HE ROLE OF THE helicopter

B few special combat service
Support operations in World War
I to critical tank-killing missions
the intense armored warfare of
€ AirLand Battlefield. In the 1960s
he United States, reacting to vision
nd tactical need, developed a large
ind versatile helicopter force. In
the 19705 the Soviet Union, respond-
g to its own needs and perhaps
.S. Army Aviation initiatives in
Outheast Asia, fielded a large and
owerful combat helicopter force.
Qﬂnsequently, we find ourselves
fonfronted with a challenge to
fepare for combat among heli-

CTOBER 1981

in battle has grown from a’
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copters, as well as helicopters and
fixed wing aircraft which are in-
cluded because they fly through,
influence and fight in some of the
same airspace as helicopters. There-
fore, a number of studies and eval-
uations have been conducted during
the last 12 years, seeking infor-
mation concerning helicopter versus
helicopter and helicopter versus
fighter air combat.

Brief summaries of some of the
tests follow:

e In 1971, the Attack Helicopter
Air-to-Air Test conducted by Com-
bat Developments Command evi-
denced the ability of armed heli-
copters with trained crews to evade
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RMY AVIATION pioneers of the 1950s, as
A well as their predecessors and comrades in
arms in the U.S. Army Tank Corps and Air
Corps, probably never doubted that they would be
shot at by or would shoot at an opposing enemy
weapons system. Consequently, they strapped any
weapon they could acquire on any available vehicle
or aircraft. When one studies military history and
the growing pains associated with new ideas such
as personal armor, cavalry, gunpowder, rifled guns,
repeating guns, tanks and airplanes, it is not sur-
prising that the emergence of helicopter air-to-air
combat has encountered some stiff resistance. A
sage military and political observer had this to say
about new combat developments: “It must be re-
membered that there is nothing more difficult to
plan, more doubtful of success, nor more dangerous
to manage, than the creation of a new system. For
the initiator has the enmity of all who would profit
by the preservation of the old institution and merely
lukewarm defenders in those who would gain by the
new one!” MACHIAVELLI “the prince” [1513]

So it comes as no surprise that many concerns
about the implications of allowing Army Aviation to
be given an air combat mission have been voiced.
Some of these concerns, beliefs and perceptions are
listed below: ‘

e Helicopters will be diverted from essential ground
support, tank-killing missions for air combat tasks.

e Stinger missiles will be drawn from the short
supplies of the ground air defense units.

e Helicopter air combat requirements are embodied
in an air-to-air missile.

s Air defense units should destroy the enemy
helicopters or close air support aircraft.

e Certain elements of the intelligence community
are not convinced that Soviet Union helicopters pose
a serious air combat threat.

e The extra weight of an air-to-air missile will un-

necessarily burden helicopters.

¢ Scout helicopters should not be armed.

e Current aircraft weapons systems are adequate
for self-defense.

e Aviators will unnecessarily seek air combat.

The views of the author do not purport to reflect the positioy
of the Department of the Army nor the Department of Defens,
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e The requirement for self-defense against enem

in
helicopters may exist, but the high cost of the MLM tal
(Multipurpose Lightweight Missile System) progra ce
requires a long look at how to best meet that requiremen
e Army Aviation air combat is beyond Army roles 2.
and missions and/or conflicts with Air Force roles/
missions. ( 3
e Air Force air superiority systems can provide ol
the necessary protection. al
Although not all of these fears are groundless, in
suspect they are representative of the universal appr ni
hension that normally accompanies the introductio al
and development of most new ideas and equipment. o
At any rate and for my money, it would be preferable b
to have a less than desirable capability to do something s
rather than have no capability at all, especially when ﬁ
discussing the application of violence. ~ "

If thus far the need for a helicopter air-to-ai
capability doesn't readily strike you between the
eyes, consider the following rationale:

In accordance with FM 100-5, “Operations™: “Tanks
are the primary offensive weapon in armored warfare.”
To counter the vast numerical superiority of Soviet
ground forces in tanks, U.S. Army Aviation has
developed the helicopter into an effective antitank
weapon system. The Soviets, recognizing the value
of our antitank helicopters, have developed their
own antitank (Hind-E) and postulated antihelicopter
(Hind-F) attack helicopters which, again, may soon
achieve numerical superiority to our own. The end
result of this military version of a chess match is that
both our antitank defensive capability and our offensive
ground-gaining capability will be neutralized. Ob-
viously, we cannot allow this situation to develop
further. The only possible solution to a threat of this |
magnitude is to counter it with every available resource..
Our own aviation systems are probably going to be
called upon to protect not only themselves but other
elements of the combined arms team as well, which
leads us to the need for helicopter air-to-air combat
(HATACQ) doctrine, equipment and training . . -
NOW!

The following draft concept statement addresses
this growing air threat to our combined arms team
effectiveness:
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Concept
. Statement

i PURPQOSE: To outline the con-
cepts for helicopter air-to-air combat
- for Army Aviation. Threat forces
" have developed doctrine, equip-
ment, training programs and a dem-
_ onsirated capability to employ
| fixed wing aircraft and helicopters

_in an antihelicopter role, necessi-
tating the development of this con-
ceptual statement.

| 2. LIMITATIONS: None.
3. OPERATIONAL CONCEPT:

" U.S. Army Aviation will operate

. putnumbered in a hostile air threat
. environment. Specifically, the grow-
ing threat helicopter superiority in
numbers, armament, survivability
nd airspeed significantly threatens
ur aviation, air defense, land com-
. bat, amphibious and ground support
' systems and rear area support com-
! plexes. Because of the ability of
. lhreat air forces to conduct ali-
. weather extended attacks, day:
night, an effective around-t! e-clock

the forward line o _
{FLOT). Additionally, to realize our
concept of deep attack in the A
Land Battle, an air-to-air_
. . Capability is required by Arm Avia-
. tion elements conducting deep at-
. tacks beyond the FLOT into the
threat rear area.

a. Concepts of Employment.
The fundamentals of helicopter air-
10-zir combat differ little from exist-
ing ground or Air Force fighting
echniques and include combat
_against fixed wing aircraft. All ele-
‘ments of the combined arms team
must minimize threat acquisition of
friendly aircraft by deceiving, evad-
__Ing or destroying threat aircraft. Due

lo the range and speed of aircraft,
‘Surprise will aimost always be a
factor for either friendly forces,
onemy forces or both. Therefore,
. all friendly forces must be prepared
. to report contact with and counter-
attack faster, more numerous and
heavily armed threat helicopters and
fixed wing aircraft. Conflict with
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threat air forces will require the air
battle captain in conjunction with
the ground commander to plan and
execute a course of action. This
specific course of action will depend
on the variable factors of mission,
enemy, terrain and troops (METT)
available. Options inciude, but are
not limited to—

(1) Fight as part of the combined
arms team to counter the
enemy air force.

{2) Divide the friendly air and
ground force to counter the
enemy air and ground force.

(3) Mass the friendly force against
the enemy air or ground force.

{4) Withdraw the friendly heli-
copter force.

b. Individual Aircraft.

(1) All aircraft—helicopter au'-to-
air combat drill supplements:8;
methods of target enga
Individual aircraft employ’

' ,ulpmom ‘radar warning systems,
sive maneuvers and supporting
s.

(2) Scout/Field artillery aerial
observer/reconaissance. Requires
armament that enables the system
to be empioyed in conjunction with
attack aircraft to perform missions
of: gaining and maintaining enemy
contact, surveillance, fire support
and self-defense.

(3) Attack. Requires armament
that enables the system to be em-
ployed offensively to counter threat
ground and air forces and support
our attacks into the enemy rear area.
Provides protection for other friendly
aircraft and ground systems and rear
area support complexes.

. {4) Assault/utility. Requires ar-
mament for seif-defense during
movement of troops, equipment and
supplies throughout the battie area.
Relies primarily on armed escort,
supporting fires and evasive maneu-
vers for air defense.

(5) Medium/heavy lift. Requires
minimal armament for self-defense.
Relies primarily on avoiding acquisi-
tion by threat systems, armed escort
and evasive maneuvers for air de-
fense.

c. Aviation Units and Teams.

(1) All aviation and joint air
attack teams must be defensively
employed to minimize the air threat
while offensively destroying, dis-
rupting and delaying the ability of
threat air forces to mﬂuence the
battle.

(2) Air cavalry in the covering
force, battle area and rear area must
detect and report threat air oper-
ations, to include reconnaissance,
attacks, penetrations and chance

.:;;em unters, particularly where air-

engagements occur.

). Attack units must be pre-
0. counterattack threat air
forces d conduct deep attacks to

. neutralize threat air forces.

(4) Combat support and combat
service support units must conduct
operations in the rear area, battle
area, covering force and beyond
the FLOT in support of maneuver
forces.

4. ANNEXES

a. Doctrinal Requirements. All
aviation-related how-to-fight man-
uals, field manuals and regulations
must be updated to reflect helicopter
air-to-air combat concepts. HATAC
concepts should be based on joint
service experience and consolidated
in a new training circular.

b. Equipment Requirements.
Existing equipment (armament, fire
controls and target acquisition de-
vices) must be employed to maxi-
mum advantage. In accordance with
the concept-based requirements
strategy, we must begin now to
address weapons, aircraft, associ-
ated systems and technology ad-
vances that are required to support
this concept statement. The three
primary technological areas of inter-
est are detectability/crew visibility,
weapons/fire control system and
agility/performance capabilities.
More specifically —







