3,441 3,425 3,387 3,373

NOTE: FY '83-87 columns are actual; FY '88 and FY '89 columns are estimaled
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USAF AIRCRAFT TAIL MARKINGS

Code  Aircraft Unit, location, and command Code  Aircraft Unit, location, and command
AD Various Armament Division, Eglin AFB, Fla, (AFSC) MA A-10A 104th TFG, Barnes MAP, Mass. (ANG)
AK F-15 215t TFW, Elmendorf AFB, Alaska (AAC) MB A-10A 354th TFW, Myrile Beach AFB, S. C. (TAC)
AK A-10A 343d TFW, Eielson AFB, Alaska (AAC) MC F-16 56th TTW, MacDill AFB, Fia (TAC)
AL F-4D (F-16)" 187th TFG, Dannelly Field, Ala. (ANG) MD A-10A 175th TFG, Martin Airport, Md. (ANG)
AR F-5E, A-10 10th TFW, RAF Alconbury, UK (USAFE) Mi A-TD 127th TFW, Selfridge ANGB, Mich. (ANG)
AZ A-TD, F-16 162d TFW, Tucson IAP, Ariz, (ANG) MJ F-16 432d TFW, Misawa AB, Japan (PACAF)
BA RF-4C 671h TRW, Bergstrom AFB, Tex. (TAC) MO F-111, EF-i11A 366th TFW, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho (TAC)
BC 0A-37 110th TASG, Battle Creek ANGB, Mich. (ANG) MY F-16 347ih TPW, Moody AFB, Ga. (TAC)
BD A-10A 917th TFG, Barksdale AFB, La. (AFRES) NA F-16 474th TFW, Nellis AFB, Nev. (TAC)
BT F-15 36th TFW, Bitburg AB, Germany (USAFE) NF 0A-37 602d TAIRCW, Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz. (TAC)
CC F-1110 27th TFW, Cannon AFB, N. M. (TAC) N F-4E 108ih TFW, McGuire AFB, N. J. (ANG)
CM F-15 159th TFG, New Orieans NAS, La. (ANG) NM A-TD 150th TFG, Kirtland AFB, N. M. (ANG)
co A-7D 140th TFW, Buckley ANGB, Colo. (ANG) NO A-10A 926th TFG, New Orleans NAS, La. (AFRES)
CR F-15 32d TFS, Soesterberg AB, Netherlands (USAFE) NY A-10A 174th TFW, Hancock Field, N. Y. (ANG)
cT A-10A 103d TFG, Bradley ANGB, Conn. (ANG) OH A-TD 121st TFW, Rickenbacker ANGB; 178th TFG,
oc F-4D 113th TFW, Andrews AFB, Md. (ANG) Springfield; 180th TFG, Toledo, Ohio (ANG)
DM A-10A 355th TTW, Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz. (TAC) 0K A-TD 138th TFG, Tulsa IAP, Okla (ANG)
i) F-4D 906th TFG, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio (AFRES) 0s F-4E, OV-10 S1st TFW, Osan AB, Korea (PACAF)
ED Various Air Force Flight Test Center, Edwards AFB, aor Various TAWC, Eglin AFB, Fla. (TAC)

Calif. (AFSC) PA 0A-37 111th TASG, Willow Grove ARF, Pa. (ANG)
EG F-15 33d TFW, Eglin AFB, Fla. (TAC) PA EC-130H 193d SOG, Harrisburg IAP, Pa. (ANG)
EL A-10A 23d TPW, England AFB, La. (TAC) PN F-4E/G, F-5 3d TFW, Clark AB, Philippines {PACAF)
FF F-15 15t TFW, Langley AFB, Va. (TAC) PR A-7D 156th TFG, Muniz ANGB, Puerto Rico (ANG)
FL ov-10 549th TASTG, Palrick AFB, Fia, (TAC) PT A-TD 1121h TFG, Greater Pittsburgh IAP, Pa. (ANG)
2] F-4D 482d TFW, Homestead AFB, Fla, (AFRES) RG Various Warner Robins ALC, Robins AFB, Ga. (AFLC)
12" F-4E 122d TFW, Fort Wayne MAP, Ind. (ANG) RS F-16 86th TFW, Ramstein AB, Germany (USAFE)
GA F-4E 35th TFW, George AFB, Calif. (TAC) SA F-16 148th TFG, Kelly AFB, Tex. (ANG)
GU F-4E 497th TFS, Taegu AB, Korea (PACAF) SC F-16 169th TFG, McEntire ANGB, 5. C. (ANG)
HA A-7D 185th TFG, Sioux City, lowa (ANG) S0 A-7D 114th TFG, Joe Foss Field, 5. D. (ANG)
HF F-4E 181st TFG, Hulman RAP, Ind. (ANG) SH F4D 507th TFG, Tinker AFB, Okla. (AFRES)
HI F-16 419th TFW, Hill AFB, Utah (AFRES) Sl F-4D 183d TFG, Capitol MAP, 1l {ANG)
HL F-16 386th TFW, Hill AFB, Utah (TAC) 5 F-4E 4th TFW, Seymour Johnson AFB, N. C. (TAC)
HM AT-38A 479th TTW, Holloman AFB, N. M_ (TAC) SL F-4E 131st TFW, Bridgeton, Mo. (ANG)
HO F-15 A9th TR, Holloman AFB, N. M. (TAC) SP F-4E/G 52d TFW, Spangdahlem AB, Germany (USAFE)
HR F-16 50th TFW, Hahn AB, Germany (USAFE)} sU A-10A 515t TFW, Suwon AB, Korea (PAGAF)
HS F-16 315t TTW, Homestead AFB, Fa. (TAC) SW F-16, RF-4C 363d TFW, Shaw AFB, 5. C. (TAC)
HW 0A-37 24th COMPW, Howard AFB, Panama (TAC) TH F-4E 301st TFW, Carswell AFB, Tex. (AFRES)
1A A-7D 132d TFW, Des Moines MAP. lowa (ANG) T F-16 401st TFW, Torrejon AB, Spain (USAFE)
1D A-10A 46th TFS, Grissom AFB, Ind. {AFRES) ™ F-4D 924th TFG, Bergstrom AFB, Tex. {(AFRES)
L 0A-37 182d TASG, Greater Peoria Airport, 11l (ANG) TY F-15, 733 325th TTW, Tyndall AFB, Fla. (TAC)
IN A-10A 434th TFW, Grissom AFB, Ind. (AFRES) UH F-111E, EF-111A 20th TFW, RAF Upper Heyford, UK (USAFE)
s F-15 57th FIS, Kelflavik NAS, lceland (TAC) VA A-7D 192d TFG, Byrd Field, Va. (ANG)
KC A-10A 442d TFW, Richards-Gebaur AFB, Mo. (AFRES) T F-16 158th TFG, Burlington IAP, V1. (ANG)
KE RF-4C 186th TRG, Key Field, Miss. (ANG) w ov-10 27th TASS, George AFB, Calif. (TAC)
KS EC-130 Tth ACCS, Keesler AFB, Miss. (TAC) WA Various 57th FWW, Nellis AFB, Nev. (TAC)
KY RF-4C 123d TRW, Standiford Field, Ky. (ANG) WH 0V-10 22d TASS, Wheeler AFB, Hawaii (PACAF)
LA F-15 405th TTW, Luke AFB, Ariz. {TAC) Wi A-10A 128th TFW, Truax ANGB, Wis. (ANG)
LF F-16 58th TTW, Luke AFB, Ariz. (TAC) WP F-16 8th TFW, Kunsan AB, Korea (PACAF)
LH CH-3 302d S0S, Luke AFB, Ariz. (AFRES) WR A-10A 81st TFW, RAF Bentwalers, UK (USAFE)
LN F-111F 4Bth TFW, RAF Lakenheath, UK (USAFE) WwW F-4E/G a7th TFW, George AFB, Calif. (TAC)
LR F-16 9441h TFG, Luke AFB, Ariz. (AFRES) R RF-4C 26th TRW, Zweibriicken AB, Germany (USAFE)
v A-TD 4450th TACG, Nellis AFB, Nav. (TAC) Fi7s F-15, RF-4C 18th TFW, Kadena AB, Okinawa (PACAF)

“Convarting to F-16s

AIR DEFENSE UNIT FIN FLASHES

Color code Aircraft Unit and location
Active Duty*

Gold lightning bolt on dark-blue border F-15, T-33 5th FIS, Minot AFB, N. D.

Blue/white stripes F-15, T-33 48th FIS, Langley AFB, Va.

White/green eagle F-106 48th FIS, Griffiss AFB, N. Y.

Dark blue/light blue/white star F-15, T-33 318th FIS, McChord AFB, Wash.

Alr National Guard Units

Sea-blus wedge F-15A 102d FIW, Otis ANGB. Mass.

Rainbow F-4D 107th FIG, Niagara Falls IAP, N. Y.

Red stripe with "Happy Hooligans" logo F-4D 118th FIG, Hector Field, N. D.

Blue triangle and two blue stripes bearing F-18 120th FIG, Great Falls IAP, Mont.
“Montana” and "Big Sky Country” logos

Red hawk F-4C 123d FIS (142d FIG), Portland IAP, Ore.

Blue/white lightning boll F-16 125th FIG, Jacksonville IAP, Fla.

Blue stripe with "California” logo F-4D 144th FIW, Fresno Air Terminal, Calif

Texas star on red/white jagged stripes F-4D 147th FIG, Ellington ANGB, Tex.

Stars of Little Dipper constellation F-4D 148th FIG, Duluth IAP, Minn.

Red dart F-106 177th FIG, Atlantic City Airport, N. J

Yellow and black checkerboard F-4D 191st FIG, Selfridge ANGB, Mich.

Air Defense Tralning Units (ANG)
Black hawk F-4C 114th TFTS (142d FIG), Kingsley Field, Ore.

“The F-15 aircraft assigned to the 57th FIS, Keflavik NAS, lceland, carries the letter tail code IS and is listed in the chart
above.
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BY WARS, AND RANK
AT TIME OF ACTION

Blecklay, 2d Lt. Erwin R.
Goelller, 2d Lt Harold E

Luke, 2d LI, Frank, Jr.
Rickenbacker, Capt. Edward V.

Baker, Lt. Col. Addison E
Bong, Maj. Richard I,
Carswell, Maj. Horace 5., Jr.
Castle, Brig. Gen. Frederick W
Cheli, Maj. Ralph

Craw, Col. Demas T.
Dooliltle, Lt Col. James H
Erwin, S5gt Henry E
Femoyer, 2d LI Roberl E
Gott, 1sl L1. Donald J.
Hamilton, Maj. Pierpont M
Howard, Lt Col. James H
Hughes. 2d Lt. Lloyd H
Jerstad, Maj. John L
Johnson, Col. Leon W.

Kane, Col John R

Kearby, Col. Neel E

Kingsley, 2d Lt. David R
Knighl. 1sl Lt. Raymond L
Lawley, 1st Lt William R.. Jr
Lindsey. Capt. Darrell R
Mathies, SSgl. Archibald
Mathis, 1s! Lt Jack W.
McGuire, Maj. Thomas B, Jr.
Metzger. 2d Lt William E . Jr.
Michael, 1st Lt. Edward S
Morgan, 2d Lt. John C
Pease, Capt, Harl, Jr.

Puckel, 1st LL. Donald D
Sarnoski, 2d LI Joseph R
Shomo, Maj. William A
Smith. 5Sgt. Maynard H
Truemper, 2d L1 Walter E
Vance, Lt. Col. Leon R., Jr.
Vosler, TSqgt. Forrest L.
Walker, Brig. Gen. Kenneth N
Wilkins, Maj. Raymond H
Zeamer, Maj. Jay, Jr.

Davis, Maj. George A, Jr.
Loring, Maj. Charlas J.. Jr.
Sebille; Maj. Louis J.
Waimsley, Capt. John S., Jr.

Bennell, Capt. Steven L.
Day, Col, George E.
Dethletsen, Maj. Merlyn H
Fisher. Maj. Bernard F.
Fleming, 1st Lt James P.
Jackson, Lt Col. Joe M.
Jones, Lt Col. William A It
Levilow. A1C John L
Sijan. Capl. Lance P,
Thorsness, Lt Col Leo K
Wilbanks, Capt. Hilliard A
Young. Capt Gerald O

NAMES, ALPHABETICALLY

HOME TOWN

Wichita, Kan
Chicago. il
Phoenix, Ariz
Columbus. Ohio

Chicago, il
Poplar. Wis

Fort Worth, Tex
Manila. P

San Francisco, Calif
Traverse City, Mich.
Alameda, Calif
Adamsville, Ala
Huntington. W. Va
Arnetl, Okla
Tuxeda Park, N. Y.
Canton, China
Alexandria, La
Racine, Wis,
Columbia. Mo
McGregor, Tex
Wichita Falls, Tex
Portland, Ore.
Houston, Tex
Leeds, Ala
Jelferson. lowa
Scotland

San Angelo, Tex
Ridgewood. N.J
Lima, Ohio
Chicago. Il
Vernon, Tex
Plymouth, N\H
Longmont, Colo
Simpson, Pa
Jeannetle, Pa
Caro. Mich
Aurora. Il

Enid, Okla
Lyndanville, N.Y.
Cerrillos. N.M
Portsmouth. Va
Carlisle, Pa.

Dublin, Tex
Portiand, Me
Harbor Beach. Mich.
Baltimore, Md

Palestine. Tex
Sioux City, lowa
Greenville, lowa
San Bernardino, Calif
Sedalia. Mo,
Newnan, Ga
Norfalk, Va
Hartford, Conn.
Milwaukee, Wis
Walnut Grove, Minn
Cornelia, Ga
Anacortes, Wash

DATE AND PLACE OF ACTION
WORLD WAR |

Oct 6, 1918, Binarville, France
Oct. 6. 1918, Binarville, France
Sept. 29, 1918, Murvaux, France
Sept. 25, 1918, Billy, France

WORLD WAR Il

Aug. 1, 1943, Ploesti, Romania

Oct. 10-Nov. 15, 1944, Southwesl Pacific
QOct. 26, 1944, South China Sea

Dec 24, 1944, Liege. Belgium

Aug. 18, 1943, Wewak, New Guinea
Nov, 8, 1942, Port Lyautey. French Morocco
Apr. 18, 1942, Tokyo, Japan

Apr. 12, 1945, Koriyama, Japan

Mov. 2, 1944, Merseburg, Germany
Nov. 9, 1944, Saarbrucken. Germany
Nov, 8, 1942, Port Lyautey. French Morocco
Jan. 11, 1944, Oschersleben, Germany
Aug. 1, 1843, Ploesti. Romania

Aug 1, 1943, Ploesti. Romania

Aug. 1. 1943, Ploesti, Romania

Aug 1, 1943, Ploesti, Romania

Oclt, 11, 1943, Wewak, New Guinea
June 23, 1944, Ploesti. Romania

Apr. 25, 1845, Po Valley, Haly

Feb. 20. 1944, Leipzig, Germany

Aug, 9, 1944, Pontoise. France

Feb. 20, 1944, Leipzig, Germany

Mar. 18, 1943, Vegesack. Germany
Dec. 25-26, 1944, Luzon, Pl

Nov. 9. 1944, Saarbricken, Germany
Apr. 11, 1844, Brunswick, Germany
July 28, 1942, Kiel. Germany

Aug. 7, 1942, Rabaul, New Britain
July 9, 1944, Ploesti, Romania

June 16, 1943, Buka, Solomon Is

Jan, 11, 1945, Luzon, Pl

May 1. 1943, 51, Nazaire. France

Feb. 20, 1944, Leipzig. Germany

June 5, 1944, Wimereaux, France
Dec. 20, 1943, Bremen, Germany

Jan. 5, 1943, Rabaul, New Britain

Nov. 2, 1943, Rabaul, New Britain
June 16, 1943, Buka, Soloman Is

KOREA

Feb, 10, 1952, Sinuiju-Yalu River, No. Korea
Nov. 22, 1952, Sniper Ridge, No. Korea
Aug. 5. 1950, Hamch ang, So. Korea

Sepl 14, 1951, Yangdok, No. Korea

VIETNAM

June 29, 1972, Guang Tri. So. Vietnam
Conspicuous gallantry while POW

Mar, 10, 1867, Thai Nguyen, No. Vietnam
Mar. 10, 1966, A Shau Valley, So. Vietnam
Nov. 26, 1968, Duc Co, So. Vietnam

May 12, 1968, Kham Duc, So. Vietnam
Sept. 1, 1968. Dong Hoi. No. Vietnam
Feb. 24, 1969, Long Binh, S0, Vietnam
Conspicuous gallantry while POW

Apr. 19, 1967. No. Vietnam

Feb. 24, 1967, Dalal, So. Vietnam

Nov. 9, 1967, Da Nang area. So. Vietnam

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE MEDAL OF HONOR RECIPIENTS—1918-1988

PRESENT ADDRESS OR
DATE OF DEATH

KiA, Ocl. 6, 1918
KIA, Oct. 6, 1918
KIA, Sept. 29. 1918
Died. July 23. 1973

KIA, Aug. 1, 1943

Killed. Aug. 6, 1945, Burbank, Calit.
KIA. Oct. 26, 1944

KIA, Dec. 24, 1944

Died as POW, Mar. 6, 1944

KIA, Nov 8, 1942

Carmel, Calit (Ret Gen )

Leeds, Ala

KIA, Nov 2, 1944

KiA, Nov. 9, 1944

Died, Mar. 4, 1882

Belleair Biufis, Fla. (Ret Brig Gen,)
KIA, Aug, 1. 1943

KIA, Aug. 1, 1943

MclLean. Va_ {Rel Gen )

Barber, Ark. (Ret. Col)

KlA, Mar. 5, 1944, Wewak, New Guinea
KIA, June 23, 1944

KIA. Apr. 25, 1845

Montgomery. Ala. (Ret. Col )

KIA, Aug 9, 1944

KIA, Feb, 20, 1944

KIA. Mar 18, 1943

KIA, Jan. 7, 1945, Negros, Pl

KIA, Mov. 9, 1944

Fairfield, Calf. (Ret. Lt. Col.)
Marina del Rey. Calil. (Ret. Col.)
KIA, Aug. 7, 1942

KIA. July 9, 1944

KIA, June 16, 1943

Piltsburgh, Pa. (Ret. LL Col )

Died, May 11, 1984

KIA. Feb. 20, 1944

Killed, July 26, 1944, near Iceland
Baldwinsville, N.Y

KIA. Jan. 5, 1943

KIA, Nov, 2, 1943

Boothbay Harbor, Me. (Ret. Lt Col.}

KIA, Feb. 10, 1852
KiA. Nov. 22, 1952
KIA, Aug. 5. 1950

KiA, Sept. 14, 1951

KIA, June 29, 1972

Shalimar, Fla (Rel Col}

Fort Worth, Tex. (Ret. Col.)

Kuna, |daho (Ret. Col.}

Active duty. Col.. Lackland AFB, Tex
Kent, Wash. (Rel. Col)

Killed, Nov. 15, 1969, Woodbridge, Va
Vienna, Va.

Died while POW. Jan, 1968

Sanla Monica, Calif (Ret. Col )

KiA, Feb, 24, 1967

Anacortes, Wash (Ret. Lt Cal)

June 12, 1918

SOME FAMOUS FIRSTS AMONG US BOMBARDMENT UNITS

First bombs dropped by an AEF bomb unit: 8 Breguet 14s of the 96ih Aero Sadn,, led by Maj Harry M Brown. on Demmary-Baroncourt railyards in France

Dec. 10, 1941 First heavy bomb mission of WW Il: 5 B-17s of the 93d Bomb Sqdn.. 19th Bomb Gp., led by Maj. Cecil Combs, attacked Japanese convoy near Vigan, PL.
also sank the hirst enemy vessel by US aerial combat bombing

Apr. 18, 1942 First mission agains! Japan: 16 B-25s of the 17th Bomb Gp. and 89th Recce Sqdn. led by Lt. Col James H. Doolittle. launched from the carrier Hornet

June 12, 1942 First mission against a European larget: 13 B-24s of HALPRO Detachment, led by Col. H A Halverson, flying from Eqypt against Ploesti oil fields

Jan. 27, 1943 First mission against the German homeland: 53 B-17s and B-24s of the 1st and 2d Bomb Wgs., flying from the UK, attacked the Withelmshaven naval base

Aug. 6, 1945 First atomic bomb mission: The Enola Gay. a 509th Composite Gp B-29, piloted by Col Paul W Tibbets, Jr, tlying from Tinian, aitacked Hiroshima, Japan
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USAF Leaders Through
The Years

SECRETARIES OF THE AIR FORCE

Stuart Symington
Thomas K. Finletter
Harold E. Talbott
Donald A. Quarles
James H. Douglas, Jr.
Dudley C. Sharp
Eugene M. Zuckert
Harold Brown

Robert C. Seamans, Jr.
John L. McLucas
James W. Plummer {acting)
Thomas C. Reed

John C. Stetson

Hans Mark

Verne Orr

Russell A. Rourke
Edward C. Aldridge, Jr.

USAF CHIEFS OF STAFF

Gen. Carl A. Spaatz
Gen. Hoyt S. Vandenberg
Gen. Nathan F. Twining
Gen. Thomas D. White
Gen. Curtis E. LeMay
Gen. John P. McConnell
Gen. John D. Ryan
Gen. George 5. Brown
Gen. David C. Jones
Gen. Lew Allen, Jr.
Gen. Charles A. Gabriel
Gen. Larry D. Welch

Sept. 26,
Apr. 30,
June 30,
July 1,
June 30,
Feb. 1,
Aug. 1,
Aug. 1,
July 1,
July 1,
July 1,
JuI; 1,

, 1947

1947
1948
1953
1957
1961
1965
1962
1973
1974
1978
1982
1986

CHIEF MASTER SERGEANTS OF THE AIR FORCE

CMSAF Paul W. Airey
CMSAF Donald L. Harlow
CMSAF Richard D. Kisling
CMSAF Thomas N. Barnes
CMSAF Robert D. Gaylor
CMSAF James M. McCoy
CMSAF Arthur L. Andrews
CMSAF Sam E. Parish
CMSAF James C. Binnicker

Apr. 3,
Aug. 1,
Oct.
Oct.
Aug.
Aug.
Aug.
Aug.
July

1
1
y I
1
1
1

AIR FORCE COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND

Ma|. Gen, Harold W, Grant
Maj. Gen. Kenneth P. Bergquist
Ma). Gen. J. Francis Taylor, Jr.
Maj. Gen. Richard P. Kiocko
Maj. Gen. Robert W. Paulson
Maj. Gen. Paul R. Stoney

Maj. Gen. Donald L. Werbeck
Maj. Gen. Rupert H. Burris
Maj. Gen. Robert E. Sadler
Maj. Gen. Robert T. Herres
Maj. Gen. Robert F. McCarthy
Ma|. Gen. Gerald L. Prather
Maj. Gen. John T. Stihl

July 1,
Feb. 16,
July 1,
Nov. 1,
July 15,
Aug. 1,
Nov. 1,
Aug. 25,
Nowv. 1,
July 1,
July 27,
June 1,
Aug. 28,

Formerly Air Force Communications Service.
Redesignated Air Force Communications Command Nov. 15, 1979.

AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND

Gen. Joseph T. McNarney

Lt. Gen. Benjamin W. Chidlaw
Gen. Edwin W. Rawlings

Lt. Gen. William F. McKee
Gen. Samuel E. Anderson
Gen. William F. McKee

Gen. Mark E. Bradley, Jr.

Gen. Kenneth B. Hobson
Gen. Thomas P. Gerrity

Lt. Gen. Lewis L. Mundell (acting)
Gen. Jack G. Merrell

Gen, Jack J. Catton

Gen. William V. McBride

Gen. F. Michael Rogers

Oct. 14,
Sept. 1,
Aug. 21,
Mar. 1,
Mar. 15,
Aug. 1,
Ju?y 1,
Aug. 1,
Aug. 1,
Feb. 24,
Mar. 29,
Sept. 12,
Sepl. 1,
Sept. 1,

1967
1969

L1971
, 1973

1977

1979
. 1981
, 1983
. 1986

1947
1949
1951
1959
1959
1961
1962
1965
1967
1968
1968
1972
1974
1975

Apr. 24, 1950
Jan. 20, 1953
Aug. 13, 1955
Apr. 30, 1957
Dec. 10, 1959
Jan. 20, 1961
Sept. 30, 1965

May 14, 1973
Nov. 23, 1975
Jan. 1, 1976
Apr. 6, 1977
May 18, 1979
Feb. 9, 1981
Now. 30, 1985
Apr. 7, 1986

Apr. 29, 1948
Jupe 29, 1953
June 30, 1957
June 30, 1961
Jan. 31, 1965
July 31, 1969
July 31, 1973
June 30, 1974
June 20, 1978
June 30, 1982
June 30. 1986

Aug. 1
Oct. 1,
Oct. 1, 1973
Aug. 1
Aug. 1,
July 1. 1981
Aug. 1, 1983
June 30, 1986

Feb. 15, 1962
June 30, 1965
Oct. 31, 1965
July 2, 1967
Aug. 1, 1969
Oct. 31, 1973
Aug, 24, 1975
Oct. 31, 1977
July 1, 1979
July 27, 1981
June 1, 1984
Aug. 28. 1986

Aug 31, 1949
Aug. 20, 1951
Feb. 28, 1959
Mar. 14, 1959
July 31, 1961
June 30, 1962
July 31, 1965
July 31, 1967
Feb. 24, 1968
Mar. 28, 1968
Sept. 11, 1972
Aug. 31, 1974
Aug. 31, 1975
Jan. 27, 1978

Gen. Bryce Poe Il Jan. 28, 1978 July 31,
Gen. James P. Mullins Aug. 1, 1981 Nov. 1,
Gen. Earl T. O'Loughlin Nov. 1, 1984 July 31,
Gen. Alfred G. Hansen July 31, 1987

Formerly Air Materiel Command.
Redesignated as Air Force Logistics Command Apr. 1, 1961.

AIR FORCE SPACE COMMAND

Gen. James V. Hartinger Sept. 1, 1982 Aug. 1,
Gen. Robert T. Herres Aug. 1, 1984 Oct. 1,
Maj. Gen. Maurice C. Padden Oct. 1, 1986 Nov. 1,
Lt. Gen. Donald J. Kutyna Nowv. 1, 1987

AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND

Maj. Gen. David M. Schlatter Feb. 1, 1950 June 24,
Lt. Gen. Earle E. Partridge June 24, 1951 June 20,
Lt. Gen. Donald L. Putt June 30, 1953 Apr. 14,
Lt. Gen. Thomas S. Power Apr. 15, 1954 June 30,
Maj. Gen. John W. Sessums, Jr. July 1, 1957 July 31,
Lt. Gen. Samuel E. Anderson Aug. 1, 1957 Mar. 9,
Maj. Gen. John W. Sessums, Jr. Mar. 10, 1959 Apr. 24,
Gen. Bernard A. Schriever Apr. 25, 1959 Aug. 31,
Gen. James Ferguson Sept. 1, 1966 Aug. 30,
Gen. George S. Brown Sept. 1, 1970 July 31,
Gen. Samuel C. Phillips Aug. 1, 1973 Aug. 31,
Gen. William J. Evans Sept. 1, 1975 July 31,
Gen, Lew Allen, Jr. Aug. 1, 1977 Mar. 13,
Gen. Alton D. Slay Mar. 14, 1978 Feb. 1,
Gen. Robert T. Marsh Feb. 1, 1981 Aug. 1,
Gen. Lawrence A. Skantze Aug. 1, 1984 July 17,
Gen. Bernard P. Randoiph July 17, 1987

Formerly Air Research and Development Command.
Redesignated as Air Force Systems Command Apr. 1, 1961.

AIR TRAINING COMMAND

Lt, Gen. John K. Cannon Apr. 15, 1946 Oct. 15,
Lt. Gen. Robert W. Harper Oct. 14, 1948 June 30,
Maj. Gen. Glenn O, Barcus July 1, 1954 July 25,
Lt. Gen. Charles T. Myers July 26, 1954 July 31,
Lt. Gen. Frederic H. Smith, Jr. Aug. 1, 1958 July 31,
Lt. Gen. James E. Briggs Aug. 1, 1959 July 31,
Lt. Gen. Robert W. Burns Aug. 1, 1963 Aug. 10,
Lt. Gen William W. Momyer Aug. 11, 1964 June 30,
Lt. Gen. Sam Maddux, Jr. July 1, 1966 Aug. 30,
Lt. Gen. George B. Simler Sept. 1, 1970 Sept. 9,
Lt. Gen. William V. McBride Sept. 9, 1972 Aug. 31,
Lt. Gen. George H. McKee Sept. 1, 1974 Aug. 31,
Gen. John W. Roberts Sept. 1, 1975 Apr. 1,
Gen. B. L. Davis Apr. 1, 1979 July 29,
Gen. Thomas M. Ryan, Jr. July 29, 1981 June 30,
Gen. Andrew P. losue July 1, 1983 Aug. 28,
Lt.SGen. (Gen. selectee) John A. Aug. 28, 1986
haud

AIR UNIVERSITY

Maj. Gen. Muir S. Fairchild Mar. 15, 1946 May 17,
Maj. Gen. Robert W. Harper May 17, 1948 Oct. 15,
Gen, George C. Kenney Oct. 16, 1948 July 27,
Lt. Gen. Idwal H. Edwards July 28, 19561 Feb. 28,
Lt. Gen. Laurence S. Kuter Apr. 15, 1953 May 31,
Lt. Gen. Dean C. Strother June 1, 1955 June 30,
Lt. Gen. Walter E. Todd July 15, 1958 July 31,
Lt. Gen. Troup Miller, Jr. Aug. 1, 1961 Dec. 31,
Lt. Gen. Ralph P. Swoffard, Jr. Jan. 1, 1964 July 31,
Lt. Gen. John W, Carpenter lll Aug. 1, 1965 July 31,
Lt. Gen. Albert P. Clark Aug. 1, 1968 July 31,
Lt. Gen. Alvan C. Gillem Il Aug. 1, 1970 Oct. 31,
Lt. Gen. F. Michael Rogers Nov. 1, 1973 Aug. 31,
Lt. Gen. Raymond B. Furlon Sept. 1, 1975 July 1,
Lt. Gen. Stanley M. Umstea July 1, 1979 July 24,
Lt. Gen. Charles G. Cleveland July 24, 1981 Aug. 1,
Lt. Gen. Thomas C. Richards Aug. 1, 1984 Nowv. 6,
Lt. Gen. Truman Spangrud Nov. 6, 1986

1981
1987

1984
1986
1987

1951
1953

1957
1957
1959
1959
1966
1970
1973
1975
1977
1978
1981

1987

1948
1948
1851
1953
1955
1958
1961
1963
1965
1968
1870
1973
1975
1979
1981
1884
1986

Air University was part of Air Training Command between May 1978 and July
1983.
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ALASKAN AIR COMMAND

Brig. Gen. Joseph H. Atkinson
Brig. Gen. Frank A. Armstrong. Jr.
Maj, Gen. William D. Old

Brig. Gen. W. R. Agee

Maj. Gen. George R. Acheson

Lt. Gen. Joseph H. Atkinson
Maj. Gen. Frank A Armstrong, Jr
Maj, Gen, James H. Davies

Lt Gen. Frank A. Armstrong, Jr.
Brig. Gen. Kenneth H. Gibson
Maj. Gen. C. F. Necrason

Maj. Gen. Wendell W. Bowman
Maj. Gen. James C. Jensen

Maj. Gen. Thomas E. Moore

Ma;. Gen Joseph A, Cunningham
Maj. Gen. Donavon F. Smith

Maj. Gen. Charles W. Carson, Jr.
Maj. Gen. Jack K. Gamble

Lt. Gen, James E. Hill

Lt. Gen. M. L. Boswell

Lt. Gen. Winfield W. Scott, Jr.

Lt. Gen. Lynwood E. Clark

Lt. Gen. Bruce K. Brown

Lt. Gen, David L. Nichols

ELECTRONIC SECURITY COMMAND

Col. Roy H. Lynn

Col. Travis M. Hetherington
Maj. Gen. Roy H. Lynn

Maj. Gen. Harold H. Bassett
Maj, Gen. Gordon L, Blake
Maj. Gen John B. Ackerman
Maj. Gen. Millard Lewis
Maj. Gen. Richard P. Klocko
Maj, Gen. Louis E. Coira
Maj. Gen. Carl W. Stapleton
Maj. Gen. Walter T. Galligan
Maj. Gen. Howard P. Smith
Maj. Gen. K. D. Burns

Maj. Gen. Doyle E. Larson
Maj. Gen. John B. Marks
Maj. Gen. Paul H. Martin

Formerly USAF Security Service,

Redesignated Electronic Security Command Aug, 1. 1979

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

Lt. Gen. Laurence S. Kuter
Lt. Gen. Joseph Smith

Lt. Gen. William H. Tunner
Gen. Joe W. Kelly, Jr.

Gen. Howell M. Estes. Jr.
Gen. Jack J. Catton

Gen. Paul K. Carlton

Gen. William G. Moore, Jr.
Gen. Robert E. Huyser
Gen. James R. Allen

Gen. Thomas M. Ryan. Jr.
Gen. Duane H. Cassidy

Oct. 1,
Feb. 26,
Dec. 27.
Oct. 27,
Feb. 26,
Feb. 24,
July 17,
Oct. 24,
June 28,
Aug. 19,
Aug. 14,
July 28,
Aug, 15,
Nov. 15,
July 25,

Aug. 1,
June 18,
Mar. 19,

July 1,
Oct. 15,

July 1,

Apr. 1,
Sept. 1,
Sept. 27,

Oct. 26,
July 6,
Feb. 22,
Feb. 14,
Jan. 4,
Aug. 6,
Sept. 21,
Sept. 1,
Oct. 16,
July 19,
Feb. 24,
May 17,
Aug. 1,
Jan. 19,
Aug. 1.
Apr. 17,

June 1,
Nov. 15,
July 1
June 1,
July 19,
Aug. 1,
Sept. 20,
Apr. 1,
July 1.
June 286,
July 1,
Sept. 20,

Formerly Military Air Transport Service.

Redesignated as Military Airlift Command Jan. 1. 1966

PACIFIC AIR FORCES

Lt. Gen. Ennis C. Whitehead
Lt. Gen. George E. Stratemeyer
Lt. Gen. Earle E. Partridge (acting)
Gen. O. P. Weyland

Gen. Earle E. Partridge

Gen. Laurence S Kuter

Gen. Emmett O'Donnell, Jr.
Gen. Jacob E. Smart

Gen. Hunter Harris, Jr.

Gen. John D. Ryan

Gen. Joseph J. Nazzaro

Gen. Lucius D. Clay, Jr.

Gen. John W. Vogt

Gen. Louis L. Wilson, Jr.

Lt. Gen. James A Hill

Lt. Gen. James D. Hughes

Lt. Gen. Arnold W. Braswell
Gen. Jerome F. O'Malley

Gen. Robert W. Bazley

Gen. Jack |. Gregory

Formerly Far East Air Forces.

Redesignated as Pacific Air Forces July 1, 1957

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND

Gen. George C. Kenney
Gen. Curtis E. LeMay

Dec. 30,
Apr. 26,
May 21,
June 10,
Mar. 26,
June 1,
Aug.
Aug.

Mar. 21,
Oct, 16,

AIR FORCE Magazine / May 1988

1946
1949
1950
1952
1953
1956
1956
1956
1957
1957
1958
1961
1963
1966
1969
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1978
1981
1983
1985

1948
1949
1951
1953
1957
1959
1959
1962
1965
1969
1973
1974
1975
1979
1983
1985

1948
1951
1958
1960
1964
1969
1972
1977
1979
1981
1983
1985

1945
1949
1951
1951
1954
1955

1, 1959
. 1963
. 1964
. 1967
. 1968
, 1971
. 1973
. 1974

1977

. 1978
. 1981
, 1983
. 1984
. 1986

1946
1848

Feb. 25,
Dec. 27,
Oct 14,
Feb. 26,

Feb. 1,
July 186,
Oct. 23,
June 27,
Aug. 18,
Aug. 13,
July 19,

Aug. B,
Nov. 14,
July 24,
July 31,
June 5,

Mar 2,
June 30,
Oct. 14,
June 30,

Apr. 1,
Aug. 31,
Sept. 26,

Oct. 28,

June 30

May 31,
July 18
July 31,
Sept. 12,
Mar. 31,
June 30,
June 26,
June 30,
Sept. 19,

Oct, 15,

June 30

1978

1983
1985

1949
. 1951
, 1953
. 1957
, 1959
. 1858
. 1962
, 1965
. 1969
, 1973
., 1974
W )
. 1879
. 1983
. 1985

1951
1958
1960
1964
1969
1972
1977
1979
1981
1983
1985

. 1949
. 1951
. 1951
. 1954
. 1955
. 1858

. 1964
. 1967

, 1968
, 1971
. 1973
. 1974
1977
. 1978
. 1981
, 1983
. 1984
. 1986

1948
1957

Gen. Thomas S. Power
Gen. John D. Ryan

Gen. Joseph J. Nazzaro
Gen. Bruce K. Holloway
Gen. John C. Meyer

Gen. Russell E. Dougherty
Gen. Richard H. Ellis

Gen B L. Davis

Gen. Larry D. Welch

Gen. John T. Chain, Jr.

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND

Lt. Gen. E. R. Quesada
Maj. Gen. Robert M. Lee
Maj. Gen. Glenn O. Barcus
Gen. John K. Cannon

Gen. O. P. Weyland

Gen. Frank F. Everest

Gen. Walter C. Sweeney, Jr.
Gen. Gabriel P. Disosway
Gen. William W. Momyer
Gen. Robert J. Dixon

Gen. W L. Creech

Gen. Jerome F O'Malley
Gen. Robert D. Russ

US AIR FORCES IN EUROPE

Brig. Gen. John F. McBain
Lt. Gen, Curtis E. LeMay
Lt Gen. John K, Cannon
Gen Lauris Norstad

Lt. Gen. William H. Tunner
Gen Frank F Everesl
Gen. Frederic H. Smith, Jr.
Gen. Truman H. Landon
Gen. Gabriel P. Disosway
Gen. Bruce K. Holloway
Gen. Maurice A Preston
Gen. Horace M. Wade
Gen. Joseph R Holzapple
Gen. David C. Jones

Gen. Jehn W. Vogt

Gen. Richard H. Ellis

Gen. William J. Evans
Gen. John W. Pauly

Gen. Charles A Gabriel
Gen. Billy M. Minter

Gen. Charles L. Donnelly, Jr.
Gen. William L. Kirk

July 1,
Dec. 1,
Feb. 1,
Aug 1,
May 1,
Aug. 1,
Aug. 1,
Aug. 1,
Aug. 1,
July 1,

Mar. 21,
Dec. 24,
July 17,
Jan. 25,
Apr. 1,
Aug. 1,
Oc%. 1.
Aug. 1
Aug. 1,
Oc%_ 1.
May 1,
Now. 1,
May 22

Aug. 15,
Oct. 20,
Oct. 16,
Jan. 21,
July 27.
July 1
Aug. 1.
July 1,
Aug
Au
Aug_
Aug,
Feg_
Sept.
July 1,
Sept. 1,
Aug. 1,
Aug. 1,
Aug. 1,
July 1
Nov. 1,
May 1.

USAF ACADEMY SUPERINTENDENTS

Lt. Gen Hubert R. Harmon
Maj. Gen. James E. Briggs
Maj. Gen William 5. Stone
Maj. Gen. Robert H. Warren
Lt. Gen. Thomas S. Moorman
Lt. Gen. Albert P. Clark

L. Gen. James R. Allen

Lt. Gen. Kenneth L. Tallman
Maj, Gen. Robert E. Kelley
Lt. Gen. Winfield W. Scott, Jr.
Lt. Gen. Charles R. Hamm

AIR FORCE RESERVE

Maj. Gen, Rollin B. Moore, Jr.
Brig. Gen. Alfred Verhulst (acting)
Maj. Gen. Homer |. Lewis

Maj. Gen. William Lyon

Maj. Gen, Richard Bodycombe
Maj. Gen. Slean R. Gill

Maj. Gen, Roger P. Scheer

July 27,
July 28,
Aug. 17,
July 1,
July 1.
Aug. 1.
Aug. 1,
Aug. 1,
June 16.
July 5,
June 26,

Aug. 1,
Jan. 27,
Mar. 186,
Apr. 16,
Apr. 17,
Now. 1
Now. 1.

1957
1964
1967
1968
1972
1974
1977
1981
1985
1986

1946
1948
1950
1951
1954
1959
1961
1965
1968
1973
1978
1984
1985

1947
1947
1948
1951
1953
1957
1959
1961

. 1963
. 1965
. 1966

1968

. 1969
. 1871

1974
1975
1877
1978
1980
1982
1984
1987

1954
1956
1959
1962
1965
1970
1974
1977
1981

1987

1968
1972
1972
1975
1979
1982
1986

Nov 30,
Jan. 31,
July 31,
Apr. 30,
July 31,
July 31,
Aug. 1,

Aug. 1,

June 30,

Nowv. 23,

June 20,
Jan. 25,
Mar. 31,
July 31,
Sept. 30,
July 31,

July 31,

Sept. 30,
Apr. 30,
Nowv. 1,
Apr. 20,

Oct. 20
Oct. 15,
Jan, 20,
July 26,
June 30,
July 31,
June 30,
July 31,
July 31,
July 31,
July 31,
Jan. 31,
Aug. 31,
June 30,
Au? 31,
July 31,
Aug. 1.
Aug. 1.
June 30,

Nov. 1,

May 1,

July 27,
Aug. 16,
June 30
June 30,
July 31
July 31,
July 31,
June 16,

July 4.

June 26,

Jan. 26,
Mar. 15,

Apr. 8.
Apr. 16,
Qct. 31,
Oct. 31,

1964
1967
1968
1972
1974
1977
1981
1985
1986

1947
1948
1951
1953
1957
1959
1961
1963
1965
1966

1963
1971
1974
1975
1977
1978
1980
1982
1984
1987

1956
1959
1962
1965
1970
1974
1977

1983
1987

1972
1972
1975
1979
1982
1986

Since Mar. 16. 1972, the Chief of Air Force Reserve has been dual-hatted as
Commander. Hg, Air Force Reserve (AFRES). The earlier chief of Hg. Air
Force Reserve was Ma|. Gen Tom E Marchbanks. Jr, from Jan_ 18, 1968 to

Feb. 1, 1971

AIR NATIONAL GUARD

Col. William A. R. Robertson
Maj. Gen. George G. Finch
Maj. Gen. Earl T. Ricks

Maj. Gen Winston P. Wilson
Maj, Gen. |. G. Brown

Maj. Gen. John J. Pesch
Maj. Gen. John T. Guice
Maj. Gen. John B. Conaway

Nov. 28,
Oct.
Oct. 13,
Jan. 26,
Aug. B,
Apr. 20,
Feb. 1.
Apr. 1,

1945
1948
1950
1954
1962
1974
1977
1981

Oct
Sept. 25,
Jan. 4,
Aug. 5,
Apr. 19,
Jan. 31,
Apr. 1,

1948
1950
1954
1962
1974
1977
1981

The head of the Air National Guard was Chief, Avialion Group, National
Guard Bureau until 1948, when the title changed to Chief, Air Force Divi-
sion, NGB. In Dec. 1969 the title was changed to the present Director, Air

National Guard
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Air Force Magazine’s
Guide to Aces

In compiling this list of aces who
flew with USAF and its predecessor
organizations (the Air Service and the
Army Air Forces), AIr Force Magazine
has relied on USAF's official account-
ing of aerial victory credits, which is
the responsibility of the USAF Histor-
ical Research Center at Maxwell AFB,
Ala.

As this issue went to press, the His-
torical Research Center was prepar-

its. The revised list will combine
World War I, Worid War I, Korea, and
Southeast Asia (Vietnam) in one vol-
ume and is expected to be published
this summer.

The USAF Historical Research Cen-
ter is not authorized and has never
attempted to verify aerial victory cred-
its claimed by American pilots who
flew with the air forces of other na-
tions. Readers should note that this

here with the exception of the
“Leading American Aces of World
War |” box. That listing includes
American aces who flew with the Air
Service and with the British and
French as well. Also, some World War
| totals (notably Frank Luke's) include
victories for balloons. All other cred-
its are for air-to-air victories as de-
fined and verified by the Historical Re-
search Center.

ing a revised list of aerial victory cred- criterion applies to all of the listings —THE EDITORS
LEADING AMERICAN ACES OF WORLD WAR |
{Ten or more viclories)

Rickenbacker, Luke, 2d Lt. Frank, Jr. (AEF) 18 Bennett, 1st Lt. Louis B. (RFC) 12

Capt. Edward V. (AEF) 26 Lufbery, Maj. Raoul G. (FFC/LE) 17 Kindley, Capt. Field E. (AEF) 12
Lambert, Capt. William C, (RFC) 22 Kullberg, Lt. Harold A. (RFC) 16 Putnam, 1st Lt. David E.
Gillette, Capt. Frederick W. (RFC) 20 Rose, Capt. Oren J. (RFC) 16 (LE/AEF) 12
Malone, Capt. John J. (RN) 20 Warman, Lt. C. T. (RFC) 15 Springs, Capt. Elliott W. (AEF) 12
Wilkinson, Maj. Altan M. (RFC) 19 Libby, Capt. Frederick (RFC) 14 laccaci, Lt. Thayer A. (RFC) 1
Hale, Capt. Frank L. (RFC) 18 Vaughn, 1st Lt. George A. (AEF) 13 Landis, Capt. Reed G. (AEF) 11
laccaci, Capt. Paul T. (RFC) 18 Baylies, Lt. Frank L. (FFC/LE) 12 Swaab, Capt. Jacques M. (AEF) 10

AEF—American Expeditionary Force
FFC—French Flying Corps

LE—Lafayette Escadrille

RFC—Ruoyal Flying Corps (British)
AN—Royal Navy (British)

Bong, Maj. Richard |. 40
McGuire, Maj. Thomas B., Jr. 38
Gabreski, Lt. Col. Francis S. 28"
Johnson, Capt. Robert S. 27
MacDonald, Col. Charles H. 27

Preddy, Maj. George E. 26.83
Meyer, Lt. Col. John C. 24
Schilling, Col, David C. 22.50
Johnson, Lt. Col. Gerald R. 22
Kearby, Col. Neel E. 22
Robbins, Maj. Jay T. 22
Christensen, Capt. Fred J 21.50
Wetmore, Capt. Ray S. 21.25
Voll, Capt. John J. 21
Mahurin, Maj. Walker M. 20.75°
Lynch, Lt. Col. Thomas J. 20

* Aces who added to these scores by victories
in the Korean War.
Hanks are as of last victory in World War I

LEADING ARMY AIR FORCES ACES OF WORLD WAR II

(Fourteen and a half or more victories)

Westbrook, Lt. Col. Robert B. 20

Gentile, Capt. Donald S. 19.83
Duncan, Col. Glenn E. 19.50
Carson, Capt. Leonard K. 18.50
Eagleston, Maj. Glenn T. 18.50°
Beckham, Maj. Walter C. 18

Green, Maj. Herschel H. 18

Herbst, Lt Col John C 18

Zemke, Lt. Col. Hubert 17.75
England, Maj. John B. 17.50
Beeson, Capt. Duane W. 17.33
Thornell, 1st Lt. John F, Jr. 1:2:25

Varnell, Capt. James S., Jr. 17
Johnson, Maj. Gerald W. 16.50
Godfrey, Capt. John T. 16.33

Anderson, Capt. Clarence E., Jr. 16.25
Dunham, Lt. Col. William D. 16
Harris, Lt. Col. Bill 16
Welch, Capt. George S. 16
Beerbower, Capt. Donald M. 15.50
Brown, Maj. Samuel J. 15.50
Peterson, Capt. Richard A. 15.50
Whisner, Capt. William T., Jr. 15.50*
Bradley, Lt. Col. Jack T. 15
Cragg, Maj. Edward 15
Foy, Maj. Robert W. 15
Hofer, 2d Lt. Ralph K. 15
Homer, Capt. Cyril F. 15
Bochkay, Capt. Donald H. 14.84
Landers, Lt. Col. John D. 14.50
Powers, Capt. Joe H., Jr. 14.50
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USAF ACES OF THE KOREAN WAR
McConnell, Capt. Joseph, Jr. 16 Hagerstrom, Maj. James P. 8.50" Whisner, Maj. William T., Jr. 5.50°
Jabara, Maj. James 15° Risner, Capt. Robinson 8 Baldwin, Col. Robert P. 5
Fernandez, Capt. Manuel J. 14,50 Ruddell, Lt. Col. George I. a8 Becker, Capt. Richard S. 5
Davis, Maj. George A., Jr. 14* Buttlemann, 1st Lt. Henry 7 Bettinger, Maj. Stephen L. 5
Baker, Col. Royal N 13° Jolley, Capt. Clifford D. T Creighton, Maj. Richard D. 5°
Blesse, Maj. Frederick C. 10 Lilley, Capt. Leonard W. 7 Curtin, Capt. Clyde A. 5
Fischer, 1st Lt. Harold E, 10 Adams, Maj. Donald E 6.50 Gibson, Capt. Ralph D. 5
Garrison, Lt. Col. Vermont 10" Gabreski, Col, Francis S. 6.50" Kincheloe, Capt. Iven C., Jr. 5
Johnson, Col. James K. 10° Jones, Lt Col. George L. 6.50 Latshaw, Capt. Robert T., Jr. 5
Moore, Capt. Lonnie R, 10 Marshall, Maj. Winton W, 6.50 Moore. Capt. Robert H. 5
Parr, Capt. Ralph S., Jr. 10 Kasler, 1st Lt. James H. 6 Overton, Capt. Dolphin D., Ill 5
Foster, Capt. Cecil G. 9 Love, Capt. Robert J 6 Thyng, Col. Harrison R. 5"
Low, 1st Lt. James F 9 Westcott, Maj, William H. 5
‘These are in addition to World War Il victories.
AAF/USAF ACES OF WORLD WAR Il AND LATER WARS
wWw Il KOREA TOTAL ww I KOREA TOTAL
Gabreski, Col. Francis S, 28 6.50 34,50 Johnson, Col. James K, 1 10 11
Meyer, Col. John C. 24 2 26 Ruddell, Lt. Col. George |. 2.50 8 10.50
Mahurin, Col. Walker M, 20.75 3.50 24.25 Thyng, Col. Harrison R. 5 5 10
Davis, Maj. George A, Jr. 7 14 21 Colman, Capt. Philip E. 5 4 g
Whisner, Maj. William T, Jr. 15.50 5,50 21 Heller. Lt. Col. Edwin L 550 3.50 9
Eagleston, Col. Glenn T. 18.50 2 20.50 Chandler. Maj. Van E. 5 3 8
Garrison, Lt. Col. Vermont 7.33 10 17.33 Hockery, Maj. John J 7 1 8
Baker, Col. Royal N. 3,50 13 16.50 Creighton, Maj. Richard D 2 5 7
Jabara, Maj. James 1.50 15 16.50 Emmert, Lt. Col. Benjamin H., Jr. 6 g 7
Qlds. Col. Robin 12 4" 16 Bettinger, Maj. Stephen L 1 5 6
Mitchell, Col. John W. 11 4 15 Visscher. Maj. Herman W. L3 1 6
Brueland, Maj. Lowell K, 12.50 2 14.50 Liles, Capt. Brooks J 1 4 5
Hagerstrom, Maj. James P. 6 8.50 14,50 Mattson, Capt. Conrad E. 1 4 5
Hovde, Lt. Col, William J 10.50 1 11.50 Shaeffer. Maj. William F. 2 3 5
* Colonel Oldss 4 additional victories came during the Vietnam War
DeBellevue, Capt. Charles B. (USAF) 6
Cunningham, Lt. Randy (USN) 5
AMERICAN ACES OF THE VIETNAM WAR  Driscoll, Lt. William (USN) 5
Feinstein, Capt. Jeffrey S. (USAF) 5
Ritchie, Capt. Richard S. (USAF) 5
Bong. Maj. Richard I. 40 WW I Kearby, Col. Neel E. 22 WW I
McGuire, Maj. Thomas B., Jr. 38 WW I Robbins, Maj. Jay T. 22 WW I
Gabreski, Col. Francis S. 3450 WW Il Korea Christensen, Capt. Fred J. 21.50 Ww Il
LEA{"NG_ AIR Johnson, Lt. Col. Robert S. 27 WW I Wetmore, Capt. Ray S 2125 WW I
SERVICE/ MacDonald, Col. Charles H 27 wWwil Davis. Maj. George A, Jr. 21 WW I, Korea
AAF/USAF Preddy, Maj. George E. 26.83 ww 1l Voll, Capt. John J. 21 WW I
ACES OF Meyer. Col. John C 26 WW I, Korea Whisner, Maj. William T., Jr. 21 WW I, Korea
Rickenbacker, Capt. Edward V. 26 WW I Eagleston. Col. Glenn T. 20.50 WW I, Korea
ALL WARS Mahurin, Col. Walker M. 24.25 WW Il. Korea Lynch, Lt. Col. Thomas J. 20 WW I
Schilling, Col. David C. 2250 wWw il Westbrook, Lt. Col, Robert B 20 WwWw il
Johnson, Lt. Col, Gerald B. 22 WW I Gentile, Capt. Donald S. 19.83 Ww II
SOME FAMOUS FIGHTER FIRSTS
First American to down 5 enemy aircraft in WW | Pvt. Frederick Libby (serving with the RFC)
First American ace of WW | Capt. Alan M. Wilkinson (RFC)
First American ace to serve with the AEF Capt. Raoul G. Lufbery (FFC/LE)
First American AEF ace of WW | Capt. Douglas Campbell
First American ace of WW | Pilot Officer William R. Dunn (RAF)
First American USAAF ace of WW Il Lt. Boyd D. "Buzz" Wagner
First American to score an aerial victory in Korea 1st Lt. William G. Hudson (June 27, 1950)
First jet-to-jet kill of the Korean War 1st Lt. Russell J. Brown (Nov. 8, 1950)
First American ace of the Korean War Capt. James Jabara (May 20, 1951)
First American ace of two wars Maj. A. J. “Ajax" Baumler (8 in Spain; 5 in WW 1)
First USAF ace of two wars Maj. William T, Whisner, Jr. (15.5 in WW II; 5.5 in Korea)
First USAF ace with victories in WW |l and Vietnam Col. Robin Olds (12 in WW [I; 4 in Vietnam)
Source: Fighter Aces, by Col Raymond F. Toliver and Trevor J Constable, Macmillan Co., N Y. 1965
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Air Force Communications
Command

IR Force Communications Com-

mand (AFCC), headquartered at
Scott AFB, lll., continues its proud
tradition of “Providing the Reins of
Command" for Air Force operational
and support commands. The com-
mand’s “Excellence in Action” cam-
paign inspires AFCC people to har-
ness today's technology to provide
effective and responsive communica-
tions service to Air Force customers
worldwide.

AFCC is often described as the
AT&T, Western Union, IBM, and FAA
for USAF—providing telephone sys-
tems, base communications centers,
computer facilities, ground radio and
satellite stations, and the safest air
traffic control system in the world. In
addition to providing these services
at fixed locations, AFCC's combat
communications units, using tactical
equipment, can provide a complete
base communications system in a
bare-base environment.

As the Air Force’s most widely dis-
persed command, AFCC has people
in more than 700 units stationed at
some 440 |locations—on five conti-
nents, in all fifty states, and in twenty-
six foreign countries and island pos-
sessions. Approximately seventy-five
percent of the more than 49,000 mili-

Working eighty feet
above ground, Air Force
technicians service a
communications anten-
na. Such equipment is
the halimark of Air Force
Communications Com-
mand. AFCC people are
distributed among 700
units in some 440 loca-
tions on five continents,
including twenty-six for-
eign countries and is-
land possessions, and in
all fifty states. This
makes AFCC the Air
Force's most widely dis-
persed command, one
that deals in air traffic
control as well as in
communications.

tary and nearly 9,000 civilian mem-
bers of AFCC serve in technical career
fields.

The 14,000 Air National Guard and
Air Force Reserve personnel gained
by AFCC in wartime are a perfect ex-
ample of the Total Force policy at
work. In addition to maintaining read-
iness for their wartime missions,
Guard and Reserve people contrib-
uted 80,000 workdays last year to the
command’s efforts.

AFCC units—tenants at all loca-
tions—can be found at virtually every
Air Force installation in the world. As
base communications officers, local
AFCC unit commanders are also key
members of host unit commanders’
staffs and serve under their opera-
tional control. This “dual-hat” con-
cept clearly emphasizes AFCC's role
as a support command committed to
providing communications systems
for Air Force combat operations and
support forces.

AFCC has the largest military air
traffic control system in the free
world, with more than 1,100 pieces of
air traffic control and landing system
equipment at more than 160 loca-
tions. Last fiscal year, its air traffic
controllers handled approximately
14,000,000 aircraft operations and

were involved in saving twenty-eight
lives and fifteen aircraft valued at
more than $56 million.

AFCC s also responsible for the en-
gineering and installation (E&I) of
electronics equipment. The com-
mand's E&l people travel around the
globe installing new equipment or
providing on-site maintenance nor-
mally performed at large depot facili-
ties. Last year, these units provided
more than $170 million worth of ser-
vice—and that's just the cost of in-
stallation, not the equipment.

AFCC is one of three Air Force ma-
jorcommands involved in the acquisi-
tion of new systems. AFCC comple-
ments the roles Air Force Systems
Command and Air Force Logistics
Command play in the procurement of
large-scale developmental systems
by purchasing communications sys-
tems that are commercially available
off-the-shelf. Currently, AFCC man-
ages the acquisition of more than
eighty programs whose total life-cy-
cle value exceeds $17 billion.

In line with its increasing acquisi-
tion role, AFCC has been charged
with bringing about the integration of
base-level communications-comput-
er systems. Because of growing con-
cerns about the proliferation of in-
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Division
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Logistics C Pt
Division
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

Pacific Communications
Divislon
Hickam AFB, Hawaii

Research and Acquisition
e e Divi
Andrews AFB, Md.

Strategic Communications
Divislon
Offutt AFB, Neb

Space Communications
Division
Colorado Springs, Colo

Tactical Communications
Divislon
Langley AFB, Va.

Standard Systems Center
Gunter AFB, Ala

Air Force Computer
Acquisition Center
Hanscom AFB. Mass.

Air Force Frequency
Management Center
Washington, D. C.

Alr Force Communications-

Computer Systems
Doctrine Office
Keesler AFB, Miss.

Air Force Central
NOTAM Facility
Carswell AFB, Tex

1800th Communications
Wing
Fort Myer, Va.

1931st Communications
Wing
Elmendort AFB, Alaska

compatible communications-com-
puter systems, the Air Force Commu-
nications-Computer Systems Integra-
tion Office was established under the
direction of AFCC's Vice Commander,
Brig. Gen. Charles W. Bartholomew,
on October 1, 1987. This office pro-
vides technical direction and over-
sight to achieve base-level systems
that are effective, efficient, and re-
sponsive to validated, minimum es-
sential mission requirements.

To help with this integration effort,
AFCC will rely on the Command Con-

trol Communications and Computer
Systems Model Base Program at
Mather AFB, Calif. Because the com-
munications infrastructure at Mather
reflects the future baseline system,
new or proposed communications
systems can be evaluated to ensure
interoperability. The Model Base Pro-
gram provides AFCC a test-bed to im-
plement a “fly-before-buy” option for
future Air Force communications sys-
tems.

Air Force Communications Com-
mand is a dynamic and changing

command with an exciting future, re-
flecting the advances in communica-
tions technology needed to support
today's modern, combat-ready Air
Force. Through inter- and intrabase
communications systems, high-
speed computer services, satellite
and ground radio systems, and air
traffic control services, AFCC sup-
ports virtually everyone in the Air
Force. AFCC's people are "Excel-
lence in Action,” ensuring aviable de-
terrent capability for our Air Force by
“Providing the Reins of Command."” m

Air Force Logistics Command

in Force Logistics Command

(AFLC) is facing a new challenge
in 1988—providing combat strength
through logistics while battling
mounting fiscal restraints.

But Gen. Alfred G. Hansen, AFLC
Commander, is confident his com-
mand will meet the challenge. The
command’s worldwide work force of
more than 90,000 civilians and some
11,000 military members is working to
meet five goals that, when attained,
will allow AFLC to provide increased
combat strength.

AFLC is in the business of supply-
ing combat capability to the opera-
tional commands, such as Strategic
Air Command and Tactical Air Com-
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mand. General Hansen, who took
command August 1, 1987, identified
five major areas in which AFLC would
have to focus its efforts and its re-
sources: people, user support, quali-
ty, accountability, and financial pro-
gram execution.

“Budget cuts will impact our opera-
tions considerably," General Hansen
said. "But the danger to national se-
curity will not diminish, and the re-
sponsibility of this command to sup-
ply combat capability to our fighting
forces will not be any less.”

Taking advantage of the latest tech-
nologies is one big way AFLC is work-
ing to keep Air Force weapon systems
combat-ready. The command's sup-

port capabilities took a healthy step
forward in 1987 when nearly half of
the command’s Logistics Manage-
ment Systems Modernization Pro-
gram became operational. The pro-
gram is replacing some 135 anti-
quated computer systems with fewer
and better systems. The new comput-
er networks will, among other tasks,
assist logistics managers in tracking
spare parts and inventories, in man-
aging maintenance operations, in
streamlining contracting processes,
and in projecting operational com-
mand requirements.

“The new systems are improving
our combat readiness and sus-
tainability by giving us timely, accu-

97



rate data,” said Col. (Brig. Gen. se-
lectee) John F. Phillips, Vice Com-
mander of AFLC’s Logistics Manage-
ment Systems Center at Wright-Pat-
terson.

The modernization program,
scheduled for completion in 1994, is
managed through an evolutionary
process. “Money for a new phase is
only obligated after an already-
funded phase has proven itself," Phil-
lips said.

Another big step came when AFLC
established an office dedicated solely

to applying artificial intelligence to.

the many facets of logistics.

The use of artificial intelligence ex-
pert systems involves gathering
human expertise in a particular field
and placing it in the knowledge base
of a computer program.

“Logistics is probably the area
where the Air Force and Department
of Defense can get the largest short-
term payoff using artificial intelli-
gence expert systems,” said Maj.
Mary Kay Allen, director of the new
program office.

This emphasis on getting AFLC to
capitalize on technological develop-
ments was accentuated at year's end
with the appointment of a chief scien-
tist/engineer for the command. The

Air Force Logistics
Command is in the
business of making
sure that the equip-
ment of the opera-
tional commands Is
combat-capable. As
part of this, an F-15
fighter is shown here
undergoing depot-
level maintenance at
AFLC’s Warner Robins
Alr Logistics Center,
Ga., which oversees
all logistics for
USAF’s premier air-
superiority Eagle
fighters wherever
they are deployed.
Taking big hits in bud-
getary hard times,
AFLC is concentrating
on taking maximum
advantage of new
technologles in man-
aging maintenance
operatlons, stream-
lining contracting,
and meeting user re-
quirements.

appointee, Earl Briesch, the com-
mand's Assistant Deputy Chief of
Staff for Materiel Management, will
look to direct a comprehensive tech-
nology-insertion program and to lead
the command’s 4,500 engineers and
scientists in applying new technology
to existing weapon systems.

AFLC provides support in a variety
of other ways in helping user com-
mands maintain their combat capa-
bility. This support results from com-
mand employees mixing new tech-
nology with the traditional hands-on,
knuckle-busting, wrench-turning,
pallet-building maintenance and dis-
tribution efforts.

Warner Robins Air Logistics Center,
Robins AFB, Ga., began its largest re-
pair project ever with the start of the
Pacer Center program in 1987. The
$400 million effort involved replacing
center wing surfaces on the Air
Force's entire fleet of C-141s. The im-
provement will extend the aircraft’s
flying life an additional 15,000 hours.

The Air Force is working to nor-
malize its space operations, and, with
the Pacer Frontier program, AFLC has
emerged as a vital player in space
plans. In 1987, AFLC assumed the role
of providing logistics support for
space systems. In the past, Systems

Command provided “cradle to grave”
support, acting as developer, op-
erator, and logistician.

Sacramento Air Logistics Center,
McClellan AFB, Calif., was instrumen-
tal in developing strategy for AFLC’s
support of space operations. The
center demonstrated AFLC's ability to
apply its logistics expertise to devise
a support structure specifically tai-
lored to user requirements.

Engineers at Ogden Air Logistics
Center, Hill AFB, Utah, took on the job
of redesigning and reengineering the
electronic flight control system for
the H-53 helicopter. Ogden ALC was
chosen for the difficult engineering
job because of its reputation as an
outstanding engineering center.

Quality is always emphasized with-
in AFLC. An example of quality and
increased productivity was seen in
the rise in aircraft-maintenance and
engine-repair rates at San Antonio
ALC, Kelly AFB, Tex. In FY '87, seven-
ty-five aircraft were kept combat-
ready by undergoing programmed
depot maintenance compared to six-
ty-six in FY '86—an increase of 13.6
percent. Production of F-16 engine
gearboxes increased 113 percent,
from 161 to 343. Production of the fan
drive turbine for the same engine in-
creased 101 percent.

Another example of quality is the
use of a new advanced electron beam
welder at Oklahoma City ALC, Tinker
AFB, Okla. The welder reduces flow
time and increases the availability of
aircraft parts. The welder will help
keep the FB-111 flying since it will be
used to repair parts of the aircraft's
TF30 engine. Not only will the welder
improve quality of workmanship, it
will also save the Air Force about
$100,000 annually.

The Aerospace Guidance and Me-
trology Center at Newark AFB, Ohio,
helped keep the Peacekeeper missile
ready. The first Peacekeeper Missile
Guidance and Control Set was re-
paired and sent to the field by the cen-
ter's new Peacekeeper repair facility.

AFLC considers people its most im-
portant resource, and the command’s
people regularly demonstrate how
motivated and accountable they are
by being rewarded for their accom-
plishments. For example, San An-
tonio ALC was honored for dedication
to its employees. The center was
named “employer of the year” by the
San Antonio Rehabilitation Associa-
tion and the Texas Commission for
the Blind and received the Disabled
Veterans Commander’s Award.

With the command’s emphasis on
quality and productivity, it's certainly
no accident that AFLC for the sixth
straight year led the Air Force in the
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number of suggestions submitted
and adopted, resulting in millions of
tax dollars saved. The command re-
ceived some 17,000 “better ideas,”
with 5,100 being adopted. The sug-
gestions will result in first-year sav-
ings of $155 million.

AFLC’s competition advocacy pro-
gram is an example of the command’s
program execution—using money in
the most effective way possible. AFLC

headquarters received the 1987
award for outstanding contribution to
competition advocacy.

AFLC manages an inventory of
some 890,000 aircraft parts and other
items. During 1987, almost 60,000
items were screened, and 97.5 per-
cent were designated to be pur-
chased through competitive bidding
or directly from the manufacturer.
Some 16,000 parts were selected for

competitive bidding for the first time.

The command's charter for the
coming year is clear. “The primary
reason we exist is to ensure Air Force
weapon systems have the logistics
support required to do the job,” Gen-
eral Hansen said. “"Only in that way
will the warfighting commands have
the mission capability they need to
protect this nation and its vital inter-
ests.” L

Air Force Space Command

NE of the Air Force's newest com-

mands, Air Force Space Com-
mand (AFSPACECOM), with head-
quarters at Peterson AFB, Colo., is
responsible for organizing, training,
equipping, and operating forces for
strategic aerospace defense, space
control, space support, and force en-
hancement.

The largest component of US
Space Command, Air Force Space
Command manages resources that
provide national warning of space or
missile attack, that support ground
forces from space, and that negate
enemy access to space during peri-
ods of conflict.

Lt. Gen. Donald J. Kutyna, as Com-
mander of Air Force Space Com-
mand, has sole responsibility for
7,900 Air Force military and civilian
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men and women and some 5,400 con-
tractor personnel worldwide.

The command operates six bases
and four stations at the following lo-
cations: Peterson AFB, Colo.; Onizu-
ka AFB, Calif.; Thule and Sondre-
strom ABs in Greenland; Clear AFS,
Alaska; Cavalier AFS, N. D.; Falcon
AFB, Colo.; Cape Cod AFS, Mass.; El-
dorado AFS, Tex.; and Cheyenne
Mountain Complex, Colo.

The command also conducts sur-
veillance, tracking, warning, and con-
trol operations at nearly thirty other
locations around the world. To oper-
ate, manage, and maintain these as-
sets, Air Force Space Command em-
ploys the 1st and 2d Space Wings, the
3d Space Support Wing, the 1013th
Combat Crew Training Squadron, and
the Systems Integration Office.

The 1st Space Wing, located at Pe-
terson AFB, Colo., operates missile
warning, space surveillance, and
communications sites worldwide.
The wing's sea-launched ballistic
missile detection mission was en-
hanced in 1987 with the implementa-
tion of a new radar system, Pave Paws,
which incorporates the latest phased-
array technology. Pave Paws sites are
located at Eldorado AFS, Tex., Robins
AFB, Ga., Beale AFB, Calif., and Cape
Cod AFS, Mass.

Data from the 1st Space Wing warn-
ing sensors would be the first indica-
tion of an aerospace attack aimed at
North America. Monitored by Air
Force Space Command crews, this
data is transmitted to command cen-
ters located in Cheyenne Mountain
Complex, where the NORAD Com-
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mander in Chief evaluates and as-
sesses the validity of detection infor-
mation. Once a positive assessment
of an aerospace attack aimed at North
America is made, the President of the
United States and the Prime Minister
of Canada are contacted simulta-
neously. The speed of detection and
CINCNORAD's timely assessment
give National Command Authorities
the necessary warning time to deter-
mine the appropriate US response. In-
formation is also relayed to Strategic
Air Command, the National Military
Command Center, and the Alternate
National Military Command Center.
Space surveillance-dedicated units

This antenna dish at Falcon
AFB, Colo., recelves trans-
missions from USAF’s De-
fense Satellite Communica-
tions System (DSCS) series
of sateliites serving US unlts
and command headquar-
ters around the globe. US
Space Command, in charge
of operating military satel-
lites, Includes Air Force
Space Command as its larg-
est component command.
Headquartered at Peterson
AFB, Colo., AFSPACECOM's
responsibliitles are stern
ones in the space age.
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of 1st Space Wing provide more than
30,000 space observations daily to
keep track of nearly 7,000 man-made
objects in space. Wing communica-
tions units manage and operate satel-
lite communications stations around
the world.

The 2d Space Wing, located at
Falcon AFB near Colorado Springs, is
responsible for commanding defense
common-user satellite systems. Wing
members perform this mission from
the Consolidated Space Operations
Center at Falcon AFB, several sepa-
rately located command/control
nodes, and a global ground-station
network.

The 2d Space Wing also provides
mission support to several dedicated
satellite programs, including the De-
fense Meteorological Satellite Pro-
gram (DMSP) and the Navstar Global
Positioning System (GPS). When fully
operational, the 1st Satellite Control
Squadron at Falcon AFB will be re-
sponsible for postlaunch checkout
and on-orbit servicing of GPS, DMSP,
and early warning spacecraft.

In October 1987, the wing assumed
operational and resource manage-
ment of the Air Force Satellite Control
Network from Air Force Systems
Command. Day-to-day operation of
the Air Force Satellite Control Net-

AIR FORCE Magazine / May 1988
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work is accomplished by members of
the 2d Satellite Tracking Group, lo-
cated at Onizuka AFB, Calif.

In the future, the 2d Space Wing will
also support the Defense Satellite
Communications System (DSCS), the
Fleet Satellite Communications Sys-
tem (FLTSATCOM), and the next-gen-
eration military communications con-
stellation, Milstar.

As part of the 2d Space Wing, the
1st Manned Spaceflight Control
Squadron at the Johnson Space Cen-
ter, Houston, Tex., works with NASA to
support USAF and Department of De-

fense payload launches from the
Space Shuttle.

The 3d Space Support Wing, lo-
cated at Peterson AFB, is the single
organization responsible for support-
ing the command'’s installations
around the world.

This concept is particularly well
suited to Air Force Space Command
since it permits the 1st and 2d Space
Wing commanders, with their global
responsibilities, to concentrate on
operational and technical support
matters. The 3d Space Support Wing
also provides a framework for future

command mission growth while
achieving the best management pos-
sible of space support assets.

Air Force Space Command today
faces great, but achievable, chal-
lenges and opportunities. With the in-
creasing importance of space-based
assets, the command plays an ever-
expanding role in support of US
forces and in helping to assure na-
tional security and the maintenance
of peace through deterrence.

The future offers unlimited pros-
pects for those manning the ramparts
of “The High Frontier.” L]

Air Force Systems Command

T Air Force Systems Command,

(AFSC), the focus is on putting
the right combat capability into the
hands of the Air Force combat forces
where and when they need it.

Systems Command develops, ac-
quires, and delivers the weapon sys-
tems that will allow the Air Force’s
worldwide forces to deter war or, if
necessary, allow them to fight and
win. Gen. Bernard P. Randolph,
AFSC's Commander, has defined
three goals to focus the command’s
attention on its mission:

® Meet the users needs.

® Maintain acquisition excellence.

e Enhance Air Force technological
superiority.

Systems Command is the only Air
Force organization responsible for
developing and harnessing the tech-
nologies to keep the Air Force strong.
Throughout the research, develop-
ment, test, evaluation, and acquisi-
tion cycle for new weapon systems,
AFSC’s scientists and engineers ap-
ply technology to answer the using
commands' needs. Their emphasis is
on delivering systems that are reli-
able, maintainable, and supportable
and that improve the combat capabili-
ty of the operational forces. Working
closely with each of the using com-
mands, AFSC focuses on getting ca-
pable weapon systems off the draw-
ing boards and to the field as quickly
and cost-effectively as possible.

From AFSC’s headquarters at An-
drews AFB, Md., General Randolph
directs the operations of five product
divisions, fourteen laboratories, five
test centers, and three supporting di-
visions. The focus on high technolo-
gy makes the command the Air
Force’s largest employer of scientists
and engineers. Approximately 10,700
officers, 13,400 enlisted personnel,
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and 28,700 civilians make up the total
work force. About a third of them are
in scientific and technical career
fields.

The complexity of the systems ac-
quisition business—and the reason
for General Randolph’s emphasis on
acquisition excellence—is manifest-
ed by the size and scope of the com-
mand’s budget. AFSC program direc-
tors and scientists manage a budget
of approximately $30 billion, or about
one-third of the entire Air Force bud-
get. The command currently issues
and administers more than 48,000 ac-
tive contracts valued at approximately
$305 billion.

Within the past year, AFSC has
achieved a number of significant re-
search, development, and systems
acquisition milestones.

e Under General Randolph’s lead-
ership, AFSC streamlined its head-
quarters management structure to
better support the operational Air
Force. The realignment included a
seventeen percent cut in personnel
and combined related functions for
management efficiency. Technology
and Plans, a new mission organiza-
tion headed by a Deputy Chief of Staff
(DCS), combined the former offices of
DCS/Plans and Programs and the
DCS/Science and Technology. The
merger strengthens AFSC’s manage-
ment of basic, exploratory, and ad-
vanced research investments and en-
hances the transition of technology
to operating forces. The DCS/Test and
Resources, another new mission or-
ganization, consolidated the former
DCSs for Engineering and Services,
for Logistics, for Personnel, and for
Test and Evaluation. This streamlin-
ing measure puts AFSC's resource
planning and programming responsi-
bilities under one DCS.

@ In FY '87, the command passed a
major milestone by awarding 56.6 per-
cent of total obligations through com-
petition, the first time more than half
of AFSC obligations were competed.
The increased focus on competition
has yielded more programs under
budget, acquisition of more reliable
products with better warranties, and
improved contractor responsiveness.

® Contractor designs for the Ad-
vanced Tactical Fighter (ATF) were
frozen last fall, and construction of
prototypes for the 1990s air-superi-
ority fighter for the tactical air forces
began. Lockheed's YF-22A and Nor-
throp Corp.’s YF-23A will fly in late
1989 or early 1990. AFSC's Aero-
nautical Systems Division manages
the ATF program.

@ Following a successful flight-test
program, the Advanced Medium-
Range Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM)
program reached a significant mile-
stone with transition from develop-
ment to low-rate initial production
last June. The GBU-15/IR went into
full-rate production last August after
successfully completing Phase 1l of
its initial operational test and evalua-
tion program. The procurement deci-
sion ensures the tactical air forces
will have an adverse-weather, night-
attack capability against hard targets.
The GBU-15 is the most accurate pre-
cision-guided munition in USAF's in-
ventory. Armament Division manages
both programs.

® The National Aerospace Plane
(NASP) program moved to Phase Il
an ambitious, thirty-six-month effort
that will result in ground tests of
large-scale engine and selected air-
frame components and preliminary
designs for the NASP experimental
vehicle, the X-30. DoD and NASA se-
lected two propulsion contractors
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and three airframe companies to con-
tinue NASP work. AFSC's NASP Joint
Program Office managed the con-
tractor selection process. Engineers
at the Arnold Engineering Develop-
ment Center began the first hyper-
sonic tests of the NASP airframe aero-
dynamics and assessment studies for
future test and development technol-
ogies.

e The B-1B, an Aeronautical Sys-
tems Division acquisition program,
logged international record-setting
flights. Joint AFSC and Strategic Air
Command crews broke thirteen pre-
viously established world records
dealing with speed, distance, and
payload and set twenty-three world
marks. In November, the B-1B suc-
cessfully test-launched a cruise mis-
sile, using a Common Strategic Ro-
tary Launcher. Successful launches
of the short-range attack missile and

Engineers at USAF’s Arnold
Engineering Development
Center in Tennessee study
the aerodynamics of F-16
engine Inlets. AEDC is one
of five test centers operated
by Air Force Systems Com-
mand, headquartered at
Andrews AFB, Md. AFSC
also operates five product
divisions, fourteen laborato-
ries, and three supporting
divisions. Focusing on high
technology as the main
means of keeping USAF's
equipment and forces ever-
lastingly superlor, AFSC is
USAF's largest employer of
scientists and engineers.
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the air-launched cruise missile were
managed by the Air Force Flight Test
Center. Construction also began at
Edwards AFB for a large, $52 million
hangar-type anechoic chamber test
facility that will test electronic coun-
termeasures in the B-1B as well as
similar systems in future aircraft. The
100th and final B-1B is slated for de-
livery in June to McConnell AFB, Kan.

e The Peacekeeper Rail-Garrison
program, managed by the Ballistic
Missile Office, reached a major
milestone with a $235.5 million con-
tract award for a basing and support
system. The system will include loco-
motives, maintenance cars, and other
rail cars as required. Design and de-
velopment of the garrison will include
igloos to house the train, mainte-
nance areas, and other facilities lo-
cated within the secured area.

® Special operations forces re-

ceived attention in mid-summer when
development began on the AC-130U
gunship program, managed by Aero-
nautical Systems Division. If all con-
tract options are exercised, up to
twelve C-130s will be modified with
105-mm, 40-mm, and 25-mm weap-
ons and fire-control sensors. The first
modified gunship would enter service
at Hurlburt Field, Fla., in the early
1990s.

e Several new and upgraded radar
systems, managed by Electronic Sys-
tems Division, significantly improved
Air Force command control and com-
munications functions. Last May, the
fourth and final Pave Paws radar was
turned over to Air Force Space Com-
mand, wrapping up a thirteen-year
development effort and completing a
network of radars that detect sub-
marine-launched ballistic missiles
and intercontinental ballistic mis-
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THE A-7 PLUS

Guaranteed to deliver superior CAS/BAI
performance at half the cost of a new aircraft.

Specially re-engineered to carry the Close Air Support/
Battlefield Air Interdiction load well into the 2Ist cen-
tury, this tough combat veteran writes a new chapter
in the A-7’s book of performance and capabilities.

It’s a whole new generation of A-7—faster, smarter,
more agile and more capable. Building on the Corsair’s
rugged airframe, we have given the A-7 Plus the full
range of capabilities that any CAS/BAI mission might
call for.

The troops who’ll need its support will need it fast,
so the support needs of the A-7 Plus were kept simple.
A small, unimproved forward airstrip and a supply of
fuel and ordnance are all it takes.

You can hang a flexible ordnance payload of up
to 17,380 pounds on it. Combat radius is almost 900
nautical miles. Even at night or under the weather, the
A-7 Plus can come in low and fast, unloading on the
target with the accuracy of proven navigation and
targeting avionics.

Then it can get out of the threat area quickly, avoid-
ing the enemy with rapid maneuvers, but with no loss of
speed or energy.

Best Performance/Best Price

From the bomb run to the balance sheet, this is an
amazing airplane. LTV Aircraft Products Group, the
A-T’s original builder, will deliver the A-7 Plus at a
firm, fixed flyaway price. What’s more, operating and
support costs will be guaranteed, and its economic life
warranted through the year 2010.

What it all boils down to is combat effectiveness
plus cost efficiency. The A-7 Plus is the equal of any
CAS/BALI aircraft—but at significant savings across
the board.

E Aircraft Products Group

Aircraft Modernization and Support Division
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siles. In June, upgrade of the Ballistic
Missile Early Warning System
(BMEWS) radar at Thule AB, Green-
land, was completed, also for Space
Command. The Over-the-Horizon
Backscatter (OTH-B) East Coast radar
system began limited operations in
December. This long-range radar
looks out to 1,800 miles for approach-
ing hostile aircraft. Small-target test-
ing to determine how well OTH-B per-
forms against cruise missiles has also
started.

@ The Air Force Flight Test Center
(AFFTC) achieved several testing and
evaluation milestones. Initial perfor-
mance and avionics testing on the
F-15E dual-role fighter cleared the
way for LANTIRN systems testing and
evaluation on the highly modified
Eagle aircraft. The F-15 Multistage

Improvement Program (MSIP) pro-
gressed with the successful test firing
of an AIM-7 Sparrow missile from the
aircraft using the new APG-70 ad-
vanced radar. AFFTC aided the pro-
gram to increase the F-16's defense
suppression capabilities with the suc-
cessful test firing of an AGM-45
Shrike air-to-surface missile from an
F-16.

® The Titan 34D solid-rocket boost-
er program, managed by Space Divi-
sion, advanced with the successful
test firing of the solid-rocket motor
June 15, followed by successful Titan
34D launches in October and Novem-
ber. New Titan |l boosters also be-
came operational. The Titan IV, now in
production, will achieve initial launch
capability in October.

® The Air Force Photonics Center

was established last July at the Rome
Air Development Center in New York.
It is envisioned as an international
center for developing excellence in
this research area. Scientists and en-
gineers from industry and academia
will collaborate there with the RADC
staff. Photonics is an emerging tech-
nology that someday may replace
electronics.

® The Tactical Life Support System
(TLSS), the first fully integrated life
support system that addresses hu-
man physiological requirements in
high-performance aircraft of the fu-
ture, was developed and successfully
demonstrated by the Human Systems
Division. The TLSS combines ele-
ments of life support technology into
a single package to protect aircrew
members. ]

Air Training Command

Am Training Command (ATC) pro-
vides the Air Force’s most impor-
tant resource: quality people, trained
to meet the demands of complex and
diverse operational missions.
Through its accession and training
programs, the “First Command” in-
troduces virtually all blue-suiters to
USAF. During FY '87, 63,120 military
and 13,398 civilians were involved in
the ATC mission—recruiting, training,
and supporting.

The first step in providing the Air
Force with high-quality, motivated
people is recruiting. That is a job ex-
pertly done by the United States Air
Force Recruiting Service. In head-to-
head competition both with the pri-
vate sector and the other uniformed
services, this unique Air Force orga-
nization continually attracts the best
qualified young people available. The
results are impressive (see box on p.
111).

Molding young people into produc-
tive airmen and officers is a massive
training task. During FY '87, more
than 57,200 enlisted personnel began
their Air Force careers with Basic Mili-
tary Training at Lackland AFB, Tex.—
the "Gateway to the Air Force.” ATC
also introduces new officers to the Air
Force through its two commissioning
programs. In 1988, the Officer Train-
ing School at Lackland AFB will com-
mission approximately 975 new sec-
ond lieutenants, and the Air Force
Reserve Officers Training Corps will
commission about 2,820 new lieuten-
ants through its 151 detachments at
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colleges and universities throughout
the nation.

Headquartered at Randolph AFB,
Tex., ATC maintains the largest train-
ing system in the free world. The com-
mand conducts more than 6,300
training courses in more than 350 dif-
ferent specialties. The thirteen major
ATC installations support six tech-
nical training centers, six undergrad-
uate pilot training wings, one instruc-
tor pilot training wing, one navigator
training wing, a survival training
wing, and a field training wing with
detachments (FTDs) at ninety-seven
locations worldwide.

ATC’s effectiveness is not measured
in numbers or facilities. The com-
mand’'s product is a well-trained
force, ready to meet the demands of
an ever-changing Air Force. To keep
pace with changing technology, ATC
must continually update its training
philosophy and approach.

One important recent change is
now being tested: “four-level” train-
ing. Providing an additional four
weeks of hands-on training for F100
jet engine mechanics, this program
allows airmen to bypass FTD training
at their first assignment and go di-
rectly to work. This initiative reduces
training in operational units, in-
creases the sortie-generating capa-
bility of operational MAJCOMs, and
reduces the time required for techni-
cians to upgrade to “five-level” skill
proficiency. .

New technology is increasingly
being put to work in ATC classrooms.

Computer-based training is proving
itself effective in many courses, de-
creasing training time and improving
training quality. With prudent use of
advanced training technology, ATC is
producing offsets of training time and
cost that are well-timed for today's
austere budget environment.

Space education is ATC’s newest
frontier. Undergraduate Space Train-
ing (UST), conducted at Lowry Tech-
nical Training Center, Lowry AFB,
Colo., is patterned after the Under-
graduate Pilot Training (UPT) and
Specialized Undergraduate Navi-
gator Training (SUNT) programs. This
year, UST will train 150 to 175 officers
from all branches of the military as
"space generalists.” After training,
many will be assigned to space opera-
tionsin the Colorado area. Others will
go to NASA's Mission Control Center
in Houston, Tex., or to sensor and sat-
ellite operations sites throughout the
world.

Training skilled aviators remains at
the forefront of ATC's agenda. During
FY '87, 1,449 active-duty pilots and
598 active-duty navigators received
Air Force wings through ATC's flying
training programs. The command
also trained pilots and navigators for
the Air Force Reserve and the Air Na-
tional Guard.

As in other training programs, sub-
stantial changes are under way in pi-
lot and navigator training. These crit-
ical programs are being reshaped to
produce better aviators for today’s
and tomorrow’s complex aircraft.
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Technical Training Center
Lowry AFB. Colo

3400th Technical Training Wing
3320th Correction and Rehabilitation Squadron

I
Technical Training Center
Sheppard AFB. Tex

3700th Technical Training Wing
3785th Field Training Wing
USAF School of Health Care Sciences

Technical Training Center
Chanute AFB, Il

3330th Technical Training Wing

Technical Tra'Inlng Center
Keesler AFB, Miss

3300th Technical Training Wing

1
Air Force Military Training Center
Lackland AFB, Tex
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Officer Training School, USAF
Def Language Insti

I
Technical Training Center
Goodfellow AFB, Tex
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Community College of the Air Force*
Maxwell AFB, Ala

L}
USAF Recruiting Service
Randolph AFB. Tex

Recruiting Groups

3501s—Hanscom AFB, Mass
3503a0—Robins AFB, Ga
3504th-—Lackland AFB, Tex
3505th—Chanute AFB. I
3506th—Mather AFB. Calil

I
Air Force Reserve Officer Training Corps*®
Maxwell AFB. Ala

—
Foreign Military Training Affairs Group
Randolph AFB. Tex

|
ATC Speclalized
Direct Reporting Units at:

Edwards AFB, Calif.
Fort Aucker, Ala.
Lackiand AFB, Tex.
Randolph AFB, Tex.

T
San Antonio Contracting Center

|
Joint Military Medical Command
Randuleh AFB, Tex,

I
San Antonio Real Property
Maintenance Agency

*Tenant unit
**DoD Executive Agent

¥ |
Wilford Hall Medical Center
Lackland AFB, Tex.

Brooke Army Medical Center
Fort Sam Houston, Tex,

English Language Center*®

|
te Pilot Trai

14th Flying Training Wing
Columbus AFB, Miss

47th Flying Training Wing
Laughlin AFB. Tex

64th Flying Training Wing
Reese AFB, Tex

T1st Flying Training Wing
Vance AFB. Okla

80th Flying Training Wing
Sheppard AFB. Tex

B2d Flying Training Wing
Williams AFB. Ariz

|
Navigator Training
323d Flying Traiming Wing
Mather AFB, Calil

I
Pilot Instructor Training
12th Flying Training Wing
Randolph AFB. Tex

i
3636th Combat Crew Training Wing*
{Survival)

Fairchild AFB, Wash

with subunits at:
Eielson AFB, Alaska
Fairchild AFB, Wash
Homesltead AFB, Fla.

New technology and specialized
weapon systems continually redefine
the navigator's role. Specialized Un-
dergraduate Navigator Training is
ATC's way of addressing those
changes. After a common core of in-
struction, SUNT students specialize
on either a Fighter/Attack/Reconnais-
sance (FAR), Tanker/Transport/Bomb-
er (TTB), or Electronic Warfare Officer
(EWO) training track.

In the 1990s, ATC will implement
specialized training for pilots as well.
The concept is not new, having been
used by the Air Force prior to 1960,
but it is a sensible, cost-effective
method of tailoring pilots' training to
their follow-on aircraft for the 1990s
and beyond.

In Specialized Undergraduate Pilot
Training (SUPT), all students will
learn fundamental flying skills in a
common core of training in the T-37.
The remainder of the program will
consist of two specialized training
tracks: Bomber-Fighter (BF) or Tank-
er-Transport (TT). SUPT is ATC's road-
map for meeting the Air Force’s pilot
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requirements into the early twenty-
first century.

Pilot training was recently extended
to fifty-two weeks, enhancing the in-
structor-student interaction and re-
ducing the flying schedule's vuiner-
ability to inclement weather condi-
tions.

Most Air Force aviators become fa-
miliar with ATC’s 3636th Combat Crew
Training Wing (USAF Survival School)
at Fairchild AFB, Wash. This organi-
zation conducts survival training for
all Air Force aircrew members, USAF
Academy cadets, and other appropri-
ate candidates. Last year, the school
taught basic survival, water survival,
and Arctic survival techniques to
maore than 10,900 students.

The USAF Occupational Measure-
ment Center (USAFOMC) at Ran-
dolph AFB, Tex., is the focal point for
evaluating and refining ATC'’s training
programs and techniques. This
unique organization plans and ana-
lyzes Air Force training, develops the
Military Training Standard for all non-
commissioned officers, and develops

Air Force tests in support of the
Weighted Airman Promotion System.
USAFOMC also provides specialized
training development services
through detachments at each of ATC's
six technical training centers.

Medical training is playing an in-
creasing role in ATC. The command
recently assumed responsibility for
DoD’s first Joint Military Medical
Command (JMMC). This unique, mul-
tifacility, joint service organization
links all military medical facilities in
San Antonio: the Air Force's Wilford
Hall USAF Medical Center at Lack-
land AFB, the Army's Brooks Army
Medical Center at Fort Sam Houston,
and the clinics at Brooks, Kelly, and
Randolph AFBs. JMMC is headquar-
tered at Randolph AFB. In addition to
providing health care and consolidat-
ing military health-care facilities for
more than 180,000 active-duty mili-
tary members, family members, and
retirees, the JMMC provides graduate
medical education and technical
training for the Department of De-
fense.
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USAF Medical Service officers be-
gin their careers through another ATC
organization, the USAF School of
Health Care Science at Sheppard
AFB, Tex. In FY '87, 1,532 new, active-
duty, USAF Reserve, and Air National
Guard physicians, dental officers,
nurses, and other health-care profes-
sionals graduated from the Military
Indoctrination for Medical Service Of-
ficers Course.

ATC's Community College of the Air
Force (CCAF) is the largest communi-
ty college in the nation. Headquar-
tered at Maxwell AFB, Ala., CCAF
awards associate of applied science
degrees that are directly related to the
recipients’ Air Force jobs. Accredited
by the Southern Association of Col-
leges and Schools' Commission on
Colleges, CCAF integrates on-duty
and off-duty educational experiences
into a balanced program of study. The
college has graduated more than
58,900 Air Force enlisted members—
active-duty, Air Force Reserve, and Air
National Guard.

it is axiomatic in the
Air Force that people
make the differ-
ence—and turning
people into high-
quality practitioners
is the business of Air
Training Command,
headquartered at
Randoiph AFB, Tex.
Here, ATC SrA. Rich-
ard Tophinke exam-
ines a nose-wheel
well during a
through-flight inspec-
tion of a T-38 trainer
aircraft at Reese AFB,
Tex. ATC maintains
the largest training
system in the free
world, conducting
more than 6,300
courses in more than
350 different spe-
cialtles.
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Recruiting: FY ’87 Was the Best Ever

For the Air Force, FY '87 was the best recruiting year ever. For the fifth straight
year, the Air Force Recruiting Service achieved 100 percent or better in all its
programs.

Of the almost 60,000 people the Air Force attracted last year, 55,000 enlisted with
no prior military service and approximately 1,000 with prior military service. Officer
Training School at Lackland AFB, Tex., attracted some 1,600 candidates, and more
than 950 health-care professionals received direct commissions in the Air Force
medical service. Almost 400 more received health professions scholarships.

The new officers and enlisted people entering the Air Force brought high marks
with them. Officer Training School candidates ranked in the top one-third of all
college graduates with their grade points averaging 3.15. Of the nonprior-service
enlistees, ninety-nine percent were high school graduates, and forty-nine percent
scored in the top two categories on their qualifying tests.

Recruiting Service is composed of a headquarters staff, five recruiting groups,
and thirty-five squadrons. Approximately 1,350 subordinate recruiting offices are
located throughout the United States, Puerto Rico, Guam, and in areas of Europe
and the Pacific with large American populations.

With headquarters at Randolph AFB, Tex., the Recruiting Service commander
also functions as Air Training Command'’s deputy chief of staff for recruiting and
commissioning programs.

About 500 new recruiters are needed each year to help mest Air Force personnel
requirements. Career noncommissioned officers interested in learning more about
this challenging duty should call the Recruit-the-Recruiter Team Chief at AUTOVON

487-2812.

—USAF photo by A1C Greg Spraggins

ATC’s training programs are truly in-
ternational in scope. In cooperation
with America’s allies, ATC manages
technical and flying training for more
than 4,000 men and women from
more than eighty allied nations. More
than 1,875 international students
graduated from the Defense Lan-
guage Institute’s English Language
School at Lackland AFB, Tex., in FY
'87.

The Euro-NATO Joint Jet Pilot Train-
ing Program (ENJJPT) at Sheppard
AFB, Tex., offers pilot training to
NATO allies and graduated 145 inter-
national pilots in FY '87.

The Aviation Leadership Program is
another recent ATC flying training in-
novation, providing unique T-37 pilot
training for students from Latin Amer-
ican countries.

ATC's strong commitment to joint
service efficiency is evident in its par-
ticipation in the Interservice Training
Review Organization. The command
cooperates with the other services to
conduct joint training whenever it of-
fers clear advantages and to ex-
change information to make service-
unique training more effective. The
presence of Army, Navy, and Marine
uniforms in ATC's classrooms illus-
trates the effectiveness of this impor-
tant effort.

Training is an investment that the
Air Force must continually make in its
people—to maintain warfighting ca-
pability. Air Training Command con-
tinues to “Show the Way,” keeping
pace with an explosive rise in technol-
ogy and providing high-quality, highly
trained, highly motivated people for
the United States Air Force. &
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Air University

Am University (AU), headquartered
at Maxwell AFB, Ala., provides
professional military education
(PME) and degree-granting and pro-
fessional continuing education (PCE)
for officers, NCOs, and civilians.

Most of AU's PME schools are lo-
cated at Maxwell AFB. These include
Air War College (AWC) for senior offi-
cers, Air Command and Staff College
(ACSC) for midcareer officers, and
Squadron Officer School (SOS) for
company-grade officers. The Air
Force Senior Noncommissioned Of-
ficer Academy (SNCOA), the highest
level of NCO PME, is located at nearby
Gunter AFB.

Other major AU organizations in-
clude the Ira C. Eaker Center for Pro-
fessional Development (CPD); the
Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Re-
search, and Education (CADRE); the
Air University Library (AUL); and Hqg.
Civil Air Patrol-USAF (CAP-USAF) (all
at Maxwell); the Extension Course In-
stitute (ECI) at Gunter AFB; and the
Air Force Institute of Technology
(AFIT) at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio.

Nearly 2,650 military and 1,627 ci-
vilian personnel are permanently as-
signed to AU. Close to 25,000 military
and civilians completed resident AU
classes last year. Thousands more
-completed courses through nonresi-
dent programs.

AWC continued to enhance the Air
Force’s warfighting capability by em-
phasizing the unique skills, perspec-
tives, knowledge, and analytical
thinking required of senior officers,

with a curriculum emphasizing joint
and combined operations.

The Air Force National Security
Briefing Team, in its fifth year of op-
eration, gave more than 323 presenta-
tions in thirty-one states. Since 1983,
the team has given more than 1,300
briefings across the nation.

During 1987, CADRE continued to
offer its Senior Officer Combat Em-
ployment Course, providing general/
flag officers with unique, operational,
combat-oriented experiences to en-
hance their understanding of wartime
operations in a joint context.

CADRE's Air Force Wargaming
Center, the clearinghouse for Air
Force wargaming applications and
the service’s focal point for informa-
tion on computer-assisted wargamee,
continued to upgrade its wargaming
capability. Ultimately, as the Com-
mand Readiness Exercise System, it
will be used to teach wartime deci-
sion-making and to explore new con-
cepts and strategies using real-world
or notional data.

CADRE's Airpower Research Insti-
tute published the premier issue of
Airpower Journal, the Air Force's new
professional journal, while continu-
ing to perform research on the em-
ployment of airpower. Additionally,
CADRE's Combat Employment Insti-
tute offered its Combined Air Warfare
and Contingency/Wartime Planning
courses.

ACSC hosted its fourth annual Lat-
in American Symposium, attracting
military officers, diplomats, and cit-

izens from several countries. ACSC's
seventh Gathering of Eagles saw sev-
enteen famous aviators participating
in the heritage-oriented airpower
symposium.

SOS continued its emphasis on
leadership, fine-tuning its “Combat
Leadership Exercise” and renaming
it “Leadership in a Hostile Environ-
ment.” The exercise gives students
leadership opportunities in a phys-
ically and mentally stressful environ-
ment.

A total of 1,250 senior NCOs gradu-
ated from five classes at the SNCOA
during 1987. The USAF Enlisted Heri-
tage Hall, within the SNCOA, drew
several thousand visitors.

AUCPD, activated in August 1986,
wae renamed the Ira C. Eaker Center
for Professional Development in De-
cember 1987, honoring the late Gen-
eral for his many contributions to pro-
fessional military education. The cen-
ter provides professional develop-
ment through eight schools with fifty-
five courses. More than 4,000 stu-
dents graduated from comptroller,
historian, judge advocate, chaplain,
personnel, aircraft maintenance, re-
source management, systems infor-
mation, and other courses.

Wing and base commanders at-
tended courses on commanders' re-
sponsibilities. The USAF Chaplain
Resource Board provided programs
and support to Air Force chaplains
worldwide. In addition, the center's
International Officer School, through
a unique application of interactive

AIR UNIVERSITY

Headquarters, Maxwell AFB, Ala.

Commander
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Teleflex

combines technologies
for all your system needs.

Whenever your system design
requires engineering solutions for
sophisticated actuation systems
that incorporate mechanical or
electromechanical mechanisms,
Teleflex Defense/Aerospace Group
has all of the capabilities you
need.

Our group consists of several
divisions that specialize in
various technologies. When com-
bined, our diverse capabilities
provide actuation systems and
components that can successful-
ly complete your operational
envelope.

Teleflex Defense/Aerospace...is
a leading designer and manufac-
turer of mechanical and elec-
tromechanical systems such as
aircraft throttle controls and
quadrants, helicopter collectives,
actuator devices and feedback
mechanisms.

Hoover Electric Co. ...designs,

develops and manufactures
technologically advanced electro-
mechanical actuators and motors.
Hoover Electric produces elec-
trical actuators using custom-
designed, rare earth permanent
magnet motors, linear induction
and thrust motors, and a wide
variety of controllers, transmitters
and electric drive actuators.

Talley Corporation...is a
recognized leader in the design
and manufacture of electrical ac-
tuation systems, pneumatic con-
trols, fuel system transfer pumps
and control valves for virtually all
major defense and commercial
aircraft programs.

Teleflex Interconnect
Systems...has the engineering
and R&D expertise to satisfy the
complex demands of electrical
and electronic interconnect
systems for EMI/EMP and hazar-
dous environment protection. This

division has developed flexible
convoluted flouroplastic tubing,
overbraid and sheathing materials
for interference screening and
specialized backshells.

Whether you need a single
component or a complete system,
the Defense/Aerospace Group of
Teleflex Incorporated has the
teamwork and technologies to
successfully fulfill your applica-
tion needs. Write or call
1-215-699-4861 today.

11
TeleHi&x

mm defense/aerospace group

A Dwision of Telellex Incorporaled (USA)

Church Road North Wales, PA 19454
215/699-4861 Telex: 84-6446
TWX: 510-661-8231
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video-disc technology, dramatically
increased its effectiveness in teach-
ing international officers the Ameri-
can version of English.

AFIT is responsible for university-
level education in support of Air Force
and DoD requirements by providing
accredited resident degree and PCE
programs in its schools of Engineer-
ing, Civil Engineering and Services,
and Systems and Logistics. Addition-
ally, AFIT places students at civilian
institutions and monitors their prog-
ress there. During 1987, AFIT tracked
more than 3,034 Air Force members
attending approximately 309 civilian
colleges, universities, medical
schools, and sixty-six industrial firms
worldwide. Construction on AFIT’s
new $12.8 million, 110,000-square-foot

Science and Research Center beganin
1987 and is scheduled for completion
in early 1989.

ECI, the center for the Air Force's
correspondence education pro-
grams, has approximately 375,500
students enrolled in career develop-
ment, specialized, and professional
military education courses. Auto-
mated production of course mate-
rials, development of an interface be-
tween the AU Registrar and the
military personnel system, and inter-
link of ECI with education and on-the-
job training (OJT) offices worldwide
are being pursued.

AUL—the most comprehensive mil-
itary library in the free world—came
on line with all modules of its new
Integrated Library System (ILS), in-

cluding the On-line Public Access
Catalog and automated acquisition
and circulation. The system can be
accessed from throughout AU and
from other areas through minicom-
puters equipped with 1,200-baud mo-
dems.

Also active under the AU umbrellais
Hqg. CAP-USAF, the Air Force organi-
zation that advises and assists CAP
with its primary missions of emergen-
cy services, aerospace education,
and a youth cadet program. CAP
boasts 72,000 volunteer members in
1,900 units in the US, in Puerto Rico,
and in eight foreign countries. During
1987, CAP saved 108 lives, topping
the one hundred mark for the fifth
consecutive year and the sixth time in
CAP’s history. L]

Alaskan Air Command

F-15 Eagles of the
43d Tactical Fighter
Squadron, 21st Tac-

tical Fighter Wing,
stand ready for any-

thing at Eimendorf
AFB, Alaska. They are
instrumental in
providing “Top Cover
for North America,”
the right-on-the-mon-
ey motto of Alaskan
Air Command. AAC
F-15s in the air de-
fense mission inter-
cepted more than
fifty Soviet aircraft in
1987, a number indic-
ative of increasing

Soviet reconnais-

sance efforts.

LonG with the extreme beauty, a

military assignment to “The
Great Land” offers many challenges.
A harsh Arctic environment, vast dis-
tances, and a changing threat chal-
lenge the men and women of Alaskan
Air Command (AAC) as they fulfill
their command’s motto of providing
“Top Cover for North America.”

AAC provides, trains, and equips
tactical air forces to preserve the na-
tional sovereignty of United States
lands, waters, and airspace. Respon-
sibility for the command’s vast area of
operations lies with the 785 officers,
6,558 enlisted, and 1,437 civilian em-
ployees.

Alaska-based forces have gained
increased significance as the first line
of defense against the Soviet air-
launched cruise missile. AAC F-15s
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on NORAD alert intercepted more
than fifty Soviet aircraft in 1987, re-
flecting an apparent increased Soviet
interest in the North Pacific and polar
regions. )

Alaska’s strategic location has been
recognized for many years. The state
lies across the most frequently flown
routes connecting the Orient with Eu-
rope and North America, making
Alaska an ideal location for deploy-
ment or refueling of aircraft flying po-
lar routes. The Alaskan and Soviet
land masses are separated by only
forty-four nautical miles at the Bering
Strait.

As the senior military officer in the
state, the AAC Commander has major
command responsibilities to provide,
train, and equip tactical air forces and
is the coordinating authority for all

joint military administrative and logis-
tical matters in Alaska.

The AAC Commander also serves
as Commander of the Alaskan North
American Aerospace Defense Com-
mand Region. In this capacity, he is
responsible to CINCNORAD for the
defense of North America against at-
mospheric attack and for accom-
plishing assigned operational mis-
sions. To assist in these duties, a
Canadian Forces brigadier general is
assigned as the NORAD Region depu-
ty commander. Alaskan air defense
forces are routinely tested through
both system-wide NORAD exercises
and Alaskan NORAD Region-gener-
ated exercises.

In the event of emergency or natu-
ral disaster or when directed by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the AAC Com-

115

© 1987 William B, Folsom







Error margin zero.

There will be absolutely no room for error for those
decision-makers out there on the line. Their decisions
will depend on reliable military hardware—hardware that
must not only accommodate a profusion of data from
widely divergent sources, but must translate that data into
intelligible, useful information. Reliable information.

In real time.

Control Data Government Systems Group has had

a long history of producing proven ruggedized, militarized
information management systems that provide just such
timely, reliable information. With over 11,000 militarized
processors delivered to date, Control Data goes beyond
the one architecture or one technology syndrome. We are
a flexible supplier of military hardware for a wide variety
of applications, offering what you need, not what we have.

Versatile in all environments. For example, Control
Data can readily meet your needs with 16- or 32-bit
designs in CISC or RISC protocols, using VHSIC
technology, meeting required military environmental
specifications, with a fluency in Ada. If you want to save
your current applications software, we can give you greater
performance while emulating your present instruction

set. Or we can optimize both hardware and software for
your application.

Control Data specializes in high reliability and high
performance. Qur processors offer real-time information
management for decision makers, whether they are in
airborne avionics, shipboard fire control, ground mobile
armoured vehicle systems or ground-based aviation com-
mand and control shelters. In addition, we’ve pioneered
advances in information processing technology in size,
weight, reliability and power for U.S. space programs.

QOur flexibility doesn’t stop at the processor. We can
provide the associated peripherals such as our broad range
of disk memory units. To meet your software needs, we
can provide a wide range of Ada based software develop-
ment, real time operating systems, mission applications
and software support services.

In total, these capabilities are backed by extensive
experience in applying advanced technologies into usable
militarized or space-hardened systems—qualifications that
make us a reliable supplier for your systems integration
and defense information management systems.

For information on Control Data Government Systems’
capabilities, call 612/853-5000. Or write Government
Systems Group, P.O. Box O, HQF500, Minneapolis,

MN 55440.

When it’s your decision,
Control Data.
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Headquarters, EImendorf AFB, Alaska

ALASKAN AIR COMMAND

Commander
Lt Gen. David L. Nichols
i 1 ¥ 1
11th Tactical Control Group 5073d Air Base Group USAF Reglonal Hospltal 343d Tactical Fighter Wing
Elmendorf AFB Shemya AFB Elmendort AFB Elelson AFB
(A-10, OV-10)
|
13 long-range radar sites located I |
throughout Alaska 18th Tactical Fighter 25th Tactical Alr
Squadron Support Squadron
Eielson AFB Eielson AFB
218t Tactical Fighter Wing (A-10) (OV-10)
Elmendor! AFB 343d Combat Support Group
(F-15) Eiglson AFB
| | I |
43d Tactical Fighter Squadron S4th Tactical Fighter Squadron 5071st Alr Base Squadron 5072d Combat Support Group
Elmendort AFB Elmendorf AFB King Salmon Airport Galena Airport
{F-15) (F-15)

21st Combat Support Group
Elmendorf AFB

mander becomes the Commander,
Joint Task Force-Alaska (JTF-AK), re-
sponsible for unified defense of main-
land Alaska. In addition to numerous
command post exercises, JTF-AK par-
ticipates biennially in Brim Frost, a
major joint Arctic training exercise in-
volving more than 15,000 personnel
and more than 100 aircraft.

AAC people are assigned to three
main bases and two forward operat-
ing locations. The main bases are El-
mendorf AFB, adjacent to An-
chorage; Eielson AFB, twenty-six
miles southeast of Fairbanks; and
Shemya AFB, near the western tip of
the Aleutian Islands chain. Galena
and King Salmon Airports are forward
operating locations on state-owned
airports that host alert F-15 aircraft
from Elmendorf.

AAC, which celebrated its forty-
second anniversary in December
1987, is headquartered at EImendorf,
home also of the 11th Tactical Control
Group, 21st Tactical Fighter Wing
(host unit), and 21st Combat Support
Group.

Assigned to the 21st TFW are the
43d and 54th Tactical Fighter Squad-
rons, flying newly assigned F-15C air-
craft with conformal fuel tanks allow-
ing extended range. The 21st TFW is
charged with an air superiority and
strategic air defense mission for
America’s first line of defense.

In 1987, 21st TFW aircraft, equip-
ment, and personnel deployed to
Deadhorse, Alaska, operating in
some of the coldest bare-base condi-
tions ever encountered, with temper-
atures of less than fifty degrees below
zero and wind-chill factors exceeding
100 degrees below zero. The 21st
TFW also hosted such large-scale,
NORAD-sponsored air defense exer-
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cises as Amalgam Brave '87 and
Amalgam Warrior '88, involving de-
ployment of numerous fighter aircraft
and hundreds of personnel to Alaska
for low-level, overland intercept train-
ing.

With the Air Force phasing out the
T-33, the wing’s last Shooting Star de-
parted in March 1988. Most air de-
fense training services provided by
the T-33s are now provided by con-
tract Learjets, which began opera-
tions at ElImendorf in January 1988.

The 11th TCG is responsible for the
Alaskan NORAD Region Operations
Control Center (ROCC), the com-
mand’s thirteen long-range radar
sites (LRRS), and the Alaskan Tactical
Air Control System—consisting of the
Tactical Air Control Center and 3d Air
Support Operations Center—and is
the operating agency for the com-
mand’s Alternate Command Post (AL-
COP). The ROCC maintains surveil-
lance around the clock to protect the
air sovereignty of the Alaskan NORAD
Region. Aircraft that cannot be identi-
fied by ROCC personnel are inter-
cepted by F-15s on NORAD alert.

The Distant Early Warning (DEW)
Line on Alaska’s North Coast began a
modernization program in 1987 when
three sites were converted to modern
Minimally Attended Radars under the
US/Canada North Warning System.
Other sites will be converted and new
sites added in coming years. Work is
also under way to integrate a 120-de-
gree over-the-horizon backscatter ra-
dar into the Alaskan air defense sys-
tem.

The Elmendorf Rescue Coordina-
tion Center (RCC) coordinates
search-and-rescue efforts involving
aircraft and people from all military
services and many federal, state, lo-

cal, and civil volunteer agencies. Dur-
ing 1987, the RCC coordinated more
than 220 requests for emergency as-
sistance from military and civilian
persons in distress and was credited
with saving more than sixty lives.
Since its inception in October 1961,
the RCC has recorded more than
4,000 saves and assisted more than
10,100 people.

Eielson AFB, named after famed
Arctic pioneer and aviator Carl Ben
Eielson, is headquarters for the 343d
Tactical Fighter Wing and the 343d
Combat Support Group.

The wing's 18th Tactical Fighter
Squadron operates the command’s
A-10 Thunderbolt Il close air support
aircraft, while the 25th Tactical Air
Support Squadron flies the OV-10
Bronco forward air control aircraft.

The 18th TFS trains and equips its
people to fight in the demanding
close air support role with particular
emphasis placed on antiarmor capa-
bility in supporting friendly ground
forces in an Arctic environment.

The 25th TASS can deploy through-
out Alaska to provide control ele-
ments for close air support opera-
tions. The squadron conducts train-
ing operations by providing Army
units with ground and airborne for-
ward air controllers. Visual recon-
naissance, search-and-rescue, artil-
lery adjustment, flare support, and
cold-weather testing round out the
squadron’s mission.

As the oldest air combat unit in
Alaska, the 343d Tactical Fighter
Wing has conducted worldwide de-
ployments to locations including
Korea, Norway, and Canada. Addition-
ally, the 343d TFW hosts Yukon Light-
ning, an A-10 tactical employment
competition. [
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Affordable performance

The PILATUS PC-9
meets the demanding performance requirements
of the U. S. Air Force Next Generation Trainer (NGT)
at an affordable price, today!

PERFORMANCE

Reliable Pratt & Whitney PT-6A power provides an initial
climb rate of over 4,000 ft per minute at sea level, 300
knots cruise at 25,000 ft, with an approach speed of only
90 knots.

AVAILABILITY
In production now, with deliveries of this third generation
trainer already taking place for the air forces of five nations.

COST

Less than half of competitive pure jet trainer acquisition
cost, and similar savings on operation and maintenance
costs = the best life cycle cost/performance combination
on the market,

THE BOTTOM LINE

PILATUS PC-9 provides an “off-the-shelf" capability to
train jet pilots, which no other competitor can match for
performance, life cycle cost, and availability.

PC 0 -“THE AFFORDABLE PERFORMER”

For more information contact: Pilatus Aircraft Ltd, CH 6370 Stans, Switzerland, Telephone: 041 63 61 11. Telex: 866 202 PILCH

A member of the Oerlikon-Bihrie Group.
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Twenty-seven proven divisions:
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Aboard most aircraft, the world over.

In the-air we're the single largest
source of turbine engines, actuation

’ systems, weather avoidance radar,
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and telemetry.services.

On the ground we're mobile com-
munications; protected environments
and electric vehicle drives. Under the
sea we're quiet technology and pro-
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Allied-Signal Aerospace Company.
2525 W.-190th Street, Torrance, Calif-
ornia 90509. (213)323-9500.
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Electronic Security Command

LECTRONIC Security Command

(ESC) is a major Air Force com-
mand with headquarters at San An-
tonio, Tex. ESC headquarters has an
all-source intelligence function and
provides electronic combat support
and operations security (OPSEC)
support to Air Force units.

ESC units provide rapid radio relay,
command control and communica-
tions countermeasures (C3CM), and
computer security (COMPUSEC) and
communications security (COMSEC)
support to US and allied forces world-
wide.

The command plays an important
role in developing Air Force elec-
tronic warfare (EW) and C2CM capa-
bilities, techniques, and systems. By
providing C3CM training to opera-
tional support elements during exer-
cises, the command helps prepare
the Air Force for combat operations in
a hostile electromagnetic environ-
ment. To help tactical commanders
satisfy their C3CM requirements, ESC
develops, maintains, updates, and
disseminates the C3CM support data
base and an all-source data base.

ESC is also the executive agent for
the Air Force operations security pro-
gram, with the responsibility of
strengthening and supporting the
OPSEC program for the entire Air
Force.

To fulfill mission requirements, Hg.
Electronic Security Command formu-
lates all-source intelligence require-
ments and plans and procures all-
source intelligence systems to ensure

Computer and communica-
tions security is increasing-
ly vital to the efficacy of mil-
itary operations in this elec-
tronic age. Here, an
Electronic Security Com-
mand techniclan monitors
USAF radio and telephone
communications for telltale
electronic emlissions that
might give away the game.
Headquartered at San An-
tonio, Tex., ESC provides
command control and com-
munications counter-
measures (C3CM), comput-
er security (COMPUSEC),
and communications secu-
rity (COMSEC) support to
US and allied forces
worldwide.
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connectivity with national data bases
while providing data base support
and services to the command and the
Joint Electronic Warfare Center. As
part of the all-source intelligence
function, the command prepares
threat assessments to support Air
Force and command mission systems
and develops and disseminates
unique information on the tactics and
capabilities of potential adversaries.

Closely supporting efforts of ESC
field units are the Air Force Electronic
Warfare Center (AFEWC) and the Air
Force Cryptologic Support Center
(AFCSC).

The AFEWC is a primary source of
EW and C3CM analysis. It provides
battle commanders with analytical re-
ports on EW systems' effectiveness.
AFEWC assists strategic and tactical
commanders in making combat deci-
sions and performs analyses to sup-
port planning, developing, testing,
and using EW equipment.

The AFCSC is responsible for the
Air Force’'s communications and
computer systems security (COM-
PUSEC) programs, composed of
COMSEC, emanations security (TEM-
PEST), and COMPUSEC. AFCSC also
provides analytical and engineering
services in support of these programs
to Air Force activities worldwide. The
center manages and accounts for
cryptologic devices, codes, call
signs, and documents that protect Air
Force communications and comput-
er systems; performs depot-level
maintenance and life-cycle support

of cryptologic equipment and sys-
tems; and develops and distributes
multimedia educational materials to
Air Force organizations.

The command provides support to
the multiservice Joint Electronic War-
fare Center (JEWC), which is collo-
cated with Hg. ESC. The ESC com-
mander is also the JEWC director.

One major aspect of ESC's mission
is providing support to other Air
Force commands and sister services.

To provide support to USAF tactical
and strategic commanders, ESC offi-
cers are stationed at the headquarters
of major commands. Three division
commanders and three additional
ESC commanders serve as major-
command liaisons.

Combat elements depend heavily
on ESC support during exercises and
real-world operations. During an aver-
age year, ESC provides support for
more than 100 exercises around the
world. The command is dedicated to
helping US and allied military forces
accomplish their mission. ESC ex-
perts support such exercises as Red
Flag, Green Flag, Team Spirit, Global
Shield, Bright Star, Cope Thunder,
and many others.

To provide training to aircrews in
hostile electronic environments, ESC
people deploy around the world to
perform the role of adversary in mili-
tary exercises.

In the adversarial role, ESC people
jam transmissions to confuse pilots
and block communication. For air-
crews who have never experienced
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ELECTRONIC SECURITY COMMAND

Headquarters, San Antonio, Tex.

Commander
Maj. Gen. Paul H. Martin

Hg. Air Force Electronic
Warlare Center
San Antonio, Tex.

Hqg. Air Force Cryptologic
Support Center
San Antonio, Tex

Hq. European Electronic
Security Division
Ramstein AB, Germany

subunits at:
Augsburg, Germany
Bad Aibling, Germany
Hahn AB, Germany
Hellenikon AB, Greece
Iraklion AB, Crete, Greece
Lindsey AB, Germany
RAF Alconbury, UK
RAF Chicksands, UK
RAF Mildenhall, UK
San Vito AB, Italy
Sembach AB, Germany
Tempelhof, Berlin, Germany

Hg. Pacific Electronic
Security Division
Hickam AFB. Hawaii

subunits at:

Clark AB, Philippines
Kadena AB, Okinawa, Japan
Misawa AB, Japan
Osan AB, Korea
Wheeler AFB, Hawaii

Hq. Continental Electronic
Security Division
San Antonio, Tex.

subunits at:
Howard AFB, Panama
Key West, Fla
San Antonio, Tex

Hg. Electronic
Security Alaska
Elmendorf AFB, Alaska

subunits at:

Hg. Jpnce
Electronic
Security
Division
Peterson AFB, Colo

\——Hq‘ 6940th

Electronic
Security Wing
Fort Meade, Md

Hg. Electronic
Security Strategic
Offutt AFB, Neb

Eielson AFB, Alaska
Elmendorf AFB, Alaska

subunits at:
Fort Meade, Md

Hq. Electronic
Security Tactical
Langley AFB, Va

these disruptions and false transmis-
sions, the impact can be significant.

ESC personnel also monitor US ra-
dio and telephone communications
or errant electronic emissions to de-
termine whether or not information of
value is being exposed.

The publication of the ESC “Master
Plan” in January 1985 ties ESC plan-
ning to the Air Force, DoD agencies,
and supported commands' programs,
plans, goals, and objectives. In

providing direction to planning, the
master plan will guide ESC’s advance-
ment into the next century.

One result of the ESC master plan is
an ever-expanding series of strategy
papers, covering everything from spe-
cific systems to innovation.

The Office of Innovation houses the
Innovation Center and Long-Range
Innovation Team, which serves as a
clearinghouse for new ideas from
the field. The Long-Range Innovation

Team is also responsible for evaluat-
ing ESC's innovation suggestion pro-
gram, which is aimed at minimizing
bureaucracy and allowing ideas to be
put to work without lengthy justifica-
tion or fear of failure.

As new technologies and advance-
ments continue to challenge the
world, ESC will be in a position to
respond in a timely fashion—thanks
to the framework for change provided
by long-range planning. o

Military Airlift Command

HE Military Airlift Command

(MAC) is a specified command of
the Department of Defense and a ma-
jor command of the Air Force. It di-
rects more than 90,000 active-duty
military and civilians as well as more
than 1,000 aircraft at some 290 loca-
tions in twenty-four countries. MAC-

gained ANG and AFRES assets com-
prise 71,000 people and approximate-
ly 400 aircraft.

MAC operates thirteen bases in the
United States and controls US facili-
ties at Lajes Field in Portugal’'s Azores
and at Rhein-Main AB, West Germany.
MAC's major missions include de-

ployment, employment, resupply, and
redeployment of combat forces and
their support equipment. MAC is the
Air Force component for US Trans-
portation Command, and MAC's
Twenty-third Air Force is the compo-
nent for US Special Operations Com-
mand. USTRANSCOM is located at

Headquarters, Scott AFB, III.

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

Commander in Chief
Gen. Duane H. Cassidy

r
218t Alr Force
McGuire AFB, N. J

T
22d Alr Force
Travis AFB, Caiif.

Hurlburt Field, Fla.

1]
23d Air Force

Alr Weather Service (AWS)
Scolt AFB, III.

| |
Aerospace Audiovisual Service (AAVS) Speclal Misslons Operational Test USAF Airlitt Center
Norton AFB, Calif. and Evaiuation Center Pope AFB, N. C

Hurlburt Field, Fla.
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Headquarters, McGuire AFB, N. J.

TWENTY-FIRST AIR FORCE (MAC)

Commander
Mal. Gen. Dﬂilllﬂ A. Logeals

|
322d Airiift Division
Ramstein AB, Germany

r
313th Tactical 435th !rm:llcnl
Alrlift Group Airlift Wing
RAF Mildenhall, UK Rheln-Main AB,
Garmany
(C-130, C-9)

435th Combat
Support Group

B0Bth Military Airlift Group
Ramstein AB, Germany
(C-12F, C-21, C-135, C-20, C-23)

P ey
625th Military Alrlitt Support Group
Torrejon AB, Spain

e —
628th Military Airlift SBupport Squadron
Incirlik AB, Turkey

Rhain-Main AB. Germany

I
317th Tactical Airlitt Wing
Pope AFB, N. C.
(C-130)

317th Combet Support
Group
Popa AFB, N. C.

T 1
1605th Military Airlift ~ 61st Military Alrlift Group
Support Wing Howard AFB, Panama
Lajes Field, Azores (C-130, C-22)

1605th Air Base Group
Lajes Field, Azores

89th Miltltary Airlite
Wing
Andraws AFB, Md.
(C-9. C-12, C-20.
C-135, C-137, C-140
CH/HH-3, UH-1N)

1
1776th Air Base
Wing
Andrews AFB, Md.

T 1
436th Military Airlift 4371h Military Airlift

Wing Wing
Dover AFB, Del Charleston AFB. S. C.
(C-5) (C-141)

436th Air Base Group
Dover AFB, Del

437th Air Base Group
Charleston AFB, 5. C

1
438th Military Alriift
Wing
McGuire AFB, N. J.
(C-141)

438th Alr Base Group
McGuire AFB, N. J.

A
1701st Mobllity Support Squadron
McGuire AFB, N, J.

T 1
1721st Combat Control Squadron  Malcolm Grow USAF

Pope AFB, N. C. Medical Center

Andrews AFB, Md.

Scott AFB, lll. MAC's Commander in
Chief, Gen. Duane H. Cassidy, is dual-
hatted as USCINCTRANS.

Nowhere does MAC get better train-
ing in these missions than in JCS ex-
ercises. In FY '88, MAC units will par-
ticipate in seventy-one of the eighty
JCS exercises—more than any other
command. This worldwide exercise
involvement requires some 65,000 fly-

Military Airlift Command
takes the troops and their
equipment wherever they

have to go. Headquartered
at Scott AFB, Ill., MAC is the

USAF component for US
Transportation Command,

and MAC’s Twenty-third Air
Force is the USAF compo-
nent for US Special Opera-
tions Command. In this pho-
to, Capt. Christopher Cin-
koske, a Combat Control

Team Officer, Is in touch

with the tower at Pope AFB,
N. C., as it hands over con-
trol of a C-130 preparing to
perform a LAPES (Low-Alti-
tude Parachute Extraction
System) drop of combat
gear.
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ing hours and constitutes twelve per-
cent of MAC’s yearly flying-hour pro-
gram.

The command also serves as the
single manager for DoD airlift and
moved more than 462,274 tons of car-
go and more than 2,137,031 passen-
gers in FY '87 on a combination of
military and commercial contract
flights.

MAC was tasked to its maximum as
it completed its most active period of
flying in post-Vietnam history during
the summer of 1987, Taskings ranging
from support of operations in the Per-
sian Gulf, fighting forest fires in Cali-
fornia, evacuation of Afghan patients,
airlift for national leaders, human-
itarian relief operations under the
McCollum Amendment, and support




of an unparalleled concentration of
JCS exercises in July, August, and
September all combined to maximize
aircrew and airplane operations.

Persian Gulf operations were sup-
ported with fifty-one missions, airlift-
ing 1,440 people and more than 6,500
tons of equipment and supplies. Un-
der the provisions of the McCollum
Amendment, food and other relief
supplies were moved in humanitarian
efforts worldwide.

From July to September, the com-
mand participated in twenty-five JCS
exercises. MAC flew eighty-five C-141
and sixty-five C-130 sorties in-theater
during the combat-simulation phase
of Bright Star. Deployment and re-
deployment required 307 C-141 mis-
sions, twenty-five C-5 missions, and
eighteen C-130 missions. More than
22,560 passengers and some 5,760
short tons of equipment and supplies
were moved during the exercise.

Reforger '87—Return of Forces to
Germany—was the largest ever, with
MAC flying 151 commercial contract,
107 C-141, fifteen C-5, and three
C-130 missions airlifting 32,000
troops and more than 934 tons of car-
go in support of the annual exercise.

During the three-month period,
MAC aircrews logged more than 9,700
flying hours in July, 8,390 in August,

and 8,200 hours in September. In the
process, MAC overilew its authorized
flying hours in the C-5 program by
fourteen percent and in the C-130
program by six percent.

MAC’s operations staff has been on
the road for some time educating air-
lift users on how valuable a resource
the command provides. The empha-
sis is on how to maximize use of the
airlift system and put less strain on
those who work in it.

MAC is also using incentive billing,
geared to get users' requirements ear-
ly in order to minimize the changes
that make life hard for MAC aircrews
and support people.

In 1987, the command leadership
established a program that further ex-
panded efforts to ensure safe com-
mercial air transportation for defense
personnel worldwide.

MAC actions include implementing
periodic in-depth inspections of each
air carrier’'s operations and mainte-
nance departments. The inspection
teams are composed of experienced
MAC pilots and maintenance person-
nel. MAC is also responsible for per-
forming periodic airlift safety pre-
flight inspections and operational
checkrides.

In order to help ensure that the
commercial air carriers used by DoD

maintain the highest standards, MAC
established the Air Carrier Survey and
Analysis Office under the Deputy
Chief of Staff for Air Transportation.
This innovative office will continu-
ously monitor air carrier safety data,
financial fitness, quality of service,
and management’s disposition to-
ward safety. A computer-controlled
system was developed, with the assis-
tance of the Department of Transpor-
tation and industry aviation safety ex-
perts, to alert MAC to potential prob-
lems.

MAC's active-duty airlift forces con-
stitute about half the force available
to the command under full mobiliza-
tion. When mobilized, the Air Reserve
Component (ANG and AFRES) pro-
vides approximately fifty-seven per-
cent of tactical airlift capability. Re-
serve Associate units provide half of
the aircrews and forty percent of the
maintenance personnel for the C-141
strategic airlift aircraft. They also pro-
vide fifty-nine percent of the aircrews
and forty-one percent of the mainte-
nance personnel for the C-5 aircraft.
Additionally, they provide twenty-two
percent of the aircrews and mainte-
nance personnel for the C-9 aero-
medical airlift aircraft and approxi-
mately fifty-five percent of the com-
mand’s wartime aerial port capability.

TWENTY-SECOND AIR FORCE (MAC)
Headquarters, Travis AFB, Calif.
Commander
Mal. Gen. Mexalilder K. Davidson
| |
834th Airlitt Divislon 60th Military 62d Military 63d Milltary David Grant
Hickam AFB, Hawaii Airlift Wing Airlift Wing Alrlift Wing USAF Medical
] Travis AFB, Calif. McChord AFB, Wash Norton AFB, Calif. Center
| (C-5, C-141) (C-130, C-141) (C-141) Travis AFB, Calif
= 603d Military 374th Tactical 60th Ajr Base 62d Air Base 63d Ailr Base
Alrlift Airlift Wing Group Group Group
Support Group Clark AB, Philippines Travis AFB, Caiit. McChord AFB, Wash. Norton AFB, Calif.
Kadena AB, {C-130, C-9, C-12F)
Japan
b §11th Milltar
Alrlift Y 316th Tactical
Support Group Airlift Group
Osan AB, Korea Yokota AB, Japan
(C-130, C-21, C-12F)
b §05th Military
Airlift
Support Squadron
Andsrsen AFB, Guam 314th Tactical
Alrlift Wi J
— 519th Military . ng 443d Military 463d Tactical
Litlle Rock AFB, Ark
Airlift (C-130) Airlift Wing, Airlift Wing
Support Squadron Training Dyess AFB, Tex.
Hickam AFB, Hawali Altus AFB, Okla (C-130)
1 (C-5. C-141)
34th 'l!acltcal 314th Combat 443d Alr Base
Airlift Support Group Group
Training Group Little Rock, Ark. Allug AFB. Okla
Little Rock AFB, Ark. |
1722d Combat 616th Military 1702d Mobility
Control Alrlift Group Support
Squadron Elmendorf AFB, Alaska Squadron
McChord AFE, Wash (C-130, C-12F) Travis AFB, Calit.
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g Our Pledge

I pledge allegiance to the flag
of the United States of America

and to the republic for which it stands,

one nation

under God,
indivisible,

with liberty

and justice for all.

— Francis Bellamy, 1892
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The next step for SAM.

The Gulfstream IV. As the C-20F Gulfstream, it will be the perfect partner for the
C-20 Gulfstreams already at work with Special Air Missions at Andrews Air Force Base.

Almost every day of every week, our nation’s government and military leaders are
being flown somewhere in the world in a C-20 Gulfstream, the U.S. Air Force version of
our Gulfstream III executive jet.

In fact, the C-20 Gulfstreams have proven to be so versatile, so dependable since they
began entering service in 1983, that SAM is utilizing them at rates averaging nearly 50%
over initial projections. And operating cost savings add up with every mission they fly.

The newest generation of Gulfstream jets can enlarge this effectiveness.

For example, it makes non-stop missions of nearly 5,000 statute miles in about 9.5
hours a reality, even against prevailing winds. SAM would enjoy greater flexibility in flight
planning and crew scheduling, as well as more cost-effective utilization of aircraft types,
particularly on long overseas missions.

This amazing airplane has the most advanced technology in computerized flight
management integrated with electronic flight instrument systems. As a result, SAM flight
crews would command a transport aircraft with more capabilities for conducting safe, well-
managed missions than most commercial airliners provide.

Operating cost savings also would compound at an even faster rate because of the
increased fuel efficiency of its new Rolls-Royce Tay engines; the design improvements and
reduced maintenance requirements of its many new aircraft systems; and the significant
commonalities it has with the C-20 Gulfstream in maintenance procedures, spares supply
and support programs.

The way we see it, the Air Force took a big step forward when it began
operating its present C-20 Gulfstreams.

When SAM steps into the next generation of Gulfstream jets, it will
prove to be a quantum leap. < ”/ II
For more information about maximizing Gulfstream jet aircraft in military applications, contact: Larry O. Oliver, Gulfstream

Regional Vice President, Military Requirements, Gulfstream Aerospace Corporation, 1000 Wilson Blvd., Suite 2701, Aerospace
Arlington, Virginia 22209 U.S.A. Telephone (703) 276-9500. uummncoumm



Headquarters, Hurlburt Field, Fla.

TWENTY-THIRD AIR FORCE (MAC)

Commander
Ma]. Gen. Robert B. Patterson

38th Aerospace 415t Rescue & 375th Aeromedical
Rescue & Weather Alrlift Wing
Recovery Wing Reconnalssance Scott AFB, IIl.
Eglin AFB, Fla. Wing (C-9, C-12F, C-21,
(HH-53, CH/HH-3, McClellan AFB, C-140)
UH-60, HC-130, Calif.
UH-1N) (HC-130, WC-130, 1st Special USAF Special
WC-135, CH/HH-3, Operations Operations School
UH-1N, HH-1H) Squadron Hurlburt Field, Fla.
Clark AB,
Philippines
(MC-130€E)
Tth Special 1550th Combat Aerospace Rescue 375th Alr Base
Operations Crew Tralning & Recovery Group
Squadron Wing Service Scott AFB, N
Rhein-Main AB, Kirtland AFB, N. M. Scott AFB, I,
Germany (UH-1N, CHHH-3, op:::ﬁsomcmng
(MC-130E) CH/HH-53, HC-130) Hurlburt Field, Fla
(MC-130E,
AC-130H, MH/
1606th Air Base Wing HH-53)
Kirtland AFB, N. M.
1606th Security Police Group
Kirtland AFB, N. M. ;:;;ho:%m
Hurlburt Field, Fla.
USAF Medical 1720th Special
Center, Scott Tactics Group
Scoft AFB, Ill Hurlburt Field, Fla

The Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF)
is a significant part of MAC's total air-
lift capability. The partnership be-
tween the civil aviation industry and
Department of Defense began more
than three decades ago to meet airlift
requirements for contingencies or
wartime. CRAF currently consists of
twenty-nine commercial carriers
providing 393 cargo and passenger
aircraft. Should CRAF be activated,
these aircraft represent approximate-
ly half the airlift that would be avail-
able to DoD during times of crisis.

This MAC AC-130H gunship
is shown during its deploy-
ment to Korea during Exer-
cise Team Spirit '87. MAC
supported an unparalleled
concentration of JCS exer-
cises last July, August, and
September—twenty-five in
all—that were designed in
combination to get the ut-
most out of MAC aircrew
and aircraft operations.
Persian Gulf operations
alone were supported with
fifty-one missions in which
1,440 people and more than
6,500 tons of equipment
and supplies were airlifted.
During the three-month pe-
riod of JCS exercises, MAC
aircrews logged more than
26,000 tlying hours.
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MAC has begun implementing
many of the new guidelines of the
President’s National Airlift Policy by
addressing the challenges that may
limit CRAF participation or constrain
a commercial aircraft's ability to fly a
military mission. The effort is called
CRAF Plus.

Current programs include work to
provide secure communication capa-
bility with CRAF aircraft and to in-
clude civil aircraft compatibility in the
design of the NATO Identification Sys-
tem (Mark XV IFF) aircraft equipment.

The program will also absorb the ex-
isting CRAF Enhancement Program.
CRAF Enhancement adds cargo fea-
tures to civil passenger aircraft to in-
crease the cargo capability of the
CRAF and to reduce the cargo airlift
shortfall. The modification adds a car-
go door and reinforced floor to exist-
ing airplanes or those in production.
The Air Force has contracted for
twenty-one wide-body airplanes.
These twenty-one aircraft add more
than 3,000,000 ton-miles per day to
MAC's airlift capability.
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Special operations are at-
tracting ever-greater atten-
tion and funding. MAC's In-

dispensable role in such
operations is exemplified by
these SOF helicopters, the
MH-53H Pave Low I, the
MH-53J Pave Low lll, and
the MH-60G Pave Hawk, as
arrayed from top to bottom.
The Air Force began con-
verting rescue HH-53s to
the MH-53J configuration
last year. In 1989, the first of
twenty-four new MC-130H
Combat Talon Il aircraft will
go into service to augment
the current MC-130E Com-
bat Talon force. The first of
the new MH-60Gs has al-
ready Joined the combat
rescue force.

On May 28, 1986, the Office of the
Secretary of the Air Force authorized
the creation of a new CRAF segment
completely dedicated to aeromedical
evacuation. USAF will use eighty-five
B-767s to replace C-141s for strategic
aeromedical evacuation. Thirty MD-
80s will redistribute casualties within
the CONUS, allowing the C-9 Night-
ingale to support overtasked C-130s.
The B-767s, which carry 111 litters
each, and the MD-80s, each carrying
forty-eight litters, will reach full opera-
tional capability in the early 1990s.

Several other initiatives are also un-
der way to enhance the posture of air-
lift forces. In 1987, MAC placed eight
new C-20Bs in service to support the
special airlift mission of the 89th MAW,
Andrews AFB, Md. The C-20As at An-
drews were moved to Ramstein AB,
Germany, and became part of the 58th
MAS, supporting the special airlift mis-
sion in Europe.

MAC's C-5 Galaxy fleet completed
the wing modification started in 1983.
This program extends the life of the
C-5A well into the twenty-first century.

To increase near-term airlift, the Air
Force began acquisition of fifty C-5B
aircraft. MAC had received delivery of
twenty-one C-5B aircraft as of Decem-
ber 1987.

Responding to USAF’s plan to trans-
fer additional strategic airlift assets to
the Air Reserve Component (ARC),
MAC began transferring additional
C-5As to the Air Force Reserve and the
Air National Guard in July 1985. Trans-
fer of C-141s began in July 1986. The
172d MAG (ANG) at Jackson, Miss.,
and 459th MAW (AFRES) at Andrews
AFB, Md., each has eight C-141s. Ulti-
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mately, MAC plans to transfer forty
C-5s and eighty C-141s to the reserve
forces.

The Air Force received approval in
December 1987 from the Defense Ac-
quisition Board to produce the first
two C-17 aircraft. The C-17 will in-
crease MAC's long-range airlift capa-
bility and provide an outsize strategic
airliftand an outsize airdrop capability.
Additionally, the C-17 will replace the
theater capability lost as MAC retires
its older, less-maintainable C-130s.
The first flight will be in 1990, and MAC
plans to begin operating its first squad-
ron in 1992. The initial operational ca-
pability for the C-17 should be in the
fall of 1993. The C-17 aircrew training
contract has been awarded to three
companies to develop competitive pro-
posals over the next year. One will then
be selected to build and deploy the
system.

Twenty-third Air Force is MAC's only
numbered Air Force with worldwide re-
sponsibility. From its new headquar-
ters at Hurlburt Field, Fla., it controls
Air Force special operations forces
(SOF), combat rescue and recovery
forces, and weather reconnaissance
aircraft. The Twenty-third Air Force,
through the 1720th Special Tactics
Group, provides special operations
combat control and pararescue forces
trained and equipped to provide quick-
response air traffic management and
pararescue/medical-survival support
during short notice, sensitive con-
tingencies as well as during peace and
war.

Twenty-third Air Force also com-
mands CONUS aeromedical-evacua-
tion and operational-support airlift

forces and helicopter security support
for SAC missile sites, supports air sam-
pling and the Space Shuttle, and is re-
sponsible for coordinating federal
search-and-rescue activities in the
CONUS. In October 1987, four C-140A
and two T-39A aircraft, along with their
worldwide flight-inspection mission,
were transferred from AFCC to MAC
and were organized under Twenty-
third Air Force and the 375th Aero-
medical Airlift Wing. ANG and AFRES
forces significantly augment the di-
verse mission of the Twenty-third.

Special operations may include un-
conventional warfare, collective secu-
rity, counterterrorist operations, psy-
chological operations, and civil affairs
measures. In 1987, the Air Force began
converting rescue H-53s to the MH-53J
Pave Low lIl configuration. In 1989, the
first of twenty-four new MC-130H air-
craft will arrive to augment the current
MC-130E force. Furthermore, the Air
Force will begin the procurement of
the CV-22 tilt-rotor aircraft beginning
in FY '94. The first of the new MH-60Gs
has joined the combat rescue force.
These improvements will considerably
enhance the SOF operational capabili-
ty and deployment flexibility.

Twenty-third Air Force and AFRES
weather reconnaissance units fly the
WC-130, providing MAC's Air Weather
Service people with the aerial plat-
forms needed to perform their mission.
The WC-135 provides atmospheric-
sampling capability to aid the National
Command Authorities in verification of
safeguards of the Limited Test-Ban
Treaty.

Aerospace Rescue and Recovery
Service, an element of Twenty-third
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I“SI“E Systems integration. The science of
mixing apples and oranges. Yet when you
' look inside, there’s
SYSTEMS INTEGRATION. -~
@® simple solutions

to complex problems. It’s an art Grumman Data Systems has been perfecting for more
than 25 years. We design, develop, integrate, operate and maintain information systems
that arc cost cffective. Reliable. User-friendly. Dependable. In short, value-added
systems that do more than meet program requirements. For more information, contact

Grumman Data Systems,
1000 Woodbury Road, Woodbury, n
NY 11797. (516) 682-8500.
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Data Systems
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New
UL approved

for eddy current

testing
in hazardous
locations

New
Non-volatile
memory can
permanently
store a full

screen of data
and 16 set-ups

It everything we promised and more.

New New
Larger liquid Expanded,
crystal display from easy toread
Tektronix for sharp, menu
reliable eddy

current images

Rugged, sealed
case is designed for
portability

POWER NALOG DUTPLIY

Simple to operate

New

Printer interface

for hardeopy data
records

Introducing the MIZ-20A.

Zetec’s portable eddy current tester is now in full-scale
production and ready for your field test. With a new LCD
display from Tektronix and several other new features,

the MIZ-20A offers all the performance of the original
MIZ-20 and more. This single-frequency instrument has
an adjustable operating range from 50 Hz to 2 MHz and is
compatible with most eddy current probes. It’s backed by
Zetec’s two decades of eddy current expertise, and a
commitment to customer service that’s second to none.
Call 1-800-643-1771 for more information. The MIZ-20A
is the portable you've been waiting for.

1370 N.W. Mall, P.O. Box 140, Issaquah, WA 98027-0140 USA
Phone: (206) 392-5316 TLX: 152592 Fax: (206) 392-2086

\

Zetec's rotating bolt hole scanner,
with the MIZ-20A, is ideal for aircraft
maintenance.



Air Force, is the executive manage-
ment agency for search and rescue
(SAR) within the forty-eight continen-
tal United States. ARRS operates the
Air Force Rescue Coordination Cen-
ter (AFRCC) at Scott AFB to provide
humanitarian assistance by coordi-
nating all inland SAR using USAF
Rescue, Civil Air Patrol, and other mil-
itary and federal assets. The AFRCC
works closely with state and local
agencies and solicits services of po-
lice and sheriff's departments as well
as the US Coast Guard. Rescue forces
have saved more than 21,676 lives dur-
ing the past forty years.

ARRS also operates the US Mission
Control Center for the Search and
Rescue Satellite-Aided Tracking Sys-
tem. Worldwide, SARSAT information
helped save more than 340 lives.

Aeromedical airlift is another vital
MAC mission. The C-9 Nightingale
“air ambulances” of Twenty-third Air
Force’s 375th AAW and the 932d Aero-
medical Airlift Group (AFRES Assoc.)
tie into the MAC airlift system to move
thousands of patients to medical fa-
cilities all over the world. In FY '87,
MAC and AFRES aircrews and 375th
AAW and 932d AAG nurses and medi-
cal technicians provided aeromedical
evacuation for patients on approxi-
mately 5,000 C-5, C-9, C-141, C-130,
C-21, and C-12 aeromedical evacua-
tion missions.

The 375th AAW also manages the
CONUS-based operational support
airlift fleet, which in 1987 carried
more than 52,000 passengers on
time-sensitive government missions.
The fleet consists of C-21A and C-12F
aircraft, which in 1985 replaced the

aging CT-39s. In 1986, MAC pur-
chased these aircraft, which had
been on lease from Gates Learjet and
Beech Aircraft Corp.

The 10th MAS (European Distribu-
tion System) operates eighteen C-23
aircraft from Zweibriicken AB, Ger-
many, to provide airlift of critical
spare parts for US military weapon
systems in Europe. The newly formed
13th MAS (Pacific Distribution Sys-
tem) will operate six C-12F aircraft
from Kadena AB, Okinawa, Japan, to
provide airlift of critical spare parts
for Air Force weapon systems in the
Pacific.

Another airlift unit, the 89th MAW,
continues to provide airlift for the Pres-
ident, Vice President, other US govern-
ment officials, and foreign dignitaries,
using a variety of aircraft. In 1987, the
Air Force awarded a contract to Boeing
to provide two 747-200B aircraft to be
used as new Presidential aircraft. Deliv-
ery of the 747s, designated VC-25As, is
set for November 1988 and May 1989.

The Air Weather Service (AWS), a
technical service of MAC with head-
quarters at Scott AFB, provides staff
and operational weather support to ac-
tive, Guard, Reserve, and Army units,
unified and specified commands, and
other agencies as directed. AWS has
more than 4,800 military and civilian
personnel serving in more than 216 lo-
cations worldwide.

During contingencies and wartime,
environmental support is a vital part of
the decision-making process in the
use of air and ground forces. Peace-
time environmental support is essen-
tial for protection of military personnel
and national resources.

Using meteorological satellites as
well as Twenty-third Air Force and
AFRES WC-130 aircraft, AWS provides
critical tropical-storm surveillance.
AWS also uses a series of satellite and
ground-based facilities to observe,
forecast, and provide information on
hazards resulting from solar activity.
The space program needs this infor-
mation to ensure the safety of man's
activities in space as well as to measure
and predict the effect of solar activity
on surveillance and warning systems,
satellite tracking systems, and com-
munications.

MAC's other technical service, the
Aerospace Audiovisual Service (AAVS)
headquartered at Norton AFB, Calif., is
the Air Force's single management
agency for visual information docu-
mentation of combat, operational, and
humanitarian activities. AAVS operates
six squadrons, twenty-nine detach-
ments, and thirty-two operating loca-
tions around the world.

“The Military Airlift Command suc-
ceeds because of the personal com-
mitment of our people. MAC people
are involved—just watch the news in
Europe, in South and Central America,
throughout the Pacific region, and in
the Persian Gulf. You see MAC air-
planes everywhere. What MAC does is
important. People all over the world
depend on us. For many disaster vic-
tims, we are their only means of sup-
port and survival. The seemingly end-
less demand for airlift and services
makes our job demanding, and every
man and woman in the command
should be proud of our record,” says
MAC Commander in Chief General
Cassidy. ]

Pacific Air Forces

AcIFic Air Forces (PACAF), with

headquarters at Hickam AFB,
Hawaii, is the principal air arm of the
US Pacific Command. PACAF's prima-
ry mission is to plan, conduct, and
coordinate offensive and defensive
air operations in an area extending
from the west coast of the Americas to
the east coast of Africa and from the
Arctic to the Antarctic.

Gen. Jack |. Gregory, Commander
in Chief, Pacific Air Forces, is respon-
sible for more than 60,000 military
and civilian people serving in the
PACAF region. This force, plus their
35,000 dependents, is stationed atten
major installations and many smaller
facilities, primarily in Hawaii, Japan,
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the Republic of Korea, and the Re-
public of the Philippines.

The command operates 300 PACAF
fighter and attack aircraft, including
air-superiority F-15s and F-4Es,
ground-attack F-16s, A-10s to handle
tanks in Korea, RF-4s, F-5s, and
OV-10s. In addition, aircraft of other
commands, such as MAC's C-12s,
C-21s, C-130s, C-5s, C-141s, and
HH-3s, SAC's B-52s and KC-135s, and
TAC's E-3s, provide needed support.

All of this manpower and materiel is
directed toward maintaining security,
defending US interests, and fulfilling
mutual defense agreement responsi-
bilities in a region encompassing
2,000,000,000 people in thirty-five

countries across half the world’s sur-
face. Operating in such a vast area of
responsibility and countering the
ever-growing Soviet threat in the Pa-
cific pose a formidable challenge.

To meet these ever-changing re-
quirements, PACAF pursues a variety
of priorities and initiatives in a flexible
manner. This ability to change its op-
erations smoothly and adapt to re-
gional and world situations greatly
improves its readiness posture and
mission capability.

“We've had a change of mindset in
the Pacific from the days when the
focus was exclusively on Korea," Gen-
eral Gregory explained in a recent in-
terview with AiIr Force Magazine.
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PACIFIC AIR FORCES

Headquarters, Hickam AFB, Hawaii

Commander in Chlef
Gen, Jnelt'l. Gregory

Tth Air Force
Hq. Osan AB, Korea

13th Alr Force
Haq. Clark AB, Philippines

5th Air Force
Hq. Yokota AB, Japan

326th Alr Division 15th Air Base Wing
Hq. Wheeler AFB, Hawaii Hg. Hickam AFB, Hawail
(OV-10) (EC-135J)

Attached Units
1st Weather Wing (MAG)
1363d Audiovisual Squadron (AAVS/MAC)
Hq. Pacific Communications Division (AFCC)

An F-16 Fighting Falcon
from Misawa AB, Ja-
pan, taking part in Ex-
ercise Team Spirit ‘87
in Korea, an exercise
showing Pacific Air
Forces’ prowess
throughout the far-
flung region that
PACAF must protect.
Headquartered at
Hickam AFB, Hawaii,
PACAF must plan, con-
duct, and coordinate
offensive and defen-
sive air operations in
an area extending from
the west coast of the
Americas to the east
coast of Africa and
from the Arctic to the
Antarctic. PACAF oper-
ates 300 fighter and at-
tack aircraft, plus a
whole lot more.

“Today, our focus is broader. For ex-
ample, how best can you take pres-
sure off Western Europe by applying
pressure to the other side?” PACAF
war plans now have definite global
overtones.

To help apply constant pressure in
the Pacific, PACAF continues to mod-
ernize its equipment and increase its
capability and sustainability. This in-
cludes the acquisition of more ad-
vanced aircraft for the PACAF in-
ventory as well as the introduction of.
the latest air-to-air and air-to-ground
munitions into its weapons stocks.

PACAF is completing the moderni-
zation of its fleet of F-16s from A mod-
els to C models at both Misawa AB,
Japan, and Kunsan AB, Korea. Other
upgrades of PACAF aircraft are
planned for the near future.

To help meet the logistics needs of
these aircraft and the rest of the com-
mand, PACAF operates a variety of lo-
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gistics programs. Using C-12 aircraft,
the recently activated Pacific Distribu-
tion System (PDS) gives PACAF a flex-
ible and responsive distribution sys-
tem to transport critical airplane
parts to its bases.

A forward stockage facility at Ka-
dena AB, Okinawa, Japan, will be acti-
vated this year, thus bringing aircraft
parts forward from supply depots in
the continental United States. Having
these parts 7,000 miles closer to
PACAF's fighter forces will signifi-
cantly reduce the time to get a part
into the hands of maintenance per-
sonnel.

Working in concert with the PDS
and Kadena's supply facility will be an
advanced data network, currently in
development, that will rapidly identify
available theater assets and automate
the process for moving parts to where
they are needed most.

Another newly established pro-

a2

gram is PACAF's Combat Oriented
Supply Organization (COSO). The
COSO concept places peacetime
spare parts and war readiness spares
together at aircraft maintenance lo-
cations. This system improves the
readiness posture and mission capa-
bility of command weapon systems.

But command planners realize that
even with its advanced aircraft, pro-
fessional people, and good logistics
system, PACAF can't “go it alone.” As
a result, joint and combined opera-
tions receive increasing command at-
tention.

PACAF planners continue to work
with the Army and Navy in support of
their operations within the theater.
The command also works with the
military forces of US allies and friend-
ly nations to achieve a common core
of knowledge and experience that al-
lows all services to function more effi-
ciently and effectively.
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FIFTH AIR FORCE (PACAF)

Headquarters, Yokota AB, Japan

Commander
Lt Gen. James B. Davis

475th Air Base Wing
Yokota AB, Japan
(UH-1N)

|
313th Air Division
Hag Kadena AB, Japan

18th Tactical Fighter Wing

Kadena AB, Japan
(F-15, AF-4C)

432d Tactical Fighter Wing
Misawa AB, Japan
(F-16)

SEVENTH AIR FORCE (PACAF)

Headquarters, Osan AB, Korea

Commander

Lt Gen. Craven C. Rogers, Jr.

I
Bth Tactical Fighter Wing
Kunsan AB, Korea
(F-18)

51st Tactical Fighter Wing

Osan AB. Korea

5th Tactical Air Control Group
Osan AB, Korea
(OV-10)

Osan AB, Korea
(F-4E)

|
36th Tactical Fighter Squad) 25th Tactical Fighter Squadi

Suwon AB, Korea
{A-10)

|
497th Tactical Fighter Squad
Taegu AB. Korea
(F-4E)

THIRTEENTH AIR FORCE (PACAF)

Headquarters, Clark AB, Philippines

Commander
Ma]. Gen. Donald Snyder

3d Tactical Fighter Wing
Clark AB, Philipplnes
(F-4E/G, F-5E)

Assisted by his crew chief, a
Royal Australian Air Force
pilot clambers into his Mi-

rage fighter. Given the
sweeping territorial scope
of its responsibilities and its
excellent but relatively lim-
ited resources, PACAF can’t
go it alone. In conse-
quence, the command
places increasing emphasis
on conducting joint and
combined operations with
allied air forces in the re-
gion, and the RAAF is a vital
part of this. Exercises such
as Team Spirit in the Re-
public of Korea and Cope
Thunder in the Philippines
give all parties realistic
combat training.
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Maintenance crews
use test equipment on
a 36th Tactical Fighter
Squadron F-4E. Known
as the “Flying Fiends,”
the 36th TFS is based
at Osan AB, Korea, at
the cutting edge of
PACAF’s combat re-
sponsibilities. PACAF
aircrews now fly as
many as sixteen sorties
per month, double the
monthly rate that was
typical in the 1970s. In
FY '87, PACAF flew
more than 77,000 sor-
ties in nearly 106,000
hours. in emphasizing
warfighting readiness,
PACAF puts a premium
on Its people.

This increase in interoperability is
achieved partly through participation
in more than fifty realistic joint and
combined exercises held within the
command each year. These exercises
are a key factor in maintaining force
readiness. More than sixty percent of
them are combined operations that
include allied countries, and more
than ninety percent are conducted
jointly with other US services.

Some of these exercises have
gained world-class status. Team Spir-
it takes place annually in the Republic
of Korea. It involves more than 200,-
000 US and Republic of Korea forces
in a demonstration of commitment to
the defense of the Republic. More
than 17,000 USAF personnel and 850
aircraft participate in the deployment
of tactical forces from the United
States, the massive airlift of cargo and
troops, and other combat-oriented
activities including air operations
from specially prepared highway
landing strips.

Cope Thunder gives PACAF's fight-
er pilots and those of other nations
the most intense, realistic, tactical air
warfare training in the Pacific. It is
held seven times a year in the Re-
public of the Philippines. Other exer-
cises, such as Cope North in Japan
and Cobra Gold in Thailand, are more
local in nature, yet no less important
in their ability to promote multina-
tional teamwork and sharpen war-
fighting skills.

In addition to receiving benefits
from its extensive exercise program,
PACAF pilots are profiting from an in-
crease in the average sorties flown
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per month. Aircrews now fly as many
as sixteen sorties per month, com-
pared with eight sorties per month
flown in the 1970s. In Fiscal 1987,
PACAF flew more than 77,000 sorties
in almost 106,000 hours.

Despite its emphasis on warfight-
ing and readiness, PACAF never loses
concern for the welfare of its people.
A wide variety of command initiatives
makes work easier and more efficient,
offers help to people in need, and pro-
vides entertainment and self-im-
provement opportunities to those
who desire them.

PACAF Family Support Centers,
fully operational throughout the com-
mand, strengthen the bond between
the Air Force's mission and its fami-
lies. Special emphasis during 1987 fo-
cused on developing comprehensive
financial-assistance services, on
spouse-employment training, and on
support for community volunteer ac-
tivities. These and other programs
help sustain force readiness and en-
hance the morale of PACAF person-
nel and their families.

To further improve the lives of its
families, PACAF also boasts an ag-
gressive program to pursue construc-
tion of new military family and unac-
companied-personnel housing. This
includes the construction of 450
housing units at Clark AB as well as
the Japanese government's construc-
tion of new homes for US military fam-
ilies on the home islands of Japan and
on Okinawa.

This continuing concern by PACAF
for its people and their living condi-
tions and working conditions pays
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tangible dividends in the form of high
retention rates. More than seventy-
seven percent of eligible PACAF first-
termers reenlisted in FY '87—well
above the Air Force average of sixty-
five percent. In addition, the retention
rate among PACAF’s pilots, navi-
gators, and support officers is consis-
tently higher than USAF's average.

But command concern for people’s
welfare goes beyond just PACAF
members and their dependents. In
February 1987, a seventeen-member
team from the 15th Civil Engineering
Squadron at Hickam AFB deployed to
the Cook Islands, a fifteen-island na-
tion in the South Pacific, to repair
damage from Cyclone Sally. Team
members not only received valuable
training that tested their wartime re-
pair skills but also helped Cook Is-
landers in their recovery efforts.

Later that year, other Pacific storms
ripped through South Korea and the
Philippines, causing untold destruc-
tion and hardships for residents of
those countries. Again, PACAF peo-
ple were quick to respond with aid for
the sick, hungry, and homeless. When
there was a need, PACAF was ready to
help.

This kind of humanitarian effort not
only increases goodwill between the
United States and its Pacific friends
and allies but also improves morale in
the command and demonstrates
PACAF's concern for its Pacific neigh-
bors. This, combined with the already
high degree of professionalism and
dedication to duty, makes PACAF a
force to be reckoned with at the tip of
the Pacific spear. L
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'CYALUME LIGHTSTICKS...on the flight line
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Traffic Control: Direct personnel and
vehicles safely using Lightsticks, the
alternative to less reliable cone flashlights.

Color-Coding:
Increase visibility in the air and facilitate location on the ground.
”//
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| Operational Safety: /
Marshall aircraft near flammable fuel Disaster Preparedness:
supplies by placing sparkproof Identify personnel wearing NBC suits
' Lightsticks in directional handles and mark off contaminated areas.

Night Vision: Infrared Lightsticks
mark the L.Z while a blue Lightstick
provides compatible cockpit illumination.

Your Key To Safety And Command Control

CYALUME Lightsticks offer the tactical flexibility to meet nighttime military
objectives while maintaining operational safety for ground and flight crew.
Available in the colors, intensities, sizes and durations that have made

them a key part of flight safety kits and night operations, Lightsticks are
reliable, compact and totally safe.

Order today through your supply system.

For a complete listing of NSNs

or for more informaltion, contact:

Bob McDermott, Military Sales Manager
Chemical Light Department

World Headquarters:

American Cyanamid Company

One Cyanamid Plaza

Wayne, New Jersey 07470

TELEX #219136 ACYIN UR

& 1988 American Cyanamid Company
Cyalume is a registered trademark
of American Cyanamid Company




5
- Kollsman

PRty LA o HER Sro i ® .. .discovering the technology of tomorrow.




Strategic Air Command

HE business of Strategic Air Com-
mand is to build combat capabili-
ties and deter war. As Gen. Curtis E.
LeMay, former Commander in Chief,
Strategic Air Command, once said,
“The important thing to remember is
that if we do, in fact, possess the
power to deter, it is only because we
clearly possess the power to win.”
Deterrence—protecting America’s
freedom—demands that SAC be pre-
pared to respond anytime, anywhere.
Being ready at a moment's notice has
been part of SAC’s lifestyle since SAC
people began pulling alert on Octo-

The cabin area of this
Strategic Air Com-
mand B-52 is a study
in shadows as the
bomber prepares for
an evening flight at
SAC’s Loring AFB,
Me. The “Buffs” have
been SAC’s air-
breathing bellwethers
forever, it seems. The
B-52 remains synony-
mous with the mis-
sion of deterring nu-
clear war that is en-
trusted to USAF’s
largest command—
with its more than
121,000 officers, en-
listed people, and ci-
vilians, as well as
15,000 SAC-gained
reserves.

ber 1, 1957. For more than thirty
years, 365 days a year, twenty-four
hours a day, SAC alert forces have
provided the foundation of our na-
tion's deterrence. To recognize this
achievement and its importance to
our country, SAC is celebrating 1988
as “The Year of the SAC Alert Force.”

SAC emphasizes both nuclear and
conventional combat capability. Cur
national leaders depend on SAC for
its long-range strike force of manned
bombers and intercontinental bal-
listic missiles. The might of the SAC
strike force resides in more than 400

bombers—B-1Bs, FB-111s, and
B-52s-—nearly 1,000 Minuteman inter-
continental ballistic missiles, and, by
the end of this year, fifty Peacekeeper
ICBMs. The bombers are supported
by more than 600 tankers, including
aircraft of the Air National Guard and
Air Force Reserve.

SAC strategic reconnaissance and
worldwide command and control net-
works are vital for force-posturing.
The reconnaissance mission relies on
the SR-71, U-2, and RC-135 aircraft
along with the newer TR-1. EC-135
and E-4B Post-Attack Command and

Headquarters, Offutt AFB, Neb.

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND

Commander in Chief
Gen. Jnhn'[. Chain, Jr.

8th Alr Force
Hq. Barksdale AFB, La.

7th Air Division
19th Air Division
40th Air Division
42d Air Division
45th Air Division

1

1st Strateglc Aerospace Divislon
Hq. Vandenberg AFB, Calif.

394th ICBM Test Maintenance Squadron
4315th Combat Crew Training Squadron
4392d Aerospace Support Wing
4392d Security Police Group

15th Air Force
Hq. March AFB, Calif

3d Air Division

4th Alr Division
12th Air Division
14th Air Division
57th Air Divislon

1st Combat Evaluation Group
Barksdale AFB, La

|
544th Strategic Intelligence Wing
Offutt AFB, Neb.
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Through a one-way window, instructors literally look over the shoulders of an ICBM crew in the training simulator at Francis E.
Warren AFB, Wyo., home of SAC’s 90th Strategic Missile Wing and of its new Peacekeeper ICBMs. The instructors create combat
situations and other contingencies on computers and observe each crew as it reacts to them throughout a twenty-four-hour test
period. SAC's ICBMs are the land-based leg of the time-tested US strategic triad that also includes SAC’s bombers and the Navy’s
submarine ballistic missile force.

Control System (PACCS) aircraft offer
asurvivable and enduring airborne al-
ternate to SAC’s worldwide ground-
based command and control system.

Careful maintenance and ongoing
upgrades have improved and ex-
tended SAC's older systems far be-
yond their original capability. State-
of-the-art electronics and addition of
air-launched cruise and Harpoon mis-
siles will give the B-52 a significant
combat capability well into the future.
The Avionics Modernization Program
has enhanced the bombing, naviga-
tion, and terrain-following radar po-
tential of the FB-111. The life span of
the KC-135 has been extended into
the middle of the next century by re-
skinning the wings, installing new en-
gines, and improving the aircraft
cockpit.

The accuracy, responsiveness, and
flexibility of the Minuteman system
continue to improve. Upgrades to
older systems are being comple-
mented by the deployment of major
new strategic aircraft and missiles—
the B-1B bomber, the KC-10 tanker,
and the Peacekeeper missile—which
adds enormous combat capability to
the nation’s arsenal.

On the horizon, the B-2 Advanced
Technology Bomber, along with such
developmental systems as the Ad-
vanced Cruise Missile and the new
Short-Range Attack Missile (SRAM I1),
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will help sustain the inherent flexibil-
ity of America’'s triad of manned
bombers, land-based ICBMs, and
sea-launched ballistic missiles. The
Rail-Garrison Peacekeeper ICBM and
the Small ICBM in hardened, mobile
launchers offer promising concepts
to add enduring high-quality weap-
ons to the ICBM portion of the strate-
gic triad.

But SAC is not just a nuclear com-
mand. All SAC bomber crews have
both nuclear and conventional mis-
sions. New tactics, training, and mu-
nitions are improving the command's
capability to project conventional
firepower worldwide. Much of this
strength comes from the muscle and
reach of the venerable B-52.

SAC “trains the way we'll fight.” The
new Strategic Training Center at
Ellsworth AFB, S. D., will improve the
quality of aircrew training and allow
crews to practice improved tactics.
Standoff munitions are planned,
which will further add to SAC’s con-
ventional strength.

To ensure effective employment of
both new and existing weapon sys-
tems, state-of-the-art communica-
tions are necessary. This fall, the new
underground command center lo-
cated at Hg. SAC at Offutt AFB, Neb.,
will join the Defense Satellite Com-
munications System (DSCS IlI),
Milstar, and the Air Force Satellite

Communications (AFSATCOM) sys-
tem to provide the best possible com-
munications for the direction of SAC
forces. The new Ground Wave Emer-
gency Network (GWEN) now being
deployed resists electromagnetic
pulse (EMP) effects and will improve
communications among US-based
forces.

Weapons and support systems pro-
vide one of the two pillars of combat
capability. The other essential ele-
ment is people. SAC is the Air Force's
largest command, with more than
121,000 officers, enlisted people, and
civilians, as well as 15,000 SAC-
gained reserves. The command fo-
cuses on people and fosters pride,
professionalism, and innovation. SAC
makes an extra effort to recognize su-
perior performers and gives special
attention to quality of life. These pro-
grams are a top priority in SAC be-
cause they transiate into increased
readiness and combat capability.

SAC people are confident of their
ability to carry out their mission any-
time, anywhere. Those who pull alert
and those who support them guard
this nation on freedom's front line.
SAC’s traditions of unsurpassed pro-
fessionalism and dedication have
built a proud heritage. “The Year of
the SAC Alert Force” will celebrate
SAC's vigilance in safeguarding
America’'s freedom in the future. =
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EIGHTH AIR FORCE (SAC)

Headquarters, Barksdale AFB, La.

Commander
LL Gen. Ellie G. Shuler, Jr.

Tth Alr Division
Ramstein AB, Germany

17th Reconnaissance Wing
RAF Alconbury, UK

306th Stralegic Wing®
RAF Mildenhall, UK

11th Strategic Group
RAF Fairford, UK

*Tenant Units

18th Air Division
Carswell AFB, Tex.

7th Bomb Wing
Carswell AFB, Tex
(B-52, KC-135)

340th Air Refueling Wing®
Altus AFB, Okla
(KC-135)

351st Strategic Missile Wing
Whiteman AFB, Mo,
(Minuteman)

3a4th Bomb Wing
McConnell AFB, Kan.
{B-1B, KC-135)

40th Alr Division
Wurtsmith AFB. Mich

379th Bomb Wing
Wurtsmith AFB, Mich.
(B-52, KC-135)

410th Bomb Wing
K. I. Sawyer AFB, Mich
(B-52, KC-135)

416th Bomb Wing
Griffiss AFB, N. Y.
(B-52, KC-135)

45th Air Division
Pease AFB, N. H.

42d Air Division
Blytheville AFB, Ark

42d Bomb Wing
Loring AFB, Me.
(B-52, KC-135)

2d Bomb Wing
Barksdale AFB, La
(B-52, KC-10, KC-135)

380th Bomb Wing
Plattsburgh AFB, N. Y.
(FB-111, KC-135)

19th Air Refueling Wing*
Robins AFB, Ga
(KC-135)

509th Bomb Wing
Pease AFB. N, H.
{FB-111, KC-135)

68th Air Refueling Wing®
Seymour Johnson AFB, N. C,
(KC-10}

97th Bomb Wing
Blytheville AFB, Ark
(B-52, KC-135)

305th Air Refueling Wing
Grissom AFB, Ind.
(KC-135)

FIFTEENTH AIR FORCE (SAC)

Headquarters, March AFB, Calif,

Commander
Lt. Gen. Richard A. Burpee

3d Air Division
Andersen AFB, Guam

43d Bomb Wing
(B-52)

Kadena AB, Japan
(KC-135)

Andersen AFB, Guam

376th Strategic Wing®

1
4th Air Division
F. E. Warren AFB, Wyo,

28th Bomb Wing
Ellsworth AFB, S. D
(B-1B, KC-135)

44th Strategic Missile Wing
Ellsworth AFB, §, D.
(Minuteman)

90th Strategic Missile Wing
F. E. Warren AFB, Wyo,
(Minuteman/Peacekeaper)

341zt Strategic Missile Wing
Malmstrom AFB, Mont.
(Minuternan)

|
12th Alr Division
Dyess AFB, Tex

93d Bomb Wing
Castle AFB, Calif.
(B-52, KC-135)

96th Bomb Wing
Dyess AFB, Tex
(B-1B, KC-135)

320th Bomb Wing*

Mather AFB, Calif.
(B-52)

*Tenant Units

14th Air Division
Beale AFB, Calif

6th Strategic Wing
Eielson AFB, Alaska
(RC-135)

9th Strategic Reconnaissance Wing
Beale AFB, Calif
(SR-71, U-2, TR-1, KC-135)

22d Air Refueling Wing
March AFB, Calif
(KC-10, KC-135)

55th Strategic’ Reconnaissance Wing
Offutt AFB, Neb.
(RC/KC-135)

|
57th Alr Division
Minot AFB, N. D.

5Sth Bomb Wing
Minot AFB, N. D.
(B-52, KC-135)

91st Strategic Missile Wing
Minot AFB, N. D
{(Minuteman)

92d Bomb Wing
Fairchild AFB, Wash.
{B-52, KC-135)

319th Bomb Wing
Grand Forks AFB, N. D.
(B-1B, KC-135)

321st Strategic Missile Wing
Grand Forks AFB, N. D.
(Minuteman)
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For further information contact: :
British Aerospace Inc, 2101 L Street, NW,
Suite 207, Washington DC 20037

Tel: (202) 857 0125




1. Hawk 2-seat trainer/ground attack aircraft

2. Goshawk jet trainer for US Navy
3. Tornado all-weather strike aircraft

4. Sea Harrier carrier-borne V/STOL combat aircraft
5. Harrier Il advanced V/STOL combat aircraft

6. Jaguar supersonic tactical strike aircraft

7. ALARM (Air-Launched Anti-Radar Missile)

BRITISH AEROSPFPACE A‘-\‘)/A‘

British Aerospace plc, 11 Strand, London.

8. Swingfire long-range anti-armour weapon
9. Sea Eagle long-range sea-skimming anti-ship missile
10. Sea Skua lightweight anti-ship missile
11. Sea Urchin naval ground mine
12. Tracked Rapier mobile low-level air defence system
13. Rapier area low-level air defence system
14. Sky Flash all-weather air-to-air missile
15. Sea Dart shipborne area-defence missile
16. Seawolf shipborne anti-missile system
17. ASRAAM (Advanced Short-Range Air-to-Air Missile)
18. Hawk 200 single-seat fighter
19. Tornado Air Defence Variant
20. EFA (proposed European Fighter Aircraft)
21. EAP (Experimental Aircraft Programme)
22. Skynet military communications satellite



Tactical Air Command

HE mission of Tactical Air Com-

mand (TAC) is to organize, train,
equip, and maintain combat-ready
forces capable of rapid deployment
and employment as well as to ensure
that strategic air defense forces are
ready to meet the challenges of
peacetime air sovereignty and war-
time air defense. TAC is also charged
with the responsibility of working
with the Army, Navy, and Marine
Corps to develop joint doctrine, pro-
cedures, tactics, techniques, training,
publications, and equipment for joint
operations.

When mobilized, more than 70,000
members of the Air National Guard
(ANG) and Air Force Reserve
(AFRES), along with their 1,400 air-
craft, are assigned to TAC to accom-
plish its wartime mission. In total, TAC
and these TAC-gained units consist of
more than 4,000 aircraft (some forty-
four percent of all USAF aircraft). The
TAC active-duty force consists of
more than 119,000 people, including
civilians.

TAC's joint service responsibilities
include providing the Air Force com-
ponent of the US Atlantic Command,
US Central Command, and US South-
ern Command. The TAC Commander
is dual-hatted as MAJCOM com-

mander and CINCAFLANT. TAC's
Ninth Air Force commander doubles
as COMUSCENTAF, and TAC's Twelfth
Air Force commander doubles as
COMUSSOQUTHAF. TAC's First Air
Force commander also serves as the
commander of the CONUS North
American Aerospace Defense (NOR-
AD) Region, which, along with the
Alaskan and Canadian regions, pro-
vides an operational command and
control system for NORAD.

When activated as Air Forces Atlan-
tic under the unified Atlantic Com-
mand, TAC conducts air operations
within the USLANTCOM area of re-
sponsibility, which includes the North
Atlantic and the Caribbean. In sup-
port of USCENTCOM, TAC, through
Ninth Air Force in its role as USCEN-
TAF, provides combat-ready units for
joint operations in Southwest Asia. In
support of US Southern Command in
Latin America, TAC, through Twelfth
Air Force in its role as USSOUTHAF,
provides air defense, tactical air sup-
port, and command and control for
the region as required. In addition to
providing forces to USLANTCOM, US-
CENTCOM, and USSOUTHCOM, TAC
also supports the US Pacific Com-
mand (USPACOM) and the US Euro-
pean Command (USEUCOM) by en-

suring that its resources are ade-
quately trained, organized, and
equipped for deployment to these
theaters as required by various con-
tingency plans.

TAC’s forces are organized under
three numbered air forces and three
major direct reporting units.

® First Air Force, headquartered at
Langiey AFB, Va., includes two air di-
visions, each having two air defense
sectors responsible for the air de-
fense of particular CONUS geograph-
ic areas. First Air Force also manages
the USAF Air Defense Weapons Cen-
ter (USAFADWC), Tyndall AFB, Fla_,
which provides specialized air de-
fense weapons training and tactics
development for aircrews and air
weapons controllers and performs
operational test and evaluation of
strategic air defense systems. Air
Forces Iceland at Keflavik Naval Sta-
tion, Iceland, which is under the op-
erational control of USCINCLANT,
provides a combat force for the air
defense of Iceland. The commander,
First Air Force, as Commander,
CONUS NORAD Region, reports di-
rectly to CINCNORAD for the air sov-
ereignty and air defense of the
CONUS.

® Ninth Air Force at Shaw AFB,

Headquarters, Langley AFB, Va.

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND

Commander
Gen. Robert D. Russ

1st Air Force
Hq, Langley AFB, Va.

28th Air Division

Hg. Tinker AFB, Okla

Sth Alr Farce
Hq. Shaw AFB, S, C.

|
12th Alr Force
Ha. Bergstrom AFB, Tex.

|
USAF Tactical Fighter

Weapons Center

552d Airborne Warning
& Control Wing
Tinker AFB, Okla

960th Airborne Warning

961st Mrhorll—m Warning
& Control Squadron
Kadena AB, Japan
(E-3)

41st Electronic
Combat Squadron
Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz.
(EC-130)

(EC-130)

7th Airborne Command
& Control Squadron
Keesler AFB, Miss,

Ha. Nellis AFB. Nev.
(F-15, F-18, F-111, A-10, F-5, UH-1)

USAF 'llld.lnl Alr

Warlare Center
Hg. Eglin AFB, Fla.
(RF-4, F-4, F-15, F-186,

A-10, EF-111, GLCM)
& Control Squadron
Ketflavik NS, lceland 57th Fighter
(E-3) Weapons Wing 44415t Tactical
Nellis AFB, Nev. Training Group
| (USAF Fighter Weapons School) (Blue Flag)
862d Airborne Warning {4440th Tactical Fighter Eglin AFB, Fla.
& Control Squadron Training Group)
Eimendorf AFB, Alaska {Red Flag)
(E-3) USAF Air Demonstration 4442d Taclical
Squadron Control Group
1 (Thunderbirds) Eglin AFB, Fla.
£ b (A A rcund
Tinker AFB, Okla. 5541h Op Crecalions sehou)
(EC-135) Support Wing Yl

Nellis AFB, Nev.
(554th Range Group)
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FIRST AIR FORCE (TAC)

Headquarters, Langley AFB, Va.

Commander
LL Gen. Jimmie V. Adams

24th alrlmwltlon
Hq. Griffiss AFB, M. Y.
(F-4C/D, F-15, F-16, F-106)

1
25th Alr Division
Hq. McChord AFB, Wash.
(F-4C/D, F-15, F-16)

Southeast Alr Il\olann Sector

Northeast Al

Tyndall AFB, Fla.

Griffiss AFB, N. Y.

|
USAF Alr Defense Weapons Center
Hg. Tyndall AFB, Fia.

Southwest Alr Lll’ﬂl’ll' Sector
March AFB, Calif.

North Alrl‘ 1
McChord AFB, Wash.

325th Tncllcall'nalnlng Wing
Tyndall AFB, Fla.
(F-15)

475th Weapons l!.vnlultlon Group
Tyndall AFB, Fla.
(QF-100, YQF-100D, BQM-34A/8, MOM-107B)

Alr ch:all Iceland
Keflavik NS, Iceland

(F-15)

S. C., has ten wings performing tac-
tical fighter operations and training
as well as reconnaissance and the
tactical air control mission.

e Twelfth Air Force at Bergstrom
AFB, Tex., has five air divisions. Four
of the air divisions and thirteen wings
perform tactical fighter operations
andtraining, reconnaissance, tactical
air control, and a wide range of elec-
tronic combat tasks, including F-4G
Wild Weasel and EF-111 Raven sup-
port jamming. One group is responsi-
ble for ground-launched cruise mis-
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sile training. The 5th Air Division, USAF
Southern Air Division (USAFSO), How-
ard AFB, Panama, is responsible for
the joint defense of the Panama Ca-
nal. USAFSO assists in training Latin
American air forces and provides air
support for combined training exer-
cises with Latin American military
forces.

@ The USAF Tactical Air Warfare
Center (USAFTAWC), Eglin AFB, Fla.,
is responsible for all aspects of elec-
tronic combat activities and provides
training and evaluation of command

control and intelligence systems. Ad-
ditionally, it provides the electronic
combat expertise for TAC’s “"Green
Flag” exercises, in which TAC air-
crews as well as those from sister ser-
vices fly realistic, simulated combat
missions in a demanding electronic
jamming environment to exercise tac-
tics and procedures developed for
use under these conditions.

® The USAF Tactical Fighter Weap-
ons Center (USAFTFWC), Nellis AFB,
Nev., conducts advanced training and
testing in tactical air concepts, doc-

Here's one of the F-15
Eagles of the 71st Tac-
tical Fighter Wing at
Langley AFB, Va., home
of the USAF's Tactical Air
Command. TAC has the
tall order of maintaining
combat-ready fighter
forces for extensive op-
erations Stateside and
for expeditious deploy-
ment to overseas com-
mands, including provid-
ing them to the Air Force
component of US Atlan-
tic Command, US Cen-
tral Command, and US
Southern Command. TAC
is also assigned the
CONUS air defense mis-
sion and is heavily in-
volved in joint-service
operations.
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NINTH AIR FORCE (TAC)

Headquarters, Shaw AFB, S. C.

1st Tactical Fighter Wing
Langley AFB, va.

Commander
Lt. Gen. Charles A. Horner

L]
4th Tactical Fighter Wing
Seymour Johnson AFB, N.C.

{F-15, EC-135, UH-1) (F-4E)
r T T 1
23d Tactical Fighter Wing 31st Tactical Fighter Wing 33d Tactical Fighter Wing 56th Tactical Training Wing
England AFB, La. Homestead AFB, Fla, Eglin AFE, Fla MacDill AFB, Fla.
{A-10) (F-4D, F-16) (F-15) (F-16, UH-1)

I
34Tth Tactical Fighter Wing
Moody AFB, Ga.
(F-4E, F-16)

354th Tactical Fighter Wing
Myrtle Beach AFB, S.C.

(A-10) (F-16, RF-4C)

363d Tactical Fighter Wing
Shaw AFB, S. C.

1
507th Tactical Alr Control Wing
Shaw AFB, S.C.
(OV-10, OT-37, CH-3)

TWELFTH AIR FORCE (TAC)

Headquarters, Bergstrom AFB, Tex.

Commander
Lt Gen. Merrlll A. McPeak

I
831st Air Division
George AFB, Calif.

35th Tactical Training Wing
George AFB, Calif.
({F-4E)

37th Tactical Fighter Wing

B832d Air Division

S58th Tactical Tralning Wing

405th Tactical Training Wing

Luke AFB, Ariz.

Luke AFB. Ariz

(F-16) (F-15)

Hq. Howard AFB, Panama

24th Composite Squadron (USAFSO)
Howard AFB, Panama
(OA-37)

George AFB, Calil. Luke AFB, Ariz Holloman AFB, N. M.
(F4EIG) (F-15; F-5) (AT-38B)
I
USAF Southern Air Division

AF Acad

Albrook, Panama

I
833d Air Division
Hollgman AFB, N. M

49th Tactical Fighter Wing
Holloman AFE. N. M

479th Tactical Training Wing

836th Air Division
Davis-Monthan AFB. Ariz

— 355th Tactlcal Training Wing
Davis-Monthan AFB. Ariz
(A-10})

t— 602d Tactical Air Control Wing
Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz.
(OA-37, OV-10, OA-10)

868th Tactical Misslle Training Group
Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz
(GLCM)

Cannon AFB, N. M
(F-111D}

27th Tactical Fighter Wing

3881h Tactical Fighter Wing

67th Tactical Reconnalssance Wing
Bergstrom AFB, Tex.
(RF-4C)

Hill AFB, Utah

(F-16}) (F-18)

L}
366th Tactical Fighter Wing
Mountain Home AFB, Idaho
(F-111, EF-111A)

474th Tactical Fighter Wing
Nellis AFB, Nev.

trine, weapons, and tactics. USAF-
TFWC also evaluates equipment and
munitions designs for tactical fighter
operations. The Thunderbirds, the
USAF Air Demonstration Squadron,
is a USAFTFWC unit. The center is
responsible for all Red Flag and
Green Flag activities and TAC’s ag-
gressor forces.

@ The 28th Air Division, Tinker AFB,
Okla., operates E-3 AWACS, EC-130E,
EC-130H, and EC-135 aircraft. The air
division comprises a wing at Tinker
AFB, Okla., and squadrons at Kadena
AB, Japan, Keflavik NS, Iceland,
Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz., Keesler
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AFB, Miss., and Eimendorf AFB, Alas-
ka, as well as a detachment in Saudi
Arabia. The E-3 provides surveillance
and warning, control of friendly fight-
ers, airborne battle management, and
an airborne command post in sup-
port of NORAD for air defense of
North America. Two versions of the
EC-130 provide airborne battlefield
command and control and jamming
of enemy command control and com-
munications networks. The EC-135s
serve as flying command posts to as-
sist overseas deployment of tactical
fighter aircraft.

During the last year, TAC continued

its highly praised "Flag” programs to
provide combat training under real-
istic conditions. Key Flag programs
include the following:

® Checkered Flag assists in unit
preparation for operations from over-
seas bases. Under Checkered Flag,
TAC fighter squadrons and tactical air
control units are assigned a specific
overseas deployment training loca-
tion. Aircrews and tactical air control-
lers study and practice all facets of
operation from these locations. Fly-
ing units deploy regularly to their
Checkered Flag training bases for re-
alistic on-scene training.

AIR FORCE Magazine / May 1988



STU-II narrows your listeners down to one.

Telecommunications security is critical. The threat is real. The losses can
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Technologies of Survivability:

From take-off to touchdown, TI airborne
radar charts the safest course.

Next to his aircraft’s power plant and
flight instruments, a pilot’s most
valuable equipment for night/adverse
weather operations is his radar system.
It puts him on course, keeps him out
of danger, helps him complete the
mission sucessfully, then guides him
home again safely.

Texas Instruments plays a leading role
in this drama. Since 1959 TI has been
the world leader in designing and
manufacturing terrain-following radars
(TFR), advanced TFR, multi-mode
forward-looking radars, and navigation
and attack radars. Today these radar
systems are operating on a variety of
U.S. Air Force, LS. Navy and
Allied aircraft.

The list of users of TI radar
systems reads like a combat aircraft

01-0830-1
©1987 TI

hall of fame:

e F-15E & F-16 — advanced TFR in
the LANTIRN navigation pod, with
high-speed, low-altitude capabilities.

e RF4C — AN/APQ-99 or
AN/APQ-172 multi-mode, forward-
looking radar for low level TF/TA
and ground mapping.

e A.7 — ANJAPQ-126 variable
configuration TF/TA navigation and
attack radar.

e [-111 — AN/APQ-171, an upgraded
version of F-111 series TFR’s with
new transmitters and computer
LRU components.

* Tornado nose radar — terrain-
following, terrain-avoidance, ground
mapping and attack targeting, with
a digital scan converter advanced
radar display.

All these current systems demonstrate
TI’s broad range of radar experience
and technical development. And the
future looks just as brighe, with
development programs such as solid
state phased array (SSPA) and
covert penetration radar. It’s
technology at work, enhancing flight
crews’ survivability.

Texas Instruments — where
technology translates into action.

Texas Instruments Incorporated
Defense Systems & Electronics Group
P.O. Box 660246 MS 3127

Dallas, Texas 75266

|
TEXAS
INSTRUMENTS



e Red Flag furnishes tactical fight-
er training in a large, joint, combined
exercise that gives aircrews experi-
ence against simulated enemy
ground and air opposition. As many
as 300 aircraft, including Navy and
Marine Corps forces as well as those
of our allies, fly up to 4,500 sorties
during each six-week exercise.

® Green Flag is an “electronic
combat Red Flag” that focuses on in-
tegrating and improving the elec-
tronic combat (EC) capabilities of the
tactical air forces. In cooperation with
USAFTFWC, USAFTAWC provides the
exercise scenarios that train aircrews
in the use of appropriate tactics and
electronic combat systems.

e Copper Flag, the air defense
equivalent of Red Flag, is conducted
at Tyndall AFB, Fla., to increase the
readiness of air defense forces. These
exercises provide individual aircrew,
weapons controller, and command
control system training against real-
istic simulated enemy attackers in
scenarios covering the full range of
attack and defense options.

® Silver Flag trains combat support
force units to operate in a potentially
hostile, bare/austere base environ-
ment. Personnel are tasked to resolve
a variety of simulated combat prob-
lems that closely resemble the cir-
cumstances likely to be encountered
in a war or contingency.

@ Blue Flag provides real-time com-
mand and control and communica-
tions training for battle staff person-
nel in realistic joint and combined
NATO, Korean, and Southwest Asian
scenarios. Training is provided not
only for TAC people but also for per-
sonnel from other Air Force com-

Ground crew takes
tender loving care of
a Tactical Air Com-
mand F-16 fighter.
The dedication and
proficiency of TAC’s
enlisted ground crew-
men are major rea-
sons for the superla-
tive sortie rates of the
command’s combat
aircraft. Ground
crews exemplify the
“people” part of the
equation that enables
USAF to come up with
the right answers in
readiness. Excellence
of enlisted personnel
extends to TAC-
gained Air National
Guard and Air Force
Reserve units as well,
consisting of 1,400
aircraft.
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mands, our sister services, and, on a
regular basis, from allied nations.

In 1987, TAC accelerated its involve-
ment in joint forces development by
participating in joint exercises as well
as active interaction within the Joint
Force Development Process (JFDP). A
goal of JFDP is to maximize the US
total-force warfighting capability by
fielding affordable joint forces. TAC is
tasked with fourteen of thirty-seven
joint initiatives designed to increase
its joint warfighting capabilities.
These joint initiatives include the de-
velopment of the Army-Air Force Joint
Surveillance and Target Attack Radar
System (Joint STARS), the develop-
ment of Army-Air Force doctrine and
procedures for external defense of air
bases, the refinement of procedures
for requesting and controlling close
air support in rear operations, im-
provements in joint suppression of
enemy air defenses, and the develop-
ment of joint reconnaissance road-
maps to identify requirements and re-
fine the force mix for future surveil-
lance systems.

TAC participated in numerous com-
posite force training exercises, such
as Sand Eagle and Coronet Sentry,
and joint systems training exercises
that provide training for both ground
and airborne elements of the Tactical
Air Control System. These exercises
ensure effective command training of
forces within joint operations.

TAC restructured its air defense
mission by organizing along geo-
graphic areas of responsibilities,
which eliminated two divisions and
created four new air defense sectors.
These new sectors—Northeast,
Southeast, Northwest, and South-

west—were assigned to the two re-
maining air divisions, the 24th Air Di-
vision in the East and the 25th Air
Division in the West.

The forward air control moderniza-
tion program began in earnest when
the first OA-10 FAC squadron was acti-
vated at Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz.
The OA-10 will eventually replace the
OA-37.

Other modernization programs
continued during the year as one
squadron converted from F-16A/B
models to newer F-16C/D models, two
squadrons of F-4Es converted to
F-16A/Bs, and one wing completed its
conversion to the Multistage Improve-
ment Program F-15C/D.

The 552d Airborne Warning and
Control Wing logged its 5,000th mis-
sion in Saudi Arabia. This milestone
marked the completion of more than
67,000 hours of continuous airborne
surveillance to enhance the security
of allies in the Persian Gulf region.

Gunsmoke '87, the US Air Force
biennial worldwide air-to-ground
gunnery meet, was conducted at
Nellis AFB, Nev., October 4-17.

During the year, hospitals within the
command were renamed medical
groups with the numerical designa-
tions of their supported units.

The Thunderbirds Air Demonstra-
tion Squadron flew eighty-one dem-
onstrations at thirty-five Stateside lo-
cations and in ten foreign countries
before a total of more than 14,800,000
spectators. The highlight of the sea-
son was an overseas deployment to
ten countries in the Far East, with
first-time appearances in Guam,
China, Thailand, Malaysia, Singa-
pore, Indonesia, and Australia. =
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United States
Air Forces in Europe

THE United States Air Forces in Eu-
rope (USAFE) is the air compo-
nent of the US European Command
and avital element of the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization. USAFE com-
prises Third Air Force in the United
Kingdom, Sixteenth Air Force in the
Southern/Mediterranean Region, and
Seventeenth Air Force in central Eu-
rope.

The Commander in Chief of USAFE
also serves as Commander, Allied Air
Forces Central Europe, with respon-
sibility for the area extending from the
North Sea and the Elbe River to the
borders of Austria and Switzerland.
Belgium, Canada, the Federal Re-
public of Germany, the Netherlands,
the United Kingdom, and the United
States provide air resources.

Through the Second and Fourth Al-
lied Tactical Air Forces, COMAAFCE
controls some 2,000 tactical aircraft
and defensive and offensive missiles.
“Command forces" comprise an inte-
grated peacetime air defense. Upon
political decision by member nations,
“assigned forces” are available for
contingencies or wartime.

In FY '87, USAFE flew its 600 tac-
tical aircraft nearly 225,000 high-per-
formance hours under the most real-
istic training scenarios and in the
worst weather in the Air Force. Six
Class-A mishaps (computed against
171,000 flying hours because of an Air
Force change in analysis procedures)
compare favorably with previous
USAFE years and with other tactical
commands. Ground fatalities were re-

duced twenty-four percent, with
ground mishaps down in every cate-
gory.

By fall, the command’s F-16A/Bs
will have been swapped for F-16C/Ds
with improved avionics. The Multi-
stage Improvement Program (MSIP)
begun last year continues an F-15
swap/retrofit to provide improved avi-
onics in the Eagles as well. The
EF-111s began receiving P109 en-
gines last year to increase thrust and
fuel efficiency, and the Avionics Mod-
ernization Program began replacing
the attack and terrain-following radar
and the bomb navigation systems on
the F-111Fs. Ground-launched cruise
missile deployments continued, as
the sixth GLCM wing was activated at
Woensdrecht AB, the Netherlands.

US European Command
(USEUCOM)

UNITED STATES AIR FORCES IN EUROPE

Headquarters, Ramstein AB, West Germany

US Air Force

(USAF)

|

Headquarters
United States Air Forces in Europe (USAFE)
Hq. Ramstein AB, West Germany
Gen. WiHiiam L. Kirk, Commander in Chief
|

I
3d Air Force
Hqg. RAF Mildenhall, UK
Ma|. Gen. Willlam K. James, Commander

7455th Tactical Intelligence Wing
Ramstein AB, West Germany

|
16th Air Force
Hq. Torrejon AB, Spain
Maj. Gen. Winfield 5. Harpe, Commander

7350th Air Base Group
Tempelhof Airport, Berlin

1
17th Air Force
Hg. Sembach AB, West Germany
Maj. Gen. Richard M. Pascoe, Commander

The USAFE organizational charl above shows peacetime lines of command. This charl shows the NATO wartime command lines of authority.

Allied Command Europe (ACE)
Allled Forces Central Europe (AFCENT)

Allied Air Forces Central Europe (AAFCE)
Hag, Ramstein AB, West Germany
Gen. William L. Kirk, Commander

Second Allied Tactical Air Force (2ATAF)
Hg. Moenchen-Gladbach, West Germany
Air Marshal Sir Anthony Skingsley

Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force (4ATAF)

Hq. Heidelberg, West Germany
Lt Gen. Roilf Thiemann, Commander
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THIRD AIR FORCE (USAFE)

Headquarters, RAF Mildenhall, United Kingdom

Commander
Maj. Gen, William K. James
| I | 1
10th Tactical Fighter Wing 20th Tactical Fighter Wing 48th Taclical Fighter Wing 81st Taclical Fighter Wing
RAF Alconbury, UK RAF Upper Heyford, UK AAF Lakenheath, UK RAF Bentwaters/Woodbridge, UK
(A-10, F-5, SAC TR-1) (F-111E, EF-111) (F-111F) (A-10; MAC Rescue HC-130, HH-53)
[ I | !
303d Tactical Misslle Wing 501st Tactical Missile Wing 513th Airborne Command and Control Wing 7020th Air Base Group
RAF Molesworth, UK RAF Greenham Common, UK RAF Mildenhall, UK RAF Fairford, UK
(BGM-108G GLCM) (BGM-109G GLCM) (USAFE EC-135; MAC rotational C-130; (SAC rotational KC-135)
SAC rotational KC-135, SAC SR-71)
T274th Air Base Group

RAF Chicksands, UK
(Support; communications)

SIXTEENTH AIR FORCE (USAFE)

Headgquarters, Torrejon AB, Spain

Commander
Maj. Gen. Winfield S. Harpe

Hg. TUSLOG 401st Tactical Fighter Wing 406th Tactical Fighter Training Wing 487th Tactical Missile Wing
Ankara AS, Turkey Torrejon AB, Spain Zaragoza AB, Spain Comiso AB, Italy
(Logistics managemant) (F-16C/D) (Tactical range supporl, weapons) (BGM-109G GLCM)

pe—ee 181 Tactical Group
Incirlik AB, Turkey
{Rotational USAFE aircraft)

p———721Tth Air Base Group I I
Ankara AS, Turkey 40th Tactical Grou T i L
et p '206th Air Base Group 7275th Air Base Group 7276th Air Base Group
(Command and logistical management) Aviano AB, ltaly Hellenikon AB, Greece San Vito dei Normanni AB, Italy Iraklion AB, Crete
(Rotational USAFE aircraft) (Support: communications) (Support: communications) (Support; communications)

72413t Air Base Group
Izmir AS, Turkey
(NATO unit support)

Fighter aircraft of US
Air Forces in Europe
(USAFE) are pro-
tected and main-
tained in such hard-
ened shelters as this
one at Hahn AB, West
Germany, featuring
an F-16 in the fore-
ground. USAFE is the
air component of the
US European Com-
mand and an indis-
pensable element of
the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization.
USAFE’s Commander
in Chief also serves
as Commander, Allied
Air Forces Central Eu-
rope, shouldering
sweeping geograph-
ical responsibilities.

—USAF phota by 55gt. Fernando Sema
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Headquarters, Sembach AB, Germany

SEVENTEENTH AIR FORCE (USAFE)

Commander
Ma). Gen. Richard M. Pascoe

65th alrrf“ I8l
Lindsey AB, Germany

j——— 52d Tactical Fighter Wing
Spangdahlem AB, Germany
(F-4G, F-16C/D, converting from F-4E)

L 66ih Electronic Combat Wing
Sembach AB, Germany
(EF-111A stationed at RAF Upper
Heyford, UK; EC-130H)

601st Taclical Control Wing

Sembach AB, Germany
{Command control communications)

26th Tactical Reconnailssance Wing
Zwelbriicken AB, Germany

38th Tactical Iﬂieslle Wing

Wueschhelm AB, Germany
(BGM-109G GLCM)

|
485th Tactical Missile Wing
Florennes AB, Belgium
(BGM-108G GLCM)

|
71008t Combat Support Wing
Lindsey AB, Germany
(USAF Regionai Medical Center;
collocated operating bases;
munitions support squadrons,;

(RF-4, C-23) (F-15A/B)

{F-15C/D)

d control

inications)

36th Tactical Fighter Wing
Bitburg AB, Germany

|
50th Tactical Fighter Wing
Hahn AB, Germany
(F-16C/D)

|
486th Tactical Misslle Wing
Woensdrecht AB, The Netherlands
{BGM-108G GLCM)

|
316th Alr DIVISION se—
Ramstein AB, Germany

86th Tactical Fighter Wing =
Ramstein AB, Germany
(F-16C/D)

377th Combat Support Wing —
Ramstein AB, Germany
(Support)

|
32d Tactical Fighter Squadron
Soesterberg AB, The Netherlands

(The GLCMs will be phased out fol-
lowing Senate ratification of the Inter-
mediate-range Nuclear Forces Treaty
signed in 1987.)

Other command improvements in-
clude USAFE-negotiated host nation
storage facilities and standard ship-
ping containers for munitions trans-
port and storage at forward bases.
Weapons maintenance and ex-
plosive-ordnance disposal have been
added to the command's annual
“Sure-Fire" competition to enhance
munitions handling. With coopera-
tion from its NATO partners, USAFE
has developed the most modern air-
craft refueling systems in the free
world. Examples include computer-
controlled refueling in hardened air-
craft shelters and improved ramp re-
fueling systems.

Through US and NATO funding, the
command has completed seven hard-
ened avionics shelters. Construction
is under way on 950 semihardened
aircraft shelters for NATO-committed
units. Other hardening, sheltering,
and chemical-warfare protection pro-
grams are also under way throughout
the command. Under terms similar to
those of an agreement USAFE has
with the United Kingdom, Germany
and Turkey operate US-owned air de-
fense assets—the Roland in Germany
and Rapier in Turkey—to provide crit-
ically needed point air defense.

USAFE has established a full-scale
air-base operability (ABO) program to
ensure that combat and support units
can survive attack and recover rapidly.

150

The new organization includes a
headquarters directorate and ABO di-
visions at twenty-two bases. The new
divisions merged additional man-
power with disaster preparedness
and explosive-ordnance disposal to
form a single manager for, base-wide
survival and recovery. Areas empha-
sized include survivable communica-
tions and utilities; rapid runway re-
pair; individual and collective chem-
ical protection; camouflage, conceal-
ment, and deception; and hardened
protection of critical assets.

The first Survivable Collective Pro-
tection System-Medical (SCPS-M)
has been completed at Ramstein AB,
West Germany. It puts “shirtsleeve”
wartime medical care into fixed loca-
tions where most Air Force casualties
will be generated during chemical/bi-
ological warfare. Ten contingency
hospitals provide a 5,011-bed capaci-
ty—a more than 100 percent increase
in the past three years. A 1,000-bed
hospital is planned for Luxembourg,
500-bed hospitals are planned for
Belgium and the Netherlands, and a
500-bed facility is being negotiated
with Denmark.

The USAF Regional Medical Cen-
ter, located at Wiesbaden, West Ger-
many, began a major two-year up-
grade last year. New clinics and other
medical construction are planned at
five other bases.

USAFE is firmly committed to its
64,000 military men and women,
more than 29,000 associates from
other major commands, the 11,000 ci-

vilian team members, and their family
members in seventeen European
countries. Quality of life remains a top
command priority. Accompanied tour
options have been increased, and
twenty-three Family Support Centers
assist service members and families.
Four hundred housing units were re-
cently constructed in the United King-
dom and 460 at Comiso AB, Italy. An-
other 3,000 units are under design
and construction elsewhere in the
command.

“Creek Positive" programs reflect
increased emphasis on improving
quality of life to help reduce person-
nel costs. Phase one funded 150 com-
munity facilities, which include dor-
mitories, dining halls, and family
support centers. Phase two empha-
sized customer service, increased op-
erating hours at community facilities,
and similar initiatives. Approximately
2,900 people extended or requested
consecutive overseas tours for an ini-
tial savings of $32 million.

In summary, new USAFE weapon
systems are more reliable and easier
to maintain. Aircraft availability rates
are the highest ever. Spare parts in-
creases have enabled sortie genera-
tion nearly to double. Aircrews are fly-
ing more than in 1980, and aircrew
proficiency is at its highest in years.
The key ingredient in those achieve-
ments is people. The challenges of
readiness and deterrence remain.
USAFE's ready warriors have shown
they can and will continue to meet
those challenges. []
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Air Force Accounting and
Finance Center

THE Air Force Accounting and Fi-
nance Center (AFAFC), located at
Lowry AFB, Colo., is the focal point
for Air Force financial operations for
the worldwide network of 124 Air
Force Accounting and Finance Of-
fices (AFOs), numerous disbursing
agent offices, geographically sepa-
rated units, and 132 Air Force Reserve
payroll offices.

AFAFC provides centralized pay
service to all Air Force military mem-
bers, including active duty, retired, Air
National Guard, and Air Force Re-
serve. The center also accounts for all
money appropriated to the Air Force
and reports to Congress and financial
managers throughout the govern-
ment on the use of these funds.

AFAFC is also the DoD executive
agent for supporting the Security As-
sistance Accounting Center (SAAC).
A component of the Defense Security
Assistance Agency, SAAC is responsi-
ble for overall financial management
of the total DoD Foreign Military Sales
(FMS) program. These responsibili-
ties include centralized accounting,
billing, collecting, analysis, and sys-
tems development for the 17,000 ac-
tive FMS cases valued at approxi-
mately $144 billion. To improve FMS
financial management, SAAC is de-
veloping an automated accounting
and billing system that will be linked
to improved automated systems in
each of the services.

The center directly supports the Air
Staff Directorate of Budget in the
areas of policy and procedures, infor-
mation systems, and financial analy-
sis. It is a vital link in the Comptroller
Office Automation Network (COAN)
and is active in data management and
development functions. AFAFC is also
the Comptroller focal point for war-
time and contingency planning and is
responsible for developing and main-
taining planning documents that
guide Comptroller activities in the
areas of training, education, and per-
sonnel development. The Directorate
of Comptroller Support is the focal
point for small computers in the
comptroller community.

In 1987, the center's sixty-nine offi-
cers, 165 enlisted, and 2,156 civilians
paid more than 803,000 active, Guard,
and Reserve personnel from com-
bined appropriations totaling more
than $21 billion. AFAFC accounted for
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more than $120 billion, controlled
more than 31,000 reports, and pro-
cessed more than 1,400,000 disburse-
ment and collection vouchers.

The Joint Uniform Military Pay Sys-
tem (JUMPS) Data Collection System,
using desktop microcomputers, has
replaced the IV-Phase minicomputer.
The results are a cost savings of more
than $1 million per year in lease and
maintenance costs. This system elim-
inates numerous time-consuming
software and hardware maintenance
jobs associated with maintaining the
IV-Phase minicomputer. It does not
require a controlied environment, has
versatility allowing multiple applica-
tions, and still maintains the twenty-
four-hour turnaround time for pro-
cessing pay actions.

An Automated Agent Input System
(AAIS) provides pay service to Air
Force members at remote locations.
This system has been implemented at
all agent and geographically sepa-
rated large units. The system uses a
desktop microcomputer connected
directly to AFAFC for transmitting and
receiving pay information. This sys-
tem enhances customer service by
providing on-line Electronic Case
Control System capability, twenty-
four-hour turnaround time for pay ac-
tions, and on-line pay record inquiry
capability.

The Trainee Military Pay System,
using Automated Teller Machines
(ATMs), was implemented last June.
The new system greatly improves cus-
tomer service. Development is now
under way on the Worldwide ATM Pro-
totype test to determine whether ac-
tive-duty personnel can be paid their
regular military pay or travel pay
through the machines.

Retired Pay Operations paid more
than $6.8 billion to 546,834 retirees
and 37,043 annuitants under the Sur-
vivor Benefit Plan. Air Force retirees
enjoy customer service at 124 bases
worldwide in addition to service over
toll-free telephone lines from any-
where in the United States. An auto-
matic sequencer controls phone
calls, ensuring better service by an-
swering calls promptly, announcing
messages, and distributing calls in
the order they are received.

The new Casualty and Annuitant
Pay System, implemented in March
1986, improves casualty reporting,

provides faster settlements of arrears
of pay and survivor benefit cost re-
funds, and expedites the first check
to annuitants. The total system over-
haul is scheduled to be completed in
August 1991.

Work continues on designing a
centralized pay system for Air Force
civilians. The current system, which
operates at 100 locations throughout
the Air Force, is complex and labor
intensive. Under the centralized
method, civilians will be paid from
AFAFC. This new system will operate
more efficiently and provide better
service.

By the end of 1987, the System 2200
program had installed fifty-six Sperry
System 2200 computer systems in
base-level comptroller organizations.
These new computers are used to run
accounting and finance as well as
budget systems. Five of the seven
software packages to be developed
have been completed and distributed,
and the remaining two will be fielded
in 1988.

To complement changes in travel
pay, the Automated Travel Record Ac-
counting System (ATRAS) was devel-
oped to automate travel-voucher pro-
cessing. The system will provide an
integrated one-step process for com-
puting vouchers, making payments,
updating accounting records, and
posting a centrally maintained travel
record. This will speed travel-voucher
processing time, improving customer
service.

One unique function at AFAFC is
performed in the freight and travel of-
fice of the Directorate of Settlement
and Adjudication. This office judges
and files claims against commercial
carriers for in-transit loss or damage
of government-owned property and
ensures that collections are made for
the Air Force. The office is also re-
sponsible for the Air Force Freight
Loss and Damage Claims System and
portions of the DoD Freight Claim
System. In FY '87, claims in the
amount of $2,090,000 were assessed
against commercial carriers, and
$705,000 was collected. This does not
include property recovered as a result
of claim actions. Also, 1,230 doubtful
travel claims were settled. Revised
regulations were published for use by
transportation field personnel. Two
workshops were conducted at AFAFC
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and attended by 130 working-level
transportation personnel. This will
improve the quality of reports submit-
ted for claim action, resulting in in-
creased recovery from the carrier.
The banking industry continues to
recognize the Air Force direct deposit
program as one of the most success-
ful in the world. Currently, ninety-four
percent of active duty, eighty-three
percent of all civilian employees, for-
ty-six percent of Air Force Reservists,
and forty-eight percent of the Air Na-
tional Guard participate voluntarily.
The center's Directorate of Re-
source Management is acquiring a
new Office Information System (OIS).
The Local Area Network (LAN) pro-

vides the latest innovations to rid em-
ployees of the tedious methods of
handling paperwork and will connect
this electronic marvel to other offices
within DoD through the Defense Data
Network and the Comptroller Office
Automated Network.

In 1987, the Judge Advocate Gener-
al of the Air Force delegated two new
jobs to the center. The Staff Judge
Advocate became the reviewing and
certifying official for DD Forms 1787,
which pertain to former members and
current or former defense contractor
employees, and for DD Forms 1357,
which pertain to retired regular offi-
cers. The Staff Judge Advocate was
also tasked with filing proofs of claim

for certain nonbusiness bankruptcies
and monitoring bankruptcies where
the Air Force is either the employer or
a creditor.

On December 2, the employees of
AFAFC received the Air Force Organi-
zational Excellence Award for their ef-
forts from January 1, 1985, through
December 31, 1986. Their work dur-
ing this period resulted in dramatic
improvements to the accounting and
finance network worldwide and pro-
vided the men and women of the Air
Force with the best financial and ac-
counting support in DoD. The center
continues to put into action their mot-
to: “Serving With Honor . . . Honored
With Trust.” ]

Air Force Audit Agency

THE Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA),
a separate operating agency
headquartered at Norton AFB, Calif.,
provides all levels of Air Force man-
agement with independent, objec-
tive, and constructive evaluations of
the effectiveness and efficiency with
which managerial responsibilities (fi-
nancial, operational, and support) are
carried out.

The Auditor General of the Air
Force, John W. Boddie, reports di-
rectly to the Secretary of the Air
Force. This enables AFAA indepen-
dently to assess the activities and
functions it audits. Brig. Gen. Basil H.
Pflumm, the Deputy Auditor General,
is located in the Pentagon and acts for
the Auditor General at the Air Staff
and Secretariat.

AFAA has two staff directorates
(Operations and Resource Manage-
ment) and the following three line di-
rectorates:

® The Acquisition and Logistics
Systems Directorate at Wright-Patter-
son AFB, Ohio, directs the develop-
ment and management of audits re-
lating to supply, maintenance, ac-

quisitions, weapon systems, foreign
military sales, and installation-level
logistics.

® The Forces and Support Manage-
ment Directorate at Norton AFB, Cal-
if., directs the development and man-
agement of audits relating to person-
nel, support services, information
technology, comptroller, nonap-
propriated funds, forces manage-
ment, communications, intelligence,
and transportation.

@ The Field Activities Directorate,
also at Norton AFB, Calif., manages
installation-level audit work at sixty-
seven area audit offices located at ma-
jor Air Force installations worldwide.
Supervision of the sixty-seven offices
is exercised through four geographic
region offices located at Andrews
AFB, Md. (Eastern), Offutt AFB, Neb.
(Central), McClellan AFB, Calif. (West-
ern), and Ramstein AB, West Ger-
many (European).

In March 1986, the Office of Repre-
sentative for Air Force Logistics Com-
mand ADP Modernization was estab-
lished at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio,
to review programs and provide man-

agement advisory support in connec-
tion with the AFLC ADP Moderniza-
tion Program (updating computer-
ized logistics system). This represen-
tative reports directly to the Auditor
General. '

The agency has two basic proce-
dures for reporting audit results to Air
Force management:

® Reports of audit containing the
overall results of centrally directed
multisite audit efforts, which are ad-
dressed to top major command and
air staff management levels.

@ Reports of audit containing re-
sults of installation-level audits,
which are addressed to local com-
manders.

The Audit Agency employs 1,000
people and has a civilian/military ratio
of seventy-five/twenty-five percent.
Ninety-seven percent of the auditors
have at least one college degree, and
forty-three percent have graduate de-
grees. Also, thirty-eight percent of
Audit Agency personnel are certified
public accountants, certified internal
auditors, and/or certified information
system auditors. o

Air Force Commissary Service

HE Air Force Commissary Service
(AFCOMS), with headquarters at
Kelly AFB, Tex., operates 113 troop-
support facilities and 146 resale
stores around the world.
The primary mission of AFCOMS in
peace and war is troop support. This

152

separate operating agency ensures
that food and rations are available for
troops either on the battlefield or in
dining facilities.

AFCOMS'’s most visible mission is
the day-to-day operation of resale
commissary stores in the United

States and abroad. In 1987, AFCOMS
handled more than $2.2 billion in
sales, averaging $8.7 million in daily
sales. This makes AFCOMS the tenth
largest food retailing group in the
United States.

Recent surveys show that the com-
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missary benefit is considered the sec-
ond most important nonpay compen-
sation for Air Force people. It ranks
just behind medical benefits as the
reason career airmen remain in the
Air Force.

Air Force commissaries sell goods
at cost plus a five percent surcharge.
The surcharge is required by law to
pay for equipment, supplies, and
other operating expenses.

Patrons save an average of twenty-
five percent by shopping in the com-
missary. In 1987, they saved more than
$730 million simply by taking advan-
tage of this discount. Thanks to spe-
cial sales and deep price cuts of up to
fifty or sixty percent on certain items
throughout the year, patrons save
even more.

In 1987, shoppers added to their
savings by redeeming nearly 110,-
000,000 cents-off coupons. Close to
$50 million in customer savings was
generated by the use of coupons.

Commissary managers are finding
innovative ways to save their patrons
money. Sidewalk sales, truckload
sales, and case-lot sales are becom-

ing more commonplace. In some lo-
cations, managers have purchased
entire fields of produce—strawber-
ries and watermelons, for example—
and sold them to customers for much
less than the “farmers market" price.

The major goal of the almost 11,000
civilian and military employees of
AFCOMS is to provide excellent com-
missary service. Initiatives in the past
have gone a long way toward meeting
this goal, and 1987 was no exception.

More Air Force commissaries were
open during hours that would provide
additional shopping time for working
couples and families on the go.

In 1987, twelve new commissaries
were opened. Four of those were over-
seas, where patrons rely heavily on
their commissary for a “touch of
home." Two stores that opened in the
US last year were in remote northern-
tier areas. And a second store was
opened at MacDill AFB, Fla., where
the shopping population had out-
grown the first commissary's capaci-
ty.
Additional Wee Serv stores—small
stores collocated with the main

stores—were opened. Wee Servs are
generally open during the hours that
the main store is closed. They sell
quick-stop items, such as bread and
milk, and other fast-selling staple
items at the same prices as those at
the main commissary.

AFCOMS has taken some behind-
the-scenes steps to ensure excellent
service. Several stores now operate
the Automated Commissary Opera-
tions System. When installation of the
system is completed later this year, all
phases of commissary operations will
be tracked by computer.

For the first time ever, commissary
officers will know at the stroke of a
few computer keys what items sell
and how many of those items are like-
ly to be sold during a certain period.

At the headquarters, the Commis-
sary Automated Management Net-
work (CAMNET) has been installed.
CAMNET allows real-time communi-
cation with any commissary store in
the system. Through CAMNET, head-
quarters personnel are tracking store
operations and spotting potential
problems before they occur. a

Air Force Engineering and
Services Center

HE US Air Force Engineering and

Services Center (AFESC), Tyndall
AFB, Fla., is a separate operating
agency, developing policies and pro-
grams in support of Hq. USAF.

The center also provides engineer-
ing and service guidance and assis-
tance to MAJCOMSs and bases in the
areas of readiness (encompassing all
Prime BEEF, Prime RIBS, and RED
HORSE forces), fire protection, bach-
elor housing, food services, mortuary
services, and the overall operation
and maintenance of facilities at all Air
Force installations.

The center’s laboratory is the Air
Force’s lead laboratory in air base op-
erability, civil engineering, and en-
vironmental science and engineering
research and development. Efforts
are directed at current and future war-
time requirements, including hard-
ened structures, utility systems, air-
craft operating surfaces, and fire
protection. The laboratory is also de-
veloping new and cost-effective tech-
nologies to solve existing environ-
mental problems and to anticipate
and minimize adverse environmental
consequences of new Air Force weap-
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on systems. It also conducts research
and development geared to improve
rescue, fire detection, and fire sup-
pression systems.

Developing procedures and equip-
ment for rapid runway repair (RRR) in
wartime, a responsibility of the center,
includes full-scale engineering devel-
opment and initial acquisition of all
Air Force RRR systems that improve
the capability to launch and recover
mission-essential aircraft.

The center develops cost data to
ensure that weapon system beddown
and program costs include sufficient
funds to acquire, operate, and main-
tain needed facilities as part of the
formal Independent Cost Analysis
Program. The center is also helping
all levels of engineering and services
to “work smarter” through the devel-
opment, programming, and fielding
of the Work Information Management
System (WIMS) and the Services In-
formation Management System
(SIMS).

In 1987, Hq. Air Force Engineering
and Services Center and its many
travel teams:

e Conducted joint tests with the

USAF Tactical Air Warfare Center at
North Field, S. C., on final develop-
ment of folded Fiberglas mats for
rapid runway repair and operational
test on polymer spill repair tech-
niques and a minimum operating
strip marking system.

® Assisted in arranging hydro-
power transportation or “wheeling”
agreements for new hydro-alloca-
tions at thirteen bases that will result
in savings in excess of $4 million an-
nually during each of the next fifteen
years.

® Assisted bases and major com-
mands in arranging new gas-supply
contracts from alternative gas sup-
pliers, resulting in an annual savings
in excess of $6 million.

@ Conducted pavement evaluation
and skid tests at thirty-two bases.

e Implemented an “expert system”
for design of pavements that employs
user-friendly design programs, com-
puterized guide specifications, and
standard details.

® Designed, developed, and dem-
onstrated the accuracy of a paramet-
ric estimating system for managing
the cost of DoD facilities from con-
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cept formulation through construc-
tion.

® Developed, with the MAJCOMs,
the Air Force concepts and strategies
for privatization and also obtained
congressional approval for executing
the concept through an out-lease of
land for visitors quarters at Wright-
Patterson AFB, Ohio, and at Nellis
AFB, Nev.

® Conducted Readiness Challenge
'87, an exercise in which Prime BEEF
and Prime RIBS teams representing
fourteen commands demonstrated

their combat support skills and com-
peted in the categories of force and
base recovery after attack.

® Completed full-scale develop-
ment of a device (SAFECOMP) that
will revolutionize fire protection for
computer and other electronic equip-
ment by detecting and suppressing
fires within equipment cabinets.

@ Completed concept design for an
automatic fixed fire-protection sys-
tem for hardened aircraft shelters
that will detect and extinguish fires
within ten seconds of combustion.

® Reissued ten generator sets for
the Air Force Excess Real Property
Program, saving more than $5 million.

® Provided three 1,000-kW emer-
gency power systems to Lajes Field,
Azores, saving $1 million in rental
costs.

® Completed the installation of four
rebuilt generator sets for Thule AB,
Greenland, saving more than $3 mil-
lion.

® Provided one 500-kW emergency
power system to Dyess AFB, Tex., in
support of B-1B testing. [ |

Air Force Inspection and Safety Center

HE Air Force Inspection and Safe-

ty Center (AFISC), Norton AFB,
Calif., provides the Secretary of the
Air Force, the Chief of Staff, and major
commands and separate operating
agencies an assessment of Air Force
fighting capability and resource man-
agement effectiveness. Maj. Gen.
Stanton R. Musser commands AFISC
and is also the Deputy Inspector Gen-
eral for Inspection and Safety, Hq.
USAF.

Aircraft accident investiga-
tors examine an area con-
taining authentic wreckage
as part of Air Force Inspec-
tion and Safety Center’s
Flight Safety Officer Course
at Norton AFB, Calll. The
center’s “Crash Lab” pro-
vides eyes-on and hands-on
training to investigators
from all US armed services.
AFISC Incorporates four di-
rectorates and two offices.
Altogether, they are
manned by 363 military and
139 civilian personnel rep-
resenting 111 Air Force spe-
clalties. The directorates
deal in inspection, aero-
space safety, nuclear weap-
ons surety, and medical in-
spection. The offices have
to do with computer sys-
tems and resource man-
agement. The AFISC com-
mander Is aiso USAF’s
Deputy Inspector General
for Inspection and Safety.
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AFISC is assigned 363 military and
139 civilian people who represent 111
Air Force specialties. The center in-
corporates four directorates and two
offices,

@ The Directorate of Inspection de-
termines the operational readiness
status within the major commands by
analyzing their operational readiness
inspection (ORI) results and by con-
ducting assistance and command
evaluation (ACE) inspections with

command inspector general teams
during ORIs. The directorate also
evaluates the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of USAF management systems
through functional management in-
spections (FMIs), system acquisition
management inspections (SAMIs),
and follow-up inspections.

® The Directorate of Aerospace
Safety is the Air Force manager for
flight, ground, missile, explosives,
and systems safety programs. This di-
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rectorate provides guidance and
monitors the implementation and ef-
fectiveness of mishap-prevention pro-
grams. This includes administering
the investigation and reporting of
mishaps to determine their cause and
corrections.

e The Directorate of Nuclear Surety
manages the Air Force Nuclear Weap-
ons Surety Program and ensures that
DoD nuclear weapon system safety
standards are met during all phases
of design, operation, maintenance,
modification, and movement. The di-
rectorate uses various program ele-
ments. These include the Nuclear
Safety Inspection System, the Acci-
dent/Incident Reporting System, the
Nuclear Safety Certification Pro-
grams, the Personnel Reliability Pro-
gram, and the Two-Man Concept.

The directorate also has the nu-
clear surety responsibilities for ter-

restrial nuclear reactor systems and
for review procedures concerning nu-
clear power systems and space or
missile use of radioactive resources.
Located at Kirtland AFB, N. M., the
directorate is near the hub of the nu-
clear community for close coordina-
tion on nuclear-related matters with
the Air Force Weapons Laboratory,
Field Command Defense Nuclear
Agency, the Department of Energy,
Sandia National Laboratories, the Air
Force Office of Security Police, and
Los Alamos National Laboratory.

® The Directorate of Medical In-
spection plans and conducts Air
Force health services management
inspections (HSMIs), Air National
Guard/Reserve components health
services readiness inspections
(HSRIs), and special investigations to
ensure effective management of
health-care resources and the read-

iness of Air Force medical units. In
addition to the 290 functional areas
inspected in each medical facility,
special emphasis items, as selected
by the Air Force Surgeon General, are
given close attention.

@ The Office of Computer Systems
provides the commander and his staff
with automatic data processing, data-
base management, and computer
systems support. It designs and de-
velops all computer application soft-
ware and operates a centrally located
computer system to support all as-
pects of AFISC's mission. The office
also serves as USAF custodian and
repository for flight records (dating
from 1911) of rated individuals.

@ The Office of Resource Manage-
ment directs the center's manpower,
personnel, budget, and supply func-
tions plus plans and programs devel-
opment. ]

Air Force Intelligence Service

HE Air Force Intelligence Service

(AFIS), a separate operating
agency reporting directly to the Assis-
tant Chief of Staff for Intelligence
(ACS/l), provides the Air Staff with
perspective and synergy in the appli-
cation of all-source intelligence in
support of the Air Staff and combat-
ant commands.

More than 2,300 active-duty, re-
serve, and civilian intelligence profes-
sionals are stationed worldwide to
collect, process, disseminate, and ap-
ply reliable, accurate, and timely intel-
ligence for Air Force commanders
during peace, war, and contingency
situations.

Headquartered in Washington,
D. C., AFIS is composed of eleven di-
rectorates functionally aligned under
Deputy Commanders for Assess-
ments and Resources and the Air
Force Special Activities Center.

The Deputy Commander for As-
sessments is responsible for es-
timative, targeting, and warning intel-
ligence. The directorates within the
deputate are Regional Estimates, Re-
search and Soviet Studies, Threat and
Technology, Warning and Current In-
telligence, and Targets.

AFIS acts as the ACS/I's executive
agent in the national intelligence pro-
cess by developing Air Force posi-
tions in National Intelligence Esti-
mates (NIEs), Defense Intelligence
Projections for Planning (DIPPs), Air
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Force Planning Guide (AFPG), and a
host of other finished intelligence as-
sessments used by plans and opera-
tions staffs.

AFIS directorates work closely with
Air Force System Command’s Foreign
Technology Division in determining
the threat posed by current and pro-
jected foreign weapon systems to Air
Force weapon systems. These esti-
mates, provided to Air Force weapons
design and acquisition experts, en-
sure that USAF systems will be effec-
tive on the battlefields of today and
tomorrow.

AFIS elements conduct the Soviet
Awareness Program. While hosting
presentations at Bolling AFB, D. C.,
and throughout the world, they also
publish several unique publications
on Soviet military writings. Also at
Bolling is the Directorate of Targets,
the Hq. USAF executive agent for
classical targeting functions as well
as for influencing weapons research,
development, and acquisition. The di-
rectorate is also the focal point for all
USAF mapping, charting, and geod-
esy matters.

From the Pentagon, AFIS provides
daily intelligence highlights to more
than eighty organizations, including
all four services, the Defense Intelli-
gence Agency, the State Department,
and the White House. Additionally,
the Secretary of the Air Force and the
Chief of Staff receive AFIS intelli-

gence briefings on a regular basis
and special briefings as necessary.

The Deputy Commander for Re-
sources, with elements at Bolling
AFB and Fort Belvoir, Va., is responsi-
ble for AFIS’s intelligence-related
support functions, including the Di-
rectorates of Security and Communi-
cations Management, Intelligence
Data Management, Personnel/Force
Management, Intelligence Reserve
Forces, Attaché Affairs, and Joint Ser-
vices Support.

AFIS sets policy and manages the
worldwide Air Ferce Special Security
Office and Sensitive Compartmented
Information programs. AFIS also
plans, develops, and manages all Air
Force intelligence data-handling sys-
tems.

AFIS also develops and manages
policies and procedures for intelli-
gence personnel accessions and
training and professional develop-
ment for both active-duty and reserve
forces. AFIS also centrally manages
1,400 intelligence reservists to sup-
port peacetime, wartime, and con-
tingency requirements of twenty-six
MAJCOMSs and agencies.

Other functions managed by AFIS
organizations include Air Force par-
ticipation in the Defense Attache pro-
gram, Department of Defense Code of
Conduct training programs, and cen-
tral control of Air Force human intelli-
gence activities. a2
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Air Force Legal Services Center

HE Air Force Legal Services Cen-

ter (AFLSC) is a separate operat-
ing agency headquartered in Wash-
ington, D. C. The center helps provide
complete civil and military legal ser-
vices to US Air Force members
around the world.

Members of the center provide in-
dependent and specialized legal ser-
vices to Air Force members in the
areas of military justice, claims for
and against the Air Force, tort litiga-
tion, labor law, environmental law, ac-
quisition law, preventive law, and legal
aid. The center also handles all Air
Force patent, copyright, and other in-
tellectual property matters, provides
trial officials for general and special
courts-martial, and reviews trial re-
sults.

The Air Force Judge Advocate Gen-
eral serves in a dual role as Com-
mander of the Air Force Legal Ser-
vices Center. Approximately 600 peo-
ple are assigned to the center, staffing
legal offices in Washington, D. C., and
at virtually every Air Force installation
in the world.

The Judiciary Directorate in the Air
Force Legal Services Center has sev-
eral divisions that administer or man-
age a variety of military justice ser-
vices.

@ The Court of Military Review re-
views all courts-martial resuiting in
dismissal, confinement of one year or
more, or dishonorable or bad-con-
duct discharges. The Court was es-
tablished by the Military Justice Act of
1968, which expanded the duties of
its predecessor, the Air Force Board
of Review, and assigned them to the
Court of Military Review. Decisions
made by the Court of Military Review
may be appealed for limited issues to
the US Court of Military Appeals and
the US Supreme Court.

@ The Military Justice Division re-
views, for general sufficiency, those
records of trial by general courts-mar-
tial that are not reviewed by the Court
of Military Review. The division ad-
vises the Judge Advocate General on
petitions for new trial or relief from
conviction and directs the travel of
witnesses required to appear in over-
seas courts-martial. The division also
prepares a number of regulations,
manuals, and policy letters relating to
the administration of military justice.
Another service is the preparation of
responses to high-level military jus-
tice inquiries.
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® The Defense Services Division
provides defense services to Air
Force members appearing before the
Court of Military Review, the US Court
of Military Appeals, and the United
States Supreme Court. Supervision of
all area defense counsel and circuit
defense counsel is another responsi-
bility of this division.

® The Trial Judiciary Division over-
sees seven judiciary circuits and their
three subordinate districts through-
out the world. The chief judge of each
circuit supervises the military judges
and court administrators of that cir-
cuit. Military judges are appointed to
the trial judiciary by the Judge Advo-
cate General. The judges hear all
courts-martial and, when available,
act as legal advisors to administrative
discharge boards and as hearing offi-
cers for environmental impact hear-
ings. Air Force judges are assigned to
the Air Force Legal Services Center to
ensure independence.

® The Government Trial and Appel-
late Counsel Division represents the
Air Force before the Air Force Court of
Military Review and the US Court of
Military Appeals and assists the Solic-
itor General in appeals to the United
States Supreme Court. The division
also supervises the twenty-one full-
time circuit trial counsel who pros-
ecute most general and special
courts-martial. Military lawyers in the
division also provide guidance and
training in courts-martial to base-
level legal personnel engaged in trial
work.

® The Special Assistant for Clem-
ency and Rehabilitation Matters rec-
ommends appropriate clemency ac-
tions, including reduction in sen-
tence, change in place of confine-
ment, or substitution of administra-
tive discharge for selected court-
martial convictions. The special as-
sistant also advises the Judge Advo-
cate General on and monitors matters
of confinement, corrections, and re-
habilitation policies and programs.
The assistant responds to all congres-
sional, executive, and individual cor-
respondence dealing with confine-
ment, clemency, and post-trial mat-
ters. The special assistant also main-
tains liaison with the US Disciplinary
Barracks at Fort Leavenworth, Kan.,
and the Air Force Retraining Program
at Lowry AFB, Colo.

A portion of the Civil Law Director-
ate is also in the center and has divi-

sions responsible for a portion of
claims and tort litigation, general liti-
gation, patents, preventive law and
legal assistance, contracts, and en-
vironmental law.

@ The Claims and Tort Litigation Di-
vision performs operational and man-
agement functions over claims and
tort litigation arising from worldwide
Air Force activities. The division set-
tles or recommends settlement of
claims above the base-level settle-
ment authority and provides litigation
support to the Department of Justice
during its defense of tort suits filed
against the Air Force. The division
also develops Air Force claims regula-
tions and policies and exercises op-
erational supervision of subordinate
claims offices.

e The General Litigation Division
protects Air Force interest in all do-
mestic litigation except in copyright
and patent cases, contract cases, en-
vironmental cases, and cases arising
under the Federal Tort Claims Act.
Legal actions are concentrated in the
major areas of information, privacy,
personal torts, personnel matters,
general litigation, utilities, and labor
law.

® The Contract Law Division repre-
sents the Air Force in contract litiga-
tion, such as lawsuits filed by con-
tractors for money damages, suits
seeking injunctions against the
award of contracts, and bankruptcies.
This division advises the Judge Advo-
cate General on all contract law mat-
ters, including fraud, waste, and
abuse. The Contract Law Division
also furnishes direct contract law
support to all major command staff
judge advocates and their base legal
offices.

e The Environmental Law Division
provides representation in environ-
mental matters throughout the Air
Force. For example, this division pro-
vides Air Force legal representation
regarding environmental matters be-
fore the Environmental Protection
Agency regional headquarters, the
states, and their regional and local
implementing agencies.

® The Patents Division manages
matters concerning inventions, pat-
ents, copyrights, trademarks, and
trade secrets and rights in USAF tech-
nical data. The division investigates
and assists the Department of Justice
in all patent and copyright claims liti-
gation against the Air Force. It con-
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ducts patent searches, prepares and
prosecutes patent applications for
the Air Force, administers the In-
ventions Secrecy Act, and manages
the Air Force patent licensing pro-
gram. Further, the division advises,
counsels, and renders opinions to Air
Force activities on questions about
inventions, patents, copyrights,
trademarks, trade secrets, rights in
technical data, and related matters.

® The Preventive Law and Legal As-
sistance Office supervises the world-
wide Air Force preventive law and
legal assistance program, through

which installation legal officers assist
Air Force members with their legal af-
fairs. The division also maintains a
clearinghouse of material for use in
improving the legal assistance pro-
gram and annually publishes and dis-
tributes the All States Income Tax
Guide.

Computers are playing an increas-
ingly important role in modern law.
The Air Force Legal Services Center
uses computers to track claims with
the Claims Administrative Manage-
ment Program and to monitor military
justice activities with the Automated

Military Justice Analysis and Manage-
ment System.

On behalf of the Department of De-
fense, the center also oversees the
Federal Legal Information Through
Electronics computer system, which
provides computerized research of
reported case law, including Comp-
troller General decisions and Air
Force administrative regulations. The
computer system is located in Denver,
Colo., and its research base is con-
stantly expanding to meet the needs
of the Judge Advocate General as well
as those of other DoD users. ]

Air Force Management
Engineering Agency

THE Air Force Management Engi-
neering Agency (AFMEA) leads
Air Force efforts to make the best use
of valuable manpower resources.

AFMEA's primary mission is to de-
velop and maintain Air Force man-
power standards to improve man-
power utilization and assure the im-
plementation of technical and pro-
cedural guidance for the Air Force
Management Engineering Program
(MEP). In addition, AFMEA manages
Air Force Productivity programs, de-
velops manpower programming
tools, and provides data systems sup-
port for the MAJCOM manpower
community.

To do this, AFMEA works with units
and headquarters to apply the most
progressive industrial engineering
techniques available. The resulting
manpower standards specify, by
grade and skill, the correct number of
people necessary to perform each
unit’s mission. The MEP also enables
AFMEA and commanders to assess
wartime manpower needs and devel-
1op models to help commanders de-
termine what manpower will be re-
quired for wartime operations.

AFMEA administers major Air
Force productivity programs that
capitalize on technological advances
and new ideas to increase productivi-
ty and free manpower for other pri-
orities in the Air Force. These pro-
grams include the Air Force Sugges-
tion program, Fast Payback Capital
Investment (FASCAP) program, and
Commercial Activities (A-76) pro-
gram. In FY '87, the Suggestion pro-
gram saved taxpayers a record $309
million. Also in FY '87, AFMEA di-
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rected the distribution of $10.5 mil-
lion to help bases finance productivi-
ty improvements and provided tech-
nical guidance to MAJCOMs for the
A-76 program, which eliminated 1,271
work-years, thereby saving taxpayers
another $14 million.

AFMEA’s other major responsibili-
ties include managing the Air Force’s
officer/enlisted grade distribution;
operating and maintaining the Logis-
tics Composite Model (LCOM), acom-
puter simulation that determines
maintenance manpower require-
ments for different weapon systems;
developing Transient and Holding Ac-
counts factors for special Air Force
manpower accounts; and providing
automated support for facets of the
manpower management community
that involve management engineer-
ing and productivity programs, in-
cluding the following systems: Micro-
computer Manpower Standards De-
velopment System (Micro-MSDS),
Single Location Standards Develop-
ment System (SLSDS), Commercial
Activities Management Information
System (CAMIS), Manpower Central
Address and AIG System (MCAAS),
and the AFMEA Bulletin Board Sys-
tem.

From its headquarters at Randolph
AFB, Tex., AFMEA directs ten subordi-
nate units throughout the US and pro-
vides assistance and technical guid-
ance to Command Management En-
gineering Teams (CMETs) at nearly
every Air Force base in the world.
These ten units include eight Func-
tional Management Engineering
Teams (FMETs) and two specialized
units.

The FMETs are responsibie for
using industrial engineering work
measurement techniques to develop
efficient organizations and man-
power standards in functional areas
common to most locations through-
out the Air Force. When possible, the
FMETs are collocated with functional
centers,

The FMETs include the Comp-
troller Management Engineering
Team located at Lowry AFB, Colo.
(AFCOMPMET); Engineering and
Services Management Engineering
Team at Tyndall AFB, Fla. (AFESMET);
Intelligence Management Engineer-
ing Team at Fort Belvoir, Va. (AFIN-
TELMET); Medical Management En-
gineering Team at Maxwell AFB, Ala.
(AFMEDMET); Manpower and Per-
sonnel Management Engineering
Team at Randolph AFB, Tex.
(AFMPMET); Special Staff Manage-
ment Engineering Team at Peterson
AFB, Colo. (AFSSMET); Security Po-
lice Management Engineering Team
at Kirtland AFB, N. M. (AFSPMET);
and Logistics Management Engineer-
ing Team at Dover AFB, Del.
(AFLOGMET).

The specialized units are OLA at the
Pentagon in Washington, D. C., which
provides data support to Hq. USAF/
PRM, and Air Force Wartime Man-
power and Personnel Readiness
Team (AFWMPRT) at Fort Ritchie,
Md., which advises Hq. USAF on such
matters as wartime manpower re-
quirements, personnel availability,
and training.

AFMEA has an authorized strength
of ninety-two officers, 143 enlisted,
and 106 civilians. =
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Air Force Military Personnel Center

HE Air Force Military Personnel

Center (AFMPC), located at Ran-
dolph AFB, Tex., is the hub of Air
Force personnel management pro-
grams. The center’'s mission is peo-
ple, and nearly 600,000 active-duty Air
Force men and women worldwide are
affected by the procedures and poli-
cies formulated and implemented at
AFMPC. In addition, AFMPC provides
services to approximately 600,000 re-
tired Air Force members.

The center is a separate operating
agency commanded by Maj. Gen.
Ralph E. Havens. General Havens also
serves as the Assistant DCS/Person-
nel for Military Personnel, Hq. USAF.

AFMPC’s most significant respon-
sibility is to put people with the right
skills in the right job in order to en-
able commanders to accomplish
their missions. To do this, the center's
staff of approximately 2,000 military
and civilian personnel balances the
need to accommodate individual
preferences and professional goals
with meeting the skill needs of com-
manders. But even before initial as-
signments are made, AFMPC works
closely with the Air Force Recruiting
Service and Air Training Command to
acquire, classify, and train the num-
bers and types of people the Air Force
needs.

Another major responsibility of the
center is managing officer promotion
programs and convening promotion
boards. Last year, the center hosted
sixteen selection boards for promo-
tion of officers up through the grade
of colonel and for promotions to se-

nior and chief master sergeant. In ad-
dition, boards were conducted to se-
lect 713 officers for the Air Force
Institute of Technology, fifty-four offi-
cers for Education With Industry, 885
officers and approximately 1,300 non-
commissioned officers to attend pro-
fessional military education courses
in-residence, and 240 officers to at-
tend special flying programs.

Other boards at the center identi-
fied individuals for various categories
of special recognition, including the
Twelve Outstanding Airmen of the
Year.

During 1987, nearly 4,500 human-
itarian assignment requests were pro-
cessed, of which almost 2,100 were
approved. In addition, more than
1,200 CHAP (Children Have A Poten-
tial) requests were processed, with al-
most 950 being approved. AFMPC
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also responded to more than 8,000
Presidential, congressional, inspec-
tor general, and other high-level in-
quiries on a myriad of personnel mat-
ters.

The center administers the Weight-
ed Airman Promotion System (WAPS)
and the Stripes for Exceptional Per-
formers (STEP) program. In 1987, ap-
proximately 25,000 enlisted members
received promotions under WAPS,
and 550 were selected by command-
ers for STEP promotions.

Air Force awards and decorations,
quality force, line of duty determina-
tions, physical fitness, and dress and
personal appearance programs are
AFMPC's responsibilities, too. The
center also handles all separations
and retirements and is the focal point
for retiree activities.

Quality force initiatives continued
to influence reenlistments and reten-
tion activities in 1987. The Selective
Reenlistment Program ensured that
only the most highly qualified people
were allowed to reenlist. More than
67,000 airmen reenlisted during FY
'87, and more than 10,000 people
were retrained into new career fields
through voluntary and selective re-
training programs to achieve a better
balance in career field manning. In
addition, worldwide retention sym-
posia are held annually and help to
focus attention on this Air Force pri-
ority.

Ensuring the ability of the person-
nel activity to support commanders
and mission tasking in wartime is an-
other continuing concern. Programs
and procedures for mobility, mobi-
lization, and sustainment procedures
are developed, tested, and refined by
AFMPC through participation in such
exercises as Team Spirit.

AFMPC is also responsible for Air
Force Morale, Welfare, and Recre-
ation (MWR) activities. The Air Force
Sports Program supports the opera-
tion of 196 fitness centers at 151
bases, 516 fields (softball, soccer,
etc.), 478 tennis courts, and more
than 1,000 various other facilities
(tracks, racquetball courts, etc.)
worldwide. Last year, 7,395 athletes
participated in MAJCOM-level sports,
while 1,097 athletes competed at Air
Force-level championships.

The 1987 Tops in Blue Program,
consisting of two units, one overseas
and one Stateside, provided enter-
tainment to more than 600,000 Air

Force personnel and their families.

The MWR Marketing and Commu-
nity Business Activities Division was
formed to provide marketing guid-
ance for all MWR programs and
places specific emphasis on the man-
agement and operation of MWR reve-
nue-generating programs. Marketing
initiatives are directed at improved
customer service and improved cus-
tomer awareness of MWR. Initiatives
in the open-mess area included the
establishment of the Cost-Effective-
ness Team concept designed to pro-
vide staff management assistance to
open messes. Open-mess member-
ship had aslightincrease in FY '87, up
2,508 since 1986 for a total of 576,203
members.

The MWR initiative to increase crit-
ically needed child care for Air Force
families was significantly enhanced
by the establishment of 1,840 family
day-care homes. The second Air
Force-wide Teen Leadership Forum
involving more than forty-five youth
leaders was conducted in 1987, and
plans are to expand the program over-
seas.

Programs to help those in need are
also managed at AFMPC. Last year,
Air Force members donated nearly $8
million to help others through the Air
Force Assistance Fund.

Another primary responsibility of
the center is to provide procedural
and operational guidance to 126 ac-
tive-duty consolidated base person-
nel offices worldwide. The center was
also recently designated as the Air
Force functional manager for more
than 3,000 unit orderly rooms Air
Force-wide and given the responsibil-
ity to coordinate future orderly room
automation initiatives.

The center monitors the day-to-day
operation of and develops programs
for Social Actions at 134 bases and
sixteen major commands and sepa-
rate operating agency offices. Last
year, the center implemented a new
base-level curriculum, redesigned the
Air Force Affirmative Action Plan, and
developed a DoD-initiated counselor
certification program.

To keep in touch with the Air Force’s
most important resource—people—
AFMPC has an active survey program.
Surveys provide senior leadership
with important information in making
personnel policy decisions.

Within AFMPC, the Office of the
Surgeon is responsible for assuring
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full staffing of health profession posi-
tions. At present, more than 1,800
physicians are being trained in active-
duty or deferred status to meet physi-
cian specialty requirements. The Sur-
geon’s Office is also responsible for
monitoring nonflying physical stan-
dards, and it reviewed more than
2,600 physical exams and 2,300 medi-
cal evaluation board reports in FY '87.

One of the most sensitive areas
AFMPC is charged with is administer-
ing the Air Force Casualty Service
Program. In addition to assisting fam-
ilies of active-duty and retired casual-
ties, the center maintains contact
with the families of the 899 unac-
counted-for Air Force personnel from
the Southeast Asian conflict.

The Colonels’ Group is an AFMPC
special staff responsible for the
worldwide assignment and personnel
management of 6,000 colonels and
colonel selectees to meet senior lead-
ership requirements. In addition to
the many assignment actions made
annually, the Colonels' Group man-

ages executive development pro-
grams, processes nondisability retire-
ment actions, maintains master se-
lection records, and manages the
senior service school program for all
colonels and colonel selectees.

To ensure that personnel informa-
tion is transmitted from AFMPC to
major commands, separate operating
agencies, and bases in a fast, efficient
manner, units are now linked by a
worldwide computer system that pro-
vides this information twenty-four
hours a day. This network includes
powerful minicomputers at major
commands and separate operating
agencies, complemented by some
3,500 remote terminals installed
throughout the Air Force's personnel
community.

A recent center innovation, the Ad-
vanced Personnel Data System Il, pro-
vides base-level personnel activities
with terminals and software that auto-
mate office functions. It also provides
access to data stored on the AFMPC
large mainframe computers.

Personnel Concept lll, a new com-
puter-based program, is shaping the
future of Air Force personnel man-
agement. This $152 million funded
program will greatly enhance mission
support by replacing time-consum-
ing, labor- and paper-intensive base-
level processes with fast, efficient
electronic processing.

Exploiting advances in computer
and communications technologies
and the latest software designs, PC-Ill
will, by 1992, be a worldwide network
of more than 16,000 computers. This
network will further extend the office
automation benefits of APDS-Il to unit
level, expand the variety of automated
personnel applications, and provide a
means to ensure interoperability with
other data systems throughout the Air
Force.

It is AFMPC’s aim to continue its
efforts to develop systems, programs,
and procedures that streamline ad-
ministration and release more people
to meet the Air Force operational mis-
sion. ]

Air Force Office of Medical Support

HE Air Force Office of Medical

Support (AFOMS) is a separate
operating agency with headquarters
at Brooks AFB, Tex. The AFOMS Com-
mander serves on the staff of the Sur-
geon General, USAF, as the Director
of Health Care Support andis also the
Deputy Corps Chief, Medical Service
Corps.

The Air Force Office of Medical
Support assists the Air Force Sur-
geon General in developing pro-
grams, policies, and practices relat-
ing to Air Force health care in peace
and war. It acts forthe Surgeon Gener-
al to put policies and directives into
effect. The office is organized into the
Directorate of Health Care Support
and selected Professional Affairs Ac-
tivities.

The Directorate of Health Care Sup-
port develops plans, programs, and
management guidance through its
five divisions: Patient Administration
and Biostatistics Division, Health Fa-
cilities Division, Medical Service In-
formation Systems Division, Medical
Logistics Division, and the Center for
Healthcare Innovation. The Air Force
Medical Logistics Office, located at
Fort Detrick, Md., is an Air Force ele-
ment assigned to the Medical Logis-
tics Division, AFOMS.

The Patient Administration and Bio-
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statistics Division formulates Air
Force policy in the areas of patient
affairs, medical records, and bio-
statistical reporting systems. This in-
cludes the development, implementa-
tion, operation, and management of
all related functional activities within
all medical facilities.

The Health Facilities Division
serves as focal point for Air Staff man-
agement and coordination of all mat-
ters pertaining to medical facilities
through the Military Construction
Program, facilities maintenance and
improvements, and medical facility
design.

The Medical Service Information
Systems Division monitors the devel-
opment, acquisition, installation, and
application of computer-based medi-
cal information handling and retrieval
systems. This division is the auto-
mated data-processing single man-
ager for Medical Service operations
and performs special procedural and
cost-benefit analyses.

The Medical Logistics Division de-
velops plans and policies concerning
medical material, both supply and
equipment, biomedical equipment
maintenance and repair, service con-
tracts, and medical material support
of Medical Service missions during
peace and war. The Air Force Medical

Logistics Office, Fort Detrick, Md., is
an operational element of the Medical
Logistics Division. It functions as an
operational control center for medi-
cal material in direct support of all
base medical facilities, major com-
mands, the Air Force Reserve, the Air
National Guard, and various defense
supply centers. It is the direct contact
point with the Defense Personnel
Support Center and all USAF medical
materiel activities. It is the USAF sin-
gle manager of the medical commod-
ity and provides technical operational
guidance and surveillance of base
and major command medical mate-
riel maintenance activities.

The Center for Healthcare Innova-
tion is responsible for facilitating, col-
lecting, and disseminating all medi-
cally innovative practices throughout
the Air Force medical community
worldwide. The office develops pro-
grams and procedures to collect and
compile ongoing comprehensive list-
ings of all current and proposed inno-
vative practices implemented within
all Air Force medical treatment facili-
ties.

Professional Affairs Activities con-
sists of two programs and one com-
mittee, each serving as consultant to
the Surgeon General in its particular
areas of expertise.
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The Health Promotion Program
provides policy and guidance to ma-
jor command and medical treatment
facility program coordinators by dis-
seminating health information on
various components of wellness. The
program staff develops and monitors
health promotion publicity programs
and collects data on the work load
activities.

The Family Advocacy Program Of-
fice manages Air Force-wide pro-
grams designed to assist Air Force
families with children that have ex-
ceptional medical or educational
needs and to assist families experi-

encing family maltreatment. There is
a major emphasis on outreach pro-
grams to increase awareness of and to
prevent these problems from occur-
ring. The program manager repre-
sents the Air Force on several DoD
committees associated with these is-
sues and serves as the consultant to
the Surgeon General for all social
work programs. There is a Family Ad-
vocacy Program Manager for each
major command and a Family Ad-
vocacy Officer at each medical treat-
ment facility.

The USAF Radioisotope Commit-
tee coordinates administrative and

regulatory aspects of licensing, pos-
session, use, storage, handling, and
disposal of all radioactive material
used by the Air Force. It acts as the
only point of Air Force contact with
the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission on matters of licensing
of radioactive material.

AFOMS is directly involved on a
daily basis with the Air Force Surgeon
General, other Air Staff directorates,
major commands, and other federal
agencies. A continuing interchange
is required as operational policy and
practices for medical support are de-
veloped and implemented. ]

Air Force Office of Security Police

HE Air Force Office of Security Po-
lice (AFOSP), located at Kirtland
AFB, N. M., is commanded by Brig.
Gen. Frank K. Martin, who also serves
as the Assistant Inspector General for
Security and as the Air Force Chief of
Security Police. A staff of ninety-four
is assigned to Kirtiand AFB, and forty-
five people are part of the Air Force
Security Clearance Office, an operat-
ing location in Washington, D. C. An-
other fourteen are assigned to the In-
spector General’s staff at the Pen-
tagon to represent security police at
the Air Staff.
AFOSP develops security, law en-
forcement, air-base ground defense,
and combal arms training and main-
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tenance policies. The agency plans,
directs, and manages programs for
50,000 active-duty, air reserve forces,
and DoD civilian and contract civilian
personnel in the security police and
combat arms training and mainte-
nance career fields. Programs in-
ciude security of aerospace systems,
maintenance of law and order, infor-
mation security, management of se-
curity police personnel programs, ve-
hicle traffic management, air-base
ground defense, security police and
combat arms training, security edu-
cation, and prisoner rehabilitation
and correction. AFOSP also manages
security police systems and equip-
ment programs and serves as the ex-

-7 '-?;lff

ecutive agent for DoD's Military Work-
ing Dog Program.

General Martin assumed command
of AFOSP in February 1987 and was
promoted to his present rank last Au-
gust.

During 1987, AFOSP staff members
reviewed and revised Air Force re-
sources protection and aerospace
systems security regulations to allow
installation and unit commanders
maximum flexibility in managing
their programs. AFOSP also issued
new guidance for confrontation man-
agement, emergency services and
hostage negotiations teams, correc-
tions, and security police investiga-
tions.

Air Force Office of Secu-
rity Police patrolmen
safeguard the surround-
ings of Peacekeeper
ICBM silos at F. E. War-
ren AFB, Wyo. Headquar-
tered at Kirtland AFB,

N. M., AFOSP is responsi-
ble for many forms of
USAr security, law en-
forcement, air-base
ground defense, vehicle
traffic management, se-
curity education, and
prisoner cormrection and
rehabilitation. Its ex-
plosives-detection capa-
bilities are utilized by
other government agen-
cies.

AIR FORCE Magazine / May 1988



Revised regulations and guidance
were also published in the area of in-
formation security. The newly pub-
lished Information Security Program
regulation signified the biggest
change to the information security
program in the past fifteen years.

In response to concerns raised by
some NATO countries, classification
guidance for the installation of weap-
ons storage and security system facil-
ities was revised. The revised guid-
ance recognizes host country securi-
ty requirements and demonstrates
the commitment of the Air Force to
safeguarding this sensitive informa-
tion. In addition, a new USAF Person-
nel Security Program regulation was
published to streamline procedures
for conducting personnel security in-
vestigations. It also places increased
emphasis on granting security clear-
ances only to the minimum number of
personnel needed to ensure mission
effectiveness.

AFOSP continued to support the
US Secret Service, State Department,
and other federal agencies with ex-
plosives-detection capabilities.
Working with major command action
officers, AFOSP accepted more than
200 Secret Service and State Depart-
ment requests and dispatched more
than 350 explosives-detector dog
teams. Such teams provided support
for Pope John Paul IlI's visit to the
United States and for the tenth Pan
American Games.

In October 1987, Army instructors
at Fort Dix, N. J., began ground com-
bat skills training for Air Force Securi-
ty Police in both the law enforcement
and security specialties. Three cours-
es—one for enlisted grades from air-
man basic to senior airman, another
for noncommissioned officers from
sergeant to senior master sergeant,
and one for flight leaders in officer
grades from second lieutenant
through captain—are now taught at
Fort Dix. In FY '88, the Army will train
approximately 7,000 security police.

The Air Force tested a new qualifi-
cation training course for handgun
users that included the introduction
of a new firing stance and double-tap
firing. The new procedures should
give handgun users greater inca-
pacitating power and leave them less
vulnerable when fired upon.

The past year saw the initial deliv-
eries of the new M9 personal defense
weapon. AFOSP is the Air Force pro-
ponent for the M9 program.

The number of stand-alone micro-
computers supporting the Security
Police Automated System (SPAS) has
increased to more than 3,300
throughout the Air Force. The Stan-
dard System Center also released up-
dated software to increase the speed
and efficiency of the system. SPAS is
the first Air Force standard system
based solely on microcomputers, and
it will automate security and law en-
forcement management with more

than 4,000 systems at 455 locations.

AFOSP information security per-
sonnel participated in a study of the
Defense Investigative Service (DIS)
under the Goldwater-Nichols DoD Re-
organization Act of 1986. The report
from the study of DIS support to the
Air Force, which recommended
sweeping changes to the Defense In-
dustrial Security program, after ap-
proval by the Secretary of the Air
Force and the Secretary of Defense,
was submitted to Congress.

The information security staff pre-
sented regional personnel and indus-
trial security seminars for security po-
lice at base level. The staff also
spearheaded Air Force efforts to pro-
vide a greater deterrent to espionage
and identify lifestyle changes indica-
tive of an individual's susceptibility to
espionage through increased empha-
sis on periodic reinvestigations of
those who hold security clearances.

AFOSP also arranged four Law En-
forcement Explorer Advisor confer-
ences with the Boy Scouts of America
at different Air Force bases through-
out the country.

AFOSP sponsored the seventh an-
nual Air Force Security Police com-
petition, Peacekeeper Challenge.
Seventeen teams representing Air
Force major commands, the Air Na-
tional Guard, the Air Force Reserve,
and the Royal Air Force Regiment
competed in eleven individual and
team events. :]

Air Force Office of Special Investigations

HE Air Force Office of Special In-

vestigations (AFOSI) has been the
Air Force's major investigative service
since August 1, 1948. Headquartered
at Bolling AFB, D. C., its commander
is Col. (Brig. Gen. selectee) Francis R.
Dillon.

The primary responsibilities of
AFOS]| are to provide investigative and
counterintelligence services to com-
manders USAF-wide. The organiza-
tion seeks to identify and neutralize
clandestine intelligence, subversion,
terrorism, sabotage, and criminal ac-
tivities that may threaten Air Force re-
sources. AFOSI investigative services
may be requested by an Air Force
commander at any level. AFOSI com-
manders work closely with local

iwing/base commanders to direct
effort to those commanders’ pri-
orities.

Local AFOSI detachments have a
full range of on-call specialists and
state-of-the-art techniques to assist
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them. Electronics, computer, forensics,
and behavioral-science specialists
routinely deploy worldwide to protect
Air Force people and resources.
AFOSI's polygraph examiners, in
addition to providing valuable investi-
gative support, also support all other
Air Force polygraph needs, such as
screening those in special access
programs and meeting requests by
defense counsels, commanders, or
other military and federal agencies. In
1987, AFOSI conducted some 6,000
polygraph examinations. The con-
tinued rapid growth of polygraph use
is mostly due to its increased use‘for
counterintelligence screening for
those in special access programs.
AFOSI has about 3,000 people, of
whom two-thirds are special agents.
Ninety percent of special agents are
military, both enlisted and officer, and
ten percent are civilian. AFOS! re-
cruits, selects, and trains its own spe-
cial agents, who come from almost

.every Air Force specialty. About 240

officers, civilians, and noncommis-
sioned officers annually attend the
three-month-long investigators'
course at the USAF Special Investiga-
tions Academy, located at Bolling
AFB, D. C. Four hundred Individual

‘Mobilization Augmentees also bring

a wealth of civilian experience
through AFOSI’s Reserve program.

Fighting economic crime at all lev-
els is a major AFOSI priority. The
“typical” fraud investigation in 1987
dealt with a dollar value of $100,956,
compared to $2,800 in 1982. Tech-
niques at local levels to prevent and
detect fraud include surveying high-
value areas vulnerable to economic
crime, developing intelligence net-
works in high-value activities, and
briefings to base populations.

In the central weapon systems ac-
quisition process, the “Seven Pros”
program, established four years ago,
continues to be a significant asset in
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fighting major contract fraud. These
special agents have recovered more
than $30 million for the Air Force.

Hostile intelligence gathering and
terrorist threats directed against Air
Force people and resources continue
unabated, requiring considerable ac-
tivity in the counterintelligence area.
In addition to analyzing data on this
threat and producing numerous as-
sessments, studies, and reports for
commanders, major counterin-
telligence activities during 1987 in-
cluded:

® Conducting 216 counterintelli-

gence investigations concerning in-
telligence threats to Air Force people.

® Presenting 5,550 defensive coun-
terespionage awareness briefings to
more than 230,000 Air Force mem-
bers.

® Providing AFOSI counterintelli-
gence support to Air Force elements
involved with systems security, tech-
nology transfer, and operations secu-
rity.

® Conducting about 370 Protective
Service Operations for key Air Force,
DoD, other US government officials
and foreign dignitaries.

® Providing 2,380 terrorist-threat/
personal-security briefings to 70,000
Air Force members.

Investigating such major crimes as
drug trafficking, murder, theft, rape,
and assault consumes the largest
portion (forty percent) of AFOSI man-
hours. Of all types of criminal investi-
gations, drug cases are the most com-
mon.

As a result of AFOSI criminal and
fraud investigations, the Air Force re-
covered or saved nearly $68 million in
assets in 1987 as well as assessing
almost $7 million in fines. m

Air Force Operational Test and
Evaluation Center

HE Air Force Operational Test and
Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) is
the Air Force's independent testagen-
cy responsible for operational testing
of new or modified weapon systems
and/or components being developed
for Air Force and multiservice use.
AFOTEC is a separate operating
agency under Hq. USAF. The Com-
mander, Maj. Gen. Cecil W. Powell,
reports directly to the Chief of Staff of
the Air Force. The primary purpose of
operational test and evaluation is to
reduce risk in the acquisition process
by determining how well systems per-
form when operated and maintained
by Air Force personnel in a realistic
operational environment.
The results from the center's tests
are used at all levels of the Air Force
-and the Department of Defense to
support program decisions that lead
to the production and fielding of sys-
tems. The center's efforts focus on
the task of providing assessments of
the operational effectiveness and suit-
ability of the Air Force’s future weapon

systems and supporting equipment.

The center’s activities address
equipments used over the entire
spectrum of Air Force missions, in-
cluding aircraft, strategic missiles,
munitions, and space and command
control communications and intelli-
gence systems. The center is current-
ly planning or conducting tests on the
Consolidated Space Operations Cen-
ter, the Next-Generation Weather Ra-
dar, the B-1B, and the Peacekeeper
missile.

The center is also testing the Ad-
vanced Medium-Range Air-to-Air Mis-
sile (AMRAAM). Center personnel will
be involved in testing the Advanced
Tactical Fighter, the Airborne Self-
Protection Jammer, and simulator
systems, including the B-1B and
F-15E weapon system trainers. The
most recently completed tests in-
clude those for the Joint Tactical In-
formation Distribution System pro-
gram and the High-Speed Antiradia-
tion Missile.

The center has approximately 500

people assigned to its headquarters
at Kirtland AFB, N. M., and an addi-
tional 175 at five detachments and
twenty-four test teams. The center
has detachments at Eglin AFB, Fla.,
Nellis AFB, Nev., Edwards AFB, Calif.,
Colorado Springs, Colo., and Kapaun
Administrative Annex, West Germany.

AFOTEC personnel form the man-
agement cadre for test programs,
while the major commands supple-
ment the test teams with the majority
of the evaluators. There are approxi-
mately 2,400 people under the cen-
ter's operational control. The addi-
tional personnel provide current op-
erational experience to ensure that
the evaluation reflects the needs of
the ultimate users of the system—the
operators and the maintainers as well
as the support and training special-
ists. By testing under operationally re-
alistic conditions, the center ensures
that the new equipment will meet the
user's requirement and will be ready
for operational use in accomplishing
the Air Force mission. a

Air Force Service Information and

News Center

THE Air Force Service Information
and News Center (AFSINC) com-
municates Air Force and defense
news to Air Force members and their
families worldwide. This information
on policies, activities, and people
makes AFSINC, headquartered at Kel-
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ly AFB, Tex., a key voice in Air Force
public affairs. In addition, the center
provides stories about soldiers and
airmen to hometown civilian news
media across the United States.
AFSINC is commanded by Col. Paul
Heye and reports to the Air Force Di-

rector of Public Affairs. AFSINC has
four mission elements: Internal Infor-
mation Directorate, Army and Air
Force Hometown News Service, Air
Force Broadcasting Service, and the
Air Force Office of Youth Relations.

e Internal Information produces
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materials to help commanders com-
municate to the Air Force audience.
Print products include Airman maga-
zine, the Air Force News Service, the
Air Force Policy Letter for Command-
ers, and Family News.

Internal also oversees the Com-
mander’s Call, the base newspaper
program, and Air Force Now films and
videos and produces the Air Force
Radio News Service releases, gener-
al-officer biographies, the litho-
graphs ser