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Abstract

Figure 1. Artist Conceptof CV-22 in a typical Hogage Resue senaio.

The C/-22 Ogprey will be the next generation Special Operations insertion and
extraction platform. The Air Force Specia Operations Command will begin receving the
modified Marine Corps MV-22's in 2002, with full operational capaldity scheduled for
2010. The Cv-22 will replace 89 various Specal Opeations C—130sard helicopters.
Historicaly, there is a tendercy to use Bw weapms systens in a role that others had

previoudy performed, even if the capabilities are not identical. This does not dways take



advantage of what may be a new system’s unique capabilities. The purpaose of this pgper
isto examne some of the dcctrinal issuesthat anse from the addiion of the CV-22 b the
SOF arsenal; to look a some historical daa on cases where smilar evalugions were
caled for ard cansider their resuls; ard to consider what measues ae being discussear
proposed currently. The paper will fo cuson the following question:

What chargesin Specal Opeations doctrine stould be made n the future,

dueto the addiion of Tilt—Rotor techology (in the form of the Cv-22

Osprey), to maximize and enhance the capabilities of United States Special
Opeations Command (USSOCOM)?

For the puposes @ this paper doctrine consists of methods of accamplishing military
tasks that are broadly acceped, not necessaly written, but used ad believed by the
mgority of qudified people in a gecific field.

The first doctrinal considerations are focused o the esablished misson areasthat
are the responsibility of the United States Special Operations Command, followed by an
evaluaton of how the CV-22 nay fit into eachof those mssions, ard the unique
capabilities that the Osprey has in eachone. Those missbn areas ae Drect Action,
Unconventiona Warfare, Courterterrorism, Foreign Interna Defense, Strategic
Recanaissare, ard include a number of cdlateral misson suchas Rrsonnel Recovery
ard Secuiity Assstarce hat Specal Opeations Forces ae suied b perform. The rext
doctrinal focus is on missions in which the Osprey may prove vauable, but are not
necessarily the responsibility of Special Operations Forces, either becausehey belong to
some othe force, or they have never been paformed dueto techndogical shortfals.
Specfic exanples nclude caostabulary acivities, humanitarian operations,

counternarcotics ard Specakl Opeations unique fre suppart.
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The recanmendations made n the paperare kased m taking full adwentage d the
unique capabilities of the Osprey, paticularly the ability to perform vertical landings and
takeoffs a ranges far greater than existing helicopters. This will eliminate much of the
requirements for addtional basing near a target, ard reduce he infrastucture needed @
execute Specia Operations today. It will also require the flexibility in planning to allow
the Osprey to operate independent of other types of arcraft to fully exploit its capabilit ies.
More important thanthe recanmendaitons here, is the needfor Specal Opemtions leades
ard plamers to think alout how best to use his techological developmert, rather than

simply forcing the Ogrey into curent C-130 o helicopter roles.
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Chapter 1

How To Impact Doctrine

Doctrine iswhat expelence hashown usially works beg.

—Mag Genl. B. Holley, USAFR

Tiltrotor technology is nothing rew. The idea or anarcraft that could fly with the
speed b a popeler driven plare, then land verticaly like a telicopter, was desgned,
tested aml flown in the 1950s The idea was adrdoned, however, as leing impracical
due b the camplexity of the machne, poor flight characiernstics, and excessve costs.
Nonetheless, the patential use for such an arcraft is obvious and still exists. Helicopters
have become a daple in most modern militaries for use in those situaions where no
runways exist and aircraft must be landed n remote areas. Howewer, the helicopter has
always had to trade off speed, range, and cargo carrying capability, in order to hover and
land vertically.

The V-22 ‘Osprey” program is the nost recert atempt to use tiltrotor tecmology to
fill g aps between helicopters and fixed—wing arcraft. The primary US military purpose
the V—22 wil be to replace he Marine Corps aghng fleet of H-46 anphibious assault
helicopters.? This new arcraft, desgnated he MV—22, is scheduled © come into the
active force n 2000 wth the first operational urits in 2002° The V-22 las also been

desgred aml funded for long—rarge gecil operations. the CV-22 will be a specialy



modified version of the Marine arcraft (see appendix B), and will include the unique
avionics anl amament needed dr Special Opeations Forces(SOF) missbn areas! The
Air Force B scheduled © take deivery of the first CV-22 in 2002 with the first
operationa capability in 2005. The dewlopmert of specal operations doctrine for the C
V—22 will be the focus of this pgper, though Marine Corps efforts to develop doctrine for

their version of the V—22 wil also be related.

Figure 2.

Figure 2. The CV-22

The C/-22 will be the cornerstone of SOF aviation in the next century. It will
replaceal the Air Force’s specal operations helicopters, HC-130 ankers, ard ome MC—
130 Gmbat Talons. The US Amy specal operations avation elerrert, pait of the United
States Army Special Operations Commeand, will buy the MH-47E ard MH-60K SOF
modified helicopters to replacetheir curent H-60 anl H-47 \ariarts. The addiion of
terrain following radar and dectronic counter measures will make the new Army SOF

helicopters more compatble with Air Force $ecal Opeations Command (AFSOC)



helicopters with regard to capabilit ies in higher threat areas or in marginal weather.> In dl,
The United States Special Operation Command (USSOCOM) will eliminate 89 aircraft
from the Air Force canponert in order to fund the delopmert ard producton of the
CVv-22. By 2010,whenthe CvV-22 & scheduled for full operationa capaliity, the CV—
22, MC-130E MH-47E ard MH-60K will be USSOCOM'’s long range infilt ration and
exfiltration platforms® AFSOC is alko looking at a replacenert for its MC-130 to
complement the V—22 in the yeass beyond 2010 wih a poject caled the MC-X.” The
primary mission for CV-22will be long range insertion, extraction, and resupply of Army,
Naw, ard Air Force SOF.2,

Historicaly, there is a tendercy to use w weapams systenrs in a role that others had
previoudy performed, even if the capabilit ies are not identical. This does not dways take
advantage of what may be a new system’s unique capabilit ies. Often it is organizational
inertia that prevents the prope assmilation of a new weapon system, becausetijust does
not fit into the aganzatona structure. The first appeaaces m the kettlefield of the
machine gunard the tank come to mind.? These sgterrs wee introduced wih little o no
understanding of how they might charge he reture of warfare. It is relatively easyto
substitute a new tecmology for arother. The suppat gructure ard manning ale ateady
there ard do not need b be creatd. The pesonnel exst ard do not need b be retrained
in the pupose d the rew system only in its goeration. Often, espeally in thesetimes of
decea®d hudges, it is necesary to trade df anold systemto afford the new one. Thisis
the cag for the CV-22. AFSOCis being forced b give up ts SOFhelicopters in orderto

afford the OV—221° It canonly be assured that leades at USSOCOM ard AFSOC



believe this trade df provides more benefit from obtaining the CV-22 han it gives up
from losing the 89 aircraft mantioned previoudy.

It is important that developmert of SOF doctrine is advanced to ersure that the
bendfits of the CV-22 campersate for the capaliities USSOCOM plans to eliminate.
There stould be a nmechanism in the SOF command stucture t© ersure that doctrinal
issues such as these are addressed. Only then, will the benefit of next generation
technologies be fully exploited. This mechanism <ould gimulate innovation and
ercourage mw ideas m orderto explore rew possble nmisson areas ad new methods for
doing the old ones. Creativity, flexibility, and initiative have long been consdered
strengths o the speal operator.’’ This issue povides he pefect opportunity to
denonstrate those atributes agai.

The pupose d this paperis to examine sane of the dactrinal issueshat arise from
the addtion of the CV-22to the SOFarsenal; to look at some historical dat on cags
where amilar evalugions were called for and consider their results;, and to consider what
measures are being discussed or proposed currently. The pgpe will focus on the
following question:

What changes in Special Operations doctrine should be made in
the future,due to the addition of Tilt—Rotor technologyime
form of the C¥22 Osprey),to maximize and enhance the
capabilities of United States Special Operations Command
(USSOCOM)?

In order to evaluae or modify doctrine, it is necessary to first dedine it. This is a

difficult task ast is easyto confuse acics, procedues,ard strategieswith doctrine. The



current Air Force deinition states hat doctrine is “what we fold true almut aeospace
power ard the kest way to do the job in the Air Force”** The choice d the ward “way’
can easly causemisinterpretations and lead o the caffuson mentioned albve. The
Webster’s |l dictionary says doctrine is a “principle or body of principles preserted by a
spediic field, system or organization for acceptance or beliefPrinciples,as used
here,may be the accepted principles of war oaymalso bemore focused,and
particular to one part of theiltary profession,specialoperationsfor exanple.
US joint publicationsdiscusses principles as well when defindartrine; it says
“doctrine is a stateemt of the fundarental principles thaguide the enployment
of military forces or elerants®

Forthe purpose®f this paperdoctrine consists of thevays” that are broadly
accepted,not necessarily writtenbut used andbelieved by the majority of

gualified people in a specific field.



Figure 3Two MV-22s in Formation

By contrast then tactics ae the nore spediic ways to do paits of the overal job.
There ae dten sewera tacics awilable to do eachpatticular job. The difference between
tactics and doctrine is sometimes hard to see, and indeed may be the same thing in some
situatons. If a paticular tactic becanes wery widely acceped as bhe lest way to
accanplish some pat of a mssbn, it may be considered dactrine. Strategies casist of
the paticular methods hat are sebcted © accanplish patticular objectivesgiven a cettain
situation, ard the arderin which those nmethods ae executd.

The other question that begs atention hee is whether techndogy should dictate
doctrine or the aher way around. In fact it canand should happenin both directons. As

doctrine is deweloped ad ewlves with experierce, efforts slould be made to creae the



best possble equpment to executk that doctrine. Onthe aher hand, it would be foolish
to ignore the technological adwvence nade n the rame of scence lecausehere ro cal for
themin the curent doctrine.

During the Twertieth certury, . . . none of the nost important devces hat

have transformed war — from the arplane through the tank, the jet engine,

radar, the helicopter, the atom bomb, and so on al the way down to the

electronic camputer — owed ts aigins to a dactrina requirement laid down
by people in uriform.**

Advances n techhology may offer new ard supeitor modes ¢ operation that stould be
incorporated n doctrine.

Idealy, the dcctrine is created wih the pupaose d providing a framewark for the best
methods of paforming military missions, after which, the equipment needed to operate
within that doctrine would be desgned aml procured. Howewer, in realty, the
development of techndogy cannat be that responsive. It is necessary to work within the
constraints of what the scientists and ergineers can produce. At the same time,
technological developmerts are dten made hat do not relate to any doctrinal requirement,
yet if the doctrine is flexible, may dlow for some expansion in capaility. Mag Gen
William F. Garrison, commander of the JFK Specia Warfare Center and School says that
the “historicaly deiived pations of doctrine are canbined wth acual ard anicipated
tecmological advances ad our best guess 6 what future requirements ard operationa
environments will be.” **** The military must be ready to do both at the same time; provide
inputs to the scentific community as o future technological requirements ard be prepaed
to adjud the way business is done when new techndogies spontaneoudy gppear. Many

would amgue tat the V-22 s a techology that is being introducedto the military for



other than military reasons, but that does not diminate the requirement for the most
flexible doctrine in order to use it most effectively. *°

A SOF exanple sceano may help to further explain strategy, doctrine, tactics, ard
procedues Suppee a terrorist training canp hes been idertified aml the rational
command auhority (NCA) has deciled b destoy the canp ard to capture som of the
terrorists in an attept to find out who is fundinghem It will involve a small
assault teamisinghelicopters to drop in on top of the gauet nidit. The national
“strateg” is the NCA decision to repress terrorism general. The operational
“strateq” is to implement this in the currerdaseby repressing theserroristsand
the order in which the eleents of doctrine are selected and executed.

The tacical “doctrine” involved n the avation portion of our scemro is that a
staging base will be used consisting of an arfield that has been secured by a battalion of
Army Rangers, after which the helicopters will operate in two ship eements for mutud
suppat, ard the crewswill use night vision goggles to dlow them the advantage of night
operations. The useof Rargers 0 secue anaifield is widely acceptd as me o the kest
ways to use them. SOF helicopters will almost dways operate in minimum formation of
two arcraft in order to provide nutual suppat, ard will opeate a night whenever
possble in order to take adwantage & superor night vision. Thesemethods may also be
consideredtactcs, but are sowidely accepéd ard canmonly used,that they are, in effect,
tacical “doctrine.” The aher tactcs involved, that are rot doctrinal, might be the

configuration of the relicopters in a hover in order for their door gurs to provide a full



range d coverage an the target This tactc is different in every situaton ard is therefore

not doctrine

Figure 4. MV-22 in hover configuration.

It is evdert that the ne ketween doctrine ard tactics canbe blurry, but the key
elemert is that doctrine is a wdely acceped method of accamplishing samething, rather
thana cloice etweenmany methods, arny of which may work depeiling on the situaion.
Doctrine is a canbination of history, the lessas history holds, ard a prediction of the
future, ard how circumstarces nay require charges n the reture of war. It exsts at all
operational levels from the lowesttactical detils to the broadeststrategic applcaions. A

broader exanple d SOF doctrine is that specal operations “may frequetly be covert or



clardestne”!’” This exanple is cettainly broader in scqe, but the keyelerrert that makes
it doctrine is that it is widely acceped.

There are several sourcesof written doctrine that apply to SOF. The Jont Chiefs of
Staff write dactrine that is intended br situatons in which forces fom two or more
sewices ae paticipating. Service dcatrine should not conflict with joint doctrine. The
primary pulicatons that apply to SOF avation are JCS Pub 30, Doctrine for Joint
Opermtions ard JCS Pub3-05,Doctrine for Joint Special Opeations The latter, with
its corresponding series of pubications, is the responsbility of USSOCOM. These
documents, however, are very broad in scope designed to give senior commanders,
genera knowledge of SOF capability who may not have much direct experience with
them They are doviously not a sairce d the tacical level doctrine mentioned in the
scerano atove.

Service doctrine is still applicable to SOF and its aviation in paticular. In this case,
there ae same unique siuatons as Amy ard Air Force SOF avation units operate side—
by—sde on a daly basis, yet are Hill influenced by their service doctrine. The Air Force's
AFM 1-1isthe basic doctrine for the appicaton of arpower. The Army equvaent is FM
100-5.Again, both of these dacunrents are exrenely broad in nature and addiess specil
operations at the most strategic levels. The sulsequen levels of doctrine below this are
found in manuals, regulations, sardard operating procedues in-flight guides ard even
training guides. There will be actual doctrine hidden in pagf safetyprocedures
and coordinatingnstructions.

The most abstract saurce of doctrine lies in the leliefs ard expererce d the

commanders, plamers, instructor pilots, ard operators ateachlevel of command. It differs
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from theory only in that it is widdy believed. This is the source of the unwritten doctrine
mentioned eatier. It comes from training, exercises, chakk talks, bar stories, combat
expelierce, ard thenis passedrbm one to arother. This is also where doctrine ewolves
ard charges. Only after new ideas a& examned aml re-examined, in formal ard informal
discussin, do they make it on to a witten page smewhere. A new ideamay concem
doctrinal issues a every level of war, but may not be labeled as such, but if it becomes
commonly acceped as he kest method of doing business, it is doctrine.

Some backgiound on the recen history of the V-22 wil also be useful before we
further explore the dcctrinal issue. The program began in 1972 wlken the Army ard
NASA contracted wih Bel ard Boeing to dewelop a pototype tltrotor arcraft. The
result wasthe XV-15 whch first flew n 1979. In 1981, the bint Sewices Aircraft
Program (JVX) was estblished ater missbn areas fom al the sevices lad been
idertified for the program. Initidly, the Army was the execuive sewice, but the Naw
took over in 1983 afer the Army elecied rot to continue its inelvenment. The Nay
nanmed the aircraft ‘Osprey’ in 1985 after aarme bird of prey that can both
swoop and haar'®

Six prototype V-22 aircraft were contracted lased on the succes of the XV15. The
V-22 wauld be very smilar, only signficantly larger, dlowing it to haul passengers and
calgo. The first arcraft flew in 1989, ard the flight test program continuestoday. In
1989, howewer, Secetary of Defense Rchard B. Cherey carceled he piogram as the
decine in defense budges began He dd s based on Defense Depamment sudies
showing that a comhbination of helicopters could paform dl the same mission areas for

less cost. Howewer, the Maiine Corps, Boeing, ard a goup d interested nembers o
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Congress,formed an‘iron triangle” that proved bo powerful for Cherey ard that keptthe
program dive.*® This group povided ts own studies that suggesed he V—22 caild do
the variety of missbns in a nore cost effecive manner than the cambinations of

helicopters being considered. Because b Congresspbnal interest in commercial

applcatons, not to mention the fact that pats for the arcraft are huilt in ewery state,
Congress reinstated funding for the program. Thoughddayed from its original schedule,?®
the program is now fully funded audl appeas to be on firm ground. The decsion process
to procure the arcraft has leenheated anl Hoody over the pastdecadeFor the purposes
of this paper that decsion is considered inal. It is time think alout the kest wayto use i.

The rext chapter will attempt to look a smilar experiences concerning the doctrinal
dewelopmert ard system enployment of the AV—-8 Harier line o aircraft. The Royal Air
Force, the Royal Naw, ard US Marine Corps tave al operated the aircraft but have done
so in ggnificantly different ways. The T—Harrier lessons will illu strate some cases where
doctrinal dewelopmert was proactve, alowing for forward thinking in how to use the
aircraft best. They will also show some cases where the Harrier was not used effectively
because dctrine becane stle aml inflexible.

The third chapter will attempt to mach the Osprey with the primary mission areas
that USSOCOM is tasked b perform curently. These mclude drect acion,
unconventional warfare, specal recanaissarce, foreign internal defense, counterterrorism
psychological operations, ard civil affairs. The CvV-22 will have a amall role in several of
these mission areas, while it will take up the bulk of the responsibility in others. Some
historic examples of typical SOF missions will be used to frame the discussion of how the

CV-22 mght be used.
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The fourth chapter attempts to take these nisson areas a @p urther. It examnes
how the unque capabilities of the Osprey, combined with the changing international
political stuaion, may lead to some completely new roles for SOF.

Finaly, the cancluding chapter is a campilation of what doctrina recanmendatons
should be initiated by USSOCOM. These may be written or unwritten, and in some cases,
doctrine may be more flexible when it is unwritten.

The key issueis for SOF commanders aml plamers to think alout the Ospey as a

new tool with urlimited application, and not just the new infilt ration arcraft for SOF-.
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Chapter 2

The Harrier Ex ample

The aiplane von't amount to a damn until they get a machitieat will
act like a hummingbitt — go $sraight up,go forward, go backvward, come
straight dow and alight like a humminghar

—Thomas Edison

The pumpose of this chapter is to further illustrate the importance of critically
aralyzing doctrine prior to fielding a rew tecmology. The Harier jump jet (known as he
AV-8 by the US Matrines ard the GR-35 in the Unted Kingdam) provides anexcelent
casestudy becausat is a sngle techmological development that was used Ythree sevices
with different doctrinal concept. The techological development unique b the Harier is
similar to that of the Osprey in that they both have the ability to takeoff and land from a
hover. There is also a sulstantial historical base o the development ard enployment of
the Harier from both British ard Americanpeispecives.

Military leaders in both Britain and the United States were faced wih the sane
guegions alout the Harrier in the 1960sthat USSOCOM leadeship is faced wih today
regarding the CV-22. As the Harier was deweoped, military leaders recognized the
military application of an atack arcraft that could live at the front without being tied to an
airfield. The quesbns they faced,whether or not they knew i at the time, involved how

the doctrine of their patticular sevicesmight charge b take adwantage d the Harier's
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unique abilities. 1f those questions had gone unasked, the Harrier would have been smply
a replacenert for same other attack arcraft with no concepual charges h operations.

The ability to operate from remote, audere, and temporary locations dlows for a
significant increase in mission flexibility. Both the Osprey and the Harrier have unique
capabilit ies in this regard. One dgnificant difference is that the Harrier takes advantage of
this ability primarily at takeoff from its base, whereas the Osprey will primarily take
advantage of it a the target. The ability of the Harrier to hover alows it to be based and
operated from ships or remote areas, whereas the ability of the Osprey to hover dlows it
to land ard insett or extract forces @ equpment from remote sites ator nearthe target
Regadless, the increase in capability may dlow for new and more effective ways to
accamplish cetain missons, ard may alow for the accaonplishmert of new missons. The
similarities between the Harrier and the Osprey are convenient for discussion, but are not
critical to the argunent. The machne gunor the sulmmarine wauld probally also make
uselill case sidies as wél The sare amlysis stould be done for ary techolgical
dewlopmerts. What is critical is the link between new techmology ard increased
effeciveress, ard more importantly, the impact on applcalde doctrine. Historicaly,
doctrine has rot aways kept pace wih the tecmological progress, though there ae ako
cases where doctrine has been developed before the technological capability to execute it.
Doctrine must be flexible in order to take the greatst advantage of new scientific
dewelopmerts.

The introduction of the Harier represemmed a sgnificart technological charge n the
capabilit ies of fighter arcraft. It is important to examine how effectively the Harrier was

incorporated nto the nodem day arseral, ard how much vision ard initiative were
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displayed in that integration. The three primary sources of daa for this investigation are
the Roya Air Force RAF), the Royal Nawy, ard the USMarine Carps USMC), because
they are the pimary uses d the arcraft. The issue ér eachof these sanceswas to
decde how to adapttheir doctrine to make the Harier the nost effecive ard usedl
platform passible.

The Harrier was created througha comhbination of military requirement and scientific
discovery. Airplane desgrers have always looked or ways to make their desgns
independent of airfields. Helicopters were the first attempts of many famous arcraft
builders, the Wright brothers included, before they moved on to conventiond fixed—wing
desgrs.' Hawker Siddeky Aircraft, today caled British Aerospace,has long built
successful military arcraft, the Hurricane and the Hunter to name two of its best. In the
19505 Hawker Sddeky proceeded o a pioject that would ewertualy ewlve into the
Harrier. They put much of their own money into it without direction from the military,
ard hoped b the sel the arcraft after proving its wath? It was anexanple o industy
providing a tchological advance wihout a requestor written requirement from ary
milit ary source.

On the other hand, the emyineers cetainly understood that a \ertical short takeoff
and landing (V/STOL) capability was a valuable commadity to the military community.
The Harrier was developed with military application in mind as its primary function. It
was not developed purely through the interest of science, though civilian uses have aso
beenconsidered throughout the life of the Harier. As late as1978,Marsha of the Royal
Air Force, Sir Neil Cameron said “that V/STOL will eventudly develop for non—warlik e

uses and ... | $al be very surprised if before the end of the century the humminghird
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techiqueis not part ard pacel of our avation scer”? In short, the impetus behind the

Harrier was neither purely science, nor srictly milit ary requirement.

The first Hawker prototype, caled the Kestral, made its maden flight in October
1960. The RAF wasimmediately interested, dong with West Germany and the United
States. Though it gppeared to have some military utility, only the RAF stayed with the
program. The arcraft lacked sgnificant range and payload. These limit ations were severe
and deterred the other interested militaries. The RAF ordered the fir st Harriers, designated
the GR-1, a nore powerful ard improved version of the Kestral in 1967,ard ewertualy
took delvery of ninety aircraft with the first squadon operational in 1969% At this stage,
the Harier wasoptimized asa cbse ar suppat platform.

After the first Hariers flew in 1967, two American Marines were sent to the
Farnborough Air Show to see he arcraft in acion. They persuadedcompary execuives
to let them fly the arcraft themseles wer the next sewveral days. They were extrenely
impressed and returned to tre US to lrief the Commandant of the Marine Corps, General
Leonard Chapnman. They strongly recanmended te Maiine Corps procure the Harrier.
With the Gommandart convinced, the Marines evertualy won a bitter budgetry struggle
to buy Hariers, ard the first of 110 AV—8As ( the USMC desgnation) was ordered in
1970. The nitia buy of Hariers evertually replaced he aghg A—4 arl 4 fiees in the
Marine air aim. The upgaded A/—8B, 276 d which were purchased, now accanpares
the HA-18 aml the AH-1 asthe Marine Corpstacical ar packageE’.

The Royal Naw becane involved n the Harier program with a feasbility sudy in
1969, but it wasnot urtil 1972 hat they let a caitract to consider the dewlopment of a

Naval version of the arcraft. The aderwasplaced m 1975 br 34 Ro/al Naw Harriers.
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The anly difference fom the RAF version was he addiion of a forward looking radar for
air defense ard the replacenent of al magnesum patts for arti—carrosion purposes. A
navalised version of the Harrier did not need he addiional structural erhancenerts that
normal jet aircraft did in order to operate an an arcraft carier becauseit could land
verticaly. It could land justas dakately on a ship as 1 could on pavement. The navalised
verson wasfirst flown in 1978with the first unt becaming operationa in 1980° Later,
the Indian Italian ard Spansh Naves lmught smal numbers d Harriers for their small
deck aicraft cariers.

During the 1960sasthe Harier took shape,RAF doctrine wasvery amilar to USAF
tacical doctrine. Spediicaly, the pimary pumpose of tacical air was to suppat the
ground £heme of maneuver. It was based on the ddense agang a Soviet land invasion
acrossthe Europeancontinert. The Biitish assurad that the Sviets wauld move rapidly
ard there would be no charce © stop the adwance atthe autset Success wald deped
on the abilit y to bend but not break urtil the power of the United States could be brought
to bear The front would be charging rapidly, ard arpower would have to be flexible in
order to suppat the Army effeciively. Although the United Kingdam still had concerns
with colonial, ard formerly cdonial, regions aound the warld, the focus d RAF doctrine
was on providing close air suppat ard ar interdiction in suppat of ground forcesin
Europe.

The Harier fit this doctrine very wel. The RAF plamed to use he Harrier from
roads and fields within ten or twenty miles of the front. Throughout the later Cold War
yeass, two of the tree @emtiona Harier unts wee based n Gemary. The

infragructure required duing cambat consisted of only fuel trucks anmunition, ard a
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small maintenance capability at the forward loiter area. The advantage of the Harrier was
that it could st on the giound ard loiter indefinitely urtil it was reeded,ard then start
ergines ard respand in a netter of minutes b the gound forces n trouble. There were
trade—dfs to for these adantage suchas sucutyat dispesed bcations ard the needfor
more suppat equpmernt ard pesonnel. Howewer, the RAF rever attempted to expard
the Harrier role becausaet fit sowel into their exsting dactrine. The Harier was aly a
small part of RAF arpower, but it filled aunque and specialized role in their doctrine.

The RAF pattialy testedits doctrine during the Falkland Ilands war in 1982. It sent
sixteenaircraft, the majority on container shps, that operated fom forward bases o the
islands after the land forceshad secued the aea. They were dedcated cbse suppat for
those forcesasthey moved acoss te idand. Evenoperating atthe erl of extrenely long
supply lines the Harriers proved \ery effecve in the cbse ar suppat role. They alo
provedto be survivade. Pat Starley wasdeended ty Roland ard Tigercat radar guided
suifaceto air missles (SAM) as wel as -7 ard Blowpipe sloulder fired SAMs. SAMs
claimed only one victim, a Sea Harier downed ty a Rdand. There was ao significart
anti—arcraft artillery (AAA) which was more effective and scored numerous hits.
Repeatdly, RAF Hariers repared lattle danage anl returned © the fight. In all, only
three RAF Harriers were lost to AAA or ground fre during the conflict.’

The USMC doctrine at the e of the Vietham War was degined b make the
Marines the retion’'s rapid expeditionary response brce. The Marine Corpswas designed
to reactquickly anywhere in the warld, either as anindepeilert force, or to provide ard
forced etry, followed ly a rend—dff to the USArmy. Since he Maiines hed to be light

and mobile, they could not use heavy aamor and artillery, and depended instead on very
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responsive close air suppat to fill that ggp. Much like the British, the Harrier fit well into

this mold. It could gperate from ship or from ausere aeas astre. Its stort range was
not a critical problem, becauseti would alvays be in close poximity to the fighting

ground unts. The Marine ground forcesalso required fuelard anmunition so most of the
logistic infragructure needed ¢ suppat Harriers at the front areadyexsted. The unque
requirements of auation fuel ard amament do necesitate some ground personnel

dedcated © Harrier operations.

What the Marine Corps did not do was adapits dactrine to take adwantage ¢ the
Hamrier. The Harier replaced he A-4 am F4 in numbers, but there was ever a
consideration of using only Hariers. Based o the fact that Marine Corps datrine is
based m a syergistic ar—ground teamthat requires al the phyers t paticipate, a mx of
Harriers ard conventional fixed—wing fighters does rot take full advantage @ the Harrier.
The Marines gill depended on ether big deck carriers to provide ar defense and deep
strike, or they needed @ secue a cawentiona fixed—wing base, once ashre, to operate
its F-18s It is logical to have both capaliities if one or the other can be usd
independertly depending on the situaton. However, Marine Corps dctrine stresses lie
importance d al those assetbeing besed ad operated as a sedess eam

Accading to Marine Corps datrine, there stould alvays be either anaircraft carrier
or an arfield aslore; if there ae alvays provisons for operating caonventional arcraft,
there s no adwantage o having a V/ISTOL aircraft. Marine Corps doctrine speciicaly
statesthat “in order to maximize cambat power, we nustuse dlthe aailable resaurces”®
On the othe hand, the doctrine dso says that “the Marine Air—Ground Task Force

(MAGTF) may be of ary size, ard the weghting and composition of its componert
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elemernts may vary, depexing on the mssbn ard ereny situaton.”®

This would imply
that the commander is freeto tailor his force as meded,yet this is not accanplished in
practce. It may occur for a paticular tacical misson, but the overal picture panted by
the dacunent leads e readerto believe that the pats o the MAGTF are not desgnedto
be sepaated. This is not to say that the Marines should have relied completely on the
Harrier, eiminated the rest of their fixed wing arcraft, and forgone the need to secure
conventional rurways ance asbre. Onthe cattrary, their doctrine should be chargedto
dlow flexibility to operate ether way; either with F—18soperating from secuied aifields
astore or with Harriers goerating from ausere locations nearthe front.

The Roya Naw doctrine in the 1970sackrowledged he importance of force
projecion in the Cold War, ard the value hat American supercariers hed in this role.
Howewer, cost was pohibitive. The Roya Naw recagnized paential for the Harier that
no one elsehad. It could be operated fom the Naw’'s exsting helicopter cariers, ard
even the Kestral had beentested n deck &nding operations off the HMS Ark Royal in
1963° The vision on their pat was n seeng the Harier peforming other than its
intended roles. That vision resuted n a helicopter carier with Hariers that could
provide, on a smaler scale, the same force projection capability as an American supea
carier.

The SeaHarrier wasconverted ly the Ro/al Naw into a multipurpose stike arcraft
that could perform air defense of the fleetwith the addiion of a seath radar ard AIM-9
sidewnder missles. They also conceved of the ideaof adding the “ski—jump” to the front
of their small carriers that alowed mae fuel or ordnance to be carried, yet ill allowed

for vertical landing after burning fuel or experding ordnarce. The Sea Harier could

22



perform air defense, arti—shipping, ar interdiction, close ar suppat, ard recanaissance
functions, ard would execut al thes nissions in the Falkland Island War in 1982 The
Royal Naw ewvertualy depbyed twerty—eght Sea Hariers for operations in the canflict,
its ar—to—ar missiles being ddivered only as the two Royal Navy carriers left for the fight.
The crews trained thenseles during the tarsit, ard later slhot down twernty—three
Argentine aircraft, to includetwo Mirage, nine Isragli bult Dagge's, and seven US built
A-4 Skyhawks with no ar—to—ar losses.*? In severd ergagenents, the Argertinesfired
the first missles, before being shot down thenseles, ard on three different occasons, a
flight of two Sea Harriers attacked larger formations and came away with mutiple kills.*3
Only two of the Sea Hariers that paticipated wee lost to hostile fire, one o a Rdand
radar guded M, ard one b aubmatic weapas fire. It is true that much of success
enjoyed by the British Harrier pilots was dueto the supeior missile they had in the AIM—
9, ard may have beenerased agast Israelor the Sviet Union. Howewer, the realzaion
that the weapas made the difference,and the decsion to put themon anarcraft desgned
for close ar suppat in Europe, are what made their doctrine succesful.

In defense d the Argertine Air Force aml Naw, they were working atthe erd of their
range aml were targeting British ships, not Hariers. They also had sgnificart success,
sinking four British warships one landing ship, and a container ship that was providing
suppies for the land forcesaslore ard basing for Hariers. They also danaged eéven
other British ships for a total of 17 dips hit out of the 100 that made up the British task
force, though at leastone o those danaged was hit by a land based Exocet missle.**
Some technical problems, on the pat of Argertine weapaory, preverted even more

danege, which patentialy, could have forced te Unted Kingdam to back ait of the
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fight. The Argertine Air Force actaly flew 82 gt aircraft in combat from mainland bases,
plus 40 turboprop Pucaas off the "land, ard the Argertine Naw addedthirteenmore
Skyhawksard SuperEtemIards15 Ontwo separate days, they managed b mass up b 56
combat saties in an attempt to overwhelm the Sea Harier defensive cambat air patols.
In al the Bntish had 28 Ra Hariers, ard 14 RAF GR-3s.The fact remains that the
Harier was ggnficartly outnumbered, yet performed wel alove nost expectauions.16
Without them, the British would have had little hope of forcing the Argentines from the
idands. The dewlopment of shps degined b operate fixed—wing V/STOL aicraft has
since given many nations the ability to project arpower, and has been called a “major
revolution in maritime arpower.” 1

The lessons to be learned have to do wth how to aagpt doctrine to best use a
technological improvement such as the Harrier. The limitations of the new weapon system
must also be considered. For the Harrier, the limitations were range and payload, both of
which were dgnificantly less that conventional fighters. The Royal Navy provided the best
example of how to recognize capahilit ies that were not designed into a system, then adjust
their doctrine to get the most return on their investment, at the same time, weighing the
limit ations that are incurred. This massive adjustment dlowed the Royal Navy to project
forcein the Falklands canpaignin a manner impossble anly a decadedfore. The Harier
is cettainly not a premer ar supeiority platform aganst first rate ar forces,but the fact
remains that without the vison and foresight of the Roya Navy that led to tre
dewelopmert of the Sea Harier, the threatto the British surfacefleetduring the Falklands
War would have been far greater and may have prevented them from projecting military

force in the Falklands
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Chapter 3

SOF Traditional Mission Areas

Thechallengeis to develop the mearfer SOF assets to penetate hosle
or denied aigpace vithout being detectedf detectedthento avoidthreat
engagementf threat avoidance ismposible, then to peneéte the theat
at the gfted point.

—James R. Locher IlI, ASD/SOLIC
The term “specal operation” has alvays implied samne misson or task that did not fit
into arny conventiona vein of warfighting, ard was éft to those “snake eaérs” who could
not conform to military tradition. At the sametime, it was the versatility and creativity of
SOF that was heir greaestasset Nonconformity has rever beenconsidered aposttive
trait in military circles, yet special operators have survived as outcasts because hey
performed those drty ard difficult, though necessay, jobs that no one else warts. Air
Force Specal Operations Command (AFSOC), charactrized as a gmal, highly
gpecialized .... ad forever—out—of—the—mainstream air force” of United Sates $ecal

Operations Command (USSOCOM), will continue to operate with that reputation.®
Since 1986, there have beensignificart efforts to charge he SOFimage. After the
creation of USSOCOM, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Admiral William J Crowe Jr.,
prescibed he following seps br breakng down the barriers between SOF ard

conventiond forces:
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First, break davn the wal that has nore or less come between specal
operations forces and the other pats of our military . . . Second, educte
the rest of the military — gread a recognition and understanding of what
SOF does . . . and how important that it is done . . . Lagt, integrate SOF
efforts into the full spectrum o our military capabilit ies.?

Much progress tas keenmade n this regard since, ard the importance d SOF, patticularly
of integrating them with conventional forces,has keenrecagnized n recent yeass. The
vital role they play, as a sttegic weapm in their own right, or asa force erhancerin a
major regional war, is now widely understood.® With the enphass on joint operations in
recen yeass, SOF has also been an exanple o the sevices & how snoothly ard
effectvely joint operations canbe conducted A

Jant doctrine states that “SOF are unque lecause Hey provide he Natonal
Command Authorities (NCA) a broad range of capabilities that can be of great utility

across te ertire operational continuum”>

However the full range of SOF activities has
beendefned urder the five basic missbn areas ® USSOCOM. They are Drect Action,
Unconventional Warfare, Specal Reconaissae, Counterterrorism ard Foreign Internal
Defense.  USSOCOM dso has primary responshility for Psychologica Operations
(PSYOP) ard Ciil Affairs (CA); howewer, these nssbns ae unque ard have dedcated
forcesthat specalize n them ard therefore do not fall under the gemra catgay of
specal operations. USSOCOM operators have been tradtionaly involved n other
missbns that, because btheir unque taining ard equpment, they are patticulady suted
to peform. These cdlateral acivities include secuty assstarce, humanitarian assstarce,

ard personnel recovery, anong others. All of these nssbn areas ag asgined ©

USSQCOM by Title 10, United Stats Code Secton 167.
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The role that the Cv-22 will perform in eachof these vl be different, with an
enphass placedon same of themmore than others. It is important to consider how the
Ospeymight be usedin eachof the mssbns, ard nore importantly, the dactrinal charges
that should be considered lefore the Ospey is operational. The pdential doctrinal shfts
appl to all the componerts of USSOCOM, not justthe ar componert. In orderto make
a complete analysis of a completely new capability such as the CV-22, the erire SOF
community must be involved. The same is true of any non—aviation related technology
adwance as wel

Direct Action (DA) missons for SOF are strikes of stort duration, by a elatively
small force, desgned D “seize, destoy, capure, recover, or inflict damage on desgnated

personnel or maerial.”®

They may involve raids, anbushes, or direct assauk. DA
missions are very amilar to those conduded by many other conventional forces, however,
what makesDA unque br SOFis the factthat the paticular mission is often conducted in
a covert or clardestne manner. The mssbon may also have strategic or operational
implications, and is often controlled directly by the National Command Authority (NCA).
This is espeally true or missbns canducted in peace itne, or in a region where no
conventional forces ae goerating.

The doctrinal role for SOF avation asses has keenhistoricaly twofold. Frst, is the
direct applcaton of force fom the ar in suppat of some drategic or operationa
objective, or in suppat of conventiona forces These patticular objectives are normally
either pdiitically senstive, or require the unconventional capabilities of SOF. Fixed wing

gurships suchasthe AC-47 an AC-130, have performed in this manner, aswel asSOF

trarmsport aircraft dropping outsized amament, such asthe MC-130dropping the BLU-
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82 15,000 pound bomb on Iraqi troop cancertrations during the Pesian Gulf War’. SOF
Helicopters have beentasked ndepelertly aganst desgnated DA targets, ard to provide
fire suppat for SOFon the goound. The scand role is the trarsportation of SOFto ard
from their DA targetareas. This has involved ixed wing aircraft using parachute deivery
or arland methods, ard helicopters usng fast rope, rappel hoist, or arlard techniques

An exanple d direct applcaton of force nvolvesthe uge o an AC-130 guship in
position over the Pacaa river bridge duimg the initial hours d operation JUST CAUSE.
The objective was b prevert Panamanian Defense Forces fom providing reinforcenernts
to the Torrijos amd Tocumen International Airport which wasunder siegeby US Rargers
and Airborne troops.8 A single bridge brmed a clke pant for ary forces atempting
reachthe arport. A Specal Forces SF)9 unit placed o the giound coordinated the
operation from the sfe sde d the lridge,ard the AC-130systematicaly dedroyed each
vehicle that attempted to cross. The kridge cald have been eadly destoyed by
conventional forces, however, the pdiitical senstivities involved with the entire invasion
meart suchinfrastucture had to be spaed  the maximum exent passble.

An exanple o the rarspatation of SOF is the raid on the Son Tay prisoner of war
compound in North Vietham in 1970. This operation was an integrated @eration
involving Speal Forces specal operations ard rescue H-53 ad H-3 helicopters, A-1
Skyraiders, ard MC/HC-130s' The pimary assaul force was a gup d 59 Specal
Forces toops wio raided te canp only to find that the piisoners hed beenmoved. The
operation involved using a brge ormation of helicopters ard fixed wing arcraft flying at
very low levels to avoid radar a night. This was before the advent of night vision devices

armd wasa caceptthat had never beentried before. It also involved the rather unusual
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tacic of delberately crashlanding anH-3 helicopter directly inside the walled compound
as a mthod of rapidly inseting the assatlteam Mary of the nethods usedduring that
rad have since kecame acceped principles br execuing similar operations; thankfully,
intentional crashes ae ot included.

Unconventonal Warfare (UW) is primarily the responsbility of the Army SF,
though same Naw ard Air Force SOF are ako trained to perform this misson, ard
includes such activities as “guerilla warfare, subversion, sabotage, intellig ence activities,
evasion and escape, and other activities of a low visibility, covert or clandestine nature.”**
UW missions generally involve very small elements who will spend long periods deployed
with indigerous forcesof an insuigert or resistarce aganzaton. Their operations are
usualy conducted by those forceswith training ard equpment providedby SOF In UW,
language ills and cultural orientation are critical, and for this reason, mast SOF that train
for UW remain regionally focused ard asigned.

UW missons were common during the Vietnam War. A notable exanple was he
“Blackpck Opeations’ which beganin 1965, ard wasa $ecfic canpaign desgned to
attack deepniside Viet Cong saé havens.*? The teams were small and made up matly of
Montagrerd tribesnmen with SF leadeship. The teans would sper weeksdeepinside
Viet Cong held areas, living off the land, ard off the Viet Cong thenseles. They
dedroyed supply ard ammunition cacles attacked éadeship targets, ard attempted to
disrupt al Viet Cong actvities in areas hey controlled.

Foreign Internal Defense (FID) is similar to UW in scope and activity but is focused
on a diferent target They both require much of sane cultural regional sersitivities. The

difference is that FID is desgned b suppat the government of target nation againg an
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insumgert or resistarce aganzaion. “FID is an unbrella concept that covers a lroad
range of activities, aways with the primary intent of helping the legitimate host
government addess mternal threats ard their underlying causes™® It is even more of a
training function than UW, and normally, US SOF will not actively engage in combat
operations. The focusof FID training, by ddinition, is on qudling threats from inside the
target nation’s borders, suchassulverson, lawlessress,ard insumgercy, but many of the
skills are equdly applicable to basic national defense as well.  Often, since the skills needed
are not necessarily SOF related, FID missions will use a combination of SOF, who have
the cultural expertise and language <kills, and conventional forces who may have the
required tecmical expettise. FID missbns ae curently ongoing around the wald in such
nations as Eritrea, El Salvador, Bolivia, Chile, and Peru, among others.™

Special recomaissarce SR) involves a wide lange d information gahernng
actvities that focuson strategic or operational objectves degined 0 give the NCA or the
theater commander time sensitive information with human insight.  Army SF and Navy
SEALSs train for this missbn area,although almost al SOF are capale of it in some form.
The uniquefeaure of SR is the theakr level focus d the dojectives. SR is desgned ©
give a Jont Force Canmander (JFC) or the Rrestert the information he needs,ard is not
available from conventiona recanaissame asset SR teans ae rormally very small,
possibly as small as two men, and may be used hundreds of miles from the nearest friendly
forces,or evenin a theater with no other friendly forces. Normally, SR teans ae inseted
using the variety of SOF arcraft ard insetion techiques,but may be put in placeusing
arything from small boats to motorcycles. SOF arcraft sersors ae arother saurce d SR

dueto their ability to penetrate deegp inside denied territory.
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During the Rrsian Gulf War, SF ard Naw SEALS wee used etensively shortly
before the gound offensive t© monitor Repulican Guad unts am lines of
communication betweenBaghdad ard Kuwat.'> Teamsizes wee gererdly six to eight
men and most were inserted uang SOF helicopters. Several teams were compromised and
had to be recovered within hours o being inseted. The teans that remained provided
valuale information to the headquaters at Riyadh by monitoring ary potential movement
of the RepubcanGuads b reinforce Kuwat or atempt to escape.

The last of the principle SOF missions, which is the most pdiitically sensitive and time
critical, is Counterterrorism (CT). Desgnated SOF unts spealize n CT, ard stard
ready to respond on short notice for tasking from the NCA. Some limited CT capéable
units ae ako maintained overseas lat concertrate oan their paticular theaer. CT forces
are the best equpped ad trained forces n USSOCOM. They also train regulady with
other SOF units and with conventional forces as well to ensure interoperability. The
Rangers ard the avation elenerts are regulady involved assuppating elenerts in this
missbn area,the Rargers o provide secuty for the target or anaifield, ard the avation
for transportation ard fire suppart.

The classic exanple of this mission is the Iranian rescue atempt in 1980, to recover
American citizers being held hostage n Tehran Of course, the resuks o that falled
missbn are well known. Eight Airmenard Marines ded a1 the deserdeep m Iran during
a refueing accdert that occured ater the mssbn had been alorted becauseof
mechanical failure of three helicopters. The mistakes made on that mission were many,
ard whether it could have been successfl if the ttam had reaclked the enfbassy is a

question that will reman unanswered.'® Even sq, many of the sane conceps would be
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used for a similar mission today. The biggest difference is that the aviation elements have
since keentrained ard equpped or that purpose, asopposed to the ad loc reture of the
air componert in 1980. The Rangers provided ®cuity at the refueing dte ard would
have secured the arfield & Manzariyeh to facilit ate heavy arcraft to carry the hostages
and the assault team out of Iran. It is likely the Rangers would perform similar missions in
that circumstarce bday:.

There ae aher elenrerts of the CT missbn that have becane more prevalert; namely,
the proliferation of nuclearweapms, nuclearterrorism ard rarco—terrorism Some of the
detalls for these nssons ae unque an require same specalized krowledge anl training.
Howewer, the canceps for these @erations ard the dactrinal principles appkd ae still
very similar to the Iranian rescue mission. The basic CT scenario involves a very well
trained, but relatively small force of “door kickers,” an eaborate transportation capabilit y
to move that force b a pecse bcaton in dened territory, and an equaly elalorate
communication capability to alow the NCA to control, or a least monitor, the operation
from Washington.

Combat seach ard Rescue@SAR), or personnel recovery as he misson is termed at
USSOCOM, has became a very popular cdlateral misson for SOF in recent years. Since
the Pesian Gulf War, USSOMM has performed exended CSAR depbyments in Saudi
Araba/Kuwat, Turkey, ard in Italy.17 The unique capabilit ies of SOF arcraft meke them
the maost capable forces in the military for this mission, especially with the lack of interest
ard funding for regular CSAR forces. When a pint commander is given a real world

tasking, he will request the best capable force to perform his missions, and will usudly
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receve what he asksfor. Therefore, until rescue drces lave equpmert on a parwith
SOF, USSOCOM canexpectcontinue this misson in the foreseeale future.

Other collateral missions that USSOCOM peasonnel will continue to perform are
secuity assstarce and humanitarian assstarce. Receh exanples d these nssbns wee
SOF opeations in Rwanda and Somdia. Their special kills and equipment provide a
valualde ard flexible resource © theaker commanders in operations suchas hese. The
language ad cutural training of cetain SOF units neke them extrenely usetil in the
early moments of a crisis. SOF have a very mobile yet extensve communications
capability that alow them to establish vital communications with the NCA from ther
arrival. SOF travel relatively light, and can respond to most situaions within hours, rather
thandays or weeks. Often, the pditical requirement to do samething quickly is the what
makes SOF the lest choice.

Non—combatart Evacuaton Opeations are anexanple d arother SOF cdllateral
missbn that was ecenly pefformed in Monrovia, Liberia, following the recen violent
sumge in the long civil war there. In this case,US SOF helicopters were flown on C-5
trarspats from Europe aml the USto neaby Semra Leone. From there, the helicopters
inseted a ®F secuity force nto the American Embassy in Monrovia, and over the
following nights, evacuaéed 2000 peple to Sierra Leone, 400 d which were Americars.'®

The CV-22 nug be capale of suppating al of these missons accading to the
AFSOC command management action plan.19 This command document goes on to
discuss the pecal tasks that the CvV—-22 will be able to paform such as:

penetrating pditically or militarily denied areas in adverse weather. . . low

visihility, clandestine penetration of medium to high threat environments
enploying robust sef—deensive avonics aml secue, arti jam, redurdart
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communicatons compatble with curent ard plamed systens use B
command ard control agemies ad ground forces .. . sef depby
worldwide without aerial refueling to maximize mission security.20

This list of tasks canalreadybe found sanewhere in the desciptions of existing SOF
aircraft. The natural tendency for planners will be smply to consider how a C-130 o
SOFhelicopter doesthe mission ard then attempt to fit the CV-22 nto the same mold. It
is important that the plamers ard leades think alout the CV—-22 asa completely different
type of aircraft. They needto make sue they are askng the quesbns that concem the
capabilit ies of the Osprey that no existing SOF aircraft has.

The arswer to those lesic quesions are reatively simple. Much like the nitial
Harrier concept discussed in chapter two, the ability to fly lik e a turbo—prop fixed wing
aircraft, but land or takeoff vertically lik e a helicopter, is the only real difference in the
Cv-22. That is a wery dgnficart difference, but it also important to consider the
limit ations imposed by that capability. 1t will carry only a fraction of the cargo load of a
C-1300r heaw lift helicopter. The phmed load s based on carying aneighteenman
team combet equipped for lesser ranges, or a twelve man team with an internal auxiliary
fud tank on long range missons.”* This is ggnificartly less thanthe MH-53 d MH-47
currently in the SOFinventory. The Cv/-22 will also not carry the heavy duty combet
vehicles curently in sevice wih SOF. Howewver, USSOCOM is also deweloping a canbat
SOF vehicle to fit in the cago box of the CV-22, desgned © suppat 4-6 SOFteam
members.*

What, then, is wrong with the helicopters in their current SOF role? The mgor
difference ketweenhelicopters ard the Ogprey is gpeed. The CV-22 s roughy twice as

fast as a helicopter in cruise mode This speed differential is the single most discussed
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adwantage d the CV-22. The rea®n that this is true tes to do with the SOFdoctrinal
needto operate at night. Twice he speedrarslates n to twice as & into dened erritory
in ore peiod of dakness, or twice as many missions in that same peiod. AFSOC
believes that this is the most important capability of the CV—-22 kecaus there exsts a
shortfall in USSOCOM capability to penetrate as far as some missions require, land
verticaly, ard ext dened territory on the sane night.23 The AFSOC leadeship dces rot
believe there is a shortage of lift capability in most mission scenarios, on the contrary,
there is usudly an excess, and therefore the lift limitations of the CV—-22 will seldom be a
hindrance.”*

The range issueis prevalert in most of the SOF missbn areas dscussed @viously.
In paticular, Specal Recanaissalce s anarea n which range canbe critical due b the
strategic reture of SR. Targets for this misson are dten far in the ereny rear areas,in
marshaling areas,along lines d communicaton, or nearthe target captal itsef. In some
circumstances, only the Osprey will be able to reachthese agas n one perod of dakness,
and still insert a team precisely in position.  The target may dso be related to the
producton of weapms d mass destction, chemcal plarts, nuclear storage areas, or
narcotics produdion and transportation. In these cases, the target will often be located
deep mside he target

nation, and may or may not have usable bases nearby.

The addition of the Osprey to the SR campagn will affect command and control in
this mission. SR teams will be able to operate in greater numbers and degper than in the
past Curent Air Force datrine simply decanflicts the deepair battle with SOF by

dechring Jant Specal Opeiations Areas §SOA) ard then keeps sike arcraft awayfrom
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themunless hey are waking in conjunction with those 0OF.?°> The OV—22 viill be able to
move sewveral teans nightly within the deep Htle aea dueto its speed. A normal
helicopter insertion mission will normally involve placing only one team, then returning on
the same night. The Osprey will allow Joint Force Commanders much greater flexibilit y in
how they chose 0 use ®F in the deep &itle, causng JSDAs o becane extrenely fluid.

The speed of the Osprey will also greatly shorten the response time for extracting a
compromised team As discusseckatier, sewera teans wee compromised duing the
Persian Gulf War within hours of being inserted, and in some cases, had to fight off
hundreds d Iragi sddiers urtil they could be extracted. Some required dozers of close air
suppat sorties to defend them while waiting for an extracion helicopter. Those were
sorties that, in the next war, may be required elsewhere. Pulling teams out of harm’'s way
more quickly may alow higher risk SR missions, enhancing the qudity of the information
they provide.

The sane argunerts canbe appled to Direct Action ard Caunterterrorism missbns
as well, though with a few more limitations. The lift capability of an SR team will
gererdly fit nicely in one a two CV-22s DA or CT scerarios, on the aher hand, require
significantly larger forces to be ddivered. In some situaions, smply adding more Ospreys
to the mission will make up the difference. The limitation to that answer is that the
physical requirement to put that many aircraft simultareousl into a snall targetarea,as &
often the case in DA or CT, and will not be achievable with the V-22.

It is worth considering what other charges n the kasic DA/CT concept might be
made asa result of the Cv-22. For exanple, it is very common, asmentioned eatier, to

planon secumg an airfield nearthe target area b alow heaw fixed wing arcraft in ard
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out. Often, thisis required to alow the assaalteamard ary hostages prisoners, or other
precous cago to be exracted on the same night as he assatl Howewer if the CV-22
cango al the wayto the target and extract the assatlteamwith a pecious cago, then
the necesgsy of the arfield serure pat of the goeration may not exst. The sawngs n
manpower ard risk reducion of these ypes d operations may be significartly reduced ly
eliminating the need for an airfield inside denied territory.

The AFSOC position is that the Osprey will be able to suppat al the piinciple SOF
missons to include Urtonventional Warfare aml Foreign Internal Defense. Although
historicaly, thes mssions have not beenperformed atextrene rangesof suppat aircraft.
UW may, on occason, require the long range allity of a CV-22 o place be team
initially.  Those cases will be infrequent however. Most often UW missions are not
trarspatation depenert, ard the teans rormally live amd operate df the sane sourcesof
supply asthe agarizations they are asisting, ard therefore resupply is not critical In
general, the Osprey will not play a 9gnificant role in UW.

The Cv-22 will also not play arole in FID uness any of the target nations involved
operate them independently. This is highly unlik ely, as the cost will be prohibitive in most
cases. Few nations will be able to afford Ospreys, and those that do will not likely be
cardidates for US FID missons. The focus o a AD misson is to assst arother
government and its military on how to use its equipment, not ours. If some nation did
operate a V-22 variart at some paint in the future, its value wauld be exensive in a
counterinsurgercy role becauseof its dashspeed ath the capaliity to precisely drop

forces a top of aninsuigercy situaton.
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The collateral mission that will undoubtedly receve atention for the CV-22 wll be
Combat Search ard Rescue. Though there have beensame difficulties goerating on the
ground urder a rovering CV-22, it will provide an outstanding CSAR platform.26 Based
on the author’s expetierce duing the Rersian Gulf War, the first few hours ater a plot is
shot down may be the best, and in some cases, only oppartunity to rescue him. The ability
of the CV-22 b das in ard recover anairmen quickly may meanthe difference between

success ath failure.

Figure 5. World map of CV-22 depbyment capability.

The Liberian evacuaton providesan exanple of where the range d the CV-22 nay
have obviated the needfor a third retion to alow US forces lasing privileges?’ The lift
limit ations may have prevented the Osprey from evacuating 2000 pegple, howewer the 400
Americars could have beenevacuaed fom as &r awayas Rorida. The reliance o third
nation basing is often a limiting factor in the use of SOF helicopters. There are an infinite

number of casesn which the Ospey canput SOF teans where ro other aircraft can
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The bottom line is that the SOF avation community is prepaing to execue its
primary missions with the CV—22. For the long range insertion of a snall SOF team
whatever the mission, the capabilit y of the Osprey is unsurpassed. The tendency that must
be overcome is to asume the CV-22 will perform those missions in exactly the same
manner as dher aircraft did themin the past The paticular experierce d the leades ard
plamers, be it helicopter or C-130, will certainly influence how that individud sees the
role of the CV—-22. Those dficers involved wth the CV-22 pogram mug think atbout it
as a conpletely new arcraft with its ovn adwantages ad disadartages,at the sane time

remaining focused a the assggned mssbns.
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Chapter 4

New SOF Misspbn Areas

As the endledy vared, kaleidogopically changing wwccesion of
equipmentemployed in ar indicates technological inventivensshas
always played an impotant role in military affairs.

—Martin Van Creweld

The true vaue of technological dewlopmerts camot be exploited uress he
boundaries d missbn areas ag leastexplored, if not acualy crossed. That does not
mean that the exsting missbns canbe forgotten. They have been assgned as such
becausehey must be accamplished. Onthe aher hand, there may be other missons that,
in the past were not attempted because ba tecmological shortfall. It is possble that a
new dewelopmert procured by one gioup canpeiform arother group’s mission better than
they can Whenconsideiing the value d ary scentific advance, it is a worthwhile exercise
to think beyond the limitations of the established conventional mission aress.

In the cag d the CV-22, this mears consideling appicaions that are outside the
purview d the five principle SOF functions dscussedn the previous clapter. If there are
areasthat the Ospey can make caitributions in new ways, SOF doctrine sthould be
adjusted to dlow it. It is often very difficult to move into another organization's area,
without the gppearance of an invasion of turf. Military leadership tends to be quite

protectve in suchissues,because espasibility for paticular missions are the basis of
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argumrert for force structure and its asociated hudget All the nore rea®n for those
issuedo be consdered eaty, before a rew system is operational, so that the appopriate
doctrinal charges carbe made. The long lead tme betweenconcepion ard operation of a
new systemmears “that plaming has to commence years in advance anl involve educaed
guessesconceming the nature ard effect of devices wiich, as t, exst only on the
drawing boards or smply as semi—articulated ideas in the minds of inventors.”*

The first place b press he ervelope caceming SOF respansibilities is the rapidly
charging global pdlitical situaton. When discusgig the post Cold War era, Gereral Cail
Stiner, former Commander in Chief of USSOCOM, sad that “drives for regional
hegemony, resurgent nationalism, ethnic and religious rivaries, rising debt, drug
trafficking, and terrorism will challenge the international order as it has seldom been

challenged lefore.”?

There ae cetainly no stortages d saurces or conflict; it is the nature
of conflict that will be changed in the next millennium The United Nations or other
regional security organizations will probably play a greater role in global security issues,
and US forces will, therefore be called upan increasingly in peace petations.3

What are the requirements of peace perations that might cal for a technology such
asthe Ospey? These @erations have becane as nuch a pdice tunction as hey are a
military one. The enforcement of no—fly zones in southern Irag or Bosnia are examples.
There are no military objectives in the conventional sense. The pdlitical objectives are to
prevent anyone from breaking the rules, and the resultant military objective is to enforce
the rules in a constabulary fashon. The rmles canbe a resuk of a Unted Natons

resdution, or ary decee ssued  a calition secuity organzaton. They may be based

simply on the indepenlert pdicy decsions o the US The objectis to keepall involved
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parties from violating them. It is amilar to the role of a city cop or date trooper, whose
presence provides a deterrent to criminals, and who monitors events, then arrests those
who break he law.

The problem with enforcing no—fly zones is the difficulty in pulling a violator over to
issuea ticket Often the anly recaurse s to ergage ad destoy the dfending arcraft.
That is akin to acing asjudge ad jury without a tial, ard is paliticaly accepéble if the
offending aircraft wasjust seendropping bombs, but may not be acceptble if the arcraft
was a helicopter sneaking from one village to another. For al anyone knows, there was a
pregnant women on board beng taken to adoctor. For this reason, hdicopters were left
aone in Bosnia, chalenged only by a verbal warning on the radio which usudly was
ignored.4

The Ospey could be very effective in acing like a sate rooper. With a small team
of “palice” in the kack, they could respand to intercept helicopters, only with options
betweenignoring them or shooting them down. They could be followed © a landing, or
forced b land, atter which the crcunstarces caild drive the respase. If it realy is a
pregrant woman, like a pdice dficer, the Ospey crew lelps her to the dactor; if it is
carying anmunition in violation of a Unted Natons resdution, the cew am cago are
detained. The geed 6 the CV-22 aml its sensor capallity make it a natural vehicle for
suchanoperation. Helicopters have a dfficult time cathing other helicopters unless tey
happento be pre—paitioned abng the appopriate route

The sane conceptcould easly be appled to counternarcotics scearos. The use 6
small turbo—prop arcraft to smuggke rarcotics is quite common, ard similar to the

previous scenario, shooting them down is not normally politically feasible. It is difficult, if
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not impossble, to prove that there are rarcotics an board. As in the sceario alove, these
planes could be followed to their landing, taking advantage of the Osprey’s ahility to land

immediately next to them, after which, the Stuaion evaluaed for violations. Obvioudy,

the problem of detecting aircraft sill exists in this scenario just as it does currently.

Along the same vein of padlice operations, the speed and vertical landing capability of
the CV-22may allow it to actasa cainter battery asset for attillery or mortar positions,
agan with acions short of simply destoying them with airpower. It has lkeen
denonstrated that destoying them from the air canbe very difficukt. If the locations of
suchpaositions canbe deermined, the Ospey with a snall teamcould rushin directy on
top of the gte to surprise and gpprehend the violators. The threat in the proximity of the
site may limit this capability, but in some instances, this method would be very succesdtl.
Helicopters could paentially serve the same pumpose if they could be positioned close
erough but the CV-22 cauld getthere twice asfast. The eas with which some of these
weapams canbe moved nmeke the respanse tme critical Portade weapams ae used
primarily for that reason. The Osprey will, in many cases be the fastest method of puting
forces diecty on top of these dies.

The “CV-22 asa canstable” idea carnbe caried n many direcions. Onre dficer at
US Centra Command/Opeitions suggesed usng the same techique b cary inspectors
on surprise inspections of nudear or chemical facilit ies.> The fundanental premse is that
tiltrotor technology provides araircraft that canverticaly land ata cime scer, or at the
point where a volation has accured, exacly like a lelicopter, exceptit canrespad in
half the time because bexcepional speed. Most urban palice forcesaround the world

operate frelicopters because D this capallity. They provide overhead surveillance,
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communications, or dediver forces immediately on the scene. However, their jurisdiction is
relatively limited, usudly no more than ten or twenty miles form one location to another.
In international peace perations, the urisdiction is often an ertire nation, which may
require very long range canmunication ard trarspatation.

Police operations are not “sexy,” and have never beenat the top of anyone's list as
desrable missbns. But, in effect, the increasen peacekeepg operations in recen years
has increased the need for these ills. It is true that there must be a trade off between
these new missons and USSOCOM'’s assigned responsibility. The limited number of
assets, Ospreys as well as all others, will prevent an unending expansion of responsibilit y.
Priorities must be developed, but al the possible capabilities of every system must be
includedwhenthe list is built. If peace perations are the first pdlitical priority, thenthey
should probably reman high on the military priority list as well. Of course, the civilian
leades must be made awae of the reductions in readness ér conventional wars that must
be acceptd to prepae for peace perations.

Humanitarian operations are an area n which SOF ground forces lave historicaly
beeninvolved lkecause bDtheir cultural apitude, as nentioned in the previous chapter.
Howewer, SOF aircraft have not normaly been asseiated wih these cp)eran'ons.6
Normally, the threatin humanitarian operations does rot justfy the reed br the unque
capabilities of SOF arcraft. Therefore, supples are flown by conventiond arcraft, and
medical evacuaion (medevac), if not provided by the host country, will also be
conventiond aircraft.

The CV-22 nay provide ®me unique capaiities that are especialy vauable in a

Stuation with a military threat. Scenarios that require air—dropping humanitarian relief

48



suppies like food or medicine, have had sgnificart drawbacks n recen years. During
PROVIDE COMFORT in northern lIraq, supply palets were dropped to Kurds ard
becane more dargemus henthey were worth atter pegle were killed by pdlets dropped
on them.” In Bosnia, supples were dropped ndividualy so asnot to erdarger pele on
the goound. In this casethe supples becane scatered acoss he caintryside, making it
very difficult to pinpoint pele for whom the ad wasintended® The ov—22, like a
helicopter, could placethese supplies precsely where they are reeded without undue sk
to the target population. The advantage over the helicopter is the ability to go farther
during dakness, as mentioned previoudy, if there is a threat The dsadvartage d the
Ogorey is the relatively small payoad, however with 100 percert of materials going to the
targd, the overal requirement is less.

Humanitarian operations often require medevac capability as well. In these situaions,
if an aerial medevac is called for, time is usudly critical. The speed of atiltrotor meke it a
natural medevac arcraft in humanitarian operations or in any medevac studion. This will
cettainly be a retural ewolution for the V—-22 Ine asit moves into the cvilian market.

Civilian gpplication is a certainty in the future for the V—22. City certer to city certer
transportation has long beenconsidered a poentially huge mission area br the V-22 ©
reduce cogeston into crowded cty airports.9 Indepemlert tiltrotor desgns are being
investigated n Japanard in Europe, though once pioduction is begunin the US, there will
certainly be a maket for it in the civilian sector. An advantage to dud-use technology
such as this, in addition to the obvious cost savings will be the ability of the CV-22 b
blend into the civil tiltrotor environment. This cover may prove very vauable in any

numkber of mission areas that require operations in politically senstive stuaions. The
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appearance of military aircraft over an urban environment may jeopardize a SOF mission
in some cases, where an Osprey in civilian makings may be able to operate. Doctrinaly,
this is only possble with appopriate training for crews,to alow themto operate in this
environment without losing that cover.

The final potentially new area br discussion here is the reed or fire suppat in many
of the SOF missbns, be they the aiginal five or ary new ones. If, as his paperargues,
the Cv—22 will be able to reachtargets that no other platform can thenthere will also be
no platform in the SOF inventory to provide dedtated amed escot. There ae cetainly
situations if the targets are krown prior to execution that conventional fixed wing atack
aircraft may be pefecty suitade. In some threatenvironmerts, the AC—130 wil continue
to provide exelent fire suppat, egecaly as it continues to receve defensive
modifications that meke it more survivable.

The poblemisin the targetarea,asthe CV—-22 trarsitions to the helicopter mode ard
into hovering flight. This is the paint a which it is most vulnerable, and the point at which
an intelligent foe will attack. This dement of a mission profile will be very smilar to a
helicopter in the sane situaion, ard there ae tecmiques bhat have proven effecive in
deaing with threas ™ They involve anaircraft that canfly in formation and provide
immediate suppression. Since he Ogprey will most likely operate without other suppat
aircraft, because bits unque fying charactengtics, it will usudly have to defend itself.
Traditional escort arcraft do not have the ability to penetrate a night, a low level, in
margina weather, usang terrain following systems. The chin mounted, pilot controlled gun
on the CV-22 is one pdential solution, though it will be very limited. There will

undoubtedly be a needfor more firepower in same cases. Weapas techology is such
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that it would behoove USSOCGOM to begin looking at systens that could drap on to a
CV-22 b make it a valde ammed egort platform.

Certainly, adding new responsibilities will stretch SOF even farther than they are
today,11 but if these new tasks mug be peaformed by someone, SOF have historically
proven their ability to be flexible and adaptive. The ability of the Osprey to push SOF
toward new misspn areas ao pusles themtoward a e—proritizaton of missons. Many
of the Kills required for the suggesions made rere are the ssme asthe anesrequired for
the five principd responsbilities discussed in chapter three; therefore, the training issue
will not require amgor revision. It will be the operational focus that must be adjusted to
assue the most important national secuity requirements ae receving the nost attention

from the cambatart Commanders in Chief.

Notes

! Martin Van Creweld, Technology and &f: From 2000 BC. to the Present, (New
York: The Fee Pess, 1993) 230-231.

2 Gereral Cal W. Stiner, “US Specal Opestion Forces: A Strategic Perspecive;”
Parameters 22 (Summer 1992) 3.

® Colone Richard Szafranski, “When Waves Collide: Future Conflict,” Joint Force
Quarterly (Summer 1995) 77-84. The caflict discussed here is a result of the installity
created by the end of the Cold War, and will result in the requirement of new ways of
countering them. According to Szafranski, naval power will be critical in order to project
influence globally, the US will exploit space, ard SOF will be responsible for kiling
precisely and reliably while the bulk of US military forces concentrate on peace
operations.

* While sitting Search ard Rescue alt for air operations over Bosria, the author
listened to repeatd nghtly wamings © helicopters over Bosna that wert urheeded. For
al intents and purmposes, helicopters were free to roam over Bosnia providing supplies and
intellig ence to dl sides of the conflict.

®> Major Louis A. Caporicci, US Central Command/ Operations Plans, interview by
author, 23 February 96, Macdill AFB, FL.

® The auhor recagnizes hat there ae sane notable excepions 1 this staterrert to
include he ue d MH-53 helicopters that provided medevac ard relief supples to Kurds
during operation PROVIDE COMFORT in northern Iraq after the Pesian Gulf War in
1991.
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" Major Alan Bridges US Air Force Acadeny, interview by autor, 28 March 1996,
telephone cawersation, Maxwell AFB, AL. Major Bridgesflew MH-53s during this
operation and saw first hand the problems with trying to povide bulk supples to the
Kurds MH-53swere also used © move relief itens within northern Iraq but did not have
the range © repeatdly bring themdirecty form Gemary or Englard.

® Tom Post, “Torn BetweenHeats ard Minds! Newsweek121 ro. 11 (March 15,
1993} 43. And Frederck Panton, “High Altitude Hep,” Time 141 ro. 10 (March 8,
1993) 36-37. Both of thex aticles deribe the poblems with accuete targeting of
relief supples dropped nto Bosnia.

° Vincert P. Grimes, “V—22 Ogprey. A Rising Ptoenix,” Military Technologyl7 ro.
6 (June 1993) 75. discusses the diferent potential variations of tiltrotor tecmology once
the US Marine Corps and USSOCOM begin produdion. It is likely that the civilian sector
will soon place aders for them once he USmilitary has spent the funds for design, test
ard deelopment.

19 Air Force $ecal Opeations Command, AFSOG The Ar Force’s Proponent 6r
Personnel Recovey and Foreign Assistance, White Paper(Hurlburt Feld, FL: HQ
AFSOC February 1996) In this paper AFSOC makes an argunent for a dedtatd
escort aircraft for helicopters in the same stuaion. Armed helicopters have filled this role
in the past, as &r back as Vetnam, when Air Force SOF helicopter units were combined
units o lift platforms ard gunplatforms. The Ospey stould operate effecively underthe
same concept the AFSOCarguesfor the addiion of dedcatd A-10’s to fill t his role.

' Major Gereral Janes Hobson, Commander, Air Force $ecal Opeations
Command, “Ever Ready Air commandos,” interview with Glen W. Goodman, Armed
ForcesJoumal Intemational (May 1995) 22. Gerera Hobson's primary concem is the
operations tempo of his forces. Adding new missbns would require a deceasein other
areas b maintain suficiert training ard recovery time for peisonnel.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

“What,” fumed one @te cavaly officer, “r eplace the hae with a tank?
Why you might as well attempt to eplace ourrailway g/stem by linesof
airships”

—NMaj Genl.B. Holley, USAFR

Attempting to change the mind set of professional, trained, military leaders can prove
to be a dauting challenge. Expetierce 5 aways one d the nost valualle sources of
information for use n decsion making. Howewer there ae dten occasons when
expelierce must be measued aganst creaive thinking ard innovation. When a
tecmology as tindanertally different as he Ospey is offered, it is critical that those
charged with bringing it into the force consider how its unque capabilities can best be
ued before the sytem is operational. Doctrine must be a conscious balance of
expelierce aml thearetical applcation in order to provide efectve gudarce. In these
times of tight defense ludges ard “do more with less’ attitudes there is not sufficiert
time to let a rew systemewlve after it is procured.

The Title Ten missbns asgned b USSOCOM ar ot likely to charge n the rear
future, ard SOF must stay focusedon them Howewer, SOF doctrine must continue ©
ewlve ard “continuous updaing is needed @ provide a fanewak for future specal

operation force stucture am nodemization decsions”* It mus be flexible enough to
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alow SOF to work indepemlertly, ard atthe sane time ersute effective integration with
conventional forces. Doctrine must dlow for innovative approaches, yet ill provide
guideinesfor executon basedon the lessans of history ard the kest predictions o future
political and military contexts.

SOF, as well as arpower, will be the most often be the military tools chosen to handle
future contingencies dueto the post Cold War padlitical situation. US civilian leadership
will wish to gppear strong in eyes of the world and of the American populace,but will be
hesitant to place UScitizers in harm’'s way. Airpower and Specal Opeations are
effecive methods d displying resdve, ard acheving pditical objectives, without the nisk
of high casudties. SOF will become even more important as a purely strategic weapon.
Colonel Richard Szafranski predicts that USSOCOM will become “ the jewel in the

military’s crown.” 2

The ability of the CVv-22 b place ®F virtualy anywhere in the
world will continue to blur the distinction between the tactical level of war and the
strategic. Tactical decisions made by SOF operators will have larger and larger strategic
implications in the next century.

The following recanmendatons are a first step bwards his important goal. It is
crucial that the dficers clarged wth the dewlopmert, procurenen, test, ard ewaluaion
of the SOF Ospey consider the doctrinal implicatons of the arcraft before the first crew
is trained. That process is ongoing in many pats of the SOF community, and in the
remaning dements of SOF that will be affected by the Osprey, it is time to sart .

First, with CV—22sbased in the Unted Sates in Europe, ard in the Pacfic, the need

for forward basing will be reduced greatly. Currently, the use of a“friendly” airfield near

a targe state is often a limiting factor in where and when SOF can insert teams on an
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objective. The ahility of the Osprey to use drategic refueling prior to entering denied
territory, then u2 SOFMC-130 mbat Taons for refueing inside, mears that the
Ospey canreachalmost ary region in the wald from home base n less than one day.
(See Figure 5 and Appendix B) Operational security problems will be severely reduced by
not udng a third nation staging base for long—rarge @eratons. Also, the infragructure
maintained ly USSOMM to operate ard suppat forward depbyed $aging bases will be
reduced.

Secand, SOF have became sojoint, by defnition, that operations are desgned pintly
as a matter of course. To acheve the maximum potential of the Ospeey, there must be
provisions in SOF doctrine to use the Osprey exclugvely in some cases. It has the ahility
to go places hat no other arcraft cango, ard to get to sane others before ary other
aircraft can For exanple, if the goeration is plamed jointly to use Ospgys abng with
Army SOF helicopters, either as guship escot, or addtional lift asset, then the misson
becomes limited by the range and speed of the helicopters. In maost cases, to completely
exploit the capabilities of the Osprey, it must be used independently of other types of
aircraft. That does ot precude USOCOM from training crews to operate jointly for
those situaions in which the awailable ift is the pimary restriction, rather than range a
speed. SOF doctrine should be flexible to operate loth ways. Along these samlines,the
ding load capability that the Marine Corps plans to take advantage of, is not useful in
SOF, becausdt takes awaythe Ospey's speed ath range ad\antage.3 In this mode, it
becomes an oversized helicopter with all the same limitations of a helicopter, plus the

limit ations of the Osprey.
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Third, the useof a wery large orce b essblish communicaton ard trarspatation
links on an airfield in a target country should no longer be the ddfault method of going
deep mto dened territory. The CV-22 will, in many cases, €iminate the need to use a
combination of heaw trarspats ard SOF helicopters to move anassadlforce © and from
a target The Iranian hostage escue nsson discussedn chapier three s the pefect
exanple of this requirement, ard has kecane a sardard dactrinal procedue for large,
long—rarge qerations. In that operation, the helicopter force was ® have moved the
assaulteamard the fostages at of Tehranto a remote aifield outside of the city which
had beensecuied by Rangers, who would then board C-141 tarsports for the flight out
of lran. That complicated scenario will be amplified greatly by CvV-22sthat can go
directly to the target, then out of the courtry in the same night.

Fourth, ard related to the recanmendation alove, force stucture issues sbuld be
addessedo reorganze SOF based o these datrina implicatons. The reed br three
Range battalions, whose primary responsihilities are arfield seizure and target security,
should be reevaluaed if it is deermined that these functions will be required less often.
Perhapsonly two battalions are required. Or perhaps their primary responsihilit ies should
charge. It has beensuggesed hat Rangers would meke excelent Specal Recannaissance
operators, which would leave $echl Forces fee b concertrate on missons that require
their cultural sills.*

Fifth, the US Air Force aml USSOCOM reed b dewlop better methods for
coordinating, rather than simply decanflicting their operations in the deep Htle. The
mohbilit y of SOF in the enemy’s rear is dready dgnificant and will be made even more so

by the CV-22. The actial insertion ard exracion missions are integrated quie wel as
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long as they are done with some type of arcraft. But if over land insertion methods are
used,ard once he teamis in place,the coordination consists sdely of blocking out the
SOF operating ara b strike arcraft. The process 6 charging that system should begin
with an improved eectronic capability for SOF on the ground in the rear areas. Once
these eans ae keyond the gearaphical boundaly of a suface uit, they should have
some way of bang congantly monitored by arborne command and control platforms, as
an aircraft would. The aher method of integrating the two would be to place R forces
underthe cantrol of the Air componert. If the Air Componert Commander is respansible
for the deep Htle, the R forces @erating there slould be under this control. It is an
aralogous dtuaton to Close Air Suppat arcraft working in the Surface Caonponent
Commander s area leing urderthe caitrol of a gound ekenert.

Sixth, USSOCOM should ewaluat its role in peacekeepg ard cansider the role of
airborne constable. The CV—-22 povides some very unique capaibties that no other
aircraft have in this area,ard stort of the Unted Natons purchasihg Ospeys for that very
purpose, no other force will have that capability. The extensive use of SOF in other faces
of peaceoperations make thema logical choice b perform this misson as wel. SOF will
usualy have physical infrastucture ard canmunicatons in place eaty in ary US peace
operation that will be capable of suppating CV-22 @ermatons. Also the cutural,
medical as wel as speall tactics eypetise o SF, make them an excelent choice as a
force b actin this manner.

Finaly, USSOCOM should investigate the reed br anamed escat for the CV-22
that dlows the unque speed, range, and vertical landing capabilit ies to be exploited. The

Marine Corpsis alreadyconsidering a variart of the V—22 degned wth short range ar—
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to—ar missiles, ard as a pdentia Close Air Suppat platform.5 The cacept of amed
escaot dedcated b the SOF missbn has keenprovenrepeatdl in history. Close escaots
can respond immediately to courter threats to the Osprey in the critical phase of
trarsitioning to the hover or landing mode. In same casesthis may be accanplished with
the CvV—-22's own chin mounted gun but may require a ecally modified gurship version
of the Ospey. The aher option, proposed by Air Force Specal Opemations Command, is
the addtion of some A—10’s to their inventory primarily for this purposee. With externad
fuel tanks, the range aml peed & an A-10 s complementary to the Oprey. Hying in
formation with the CV-22,the A-10 cauld take adwantage @ the Ogprey s navigaion ard
penetration capabilities durnng ingress. The 30mm @nnon done would be sufficient to
squeth the threatin many specal operations scemnos.

There has beenmuchwritten on the value d the V—22,ard whether or not it is worth
the cast. The ludgetdelates have dragged he program out for more thana decade.The
factis that the V—22 s now on the way ard the agumnerts over whether or not that is a
good idea should end. It is time to sart thinking about how it can best help provide for
national security. There will atendency for the officers charged with this responsibility to
rely too heavly on their experierceswith either helicopters or C-130s It is critical that
the Ospey be perceved ard treaed as a cwmpletely new ard different machne with
unique capabilities. The argument over the decision to procure the Osprey will be settled
after it has beenin sewnice r same yeass. If it is enployed piopety, with vision ard
forethought, without the mental baggage cared fom previous SOFaircraft, then papes
will be written arguing for more of them. If the oppaosite is true, pgpers will be written on

what a paor replacenert the CV-22 wador a Ravelow or a Canbat Talon.
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Appendix A

Chronology Of Events

Tiltrotor techology is deweloped ad tested an the Bell XV-3
ard the Boeing VZ-2 arcraft.

NASA ard the Army contract with Bell ard Boeing to dewlop
two prototype ftltrotor arcraft; the result is the XV-15.

XV-15 mede ts maidenflight.

SECDEF creaesthe Joint SewicesAircraft Program (JVX) ard
desgnated he Army as he execuive agen for the JVX program;
original buy wasto have been1213 aicraft.

Army backed out of the program ard Naw was desgnated
execuive agen; the Debnse Resaorces Bard appoved full
funding for reseach ard deelopmert.

Aircraft was desgnated he V-22 Osrey, full scake deweopment
began

Programmed hbuy was reduced © 657 aicraft. Full scak
dewelopmert beganwith plars to build sx prototypes

Preliminary design phase was completed.

First flight of the V-22; SECDEF Cherey carcek the program
citing budgetconstraints.

Congress forcesthe DOD b fund reseach ard development ard
preserve the option for 12 plot producion arcraft. V-22 team
wins the Collier Trophy, given by US Nationa Aeronautic
Assaiation for the greaestachevement in aeonautcs.

Congress auhorized gecfic funding for the Air Force Specal
Openations variart of the V-22. Prototype #5 craded on its
maden flight.

Production funding for the V-22 § agan addedto the defense
budget prototype #4 cradhes into the Pdomac tiver, killing three
civilian and four military crew members.

All V=22 testing is consolidated atthe Nawal Air Warfare Center,
Patuxent River, MD.

Work proposal is submitted for the SOFversion, the CvV-22.
Projected huy is 523 aicraft; 425 MV-22’s for the Marine Corps
48 HV-225 for the Nawy, ard 50 G/—22’s for the Air Force.
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Appendix B

Aircraft Characteristics

Figure 6. Sideand front dimensions.

Figure 7. Folded dimensions.
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Aircraft Range:

Service Celling

Hover Out of Ground Effec{ OGE)
Combat Radiusw/ 24 Troops
Maximum Speed

Cruise Speed

Cargo Capability

Aircraft Empty Weight
VTOL Weight

STOL Weight

Fuel Capacty

2100 m urrefueled udimited with air refueling
26,000’

14200’

500 M

275 krots

240 krots

20,000 bsinternal 15000 bs from caigo hooks
32,616 bs

55,000 bs

62500 bs

2015 gdbns ergines. two T406—AD—-400 Allison;

6150—kaft horsepower

SOF versim; CV-22 — Will be the basic Marine MV-22 with theddition of a

terrain following/terrain awidance radar, extended rarg internal fuel tardg

additional radios,adwanced radar warningeceiwer, infrared janmers, radar

jammers,laserwarningreceiwer, ranp guns,a turreted50—cal GAJ-19 nose gn,

and retractable refuelingrobe. Additional costs will be $7-9 ittion per aircraft.
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