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ABSTRACT

OPERATIONAL MANEUVER IN THE 90S: I2 Army Aviation a Viable
Option? by Major Michael T. Inman, USA, 41 page=z.

Operational maneuver ig a key element of operational art and
AirLand Battle Doctrine. Some prominent theorisgta have
argued that our modern mechanized forceg do not posgsgesz2 the
requisite characteristica for modern operational maneuver.
Brigadier Richard E. Simpkin and General Ferdinand M. von
Senger und Etterlin wrote extensively during the 1980's2 on
the 2ubject. They argued that the angwer to the problem was
airmechanization, the employment of a force organized around
a rotary wing Main Battle Air Vehicle (MBAV) in an air
maneuver role.

Thig2 8tudy examineg the hiz2tory and theory of operational

maneuver to determine the requigite characteristicsg for an
operational maneuver force. It then examineg current and

conceptual Army rotary wing force2, to include Soviet air

as=2ault brigades, to determine if these forces2 poz2sgesga the
capability to perform operational maneuver.

The conclugion of the study i2 that current Army aviation
unitg, in particular the corps aviation brigade, are capable
of fulfilling the role of operational maneuver forcesg. The
vertical envelopment capabilities of the air assault
divigion give that divi2ion operational maneuver
capabilitieg. Presgent aviation organizationsg are not
optimally configured for operational level air maneuver.
The organizationg have difficulty achieving 2ignificant
masgz2, and gua2taining themsgelvea for long periodg in
independent operationg. Further, our doctrine does2 not
emphagize the employment of aviation in masga to achieve
operational rezgults. The propoged AirLand Battle Future

corpg aviation has the potential to overcome thesge
limitations.

The sgtudy recommends2 that doctrinal and organizational
revigions now in progregs place more emphasia on the
employment of operationally gignificant air maneuver forces
in mid~ and high-intengity conflicta.
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OPERATIONAL MANEUVER IN THE 90S:
Ia Army Aviation a Viable Option?

Mobility i2 the Keynote of War.

Napoleon?

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1982 the United States Army introduced a new
warfighting doctrine called AirLand Battle. The new
doctrine was developed in part to counter critici2m that the
Army relied too much on firepower and attrition in its
Active Defensge doctrine.® It recognized the increased
emphagia which the Army was placing on operational art and
maneuver. AirLand Battle doctrine call2 for sgeizing the
initiative and u2ing it aggresgsgively to accomplish the
migaion. The doctrine s2tates that the “bez2t resultz2 are
obtained when powerful blowse are agtruck againat critical
units or areag. . . . [Tlhese operations must be rapid,
unpredictable, violent, and disorienting."?

AirLand Battle Doctrine calla for fast paced actions
with operational objectives that provide for the creation of
opportunitiea2 to fight on our term2 by taking advantage of
the enemy’s2 vulnerabilitiega. It stregsez flexibility,
concentration, and g2ynchronized joint operations, and calls
for “aggresgsive exploitation of tactical gaina to achieve

4

operational resgulta.- The doctrine ig2 embodied in the

“four bagic tenetz2, rinitiative, agility, depth, and
Synchronization.'5
AirLand Battle Doctrine places heavy emphagig on the

uge of maneuver in the conduct of battleg and campaigns.




Maneuver referg2 to °“the movement of forceg in relation to
the enemy to secure or retain pogitional advantage."®
Clausgewitz wrote that °In it2 ordinary meaning of the term
maneuver carriez2 the idea of an effect created out of
nothing, 20 to 2peak . . . by uging the mistakez2 into which
the enemy can be lured. . . .°7

The concept of tactical maneuver in warfare haa been
underatood at least #ince 371 B.C., when the Theban
Epaminondag introduced ma=2g and economy of force to end
Spartan hegemony at the Battle of Leuctra.® Operational
maneuver was2 not commonly recognized until after the
American Civil War, although the idea of maneuvering large
forceg rapidly to gain positional advantage was an essgential
part of Napoleonic warfare.®

“Operational maneuver seeks2 a decigive impact on the
conduct of a campaign. It attempt2 to gain advantage of
poaition before battle and to exploit tactical successgeg to

® Inherent in the maneuver

achieve operational resgults."?
concept i2 the idea of movement in relation to the enemy.
Thi2 requireg a difference in the relative mobility, agility
and flexibility, both within the maneuvering force and
between the two opposging forceg2. The pogsgezggion of sguperior
mobility or guperior firepower by one gide haz2 frequently
led to victory in warg throughout higtory.!?

Operational maneuver ig2 a key element of operational
art and Airl,.and Battle Doctrine. However, some prominent
theorigts have argued that our modern mechanized forcez2 do

not possegs the requigite characterisgtica2 for operational

maneuver. Richard E. Simpkin, then a retired Brigadier in




the Royal Tank Corpsg, and the late Generai Ferdinand M. von
Senger und Etterlin, former Commander in Chief, Allied
Forcea Central Europe (CINC AFCENT), wrote extenzively
during the 1980'2 on the 2ubject of airmechanization.'?
They held the belief that ground maneuver forceg do not
pogsgegs the a2peed and mobility to serve az2 rezerveg and
counterattack forceg for North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) armies.'®

Airmechanization refera2 to the employment of large
rotary wing forceg built around a main battle air vehicle
(MBAV). General von Senger, based on hig experience az CINC
AFCENT, 2aw a need for guch force2 asg operational regerves
for theater commandersg.'* While the theories of Brigadier
Simpkin and General von Senger differed in the detailsg of
how guch a force might be organized, both men agreed that
guch a force provided the mobility and firepower for
maneuver that would be required in future warz2. U.S. Army
doctrine acknowledges2 the capabilitiez2 of aviation for
tactical air maneuver, but doez2 not recognize thig2 potential
at the operational level.?®

The purposge of thig atudy i2 to determine if modern
rotary wing aviation formationa2 can perform the functionsg of
operational maneuver. The gtudy will examine the history
and theory behind operational maneuver to determine the
requirement2 for high mobility maneuver forceg and the
characterigtica of 2uch forcesg. The a2tudy will then examine
the capabilities and limitation2 of aviation organizations
(conceptual and exigting) to determine if aviation can meet

thege requirementz2 for the U.S. Army in the 1990'sa.




I1. MANEUVER IN HISTORY AND THEORY

Speed is8 the essence of mobility. Take advantage

of the enemy'’s2 unpreparednegs; travel by

unexpected routeg and gtrike him where he has

taken no precautions.

Sun Tzu'®
Early Tactical Mobility and Maneuver

Commandera have always sought an advantage in mobility
over their opponent in war.!” They have traditionally
included a mobile element in their force to provide this
advantage. The Greek introduction of the phalanx, a
formation of heavy and light infantry, was in recognition of
thi2 principle. Alexander capitalized on the principle when
he matched the mobility of hi=z cavalfy with the s2uperdb Greek
infantry. He °". . . organized heavy and light cavalry, and
trained them to fight in close cooperation with hig
infantry."**

Napoleon, perhap# more than any commander in hisgtory,
understood the importance of mobility. The military maxim
*march divided and fight concentrated'® required hig2 army
to posdess an advantage in speed and agility over hisa
opponenta. To achieve thig he lightened hisa infantry and
quickened the rate of march to 120 paces per minute.
Napoleon alg2o highly valued hig cavalry, and exploited the
mobility advantage of that arm. He once 2aid, "lclavalry isa

useful before, during and after the battle."?°

Napoleon
formed hia cavalry into geveral typeg of heavy and light
organizationg. He employed the heavy cavalry to defeat the
enemy cavalry and to exploit breaches2 created by artillery

fire. Heavy cavalry conatituted the bulk of hiz2 cavalry




regerve. Dragoons2 were ezgsgsentially used a2 mounted
infantry, u2ing their horsesg for mobility, but dizmounting
to fight. The light cavalry waz primarily concerned with
gcreening and reconnaizsance dutieg.??

Origing of Operational Maneuver

The role of cavalry did not gignificantly change until
the American Civil War. Both the Union and Confederate
Armieg began the war usging their cavalry in the traditicnal
roleg of gecurity, ghock action{ and raiding. A8 the war
progresgssed, Union cavairy tactic2 changed. Gradually, the
Union began to uge their mobility more a2 a means to deliver
firepower rather than for 2hock action or raide2. By the end
of the war Union cavalrymen more often than not fought
dig2mounted in dug in pogitiona.??

Early in the war General James H. Wilson, 8erving as=
Chief of the Cavalry Bureau for the Union Army, argued for a
larger role for cavalry unitsg. Hig2 earlier experience with
cavalry armed with the Spencer repeating rifle led him to
believe:

that large bodiez2 of men, posasgeaging the fire

power that the Spencers2 gave them, called

tcavalry®’ for convenience, but using horses merely

to make them more mobile in the highest degree,

could, without the aid of infantry, fight their

way through the opposgition, and if need be, could

even occupy territory.?

The Union Army’s use of cavalry provideg perhapg the
earliezt example of operational maneuver.?* 1In 1865 General
Wilgon led a geparate cavalry corpsg of 13,000 troopsz,
eggentially a separate army, on a bold maneuver through

Alabama to 2eize the key Confederate citieg2 of Tusacalooza,

Selma, Montgomery, and Columbus2, Georgia. In undertaking




thi2 venture he abandoned hi2 line2 of communicationz aad
gupplied hi2 army from captured sgtocka.

Liddell Hart'’z2 azszezg2ment of the Civil War led him to
conclude that there are two essgential elementz for “true
mobility;" training and flexibility. He believed that only
a professgional army could meet the requirement for training.
At the time of the Civil War trainrning wag2 available only in
war. He wrote that, . . . a long war or a ghort peace . .
." are esgsgential for developing an effective organization
for maneuver.?® .

Liddell Hart's fecond requirement for mobility wasa
flexibility. 1In the Civil War the usge of railroads, while
vagtly improving the gtrategic mobility of troopa2 and

supplies,?®®

actually coat commandera their flexibility for
large unit maneuver.?’ Railroad2 made it poga2ible to field
armieg in multiple theatera of war for the firat time, and
to rapidly tranafer troopsg and supplieg between the armies.
However, the reliance on railroads2 limited maneuver ag
commander2 allowed themg2elves %o become tied to the trainag
for sgupport. It waz2 the rare commander who would abandon
hig line of communications to maneuver freely against the
enemy. Grant (Vicksburg), Sherman (Atlanta to Savannah),
and Wil2on were the exceptiong to the rule. It took the
Union Army four yearsa to forge the ingtrument and develop
the leaderg to conduct mobile war. It would be 70 years
before an army could wage mobile war on thig =2cale again.
By World War I the dependency of armiez2 upon the rail

linea2 for atrategic mobility had greatly increased. The

logg of flexibility attendant with thi2 change, and the




magaive firepower of machine guns, artillery, and to a
legger extent airplanesg, made defensge the preeminent form of
war. Armie2, once detrained, were limited for mobility to
the rate of march. In Liddell Hart'a word2, “the long-
overlooked leggon of the American Civil War wasg repeated
that the development of railways2, and armies2' dependence on
2uch communication2 . . . foatered the deployment of larger
numbers than could be maintained. . . .-**

World War I, begun with the bold operational maneuveraz
of the Schlieffen Plan and Joffre's countering Marne
maneuversg, quickly turned into a war of attrition. Neither
gide could:

golve the problems2 of combat movement, mobile

fire-gupport, or logisgtical support in order to

carry tactical exploitation to it2 logical,

decigive conclusion before the defender could

shift resgerves to clogse the gap.3*

In November 1917, the Britigh, g2eeking to overcome the
mobility deficiency in the combat units, launched the firzst
magsg tank attack in history at the Battle of Cambrai.
Increased logigtics demand2 and lack of planning for
regerveg doomed the operation c¢o failure, but not before the
tank had demongtrated a potential for tactical and
operational maneuver. Once again, there wasg available a
force capable of fagt paced maneuver. J.F.C. Fuller
concluded that the sgupreme tactical legson of the war was
that:

petrol-power enabled armor to be reintroduced, and

armor enabled offenaive-power to be protected,

thua2 it enabled the primary function to be
reintroduced. It reesatablished tacticg asg art.®°




World War I on the eastern front wag2 much different
than in the wegt for two principal reasgong. First, the
length of the front, the lower relative dengity of forcez,
and the lack of transportation infragtructure combined to
create more opportunitiez for maneuver. Second, the
opponent2 were more digposed to conduct maneuver warfare.
The Germang had a long maneuver tradition, and the Russiansg
had increased the emphagis on maneuver in their doctrine
after their humiliating defeat in the Russo-Japanesge War.®!

Operational maneuver persigted throughout the

three yearsg of fighting without either 2ide being

able to gain the upper hand. Commanderg on both

8idesa developed the techniqueg necezaary for a

breakthrough but were unable to transform the

breakthrough into a gustained drive. . . . It iz
probably fair to degcribe the 1914-1917 gtruggle

ag2 a mobile war, in which neither g2ide was able to

execute decigive maneuver.®*?

The near total absence of mechanized forces allowed the
cavalry to sgerve as the principle source of mobility on . that
front, although it was not particularly effective.®®

After World War I the Soviet2 had an opportunity to
further practice operational art and maneuver in their Civil
War. Cavalry continued to enjoy a preeminence that it no
longer held in the We2t. In August-September 1919 White
Army General K. K. Mamontov used hig cavalry corpg to
conduct a highly effective deep 2trike miagion through the
Red lineg and into the rear of the Southern Front.®* In
November 1919, the Soviet2 regponded to this development by
organizing the Firat Red Cavalry Army. Compozed of up to

five cavalry divigions, thi2 °“2trategic cavalry repeatedly

played the role of sghock force gtriking deep into the enemy




rear, digrupting hi2 command and control, and demoralizing
hig forcesg, ®*°
Mechanized Warfare

After World War I there waz much debate over the
leggong learned and application of the new found mobility
for future wara. Some theoristsg, Liddell Hart and Fuller
among them, saw motorization az the wave of the future.
Advocates2 for tanka2 (and airpower) argued that theirs would
be the decigive arm in the next war. In most of the western
armieg the traditionalista2 prevailed, regarding "motor
vehicles and tanks2 (and aircraft) asg useful adjunctsa to
tactica . . . to be employed when opportune in conjunction
with the existing arms."®® U.S. Army Chief of Staff General
Charleg P. Summerall, in 1930, argued that mobility and
ghock action alone did not have the gole qualities2 2ought by
an army, "and that a force endowed with high mobility muat
neceasgarily make a great sacrifice of firepower in favor of
rapidity of movement.**’

In the Soviet Union V. K. Triandafillov wa2 a major
proponent for operational art and maneuver. He wrote in
detail about the °“theory of guccesggive and deep operations,”
but did not believe the °“‘machinization’ of warfare® would
be decigive in the undeveloped areas of European Rusgzia.>®
M. V. Tukhachevgky wag the principal Soviet proponent for
mechanization. After convincing Stalin of the merit of his
ideas, Tukhachevsgky wasg able to conduct experimentsg2 on
motorization in the early 302. He argued for combined arms
and mechanized forceg2, emphagizing the:

*decigive offengive on the main axig, completed by
relentlesa pursg2uit’ asa the only meansg to bring

9




about the total dez2truction of the enemy’2 men and
equipment. . . . Tank2 were to be uged in mass,
mechanized formationg2, . . . [and] were expected
to 2trike deep into the enemy'’s rear, u2ing their
mobi}}ty to outfilank and encircle enemy forcez2. .

By the late 19302 the Soviet2 had fielded a large
modern mechanized army, and had developed a maneuver
doctrine for it2 employment. However, the Soviet Army’s
conclugiong on the Spainigh Civil War, which ended in 1939,
cagt doubt on the validity of the "“theory of deep,
succesagive operationz. . . ."*° A2 a regult, they virtually
digmantled their mechanized forceg, breaking up tank
formationg and asgigning them to support infantry unitsa.
When Tukhachevz2ky and mogt of the other Soviet military
elite were executed in Stalin'’sg purge2 on the eve of World
War II, all Soviet advantagez2 in operational art and
maneuver vanighed.*®

While the Soviet Army had difficult obtaining
acceptance for a manuever doctrine, the German Army faced no
g8uch obatacle. The German Army had a military tradition of
"atrategy of decigive maneuver"*? dating from von Moltke and
von Schlieffen. Thig tradition aided German tank warfare
advocates. General Hana2 von Seeckt, Commander-in-Chief of
the German Army during the period 1920-26, gummed up hi=s
ideag on strategy by =2aying, . . . the whole future of
warfare appears to me to lie in the employment of mobile
armiea, relatively 2mall but of high quality, and rendered
digtinctly more effective by the addition of aircraft. . .
."** Von Seeckt believed the army of the future °. . . must

gatisfy thege demands: firat, high mobility . . . ; 2econd,

10




the moat effective armament; and third, continuous
replacement of men and material."** Like Liddell Hart, he
believed that mobile warfare required well-trained forcesg.*®
After von Seeckt'2 departure the German High Command
wag dominated by men who favored mass consgcription armiez2
rather than the highly trained and mobile armieg2 favored by
von Seeckt. It fell to Major General Heinz Guderian to lead
the high command back to a maneuver gtrategy. Guderian’s
effort2 were gupported by Hitler, who liked the quick

golution his ideag2 promisged.*® 1Initially the High Command

regdisated Guderian's ideas2 for an armored force. It wasg with
great reluctance that the High Command ". . . recognized the
new theory of high s#peed warfare. . . ."*” By the start of

World War II the proportion of armored and mechanized forces
wag 2till 2mall in relation to infantry. Neverthelessa, the
regult wasg, in Liddell Hart’s2 words, *. . . one of higtory’s
moat 2triking examples of the decisive effect of a new idea,
carried out by a dynamic executant. **®

Armor dominated the opening move2 of the war in both
the east and wea2t. The German Army 2wept through first
France, and then wesgtern Rusgia, with their 8o called
Blitzkrieg doctrine of tactical penetration and operational
exploitation °“carried out by an armoured force racing ahead

®* Armor

of the main army, and operating independently."*
continued to dominate the European battlefield throughout

the war, but after 1942 it wa2 the Russgians who capitalized
on the mobility of the tank to conduct operational maneuver.

The Soviet Union, in 1943, fielded five tank armies,

each "made up of two tank corpg2 and an optional mechanized

11




corpa. "®°

A g2ixth army was2 organized by early 1944. With
400 to 600 tanks# each, an effective command and control
gygtem, and 2us2tainment capabilitiea for deep operationsg,
these armies reflected *. . . a growing gophistication in
the Soviet force #tructure. . . ,"°!

The Sovietsg demonstrated their new maturity in
operational art beginning a2 early as the gummer of 1943,
learning to s2hape the battlefield in response to German
offengivea. In the Belgorod-Khar'’kov counteroffenaive in
August 1943, the Sovietz2 used tank and mechanized corps to
exploit the tactical penetration made by army rifle forces
a2 they attacked to reduce the German s2alient around
Belgorod and Khar'kov. The armor formationg penetrated the
front and °“drove to a depth of aome 120 kilometers before
German reinforcement2 fought those unit2 to a halt.®? The
operation demonstrated the ability of the Sovietz2 to conduct
large 2cale maneuver, penetrate deep into enemy lineg, and
fight the German resgerveg to a atandatill.®”

“Throughout 1944 and 1948 the Sovietg conducted over
one hundred front offenaive operationz2. Many of thoze
operationg involved the udge of large mechanized forcez2 under

control of army and front commandersa."®*

Soviet operations
during thig period aimed at deep penetrationg and
envelopment of enemy forceg by highly mobile armor and
mechanized forcea. Operation Bagration (Belorusasian) ia
typical of these operations, although it was2 more guccegsaful
than mogt. The Soviets intended to encircle German forces

around the cities of Vitebak, Mogilev, and Bobryusgk (3

German Armiesgs). After this encirclement they planned a




deeper encirclement of German forceg forward of Minsk and a
purg2uit that would carry them to the Eaz2t Prusgian border.®®

Generally gpeaking the Sovietg2 relied on their

tank and mechanized corps2 to conduct the ghallow

envelopment2 and to pinch off German forces2 in the

three major citiea. They then used their larger

mechanized forcea . . . to conduct the deeper

envelopment of Minsk and s2pearhead the

exploitation all the way to the border of Germany.

. » « The operational objective2 achieved exceeded

Soviet expectationa. . .°¢

While the Soviet2 were the expertz2 at maneuver warfare
in World War 1II, they were not the only army to masgter that
form of war. The Americang2 alsgo used the advantages of
mobility and firepower offered by the tank to conduct
operational maneuver. Lieutenant General George S. Patton,
Jr. linked "the cavalry traditions2 of gpeed and audacity"®’
to the mobility of the tank, giving hig forcea the agility
and flexibility to react quicker than the enemy to
development2 on the battlefield. Patton used his2 armor
divigiona to exploit penetrations, conduct purguit
operationg, and cut off and encircle enemy forcea.?® The
rapid advance of Patton's Third Army acro22 France in August
and September 1944, and hig2 abrupt turn north into the
Ardennes during the Battle of the Bulge, are familiar
exampleg of operational maneuver.®®

The accomplishmentg of Patton’s2 Third Army would not
have been poz2sible without key developmentg in the
capability of the forcesg to gugtain themselves. A
combination of individual initiative2 and technological

g8olutiong made it posggible to s2upply the large forces. The

Red Ball Expregs that gupported Patton’s dash acrozs France
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i2 perhap2 the most famoua2 example of 2uch expedienta2. Air
transport alz2o contributed heavily to the gupply effort.®°

To g2ummarize the disgcusgagion thug far, 2ome general
obgervation2 can be made. Firat, the pozazegzion of a2uperior
mobility by either s2ide hag2 hig2torically given that gide a
tremendous2 advantage. Thi2 mobility advantage allow2 the
maneuver force to operate at a higher tempo than other
force2 on the battlefield. Second, maneuver forcezg2 tend to
be better trained and led than other forces.

Third, maneuver forceg pogsesasg gignificant firepower,
though not necesgsgarily 2uperior firepower. Cavalry
certainly did not have superior firepower in the Soviet
Civil War, but it continued to be effective when used
indirectly. The U.S. tanksg in World War II were not any
better than German tanks2. A manuever force must possgeas
equal firepower with the enemy force it oppoz2es.

Finally, a maneuver force mu2t have the capability to
g2usgtain itg2elf during independent operations. For the fast
moving independent cavalry forceg foraging was2 an answer.
For World War II armored forceg2 the cargo truck waa the
anawer, backed up to gome extent by air transport.

Origins of Air Maneuver

The origina of the uge of the air medium for maneuver
can be traced to the final day2 of World War I. The firsat
recorded ingtance of congideration of aerial maneuver came
when General John J. Perghing authorized General Billy
Mitchell to plan a parachute drop of the lst Infantry
Divigion behind German lineg2. The war ended while planning

wag in progresgs.®' During the interwar yearsg the concept of
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airmobility wasg developed, and by the gtart of World War II,
moa2t armieg had an airborne capability.

There were a number of airborne operations conducted by
the Germang, Britizgh, Japanege, Rusz2iang and Americans
during World War II.®® A number of thege had operational
gignificance, and proved “the value of large-scale three-
dimenaional combat in which the ground troops reach their
objectivea by air. . . . °**

Airborne forceg were employed by both gideg to 2eize
decigive pointsg (bridges2, road junctionz2, mountain paszsgesz,
etc.) deep in enemy territory. Thesge decigive point2 either
facilitated ground maneuver or trapped enemy forcezg from
egcaping.®* The speed and flexibility of airborne asgsault
(including airlanded and glider landed forces) operations
gave the attacker an advantage. The surprige and ghock of
the initial assault generally offg2et the airborne force’z
digadvantages in firepower and ground mobility. The air
maneuver capabilitiea2 exhibited by thez2e airborne forces
characterize modern air as2ault forces with the added
advantagesa of the firepower and mobility of the helicopter.

The Rotary Wing Revolution

The Army was slow to grasp the significance of the
helicopter ag a meang to enhance tactical mobility. Both
Marine and Army units used the helicopter in the Korean War
for air asgsgault operationsg, but it was2 the Marines who led
in developing the doctrine for rotary wing employment.®®
After the Korean War genior Army leaders began to recognize

the potential for the new machinesg.
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In 1954 Lieutenant General Jamez2 M. Gavin, then Army
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operationa, wrote an article for
Harper’s Magazine entitled °“Cavalry, and I Don’t Mean
Horgea." In that article he lamented the abgence of cavalry
from the Korean War battlefield2, and expounded on the
poggible useg of helicopterg to replace it. General Gavin
argued that the mobility differential between infantry/armor
divigiong and cavalry unit2 wasg ingufficient to allow
cavalry to perform the traditional mi2z2ion2 of sgcreening and
2hock action. ‘Today, even the mo2t casual awareneas of the
higtorical leasson 2hould guggeat that in ground combat the
mobility differential we lack will be found in the air

® While the military use2 of the helicopter were

vehicle."*
widely recognized within the Army, the emphasgis2 on mazzive
nuclear retaliation to the detriment of conventional forces
kept the Army from full 2cale deployment of heliborne
forces.*’

It wag not until the early 1960’2 that the Army began
to look 2erioualy at how to take advantage of the
helicopter’a mobility. In 1962 the Army convened the
Tactical Mobility Requirement2 Board, commonly called the
Howze Board after its pregident, Lieutenant General Hamilton
H. Howze,®® to s2tudy how beat to increase the mobility of
the Army through the uze of the new machinez2. The Howze
board tes2ted the airmobility concept and found it to have
conagiderable utility for the Army.

The board recommended formation of five air asszault
divigiong, three air cavalry combat brigadez2 (ACCB), and

five air trangport brigades. The divigions2 would have 489
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aircraft, and would have 2ignificantly lega2 ground
transportation than the gtandard U.S. Army divigion of that
period, the Reorganization Objective Army Divigion (ROAD).
The ACCB would have 316 aircraft, 144 of them attack
helicopter2 with an airborne anti-tank capability.®® 1In his
final report General Howze reached thisg concluszion:

Adoption by the Army of the airmobile concept . .

. i2 neceasgary and degirable. In gome regpectsa

the trangition ig inevitable, just a2 was that

from animal mobility to motor.’°

In 1963 the Army organized the 11th Air Assault
Divigion at Fort Benning, Georgia and began full =2cale
testing of the airmobile concept. The teats2 proved the
merit of the airmobility concept,’’ and in July 1965 the lst
Cavalry Divigion (Airmobile) wa2 activated at Fort Benning,
Georgia. It combined elementg2 of the 1llth Air Assault
Divigion and the 2nd Infantry Divisgion. The new divisgion
wag then given 90 dayg to prepare for and deploy to Vietnam
for combat.”?

In Vietnam, the 12t Air Cavalry Divisgion (Airmobile),
ag the divigion was commonly known, wag used a2 "an Army-
level sghock force, capable of countrywide (or theater
inclugive) employment, . . . [gainingl a premiere reputation
for consigtent battlefield succegsa.°’® The lg2t Cavalry and
other U.S. and Republic of Vietnam infantry unitz2 conducted
hundredg of airmobile and air asgault operationg during the

War.”*

The vasat majority were tactical operations. On
occasion operation2 were conducted which had operational

gignificance,
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In particular, Operation LIBERTY CANYON, conducted in
the fall of 1968, proved the superior operational mobility
of the divigion. The divigion moved from I Corpa Tactical
Zone to III Corpg2 Tactical Zone, a disztance of 570 milesg, in
12 day2. Lead combat elements2 withdrew from combat, self
deployed to the new gector, and began combat operations in
48 hoursg2. The divigion used a combination of gea and air
movement in addition to the self deployment of moat of itz2
combat aircraft.” The lat Cavalry Divigion's 2uccezs led
to creation of other airmobile divigions.

The 1012t Airborne Divizgion was2 converted to an
airmobile divigion in 1968. With the converz2ion of the 23rd
Infantry (Americal) to airmobile asatatusg, and the activation
of the 9th Air Cavalry Brigade (Combat) (Provisgional) in
1970, the Army waa on the verge of achieving the force
gtructure envigioned by the Howze Board. Unfortunately,
rules2 of engagements, competing priorities for aircraft, and
requirements to 8upport Vietnamese unita prevented thia
force from being fully employed to te2t the concept of masa
maneuver of airmobile combat forces.’*

The Army’'s Vietnam experience demonstrated the
capabilitieg of the helicopter in support of combat
operations#. The helicopter’s gpeed, agility, and
flexibility added a new dimengion to tactical maneuver. The
operational movement of the 12t Cavalry Divisgion in
Operation LIBERTY CANYON indicated a potential for
operational maneuver. The effectivenesgssa of the helicopter
for mobile and lethal fire support waz2 demonstrated by the

AH-1 Cobra. Mosgt important, the Army’'s2 experience in
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Vietnam ahowed that, with proper use of guppresaive ground
firea, air defense sgupport, intelligence, and tactiz-g2, the
helicopter wasg gurvivable in combat.’”

After Vietnam the U.S5. Army focusged on the Soviet
threat in Europe. The Buccez2sgez of the la2t Cavalry Divigion
and other airmobile unit2 in Vietnam were digcounted asg not
relevant for the anticipated mid- to high-intengity
battlefield of Europe. Thig degpite the fact that the Air
Aggault teats in the early 1960's focused on Europe for the
likely employment of an air assgault divigion. Lessgona from
the Yom Kippur War in 1973 seemed to indicate a need for
protection at the expense of mobility.”® The la2t Cavalry
Divigion converted to a heavy divigion, and the 101lat waz
retained a2 the only airmobile divigion.’®

Modern Soviet Maneuver Doctrine

The Soviets recognize the potential for maneuver in

future wars. According to the 1987 vergion of Taktika,
"High maneuverability of modern battle i2 the

resgult of using powerful weapons, of growth of the

mobility of combined-arm2 unit2 and formationz

owing to their full motorization and high degree

of mechanization, and the result of the absence of

a continuousg front in defenge and offense."*°

Taktika defines maneuver as °“the organized movement of
troops or asgignment of new targets to weapong in order to
create advantageous2 conditions for combat operations."-*?!
Soviet combat units possess large amounts of artillery,
reflecting the influence of firepower in their doctrine.
They recognize maneuver ag a meansg of quickly exploiting the

effecta of nuclear and conventional fireas to *. . . awiftly

penetrate deep into hig disgpogition . . . by wide
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maneuvering. . . .°®?

Immediately after World War II, the Soviet2 moved to
incorporate the les2a2ons2 on operational maneuver into their
doctrine and organizational gtructure. Within the front
they created the combined arms army asg the primary force for
conducting the penetration operation. An army mobile group
wag a3gigned to each combined arms army. Congig2ting of one
or two mechanized diviaiona or tank divigionsg, the mobile
group was given the tagk of "operational maneuver and

exploitation."* The front commander ala2o had a mobile

group congigating of a “very heavy mechanized army which was
degignated to conduct operational maneuver. . . ,"°®*

Beginning in the 18502 the Sovietz2 moved away from
their doctrine of large operational maneuver forcez. In
regsponsge to the nuclear threat they reorganized their forces
to make them les2 vulnerable, and to make all forcez2 equally
maneuverable. The large mechanized armieg were abolizghed in
favor of 2maller tank armie2 and the mechanized and rifle
divisions were replaced by motorized rifle divigions.®®

In the early 19702 the Soviet2 began to reverze thiz
trend. Theoretical works began to hint at the possgibility
of conducting conventional operationa with-~ut the
inevitability of nuclear war. Motorized rifle divigions
were added to tank armie2 and emphag2i2 was2 again placed on
the use of mobile corpa2 and army operationg2. The modern
tank army wasa seen aa fulfilling the functiong of the World
War II mobile group. Thig army would form the core of an
operational maneuver group which would be used in tandem

with the new air assault brigade, and perhap2 with the
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front’s airborne divisgion, thug adding a vertical dimension
to Soviet operational maneuver conceptg2. The Sovieta are
likely to expand the vertical dimensgion in the future with
the addition of air asgsgault corp2 and brigadeg at front and
army levelz2, regpectively.®®

Conclusgions on Maneuver

The mos2t important conclusion we can draw from the
study go far ig that historically, the posazegsion of an
advantage in mobility by either 2ide give2 that gide a
gignificant advantage. The mobility advantage ha=
traditionally resgulted from one gide making better uze of an
exigting technology or tactic. Thiz2 advantage allows
maneuver forcesa to generate a higher tcmpo than other forces
on the battlefield. But maneuver requireg more than z2peed.

Maneuver forceg tend to be better trained and led than
other forceg, and posgsesgsa auperior agility and flexibility,
both in gtructure and leaderaship. They posgsess 2ignificant
firepower, although they rely upon digruption and ghock
action for a portion of their guccega2. Finally, they are
characterized by the ability to gustain themaelvesg during
deep and independent operations.

Having determined the requirements2 for operational
maneuver, the quegtion becomeg, what force can best meet
them? The gtudy of air maneuver leads to the conclusgion
that aviation forceg2 can meet thege requirementa2. Rotary
wing aviation forces2 have guperior mobility to any force on
the battlefield, giving them the ability to raige the tempo
of battle. Their agility, flexibility, and firepower allow

the commander to rapidly ghift combat power throughout the
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width and depth of the battlefield. 1In the next section
thig gtudy will examine current and conceptual aviation
organizationsa to assess their potential for employment as

operational maneuver forces.

IIXI. MODERN ROTARY WING AVIATION FORCES
An aero squadron may seem to require a large
amount of transportation, or the aeroplaneg to
require too much special equipment and tender
care; but when the time comes for their work, the
regults accomplished will convince that they have
earned their name - the Fourth Arm.
First Lieutenant Henry H. Arnold
U.S. Infantry
1913%”
U.S. Army Aviation
Rotary wing aviation in the U.S. Army today i2
gtructured to support tactical operations2 through divigion
and corps2 (and echelon above corpg2) aviation brigadea. This
sgtructure grew out of a feriea of 2tudieza conducted during
the 19702 on the capabilitiez, organization and employment
of Army aviation, and culminated in Army Chief of Staff
General E. C. Meyer’s2 decigion in 1983 to organize aviation
brigade2 in each divigion and corpa.°*®
The 2ize and compogition of the divisgion aviation
brigadeg variez2 depending on the divisgion’s misgion.
Although they contain maneuver element2, divigion aviation
brigades are not gtructured a2 maneuver brigadeg.®® The air
aggault divigion ig the only divigion with gufficient
aviation asgfets and gustainment to conduct air maneuver at

the operational level.® Corps aviation brigadea have

potential for operational maneuver, and will be examined
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later in this study.®' Appendix A includes2 tables of U.S.
Army helicopter characterigtica and capabilities.
The Air Assault Divisgion

The modern air asgaault divigion "ig2 a flexible and
lethal offensive fighting organization having use at the
strategic, operational, and tactical levels of war. . . .°°*?
The diviz2ion providesg the corpa or theater commander the
capability to initiate operational maneuver via vertical
envelopment. The divigion i8 ezagentially an infantry
division with increased anti-tank capabilitie2 both in itz
helicopterg2 and in the infantry units.

The air asgault divigion i2 organized with three
maneuver brigades, a divigion artillery, and an aviation
brigade. Nine infantry battaliong2 are assigned. Artillery
asgetg congist of three 105mm howitzer battalions.®® See
Figure 1, Appendix B, for the complete divigion organization
chart. The divi2ion derivea2 its tactical and operational
mobility from the aviation brigade. The brigade consi2t2 of
two combat aviation battaliong (483 UH-60 each), one medium
trangportation helicopter battalion (48 CH-47), three (five
are authorized, but two are not activated) attack helicopter
battaliong, and an air reconnaissance sgquadron. Currently
the divigion hag one AH-64 battalion, giving it a total
complement of 58 AH-1 and 18 AH-64 attack helicoptersg.®*

The air aagault divigion i2 configured for “rapid
worldwide deployment to defeat or degstroy enemy force2 and
to control land area . . . by employing the unique
capabilitiesg of an air asgault divigion.*® Divisgion

operational miggiong include: attack deep behind enemy
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lineg via vertical envelopment to seize and hold vital
objectivesg; serve a2 a theater resgerve and/or counterattack
force; and conduct large gcale tactical raida.®*

The divisgion ig2 capable of rapid s2trategic deployment
using Air Force asgsetg. It projects2 combat power rapidly by
vertical envelopment, and possgesgzeg a high degree of
tactical mobility which allowg it to operate without regard
for terrain and most environmental condition2. The divizgion
i2 ea”2ily taak organized, and i2 uniquely capable of by-
paz2g2ing obataclea.®’

Unique limitationg of the divizion are it2 lack of
ground mobility, partially offget by airmobility; the need
to congider weather in planning operationa2; and the need for
aupport augmentation for gupply clazsgez2 III (fuel) and V
(ammunition) when operating independently or for long
period2.®® With proper planning adverse weather can be a
help rather than a hindrance a2 it givea the diviz2ion the
capability to achieve gurprige and denie2 the enemy the
freedom to react.®®

In term2 of air maneuver, the divigion’s major
limitation ig2 it2 inability to maz2s 2ufficient aerial
maneuver forcesg for gustained periods of combat. During
normal operationg an aviation unit i2 normally able to
maintain only one-third of itg combat power in contact due
to refuel/rearm and transit requirements2. For the air
asgault divigion (a2 presgently configured) thig means 14 AH-
l8 and 6 AH-648 could be in action at one time. Thig force

ig sufficient only to provide fire support for the air
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asaault forces2, and could not have an operational impact
other than in gupport of air assgault operationsg.
The Corps Aviation Brigade (CAB)

Corps aviation brigade=2 are sgignificantly larger than
divig2ion aviation brigades2, and are configured to employ
their powerful attack aviation groups ag maneuver elements.
Thia givea the corps2 brigade2 °a measure of operational
mobility and flexibility," and thug a capability for air

maneuver, *°°

Due to force constraints the active army
brigadea are asaigned a mix of active and resgerve component
battaliong. Figure 2, Appendix B, i2 an organization chart
for a CAB.

The CAB ig organized to provide the corp2 commander
with the capability for "high-tempo air maneuver."'°' A
full table of organization and equipment (TOE) strength
brigade hag two attack helicopter groups with a total of
five attack battalions. Each battalion has 18 AH-64 Apache
attack helicoptersg, giving the brigade 90 AH-64=2.

The brigade i2 alaso asz2igned an aviation group
congisting of two agsgault battalionz2 (UH-60) and a medium
lift battalion (CH-47 Chinook). An air reconnaigsance
gquadron ig assigned when the corpa has2 no armored cavalry
regiment. In practice the brigade2 are organized with only
three attack battalions, one asgsgault battalion, and the
medium lift battalion. Two of the attack battalions, an
aagault battalion, and the three group headquarters are
organized in the resgerve componenta.'®?

The brigade headquarters hag a ataff that ig2 capable of

planning aviation and air maneuver operationa2. Subordinate
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attack group headquarters2 are also capable of planning air

maneuver operations.?°?®

With appropriate augmentation the
brigade can plan and gupervige combined arms operations,
including °task-organized armor, infantry, artillery, [andl
air defenge . . . a2 necessary. '°* According to FM 1-111
(draft), Aviation Brigades, °the combined arms# approach
provide2 force commanders the unique capability to
accelerate the tempo of ground maneuver operationz2 while
employing decigive ground and air maneuver to keep the enemy
off balance. "?°°

The capabilities2 and limitations2 of the corpg aviation
brigade are sgimilar to thosge of the air agsfault divigion
aviation brigade. It2 primary capability ig “the
exploitation of the aerial dimengion of the battlefield. '°®
The brigade influenceg the tempo of the battle with itsa
ability for unreatricted maneuver. It can masg firea
rapidly at the critical place and time, then digpersge for
protection. It can act a2 a reserve, or provide the air
movement for ground reserves. With the modern aircraft and
avionicg now available, the brigade can operate at night,
during periods of limited vigibility, and under adverse
environmental conditions,°?

Limitationa of the brigade include the effecta of
weather and obgcuration on obsgervation, viaual acquigition
meang, and range of combat gystems. Juat like the air
aggault divigion, the corpg aviation brigade consumes large
amounta of Clags2 IIl1 and Clags V. The brigade has the

capability to suatain itself during operationg, but must

compete with other corps2 elementg for uge of ita2 own lift
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asget2. Augmentation with ground maneuver unitz2 will glow
the tempo of the brigade.'°*
Soviet Rotary Wing Forces
Soviet generala look at the helicopter a2 a lightly

armored tank, but ". . . one which ig2 capable of high g2peeds
and unregtricted crogg-country performance. . . .'°®* 1In
their view, "in battle a tank can seize enemy territory and
a helicopter can do the 2ame. But an aircraft cannot."''®
The Soviet’s current main battle helicopter, the MI-24 Hind,
reflecta thig philosgophy with its combined trobp hauling and
attack capabilitiez.

Soviet aviation at Army level cong2iz2tg of an attack
helicopter regiment with 40 Hind and 20 Hip (MI-17)
helicopters, and an air asgault battalion.'!'® Aviation at
Front level, consgigting of heavy and medium lift agsetsg, ia
organized in regiments under the Aviation of the Front.
Thege asgsgetz2 are apportioned to the Armiesg based on their
migsgion, with the majority going to support the main effort.
Fronts can algo be asg2igned an air assgault brigade. The
aviation aasets for this brigade are provided from Froant
aviation regimenta.'*?

The air asgault brigades provide the Front commander
with a tremendous air maneuver capability. They include two
BMD equipped battaliong and two parachute infantry
battaliong, and provide the commander with congiderable
flexibility in the employment of the asgets. The Sovietz
lack the helicopter assgets at Front level to 1lift the entire
brigade at once, and appear to prefer to commit it in

elements of one or two battalions.'! It ia generally
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believed that the brigades were formed to 2upport Soviet
operational maneuver groupg2 (OMG) by geizing “"key terrain
critical to a guccesgsgful advance guch asg obatacle-crosgzing
gitea2 and g2¢ forth."''*

The Soviet concept i2 to employ their air assgault
brigadea to support the operational maneuver group. Air
agsault assetsa would be deployed in battalion 2ize packets
to Beize key terrain. Thiag doesa not congtitute operational
maneuver in itself, although it certainly could achieve
operational effect. Should the Sovietg eventually deploy
air asgsgault corp2, a2 was earlier mentioned, they certainly
would have the potential for operational air maneuver.

Airmechanization.

Brigadier Simpkin, writing in Armor magazine in 1981,
laid out hig original ideas for an airmechanized force. He
placed great reliance on antitank (attack) helicopterg and
artillery. The divigion’a combat power wasa concentrated in
two mechanized infantry brigadea (8 battaliong2), a divisgion
artillery of 3 artillery regimentg2, and an air cavalry
regiment. Figure 3, Appendix B, i2 an organization chart
for the original conceptual airmechanized divisgion.

Simpkin undersatood that the capability wag not yet
available to lift mechanized forces, but believed it g2oon
would be. He thought that western armies would goon field
high mobility-agility (HIMAG) armor vehicleg which would 2o
sgpeed up the tempo of mechanized forceg that cavalry and
regerve forceg would no longer have a mobility advantage.
He argued that the ability to airlift thege light mechanized

forcea would treble the mobility of ground maneuver forces.
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“Once the mechanized maneuver forces achieve HIMAG mobility,
the ultramobile force . . . must be rotary wing. . . .°?*?®
A key point in Simpkin'g2 argument was that heliborne
forceg had a digtinct terrain advantage in what he called
"mobiquity,” or the ability to cros22 rough or soft

terrain.!?'*

Coupled with the expanded artillery, it would
"increage the dimengiong of the divizion’'s2 battlefield, the
tempo of ita operation2 and above all itg ability to
concentrate fighting power in time and a2pace."!!?

In a later work Simpkin pointed out that the nature of
the threat and projected developments2 in equipment called
“for a 2hift in the weight of combat power away from the
mechanized maneuver force a2 such towards the helicopter

*11% He eventually accepted

element and the artillery.
General von Senger's MBAV ideag, but never totally rejected
the idea of air lifting light armor. In an analy2ia2 of the
two ideas2 in 1984, he concluded,

[tlhe crunch queation ig whether it is more

effective, and more coat effective, to leave the

track/rotor interface ag it i# and helilift 1light

armour when needg be, or to provide MBAV-based

formationg2 which would at once bridge thig

interface and enhance the combat worth of

independent rotary-wing forces.'!'®

Simpkin concluded that the MBAV idea was worth further
exploring, and that thia opened °. . . up the whole quesgtion
of whether future mobile forceg2 2hould be based on the track
or rotor.*'*® 1In Race to the Swift, publighed in 1985,
Simpkin decided the heavy-1ift option was not viable, and
cited three reasong. Once s2et down, the armored force would
revert to their inherent mobility, wasting the advantageg of

rotary wing movement. Without the gcope or tempo of
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airmobility, the unita2a would operate in accordance with
their tradition and training. Finally, the burden of
supplying fuel for both the air maneuver force and the
armored force would overwhelm the logistics gystem.'??

General von Senger, writing in RUSI in 1983, propozed
an airmechanized diviz2ion that differed gignificantly from
the Simpkin idea. Von Senger built hi2 hypothetical
dirigion around the MBAV, a proposged aircraft gimilar in
capabilities to the AH-64.'** Von Senger's divigion
congisted of three brigadesa; an airmechanized brigade,
containing two battaliona2 of 28 MBAV each; an air transport
brigade; and an airmobile infantry brigade. Figure §5,
Appendix B, ig2 a chart depicting the organization of the
divigion.

Von Senger felt the divisgion 2hould be employed under
two broad principles2. Firat, the new forcez2 2hould not be
scattered among other combat arms2 elements2, but rather
ghould be concentrated in large independent formationasa.
Second, a new doctrine s2hould be developed for the tactical
and operational employment of thege new forcezs2 to ‘encompass
fighting under all conditions of weather and terrain in all
type2 of war, nuclear and conventional, and all typesa of
combat, attack as well ag defenge and delay."'?®

Von Senger believed the divigion waz2 especially suited
for employment a8 an operational resgerve. He believed the
reliance on ground regervesg for central Europe was not wisge
due the anticipated devastation that would be caused by air
interdiction, artillery and nuclear fires2 in a major war.

The airmechanized force'a mobility could be exploited in
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guch gituation#.'** Von Senger z2aw a need to employ
infantry with the airmechanized force to hold ground.'?®®

Von Senger argued that the limitations of the
helicopter are no more difficult to overcome than the
difficultiea of other innovationg in previoug erag. He
cedesg the vulnerability of the helicopter, but arguesg that
it i2 no more 80 than other vehicleg on the battlefield.

It ig2 always gurpriging that lossesg of helicopters

in their tens2 are decried while tank loggesz2 in

their hundred2 (gome 2000 in the Yom Kippur War)

appear. to be acceptable. The helicopter in the

forward area gurviveg by its tacticsg and by itz

gpeed and agility, and by gpending the minimum

time in that zone.'3?*®

The airmechanized divigion would require a g2ignificant
logiatica effort. Von Senger believed it would not be out
of proportion to that required to support the new ground
mechanized forcez2. He 2aid:

All technological progress has to be paid for by a

higher logigtic effort. This2 has to be off-get

againat the gubstantial increase in combat
effectivenega2 which such progreszs affordas.'?”

The airmechanized divigion i2, as one author concluded,
an evolutionary rather than revolutionary concept.'®® The
MBAV'2 predecegsgorsg, cavalry and armor, were firat employed
ag gupporting arme. Just like maszded cavalry and armored
forces, the masged aviation forceg of the airmechanized
divigion offer gignificant potential a2 an operational
maneuver element.

The divigion incorporateg three main components;
airmobile infantry, the MBAV, and the light airmobile armor

vehicles. Two of thege are reflected in our current

aviation force gtructure. The airmobile infantry is
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incorporated into our air assault divigion, and the MBAV ig
gimilar to our AH-64. Von Senger'’s idea of organizing
airmechanized divigiona2 (consgig2ting of one MBAV brigade, an
air transport brigade, and an airmobile brigade) would give
the operational commander tremendousg flexibility.

The third component, the heavy lift option, doeg not
appear to be viable. Ten yearg after Simpkin firat proposed
airlifting light armored vehiclea the U.S. Army 2till does
not have a heavy lift helicopter'®® Fueling both air and
ground vehiclea2 through an air line of communication would
be impoagible to accomplish. Given current resource
congtraints and the difficulty of gupporting s2uch a concept,
it cannot be geriousaly considered for the near term future.

AirLand Battle Future Corps Aviation.

In recognition of the change2 in the threat and
political g2ituation in Europe, the U.S. Army hag2 undertaken
a "satudy to examine alternative warfighting conceptg and
degigng to execute the Airland Battle Future umbrella

concept. " '?°

The concept envizion2 a nonlinear and extended
battlefield where a corps2 i2 given an area of operations

that far exceed2 the typical sgector of the current corpa.'®’
The resgtructured threat ig expected to rely heavily on fire

1¥2  To counter thig threat,

to achieve decigive resgulta.
friendly force commanderg will rely heavily on
reconnaisggance and gurveillance to gee the enemy before he
geeg them, then long range artillery and rapid maneuver to
desatroy the enemy forces.'®?

The AirLand Battle Future (ALBF) concept calls for an

increaged role for aviation, in particular attack
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helicoptera. Mo2t of the attack helicopterz2 currently in
the divigiona would be consgolidated into brigadeg under a

corpa aviation gtructure.!®*

Figure 4, Appendix B, depicts
a proposged corp2 aviation organization under the ALBF
concept. The proposed organization has a total complement
of 469 rotary wing (including 48 CH-47'2) and five fixed
wing aircraft. There are 180 (AH-64) attack helicopters (70
armed LHX'®*® are allotted for scout/obsgerver dutiesz)
conaolidated in one organization. The aszgault helicopter
brigade hag 120 UH-60'2 to sgupport the light infantry
divigion’a air assgault operationa. The ALBF corpg aviation
appearsg to have conaiderable potential for operational air
maneuver.

The logistica 2upport gtructure for the brigade hasg not
been developed, nor have final conclusfionz2 on the
sugtainment capability of the organization. Congidering the
heavy demands from ground maneuver unit2 for the medium lift
helicoptera, the organization does# not appear to have enough
lift capability to support ita8elf in conducting operational
level air maneuver.

The concept for employment of the corpg2 calls for
employing the attack helicopter brigade2 in conjunction with
ground maneuver forcesg to deatroy the enemy forcesg as part
of a coordinated fire g2trike. Aviation fireg would be
coordinated by the corpg2 fire gupport element.'®>® Thisg
indicate2 that the intent of the new organization i2 not =o
much air maneuver, particularly at the operational level,
but rather to provide aviation unitsg to gupport ground

maneuver. Thia i2 no different from the current concept of
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assigning aviation brigade2 to the divigions2. The concept
could actually resgult in lesgg helicopterg being available
for operational maneuver ag it represgents2 an overall
reduction in corps2 aircraft.

Summary of Rotary Wing Air Maneuver Capabilities

Rotary wing aviation forces possesgssg tremendous
potential for employment a2 operational maneuver forces.
They have a high mobility potential with their 2peed,
agility and flexibility. They can move rapidly over the
battlefield to concentrate firea2 where needed. They have
great potential for z2hock and digruption. While certainly
more vulnerable than armor to the lethal effecta of firesg on
the modern battlefield, rotary wing forces2 rely on
gupporting fires from the other combined arms team members,
intelligence, and tactics for protection. U.S. Army air
agsgault and attack helicopter forcea, in particular, posseszs
the characteristica for operational maneuver,

The flexibility and lethality of the air agsault
divigion makea it well suited for a role in operational
maneuver. The ability of the divigion to mags infantry and
attack helicopterg quickly over great digtanceg gives the
operational commander flexibility not available in other
forces, offering him the capability for seizing the

initiative from the enemy.'*’

The unit requireg additional
lift asggeta to conduct divig2ion g2ized operations2 for more
than a few daya. The diviagion aviation brigade i2 not
organized ag an air maneuver brigade. Combat sgupport and

aagault aviation are grouped in one organization 1limiting

the brigade’2 ability to concentrate on air maneuver.

34




The corps aviation brigade i2 capable of conducting
operational maneuver. The 2ubordinate attack group2, when
activated, give the brigade the capability to sustain a
gizeable aviation operation for an extended period.
Organizing the brigades with the attack groupg2 in the
regerve components prevents the organizationsg from achieving
the level of training required for large g2cale maneuver.
Cuirent employment concepts favor placing the attack groupa
in support of ground maneuver divigion2 or using them
individually for crogs forward line of own troops (FLOT)
deep attacks2 2imilar to cavalry raids. The brigade doez
not have the medium l1ift azsets2 to perform its sgupport
miggiong for other corp2 units and to gupport masgs air
maneuver operations at the tempo that would be required.

The airmechanized divizgion offers a potential for
operational air maneuver. However, two of the three main
components2 (airmobile infantry, the MBAV, and the heavy 1lift
option) are already reflected in our current aviation force
gtructure. The airmobile infantry i2 incorporated into our
air assgault divigion, and the MBAV i3 2imilar to our AH-64.
The third component, the heavy lift option, doesg not appear
to be viable due to the absence of an affordable heavy 1ift
helicopter and the difficulty of g2upporting both an aviation
and armored force over an air line of communicationa.

The AirlLand Battle Future Corp2 Aviation appears to
have excellent potential for air maneuver. More than any
other existing or conceptual aviation c¢rganization, it could
provide the ability to mass aufficient attack helicopter

forcesg to defeat large enemy armor formationg. The
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preliminary employment conceptg being developed do not
address air maneuver., Rather it appearz to be an
organization de2igned to congolidate aviation aszetg within
the corp2. Aviation units2 would then be task organized to

gupport ground maneuver forces.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We are therefore certain that no rules of any kind

exisat for maneuver, and no method or general

principle can determine the value of the action;

rather, superior application, precisgion, order,

digcipline, and fear will find the means to

achieve palpable advantage in the moat singular

and minute circumstances.

Carl von Clausewitz!®®

Higtorically, commanderg have used 2pecialized maneuver
force2 having superior 2peed, agility, and flexibility to
increase the tempo of battle to a level higher than the
opponent can achieve. Thesge forcez2, often operating
independently or in advance of the main effort, have
achieved their results as much from shock effect and
surprige ag from firepower. One common characterisgtic of
these forcesg hag been the mobility advantage they held over
other forcea2 on the battlefield.

In the paat cavalry and armor forceg2 have succeszively
filled the maneuver role. More recently, rotary wing air
agsault and attack forcesg2 have been used to perform
maneuver, but only at the tactical level. The Army has
created a force atructure that support2 air maneuver at the

tactical level. Each divigion has an aviation brigade made

up of a mixture of attack and aszault helicopters.
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In practice, aviation i2 employed more in a fire
support role than a2 a maneuver force. Small aviation
elementg (battalion2 and companies) are typically taszk
organized to g2upport ground maneuver brigadegs. Thig usge of
aviation amounts2 to "penny-packeting” the azsgetg, and
diluteg combat power. The writinga of Brigadier Simpkin and
General von Senger, backed up by our own experience in
Vietnam, indicate a much greater potential for rotary wing
aviation forces.

Army aviation forcea have the capability to perform air
maneuver at the operational level. Aviation units have a
gignificant mobility advantage over the other arma, and
current attack helicopters2 can equal tanka2 in their ability
to kill enemy weapon 2ys2tems2. They are much leg2 affected
by terrain and battlefield congestion than other combat
forceg2. Their gpeed, agility and flexibility will enable
them to g2et the tempo higher than any other force on the
battlefield. While current aviation forceg have limitationsa
and vulnerabilitiesg, technology and employment tactica have
come a long way in overcoming them.

Simpkin and von Senger'z2 airmechanized divisgiona offer
potential for air maneuver at the operational level. This
author doeg not accept the arguments of Simpkin and Major
Darrell Crawford'®*® about the utility of the heavy 1lift
option. Adding armor protection to the helicopter would
begin a proces2s that might yield an aircraft that ig too
large and too expengive to deploy and operate. The idea of
combining airmobile infantry and powerful attack helicopter

element2 in a divigion organization ig2 an evolutionary
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concept. It ig not a big 8tep to go from our current air
aggault and aviation organizationg to the airmechanized
divigion. And, ag Crawford wrote, we do not have to wait
for advanced aircraft to implement these ideas. None of the
forceg mentioned above 6ffers more potential for masgsg air
maneuver than the proposed AirLand Battle Future corps
aviation gtructure.

The proposed corpa2 aviation organization would allow
the maaging of a full brigade of attack helicoptera at a
time. Thi2 mags2 i2 required for the divigion to achieve the
sghock and degtructive effect likely to be required to defeat
the magsive armor forcez2 of a future mid- to high-intenz2ity
war. Addition of an air asggault infantry brigade would give
the organization a ground holding capability to complement
ita ability to dominate. ground.

The air maneuver force ghould be developed on a
divigion basge, with gufficient ag2eta2 to gustain itsgelf in
high tempo mageg air maneuver operations2. The new
organization ghould give the commander the flexibility to
employ the assets in support of ground maneuver when
necega2ary. However, emphagig2 in both doctrine and 2tructure
2hould be on maz2s8 air maneuver. Thi2 requires2 a new way of
thinking about aviation.

In the paat the U.S. Army has2 emphazized consgolidating
ita helicopter2 into larger organizations2 a2 a means of
managing the assets. Under the concept thia author i=2
propoging, aviation element2 ghould be divided into maneuver
and combat gupport elementz2. The maneuver element2 would

include gufficient medium and utility (and heavy lift when
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fielded) aircraft to sustain independent large air maneuver
operation2. Other corp2 units would draw aviation zupport
from a corps combat support aviation battalion or brigade
geparate from the air maneuver divigion. The aviation
commander would be a maneuver commander, not bothered by the
regpongibility to support other commanderz2 at the same time

ag he iz trying to employ hi2 maneuver asgsgets.

V. IMPLICATIONS
It is not big armies that win wars;
it ia the good ones.
Maurice de Saxe!*?

The major implication of thizg study is that the U.S.
Army haa2 a requirement for a highly mobile operational
maneuver force. In it2 aviation elements2, the Army has the
potential for guch a force. However, current doctrine doea
not emphagize the employment of aviation in mass to achieve
operational resulta. The Army g2hould take advantage of the
upcoming doctrine and organizational atructure revigionsg to
develop and field an aviation force that i2 optimized for
operational air maneuver.

While the immediate result of thig2 organizational
change should be a divisgion gized force, it i2 not difficult
to envigion corps2 g8ized air maneuver forces consgigting of
air assgault and air maneuver divigions being fielded in the
next century. The LHX program, and its follow-on, will
undoubtedly yield fasater, more agile, and more powerful
helicoptersa. Thesge may more closgely approximate von Sengers

MBAV than the AH-64. However, we must not hold up the
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fielding of the new organizationa while we wait for a better
machine.

The tenetg2 of AirLand Battle provide a pregcription for
s2uccegsg on the future battlefield. Mr. Jameg2 J. Schneider
and Lieutenant Colonel Lawrence L. Izzo eloquently deacribed
the effect created by the operational artist’s2 correct
application of these tenetsa:

The operational artiz2t 2eeks to maneuver

diapersed. He gwarms to create a center of

gravity faster than hisg opponent (agsrlity). He

createsg thia concentration of combat power at a

decigive point and time (synchronization). After

the blow i2 delivered he quickly digperzgeg in

preparation for the next encounter. Hig forcea

continue the maneuver of s2warm-fight-dispersze
gequentially and 2imultaneocugly throughout the

depth of the theater of operations. The

cumulative victoriez2 of each encounter, governed

by an overall atrategic framework, serve to get

the termst of the operationg and 20 maintain the

initiative.,'*?

More than any other force on the battlefield, Army
Aviation can provide the operational commander the agile,
flexible, and respongive force required to create this
effect. We must act today to develop the aviation force we

will need tomorrow.
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APPENDIX A. AIRCRAFT CAPABILITIES

Maximum Maximum Average
jypo Weapon Maximum Number Effective Rangs | Endurance | External load | Speed?
Aireraft Systems! of Rounds {maters) (hrs:min) {pounds) (knots)
AH-1S 20-mm Cannon 950 1.50 2:00 1,380
M197 (Vulcan) 0 ' 1
2.75-in Rocket | 38 (Two rocket pods 5.200
of 19 each)
or
14 (Two pods
. of 7 each)
oW 8 3.750
AH-64 30-mm 1,200 3.000 1:45 6.200 140
| Chain_Gun
2.75-in 76 (Four rocket pods 5,200
Rocket of 19 each)
Hellfire 16 6,000 3
Missile E

‘Can s armed unth any system or combingtion, / mazimum reunde are reduced.
tLow level fught for planning route te and (rom deep atiachk target. Nep of the rarth flight speed averages 35 hnote (65 KMPH).

CHARACTERISTICS OF U.S. ATTACK HELICOPTERS
U.S. Army Command & General Staff College (USACGSC) Student Text ST 100-
3, Battle Book: Center for Army Tactics, Fort Leavenworth, KS:
USACGSC, 1988, p. 3-9.

Type Max range Cruise speed Endurance Normal payload
aircraft {NM) {knots) (hours) (1bs)
UH-60 326 145 .25 3.360
CH-47D 1Y) 140 25 20,206 :

CHARACTERISTICS OF U.S. UTILITY/
MEDIUM LIFT BELICOPTERS
Ibid' pc 3-10-
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APPENDIX B. AVIATION ORGANIZATION CHARTS

AASLT DIV
)
I 1 T 1
HHC CBT HHC/MMC
HHC DIV 1~ BAND HHC INF BOE ” HHB DIVARTY| M avN BDE DISCOM
FA BN CBT AVN BN
ENGR BN = MP CO |
HOSMM) “ (UH-60) ] H MAINT BN
CHEM CO -{ SIG BN INF BN ‘ m CMD AVN BN _L saT BN
Mi BN L ADA BN A TRAN MED
HEL 8N
- HEL SN ﬂ MED BN
ATK HEL BN | AVN MAINT
BN
AIR RECON
SQDN (AH-1)

FIGURE 1. THE AIR ASSAULT DIVISION
Source: The Air Assault Div. and Bde. Operations Manual. FT. Campbell,
KY: 1l0lat Abn Div (AIR ASSAULT), Aug 1988, p. 1-11 (Fig. 1-2}.

CORPS AVIATION BRIGADE

).
[><] bt HHC
Ll
‘ >
1 112 '__|:l_ T 1 COsCoMm
nie ={D><T| DT (DK DX
DIE] D‘TE] H:-lC H:-IC
[ L] ‘ 1
ol L4
) S =

FIGURE 2. CORPS AVIATION BRIGADE
Source: FN 1-100, page 2-10.
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BASIC AIRMECHANIZED BRIGADE
(WITHOUT SERVICE SUPPORT ELEMENTS]

[N

N

RECCE AiR DEF ANT{-HEL ATTACK ATTACK
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FIGURE 5. VON SENGER'S AIRMECHANIZED FORCE
Source: Von Senger, p. 14.
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