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INTRODUCTION: WHY AVIATION FID, WHY NOW?

Ever since the British developed their concept of “Air Control” in the 1920s while fighting
insurgents in Iraq, students of counterinsurgency have debated the actual and theoretical
applications of airpower in limited war scenarios. American experience in Southeast Asia in the
60s and 70s rekindled our interest in aviation applications for small wars. In the sixteen years
since the fall of Vietnam, dozens of brushfire wars have occurred, many of them inimical to U.S.
national interests. While the U.S. Air Force (USAF) has virtually no organized operations
expertise for the less visible forms of Low Intensity Conflict (LIC), developments in the U.S. and
abroad continue to highlight the need for military aviation to assist friendly and allied governments,
in what is euphemistically referred to as the “Third World.”! In recent years, various air power
analysts have repeatedly claimed that, forced by escalating costs of sophisticated weapons systems,
the USAF has limited itself, de facto, to force structuring for higher intensity conflicts. By
developing aircraft that are too expensive for threatened Third World governments to acquire, too
technically complex to maintain, and too costly to operate, the USAF has limited its capacity to
participate in the types of conflict certain to occur over the next several decades. There are no more
fleets of hand-me-down, low tech systems to provide under the security assistance grant aid
procedures. Even if there were suitable surplus assets available, their supportability costs and
limited capabilities would significantly restrict utility in most internal defense situations today.2
Mounting Third World debt, continuing instability in strategic areas and large U.S. budget deficits
have forced strategists to look for more affordable options to provide the necessary range of
airpower capabilities to threatened friends and allies. Limited by a number of constraints, the task
of tailoring an aviation package for a specific country's internal security and nation building needs
is a formidable analytical and political challenge. American preferences such as reliance on
expensive, high technology equipment exacerbate the situation. Conversely, the sight of a national
“showpiece” squadron of F-16 fighters, costing hundreds of millions of dollars, parked on a ramp
in South America while their pilots fly helicopter missions against guerrillas and narcotics

1pr, Richard H. Shultz, Jr., “Low Intensity Conflict and U.S. Policy: Regional Threats, Soviet Involvement, and
the American Response,” Low Intensity Conflict and Modern Technology (Air University Press, Center for
Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, June 1986), pp. 71-74 and 90-95.

2Jerome W. Klingaman, “Light Aircraft Technology for Small Wars,” in Low Intensity Conflict and Modern
Technology, pp. 123-129 and p. 138.
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traffickers, must be questioned in today’s fiscal environment.3 This example illustrates that
decisions affecting airpower acquisition and applications in the Third World are not all of American
origin, nor necessarily susceptible to continuing American influence.

Any in-depth analysis of potential airpower applications in FID —where our goal is to train,
advise and perhaps assist counterpart military personnel—must first ask, as did a recent best seller,
“What kind of business are we in?” Ask any military counterinsurgency expert what he needs in
the way of aviation capabilities, and his response will usually include reconnaissance, surveillance,
and light attack. While those are needed capabilities in many instances, by themselves they imply
reliance on the detection, bombing, and shooting business. As this paper will illustrate, that may
be highly appropriate or grossly inadequate.

In determining aviation options for specific situations, good analysis considers more than
strictly military applications of airpower. FID mission requirements may well commence with
non-military applications of airpower, and move to clearly military roles, then reverse again, while
employing the same limited assets. This will certainly influence the selection and sequencing of
appropriate operations, and choices of airborne systems, especially when resources are meager.4

In succeeding sections, this paper outlines a framework for analyzing airpower needs of
potential FID clients, considers current FID capabilities in the USAF, and proposes an
organizational concept to assist Third World countries in applying airpower to deal with internal
threats and development requirements. Finally, a brief discussion of the more formidable barriers
to establishment of a structured, full-time FID capability in the USAF will be presented along with
an approach to “stand up” a FID organization.

FID AVIATION: MISSION AND REQUIRED CAPABILITIES

“Foreign Internal Defense (FID): Participation by civilian and military agencies of a
government in any of the action programs taken by another government to free and protect its
society from subversion, lawlessness, and insurgency.” (FM100-20)

Key operative words and phrases in the above definition include “. . . civilian and military
agencies. . . ,” and “protects its society. . .” In examining the “action programs” of a government,
we can identify major categories of efforts such as economic or infrastructure development,
resource protection, public services improvement, rural administration, and a full range of military
and para-military activities. When examining possible FID initiatives, it becomes apparent that
aviation can provide vital capabilities for a country seeking to exercise population and resource
control, maintain basic services, and carry out tactical military operations. Assets that can be
feasibly employed in a particular FID scenario are determined by careful analysis of operational
environment, threats, development needs, and indigenous resources and skills.

In FID assessments, academic considerations of the derivation of U.S. policy, how policy
influences doctrine, and how doctrine guides requirements should be necessary background, but
not the focus for mission planning decisions. Instead, the air analyst should deal with the specific

3The government of Venezuela, faced with a perceived Soviet or Cuban threat from Point Salines airfield, Grenada,
purchased a squadron of F-16 A/B aircraft through FMS in 1981. With the success of Operation Urgent Fury in
1983, this threat disappeared. When a long-smoldering insurgency heated up, litle useful application of the high-
tech aircraft could be found, and limited pilot resources were diverted to the more mundane, but vital, mission of
internal defense, i.e., flying transport and attack helicopters. Both authors are conversant with this example from
their Venezuelan military acquaintances, and based on their security assistance assignment experience.

4Klingaman. op. cit., pp 135-137.
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country’s political-military situation, determine which government action programs can be well-
served by FID aviation, and then identify affordable, executable, and supportable applications.
The goal of good analysis should be good program planning. The authors hold that experiences of
Middle East Country X, which purchased first-line U.S. fighters enabling it to fight alongside
American forces in a coalition war, simply do not translate in policy, doctrine, or strategy to Latin
America Country Y, which can neither maintain nor operate its handful of jet trainer aircraft needed
for counter-guerrilla missions.

Helpful in FID aviation analysis is a matrix outlining key elements of host government action
programs, ranging from its domestic agenda operations, through military and para-military internal
security missions. Cross-plotted against these program breakdowns would be acceptable
performance specifications for each major program task. For example, the mission requirements
for government domestic operations might describe a generic airlift aircraft, specifying its payload,
range, and takeoff and landing performance. Additional information is needed, such as availability
of similar systems, cost range, system supportability by the host government, training
requirements, etc. New system development should always be considered as a last resort in FID
aviation, after off-the-shelf procurement, modification or adaptation of non-developmental
systems. Severe resource limitation will probably be the norm for the indefinite future, and will
limit the technology level of chosen solutions. Finally, the relative importance of each FID aviation
application must be ranked against all others identified as worthwhile and feasible. Only then can
tradeoffs and compromises be considered that match host country resources with the most
important of identified FID aviation tasks.

On-site observation teams will be required to gather specifics on mission objectives, airfields,
maintenance, supply, air operations requirements, intelligence needs, and other factors. An
expected result of this type of multi-dimensional assessment is the identification of a small family
of candidate air vehicles and supporting technologies for a wide variety of mission application
tailored to the host country environment and threats. On occasion, the analyst may find the
“golden thread” winding through a series of FID missions, (logistics support, area surveillance,
psychological operations, intelligence collection, etc.). A single aircraft, perhaps already in the
host country inventory, may be adaptable to a fairly wide range of FID applications. Or a basic
intelligence collection suite may be adaptable to light transport, rotary wing or short takeoff and
landing (STOL) platforms. This mix-and-match of assets and missions resembles, in many ways,
the target-weapon tradeoffs in conventional Air Tasking Order generation. A little innovation and
flexibility can pay big dividends to governments with minimal resources. The following section
considers the current USAF capability to support FID aviation and outlines a hypothetical
organization to “get us back in the game,” in Third World peacetime engagement.

CURRENT USAF CAPABILITIES FOR FID

There are significant USAF personnel, systems, and information resources which can be
applied to FID tasks. As will be discussed, questions of U.S. security policy, international
competition for missions, and perceptions of unfavorable cost-risk-benefit analysis outcomes
effectively limit USAF activities in FMS. An additional set of obstacles includes foreign
languages, appropriate volunteer availability, and operational involvement with older, foreign, or
low technology aviation equipment of countries desiring help.

Assuming that a host nation’s military personnel are comfortable with English, or that
mission required skills are found in USAF people competent in the appropriate language
(sometimes interpreters can be used), a great deal of valuable assistance can be provided through
technical instruction, field advice, and academic program development. Technical and professional
education is a USAF strength, and generally a Third World country’s weakness. A range of
aviation establishment core functions can be introduced, developed or enhanced by training
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operators,.or more importantly, instructor cadre personnel. This might include air intelligence,
force/resource protection, remote base/forward airhead operations, communications, air traffic
control, fire and crash rescue, and the large and crucial area of logistics (supply, fuels,
maintenance, modification, transportation storage, distribution, etc.).

Before assisting in tactical employment or air logistics operations, non-aircraft aspects of the
national aviation system (civil and military) must be considered. A focused inventory of
indigenous assets, their condition and availability, is an important early screening for a prospective
FID mission. A disciplined survey trip and report for this purpose sets the stage for mission
development and determines the order of work for U.S. and host nation personnel. It is futile, and
demoralizing, to address aircraft requirements and air operations if the support base cannot be
constructed or rehabilitated sufficiently for essential training, operations, and sustainment
activities. USAF experience in security assistance funded Mobile Training Teams (MTT) is
appropriate for needs and capacity surveys preceding FID assistance missions. The difference is
largely in the fundamental FID requirements to make do with or adapt host nation resources, as
opposed to preparing security assistance purchase lists of U.S. equipment and training to be paid
for by the host nation or by the U.S. taxpayer (through the Foreign Assistance Act loan or grant
provisions.)

APPROACH AND FOCUS

USAF has extensive experience and is comfortable with the MTT and related mechanisms
that deliver supplies, services, training, and major equipment items to paying customer countries or
recipients of grant aid. Of course, after considering DOD recommendations, the State Department
has final approval authority on all arms transfers (under the provisions of the U.S. Arms Export
Control Act), and significantly influences the complexion of the programs. Examples of effective
aircraft and logistics support programs such as the F-16, T-38/F-5, C-130, and F-4, can be found
in dozens of countries on all continents. But these programs—and the vast majority of USAF
security assistance activities—are focused on the recipient country’s view (and State Department’s
validation) that external threats exist to sovereignty, territorial integrity, or political autonomy that
can, in part, be reduced by military forces and equipment capable of deterrence and/or counter-
attack. This is very different from the basic FID mission, which is to assist friendly governments
in deterring or defeating internal aggression or subversion, and in furthering national development.

Clearly, the U.S. national interest requires armed forces capable of deterring or defeating
military aggression at all levels of conflict intensity.> The challenge to force development and
judicious selection of combat capabilities is to be well prepared for appropriate involvement in the
predominant political-military environment (LIC), while maintaining capability for response at all
levels. Our FID aviation capabilities need vast improvement.

Aviation in FID can be a single function or one Service activity, requiring only USAF people
and other resources to prepare and execute a training, advisory, assistance, or
assessment/validation mission. However, FID occurs in the geography of a unified commander
(combatant CINC), who of necessity, integrates discrete country-specific initiatives. In other
words, he looks for expanded impact through synergism, and prefers to combine FID initiatives of
the services, security assistance, training/interoperability exercises, and professional military
exchange activities to the maximum degree possible.

Practically speaking, with respect to internal defense and development, aviation is a
supporting activity—for ground or maritime security forces, logistics systems, distressed civilian

5Basic Doctrine of the U.S. Air Force, AFM 1-1, 1984, para. 1-3.
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populations, intelligence collection needs, nation-building projects, etc. U.S. military FID efforts
are best structured when Service specialties are complementary or reinforcing. FID integration of
multiple Service conventional or special operations forces (SOF) activities is cost-effective, better
received, and delivers to the host military some very important subliminal messages on
coordination, cooperation, task assignment, and resource sharing. This tutorial by example should
not be lightly dismissed, especially in Latin America.

With declining U.S. military budgets, increased demands on strategic lift platforms, and
rising expectations for FID missions from CINCs and Washington, joint FID integration seems as
necessary as it is intelligent.6 USAF now must come to terms with a forecasting mission, support,
and capability requirements for foreign internal defense activation.” A USAF FID organization
would play a key role in this tailored forecasting, insuring that the needs of the host air forces were
met, instead of training and equipping in our own image with costly and locally unmaintainable
aircraft systems.

In the March 1990 edition of the annual National Security Strategy of the United States, an
illuminating statement appears on page 28.

It is the primary responsibility of friendly nations to protect their own interests.
Our security assistance programs are a crucial tool with which we can help them to
help themselves. In some cases, security assistance ought to assume the same
priority as resources devoted to our own forces. Special Operations Forces (SOF)
have particular utility in this environment, but we will also pursue new and
imaginative ways to apply flexible general purpose forces to these programs. We
will improve the foreign language skills and cultural orientation of our armed forces
and adjust our intelligence activities to better serve our needs. Units with unique
capabilities in this environment will receive increased emphasis.

The last two sentences suggest a focus on training and operations with (rather than apart from)
friendly nation military personnel. In the policy sense, our wish to help friendly nations leads to
the FID mission rationale.

With over 30 active insurgencies and other conflicts occurring in areas important (or perhaps
vital—Persian Gulf, El Salvador, Colombia) to the U.S., it would seem there is much training,
advisory or assistance work to be done. The 20-year forecast is for more unwelcome and complex
Third World situations where we may choose to assist, based on our own interests. Latin
American and African internal defense and development challenges loom as most significant and
most probable, due to persistent regional/national instabilities that are exacerbated by a current shift
of international political forces from East-West to North-South. Our awareness may be catching
up with reality.

ORGANIZING AND POSTURING FOR FID

Assuming decisions on policy, funding, mission priority, and countries are made by or for
the USAF, how would existing and necessary new FID capabilities be assembled and organized?
What would be the operational focus? Options might include a centralized mix and match approach
or using USAF SOF as the primary FID agent, or pathfinder.

SUnifted Action Armed Forces, JCS Pub 0-2, 1986, para. 4-45,

Tbid., para 4-47a, requires the Military Services to “conduct research and development activities in support of
counterinsurgency operations within its area of Service responsibility.”
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A centralized approach would resemble the formal USAF security assistance delivery system,
and might differ only in source of funding (a major, unresolved set of issues), tasking chain and
administration. For example, Air Staff might validate a PACAF request for a RED HORSE civil
engineering element to advise a Pacific Island nation's defense force on design and construction of
an alternate emergency use airfield in a remote region. TAC would provide the RED HORSE
expertise; the Florida or Alabama Air National Guard could send a small supporting tactical
communications package for connectivity and counterpart training; MAC could add several Combat
Control personnel to demonstrate methods of aircraft and runway control at a rudimentary airfield
site. Beyond fiscal issues, the major problem would likely be the difficulty, or impossibility, of
providing the expertise in the language of the host nation. Interpreters have logical limits in
tactical, instructional, and stressful situations. It should be noted, however, that Spanish and
French, probably the easiest languages to learn, cover the majority of non-English speaking Third
World country candidates for FID aviation assistance.

An alternative approach, almost unavoidable for consideration under a possible new theater
(unified) command pattern, is to execute FID primarily through the initiative and USAF resources
of the theater air component command. This could encourage more joint FID missions, as the
theater assigned conventional and SOF forces will require common airlift or sealift, have similar
access to intelligence and other information in priority countries, and work under the influence of
the CINC'’s strategic perspective. There would be few resources available beyond the assigned
(unreinforced) theater air forces from which to select capabilities, but more rapid response could be
expected from those theater-assigned USAF personnel who may have specific country/language
training or expertise. A very basic example of this pattern would be Panama-based A-37 (or other)
aircraft, aircrews and support personnel deploying to a South American country to advise on and
demonstrate daylight armed reconnaissance air patrols to detect and report, or attack insurgent or
narcotics trafficker facilities.

A third option, with SOF as the aviation FID focusing activity, deserves serious,
unemotional consideration—in itself a formidable challenge. Being structured as a USAF major
command for functional assignment, under the unified U.S. Special Operations Command
(USSOCOM), Air Force Special Operations Command, or AFSOC, represents an opportunity for
aviation FID capability development. There are, however, some dichotomies in force structure and
equipment, attitudes, and priorities, which first require resolution.

Unlike the sister services’ SOF ground and maritime units (SEALS, Special Boat Units,
Special Forces, PSYOPS, and Civil Affairs) active duty AFSOF personnel have not, since the end
of the Vietnam War, been involved in training, advising, or assisting their foreign counterparts.
Thus, there is very little experience in transferring the principles, procedures, and techniques of
aviation support for internal defense (counterinsurgency, counternarcotics, counterterrorism, €tc.)
and internal development (military civic action, humanitarian assistance, remote area
access/aviation bridges, hub and spoke lines of communications, and logistics, etc.).

The focus on air platforms to penetrate hostile defense systems to insert, extract, resupply, or
rescue SOF people and equipment, and other sensitive assignments, have been dictated over many
years by the logical evolution of the SOF direct action and unconventional warfare missions. At
the same time, it has excluded consideration of FID, its associated activities, and required
operational capabilities. In fact, aircraft related FID capacity is virtually non-existent.?

8 Airlift and Logistics Systems for LIC, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations/Low Intensity
Conflict, SRI International, 1989. This study, and others, have concluded that the U.S. military has emphasized the
high end of aircraft technology to the extent that the inventory of available aircraft is inappropriate for LIC (and
FID).
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Why SOF as lead agent? Because the business of FID is conducted in the Third World,
because it is frequently (and most effectively) conducted by U.S. Army Special Forces and Navy
SEALS, and because both FID and SOF are fundamentally joint Service activities. The Third
World environment generally predetermines that the available host nation resources will be
minimal, the equipment unsophisticated (old, foreign-built, poorly supported and maintained), and
the challenges to security and development complex and interrelated. Conventional military
approaches, high technology/high complexity equipment reliance, large scale resource infusion,
significant U.S. presence, and one-problem-at-a-time sequencing have consistently failed in FID.
They will continue to fail.

Air Force SOF can and should be flexible enough to look down as well as up, and always
outward, at the actual context of the problems. The adaptive mission planning, innovative
technical solutions, and skilled, committed aviation support structure inherent in SOF can be
brought to bear on a less threatening, but more immediate consequential mission—FID. The FID
mission is not exclusively a SOF responsibility, and is often only a conventional force
requirement, e.g., airbase supply organization, light vertical construction, munitions maintenance,
local public affairs program development, etc. However, as performed at times by Army SOF
(Special Forces, PSYOP, Civil Affairs), an interface is often essential, such as language
interpreters/translators, Third World intelligence specialists, field experienced ground support
personnel (combat control, pararescue, tactical communications) or project managers. These
capabilities are perhaps more represented in the SOF community, and the people more routinely
involved in joint training and multi-national exercises, based upon their unconventional warfare
mission preparation requirements.?

If the above premises are accepted, then a FID organization under AFSOC ( at wing, group,
or even center level) would make a great deal of sense. There is plenty of aviation FID work
available, from USSOCOM’s perspective alone, to justify a SOF stand-alone FID organization. In
fact, one of this paper’s authors was a principal in generating a current SOCOM and AFSOF
project to define and develop the concept of a FID cadre and small fixed wing (transport, C3,
surveillance, light attack, etc) initial capability. Friendly nations afflicted with internal security
problems or serious development challenges, unlike developed democratic countries, generally
employ their equivalent of our SOF for these (and perhaps cross-border) operations. Thus, SOF is
a useful touchstone in this respect as well.

Should the USAF pursue FID, due to incisive foresight or higher authority tasking, SOF
could quickly provide a cadre of culturally sensitive, language capable personnel, if some limited
spade work is done now. It will require some resource dedication when the time comes for aircraft
applications. Leasing arrangements or contractor technical support personnel working under
USAF guidance could field an initial FID force in short order today, without significant drain of
USAF assets. There are, however, formidable barriers to any effective USAF FID organization.
Some of the more important are suggested below.

BARRIERS TO A FID AVIATION ORGANIZATION IN THE USAF

While a compelling case can be made for the need to establish a FID aviation organization to
assist friendly and allied air forces, formidable barriers exist. These range from parochial or
bureaucratic intangibles, to important economic and political concerns. Any nascent FID aviation

ONational Security Action Memorandum No. 124 (1962), pp 1-2. See also National Security Action Memorandum
No. 182 (1962), pp 28-29. Specific guidance directing language skills for SOF is contained in DOD Directive:
Special Operations Forces Language Policy (1990).
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organization must understand these concerns and come to terms with them, if the FID mission is to
be effectively pursued. Some of the major objectives to a FID aviation unit are familiar from other
doctrinal and policy contexts.

rir-Land Battle Organizati

Although the Soviet threat to Central Europe appears to be diminishing, the doctrine of the
Air-Land Battle increases its refinement and sophistication. Geared for high-intensity, high tech
battlefields, this doctrine was recently “validated” in the Desert Storm operation. Stealth fighters
dropped laser-guided bombs down air shafts. Over 100,000 sorties were flown by coalition air
forces, resulting in destruction of Iraqgi c3 systems, and contributing to wholesale surrenders. In
FID aviation, there will be no air-to-air engagements, no duels between high performance fighters,
and no AC-130 gunships unilaterally attacking hostile ground targets with sophisticated sensors
and computerized fire control systems.

After three decades of focusing on the Central European war scenario and training and
equipping for that engagement, U.S. forces in Desert Storm were able to display their prowess and
employ advanced weapons in a carefully integrated battle plan. No such plan is probable or
appropriate for most low intensity conflict situations. Most of the current weapons systems in
USAF inventory are too lethal, fast, expensive, complex, and difficult to maintain for FID
applications. In the past, Foreign Military Sales and Military Assistance Programs have trained
and equipped friendly or allied forces to fly and fight as the USAF planned to fly and fight. There
is minimal applicability of central Air-Land Battle doctrine to most FID missions.

Fiscal constraints and technology bases of small, Third World air forces prohibit application
to FID of most equipment currently in the USAF inventory. The reaction of most Air Force
organizations or staff agencies is, therefore, “We have nothing they need in FID, so we can’t help
you.” Perhaps understandably, response to FID mission needs is initially in terms of aircraft, and
recourse is to the current active inventory. Getting beyond this, for the good of the USAF as well
as the aviation FID mission, will require a major cooperative and professional effort by many
commands and staff agencies.

Low Technology. Low Cost FID mission Equals Low I

Since Third World air forces usually cannot afford to procure or maintain costly, high tech
systems for FID aviation applications, the reaction of USAF weapons development agencies and
large defense contractors has routinely been one of low interest. In one recent candid exchange, a
military FID supporter remarked that in most FID aviation applications he . . . didn’t want to ever
hear the word ‘software’.” The industry representatives present were touting a new aircraft. They
quickly realized there was little opportunity to develop and sell a new aircraft design, new
armament, sensors, and corresponding support for FID missions, and promptly retreated.10 In the
case of high technology, if introduced, it should increase reliability, reduce maintenance, lower
overall costs, and simplify training, while significantly improving essential capabilities of the host
air force. No multi-billion dollar development programs will ever surface for FID aviation. With
little opportunity for large profits, it takes a particular orientation on the part of government and
industry to play an effective role in FID mission development. Any FID aviation organization will
have to continuously pursue innovative, low cost aviation applications. In other words, the users
must seek to minimize cost and complexity through carefull screening, cautious selection, and wise

10The aircraft being proposed was a new design, with unique systems requiring specialized test equipment and
maintenance skills. It subsequently became a leading contender for the USAF C-27 program, well-suited for
USSOUTHCOM support missions, but unsuitable for most FID aviation applications in Latin America and Africa.

= ———_ _ ___ ____—___——  _—_——
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application of necessary technologies. In some instances, the human eyeball may adequately
replace the costly FLIR, and an iron, fixed gunsight may replace the computer-driven firing
solution and advanced optical-sighting system.

Oupositi USAF Invol  in FID

For several years, senior Air Force leadership has leaned toward the position that the U.S.
Army should handle FID, and lead in LIC. While it is true that the Army has considerably more
expertise in certain aviation specialities (rotary wing) applicable to FID, the Air Force clearly has
strengths in many FID roles. In other words, the Service that does a particular FID aviation task
best should execute that task, perhaps in the context of an integrated FID aviation organization. A
more recent argument against involvement in FID cites shrinking budgets and force downsizing as
a good reason not to devote any USAF resources, especially when primary USAF missions might
be less well supported.

This school of thought does not accept, or hold as a value, that a very modest resource input
can deliver crucial support to friends and allies threatened by insurgency or chronic, debilitating
lack of aviation infrastructure. An initial FID organization might cost less than $15 million a year
to operate; little in terms of the Air Force annual budget. Also, resource objections ignore the
possible organizational concept that would maximize the use of skilled contractor personnel for
language qualification, maintenance, and logistics support of non-standard systems, and aircraft
and weapons systems leasing. Active duty military manpower could be limited and augmented by
using a matrix approach: USAF active military, contractors, USAF’s Reserve Component,
recalled retirees, other Service or agency personnel, etc.

It is true that assignment to FID aviation will produce few below-the-zone promotions,
demand intense professionalism, require exceptional personal dedication, and be rewarded mainly
through the satisfaction of seeing a small country begin to defeat or neutralize threats to its
existence. In other words, selection of unique volunteer personnel for the FID aviation
organization is essential to its mission. Many required skills will be found outside the special
operations arena, and should be included in the initial cadre.

STANDING UP THE USAF FID AVIATION ORGANIZATION

Internal defense and development are labor intensive and dangerous undertakings. The
governments and security forces that attempt to establish stable domestic environments risk defeat
by insurgency, foreign surrogate forces, or externally fermented subversion. What often proves
pivotal, as demonstrated since World War II in Malaya, the Philippines, and Thailand, are the
skills and attitudes of those government personnel who must defend, assist, or administer their
distressed civilian populations.

The U.S. has never successfully transfused into a besieged, friendly Third World country,
the sustained political will or set of balanced operational priorities that might have been missing.
What has been possible and remains useful in a number of countries, is the transfer of certain
military and nation-building skills and items of equipment, especially those appropriate for
counterinsurgency and rural development. The USAF is capable of reengaging in these Third
World challenges by virtue of tremendous strengths in educational techniques, instructional
systems development, and highly qualified military and civilian trainers.

An aviation FID organization must logically begin with a small, mission-focused cadre of
assigned personnel. Their training and experience should collectively include airmanship,
intelligence ground support operations, technical and academic instruction, weapons and tactics,
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logistics, maintenance, C3, psychological operations (PSYOP), public affairs, and of course,
tactical employment flight instruction. This cadre development is a non-substitutable first step and
the organizational foundation. As to initial foreign language, cultural, and geographic orientation,
Latin America would seem unarguable to combine the most compelling combination of host
country needs, access, U.S. national interests, and threats (e.g., narcotics, democracies under
siege, foreign political and commercial penetration). Furthermore, this area of the world is more
familiar to us than most regions, and the foreign language issue is less of an obstacle.

A mission influenced pattern of organization might lead to an aviation group structure (with
future growth to a wing, if necessary) that combines certain features of a combat aircrew training
squadron, an academic field training detachment, and the pre-Vietnam war Air Commando
composite wing. The FID applicable features to be mimicked from these organizations are: (1)
ground and in-flight instruction in aircraft tactical employment; (2) logistics, supply, maintenance
and related activities for austere, remote environments; (3) development and sustainment of foreign
self-training capacity; (4) deployment to and operations from forward airfield/airhead and
temporary sites. The FID organization will, by design, not be capable of producing a basic new
pilot from a non-pilot. It is concerned exclusively with tactical employment, and development of
host country trainers in some functional areas.

From the arrival of the initial permanent party personnel, a year might pass before
assignment—or even contracting—of their first aircraft. Much preliminary work would have to be
done in organizing transferable capabilities to operate and train (academics, support areas, tactics,
C3, etc.), and in assessing the needs and receptivity of a small pre-selected group of Third World
countries, where U.S. interests suggest involvement. With Joint Staff, regional CINC, Country
Team/State Department, and host country approvals, training and operational needs survey would
be conducted, with subsequent analysis leading to a draft “Country FID Aviation Support Plan.”

This document would guide in development and coordination of functionally specific training
proposals, mobile training team design, and requests/invitations to other USAF commands and
agencies for temporary duty assignment of necessary skilled personnel. These country plans
collectively, over the first year, would serve to validate and/or modify original estimates of types

“and numbers of the simple, rugged, and reliable aircraft needed for small deployments to, and
bilaterally training/exercising within, the host countries. The pilots, support specialists,
instructors, C3 personnel, and others in the organization will find that about 70 percent of all FID
aviation training and other military exchanges occur where their counterparts live and operate.

A limited number of host nation personnel would visit or undergo some training at the USAF
FID aviation organization. They will be those whose presence serve a clear U.S. interest, who
have facility in English and whose experience or influence may contribute to the mission and
professional development of the FID organization and its people. The distinctions between FID
and formal U.S. security assistance program training are not always clearly evident, in that the
common objective is to help friendly foreign personnel, where it is in the U.S. interest. There are
distinctions—legal, fiscal, political, and operational—and they tend to be clustered about who is
trained, their organizational assignments, and what may be provided in return to U.S. military
personnel in training, orientation, exercising, and environmental access. Suffice it to say that
much guidance for FID planning, approval, and operations is needed—and at least that amount will
be received.

When the time arrives for outfitting the FID organization with aircraft for type qualification,
tactics development, proficiency flying, and foreign pilot employment training/advice, there are a
number of source options. Assuming that a twin turboprop, high wing aircraft is a good start
point, the USAF inventory has very few viable or sustainable candidates, and those, such as a OV-

ﬁ
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10, are reaching maximum service life. Others perhaps suitable (Shorts Brothers “Sherpa,” or
CASA 212, etc.) are currently used elsewhere and are very few in number. This might suggest
leasing some aircraft, and maintenance support, for a period of time while the organization’s
“proof of concept” is being undertaken. Perhaps lease contracts with purchase options would be
useful to consider.

Ultimately, the most necesary and flexible aircraft type(s) will become apparent, based upon
Embassy reports, the FID organizations surveys, and country plans, ownership affordability, ease
of deployment, and employability from short, remote airstrips. The helicopter requirements
discovered might best be expressed to the U.S. Army’s Aviation Center whose staff is currently
writing FID aviation doctrine for helicopters. If the FID mission is recognized as critical, fixed
wing aircraft resourcing would be expected from the USAF (or USSOCOM) POM. Additionally,
when task organizing for CONUS-based foreign personnel training or overseas deployments,
other USAF aircraft and support might be appropriate and temporarily available (e.g., A-10, C-

130, C-12, A-37, etc.).11

Historical records and current country assessments point to requirements for aviation in
internal defense and development in four primary employment areas: light attack, surveillance/
reconnaissance, transport/assault, and C3. A fairly wide range of small single and twin engine
turboprop aircraft (for reliability and ease of maintenance), of U.S. and foreign manufacture, are
available. For short takeoff and landing needs, and cargo/equipment flexibility and loading ease,
high wing aircraft are generally preferable. However, for the light attack or strike role, low wing
aircraft could be considered, e.g., Ayres Vigilante, Piper Enforcer, Embraer Tucano, and a number
of convertible “crop-duster” or spray aircraft. The USAF aviation FID organization might best be
served by limiting ownership or contractual access to, at most, three types. This would aid in
controlling the workload in self-training, programming, maintenance, supply, standardization/
evaluation, and overseas deployment planning. Aircraft selection would be aimed at making
possible the transfer of tactical employment procedures and techniques to foreign counterparts who
would, or would need to, operate similar types of aircraft—not necessarily the same model, design
or series.

Nothing substitutes for intelligent enthusiasm in execution of a necessary and well-defined
mission. Once FID is “rehabilitated” in USAF doctrine, personnel programming, and resourcing,
the enthusiasm of the current USAF “unofficial” nucleus will spread. It might even lead to the
reinstatement of limited military civic action projects executed or supported by deployed personnel
of the FID aviation organization. In the early 1960s in Latin America, USAF was DOD’s leader in
conducting well-targeted, small-scale rural civic action programs, in concert with host country
military or civilian counterparts. These projects, when combined or coordinated with PSYOP and
public affairs, can facilitate and/or extend the mission effectiveness of the deployed FID
organization training or advisory elements. Another way to state this objective is host population
conditioning or reassurance through support to their local self-help efforts.

11The authors contend that FID applications of large, complex aircraft are quite limited. There will be occasions,
however, when some available USAF systems can be effectively utilized as training platforms for basic FID aviation
maintenance and flying skills, Most American conventional airpower analysts view the C-130 as a medium size
tactical transport. It can carry payloads in the order to 50,000 pounds. However, a recent private study of candidate
FID transport aircraft concluded that over 95 percent of the cargo/passenger loads in Latin America, Southeast Asia,
and Africa will be less than 10,000 pounds, operating from airfields under 1800 feet. This effectively limits the
utility of the C-130 in many FID missions due to operating and maintenance costs and short field restrictions. A-
37B aircraft are enthusiastically supported by many for light strike missions in FID. They are admittedly relatively
simple to operate and maintain, and accurate high-angle bombing platforms. But they are greatly limited in their
applications by short range/endurance. Innovation by personnel of any USAF FID aviation organization in seeking
out new ways to provide affordable, effective airpower support is therefore an absolute requirement.
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There are several returns on investment for USAF, some almost immediate. The FID
organization establishes or increases access to the host country military, and may provide key
insights on the possibilities and limits of training, overhauling, or refocusing host nation aviation
forces for internal challenges. Additionally, through related observations and host agency
interactions, aviation needs and assistance possibilities relative to potential external threats might be
captured or verified for Country Teams, regional CINCs, and USAF.

Ultimately, and at the heart of FID rationale, is the goal of conducting effective, if limited,
host country aviation operations in support of their ground and maritime internal defense forces,
and for nation building. This of course is a tenent of U.S. national security policy: forward
defense through enabling friendly governments to better deal with their security and development
challenges. FID assumes different forms and greater importance as both forward stationing of
U.S. forces and military department budgets are reduced. FID, and low intensity conflict in
general, represent our current and near future political-military operational environment.
Accordingly, USAF capability for FID must be assured, and soon.
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