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ABSTRACT

This study set out to determine why the term Battlefield Air Interdiction (BAI)
disappeared from the military lexicon following the Persian Gulf War. To accomplish
this task, the study demonstrates that BAI was present in both US Army and US Air
Force doctrine before the war and that it was removed after the war. Additionally, the
study investigates three possible explanations for this occurrence. First, it considers
whether BAI was eliminated because it no longer served a useful purpose. Second, it
contemplates whether service self-interest was instrumental in removing BAI from the
doctrine. Finally, the study examines each service’s doctrinal development process to
determine if the processes themselves were a contributing factor.

BAI was important to the Army because it represented a class of targets that lay at
an intermediate distance from the front line, whose attack and neutralization was critical
to mission accomplishment in both offensive and defensive operations. BAI was also
important to the Air Force. BAI gave aerial platforms access to targets inside the Fire
Support Coordination Line (FSCL) without “penny packing” airpower to lower-level
ground commanders. Despite its importance to both services, the BAI construct that was
well established before the Gulf War did not make it to the battlefield in the Kuwaiti
Theater of Operations. This led to friction between the USAF and the USA that continues
to the present.

The study found that there is still a relevant need for a BAl-type mission. The
evidence demonstrates that regardless of the rhetoric or perceptions, both services are
doctrinally and technologically poised to execute a shallow interdiction mission and, in

fact, are searching for an answer to the doctrinal void left after BAIs departure. That



being said, the study found that the primary factor in the removal and continued resistance
to reestablishment of a BAIl-type mission was service self-interest. The evidence
illustrated that neither service was willing to give up control over what they felt was their
own service’s sovereign territory. Neither service trusted the other, nor would they
cooperate sufficiently to create a doctrinal construct that would gain the synergy on the
battlefield that both expected. The second factor was the doctrine process. The main
impediment to reestablishing a BAI-type mission is the bureaucratic inertia of the two
services’ doctrine organizations. The Air Force Doctrine Center has yet to mature and
lacks the structure to ensure its doctrine does what it intends. It also has yet to internalize
the need to educate the force on its product. TRADOC is hampered by the time and
inertia its process imposes on the Army. If it is to transform again, it will likely take
years.

The main implications of not having a BAI-type construct are ad hoc
arrangements on the battlefield when Soldiers, Airmen, Sailors, and Marines are in
harm’s way. This author believes two things are necessary to address the void left by
BATI’s departure from the doctrinal lexicon. First, the services must develop and joint
doctrine must codify a process that actually synchronizes, rather than merely advocating,
joint operations on the battlefield. Second, that joint development must be tested and
exercised in realistic joint command post and field training exercises to determine the best
way to accomplish the mission. A return to the attitude prevalent in the mid 1980s during
which time TRADOC and TAC commanders worked to solve issues without concern over

which service got the credit is also necessary.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The basic doctrine of air-ground operations is to integrate the effort of air
and ground forces, each operating under its own command, to achieve
maximum effectiveness, as directed by the theater commander, in
defeating the enemy.

- Field Manual 31-35, Air-Ground Operations, August 1946.

The term Battlefield Air Interdiction (BAI) was born in NATO; first published as
US Air Force doctrine in the 1979 version of Air Force Manual (AFM) 1-1, Functions
and Basic Doctrine of the United States Air Force; and eliminated as a doctrinal mission
in the 1992 revision of the same manual. The 1979 version of AFM 1-1 stated “That
portion of the air interdiction mission which may have a direct or near-term effect upon
surface operations—referred to by the term ‘battlefield air interdiction’—requires the air
and surface commanders to coordinate their respective operations to insure the most
effective support of the combined arms team.”’

Between 1979 and 1990, BAI developed as an important tool in the US Army’s
emerging vision of deep battle. BAI was important to the Army because it represented a
class of targets that lay at an intermediate distance from the front line, whose attack and
neutralization was critical to mission accomplishment in both offensive and defensive
operations. These targets included enemy artillery units, second echelon maneuver
formations, command and control nodes, and logistics support areas. They were beyond

the range at which the detailed coordination of each individual mission was required as it



was in close air support, but they were closer to friendly lines than most classical air
interdiction targets. As Army doctrine in the 1980s, which came to be known as AirLand
Battle, began to contemplate the significance of conducting “deep battle,” these targets
assumed increased significance in the Army’s warfighting construct. Moreover, because
the Army’s organic systems with which to engage these targets were only beginning to
enter development, the ground service was very much aware of the need for close
coordination with the Air Force to attack them.

BAI was also important to the Air Force. BAI gave aerial platforms access to
targets inside the Fire Support Coordination Line (FSCL) without “penny packing”
airpower to lower-level ground commanders. Such access was particularly important with
the development of new systems, such as Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System
(JSTARS), which quickly translated ground targets into viable airpower aim points.
JSTARS made access inside the FSCL for direct attack of enemy ground forces possible
without excessive use of armed reconnaissance over the active battlefield. As new Army
weapons systems such as Army Tactical Missile System (ATACMS) and AH-64 Apache
attack helicopters created longer-range effects, the FSCL was placed farther away from the
Forward Line of Troops (FLOT) than it had been in the past. This created an extended
zone on the battlefield where coordination and cooperation were required. Such
coordination would be the key to operating joint capabilities effectively and synergistically
in the crucial deep area of the battlefield.

As early as 1973, US Army’s Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) and US
Air Force’s Tactical Air Command (TAC) began work to develop a shared battlefield

doctrine that evolved into AirLand Battle by 1982. Although crafted jointly by TAC and

! Air Force Manual 1-1, Functions and Basic Doctrine of the United States Air Force, 1979, 2-13.
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TRADOC, AirLand Battle was Army doctrine. But as early as 1979, Air Force Manual
(AFM) 1-1 had delineated BAI as a separate mission inside the broader mission of Air
Interdiction (AI). The BAI mission linked the two services together on the battlefield
rather than separating them into service specific zones. With the next version of AFM 1-1
in 1984 and the release of the 1986 version of Army Field Manual (FM) 100-5, both
services had the same definition and understanding of BAI. Both documents were in effect
when Iraqi armor poured across Kuwait’s borders in August of 1990. However, when U.S.
and coalition forces joined to expel the Iraqi Army from Kuwait six months later, BAI
missions did not appear on the air tasking order.

Following the successful war, both services’ basic doctrinal documents underwent
significant changes. In the 1992 edition of AFM 1-1, the Air Force removed BAI from
its doctrinal lexicon as a distinct form of air interdiction. The volume of Army FM 100-5
released in 1993 also underwent major revision, eliminating not only BAI, but also the
Army’s AirLand Battle construct. The elimination of BAI from both the Air Force and
Army’s doctrinal constructs thus cries out for explanation. Such explanation is the
burden of this thesis.

This thesis thus attempts to answer the question: Why did the concept of shallow
interdiction, which during the 1980s came to be known as BAI, vanish from Army and Air
Force doctrine after Desert Storm? The issue is significant because the BAI concept met an
important tactical requirement, a replacement for which no equivalent doctrinal construct

has yet emerged.



Methodology

The argument consists of two logical steps. The first demonstrates the
disappearance of BAI from both the USAF and USA doctrinal vernaculars. This will be
accomplished by comparing the presence of BAI in the pre-1990 doctrinal manuals and
the absence of BAI in the Desert Storm air campaign and in post-Desert Storm doctrinal
manuals. The primary source documents will be published doctrine as well as
information from both the USA TRADOC and the USAF Doctrine Center.

The second, and central, step of the thesis is to determine why BAI disappeared.
To accomplish this, it examines three hypotheses or possible explanations. The first is
that BAI disappeared because it was no longer a useful or relevant doctrinal concept.
Underlying this hypothesis is the notion that objective factors such as changes in
technology or new battlefield techniques rendered it irrelevant. Evidence for this
hypothesis can be located in the professional journals, lower-level doctrinal documents,
and technical publications. The second hypothesis is that service self-interest killed BAI.
This answer suggests that the USAF, the USA, or both services abandoned BAI for
reasons of service benefit, apart from the demands of the modern battlefield. Evidence of
this will be harder to find outright, but may surface in personal interviews with key
personnel who were close to the issue at the time, in periodical literature, and in USAF
Historical Research Agency (HRA) documents. The third hypothesis focuses on the
doctrine writing organizations themselves. This hypothesis examines the doctrinal
writing processes to determine if BAI was simply a victim of bureaucratic inertia or new
doctrinal style. Interviewing doctrine writers and scrutinizing standard operating

procedures, to the extent they exist, is necessary to discover this evidence. The



conclusion of this thesis will rank order the relative explanatory power of the three
hypotheses.
Structure:

The study begins by examining the experiential and doctrinal roots of what can be
called generically ‘“shallow interdiction” or “medium attack” from early air-ground
experience of World War I through its codification into BAI in the era leading up to
Desert Storm. It then examines the application or lack of application of the BAI doctrinal
concept during Operation Desert Storm. After these chapters establish BAI’s doctrinal
roots and application or lack thereof, the thesis will evaluate each service’s basic doctrine
developed from the end of Desert Storm to 1993. These include Air Force Manual 1-1
published in 1992 and Army FM 100-5 released in 1993. The chapter will examine four
areas: first, it will survey the period’s political/military climate; second, it will asses the
doctrinal changes that emerged from the USAF; third, it will asses the doctrine changes
that emerged from the USA; and fourth, it will evaluate the doctrinal changes for
evidence related to the three hypotheses central to the study. It then evaluates the next
iteration of each service’s doctrine: for the Air Force, Air Force Doctrine Document 1
(AFDD-1), Air Force Basic Doctrine, 1997 and AFDD 2-1.3, Couterland, 1999; and for
the Army, FM 3-0, Operations, (which replaced FM 100-5) 2001 and FM 6-20-10,
Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for the Targeting Process, 1996. This period is
investigated in the same format used to study doctrinal development in the immediate
aftermath of Desert Storm. The conclusion will present and rank order the relative

explanatory power of the three hypotheses. Finally, the author will examine the



implications of the disappearance of BAI from the doctrinal literature in light of probable
future Army and Air Force warfighting requirements.

Definitions: (See Appendix 1 for a list of important definitions for this study).



Chapter 2

The Origins of BAI

Thus the object of an army in a land campaign is to defeat the enemy’s

army, that of the air force contingent in the field is to assist and co-

operate with the army in the defeat of the enemy’s army, and of such air

forces as may be co-operating with it. It is necessary to emphasize this

rather obvious truth in order to clear the air of a certain amount of

misunderstanding that too often in the past has obscured the issue of this

subject.

- Wing Commander J.C. Slessor, Air Power and Armies, 1936

The Early Years

Aircraft have supported ground operations from the inception of military aviation.
From the early support missions of observation and artillery spotting, airpower’s utility
quickly expanded. It did not take long for ground commanders to recognize that the
airplane could be instrumental in warfare, especially when they found defending
themselves from attack by enemy airpower was difficult. As airpower continued to
evolve under fire, the three core missions of tactical airpower emerged. They included
air superiority, a mission needed to insure friendly survival and freedom of operation on
the battlefield; air interdiction, a mission to destroy enemy strongholds and lines of
communication behind the front; and close air support, a mission to provide additional
firepower to troops in contact.” At the onset of the war, however, no real doctrine for

airpower’s use had been established.” Airplanes were still new, and attention focused on

obtaining more of them and training men to fly them. The problem with the new air

? Richard Hallion, Strike from the Sky (Washington D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1989), 9.
3 Irving B. Holley, Ideas and Weapons (Washington D.C.: Office of Air Force History, 1983), 39.



weapons was not the technology itself, but that their infancy precluded any real testing,
doctrine, and organization. Airmen were still literally learning on the fly.

This is not to say that the Air Service learned nothing from its experience in
World War I. From the first time aircraft crossed the lines to observe enemy forces, they
began to develop ways to use their new technology to attack enemy ground forces.
Reports of sporadic air attacks made their way back to air commanders. Soon, offensive
operations behind enemy lines were more common and became organized. In the Battle
of the Somme in 1916, eighteen British aircraft crossed enemy lines, then successfully
found and attacked enemy trenches.’” Writing in the late 1980s, Richard Hallion
contended that from these early successes the “British recognized two forms of ground
attack: trench strafing, which corresponded to today’s concept of close air support, and
ground strafing, which is roughly equivalent to today’s notion of battlefield air
interdiction” (emphasis in original).6

Early battlefield air support occurred in other battles as well. In March 1918, the
German offensive featured combined arms attack including air attacks into British
reserves and supplies behind the lines. In September, the British executed air attack
missions in support of their ground maneuvers in Palestine against Turkish forces. In
addition, in September 1918, American Lieutenant Billy Mitchell led the largest airpower

attack to date in support of ground forces at St Mihiel. In this battle, which lasted several

*Ibid., 19. Holley contends that all three areas are necessary to get a new weapon to become effective.
> Ibid., 19-20.
®Ibid., 20.



days, ground attack effectively disrupted the movement of German reserves through both
strafing and bombing.’

The application of tactical aviation to the ground war dominated air power’s use
in the war. Strategic air attack was also attempted during World War I, but it was found
mostly ineffective and considered a luxury.8 In contrast, it was quickly evident to ground
commanders that airpower was necessary on and near the battlefield. World War I
experience revealed that aviation was not merely important to ground operations, it was
vital.” Although airmen and soldiers would not always agree on methods, their battlefield
partnership was born.

Making Air Doctrine

In January 1926, the Army Air Service codified its World War I experience in its
first doctrinal manual, War Department Training Regulation (TR) No. 440-15,
Fundamental Principles for the Employment of the Air Service.' Gen Mason Patrick,
Chief of the Air Service, approved the document that was originally drafted in 1921."
This well-coordinated manual passed through the Army’s Command and General Staff
School, War College, and General Staff G-3 before it finally made it to the War
Department, a journey of almost five years. TR 440-15 indicated that the Air Service

was indeed a constituent part of the US Army. The document claimed that the role of the

7 For more in depth review of these operations see, Hallion , Strike from the Sky, 19-41, J.C. Slessor, Air
Power and Armies (Oxford University Press, 1936), 11-30 and Tony Mason, Air Power, A Centennial
Appraisal (London, Brassy’s, 1994), 17-37.

¥ Holley, Ideas and Weapons, 172.

’ Ibid., 157.

' James A. Mowbray, “Air Force Doctrine Problems 1926-Present,” dirpower Journal, n.p. On-line,
Internet, 27 August 2001, available from http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj
/mowbry.html.

" Robert Futrell, Ideas, Concepts, Doctrine: Basic Thinking in the United States Air Force 1907-1960, Vol
I (Maxwell AFB, Ala.: Air University Press, 1989), 50. The document had been in coordination for five
years.



http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj /mowbry.html
http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj /mowbry.html

air service was “to assist the ground forces to gain strategic and tactical successes by
destroying enemy aviation, attacking enemy ground forces and other enemy objectives on
land or sea, and in conjunction with other agencies to protect ground forces from hostile
aerial observation and attack.”"?

Although the major focus of airpower thought from the 1920s to the early 1940s
was on strategic bombing, the role of tactical airpower in support of army maneuver
woven into TR 440-15 did not entirely disappear. Even Billy Mitchell argued for attack
aviation as well as strategic bombers."> Mitchell’s experience at St Mihiel influenced his
effort to push for heavily armored attack aircraft especially suited to ground support and
air attack operations.'* The ground attack mission drove the development of several
aircraft from 1927-1939 including the Curtiss A-3 in 1927, the Curtiss A-12 in 1934, the
Northrop A-17A in 1937, the Martin 167F in 1939, and the Douglas A-20 in 1939." As
these aircraft were developed, pursuit aircraft were also under development. Pursuit
platforms were initially thought to be unsuitable for ground attack operations, but this
misperception would be corrected in World War II.

Application of the New Doctrine to War

In 1940, war was well underway in Europe. The United States, although not yet
involved, was learning from the action. The Blitzkrieg across Poland, Denmark, Norway,
the Low Countries, and France displayed a newly developed synergy between air and
land forces. With the lessons emerging from European battlefields in both strategic and

tactical airpower, the US Army Air Corps reassessed its doctrine.

2 Ibid., 50.
" Ibid., 83.
" Ibid., 83.
' Hallion, Strike form the Sky, 47-48.
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Air Corps Field Manual 1-5, Employment of Aviation of the Army, 1940,
discussed both the need for strategic “air operations beyond the sphere of action of

surface forces” and tactical “air operations in support of ground forces.”'

The ground
support section gave targeting and employment-tasking authority of supporting forces to
the land commander in his sphere of influence, or Area of Operation (AO) in modern
parlance. In addition to close operations, Field Manual 1-5 defined the support mission’s
nature of operations to include battlefield support missions. Specifically, it included
support missions as “operations during battle [that] include air attacks against enemy
formations, tanks and mechanized forces concentrated for attack and counter attack.. 27
The operations described were too far removed from the front lines to constitute CAS.
However, they were near enough to be included in the ground commander’s sphere of
influence, thus falling within the purview of what would later be called Battlefield Air
Interdiction (BAI).

These missions, combined with operational experience gained by the British, were
tested in a series of wargames in the United States in 1941. The Carolina and Louisiana
maneuvers closely examined air-ground operations.'® With the 1941 addition of Field
Manual 100-5’s acknowledgment that “the hostile rear area [might] frequently be the
most favorable zone of action for combat aviation,” the games focused there. '° “During

the games, fully 60 percent of AAF sorties went toward interdiction missions, 22 percent

to strike at armored and mechanized forces in rear areas, and 18 percent for

16 Air Corps Field Manual 1-5, Employment of Aviation of the Army, 1940, 9.

"7 bid., 23.

' Hallion, Strike from the Sky, 150.

' Quote from FM 100-5, Operations, 1941 taken from Kent Greenfield, “Army Ground Forces and Air-
Ground Battle Team,” Study 35, Historical Section-Army Ground Forces, Washington D.C.: 1948, 3.
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‘miscellaneous’ missions including direct battlefield suppor‘[.”20 Although the tests
showed some problems in executing these missions, Field Manual (FM) 31-35 codified
the concepts in 1942.

Army FM 31-35, Aviation in Support of Ground Forces, developed the definitions
and processes that shaped ground support aviation. This manual was primarily concerned
with organization of the forces and how they would both coordinate and cooperate.”’ The
manual was also valuable because it established common definitions and terms to be used
by both the air and land forces. It defined air support missions as: “Missions assigned air
support aviation include both immediate support of ground forces where contact with the
enemy is imminent or has already been established, and the destruction or neutralization
of timely but more distant targets to prevent or impede hostile movement, intervention or

entry into combat.”*

The latter category is very similar to what would later be termed
BAL
Doctrine Emerges from War Lessons

The lessons learned from the new doctrine and the cooperation experienced
through the remainder of World War 11, especially the IX TAC / 1¥* Army and the XIX
TAC /3" Army teams that fought across western Europe, led to a redrafting of FM 31-35

at the war’s end.” The definitions and procedures developed in the first version four

years earlier were honed into the 1946 edition, now titled Air-Ground Operations.

%% Hallion, Strike from the Sky, 150.
! Army Field Manual 31-35, Aviation in Support of Ground Forces, 1942, 1. “The purpose of this manual
is to prescribe organization for combat, general functions, and employment of aviation used in tactical
gzupport of ground forces.” It refers to FM 1-5 and FM 100-5 for basic employment doctrine.

Ibid., 2.
3 Col William R Carter, “Air Power in the Battle of the Bulge: A Theater Campaign Perspective,”
Airpower Journal, 1989. n.p. On-line, Internet, 24 Oct 2001, available from http://www.airpower.maxwell.
af.mil/airchronicales/apj/apj89/carter.html. This is a good article on air-land cooperation in battle across
western Europe.

12
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Tactical air planners of today would feel at home reading this document. It lays out
terms (many still in use today), missions, and coordination measures required to operate
joint forces on the battlefield.

The 1946 version of FM 31-35 was the last field manual for air operations written
before the Air Force became a separate service. If it had to be the last, it was a good
jumping off point for future cooperation. The purpose of the manual was, “to define the
principles, means, and procedures for the successful coordination and cooperation of the

air and ground forces operating within common zones of operation.””*

To accomplish
this cooperation, the manual specified three air missions: air superiority, battlefield
interdiction, and close air support. When examining the three missions described in FM
31-35, it is important to recall that they were developed to support the army at the tactical
level. When the manual discussed air superiority, it referred to local air superiority
designed to protect and facilitate ground operations and air support operations on the
battlefield. Likewise, the interdiction mission described as the second mission element
was not detached from the battlefield. Its aim was to “isolate the battle area by restricting
movements of enemy troops and supplies into, within, or from the selected area.”” The
area addressed is the army commander’s area of operation. This manual also described
CAS (air operations in the zone of contact) as a distinct third mission of tactical air
forces, separate from interdiction.*

The United States Air Force is Born

With the birth of the United States Air Force (USAF) in 1947, Gen Carl Spaatz,

the service’s first Chief of Staff, promised Gen Eisenhower that the new Air Force would

** Field Manual 31-35, Air-Ground Operations, August 1946, 1.
2 Ibid., 14.
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continue to support the Army through creation of a Tactical Air Command (TAC).”’
With the new service also came a need to build its own regulations and doctrine. One of
the first publications revised was FM 31-35, which began draft revision in 1948. The
fledgling USAF re-wrote FM 31-35 jointly with the Army. An extensive draft titled, 4ir
Support of Army Operations, was completed in March 1949 by a US Army field
artilleryman, LTC John Hansborough, while he served as an instructor at the Air
Command and Staff School (AC&SS) at Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. The draft
included definitions, organization charts, and even pictures and drawings describing in
detail the establishment of operation centers and joint operating field head quarters.”®
Hansborough's foreword stated the document had been prepared in hope “that this study
will be of assistance in any future revision of Field Manual 31-35.%

During his tenure at the Air Command and Staff School, LTC Hansborough also
saw the Air Force produce academic material that shared the spirit (and several
illustrations) of his work. In July 1949, the school published AC&SS Pamphlet No 36,
Tactical Air Operations, which had a distinctive FM 31-35 flavor. In this pamphlet the
three tactical missions were listed as follows: “(1) air superiority (or counter-air), (2)

5530

interdiction, and (3) close support. The pamphlet described the three missions in

detail. Here again, the focus of the interdiction mission was on the battlefield; in fact, it

9931

was referred to as “Interdiction of the Battle Area.””” The pamphlet states:

** Tbid.

?7 General Robert D. Russ, “Open Letter to the Field,” No date, HRA Russ Papers collection, 1.

zz John W. Hansborough, “Air Support of Army Operations: A Proposed Revision of FM 31-35,” 1949.
Ibid., viii.

3% Air Command & Staff School Pamphlet No 36. Tactical Air Operations (Maxwell AFB, Ala.: 1949), Ch

2, 1. Also, see the version used at Command and General Staff College, Air Force Manual (Fort

Leavenworth Kansas, 1949).

3 bid., Ch 2, 2.
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The ultimate objective of an air interdiction program in an area where

contact between two opposing surface forces does not exist is to

immobilize the enemy and disable his forces in such a way that he cannot
effectively close with and engage friendly surface forces. Where friendly

forces are in contact with the enemy, the objective of an interdiction

program 1is to starve logistically the enemy forces so that it loses its

military potential and/or is forced to withdraw to shorten supply lines.*
This corresponds to the modern definition of interdiction, but seems to stress the
shallowness of depth inherent in the operation of tactical aviation at the time.

Along with the work emerging from Air University, TAC and Army
representatives felt that a review of doctrine, tactics, procedures, and equipment was
necessary.> In fact, Gen Spaatz wanted new tests and further development of TAC’s
doctrine and techniques by 1948.** Given these developments, the thought coming out of
Air University, and the Army’s realization that airpower was necessary on the battlefield,
the Office, Chief, Army Field Forces (an early predecessor to the US Army’s Training
and Doctrine Command) and the USAF’s Tactical Air Command jointly published a
revision to FM 31-35 on 1 September 1950.

The revised and expanded FM 31-35 addressed the changes required to merge the
operations of the now separate services. The manual, entitled Joint Training Directive
for Air-Ground Operations, focused on operations in support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and ensured both services understood terminology, principles, organizations, and

processes that would be required to operate in that environment. The manual echoed its

predecessor on the three missions of tactical airpower (air superiority, interdiction, and

*Ibid., Ch 2, 5.

3 Futrell, Ideas, 375. For an in-depth discussion of the new Air Force and Joint doctrine development, see
p. 373-379.

> Ibid., 376.

#*Joint Publication 31-35A, Joint Training Directive for Air-Ground Operations, 1 September 1950, 1.
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close air support), but now separated the interdiction mission into several sub-categories.
It specified two armed types and three collective reconnaissance types. The two armed
missions included armed reconnaissance and bombing missions. Armed reconnaissance
was defined as a “preplanned fighter mission which searches a designated area and

attacks all suitable targets found beyond the bomb line.”*

The second mission type,
simply titled bombing missions, was defined as “missions in the interdiction of the battle
area [that] are carried out by tactical bombers and fighter-bombers. They are used to cut
lines of communication, such as roads bridges, railroads or waterways, and to destroy
concentrations of troops, supplies, and equipment” (emphasis added).”” 1In short, the
interdiction mission included the conduct of operations that would both indirectly and
directly assist in ground operations.

In 1957, what was once FM 31-35 was revised again. The new manual, now
entitled Joint Air-Ground Operations, contained each service’s own nomenclature: for
the Army it became Continental Army Command (CONARC) 110-100-1, and for the Air
Force it became Tactical Air Command Manual (TACM) 55-3. Although the new
manual contained few real changes, it was influenced by Air Force service doctrine
developed in 1954. Borrowing concepts from Air Force Manual (AFM) 1-7, Theater Air
Forces in Counterair, Interdiction and Close Air Support Operations, the interdiction

mission began to take on a more strategic flavor.® AFM 1-7 stressed the theater

capability of airpower, rather than the tactical level of the three traditional TAC missions.

38 Ibid., 10. This mission would resurface in 1991 in Desert Storm. In fact, Gen Horner referred to the
FSCL as the bomb line in an Oral History interview after the war. See Gen Charles Horner, Oral History
Interview, on-line, Internet, 27 Dec 2001, available from http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/gulf/
oral.html.

7 1bid., 11.

¥ Air Force Manual 1-7, Theater Air Forces in Counter Air, Interdiction, and Close Air Support, 1 Mar
1954, 11-15. Chapter 3, Interdiction Operations, stresses the effects of long-range interdiction.
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In the new TACM 55-3, this flavor was reinforced by interdiction’s replacement with air
interdiction whose definition was specifically divided into two categories:
(1) In its broadest application, air interdiction is the application of air
fire power for the purpose of neutralizing, destroying, or harassing
enemy surface forces, resources, and lines of communications. Air
forces engage in interdiction activities throughout the combat zone and
into the enemy held territory to the limit of their range. Ground targets
will be attacked in the combat zone only if specifically requested by
the surface forces, or after coordination with the surface forces
commander to integrate the Air Force interdiction program with the
fire plan of the surface forces, to insure friendly troop safety.
(2) Of more immediate effect on the surface campaign is interdiction
designed to destroy, neutralize, harass, or immobilize enemy instillations,
facilities, and units close to or within the battle area. Requirements of

tactical commanders in respect to future use of facilities located in enemy
held territory must be considered in interdiction operations (emphasis

added).”’
This bifurcated definition showed an expanded realization that interdiction could leave
the bounds of the ground commander’s area, but that it would still be important on the
battlefield. Definition one was influenced by AFM 1-7’s theater perspective. However,
TAC could not yet let go of its battlefield roots so well contained in the latter half of
definition one and fully contained in definition two, especially in a joint document.
TACM 55-3 also established the thought of interdiction missions flown specifically at the
request of ground forces in the battle area. Additionally, it established coordination with
ground forces to integrate air-targeting requests with the ground forces fire support plans
outside of the strict CAS command and control requirements.
Turbulence and Doctrine in the 1960s

In the continuing evolution of USAF thought, TAC took charge of its own

doctrine. The thought emerging from the Air Staff in the 1960s was focused at the
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strategic level and on nuclear war in particular. Tactical Air Command Manual (TACM)
1-1 became basic doctrine for tactical air forces and shared a common theme and
appearance with the old FM 31-35. The June 1964 version of TACM 1-1 again refined
the definition of air interdiction. Along with the evolution of air interdiction as a deep
capability, the volume held to interdiction’s ability to affect the battle area. Additionally,
it discussed battlefield interdiction operations in relation to the bomb line. It stated,
“Although the majority of interdiction targets fall outside the immediate battle area and,
therefore, do not require detailed joint coordination, surface forces requirements for
future use of certain facilities (bridges, ports, etc.) must be considered.”*® It further noted
that, “attacks made inside the bomb line will only be made after coordination with the
surface force commander to permit maximum integration of the air interdiction campaign
with the fire plan and scheme of maneuver of surface forces.” (emphasis added).*’ These
expansions of the air interdiction definition now clearly delineated several layers of the
complete interdiction operation. First, it saw Air Force capability to project tactical
operations well outside of the purview of ground operations. Second, it saw a need to
coordinate, at least at an intermediate level, with ground forces in the ground
commander’s area of operation (AO). Finally, it excepted that there would be
interdiction targets inside the bomb line that would require integration with ground
scheme of maneuver, but remain outside of the strict control requirements of Close Air
Support (CAS). The later two depths make up interdiction in the battle area. This

doctrine would be employed in South East Asia.

% Tactical Air Command Manual 55-3, Joint Air-Ground Operation, 1 September 1957, 15.
* Tactical Air Command Manual 1-1, Tactical Air Forces in Joint Operation, June 1964, 6.
4.

Ibid.
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By March 1966, Operation Rolling Thunder, a mis-named interdiction campaign
in an already long war, was affecting Air Force doctrine, if not the Viet Cong and the
People’s Army of Vietnam. The type of guerilla war waged by the Viet Cong limited the
effectiveness of joint operations by USAF and US Army forces. TACM 1-1, updated and
revised by March 1966, lacked the joint influence theretofore commonplace in TAC
doctrine. TACM 1-1’s revision, for the first time in 40 years, did not discuss interdiction
in relation to the ground commander’s needs. The new revision removed the battlefield
interdiction ideas that were finally mature in 1964, leaving only deep interdiction
operations described. The new manual went into more detail in the CAS mission area,
dedicating the remainder of the document to the system for CAS mission execution.
With the exception of CAS, USAF support of the battlefield suffered in Southeast Asia
because the battlefield was different. Although responsive to the reality of the Vietnam
War, the 1966 TACM 1-1 was a step backward in air-ground cooperation on a larger
conventional battlefield. With the end of the Vietnam War in 1972, both the USAF and
the Army realized that they should reevaluate their positions and their joint doctrine.
Rebirth of Cooperation after Vietnam

In 1973, by joint orders of Gen Creighton W. Abrams, Chief of Staff, US Army,
and Gen George S. Brown, Chief of Staff, US Air Force, the newly created Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) and Tactical Air Command (TAC) attempted to set aside
competing interests and return to consideration of battlefield cooperation in areas beyond
CAS.*” The individuals who took the task on at the respective service commands were
Gen William E. DePuy at TRADOC and Gen Robert J. Dixon at TAC. General Dixon

summed up the mission of the union as “devoted to identifying and reducing combat
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deficiencies by examining jointly those mission areas where common equipment can be
utilized or where capabilities can be complemented to enhance force effectiveness.”
Additionally, Dixon noted that their union would attempt to understand why the two
services were able to put away doctrinal differences and establish workable ad-hoc
procedures in combat, but unable to do the same in peacetime. General Abrams’ and
General Brown’s goal was to keep peacetime separatism that was already creeping in
from eliminating the strong cooperation they enjoyed in combat.** In order to avoid the
pitfalls that had affected previous attempts at inter-service cooperation, the two built a
relationship on what Dixon called the “facts of life.” The following were their four main
facts: first, neither air or land could win a significant conflict alone; second, the
environment of modern war made ad-hoc teamwork development after hostilities began
improbable; third, the services were obligated to maximize their potential from each
available resource; and last, that the cooperation had to become institutionalized to be
effective.”

Dixon and DePuy’s union was also influenced by the Soviet Union’s threat to
Western Europe, which was sufficiently serious to induce inter-service cooperation not
only in the US, but also within the NATO alliance. This incentive was also supported by
the strategic imperative to delay a nuclear response to a Soviet attack for as long as
possible, which put a premium on conventional air-ground cooperation. These thoughts,
along with analysis of the 1973 Israeli War, were at the forefront of General DePuy’s

mind when he directed the development and publishing of the 1976 revision of Field

2 General Robert J. Dixon, “TAC-TRADOC Dialogue,” Strategic Review 6, no. 1 (Winter 1978): 46.
* Ibid., 45.

* Ibid., 45-46.

* Ibid., 46.
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Manual 100-5, Operations.*® The new manual advocated a tactical method called Active

47
Defense.

The doctrine had a simple message: that there very well may be only one
chance to win the next war, and that is to win the first battle of the next war.® Because
the Army expected to be significantly outnumbered on the future battlefield, aviation
played an important role. FM 100-5 1976 explicitly stated that “the Army cannot win the
land battle without the Air Force.” Airpower would be necessary to win, in not only the
close support role, but also in integrating shallow and deep interdiction operations.
Dixon’s and DePuy’s successors, Gen Donald A. Starry, USA, and Gen Wibur L.
Creech, USAF, continued their predecessors’ good start. General Starry took command
of TRADOC in 1977 and did not miss a beat. According to General Dixon, General

Starry “has picked up the banner.”

Dixon’s successor knew how to pick up the banner
too. General Creech took over in May 1978 and began meeting regularly with Starry.’’
By this time, Starry was well into changing the Army’s Active Defense doctrine into
what he called the Extended Battlefield, which would later become known as AirLand
Battle. The Air Force piece would still need work because the battlefield support

construct had faded away in the 1966 version of TACM 1-1. That work was being done

concurrently overseas as NATO developed its doctrine.

* Historical Overview of the Army Training and Doctrine Command. n.p. On-line, Internet, 13 November
2001, available from http://tradoc.monroe.army.mil/historian//pubs/TRADOC25/chap3.htm.
* John L. Romjue, From Active Defense to AirLand Battle: The Development of Army Doctrine 1973-1982
gynited States Army Training and Doctrine Command, June 1984), 6.

Ibid.
* Field Manual (FM) 100-5, Operations, 1976, 8-1.
* Dixon, TAC-TRADOC, 52.
*! Harold R. Winton, “An Ambivalent Partnership: US Army and Air Force Perspectives on Air-Ground
Operations, 1973-1990,” The Paths of Heaven, ed. Phillip S. Meilinger (Maxwell AFB, Ala.: Air
University Press, 1997), 419.
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Was BAI Born in Europe?

As the Air Force and Army continued to build cooperation in the continental
United States, European Command and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
nations were working together as well. As early as 1974, “NATO created a new
centralized command echelon, known as Allied Air Forces Central Europe (AAFCE), and
vested it with operational command over the air forces of the Central Region” (emphasis
in original).”> With this new command came a realization that NATO’s doctrine also
needed revision. NATO’s combined air-land mission was called Offensive Air Support
(OAS); and in the mid-70s, the capability to execute it was found lacking. The extant
codification found in Allied Tactical Publication (ATP) 27 (A), listed three components
of OAS: air interdiction, close air support, and tactical air reconnaissance.” In 1977,
based on its experience in Southeast Asia, the USAF argued against the definition of air
interdiction being tied directly to the support of land forces. Specifically, it objected to
the provision that the air interdiction missions that fell under OAS had to “have a direct
bearing or influence on the operation of land forces.”* Although the British favored the
language, the US delegation objected because the USAF (at least beginning in 1966
TACM 1-1) believed that air interdiction “was a mission conducted outside the domain of
the ground force commander and not appropriately an offensive air ‘support’
operation.””

Had the USAF delegation known what the British were to propose, it might not

have raised the air interdiction issue. The British “delegation proposed a new offensive

>* David J. Stein, The Development of NATO Tactical Air Doctrine: 1970-1985 (Santa Monica, Calif::
RAND, 1987), 23.

> Ibid., 27.

** Ibid.

22



air support mission that would ensure responsive and direct application of air support:
Battlefield Air Interdiction” (emphasis in original).’® They explained that the new
mission would take place beyond close air support (approximately 25 kilometers) and
would target Warsaw Pact second echelon forces. The USAF objected to the new
mission for three reasons:

First, it imposed air-ground coordination where none had previously

existed under the prevailing Al concept. Second, it required coordination

at a level—proposed to be the army corps—that seemed inconsistent with

a theaterwide view of airpower management. Third, the USAF viewed

BAI as an intrusion on airpower prerogatives in determining the best

employment of scarce airpower resources.
The USAF objections seem somewhat out of place because the concept represented a
return to past US doctrine lost in the jungles of Vietnam. The verbiage already reviewed
from the 1964 TACM 1-1 recognized the need for integration of targets inside the bomb-
line. By 1965, a permissive fire control measure, the Fire Support Coordination Line
(FSCL), replaced the bomb line that could make battlefield interdiction a more viable and
relevant mission.® The new fire support measure was exactly what its name implied, a

coordination measure. In addition, the new BAI construct would finally allow the FSCL

to be more than a separation of land and air battle.

> Tbid.

® 1bid., 28.

>7 Maris McCrabb, “The Evolution of NATO Air Doctrine,” The Paths of Heaven, ed. Phillip S. Meilinger,
(Maxwell AFB, Ala.: Air University Press, 1997), 457.

>¥ The bomb line was established for safety reasons: to prevent fratricide. Although the FSCL enjoys this
benefit, the reason for the change was not cosmetic. It was to coordinate fires on the battlefield that would
affect the ground scheme of maneuver. US Army Field Manual 6-20-1, Field Artillery Tactics, 1965, p.
23-24 defines the FSCL as a measure to “coordinate supporting fire by forces not under control of the
appropriate land force commander which may affect tactical operations.” For a good discussion on the
FSCL and its application see Maj David H. Zook, “The Fire Support Coordination Line: Is it Time to
Reconsider Our Doctrine?” Research Report (Fort Leavenworth, Kans.: Command and General Staff
College, 1992).
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The NATO delegation came to a compromise agreement that seemed to meet the
needs of the USAF and the spirit of the original British proposal. Answering the USAF’s
three concerns, the new BAI construct would remain under control of the air commander;
would be coordinated at the army group level rather than at corps level; and, because it
was flown on both sides of the FSCL, could fulfill either ground or air component
commander’s requirements.”® Thus, the mission would be responsive to both air and
ground commanders’ needs. For the ground commander, it provided the ability to
nominate targets into the enemy’s rear area without adding unnecessary levels of
command and control. Additionally, the air commander gained access to targets inside
the FSCL that he was uniquely able to discover and attack. He was now also able to
attack them by merely coordinating with surface forces to avoid fratricide and/or
unintentional disruption of the ground commander’s scheme of maneuver.

Simultaneously with this debate in Europe, Lieutenant Colonel Robert S. Dotson
USAF, Reserve, wrote a forward-looking article for Air University Review that also
introduced the term Battlefield Air Interdiction (BAI). He assessed BAI practically and
scientifically. Practically, he saw a shift from classic CAS operations “to ground attack
in support of friendly forces beyond the effective range of weapons organic to those

ground forces (the so-called ‘battlefield’ interdiction mission).”®

Mathematically, he
demonstrated that BAI would be superior to CAS because the new mission would be able

to deliver firepower with maximum speed and mass.®’ Dotson overcame CAS limitations

by allowing for greater use of area denial weapons and lowering coordination

39 McCrabb, NATO Air Doctrine, 457 and Stein, NATO Tactical Air Doctrine, 33.

% Robert S. Dotson, “Tactical Air Power and Environmental Imperatives,” Air University Review 28, no. 5
(Jul-Aug 1977): 29. Robert Futrell gives Dotson credit for coining the term. See Futrell, 551.

" Dotson, “Tactical Air Power,” 30.
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requirements with Forward Air Controllers (FACs). This procedure would reduce enemy
electronic counter measures effectiveness.”” Dotson acknowledged that aircrew flying
BAI were at risk due to extended exposure to enemy threats but argued that the risk could
be overcome by using fast aircraft, such as the F-16. This idea may have been only
slightly ahead of its time

BAI came under almost immediate attack. The initial reactions went back to the
misconception that the FSCL was merely a new name for the bomb-line. This belief held
that the FSCL was the “traditional” dividing line between CAS and air interdiction or

even the air and land battles.®

In other words, airmen had come to think that airpower
owned the battlefield beyond tube artillery range (the normal placement of the FSCL at
the time) and knew best how to affect the battlefield. Some thought that BAI was giving
control of air interdiction forces to the ground commander and, in essence, equated it to
CAS.** The argument shared much with the one voiced by the US contingent at the
NATO OAS conference. That argument eventually led to the compromise with the
British that became BAI only a year before. Ironically, however, BAI entered USAF
basic doctrine before it officially appeared in NATO.

Battlefield Air Interdiction first appeared as doctrine in what by most standards

was a poorly written document published in 1979. Air Force Manual 1-1, 1979 was a

colorful publication filled with caricatures and cartoons that looked more like a primary

% Ibid., 30-31.

8 Airmen have believed since early airpower days, when excursions flown beyond the front were short,
that since Army weapons could not reach deep, the deep battle was theirs. This may be true in the strategic
sense, but makes little sense when applied to the ground ideal of the deep battle today or since the FSCL
was developed. See Col Robert D. Rasmussen, “The Central European Battlefield: Doctrinal Implications
for Counterair-Interdiction,” Air University Review 29 no. 5 (Jul-Aug 1978): 11-13; McCrabb, 457; Futrell,
Vol I, 552; Lt Col Terry L New, “Where to Draw the Line Between Air and Land Battle,” Airpower
Journal, n.p. On-line, Internet 27 August 2001, available from http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.
mil/airchronicles/apj/new-terr.html.
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reader than a manual of war. Despite its appearance, it did address this cutting edge
articulation of a traditional Air Force mission. On a page that featured an F-111 streaking
from top to bottom, the definition of air interdiction was well written and fairly
comprehensive. It began by noting that deep interdiction did not require integration with
surface maneuver due to its distance from the front lines. It acknowledged, however, that
even though not integrated, it was part of the overall common objective of all forces, “to

win the battle.”®

The next paragraph discussed interdiction operations that were closer
to the ground battle and that would require integration. It stated,

That portion of the air interdiction mission which may have a direct or
near-tern effect upon surface operations—referred to by the term
“battlefield air interdiction” —requires the air and surface commanders to

coordinate their respective operations to insure the most effective support

to the combined arms team.®®

Additionally, the 1979 manual mentioned four basic purposes for interdiction: to disrupt
enemy lines of communication; to destroy enemy supplies; to attack fixed, moving and
movable point and area targets; and to destroy unengaged or uncommitted enemy attack
formations before they can be brought into the battle.®” All of these categories could well
apply to the battlefield. The following year, BAI would become official NATO doctrine
as well when it appeared in Allied Tactical Publication (ATP) 27(B), Offensive Air

Support.68

6 Rasmussen, “The Central European Battlefield,” 12.

85 Air Force Manual 1-1, Functions and Basic Doctrine of the United States Air Force, 1979, 2-13.
% Tbid.

7 Tbid.

%8 Futrell, Ideas, 552.
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TAC-TRADOC Move Fast in the ‘80s

After the release AFM 1-1 in 1979, and ATP-27 (B) in 1980, debate over roles
and missions, interest in doctrine, and TAC-TRADOC action all heated up. The
inclusion of BAI in both USAF and NATO air doctrine showed the US Army that the Air
Force was serious about the threat in Europe and was willing to join the fight. On 23
May 1981, the two services put it in writing. The USAF Air Staff and the US Army
signed a Memorandum on apportionment and allocation of OAS that promised the USAF
would provide the assets as apportioned to fulfill OAS mission requirements.” The
agreement ‘“‘adequately established for the Army the corps commander’s role in
prioritizing targets for BAI. On 22 September 1981, Headquarters, U.S. Air Force
declared that the agreement was authoritative Air Force doctrine and would be
incorporated into relevant Air Force doctrinal manuals.””

By the summer of 1981, there had been enough discussion about interdiction in
the proceeding years to call for an article by Lt Col Donald Alberts to set the story
straight. This article refuted some of the existing misapprehensions concerning BAI and
contains the most concise understanding of the whole BAI concept yet put on one page.

First, he stated that “Battlefield interdiction was not a ‘second generic type’ of

interdiction; rather, it is a recognized category of air operation encompassed within the

% Lt Gen (USA) Glenn K. Otis, Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans and Lt Gen (USAF) Jerome
F. O’Malley, Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Operations, Information Memorandum, subject: USA and
USAF Agreement on Apportionment and Allocation of Offensive Air Support (OAS), 23 May 1981,
reprinted as Document 6 in Romjue, Active Defense to AirLand Battle, 100-108.

" Romjue, Active Defense to AirLand Battle, 63.
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generic label of offensive air support. Although somewhat lengthy, the following

extract from Alberts’ article is worthy of close examination:

As a concept, BAI was needed to correct some fundamental
misperceptions held by land force personnel (and some air forces
personnel) about the nature of close air support and its purpose on the one
hand and interdiction and its purpose on the other. The view that
interdiction is something the Air Force does far away from the land battle
and with little relevance to it is all too prevalent among U.S. Army
personnel. This view stems largely from our experience in Vietnam,
where there was some empirical evidence to support it. We in the United
States have also fallen into the incorrect habit of terming all air support
delivered on the friendly side of the fire support coordination line (FSCL)
as close air support (CAS), restricting air interdiction to the far side of the
FSCL—a position never, in fact, accepted in Air Force doctrine. Some
where between Korea and today we also lost the concept of that category
of direct support which was not “close.” BAI helps to correct the
misperception. CAS requires detailed integration of the air strike with the
fire and movement of friendly ground forces: [sic] while BAI on the other
hand does not. BALI is target set centered. The focus is on forces. In the
European context, the only place so far where BAI has international
doctrinal legitimacy, CAS affects the ground commander’s battle now,
BAI affects it in the near term (an hour, a day?), and air interdiction
affects it at some further time. The level of battle involved also climbs.
CAS affects the battalions, brigades, and divisions; BAI affects the
divisions, corps army groups; and air interdiction the army group and
theater. In the historic perspective, BAI equates to the use of air power to
protect the left flank of Patton’s 31 Army by the Ninth Air Force after St.-
Lo breakout in 1944. BAI is neither CAS nor air interdiction as
commonly perceived but shares elements of both.”

Another airman not afraid of involvement with the Army was Gen Wibur Creech.
He and Gen Donn Starry, still under mandate from their respective service chiefs of staff,
began a cooperative work that would change both services. Starry, having arrived at his

post about a year before Creech took the helm at TAC, was expanding the idea created by

DePuy. He thought that the Army’s extant doctrine was sound but limited. Seeing a

"' Lt Col Donald J. Alberts, “An Alternative View of Air Interdiction,” Air University Review (Jul-Aug
1981). n.p. On-line, Internet, 6 Dec 2001, available from http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/
airchronicles/aureview/1981/jul-aug/alberts.htm.
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need to add the deep battle, he began work on what he called the Extended Battlefield
concept. The Extended Battlefield clearly required air power to make it work. This
realization came when Starry was commander of V Corps, walking the expected future
battlefields in Germany. He understood that airpower was going to be necessary. As the
US Army helicopters handled the first echelon, airpower (either US Army attack
helicopters or USAF fixed wing attack aircraft) would be necessary to delay, disrupt, or
destroy the second echelon and the flow of the Soviet battle rhythm.” According to
Starry, he “solicited the advice and counsel of Gen Bill Creech, the TAC commander at
the time.””

On 21 October 1981, both Starry and Creech spoke on the extended battlefield at
the annual Association of the United States Army (AUSA) meeting in Washington D.C.
With the backing of the 1979 AFM 1-1 and the 23 May 1981 apportionment agreement, it
appeared that General Creech had the support of HQ USAF, which allowed him to speak
boldly about USAF support for General Starry’s concept. Following Starry’s remarks
describing the extended battlefield concept, Creech’s remarks where an uncompromising
echo of support. His statements could not have been more strongly in favor of the
extended battlefield concept, Army/Air Force cooperation, and his personal commitment
to extend the feeling throughout the Air Force.” This level of support and the

relationship between Creech and Starry evident at this as well as other speaking

arrangements, led the US Army to proceed with revision to its doctrine that required

7 Tbid.

3 Gen Donn A Starry, Oral History Interview conducted by Harold R. Winton, 13 May 1995, 22-25. HRA,
Document No. K239.0512.2140.

™ Ibid., 1.

> Gen Wilbur Creech’s remarks at the AUSA meeting, 21 Oct 1981. HRA Document No. 168.7339-746,
6-11. Gen Creech gave similar remarks at the ASD/AFA Engineering awards dinner at Wright Patterson
AFB on 22 Oct 81 and at the AFA Symposium in Los Angels CA on 13 Nov 1981.
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USAF support to execute. General Starry, the chief architect of Field Manual 100-5
revision in 1982, which promulgated a doctrine known as AirLand Battle, gives credit for
its existence to General Creech. He stated, “The armed services owe Bill Creech a great,
great debt of gratitude. We would not have AirLand Battle had it not been for him. I
could not have carried that off by myself.””®
AirLand Battle to Desert Storm

Effective in 1982 with AirLand Battle’s first release, BAI became both Army and
Air Force doctrine for the first time. Although much of FM 100-5 in 1982 was crafted
jointly by TAC and TRADOC, it was not joint doctrine. Airmen were often quick to
point out that AirLand Battle was not Air Force doctrine either. What this sentiment fails
to grasp is that BAI, noted by many to be the key to winning the deep battle, was.”’
Additionally, on 21 April 1983, Gen E.C. Meyer, Chief of Staff of the US Army and Gen
Charles A. Gabriel, Chief of Staff of the USAF signed a Memorandum of Understanding,
“Joint USA/USAF Efforts for Enhancement of the AirLand Battle Doctrine,” which
appeared to be a full Air Force endorsement of AirLand Battle. By this time, both
services had a common understanding of BAI codified in their respective basic doctrines,
in NATO doctrine, and in an inter-service agreement. All of this should have been
enough to convince airmen that BAI was here to stay. Some airmen disagreed.

These airmen attempted to hold on to the Vietnam era principle of air interdiction
as being purely in the purview of the air commander rather than incorporate the BAI
concept into fulfilling the “air” part of AirLand Battle. One of them, a Joint Air

Operations Staff Officer with the Air-Land Forces Application (ALFA) Agency, asserted

76 Starry Interview, 42.
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that the Chiefs of Staff merely established training and exercises based on the AirLand
Battle with the aforementioned 21 April 1983 agreement.”® Although this was true, that
training and exercising was exactly the thing that was supposed to “enhance AirLand
Battle doctrine,” just as the title suggested. Another argument against air support in
AirLand Battle appeared in Air University Review in 1985. Maj John Powell’s well-
written and researched essay attacked AirLand Battle’s main premises of see deep, strike
deep, and battlefield interdiction (calling BAI “the key to AirLand Battle, according to
virtually every writer on the subject”).”” The main argument settled around four issues:
first, the Soviet attack would not be in multiple echelons; second, systems needed to see
deep were not yet fielded; third, the Soviet anti-air threat would severely limit BAI’s
effectiveness; and finally, tactical airlift requirements would be unmanageable.*
Powell’s assessments were not all together inaccurate. Work was underway, however,
through acquisition of Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS), Army
Tactical Missile System (ATACMS), Joint Suppression of Enemy Air Defense (JSEAD)
programs, new attack helicopters, and even the new CAS aircraft to meet at least two of
the author’s points.

These critiques of AirLand Battle and BAI preceded the USAF’s revision of AFM
1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United State Air Force, in 1984. The new manual
represented an attempt to develop a practical doctrinal document. It advocated the

simultaneous conduct of strategic and tactical operations during a campaign. It also

" Maj C. Lanier Deal Jr. “BAI: The Key to the Deep Battle,” Military Review, 62, no. 3 (March 1982):
52.

8 Maj James A. Machos. “TACAIR Support for AirLand Battle,” Air University Review, May-Jun 1984,
n.p. On-line, Internet, 10 October 2001, available from http:/www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles
[aureview/1984/may-jun/machos.html.

7 Maj Jon S. Powell, “AirLand Battle: The Wrong Doctrine for the Wrong Reason,” Air University
Review, 36, no. 4 (May-June 1985): 16.
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argued the two were synergistic. Along those lines, it called for attacking the enemy in
depth, from the line of contact, through the rear echelons relentlessly and in coordination
with surface forces.*! To accomplish these conceptual ideals, the manual still held to the
three most important missions for tactical airpower, Counterair, Air Interdiction (Al), and
Close Air Support. The definition of Al included Battlefield Air Interdiction as promised
in the 23 May 1981 agreement on Offensive Air Support allocation and apportionment.
It stated:

Air interdiction attacks against targets which are in a position to have a

near term effect on friendly land forces are referred to as battlefield air

interdiction. The primary difference between battlefield air interdiction

and the remainder of the air interdiction effort is in the level of interest and

emphasis the land commander places on the process of identifying,

selecting, and attacking certain targets.  Therefore, battlefield air

interdiction requires joint coordination at the component level during

planning, but once planned, battlefield air interdiction is controlled and

executed by the air commander as an integral part of a total air interdiction

campaign.*
In addition to this inclusion of BAI in USAF doctrine, two additional major contributions
solidified the joint BAI commitment in 1984. One was the “31 Initiatives,” and the other
was the Joint US Army/USAF agreement on Joint Attack of the Second Echelon (J-
SAK).

The Memorandum of Agreement on US Army—US Air Force Joint Force
Development Process, 22 May 1984, unofficially known as the “31 Initiatives,” began a
long list of joint agree