





EDITORIAL STAFF

Masor KENNETH F. Gantz, Ph.D, Editor
CapTaiN CHARLES L. GALBRAITH, Assistant Editor

EDITORIAL BOARD

CoLoNEL MATTHEW K. DEICHELMANN, Dir. Education, Pres.
CoLoNEL JamEes W. CHAPMAN, JR., Asst. C/S Plans & Operations
CoLoNEL Georce E. HENRY, Deputy Commandant, AWC
CoLoneL Joun C. HortoN, Deputy Commandant, AC&SS
CoLoNEL RonNaLD R. WALKER, Chief, Evaluation Division
LIEUTENANT COLONEL Jack L. BENTLEY, AU Secretary
Dr. KENNETH R. WiLLiams, Dean of Instruction
.MaJsor KeEnNETH F. GanTz, Editor, Recorder

e

ATTENTION

The contents of this publication are the views of its
authors and are not to be construed as carrying any
official sanction of the Department of the Air Force or
of the Air University. The purpose of this journal is to
stimulate healthy discussion of Air Force problems which
may ultimately result in improvement of our national
security. Appropriate contributions of pertinent articles
and correspondence which present new views, or refute
or support old ones, are solicited.







— THE
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

AIR UNIVERSITY QUARTERLY REVIEW

VoLuME IV SPRING 1951 NUMBER 3

PRIZE EDITORIAL ... ... ... L 2
Some Truth about Air Support
STRATEGIC BOMBARDMENT AND NATIONAL

OBJECTIVES ... .. . T Sl T 5
CoL. WiLLIs G. CARTER, USAF
KOREAN TARGETS FOR MEDIUM BOMBARDMENT ... 18

CoL. RaAYMOND S. SLEEPER, USAF
TACTICAL AIR OPERATIONS IN RETROSPECT

AND PROSPECT .. ... 38
BriGc. GEN. HOMER L. SANDERs, USAF
AIR WAR IN KOREA: II ... . B W T 47

Dr. RoBERT F. FUTRELL
DR. ALBERT F'. SIMPSON

THE OTHER BATTLE ... ., 79
CoL. Harris B. HurLL, USAF
THE UNIFORM CODE OF MILITARY JUSTICE ... ... 91

CoL. Francis W. SCHWEIKHARDT, USAF
PICTURE BRIEFS

Yonpo Evacuation ... 15
Industry ..........cooooeiiiiiiiiien, TR, o T e 32
Fire Bomb I S, s M R e "3
Marshalling Yards ... ... 101
AIR FORCE REVIEW . ] 108

Aeronautical Charts and Korea; The Arnold Engineering Devel-
opment Center; Women in the United States Air Force: 1951;
Mobile Support for Defense; Dock Maintenance.

AIRMAN'S READING o S . 116

Soviet Politics—The Dilemma of Power, Prof. Ossip K. Flecht-
heim; Tito and Goliath, Prof. C. E. Black; The Soviet Union,
The Land and Its People, Lt, Col. A. E. McKenzie, USAF: Major
Problems of United States Foreign Policy, 1950-1951, Dr. Eugene
M. Emme; Economics of National Security, Lt. Col. John B.
Rose, Jr., USAF.

THE PERIODICAL PRESS . . . ..................... 128
THE CONTRIBUTORS . ... . ... ... 135
B A A . i e e, 136

2335 @ ¢4«

Published quarterly by the Air University, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. The printing
of this publication has been spproved by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 17 June,
1948, Students and facuity of the Air University schools are provided free copies as textual
material. Printed by Fleld Printing Plant. AU, Price, single copy, 50 cents; yearly subserip-
tion, $2.00. Address orders to Air University Book Department, Maxwell Air Force Base,
Alabama. Properly credited quotations are authorized.



PRIZE EDITORIAL

SOME TRUTH ABOUT AIR SUPPORT

HE growing belief in Army circles that one Air group per division is
the criterion for the establishment of tactical air support is a prob-
lem of mounting seriousness. A decision favorable to this criterion
may have a profound impact upon the future of America’s air power.
To acquaint the man in the street with the basic principles of air
support of ground forces, a few words will suffice. Generally, any type
of air ooeration is an assist fQr the home team, but because of the
specialized techniques involved, tactical air support is gradually being
viewed through a pinpoint of light focused upon one phase of air
power as though it were divisible from the whole.

The more tangible features of air support are called “close support”
and “interdiction.” Both involve the almost exclusive devotion of air
to battle on the ground. Any discussion of these techniques invariably
assumes freedom of the air. for it should be immediately clear that an
aggressive enemy air force of significant strength will decide the is-
sues of close combat support in the air and not on the ground.

Freedom of the air, however, cannot be assumed; it must be won.
Only a soldier who has been pitilessly exposed to a rampaging air
force, unopposed in the air, seeking everything on the ground that
moves, relentlessly destroying with bullets, rockets, and fire bombs,
can appreciate the two words "air superiority.”

Close support is the Holv Grail of all infantry men, and it consists of
airplanes hovering caonstantly over the ground forces, waiting for in-
structions to take out stubborn obstacles to the infantry’s advance. The
techniques involve a communications system which will enable the
man on the ground to call ub an airpolane and point out a target. More
recently, this type of control has passed to a small airplane which can
see more and thus give greater accuracy and direction to the fighter-
bomber. Where highly trained teams are concerned, this control can
pass back and forth from ground to air as need be. In the end it is a
means of control and the purpose is always the same—for the fighter
to knock out a tank, artillerv, or a machine gun nest.

This type of support is more than popular with the ground forces
for they can see the way being cleared for them,



The second type of air support is interdiction. Interdiction simply
means isolating the battlefield so the enemy can neither get out in
retreat nor get reserves and supplies in to help him fight. This is done
by blasting bridges, rail heads, and supply dumps. An enemy that has
been successfully interdicted is a doomed enemy, for he can neither
retreat nor advance—all he can do is dig in and watch his supplies
run out.

This type of support, although far more significant to the outcome
of battle, is far less popular than “close support.” It is less popular be-
cause it cannot be seen at work by the front line soldier. Moreover it
leaves the front line soldier to slug it out with his foe on the ground
without the comfort of a friendly airplane constantly overhead.

The natural query which arises at this point is why not do both?
The answer, of course, and the crux of the whole problem, is that both
will be done, but only if there is enough friendly air for all jobs and
provided that the enemy does not interfere in the air. Lacking any one
of these conditions, a decision must be made as to where and how
friendly aircraft will be employed, which brings up the question of
command, control, and even aircraft specifications. Ask any ground
force soldier what he wants in the way of air, and he will say, “Give
me an airplane that will stay over my head as long as | want it, and a
system that will enable that airplane to knock out any target | give him
without endangering my own troops.” It's an old chestnut but there
still is no way to have cake and eat it too.

Airplanes built for the particular job just described are sitting ducks
for an airplane built to fight in the air, and no pilot in his right mind
is going to tarry over a tank with an enemy air combat fighter in the
vicinity. Armies in the field stretch for hundreds of miles. To build an
air force on the basis of one group per division is to sponsor the philos-
ophy that each division commander is entitled to the assistance of at
least one air group. The fact of the matter is that the smaller the unit
a soldier commands, the more restricted his outlook on the battle. He
is concerned with the opposition a few hundred yards away, and the
master battle plan is no concern of his.

The air ussistance to which any commander in the field is entitled
is dependent upon the ability of air to render that assistance in the
light of the situation, and the creation of one air group per division is
nnt the key to establishing once and for all time a situation favorable
to close combat air support.

To get back to the question of why not do both interdiction and close
support at one and the same time, the answer is twofold. The first is
pure economics, the second is the air war which must take place in
any major war.

One air group per division calls for seventy-five airplanes; thirty



divisions, twenty-two hundred and fifty aircraft; sixty divisions, forty-
five hundred aircraft. Add a fifty per cent reserve and there is a stag-
gering total of six thousand seven hundred and fifty airplanes devoted
to the ground fight alone.

Yet the ninety-five group program calls for its airplanes to be
divided among all requirements such as air defense, strategic air,
troop carrier, military air transport service, and reserve. How then,
is it possible for the Air Force to consider such a criterion as one air
group per division?

While these figures are significant and speak for themselves, they
are not the paramount consideration in war. The thousands of aircraft
referred to for support of the ground forces, if they are specially built
and crews specially trained for the purpose, cannot live in the same
air as an air combat plane. Hence the first requirement is to clear the
sky, at least locally, but preferably universally. The thing that must be
believed by all concerned is that ground-support airplanes cannot win
air superiority, not even if they are free to try it.

By the same token, however, the reverse is not true. Once air supe-
riority is won, the self-same fighter that did the job can turn its atten-
tion to interdiction and close support. It can perform interdiction as effi-
cienly as even the most perfectly designed interdiction aircraft. It can
perform close support, but because of tremendous speeds and other
considerations peculiar to air combat, it may not be quite as efficient
in this role as an airplane designed specially for ground-combat. But
it will be efficient enough as long as it is used to support and not win
the ground war.

Nothing in creation is going to stop technological progress in the
aeronautical field. Jets will give way to rocket ships; speeds and fire
power will increase; altitude ceilings will continue to soar even higher.
In short, the air war will get ever further from the ground war, but as
long as the air war must be won first, the ground war must wait.

R. C. Weller. Colonel, USAF
Air War College



Strategic Bombardment
and National Objectives

CoLoNEL WiLLis G. CARTER

and the concept of strategic bombardment may seem to
be strange bedfellows. The one seeks for tranquillity and
man’s general welfare. The other is the fastest means yet
developed for the violent obliteration of man and his works.
Indeed their union in a national program needs some under-

THE national objectives of the United States of America

standing.
The Preamble to the Constitution records our fundamental
objectives in most concise terms: . . . to form a more perfect

Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquillity, provide
for the common defense., promote the general Welfare, and se-
cure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity. . . .”
These objectives were born out of our basic creed, or in today’s
language our ideology, that certain truths are self evident:
“, .. that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by
their Creator with certain inalienable Rights, that among these
are Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness—to secure these
Rights, Governments are instituted among men, deriving their
just Powers from the Consent of the Governed. . . .”

It is not necessary to quote the Constitution or its amend-
ments to remind ourselves that it spells out certain ‘“Blessings
of Liberty” in terms of specific fundamental rights of individ-
uals, such as freedom of religion and speech and the right to
peaceable assembly, redress, reasonable personal privacy, and
trial by jury—and particularly that it prohibits any rights of
government not granted to it by the governed. This Constitu-
tion therefore grew out of fundamental belief in the dignity of
the individual and his rights in his destiny. Its provisions were
coupled with acknowledged necessity for order among groups
of individuals. A national organization resulted, but it was an
organization with explicit national objectives clearly designed
to protect the individual’s rights and nourish his advancement.
Human rights were the key-note of our original doctrine and
objectives.

' We have, under stress, invariably rallied to these same na-
tional objectives—impelled by the same basic beliefs. Time has
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wrought only one great change in them. Gradually the “shrink-.
ing” of the world has forced us to recognize that objectives such
as ours cannot be set up as goals and pursued solely within a
national boundary. The tranquillity of a nation, under any set
of principles, depends upon a reasonably common understand-
ing and acceptance of those principles by its citizens. Likewise
in a world of numerous nations, tranquillity, at least in the
form of mutual tolerance, depends upon a reasonably common
world understanding and acceptance of some set of funda-
mental principles or basic beliefs. The United States has there-
fore to account with the fact that in the modern world its own
internal national objectives cannot be achieved unless they are
also achieved in some measure among nations. This fact is rec-
ognized in our participation in the United Nations.

NOW in partnership with our will to attain our na-
tional objectives, one sees a new instrument of national will—
strategic bombardment. Strategic bombardment is but a tech-
nique of war, and war itself has become but one ingredient of
total conflict, in which every form of eifective force may be
applied, political, economic, psychological, military, that is
necessary for national survival. Nevertheless a volume of some-
times querulous, more often vehement, opposition to this new
technique of war challenges its efficacy for attaining national
objectives.

The arguments pro and con as to the capabilities of air power
indeed abound,* augmented further by arguments which grant
it extensive capabilities but go on to oppose the employment of
certain of these capabilities. Yet a heavy sampling of books,
magazine articles, editorials, and speeches by the dissenters in-
dicates that their objections are variations on but a few princi-
pal themes:

1. That strategic bombardment does not possess capabilities
claimed for it.

2. That strategic bombardment violates international law.

3. That strategic bombardment will destroy our national
morals.

°In his recent book Disaster Through Air Power Marshall Andrews remarks: "So much
has been written and sald about the air power theory that it should hardly be necessary
to go over 1t again; it is doubtful if any subject outside the field of religion has had so
extensive and enthusiastic documentation. Alr power experts. inside and outside the Alr
Force, flourish like weeds.”
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4. That strategic bombardment will produce economic disas-
ter that negates any military victory it might enable or gain.
These four propositions summarize the most serious challenge
of dissenters.

Consideration of the minor contentions that accompany the
first of these objections is unnecessary. The prime fact is that
the means of vertical attack exists. No nation can ignore it.
Aerial forces can destrov the sources of a nation’s power, and
the results are obvious. In this light the exact lethal radius of
an A-Bomb or the capability of a fighter to intercept an Air
Force bomber become secondary matters.

In his Modern Arms and Free Men Dr. Vannevar Bush states
that scientific achievement may soon render strategic air forces
obsolete, as currently composed. His assumption of this possi-
bility seems to be based on the defense potential of radar and
guided missiles against aircraft. Here one must also remember
some facts that favor the bomber. The larger a nation is, the
more targets it has to protect. Bombardment aircraft can also
carry guided or target-seeking missiles against both air and
ground targets. The attacking commander may employ many
types of aircraft of varied range, maneuverability, and fire-
power. He may vary his target priorities, his timing, his routes,
and his tactics. The bomber can carry atomic weapons so dam-
aging in both immediate impact and permanency of result
that one successful drop is worth many a sortie by past stand-
ards. The economic and strategic problem of the defender is
enormous in the build-up of enough radar equipment, enough
fighter aircraft, and enough missile launchers and missiles to
protect a large nation. It is so enormous that, as yet, there is
no acceptable solution.

Until there is such a solution, we had better remember that
strategic bombardment can be stopped only at its source. We
must remember that the only weapon currently capable of at-
tacking its source is an air force. This means that an enemy’s
capability for strategic bombardment must be destroyed by
strategic bombardment. If opposing air power is an obstacle to
that destruction, it will itself also have to be overcome by stra-
tegic attack at its source, or in air combat, or by both means. If
strategic bombardment becomes more successful by other
means than by aircraft, the argument about such employment
of aircraft disappears—but the argument about strategic bom-
bardment does not. Meanwhile air power strategically applied
(which certainly includes strategic bombardment) has a for-
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midable capability. Against it the only adequate defense is air
power strategically applied.

The Korean phase of the conflict between Communism and
its opponents has heavily underscored the strategic doctrine of
the USAF. Air superiority (practically handed to the United
Nations forces) permitted application of air power which en-
abled UN surface forces first to stem and then to overcome su-
perior forces. Since another large nation has launched armies
into Korea with its sources inviolate, there could be no strategic
application of the UN air weapon to its factories and bases of
supply. The limitations of tactical application, even with air
superiority retained, were sharply increased as the fronts re-
mained near the inviolate border, up to which men and sup-
plies could flow without fear of interdiction.* In a war for air
supremacy between two enemies of huge capabilities, it is un-
realistic to pit air forces against air forces solely on a tactical
basis. The air battle would be geared to the movement of sur-
face forces. It would finally be decided only by the complete ex-
haustion of the air forces and air power of one opponent. Bad
as this condition would be economically, the military aspects
are worse. The surviving air power would decide the ultimate
issue. To attain that decision, its employment would probably
include strategic bombardment anyway. These are not tactics
likely to be found acceptable to either opponent. So long as the
airplane retains any combat capability, air superiority appears
essential to successful military combat. Once air superiority is
achieved, it would be folly not to exploit all its decisive appli-
cations,

THE objections that strategic bombardment violates
international law and that it will destroy our national morals
are difficult to isolate. Each involves the other. With respect to
war international law has taken the form of attempts to define
and to prohibit, by commonly accepted rules, unnecessarily in-
humane or unnecessarily destructive acts. In its full purpose it
must be granted that it has failed. A primary reason for its
failure is that it has thus far had to depend for enforcement
solely upon each nation’s individual regard for the law. But this
regard of various nations has changed from time to time under
the impact of other influences, so that the law, lacking a means
of enforcement, has often been violated. In fact the ever-in-

*See also Col. Sleeper’'s analysis of the effect of loss of scope for interdiction on the
ground fighting, p. 30. Ed.
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creasing scope of conflict has blurred even the distinction be-
tween war and peace and between belligerent and neutral.
Struggles for a balance of power now have the entire world in
one side of the balance or the other. The effect has been to
assmble greater and greater power in conflict, until we have
come to the commitment of practically all the world’s conse-
quential forces to today’s colossal struggles.

In this situation strategic bombardment is but a recent ad-
vancement in man’s ever-expanding capability to exert force.
To say that it violates international law is technically correct
if the law is taken in the light of the times in which the law
was created—times when war was treated as combat primarily
between easily identifiable military forces. Considerable dis-
tinction was then possible between military and non-military
objectives—between combatants and civilian noncombatants.
But with the advent of total war these distinctions have faded.
Without an established court of final resort with power to bring
violators before it and to enforce its judgments, the application
of international law to war has failed in the face of nationalism.
And nationalism still turns to balance of power for survival in
a world where conflicting interests must either compromise or
compete for survival. Under such conditions the capabilities of
every sort of human enterprise and of every sort of both collec-
tive and individual human capability, are drawn upon in the
degree required for success in conflict. Nations can no longer
identify noncombatants. In fact nations recognize the actual
employment of practically all persons and industries to support
war in today’s world.

Do these considerations lead to the conclusion that interna-
tional law no longer exists with resnect to war, that it is too
weak and antiquated to be applicable, and that, therefore, there
is now license to bomb any targets and in any degree? They do
not. The latest international effort to cope with the problem of
war is the creation of the United Nations. The charter of the
United Nations embodies the principle of the support of inter-
national law and treaties. The United States not only officially
subscribes to the organization of the United Nations and to its
charter but was instrumental in its initiation and development.
Thus the principles underlying international law do survive,
even if the laws framed in the past have failed in their purpose.

The question then passes into one of whether strategic bom-
bardment violates the principles of human relations which
underlie international law. Stating it more specifically, does
strategic bombardment constitute unnecessary destruction of
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property or unnecessary injury and Killing of persons? If it
does, it violates the spirit of international law to which this
country subscribes. If it does, it is inconsistent with our na-
tional objectives. But consideration in this light immediately
poses further questions: What degree is “necessary” destruc-
tion or Kkilling? Does strategic bombardment exceed this
degree?

If the factors affecting the answers to these questions could
be determined statistically, we might hope for a simple answer.
But realistic answers must be sought in the conditions of pres-
ent-day conflict. These conditions have been indicated as pro-
ceeding from a struggle for favorable balance of power, with all
nations of consequence being drawn into the opposing sides of
the balance. It has been pointed out that the capability for stra-
tegic bombardment now exists and must be taken into account
—just exactly as air power exists and must be taken into ac-
count. It has further been pointed out that strategists, in order
to account for it, must employ it. If conflict reaches war, the
problem of the necessary degree of employment is the problem
to be solved. If strategy is to be conceived in honest appraisal
of the capabilities of weapons and forces to achieve the war aims
at the least cost in men and resources, the best of human judg-
ment will have to be exercised in its invention and execution.
The range of destructive power of the individual weapons avail-
able for strategic bombardment permits a wide choice. All that
can be justifiably hoped for in their employment is that the se-
lection of targets, the extent of damage determined upon as
necessary, and the choice and application of weapons, will be
wise—that more death and destruction will not be visited upon
the enemy than is sufficient for its purpose. If this limitation
can be maintained, the United States should not need to feel
that strategic bombardment violates the humane principles to
which international law would compel adherence.

A more troublesome aspect of the problem to many is the
decision a humane nation must face in acute danger of defeat,
whether it is brought to this pass at or before the onslaught of
military war or at some date thereafter. If the national leaders
become convinced that only by desperate measures can their
nation hope to win, will desperate measures that involve stra-
tegic bombardment violate international law? If it is decided
essential to victory to employ the most destructive bombs avail-
able to the limit of the capability for delivery, would that em-
ployment violate the principles of international law? The ques-
tion has now become, can unlimited strategic bombardment
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ever be justified as necessary? Here consideration also leaves
the mere matter of international law, for it involves the whole
of national conscience.

Our national morals, unlike our national objectives, are not
neatly defined and labeled by any authority nationally recog-
nized. Yet it can be said without trespass upon the definitions
of the words that such morals or such conscience as we possess
as a nation are embodied in our Constitution. Our concepts of
right and wrong, as well as our intention to adhere to and to
preserve what we conceive right, are there reflected in funda-
mental, humanitarian beliefs, in efforts to define and establish
justice, and in the acknowledgement of a supreme God. Few
can doubt that the moral intentions of our country are of the
best as regards mankind, even though history may record some
failures.

If moral rightness demands such stringent standards as
those of the Ten Commandments, war itself is never right. In
the United States we profess to belief in such a rightness, and
we profess to abhor war, shunning it to a degree that we usu-
ally suffer the first blow to be struck by an enemy before we
accept war as unavoidable. When war has come, however, we
have engaged in it with all the power we could muster. We have
assumed a moral justification for war to preserve ouiselves and
our way of life. Mahatma Ghandi and his millions of followers
exemplified a belief in non-violence—a belief of the most hu-
mane and moral order, measured by our own standards of hu-
maneness and morality. But the fact remains we have made a
different choice. Our decision is recorded that war, if neces-
sary to the defense of our way of life, is justified. We can say
no less, in honesty, that under these conditions we consider it
morally justified.

The revival of the moral issue today arises from the major
differences between war as it has previously been known and
war as it has now developed. These differences are (1) our
“shrunken” world, which tends to bring practically all nations
into any war that breaks out; (2) the nature of conflict, where
military war is but the final achievement of totality of conflict
—with strategy employing every employable force and with the
disappearance of ‘“non-combatants”; (3) the advent of a suc-
cessful means of strategic bombardment; and (4) the awesome
increase in the destructiveness of weapons, including biological,
chemical, and atomic weapons in particular. We have seen the
fearful power of atomic bombs, and we are told of greater
power to come. We recognize the utter difficulty of selectivity in
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even their most careful use. The consequence of these things is
that the conscience is hurt. Under the impact of these changes
and facing the Communist threat, with the continued lack of a
higher authority to whom we can appeal, and confronted by
the steady efforts of nations, through coalition and worse
means, to achieve a favorable balance of power, the moral issue
arises again in the conscience of the nation.

We see a Communist manpower potential greater than our
own and that of our allies. We see a Communist economic po-
tential capable of testing the allied potential to its maximum.
We see a huge proportion of Communist resources devoted to
steadily increased armaments. Above all we see in the threat-
ened Communist domination the complete destruction of our
freedom—our way of life—which we believe is moral, and under
our concepts we consider the ideology which threatens us to be
immoral—Ilacking in such essential moral qualities as godli-
ness, tolerance, and humanity. Firnally in the ‘“cold war” we
recognize conflict already engaged to a serious degree.

In such a situation we daily strive to avoid military war with-
out abandoning our objectives, but fearing failure of these ef-
forts, we also strive for greater armaments. We conceive that a
strategy employing no less than our maximum force capability
will be necessary for survival. We build atom bombs and the
best means we can agree upon for assuring their delivery.
Meanwhile the Russians do likewise. We estimate no adequate
defense but one which envisions a maximum offense, and we
fear that unless our strategic bombardment is immediate and
effective, we may lose the struggle at the outset. Finally we
pause to examine our conscience—to ask ourselves if we are
yielding up our professed morals by defending them in a
struggle which requires the instantaneous and diligent applica-
tion of weapons of wholesale killing and destructive power.

Suppose we say that it is immoral of us to accept war on these
terms and that we will not employ strategic bombardment. If
our estimate of the situation is correct, then such a decision is
tantamount to yielding up our national objectives and the prin-
ciples and morals which these objectives purport to preserve
and spread. The question thereafter would become, do we best
serve morality by yielding moral forces to immoral force.

No! We do not face any question of the morality or immoral-
ity of strategic bombardment, any more than our predecessors
faced similar questions in past wars which in their times were
also appalling.* Strategic bombardment—or, more accurately,

*To wit: even the bayonet, which for a hundred years after its advent was considered a
torrible and barbarous instrument of war. Ed.
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air power as a whole with its weapons of today—represents but
another increment to the ever-accelerating time rate of destruc-
tion. The world began this acceleration a long time ago when it
replaced its stone axes and spears with metal edges and bows.
It is right and just that we continue efforts to establish a super-
ior authority which can force people to live in reasonable toler-
ance of each other, but this goal cannot be achieved by yielding
to a power aimed specifically in the other direction.

The question of morality or rightness rests, then, in whether
our estimate of the situation is correct; whether a blitz applica-
tion of total force is essential to security; whether our code of
morals is more entitled to survival than that of our enemy;
whether a clash of armed might can or cannot be avoided;
whether we can correctly gauge, either in victory or defeat,
when our total destructive power in application ceases to serve
a necessary purpose. We have had enough training in these
matters in the bitter school of experience to suggest that if
we honestly determine the answers to these questions to the
best of our ability, our determination should be reasonably ac-
curate. The degree of killing and destruction necessary to carry
it out will be determined by the enemy himself. This nation’s
morals need not suffer.

THE last of the four objections listed at the begin-
ning of this discussion arises from a vision of a titanic struggle
that devastates civilization past recovery.

Strategic bombardment, to repeat, is but a new weapon in
man’s arsenal which, like other weapons added earlier, in-
creases the rate of destruction and killing. The conflict of today
is already draining our resources. The conflicts of the past were
slower drains, but given time, even as in World War I, a war of
position, they so debilitated the world as to reauire a long
struggle for readjustment. World War II, a war of movement,
involved larger portions of the world’s people and material re-
sources. At an increased time rate of destruction, it debilitated
the world again to serious degree. Would a long war of huge
surface forces and no employment of strategic bombardment
reach a conclusion favorable to this country with less damage
to the world’s economy than a shorter war employing strategic
bombardment? It is far more likely not only that we have no
choice about the employment of strategic bombardment but
that a war between forces presently in conflict, without air
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power strategically applied, would indeed exhaust the world’s
economy—and completely.

Viewed in another manner, it would seem reasonable that if
strategic bombardment is as destructive as is feared by some
of its opponents, no nation can continue long under it. The
more potent it is, the greater the rate of injury and the shorter
the time a nation can indulge in war. Thus the greater the
success one nation achieves, the less the other can achieve; and
once the tide turns, the emerging victor can, if he but will,
control the degree of destruction thereafter.

If strategic bombardment with atomic weapons can force a
nation to its knees, that fact would tend of itself to preclude the
possibility of an unopposed race to see which of two opponents
can first wipe out the other. If both opponents possess the capa-
bility for strategic bombardment, each one has no choice ex-
cept to place his enemy’s capability on first strategic target
priority, as well as on first defensive priority. Not to do so would
simply be to assist in his own defeat. Whichever opponent wins
in this immediate phase has, thereafter, the power to control
the extent of destruction and Kkilling by strategic bombard-
ment. Having control, it becomes his moral obligation as well
as his obligation to post-war economy to exercise it only to the
necessary degree. It may therefore be concluded that a future
war is not likely to be more destructive with strategic bombard-
ment than without it. As a matter of fact, indications are that
the total destruction may be less, if strategic bombing is prop-
erly employed.

When we perfect a warless but still successful means by
which goodness and justice can survive and prosper, let us em-
ploy it to the exclusion of war—and beat our swords into plow-
shares. Until then, let us not waver in indecision over—much
less challenge—the employment of those means now vital to
the mere survival of our objectives.

Air War College

Aircraft of the United States Far East Air Forces line up for take-off at Yonpo
Airfield in North Korea, abandoned after the most concentrated air evacuation
of the Korean War from 12 December to 17 December 1950. When marimum effort
was attained, the planes were moving out every three minutes. day and night.
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Yonpo Evacuation

When Combat Cargo Command pilot Captain Campbell lifted the wheels of his
C-54 from Communist-surrounded Yonpo Airfield on the morning of 17 Decem-
ber he brought to a successful close the greatest single concentration of sustained
airlift in the Korean war. As he banked his heavily loaded plane in a steep turn
to avoid nearby enemy lines, his tired passengers, men of Yonpo's Combat Cargo
Support Unit, crowded the windows for one last look at long columns of trucks
and troops moving back to abandon a flaming, useless airfield to hard-driving
Chinese Communist hordes.

The security-shrouded mass air evacuation had begun five days earlier when
transports of Far East Air Forces Combat Cargo Command started flying hun-
dreds of ROK (Republic of Korea' marines from the threatened forward
Korean airlift base. As the Communist pressure increased, more and more trans-
ports were flown in to help evacuate all Air Force, Marine, Army, and ROK
units and their equipment from the airfield area. Flying on an around-the-clock
basis despite winter storms and scant radio aids, every available Combat Cargo
Command transport was sent into the sky train streaming into Yonpo airfield.
This all-out effort, the most concentrated transportation operation in the Korean
war, evacuated all United Nations personnel and equipment before the Reds
charging in from three sides could take the airfield.

During the final three-day maximum effort C-54 Skymasters, C-119 Flying
Boxcars. R5D Marine Transports, C-46 Commandos, and the battered, old C-47
Skytrains teamed together to fly more than 2400 tons of personnel and equip-
ment from the snow-covered airfield deep in Communist territory. Included in
this mass air evacuation was a Fifth Air Force Fighter Wing, a Marine air wing,
both including personnel and equipment, vehicles of all sizes, ana hundreds of
tons of live ammunition. More than 4200 troops were flown from the airfield
during the five-day evacuation. Four hundred and eight of these were battle
casualties flown directly to military hospitals in Southern Korea and Japan.
When maximum effort was reached on 16 December, the twin- and four-engine
cargo transports were landing and taking off at three-minute intervals, rivaling
the famed Berlin Airlift's swarming air traffic.

Elements of the U.S. Third Division set Gp a battle perimeter around the air-
fleld area to stall attacking Chinese troops. Artillery shells and Navy projectiles
whined over the strip day and night to explode just outside the airfleld perimeter
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Scattered bombs lie in the snow awaiting salvage by aiwr from frozen Yonpo Airfield.

Over 4200 troops were flown out during the five-day airlift while the U.S. Third Divi- |
sion held a battle perimeter around the Yonpo area to stall the attacking Chinese. }
Here heavily clothed Republic of Korea troops are lined up to wait for air evacuation.




ring the final three days of mazimum effort more than 2400 tons of personnel and
ipment were flown from the snow-covered field ahead of the driving Communists.

area amid enemy forces. Control tower operators on the airfield guided combat
cargo pilots away from danger areas where the artillery was being fired in sup-
port of our hard-pressed infantry troops. Grim, heavily clothed men of the Com-
bat Cargo Support Unit at Yonpo worked day and night in spite of the biting
cold and imminent threat of enemy infiltration. All equipment possible was dis-
mantled and loaded into the endless stream of aircraft for evacuation to safe
rear areas. Pilots and crews of the transports, standing by to fly out the equip-
ment and passengers, toiled side by side with ground crews in the loading opera-
tions. The minute a plane was loaded, its crew would hurry aboard and take
to the air.

Late on the last night, Col. Glen R. Birchard, commanding Combat Cargo
operations at Yonpo, received word that all aircraft must be off the airstrip no
later than 0800 the following morning. One C-119 had to be abandoned. One
engine was out and there was no time to fly in another and effect an engine
change. The crew worked throughout the night, stripping it of everything use-
able and salvaging parts to repair.the broken elevator of another C-119, in which
they too were to return to Japan. This exchange of parts had to be made in the
dark, under the blast of thirty-mile, sub-zero winds driving against the oil-
smeared tail booms fifteen feet above the frozen ground. Then all instruments,
radar and radio equipment, parachutes. and numerous other items of removable
equipment from the doomed plane were loaded on the C-119 now flyable.

. During the night the eerie light of burning ruins lighted up the field and from
the outskirts of the area could be heard the hollow, intermittent booming of
artillery fire. Colonel Birchard delayed the take-off of the last airplane until one
hour past the eight o'clock deadline set by the ground forces, in order to ensure
that every last man and piece of equipment was flown out. He and his crew
took off at 0900 to complete 446 sorties, airlifting more than 2700 tons of pas-
sengers and equipment out of the doomed airfield in five days.

Thus at 0900 hours, 17 December, Yonpo Airfleld, key airlift base on North
Korea's east coast, was abandoned to the enemy. Scene of the medical air evac-
uation of more than 4600 war and weather casualties from the Choshin Reser-
voir area and air supply staging fleld for the lifesaving airdrops to embattled
Marines and U.S. 7th Division forces fighting their way out of the Communist
trap. Yonpo Airfield now lay in smouldering ruins, stripped clean by reverse air-
lift of all personnel and vital equipment.—Major Raymond L. Towne, USAF,
Hq.. Military Air Transport Service.



Korean Targets
for Medium Bombardment

CoLONEL RAYMOND S. SLEEPER

opinion “that practically all of the major military tar-

gets strategically important to the enemy forces and to
their war potential have now been neutralized.” His announce-
ment was made only sixty days after General O’Donnell’s B-29’s
from the United States had run their first mission in Korea.
Had the B-29’s really neutralized all the strategic targets in
North Korea in sixty days? Were there ever any strategic tar-
gets in North Korea, or was the deployment a hurried, unneces-
sary move? Was this a waste of valuable long-range air capa-
bility? Was this a flexing, a warning rippling of the United
States Air Force’s strong right arm, the Strategic Air Force?
Or an example of the flexibility and mobility of air power?

The purpose here is to examine some of these questions by
very briefly reviewing the target systems attacked by long-
range bombers in World War II, the target systems available
for attack in Korea, those brought under attack, and the result
of these attacks and to draw a few tentative conclusions from
the use of B-29’s in Korea.

Analysis of the most effective target systems for air attack
was one of the very difficult tasks of World War II. When the
war started 7 December 1941 in the Pacific, the United States
had practically no economic and industrial intelligence on
Japan. What intelligence was available was poorly interpreted.
On 15 June 1944 B-29’s began operating against Japan from
China. By that time intelligence had developed analyses of the
vulnerability of Japan to air attack that designated targets
such as the Yawata steel plants, the aircraft engine and air-
frame plants in Tokyo, and the fire-vulnerable cities of Japan.
As the war progressed, aerial mining of Japanese ports was also
undertaken to interdict support of Okinawa and the movement
of the Japanese fleet. The B-29 attacks against airfields in
Japan during late 1945 were important to the support of the
Okinawa landing; and the B-29 attacks on the Kyushu airfields

ON 12 September 1950, General Stratemeyer voiced the
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17 April to 11 May 1945 stemmed the serious kamikaze attacks
that threatened to force the withdrawal of naval forces sup-
porting the Okinawa landing. The B-29's also brought under
attack oil, armament plants, and military forces in being. With
the attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki the Japanese nation
was finally brought to its knees in unconditional surrender.

It is necessary to remember that the rise of air power in the
Pacific from Australia to the Philippines gained air superiority,
helped to neutralize the enemy surface forces, and then sup-
ported occupation of advanced bases in the Pacific which per-
mitted increased air operations against Japan. In the Pacific
war the early American strategy was to gain strategic decisions
by defeat of surface forces; but the final capitulation, the final
strategic decision, was reached not through decisive surface
battles but through the strangulation of the Japanese home-
land by naval and air forces and the exploitation of air superi-
ority by the B-29’s and carrier forces—through the exploitation
of air superiority by predominant air power.

The Korean situation produced no real requirement to estab-
lish air superiority, since air superiority was granted the United
Nations by default, except for the important enemy rear areas
behind the Yalu River that were ruled “out of bounds” by politi-
cal considerations. The air forces, after a hurried buildup, were
able to enter into maximum ground support and neutralization
missions, south of the Yalu River. It might be expected, then,
that the B-29’s were to be used against “strategic” targets in
Korea. However it becomes clear under study that the term
“strategic” implies unrealistic compartmentalization of air
operations and that the B-29 bomber forces were themselves
a component of the total air power committed to Korea. To
understand their operations, it will help to review the methods
of selecting bombardment targets developed during World War
IT and to review the targets selected for attack in Korea.

The methodology of target selection now practiced by the
Ailr Force was developed during and after World War II. This
methodology requires very detailed intelligence. It further re-
quires that this detailed intelligence be analyzed and presented
in target studies which will enable the war planners to desig-
nate targets for destruction to accomplish the mission of air
power. Several factors embracing a wide variety of intelligence
information and study must be considered:

(1) The depth of the targets to be attacked in the industrial
complex: How long does it take for the products of the proposed
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target to flow to use in battle? The length of the manufactur-
ing and transportation pipe line from iron mines to the weap-
ons in the soldier’s hand is so long that successful destruction
of the mines would not hamper front-line activities for many
months. The weapons factories offer a better target system.

(2) The importance of the targets to the industrial war econ-
omy and front-line operations: While steel is of unquestionable
importance to the manufacture of war materiel, wood is less
important.

(3) Dispersion: Concentrated targets and target systems offer
much more promise than plants scattered across the country.

(4) Reserves: To destroy production is of little value if ade-
quate reserves are immediately available for military operations.

(5) Cushion: How much of the total plant capacity is idle?
What is the replacement rate of destroyed plants? How fast
can the enemy expand his capacity? What percentage of this
total system must be reduced to cut through civilian and the
less-important military uses to reach the important military
uses? Substitutability is also included in the factor of cushion.
If the petroleum refineries are destroyed, can the enemy manu-
facture satisfactory fuels from synthetic plants?

(6) Capability: Can the targets be destroyed or neutralized
with the forces available for attack? This embraces evaluation
of the physical vulnerability of the target and selection of the
right type of bombs for it. Probably most important in target
selection is to match the potential target systems with the ca-
pability of the forces available for attack and to select the tar-
get system that will best accomplish the mission of the Air
Force.

(7) Recuperability: Bombing airfields may damage runways,
but bulldozers can quickly repair them. “Dusting off” attacks
may be required to keep the targets neutralized.

The target information must include precise geographical
location and description so that the targets can be identified
and attacked. Identification becomes a critical factor in diffi-
cult weather and terrain such as has been encountered in
Korea.

THE problem was posed to determine what strategic
targets in North Korea directly supported the war effort of the
North Korean armed forces and to evaluate the effects of air
attacks on them. One of the obvious limitations on this prob-
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lem was the geographical-political one to consider only targets
south of the Yalu River.

Korean industry had been aggressively fostered by the Japa-
nese during their occupation of Korea as a complement to
their own industrial system. The Korean economic industrial
potential thus developed comprised the water power resources,
the bauxite, iron ore, copper, tungsten resources, and electro-
chemical and electro-metallurgical industries. The Soviet occu-
pation of North Korea integrated the industrial potential of
North Korea with the Soviet economic system. This integration
provided for the increased output of heavy industries, including
the electro-chemical plants, the arsenal at Pyongyang, and the
explosives plant at Hungnam. It also provided for direct admin-
istrative and financial assistance to North Korean industry,
together with the familiar cannibalization of certain plants
and plant equipment to meet critical needs in the U.S.S.R.
This meant, then, that the North Korean industrial complex
was never designed to be a self-supporting economic whole. It
further implies that significant war supplies for the North
Korean military forces must come from the Soviet Union and
Soviet satellites.

The target systems to neutralize the North Korean military
forces were therefore generally of two types: those industrial
targets that would deny North Korean forces immediate and
long-range supply of military end products from North Korean
industry and transportation targets in North Korea, the de-
struction of which would interdict the flow of supplies from
Soviet Russia and Soviet satellites into Korea. Careful con-
sideration of the North Korean industrial potential determined
that maximum effects on the capability of North Korean forces
to fight might be expected from the destruction of transpor-
tation targets, port approaches, chemicals, liquid fuels, and
munitions.

Transportation targets analyzed for attack included some
thirty-two rail and highway bridges on three lines across Korea
as shown: the first line from Pyongae, Samch’ok, Wonju, and
Chochiwon, to Seoul; the second line from Munsan through
Ch’'unch’on east to the Chumunjin highway bridge twelve miles
south of the 38th parallel; the third line from Sinanju through
Pyongyang and Songchon to Hamhung. In addition nine rail
yards in Seoul, Wonsan, and Pyongyang were included. Two
port areas were also included for mining attacks in Inchon
and Wonsan. It was estimated that these targets could be
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effectively attacked with the forces available and that move-
ment of supplies along the main routes to the south would be
halted. As of 17 July 1950 it was estimated that minimum daily
supplies of 4050 tons were necessary for Communist front-line
action. It was recognized and recommended that rolling stock
on rail and highway should be brought under attack to comple-
ment the attack on rail and highway bridges. Mining of the
two ports of Wonsan and Inchon was designed to supplement
the interdiction of land transport routes.

However well communication lines might be cut by attacking
transportation as above, many supplies could be expected to
get through even on the backs of coolies. It was therefore
necessary to consider strategic targets, the destruction of which
would effectively interdict the supply of those war goods to
the fighting front. Obviously the war industries supporting the
Chinese Communist forces were not in Korea, nor were many
of the plants supporting the North Koreans. Interdiction
through attack on manufacturing plants could therefore never
be complete without attacking industrial targets north of the
Yalu River. However some industrial plants were identified in
Korea as supporting the Communist war effort.

For ammunition the North Koreans had been drawing on
the large stockpiles accumulated in the U.S.S.R. To stop its
flow to the front, interdiction of transportation into North
Korea would be most effective. At the same time local chemical
industries which could contribute to ammunition supply would
have to be destroyed. One combine, the Hungnam complex
comprising three large plants, produced chemicals basic to the
manufacture of ammunition. If these chemical industries were
destroyed and transportation was interdicted, the North
Koreans would soon run short of ammunition supplies.

It was estimated that North Korea produced some 250,000
metric tons of liquid fuels annually from the petroleum refinery
at Wansan and the two synthetic fuel plants at Yongan and
Aoji. The Wonsan Plant was by far the more important, supply-
ing some 93 per cent of the total North Korean output. North
Korean petroleum storage capacity was estimated at some
300,000 metric tons, and targets were identified to reduce this
capacity. As with the chemicals and munition systems,
neutralization of internal North Korean petroleum facilities
would be meaningless unless transportation of imports from
the U.S.S.R. and its satellites was successfully interdicted.

There were no heavy war material manufacturing facilities
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in North Korea. All automotive, tank, heavy guns, and heavy
materiel of any kind would have to be imported once current
stockpiles were consumed. Only very minor repairs to armored
vehicles were possible in Korea. If, therefore, the supply of
vital elements of ground force armament were interdicted, the
North Korean forces would have only stocks immediately on
hand. The supply of small arms was somewhat different. The
armament plants of North Korea produced small arms, small
arms ammunition, and a limited amount of artillery shells, the
bulk of munitions production being at the Pyongyang Army
Arsenal Heijo and the Pyongyang Branch Arsenal at Kanni.
In addition Heijo was the arsenal center of North Korea, where
an estimated fifty per cent of grenades, submachine guns, rifles,
and small arms ammunition was stored. Other ammunition
storage facilities were designated as targets as well. It was em-
phasized again that neutralization of these munitions targets
would deny the North Korean forces of most of their small
arms supply only if the communications lines from the U.S.S.R.
and Soviet satellites were effectively interdicted.

MOST of the strategic targets attacked were desig-
nated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but some were chosen by
FEAF, and the actual attacks on selected targets were supple-
mented by targets of opportunity. At present it is possible only
to describe the attacks in general and discuss only tentative
results.

It has been essential to consider the interdiction targets in
relation to the industrial targets, since the latter would assume
real importance only if the interdiction campaign succeeded.
In this campaign itself the B-29’s played a major part. Soon
after their arrival in the theater, they were heavily committed
to the FEAF program for interdiction.* Railroad marshalling
yards and key bridges in rail and highway systems were their
especial targets. The first major strike was made 13 July on
the Wonsan marshalling yards and dock area, as part of the
plan to interdict the flow of materiel and personnel to the
combat area. The Pyongyang railway bridge and marshalling
yards, the Wonsan marshalling yard, and the Seoul railway
bridges and marshalling yards were major choke points in

" "SBee "Interglcuon." in this issue, p. 63. Also see ‘‘Afr War In Korea,” pp. 19-37, and
Interdiction,” pp. 56-61. Alr University Quarterly Review, Fall 1950.—Ed.
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rail movements between North Korea and the front. These and
similar targets, together with the key bridges on motor trans-
portation routes, were assigned to FEAF Bomber Command.

The three key rail transportation areas, Wonsan, Seoul, and
Pyongyang were attacked on the first three major B-29 raids
and were reattacked at intervals necessary to deny their use
to the enemy. Stopping the traffic of men and materiel at these
three focal rail points dealt the first major blow in breaking
the North Korean offensive. By these attacks alone the logistic
problems of the enemy were made almost insurmountable. The
medium bombardment forces were the only weapon available
to the U.N. Command which was capable of halting this vital
traffic, and by late July 1950 they had halted it. Altogether
during the first three months of operations 162 marshalling
yards were attacked by the B-29’s, including the major ones
at Seoul, Pyongyang, Wonsan, Hamhung, and Seishin. Also
bombed out of service were 252 rail and highway bridges. Rail-
road lines and main highways were put under steady surveill-
ance, with over 700 rail cuts and 211 direct hits on roads slow-
ing up traffic.

As the campaign moved into North Korea the B-29’s pene-
trated deep into Korean mountain areas in a striking demon-
stration of the flexibility of the air weapon under centralized
control. Three components—medium bombers, fighter-bombers,
and fighters—were merged into a series of interdiction opera-
tions to break up the flow of supplies coming into Korea from
the north:

“The interdiction program followed the pattern of a housewife sweep-
ing a walk. One day B-29's would hit a series of cities and towns across
Korea from Pyongyang to Wonsan, while B-26’s ranged below them
from Sariwon to Kosong and fighters swept the area from Kaesong
to Yangyang. Next day the B-29's moved farther north to Sinanju,
Pukchang-ni, and Yonghung, while B-26's worked day and night
over yesterday's B-29's targets, and fighters visited the Sariwon-
Kosong line. The following day., B-29's took on Sinuiju, Chongju,
Taegwan-dong, Sakchu, and other centers in northwest Korea, and
so on all the way up to Chongjin in far northeastern Korea.""

In reviewing the attacks on war industry the chemical plants
may be grouped with the arms and arsenal targets, since they
are very closely associated. Nine plants were attacked in this
group, including the Chosen Nitrogen Explosives Factory, the
Chosen Nitrogen Fertilizer Factory, and the Bogun Chemical

*“Ajr War in Korea."' Air University Quarterly Review, Fall 1950, p. 37
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Factory, the three composing the Konan chemical-industrial
complex at Hungnam, the largest in Asia.* The attacks on the
Konan complex 30 July through 19 September delivered 1761.5
tons of explosives on these targets. Inspection of the pre-
attack and post-attack photos revealed the extent of the
destruction of the Chosen Nitrogen Fertilizer Factory of the
complex, which processed nitric acid for explosives and metal-
lurgical products. Although this plant, the largest chemical
plant in the Far East, was attacked through complete overcast,
complete destruction was found to have been achieved, when
Hungnam was taken, with practically no damage falling out-
side the target area. An evaluation study by FEAF Bomb
Damage Assessment Field Teams confirmed the destruction
of the potential of the entire Konan complex.

The Pyongyang Army Arsenal was 70 per cent destroyed on
7 August by 100 tons of bombs. The other targets in the
chemical-arms-arsenal category, including the important Japan
Explosives Company at Haeju and the Kan-Ni Arsenal, were
also destroyed or neutralized. The result is that the Communists
must now completely rely upon supply of ammunition and
small arms from the Soviet Union or Soviet satellites.

The most important petroleum plant in North Korea, the
Chosen petroleum refinery at Wonsan, was attacked with six
tons of bombs on 22 July and struck again with 321 tons on 7,
9, and 10 August. It had not been possible to direct concentrated
effort against this target earlier, because the B-29 forces avail-
able were committed to ground support and interdiction miss-
ions against communications, although fighter-bombers did
deal an undetermined number of bombs against it between 22
July and 7 August. Vehicular operations of the enemy were
drastically slashed by the destruction of the Wonsan refinery,
which was capable of producing large quantities of motor fuels,
aviatiorr gasoline, and lubricating oils, its annual capacity being
rated in excess of 1,500,000 barrels of crude oil, with storage
capacity estimated at 20,000 barrels.** Three petroleum storage
areas were also hit with significant results. By 1 August 1950
prisoner-of-war interrogation reports had already emphasized
the extreme shortages of petroleum goods available to the Com-
munist forces, an effect probably due to the successful interdic-
tion of transportation. The destruction of the Wonsan refinery
and the storage areas rendered the North Korean forces depen-

"See “"Bomb Damage,”” Air Universily Quarterly Review. Fall 1950, pp. 81-86.—Ed.
**See "'Bomb Damage.'' pp. 86-87.—Ed.
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dent upon fuel externally supplied, with consequent lengthen-
ing of communications.

Certain basic metal industries were also brought under at-
tack. Seven major plants received some 1600 tons of bombs.
The Japan High Frequency Heavy Industry at Songjin, for
example, was demolished (90 per cent destroyed or damaged)
28 August by 326 tons of bombs. The pre-war productive capa-
city of this plant was 20,000 metric tons of high-speed cobalt
and manganese, stainless, and other high-grade steels. One of
the most important steel plants in Korea, it was in full opera-
tion. The Chosen Riken Metals Company at Chinnampo, which
was Korea’s second largest aluminum and magnesium plant
and which was in full production, was struck 31 August with
284 tons of bombs and 70 per cent destroyed or damaged. Its
pre-war capacity was estimated at 6000 metric tons of alumi-
num and 1000 metric tons of magnesium. Also among the major
plants attacked were the Mitsubishi Iron Works at Seishin
(hit with 132.5 tons of bombs on 19 August and 30 per cent
estimated destruction), the Japan Iron Works at Seishin (203.5
tons on 7 September and 20 per cent estimated destruction),
the Japan Mining Company Smelter at Chinnampo (248 tons
on 31 August and 35 per cent estimated destruction), the
Japan Iron and Steel Company at Kyomipo (252 tons on 27
August and 1 and 20 September and 40 per cent estimated
destruction), and the Japan Magnesite Chemical Company at
Songjin (183 tons on 8 September and 30 per cent estimated
destruction). Other, less important targets of this type were
destroyed.

The full results of the attacks on the basic metal industry
are, however, not yet known. Although the occupation of North
Korea revealed that at least two of the seven plants attacked
were not being used, it must be remembered that available
information indicated almost no Soviet dismantling of these
Korean industries. Korean industries could be expected to be
used to the maximum for war preparation. This war production
could be augmented by capacity to turn out products which
could be traded in Manchuria, the U.S.S.R., and China for
finished war products not produced in Korea. Of particular
value for this purpose were the metals industries, the chemical
and fertilizer industries, and the petroleum refining capacity.
To break the capability of North Korea for sustained military
operations, her industries had to be destroyed. Even if her econ-
omy could not sustain long-term fighting, the period of her re-
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sistance could be shortened by bombing these targets. If the
possibility of outside help had materialized sooner than it did,
these industrial targets might have become heavily defended
and much more costly to eliminate than at the time they were
attacked. Recognizing that the preponderance of front-line
supplies for the Communists in Korea came from the Soviet
Union and her satellites and recognizing that the North Korean
war industries were also contributing to this Communist sup-
ply, the interdiction campaign could only be complete with a
successful neutralization of North Korean war industries in
being. It may well be that the divorce of the North Korean
forces from sustaining economies by destruction of transporta-
tion and war industries saved the battle situation in the critical
days of the shrinking Pusan perimeter.

ANOTHER aspect of the air attacks in Korea merits
extended study by itself. The psychological aspect of air power
is so little understood that the psychological results of its em-
plcyment tend to be unplanned and poorly calculated. A case
in point is the reaction of the people of Berlin to the Airlift.
Today Berlin is the one strong bastion of anticommunism in
Germany, almost entirely because of the positive reaction to
the Airlift, an unplanned and uncalculated psychological by-
product of air power.

In Korea psychological reactions of value accrued from the
great care taken to bomb only military targets, from the care
to avoid bombing civilian areas, and from the efforts made to
warn civilians to evacuate dangerous military areas.

In the first place only specific military or economic war-
potential targets closely related to military operations were
designated as aiming points. Furthermore extensive target
study classes were conducted before missions with the crews to
perfect direct and indirect target identification.

In the second place the accuracy of bombardment in Korea
has been unusually good. This can be attributed to the excellent
training of crews, to the development of better equipment, and
to the lack of heavy opposition over the targets. The marshal-
ling yards in Seoul, for example, were attacked with some
375 tons of bombs, which completely destroyed the facilities,
rolling stock, and trackage. Damage outside the area was
restricted to structures bordering the marshalling yard, a great
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tribute to the operational efficiency of the B-29’s in Korea.

In addition the civilian populace was warned by leaflets
dropped by B-29’s to evacuate potential target areas. While this
type of leaflet represents only about one per cent of the 23 mil-
lion leaflets dropped through 21 August 1950,* the warning, to-
gether with careful concentration of B-29’s on military tar-
gets, is firm answer to Mr. Malik’s charges of 1 August in the
United Nations that the U. S. was bombing defenseless civilian
populations. There is no question but what the U. S. Air Force
made a largely successful effort to refrain from bombing
Korean civilians. There is no question but that the U. S. Air
Force attempted to identify itself psychologically with the
cause af the people of Korea.

A significant result of air bombardment in Korea for psycho-
logical warfare developed from the Air Force effort to promote
evacuation of potential target areas by dropping leaflets. Such
control was gained over populations in enemy occupied areas
that evacuation actually became a hindrance to our own troop
movements. While it is questionable that for purely military
considerations evacuation was the reaction most desired, the
point is that action was produced through warning leaflets.
This action gave a very limited control over the populace in the
enemy rear that could very probably have been expanded
through more concrete instruction to the populace, through
organization of resistance movements, through evacuation of
all key personnel, through return of trained resistance leaders,
through supply of resistance forces by air drop, and in general
by maximizing the positive psychological reactions to air power
in Korea.

This discussion of targets attacked by medium bombardment
would be incomplete without mentioning ground support tar-
gets. The second mission run by FEAF Bomber Command dis-
patched ten aircraft which were vectored to targets by ground
controllers. All in all during the critical months of August and
September alone 3030 tons of bombs were dropped against
front-line targets and military installations. From the start of
their operations it was apparent that in relief of the hard-
pressed ground forces the B-29’s would be committed to missions
for which they had not been designed. Evaluation of these tac-
tics is not yet available for publication, but they are men-

*The purpose here Is to emphasize the psvchological aspects'of the employvment of air
leaflets. passes through the American lines for surrender, and similar standard propaganda
Icaflets.
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tioned to point out that the B-29’s were used across the board.
They were used to attack strategic war-supporting targets, to
attack communications targets, to interdict the battle front,
and even to attack ground-support targets to assist the troops
in the front line.

IT is clear from the foregoing that Communist
Korea presented no such integrated war economy as Japan and
Germany in*World War II. This meant that the Communist
armies could fight in Korea only as long as adequate supplies
were received from Soviet Russia and Soviet satellites. In other
words, the industrial war economy behind the North Korean
army resided in the U.S.S.R. and in Soviet satellites, except for
certain petroleum facilities, arsenals, explosive factories, and a
few basic industrial plants in Korea. Air power successfully de-
stroyed these outlying strategic industrial assets to the North
Korean war potential and brought under heavy attack the com-
munications arteries in North Korea between the Communist
armies in Korea and their industrial heart in the U.S.S.R. and
Soviet satellites.

The Korean war started 26 June. It was eighty days before
the Americans were able to assume the offensive at Inchon.
Meanwhile the North Koreans had driven American and South
Korean forces 160 miles to the Pusan perimeter. Forty-three of
these eighty days were required to build up the B-29 forces in
FEAF, although only half the B-29’s were operating as early as
13 July, eighteen days after war started. (Moreover, during the
first three days of this period FEAF air force units were denied
strategic or interdiction targets north of the 38th parallel.)
Thus in thirty-seven days of maximum operations before the
forces were put ashore on 15 September to take Seoul, the Air
Force had helped crumble the rear areas of the North Koreans,
which permitted the Inchon landing that turned the North
Korean flank and disintegrated the front for the Naktong
breakout. During the period 26 June-15 September the B-29’s
delivered over 5000 tons on such interdiction targets as rail-
road lines, railroad bridges, highways, highway bridges, and
road junctions, this 5000 tons being supplemental to their num-
erous and heavy attacks on marshalling yards plus approxi-

mately 2200 tons on battle line and military installation
targets.
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The strategic decision was made to commit surface forces in
Korea before air power could neutralize and interdict the
battlefield. The strategic decision was also made to restrict the
use of air power to areas south of the Yalu River. The first de-
cision is reminiscent of World War II strategies aimed at fight-
ing and winning surface engagements rather than trying to
neutralize the enemy forces through air power and then oc-
cupying the neutralized enemy area. The second decision
simply denied air power targets which could be attacked to
interdict and neutralize the North Korean forces until U. N.
troops had retreated toward the Pusan perimeter and length-
ened enemy lines of communication.

Then, as U. N. Forces re-passed the 38th parallel on their
drive north, the Air Force, being restricted to targets south of
the Yalu River, could not possibly neutralize strategic targets
or interdict communications arteries supporting the new forces
forming north of the Yalu River. Therefore when the Chinese
Communist forces struck south of the Yalu River on 25 Novem-
ber the Air Force was denied strategic targets and largely de-
nied interdiction targets until the Communists had pushed far
enough south to expose again the lines of communication south
of the Yalu River. It appears possible, nevertheless, that Air
Force attacks actually slowed and in some cases stopped Com-
munist forces between the Yalu and just south of the 38th par-
allel where U. N. forces again made firm contact with them
about 31 December. With interdiction targets available only
between the Yalu and Han Rivers and with the Communist
rear areas intact behind the Yalu River, it took sixty-nine days
of maximum air effort between 25 November and 2 February to
help interdict the Chinese forces to such an extent that U. N.
ground units could stop and slowly begin to drive the Com-
munists back. Only thirty-seven days of maximum Air Force
effort had been required against the North Koreans with their
more exposed lines of communication and rear areas. But in
this second situation all targets in the rear areas of the Chinese
are denied the Air Force, and offensive action by U.N. forces is
much more difficult.

Under such conditions of air warfare, where strategic tar-
gets are denied the Air Force and where interdiction targets
have also largely been denied, some observers and analysts have
found the Air Force inadequate and have proposed assignments
of ground-support air to ground force units. These are mis-
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leading and dangerous conclusions to draw from the operations
in Korea.

General O'Donnell put it this way in a statement to the
Army Navy Air Force Journal:

“We have learned nothing new in tactics or techniques during this
campaign. No unique contributions to the art of aerial warfare have
been made, although we have perfected and expanded to some extent
upon recognized and accepted methods. Our operations in Korea have
simply applied the lessons of World War II, which are already thor-
oughly documented and firmly established. We advocate no change in
aerial war plans or précurement based upon lessons of this experi-
ence. It is absolutely essential that we keep our minds on our primary
objective, so clearly defined by the major power alignments of the day.
It would be a national calamity if, as a result of this bitter, though
small-scale, action we permit emotional advocates to revive outmoded
concepts. The attendant clamor might result in expending our sub-
stance and resources for weapons and units which could never effec-
tively come to grips with our only possible enemy. We should push with
all endeavor our plans for a fighting team capable of playing the New
York Yankees—not the Toledo Mud Hens!”

The facts are clear. Ground force units were committed
piecemeal before air power could neutralize the battlefront.
When B-29’s were rapidly and efficiently deployed 8000 miles in
eight days, the main strategic targets were “out of bounds.”
The Air Force interdicted the battlefield and neutralized rear
areas in thirty-eight days of maximum air operations and U. N.
forces were victorious over the North Koreans. The Chinese
forces attacked when both strategic and interdiction targets
were “out of bounds” behind the Yalu River. As U. N. forces
moved south, interdiction targets again became available, and
Communist forces were halted. In sixty-nine days of maximum
air and ground overations U. N. forces had regained the initia-
tive and started back toward the Yalu. As U. N. forces drive the
Chinese back, the Air Force is denied interdiction targets, and
a temporary stalemate may well result in Korea.

The operations in Korea indicate that the time phasing of
the employment of air power prior to the commitment of
ground forces—clearly demonstrated in World War II in North
Africa through poor phasing and in Europe and Japan through
somewhat better phasing did not dictate the over-all strategy
in Korea. It may well be that a temporary stalemate will force
recognition of these World War II lessons.

Air War College



Industry
To neutralize Communist forces fighting in Korea it was necessary to attack
and destroy two broad target systems. One was the industrial production that
could supply immediate or long-range war materiel. The other, since the North
Korean industrial complex alone could not support the war, was the transporta-
tion capability that brought in the flow of supplies from beyond the Yalu border
river to the fighting front. During the months of August and September the
heavy hand of aerial bombardment was laid upon North Korean industry, upon
the factories and the plants and the mills and the refineries that could help wage
war. Early in October the job had been done. Inspection of a few of the hundreds
of photographs of its results confirms the effectiveness of the FEAF bombers.




The Japan High Frequency Heavy Industry Company
North Korean steel was struck decisively on 28 August 1950 when B-29's dropped
over six-hundred 1000-pound high-explosive bombs on the steel plant of the
Japan High Frequency Heavy Industry Company at Songjin, on the east coast
180 miles north of the thirty-eighth parallel. The steel plant was one of the most
modern in Korea, two thousand feet wide and almost two miles long. Devoted
principally to production of high-quality steel, cobalt, and manganese, its facili-
ties included ten blast and electrolytic furnaces, a modern rolling mill, a huge
forge shop, and a large electrical transformer yard. Destruction was so
thorough that six thousand workers were never able to restore production.

Bombing effects on the Japan High Frequency Heavy Industry Company: A post-strike
photo after the Navy bombardment on 21 August 1950 and a minor U.S. Air Force
strike on 22 August reveals not more than ten per cent destruction of the key steel
plant. The post-strike photo after the Air Force attack of 28 August by forty-seven
B_29’s shows. with several fires still burning. approrimately ninety per cent destruction.
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When FEAF Bomb Damage Assessment Field Teams pushed into North Korea, damage
estimates from post-strike photos were more than confirmed. Ruins of the rolling mill
in Japan High Frequency Heavy Industry Company are typical of what they found.

The Chinnampo ore smelter. On 31 August 1950 more than 600 tons of high explosives
were unloaded by FEAF B-29’s on industrial installations at Chinnampo, twenty miles
southwest of Pyongyang. With clear visibility at noon a steady stream of bombers
pounded for an hour and a half at the marshalling yard, the freight car storage yard,
a chemical plant, a magnesium aluminum plant, and a smelting plant. No flak or
enemy fighters were encountered during the bomb run, which went off exactly as
planned. The photograph shows some of the ruins of the smelting plant, the most im-
portant ore smelter in North Korea, which had been composed of about thirty indus-
trial buildings, covering a triangular area a half mile long. The one attack stopped the
plant’s operation, destroying its high productive capacity in copper, lead, and zinc.

The Konan ore refinery. This machinery shop, part of the ore refinery in tne vast
chemical-industrial complex at Konan, went out of business 24 August 1950 in a mop-
ping-up operation by FEAF medium bombers. The core industries of the compler had
already been blasted with 1582 tons of high-explosive bombs in four attacks in late
July and August. Main components of the complex—the Chosen Nitrogen Explosives
Factory, the Bogun Chemical Factory, and the Chosen Nitrogen Fertilizer Factory—
met with 85 per cent destruction. The ore refinery produced large quantities of silver,
nickel, lead, and copper. Ninety-one bomb craters were counted directly on the plant.
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The Sunchon Chemical Works. Heaps of rubble and gaping walls mark what once was
a section of the chemical factory at Sunchon, thirty miles north of Pyongyang. The
fifty-acre plant, with factory buildings constructed of unusually heavy concrete and
steel sections. was subjected to thirty-four tons of bombs on 10 September 1950 by
B-29's of the U. S. Far East Air Forces Bomber Command. The Sunchon Chemical
Works had produced ammonia. sulphurous acid, and chemical fertilizer, all useful in
the manufacture of munitions. Pre-strike photographs had indicated that it was being
converted to the production of war malerials after the elimination of the primaru
North Korean chemical plant at Konan in a three-pronged attack by FEAF bombers.

Large sections of the Pyongyang Arsenal, one of the major immediate sources of N. K.
military supplies, were completely devastated in the B-29 attack of 7 August 1950 on
the Arsenal and the nearby Pyongvang marshalling yards with 450 tons of bombs.
Moderate and fairly accurate flak in the Pyongyang area dealt minor damage to five
aircraft without crew casualties. The B-29’s paid a second and final visit to the Arsenal
with 228 tons of bombs on 12 September and left nothing more than twisted steel
columns, shattered buildings. and blcwn-up ammunition storage areas to cover its site.

The Wonsan Railroad Locomotive Works. Closely tied in with the destruction of basic
industry and transportation were the attacks on such vital facilities as the huge Won-
san locomotive and car shops, which were being used chiefly to repair the rolling
stock for the crippled transportation system of North Korea. In keeping with the cur-
rent practice in Korea of mounting attacks against key industrial concentrations
rather than formal target systems, the B-29's ferried over four hundred tons of ex-
plosives to three targets at Wonsan on 10 August: a railroad center and switching
yard, an oil refinery. and the locomotive works. The locomotive works, with its heavy
Jorge equipment, machine shops, and warehouses, ccvered an area of 2200 by 1300 feect.
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Tactical Air Operations
n Retrospect and Prospeet

BriGapiIER GENERAL HOMER L. SANDERS

Air Force, has said that it is not the Air Force’s job to

win a war alone. Land, sea, and air may all make a vital
contribution to a campaign. Sea power may blockade the ene-
my, strangling his economic supply line, combating his sub-
marine threat, and at the same time provide valuable logistic
support to our own forces. Our land forces may engage the ene-
my in combat, containing and finally destroying his land ar-
mies. Strategic aviation may attack the enemy’s homeland, de-
stroying his economic sources of power and will to fight. Yet to
all this, one major element must be added—sufficient air power
to wrest control of the skies from the air forces the enemy can
commit to the support of his ground forces For example, Russia
can bring 15,000 aircraft to the support of her armies. Our land
forces cannot maintain a successful, continued campaign with-
out coordinated air actions to keep clear the skies above them,
to fix the enemy by interdiction, and to cooperate closely with
the ground forces in the immediate battle area. Decisive tacti-
cal air operations will be the margin of difference between suc-
cess and failure in a ground battle for Western Europe.

Any statement indicating too much emphasis on strategic
air operations at the expense of tactical air operations or vice
versa is foolhardy. It is generally admitted that without the
deterrent effect exercised by the strategic capability, we might
have become involved in World War III by this time. This is
not meant to lessen the role of strategic air operations after the
initiation of hostilities, for in addition to its passive role as the
‘“keeper of the peace,” strategic’s active role as the seeker and
destroyer of the opponent’s source of power, wherever located,
will have the most far reaching effects on the outcome of the
war. Strategic air operations can bring many results, but they
alone cannot prevent the overunning of Western Europe by the
hordes from the East.

That is a task for the military team to perform and with
proper coaching and training and control of the air it can be

G ENERAL HoyT S. VANDENBERG, Chief of Staff, United States
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done. To do it will require concerted efforts of the United States
and Allied land, sea, and air forces, all working in harmony
and to a common end—survival as free men. Once battle has
been joined, the contest will take on the aspects of a gigantic
land campaign. The Western nations will probably be unable
to match the enemy in manpower. Armor and artillery, at least
the equal in performance to that of the enemy but vastly in-
ferior in numbers, that will be thrown into the fray will not be
enough to win. Our men will be good, and good fighters, but
they still will be, Americans and Europeans, with a lot to live
for and little desire to join their ancestors. Death in battle, as
the greatest thing to aspire to, is not for them. Other things
being more or less equal, in what category can we gain the
advantage? To this question the proposed answer is in tactical
air operations.

In this we can excel. What we lack in numbers—and we seem
to have a bad habit of always going in outnumbered—we can
compensate for by the skill of our crews and the performance
of our aircraft. We cannot afford to accept aircraft just “as
good” as the latest one the enemy is rumored to have. In this
one category, at least, we must and can stay ahead; for in the
Atlantic Pact countries are the keenest aerodynamic minds and
the greatest pool of masterful pilots to be found on this earth.

There is an unexplainable something about these American
pilots; otherwise, why would vou have to threaten to take the
ammunition away from two reconnaissance pilots to prevent
their being bounced by a squadron of ME-109’s, usually some
fifty miles off the course of the projected mission? This hap-
pened repeatedly in one of the reconnaissance groups of the
Ninth Air Force in Europe, and the ME-109 squadron always
got licked. Or how can you account for a radio conversation
such as this, actually overheard in a Control Center? Thunder-
bolt to Mustang, “Where is this big fight going on?” Silence.
Again—Thunderbolt to Mustang, “We are in the area and can
help you.” More silence, then a slow drawl over the VHF', “Don’t
you wish you knew?”

With that sort of spirit at the controls of first-line aircraft
odds mean little, but keep in mind that such fighting spirit
cannot long survive if we deal these pilots a “second-rate hand”
in their flying equipment. Strangely enough, many fine officers
of the military profession, highly trained in their fields of ac-
tivity, but totally untrained in the technique of aerial combat,
would have us do just that. No greater disservice could be done
to the young men for whom they are responsible and to the
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country they serve than to fail to give these young men the
privilege of moving, sleeping, fighting, and eating without the
ever present menace of enemy air attack.

In the past, U.S. air power has given our ground fighting
men this protection, and we propose to do it in the future. In
preparation we must refrain from devoting portions of our air
resources to special purpose aircraft, which for want of a better
name may be called American Stukas. A collection of such air-
craft is about as useful in performing the first and most essen-
tial task of the Tactical Air Force—gaining and maintaining air
superiority over the area of conflict—as a collection of warts
on a hog. We cannot afford Stuka-type aircraft useful only in
the very limited task of close air support but totally worthless
without absolute air supremacy. For their limited worth we
cannot afford to diminish our numbers of high performance,
fighter-bomber type aircraft essential in the task of clearing
the air of enemy aircraft and at the same time capable of ren-
dering good close air support and performing first-class inter-
diction missions. It is extremely doubtful that the resources of
the country permit the luxury of building large numbers of air-
craft to be held back on rear area airdromes awaiting the time
when they could be safely used. Such a policy might result in
their never being used at all.

We need look no further back than World War II for the
truth of this statement. Although greatly outnumbered, the
Royal Air Force, because of the farsightedness of its leaders in
developing the outstanding fighter aircraft of the day, the
eight-gun Hurricane and Spitfire, was able to defeat the massive
German Air Force in the Battle of Britain. In contrast the Ger-
man Air Force had specialized in ground support type aircraft,
which were world beaters until they met first-class opposition.
In the campaign through Poland and through Belgium and
France, there was little air opposition to challenge the activi-
ties of the Stuka and other cumbersome German aircraft. Later
when tried in North Africa, after the formation of an effective
tactical air force equipped with fighter aircraft, the losses sus-
tained by the German Air Force in the operation of the Stukas
became so heavy that they were forced to withdraw them from
combat. :

DURING World War II tactical air operations were
spoken of as being in three phases. This was later recognized as
a misnomer, since phases indicate chronological sequences.
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Such sequences are not the rule in tactical warfare, there-
fore, the word phase was changed to task, and the three most
important tasks, now laid down as doctrine, are:

1. Gaining and maintaining air superiority
2. Interdicting the battlefield area
3. Close air support of surface forces

Any or all of these tasks may be going on simultaneously, or
any one of them ray be necessary at any stage of the cam-
paign. How so, may be asked? The campaign in Europe can be
used as an example. Air superiority over the German Air Force
was begun by the Royal Air Force while we in the United States
were still indulging in pipe dreams of peace. It was finally at-
tained after years of intensive air fighting and after the loss of
the finest and most irreplaceable manhood of the allied nations,
not to mention the loss of thousands of scarce aircraft. By the
time of the invasion an almost undreamed of air mastery over
the skies of Europe had been secured.

Just prior to the invasion the finest example known to mod-
ern warfare of air interdiction and isolation of the projected
battle area was undertaken and carried to a successful conclu-
sion by both strategic and tactical air forces of the United
States and Britain. It was accomplished by a well-thought-out
program of cutting lines of communications at the Seine River,
thus isolating Normandy from powerful German reinforce-
ments in the area east of Paris. Throughout the advance from
Normandy across France and deep into Germany, this cam-
paign of interdiction was carried on. Really effective close sup-
port was begun at the St. Lo break-through and was brought
to a peak of perfection by the experience gained in supporting
the land forces in their move toward the Rhine. During this
entire period air superiority over the German Air Force was
maintained.

Simultaneous performance of the three main tasks was rec-
ognized as being largely responsible for the momentum gained
and maintained by the ground forces. A good example of this
concurrent action is that contained in the history of the XIX
Tactical Air Command. One group of fighter-bombers was kept
busy in preventing the opposing German Air Force units from
gathering enough strength to present a serious threat to the
Third Army which the XIX TAC was supporting. This group,
credited with the destruction of over nine hundred German
aircraft, was equipped for and later used in the interdiction
and close support tasks when the threat of enemy air Opposi-
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tion vanished. Other fighter-bomber groups were scheduled for
armored column cover, close support of ground units, and the
interdiction missions. Wherever possible, and until intelligence
indicated a need for concentration of effort, groups and
squadrons worked with the same ground units day after day in
order to build up team spirit and mutual confidence.

There are numerous examples of how well and how closely
this support was given. On one occasion the leader of a
squadron giving column cover to one of Patton’s armored col-
umns was overheard giving instructions to the Forward Air
Controller in the lead tank as follows: “Stop your column, the
enemy has a big gun emplacement just around the bend in the
road and is looking down your throat.” After a few seconds he
was again heard to say. “Your lead tank is only a hundred
yards from the emplacement, can you back the column up
about a hundred yards?” Apparently the armored column com-
mander complied with the flight leader’s wishes, for the next
remark was, “O.K., you can move forward now, we have a direct
hit with a 500-pound bomb on the gun emplacement.”

Another example of the results of diversified tactical air op-
erations is the classic one of the German commander, south of
the Loire River, who refused to surrender his force of twenty
thousand men unless the commander of the XIX Tactical Air
Command was present to accept the surrender. As he put it, his
surrender was made necessary by the constant air attacks he
had suffered over the past few weeks.

Tactical air operations are complex and require a consider-
able amount of perception for complete understanding. How-
ever, the most difficult point to put across and the most con-
stantly misunderstood is their application for the three results
they are designed to attain. Interdiction is mixed with close
support, and air superiority is a most necessary ingredient of
both. Air superiority can be maintained only by means of first-
line fighters and fighter-bombers with a kill potential exceed-
ing anything the enemy has to offer. When this potential is
lost, control of the air is lost with it. It is possible for this con-
trol to be lost at any stage of the conflict, as indeed almost hap-
pened late in World War II.

The advent of the jet-propelled German fighter was the cause
of much loss of sleep in late 1944 and early 1945. Tactical Air
Force units along the front from Switzerland to the North Sea
were literally at the mercy of the German jets, as there was no
known effective defense against them. Had the Germans elected
to attack the Allied front-line airfields, the entire complexion
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of the war might have changed overnight. Our Thunderbolts
and Mustangs were no match for the German jets in the air,
and our pitifully weak anti-aircraft defenses would have been
helpless against them on the ground. In a visit to one of the
advanced wing headquarters, Lord Trenchard, Marshal of the
Royal Air Force, expressed the deepest concern over the possi-
bility of loss of air mastery to the German jets and stated that
every possible step must be taken to give our fighters on the
ground some measure of protection. Immediate steps were
taken, even to the extent of a fresh orgy of revetment building
and smoke screening of airfields, which by actual test obscured
every airplane on the field in three and one-half minutes after
the alarm was sounded.

It was not until the closing days of the war that the riddle
was solved as to why the German Air Force failed to exploit the
hundreds of jet aircraft at its disposal. It was not a lack of
brains but a lack of fuel which had saved us. Thanks were duly
given to our “big friends,” the strategic bomber force, for para-
lyzing the German transportation system and oil refinery
system.

WTHILE tactical air doctrine was being formulated in
the massive land campaign of Africa and Europe, a similar doc-
trine was being developed in the island campaigns of the Pa-
cific. Contrary to popular belief, and often-expressed views of
correspondents and commentators, the tactical control system
developed by the operational necessities of the various theaters
were similar. The difference is one of degree rather than funda-
mental concept.

In the Central Pacific the major role was played by the task
force organizations. The task force commander exercised close
control over land, sea, and air forces allocated to him for his
specific undertaking. He exercised control through land, sea,
and air commanders appointed to his staff. In some cases the
task force commander was in actual command of one of the
services making up his force, in addition to his primary job as
commander of the task force. Here a divergence in principle be-
comes apparent. It is the firm belief in the Tactical Air Com-
mand that seldom, if ever, should direct command of any one
of the participating services be exercised by the task force com-
mander. Instead, he should be allowed complete freedom and be
given complete responsibility for the operation as a whole,
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while making use of service commanders for the implementa-
tion of his orders and directives.

This belief was evident in the Southwest Pacific, where it was
the theater commander, not the task force commander, who
controlled all operations. The theater commander did not have
the actual command of any one of the three services. The land,
sea, and air forces were all ‘“‘coequal.”

At first glance there appears to be an unbridgeable chasm
between the relatively small, closely knit, island-hopping opera-
tions of the Pacific and the immense land operations of Europe.
Close study leads to the conclusion that there is a vast differ-
ence but that the difference is again one of degree rather than
concept. The Supreme Commander, European Theater of Oper-
ations, was charged with the task of destroying the might of
the German military machine and forcing its surrender. He ac-
complished his task by making land, sea, and air commanders
directly responsible to him for the specialized missions of their
respective services. No one service was subordinated to another
and with few exceptions the service cqmmanders, even with
several countries represented, pushed toward a common goal.
The success of the Supreme Commander’s organization is now
a matter of history.

Out of the long and arduous campaigns of North Africa there
evolved certain principles of tactical air organization which
were tested and found sound in the campaigns of Europe.
Among these principles the most important is that of central-
ized control. The architects of this principle, Air Marshal Con-
ningham of the Royal Air Force and Field Marshal Montgom-
ery of the British Army, did a lasting service to perfection of
air-ground operations when they announced their plan of
“coequal” and interdependent command of air and surface
forces. The brilliant success attained by the desert forces under
this plan of organization led the U.S. War Department to pub-
lish Field Manual 100-20, “Command and Employment of Air
Power,” dated 21 July 1943, which served as a guide for the
organizational structure of tactical air forces and Army groups
in Europe. This manual laid the ground rules for the prepara-
tion of Field Manual 31-35, “Air-Ground Operations,” dated 13
August 1946. Field Manual 31-35 remains the official publica-
tion, although a more comprehensive document titled “Joint
Training Directive for Air-Ground Operations,” prepared jointly
by the Office of the Chief of Army Field Forces and Headquar-
ters of the Tactical Air Command, dated 1 September 1950, is
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undergoing field test preparatory to publication as a joint
Army-Air Force manual.

Mention has been made that the principle of centralized con-
trol proved to be a sound precept in the European theater.
There is no finer example of the importance of this form of con-
trol than the rapid concentration of air effort made necessary
by the German break-through at the Battle of the Bulge. Had
the available Air Forces been apportioned out under control of
subordinate commanders, it is quite likely that concentration
of air effort would have been too late to have stopped the ram-
pant advance of the German forces.

DESPITE the fact that the greatest war in history
was won with air and ground forces operating on a coequal
status, cooperating towards a common victory and doing it
with a minimum of friction and a maximum of effect, it was
fashionable at the beginning of the action in Korea to belittle
the efforts of the Air Force, which is operating along the proved
lines of World War II. There will always be individuals in the
military services who “won’t play ball unless they can pitch,”
and who feel that they must run the show if success is to be
attained. They do not believe that a cooperative enterprise has
a chance of success, although the evidence is all to the contrary.
It would probably be useless to remind them that one of the
greatest military shows ever put on had several stars in the
cast, all coequal and ably directed to a hit performance by the
supreme commander. There was glory enough for all, and out
of the performance came the concept of air-ground operations
attested to by the most competent ground and air commanders
of the American and British services. Even the most unre-
formed individualist of the lot, General George S. Patton, be-
came a most ardent supporter of the air support system which,
in the minds of many qualified observers, reached a pinnacle of
perfection in the Patton-Weyland combination.

Most of the criticism of air operations in Korea has come
from those farthest removed from the fighting front. Practi-
cally all is without foundation in fact. Results obtained in
Korea by tactical air operations, following established prin-
ciples, serve to prove these principles sound. Air superiority was
gained in the first few days of the campaign by the F-80’s. That
the task of interdiction was successfully performed is attested
to by North Korean prisoners of war who said: “We stopped in
about 30 tunnels, sometimes for two days at a time. We had to
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walit for bridges to be repaired and tracks straightened out. . . .””
" . a notable decline in morale due to intensity of enemy
aerial activity ... .” *. ... with the aid of flares, night intruders
damaged or destroyed practically all of the trucks of the bri-
gade. Close support, originally hampered by lack of communi-
cations equipment, has been given credit by numerous ground
unit commanders for making it possible for United Nations
forces to stay on the Korean peninsula.

The Air Force has been criticized for its apparent neglect of
tactical air during the post-war period. It is true that tactical
air was placed in a lower priority than the strategic offensive
capability and the air defense of the United States. Because of
a limited budget, the Joint Chiefs of Staff were faced with the
problem of getting the most good out of each available dollar.
At the time their decision was a very sound one. Now that na-
tional policy has undergone a change, the recent decision to ex-
pand tactical air is equally sound.* Steps taken recently to in-
crease the number of groups in the USAF and the elevation of
Tactical Air Command to a major command status will enable
TAC to furnish tactical air support to the expanding Army.

Fighter-bomber, troop carrier, and reconnaissance units plus
the necessary tactical control groups will engage in extensive
maneuvers and exercises with Army units during the coming
year. Plans for improved TAC support are being implemented
by the activation of a special weapons squadron to study
methods of applying new weapons to the support mission. An
assault helicopter group is being planned to take over the job
of transporting troops and supplies in and out of front-line
areas. A never-ending search is being conducted to design and
build better aircraft for the support mission, always keeping in
mind that they must be able to “live‘in the air.”

The experience of the Korean war assures us that the basic
doctrine of tactical air warfare has not changed. The jet plane
has proved to be the most suitable all around weapon for the
mission; the system of centralized control is still valid; tactical
air operations will best serve everyone concerned under Air
Force command in cooperation with ground command. We
must have the best pilots in the best airplanes in the world.
“One for one” is not good enough. We must strive for a kill rate
of “twenty for one.” It has been done before and it can be done
again. Headquarters, Tactical Air Command.

*This does not mean that defense doctrine has been changed. Air Force doctrine has al-
ways recognized that tactical air units must be provided to support armies that are put in
the fleld. They were provided in Korea. Now that a national emergency has occurred and a
mobilization of fleld armies has been determined a necessity, it follows that tactical sir
forces must be increased to complement them.—Ed.
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FEAF AND THE OUTBREAK OF HOSTILITIES

WHEN the North Koreans invaded the Republic of Korea on 25
June 1950, the Far East Air Forces was not surprised. But FEAF
was certainly not prepared to assume an active role in the con-
flict. For one thing its mission, as laid down by higher authority,
was strictly defensive: to protect Japan, Okinawa, the Mari-
annas, and the Philippines. Its principal element, the Fifth Air
Force, based in Japan, consisted very largely of fighters. Its
tactical training had been concerned mostly with problems of
air defense, and while it had met all ground force requests for
joint training and exercises, such joint maneuvers had not been
extensive. It had only a single wing of long range bombers, the
Air Force’s principal offensive weapon.

For another thing FEAF was suffering from an overdose of
economy. Long before the North Koreans moved, General Mac-
Arthur had protested that his Air Force units were inadequate
in number and that his capabilities to defend his command
area had been reduced to a point even below that of a calcu-
lated risk. As late as April 1950 economy measures had deacti-
vated two air division headquarters within Fifth Air Force.
When hostilities began, FEAF had only four airfields in Japan
with runways capable of handling combat-loaded jet fighters.
It had only two groups of aviation engineers; and these, which
were not under the control of the Air Force, were badly under-
manned and equipped. Nor did FEAF have a tactical air control
group, an organization not permitted to a defensive establish-
ment but of the very greatest importance in offensive opera-
tions. Finally, housing, storage, and repair facilities were at a
minimum or non-existent, parts often were in short supply, and

_"The several articles included under this title have been written on the basls of the Alr
Historlcal Dlvlslog monograph, “U.S. Air Force Operations in the Korean Conflict, 25 June-
1 November 1950." The monograph is fully documented and may be used for verification of
particular statements in these articles. Footnote references have therefore been made in

only a few instances where they are believed necessary, and no reference t
) o material ob-
talned from classified messages has been permitted. !
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personnel was below even peacetime strength. In short FEAF,
through no fault of its own, was, in the words of its commander,
Lt. Gen. George E. Stratemeyer, totally inadequate for any-
thing other than a limited air defense of Japan, Okinawa, and
the Philippines.

The Republic of Korea’s air arm was even less capable of in-
fluencing the course of the war. During the withdrawal of
American troops from Korea in the spring of 1949 it had been
decided that South Korea’s economy was not adequate to sup-
port an air force and that, moreover, a substantial R.O.K. air
force would increase the possibility of the numerous border
clashes becoming an all-out war. So it was that on 25 June the
R.O.K. air force consisted only of a few liaison types and several
T-6 training aircraft.

If, on the outbreak of hostilities, the R.O.K. air force was
nonexistent and FEAF was forbidden to take an active part in
the conflict, the same conditions did not apply to the North
Korean air arm, which had 162 Soviet-made aircraft (132 of
them combat types) and which went into action on the morn-
ing of the 25th. That afternoon its planes strafed Kimpo air-
field, just west of Seoul, doing a fair amount of damage to
planes and installations, and the following day flew a substan-
tial number of sorties in support of N.K. ground troops which
were sweeping toward Seoul against weak and deteriorating
R.O.K. resistance. But the skies over Korea were not long to
be the exclusive property of the North Koreans. On the evening
of the 25th MacArthur was instructed by Washington to send
to Korea any ammunition and equipment believed needed to
prevent the loss of the Seoul-Kimpo-Inchon area and to protect
the movement with air and naval cover. He was also to take
such air and naval action as was necessary to evacuate Ameri-
can and non-combatant dependents as might be determined
by U.S. Ambassador Muccio. Pursuant to these orders, FEAF
fighters on the 26th covered two freighters evacuating person-
nel from Inchon, and a C-47 went into Suwon airfield, where
it picked up ten South Korean pilots who were to be checked
out in flyable tow-target F-51’s. Then on the evening of the
26th, President Truman, empowered by a U.N. Security Council
resolution of the preceding day branding the North Koreans as
aggressors, instructed MacArthur to offer the fullest possible
support to permit the disorganized South Koreans to reform.
These instructions lifted all restrictions on FEAF for opera-
tions below the 38th parallel.
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FEAF immediately went into action by directing strikes
against N.K. targets affecting the safety of American nationals
and by ordering Fifth Air Force to establish air superiority
over South Korea and to prevent by aggressive action N.K. air
force interference with R.O.K. troops or U.S. evacuations. Most
of FEAF's air activity on the 27th was evacuation and cover
for American nationals. Protected by 131 F-80 and 32 F-82
sorties, its C-54’s, C-47’s, and C-46’s had evacuated 748 persons
by 2245 hours. Not an evacuee suffered so much as a sprained
ankle, because, in part, of the fighter cover, which shot down six
enemy planes. In other operations that day F-80’s accounted
for four more N. K. planes. No American planes were lost, or
even damaged. FEAF might not have been in condition to en-
gage in an all-out war, but when it was ordered into the conflict,
it was ready for immediate action and it struck promptly
and capably.

On the 28th, despite weather which kept the ceiling at
Japanese bases at less than 200 feet, B-26’s, F-80’s, and F-82’s
shot up the railway yards at Munson and in attacks on tanks,
vehicles, and troops left fires visible for 50 miles. Medium bomb-
ers entered the fray when four B-29’s of the 19th Bomb Group,
now flying out of Okinawa, hit targets of opportunity. FEAF
transports began airlifting supplies and ammunition into
Korea and, bringing out personnel, ran their evacuation figure
to 862 persons. The enemy’s air force also was active, its Yaks
strafing three American planes on Suwon airfield and damag-
ing two C-54’s in flight.

On the 29th FEAF sent B-29’s against Kimpo and B-26’s on
harassing attacks and ordered all fighters at Itazuke to attack
enemy forces between the front lines (along the Han River)
and the 38th parallel. In spite of these efforts the North Ko-
reans broke through the Han River line on the 30th. MacArthur,
having been granted the necessary authority, then ordered
American ground troops into Korea. At the same time he au-
thorized FEAF to extend its operationsinto North Korea against
air bases, depots, tank farms, troops, and other purely military
targets, such as key bridges and critical points on highways
and rail lines, but in all attacks to stay well clear of the fron-
tiers of Manchuria and Siberia. The United States was in the
Korean War.
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EARLY PROBLEMS OF COMMAND AND DEPLOYMENT

WHEN FEAF became involved in the Korean conflict, it found
itself faced with a number of problems. It must redeploy its
units in terms of its new combat role, while at the same time
providing for at least a reasonable defense of the command
area. It must obtain additional aircraft, air units, personnel,
and materiel from the States and deploy them. It must prepare
for coordinated efforts with Naval, Marine, and British air.

In the organizational framework of the Far East Command,
FEAF would operate alongside two laterally coequal com-
mands: Naval Forces Far East and Eighth Army. Actually,
according to the theory of FEC organization, the Eighth Army
should have been subordinate to an Army Forces Far East
Command, which would have been coequal with FEAF and
NAVFE, had it been created. This command, however, had not
been established, with the result that GHQ, FEC, staff members
also acted as the superior Army staff in the theater. With the
exception of a few joint boards and liason officers, neither the
Air Force nor the Navy was represented on the GHQ staff, and
unification, as far as command organization was concerned,
did not exist in the Far East.

Since both Air Force and Navy planes wowld operate over
Korea, it was essential that there be a clear definition of mis-
sion, permitting the maximum utilization of force without
sacrificing safety precautions. The CG, FEAF, was accordingly
given command or operational control of all aircraft operating
in the execution of FEAF missions as assigned by CINCFE
(Commander-in-Chief, Far East); similarlyy, COMNAVFE
(Commander, Navy Forces Far East) would control aircraft
executing missions assigned to NAVFE. When both FEAF and
NAVFE were given simultaneous missions over Korea, such as
close support for Eighth Army troops, CINCFE would delegate
to the CG, FEAF, the right of “coordination control.”* Such co-
ordination control would not always be easily managed, because
of the imperfect communications of the early months of the
war. Instead of providing maximum utilization of force, more-
over, the first part of the command decision set out spheres of
activity and thus partitioned the air mission. Thus, at the time
of Inchon, an area was established around the beachhead for
exclusive operations of carrier aircraft, an area which FEAF
planes could enter only at the request of the Naval air com-

°Ltr., Maj. Gen. E. M. Almond, CS, FEC, to USNAVFE and CG, FEAF, 8 July 1850.
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mander. Such an arrangement was possible only because of
the paucity of enemy air opposition. Against an enemy with
strong air power, such a partitioning of carrier and land-based
air activity might prove of serious consequence. And, under
any circumstances, the system did not promote air’s two great
qualities of flexibility and concentration.

In early July, however, the problems of command were much
less pressing than was that of proper deployment of FEAF air-
craft within range of Korean targets, a problem involving bases
available and types of planes to be employed. Moreover FEAF
had to reserve enough tactical units for the air defense of the
FEC area.

Movement of tactical units to Korea was desirable, but the
early loss of Kimpo and Suwon cost the Air Force the two best
fields in South Korea. Only Taejon, Taegu, and Pusan were
currently of any use, and of these only Pusan had a possibility
for basing jet aircraft in the immediate future. Although there
would be no signal air warning system for Korean fields for
some time to come and although there was need for a million
square feet of pierced steel plank, FEAF began early in July
to expand the runways at Pusan, Taegu, and Pohang to 6000
feet. The uncertain ground situation delayed a similar expan-
sion at Taejon and Sachon.*

Until Korean fields could be made ready, FEAF's best located
bases for tactical aircraft were in the Itazuke and Ashiya areas
(Japan), from which F-80’s could provide thirty ta forty min-
utes of close support along the battle line of early July. During
the first days of the Korean conflict the Fifth Air Force moved
its fighter units into Kyushu bases. Other units—Ilight bombers,
fighter bombers, and tactical reconnaissance—moved from
Misawa and Yokota to Itazuke and Ashiya. The Twentieth Air
Force’s 19th Bomb Group moved from Guam to Kadena Air
Force Base, Okinawa. Then, and for some time afterward, the
units were short of maps, target charts, intelligence officers,
and many other personnel and items of supply and equipment
necessary to full-scale operations.

Concurrently with its redeployment of units and its first
combat missions FEAF requested additional aircraft and per-
sonnel. General Stratemeyer asked, among other things, for
164 F-80’s and 64 F-51's. Instead he got 145 F-51’s, sent over

"Pusan 'K-11 airfield would not be suitable for jet aircraft. For a discussion of engineer
problems and airfleld construction 1n Korea see the History of the 1lst Construction Com-
mand (P), June-Novmber 1950, on file in th Air Historical Division.
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post-haste by carrier, and only 44 F-80’s (without engines)
which were already en route. The balance of the 120 F-80’s
could not be sent for the simple reason that they were not
available.

FEAF’s strength was soon augmented by the arrival of other
combat units. The 162d Tactical Reconnaissance Squadron
(RB-26’s) completed its movement from Langley Air Force Base
on 18 August. The 22d, 307th, 92d, and 98th Bomb Groups
(B-29’s) reached the theater during July and August; the first
two to be stationed at Kadena, the latter two at Yokota, Japan.
All four, together with the 19th Bomb Group and 31st Stra-
tegic Reconnaissance Squadron, were under the FEAF Bomber
Command (Provisional), Maj. Gen. Emmett O’Donnell, Jr,,
Commanding. FEAF also began to receive additional personnel:
pilots, navigators, bombardiers, communications and electron-
ics personnel, and others essential to the command’s combat
effectiveness. It was not until September, however, that FEAF
had approximately the manpower it needed, and even then,
particularly in the case of its aviation engineers, it was short
in many categories.

As soon as hostilities began, FEAF took immediate steps to
expand its supply levels. The Far East Air Materiel Command
was designated as the sole FEAF agency to place requisitions
in the Zone of the Interior and to indicate priorities, and ar-
rangements were made for daily radio requisitions on the Sac-
ramento Air Materiel Area. FEAF was given an overriding S-1
[first priority supply] for unfilled requisitions on hand and all
emergency requisitions. The S-1 priority quickly eliminated
such shortages as oxygen masks, helmets, parachutes, life rafts,
photographic supplies, power plants, and numerous categories
of aircraft supplies. Other items, such as napalm and wing
tanks were contracted for in Japan. Even with these advan-
tages, however, many items (for example, ordnance and
100/130 octane gasoline) were often in short supply in the early
days, while other items (for example, communications and
electronics equipment) long remained in the critical category.
The situation would have been much more serious but for the
extremely able job done by FEAMCOM in handling supply,
maintenance, repair, and manufacture.

Even at best, however, the improvements in supply and re-
lated fields did not come overnight, and for the first several
weeks of the war FEAF had to fight an air war with far too few
personnel, aircraft, equipment, and supplies.
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AIR SUPERIORITY

Tue strangest phenomena of the Korean war was that the
North Korean forces should have been so excellently equipped
with armor and ordnance and so meagerly supplied with air-
craft. An intelligent, high-ranking officer of the People’s Army
later explained that the North Koreans had few pilots. When
queried as to why the Russians did not provide pilots, he drew
a fine Oriental distinction, explaining that “equipment was a
‘thing’, whereas the pilot was a ‘man’, and the Russians were
concerned with United Nations action ....”* Whatever the rea-
son, the lack of determined Communist air opposition was one
of the paramount features of the Korean operation. In General
Stratemeyer’s opinion any lessons learned from Korea must be
predicated upon the fact that U.N. naval ships could operate
close inshore, that Air Force planes remained virtually un-
challenged by counter-air, and that ground troops had little
to fear from enemy air attacks. General Stratemeyer thought
the degree to which all U.N. forces ignored the threat of Com-
munist air attack to be a calculated risk. He constantly cau-
tioned that similar air superiority could never be assumed in
all-out war.

After initial strikes around Seoul and raids against Suwon
airfield on 29-30 June, the North Korean air offensive declined
suddenly. The force evidently stood down on 3-5 July, probably
to perform maintenance and assess its losses. FEAF still esti-
mated that the North Koreans could mount 105 sorties a day
from their airfields at Sinmak, Pyongyang, Yonpo, and Wonsan.
It expected sneak attacks and nuisance raids. Bearing out these
estimates, four Red planes bombed and strafed Chonju on 11
July. Next day Yaks shot down an L-4, fired a B-29 near Seoul,
and attacked F-80’s near Chochuwan. On 15 July two Yak-9's
attacked four B-26's, forcing one to land with damages at Tae-
jon. Seven Yaks were sighted at Kimpo that day, and the speed
with which both Kimpo and Suwon had been repaired seemed
to indicate expected air reinforcements. Four Yak fighters
strafed U.S. front lines on 17 July, the same day that two IL-10’s
ventured down to Taegu.

The threat, however, did not materialize. North Korean air-
craft were no match for U.N. fighters in the air, and with little
antiaircraft protection they were easily destroyed on their air-

*Edward L. Bowles, Memorandum t
s el e on the Interrogation of Lee Hak Ku, CS8, 13th North
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fields. On 19 July, for example, seven F-80’s of the 8th Fighter-
Bomber Group spent twenty minutes strafing the airfield at
Pyongyai:g. With no hostile opposition they fired fifteen enemy
planes on the ground and shot-up some ten others which would
not burn. By 10 August 110 enemy planes had been claimed as
destroyed, leaving perhaps 35 others on hand, with some possi-
bility of resupply. While there were virtudlly no North Korean
aircraft about during.late July and early August, the construc-
tion of revetments at Kimpo and Suwon continued to bother
U.N. intelligence forecasters. On 23 August a sneak raider did
cause damage to HMS Comus off the west coast of Korea, and
FEAF cautioned the Fifth Air Force to maintain airfield sur-
veillance, attacking any aircraft noted as a first priority. Yet
few Red planes remained for destruction, and at the end of
September FEAF claimed cumulative destruction of 85 aircraft,
the U.S. Navy carrier aircraft claimed 51, and the Royal Aus-
tralian Air Force Squadron claimed one. The North Korean air
force had evidently been destroyed. Its obsolete Russian planes
had beer: a negligible factor in the battle for South Korea.

At the end of November, as U.N. forces neared the Yalu River
boundary of Korea, the Chinese Communist Air Force promised
somewhat firmer opposition as jets and conventional fighters,
taking-off from their sanctuary across the border, made hit-
and-run passes against U.N. aircraft. The Yaks held little dan-
ger, and ten of them were shot down during the first week of
November, but Red jet fighters, appearing for the first time in
combat, possessed an inordinate advantage. These MIG-15’s
followed a standard pattern, flying a combat air patrol on the
Manchurian side of the Yalu until they sighted U.N. aircraft,
whereupon they would head north until out of sight, climbing
to altitude on the way. They would return at an altitude advan-
tage, pounce down on the U.N. aircraft, and then escape with
a low-level sweep back into Manchuria. One such attack de-
stroyed a B-29 early in the month, but an RB-29 tail gunner
produced another “first” on 9 November when he downed a
MIG-15 with approximately 130 rounds. Although the MIG-15’s
refused to be drawn from the safety of the Sinuiju area, F-80’s
managed to engage them for the first time on 7 November.
Matching their greater maneuverability against the MIG-15’s
superior speed, the F-80’s were accredited with three Red jets
destroyed, while F-51’s were also credited with three Red jets.
Although out of full control and burning, these MIG-15’s were
last seen heading for crash landings across the border. U.N.
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forces had overtaken a crated F-80 engine being shipped north
out of Pyongyang for Communist intelligence purposes; evi-
dently the Communist regime did not appear to wish their own
jet designs to fall into American hands.

The Red Chinese Air Force continued these harassing attacks
during November, and early in December it finally crossed the
Yalu in force, an effort timed to coincide with the Chinese
ground campaign. Enemy jets penetrated to Kanggye and were
sighted thirty miles west of Hamhung. Evidently elated by
ground successes, MIG-15’s attacked a formation of B-29’s in
the face of escorting F-80’s, pressing determined attacks to
within fifty feet of the bombers. At the same time ground-sup-
port aircraft were moved into North Korean airfields. On 6
December twenty conventional types were sighted at Sinuiju,
and on 7 December some ten Yak type fighters were observed
at Pyongyang. Although the Chinese evidently meant to press
a stronger air attack, the advantage still lay, at least in the
air, with the U.N. forces. The F-80 fighters were a fair match
for the MIG-15’s and could deal easily with Communist ground-
support planes. Given a month’s warning that Red jets would
be used, the USAF was getting Sabre and Thunderjet fighters
into Korea, eithier of which would be more than a match for the
MIG’s 15’s. Had the USAF yielded to the clamor in the public
press during July and August and replaced its jet fighters in
the FEAF with the slower piston-engined types for ground-
support, the advantage might have been with the Communist
Chinese, in the air as on the ground.

CLOSE-SUPPORT CONTROL

AT the outbreak of the Korean hostilities the USAF possessed
only one tactical control group. Located at Langley Air Force
Base, Virginia, it would move as quickly as possible to Korea,
but it would not be ready to begin operations until early Oc-
tober. Committed as FEAF had been to a static deployment for
the air defense of Japan—a mission dictating a troop and
equipment list entirely different from that required in offensive
tactical air operations—FEAF nevertheless worked out an in-
terim control organization needed in Korea with commendable
rapidity and ingenuity. According to General Stratemeyer’s
proposal, approved by CINCFE, the Eighth United States Army
in Korea (EUSAK) would make its requirements for air sup-
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port directly to the Advance Headquarters, Fifth Air Force,
Major General Earl E. Partridge Commanding, which would
honor those requirements within its means, reporting require-
ments in excess to FEAF, with an information copy specifying
targets to the new FEAF Bomber Command. FEAF would direct
the Bomber Command to furnish such support as could not be
given by the Fifth Air Force. Since he commanded the tactical
air force, General Partridge would furnish most of the impro-
vised control organization.

Although it complied with doctrine, the control system was
severely hampered by a lack of experienced controller person-
nel and a crippling shortage of communications channels. The
heart of the system was the Joint Operations Center (JOC),
which was established at Itazuke Air Base, Kyushu, on 3 July
and which moved to Taejon, Korea, on 5 July. On 14 July the
JOC located proximate to EUSAK headquarters at Taegu, where
by 19 July sufficient heavy communications equipment had ar-
rived to establish a full scale JOC-Tactical Aircraft Control
Center (TACC), less radar and direction-finding facilities. Ad-
vance Headquarters, Fifth Air Force, opened at Taegu on 20
July alongside the JOC-TACC, thus bringing command and
control together at one location.*

The forward element in the control system was the Tactical
Aircraft Control Party (TACP). Six TACP’s were being formed
in Japan for a maneuver at the outbreak of hostilities and were
promptly flown to Korea, where they were on hand when the
24th Division opened at Taejon on 4 July. By 10 August, 18
TACP’s were in the field, and the Fifth Air Force would ulti-
mately provide a minimum of four parties to each division, a
number larger than World War II experience had indicated as
necessary. A TACP was allotted to each Republic of Korea divi-
sion and to each R. O. K. corps. One Air Liaison Officer was as-
signed to each R.O.K. corps to advise the ground commanders
on air capabilities for close support. Under normal circum-
stances ground units are supposed to select the targets for close
support, but being in a withdrawing action, the Eighth Army
was often unable to identify enemy points of strength. The
Fifth Air Force therefore began using T-6 advanced trainer air-
craft to spot targets behind the enemy lines. It activated the
6147th Tactical Control Squadron, Airborne, to furnish the air-
borne controllers, who, with the call-sign of “Mosquito,”**

*For the organization and operations of the JOC see Fifth Air Force Historical Data, 25
June-31 Oct. 1950, II, 139-149,

*sThe Alr Historical Division has an informative flle of unit histories of the 6147th Tactical
Control Squadron, Airborne. which covers the organization, operational problems, and
achievements of the MOSQUITO squadron.
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hovered over tne enemy’s positions to direct attacking fighters.

The Fifth Air Force had therefore staffed its side of the JOC
and the control system; it had further improvised the Mosquito
control. The Eighth Army unfortunately was unable to com-
plete the Army side of the system. By Field Mapual 31-35,
August 1946, the manning, equipping, and operation of com-
munications required by the air-ground operations system was
the function of the Army. In Korea, however, the Air Force had
to provide the communications from the divisions to the JOC,
a none-too-reliable improvisation with high-frequency radio.
The Eighth Army was also unable to staff its sections of the
JOC. On 1 September, GHQ, FEC, informed FEAF that the
Eighth Army was aware of these discrepancies and would at-
tempt to remedy them when more personnel arrived. Mean-
while, GHQ was satisfied: “It is fully appreciated that essen-
tial elements of the air-ground system were not available in the
Far East Command at the outbreak of the Korean emergency
and that substitutions and field expedients were necessary.
That such a highly successful and workable system has been
developed in a relatively short period of time speaks well of the
resourcefulness and ability of the commanders concerned.”*

Yet the improvised control system was less satisfactory than
was desirable to the Air Force. TACP’s in the field generally had
no direct communications with adjoining parties, or the air
liaison officer at division, or the JOC at Taegu. Missions would
be requested by a division, but in many cases the control parties
would know nothing concerning the flight until it arrived over
them. They were similarly unable to inform the JOC whether
the air strikes had been effective or whether additional flights
were needed. The TACC could scramble fighters at Taegu and
Pohang, but it had no rapid communications to the air bases in
Japan. Aircraft based in Japan were commonly dispatched on a
daily schedule (normally two planes at fifteen-minute inter-
vals) to report to the TACC. Because of the inflexibility of the
dispatching schedule, fighters from Japan might stack up over
Taegu when there were no missions or prove insufficient to the
task when many support requests were at hand. Because of the
many communications shortcomings the Fifth Air Force had
to use this procedure: all pilots entering Korea would fly in the
vicinity of the TACC at Taegu and receive a mission, specifying
the call sign of a division TACP. The air liaison officer at the
division TACP would give them another frequency and instruct

*Ltr., Stratemeyer to CINCFE 13 Aug. 1350; 1st Ind., Brig. Gen. K. B. Bush, Adjutant
General, PEC, to CG, FEAF. 1 Sept. 1950.
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the flight to a specific forward TACP. If directed, the pilots
might contact a Mosquito airborne controller at the front lines
for instructions. On completion of the mission the flight would
report to the TACC, give a mission report, and check out of the
target area.

Defects in the control system were most obvious when Navy
carriers moved into South Korean waters to augment the Fifth
Air Force close-support effort. Since General Stratemeyer pos-
sessed *“coordination control” of naval aircraft striking land
targets, he expected them to utilize the existing control facili-
ties. FEAF also gave the Navy a list of more than a hundred
key interdiction targets, which carrier pilots might use as sec-
ondary objectives in the event that they could not find close-
support missions. Several difficult factors nevertheless arose
each time that the naval carriers attempted close support.
Communications between the JOC and the Navy command
ship were tenuous because the Navy prefers to maintain radio
silence while cruising. As a result of deck loading of carrier air-
craft the Navy habitually launched aircraft in large strikes,
which swamped the ground control system. Apparently limita-
tions of carrier operations did not readily permit frequent and
periodic launching of smaller numbers of aircraft throughout
the day, as was required for orderly close support.

Marine aviation furnished a third agency of air support in
the campaign for South Korea. When the Marine Brigade went
into the line early in August, it had support from the 1st
Marine Wing units located on two escort carriers offshore. The
wing had its own ground control intercept and tactical control
squadrons, and while the ground Marines were in combat, it
gave a relatively constant rate of about forty-five sorties a day.
Without question the Marine pilots, flying from *“jeep” carriers
close to their concentrated target areas, offered excellent close
support, but their advocates failed to appreciate the unusual
circumstances of the situation. Small carriers so close inshore
had been demonstrated as being exceedingly vulnerable to
enemy air attack during World War II. All combat experience
had similarly shown the gross waste in committing air units
specifically to the support of particular ground units, in this
case a brigade. Yet a surprising number of Army commanders
seemed willing to unlearn these lessons. They could have better
used more supporting artillery.
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CLOSE SUPPORT OPERATIONS

“WitHouT question the Air Force definitely blunted the initial
North Korean threat to the southward,” observed Maj. Gen.
William F. Dean. “Without this continuing air effort it is doubt-
ful if the courageous combat soldiers, spread thinly along the
line, could have withstood the onslaught of the vastly numeri-
cally superior enemy.” General Walker so quoted General Dean,
adding his’sincere appreciation for the air effort. Such support
for General Dean’s 24th Division, the first U.S. division rushed
into Korea, was accomplished despite the fact that it was com-
mitted to combat without any advance planning for its air sup-
port. As Major General Partridge, Commanding the Fifth Air
Force, described it, the control parties had been forced to
“catch up” with the division. The Fifth Air Force, however, eth-
ployed its full resources in close support. It’s F-51’s went out of
Japan on missions, landed at Taegu, rearmed and refueled from
supplies flown in from Ashiya, and returned to the attack.
FEAF placed primary effort on the main battle line “until the
threat to our front-line troops is eliminated.” Ground con-
trollers vectored B-29’s to front-line support for the first time
in USAF history each day between 14-17 and 21-28 July.

In the withdrawal southward General Walker relied heavily
on the maneuverability of air power, outlining his weak spots
at his morning staff conference so that the air commanders in
attendance could lay on effort and shore up the Allied lines.
Early in August, Walker wrote that “the 5th AF has given all-
out support of our efforts and all of our troops including R.O.K.
forces are high in their regard for the support sorties . . .
They have destroyed enemy tanks that had penetrated our
lines. . . . Their effort has been of tremendous value to our
forces and have saved many, many lives of our infantry troops.”

By the middle of August EUSAK had been forced back to the
Naktong River line, and General Walker was fighting with de-
termination to hold the key city of Taegu. In the emergency
CINCFE made the entire medium bomber strength of the new
FEAF Bomber Command, Major General Emmett O’Donnell
Commanding, available to EUSAK for 16 August. General
O’Donnell had already laid out his target requirements: suffi-
cient ceiling for visual bombing, a designated area with a maxi-
mum width of five miles, a line of attack parallel to U.S. front
lines, a clearly defined topographic feature, such as a river, to
mark the bomb line, mosaics of the area with careful interpreta-
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tion, two or more enemy divisions in the area, and, if possible,
some assurance that the enemy meant to attack from the re-
gion. On 15 August FEAF had a target which met part of the re-
quirements: an area 3% miles wide and 7% miles long parallel-
ing the west bank of the Naktong, just opposite Waegwan, where
the enemy appeared to be probing for a weak spot in the 1st
Cavalry front. FEAF ordered a five-group mission on 16 August,
provided weather permitted visual bombing. General O’Donnell
fully realized the impracticability of attempting to saturate an
area of 27 square miles with 12 squadrons of B-29’s, but he felt
the ground situation merited the attack if for nothing but psy-
chological effect. Having no indication of enemy groupings
within the area, his staff divided the area into twelve equal
squares, with an aiming point in the center of each square, and
assigned each squadron to one aiming point. Beginning at 1158
hours, 98 B-29’s of the 19th, 22d, 924, 98th, and 307th Groups
went over the target area, and the last plane cleared the area
at 1224 hours. They left behind 3084 five-hundred-pound gen-
eral purpose and 150 thousand-pound general purpose hombs.
From 10,000 feet the crews could report no more result than
that their bombs were on the target.*

After the bombing, EUSAK ground troops made no immedi-
ate effort to advance into the area, and exact assessment of re-
sults was never possible. General O’Donnell, over the area for
more than two hours, saw no evidence of enemy activity below.
Feeling that the area set out had been too large, he recom-
mended no more such missions unless against concentrated tar-
gets and in an extremely critical situation. General Partridge
felt that the ground commanders had at last learned the bene-
ficial lesson that air power had limitations. General O’Donnell
later observed that high-ranking ground force officers had
asked him to ‘“make a wilderness” out of the 27-square-mile
area with 98 B-29’s. General Walker believed, however, that the
strike had a psychological effect upon the enemy and had
helped the morale of his forces. FEAF’s final evaluation was
that area bombing by medium bombers should be undertaken
only as a desperation measure against identified and definite
concentrations of enemy troops ready for an attack, or in an
area where U. N. troops would attempt a breakthrough into
enemy territory.

*Final Mission Rpt., FEAF Bomber Command, No. 45, 16 Aug. 1950. For detalls of medium:
bomber employment in the first phase of the Korean operation see the excellent History of
the FEAF Bomber Command (P), July-November 1950.
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In its recommendations regarding the Waegwan carpet-
bombing, FEAF stated that tactical aircraft were eminently
better suited to halt an enemy drive than were medium
bombers, a contention justified early in September when nearly
seven enemy divisions assaulted the 2d and 25th Divisions
southeast of Masan, at the extreme southern end of the Pusan
perimeter. The Fifth Air Force laid on full support on 1-2 Sep-
tember, and on 3 September Maj. Gen. William B. Kean, 25th
Division Commander, reported that ‘“the close air support
[sorties] rendered by Fifth Air Force again saved this Division,
as they have many times before.” Maj. Gen. Lawrence B. Keiser,
commander of the 2d Division, thanked the Fifth Air Force for
its support on 11 September, support which resulted in a con-
firmed destruction by air and ground action of approximately
fifteen hundred enemy troops and their equipment on his
front.

Most of the close-support missions flown by fighters followed
a routine which became so accurate that the pilots, closely di-
rected by a TACP or Mosquito controller, only vaguely realized
their mission accomplishments. Often they did not see their
gbjectives, which almost invariably were obscured by vegeta-
tion. The enemy also followed a careful camouflage discipline
while in movement, but as the war progressed, fighter pilots
began to learn the tricks to their trade. Seeing vehicle tracks
leading up to a school house at Pyongtaek, four 35th Fighter-
Bomber Squadron F-80 pilots launched a rocket into the build-
ing and then strafed about 200 North Koreans who came tum-
bling out. Enemy tanks moving around the front were usually
hidden by day, but their tracks, especially when they ended at
some building, haystack, or clump of trees, frequently gave
them away. Orchards dotting the hills of South Korea, more
often than not a bivouac for enemy soldiers, were kept under
surveillance and attacked when such seemed profitable.

Selection of weapons and tactics for attacks against enemy
armor caused the Fifth Air Force no little difficulty, especially
during the early weeks of the war when solid cloud banks, often
no more than a thousand feet high, forced the fighters to at-
tack at an exceedingly flat angle of approach. With better
weather and more experience rocket hits were found most effec-
tive when fired from a 45-60 degree dive angle, and fighter
pilots obtained optimum results when they attacked the lightly
armored rear of the tank or aimed low at its sides to hit the
tracks. So aimed and released from 1500 to 2000 feet, a 5-inch
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High Velocity Aerial Rocket (HVAR) would normally disable
or destroy a Soviet T-34 tank. When all eight rockets were fired
in salvo, the Kkill was almost inevitable. The Antitank Aerial
Rocket (ATAR), highly touted in the public press as the answer
to enemy tanks, proved very acceptable in Korea, but very few
of these armor-piercing rockets could be obtained for combat
use. Against vehicles and troops, rockets were usually fired
individually.

Jet strafing attacks proved particularly lethal, especially if
groups of the enemy were caught on the march. Because of
their great speed the jets were frequently able to fire on dis-
mounted troops moving along roads before the enemy realized
he was under attack. The 16th Fighter-Interceptor Squadron
adopted a standing operating procedure of strafing a road
movement, leaving the area for two or three minutes, and then
swooping back to catch the survivors as they attempted to get
underway again. At first the F-80 pilots attempted to locate
North Korean antiaircraft weapons in order to avoid them, but
as it gradually bcame clear that their fire was relatively inef-
fective against the fast-flying jets, they began to strafe and
rocket the weapons to clear the area for further attacks on
other targets.

From the very beginning of tactical air operations in Korea
General Stratemeyer insisted that napalm, already battle
tested during World War II, would again prove to be an excel-
lent weapon against enemy troops and materiel. The Fifth Air
Force, however, encountered technical difficulties with the
fuses used to ignite the napalm tanks (used like bombs). Group
commanders seemed reluctant to impose an additional burden
upon already overworked unit armament crews, protesting that
the wing-base organization did not permit sufficient personnel
to service airplanes with rockets, bombs, and napalm in addi-
tion to the normal machine guns. Once these problems were
solved, napalm was found to be a highly efficient weapon
against tanks, troop concentrations, and other enemy targets.
Against tanks, napalm hits as much as a hundred feet off the
target would still burn the tank treads and fire its internal
fuel supplies. By August F-51 and F-80 units agreed that na-
palm was the most effective weapon yet introduced in the
Korean war.*

The full extent of the effectiveness of U.N. tactical air effort

*Fighter group histories on file in the Air Historical Division make an especial effort to
describe weapon utilization and tactics employed .See especially those of the 18th and 49th
Fighter-Bomber Groups. July-November 1850.
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was not revealed until November, when the Translator and In-
terpreter Service, G-2, FEC, issued a research study based on
some 2000 prisoner of war interrogation reports, translated
enemy documents, and other parallel sources.* Prisoner of
war testimony indicated that the North Korean regime, while
expecting the U.S. to provide logistical aid and advisors to the
Republic of Korea, had not planned to meet ground or air forces
of the U.N. Scant training had been given in protection against
air attack or in ground countermeasures to such attack. Un-
serviceable roads and high motor vehicle attrition crippled the
replacement system, forcing commanders to use conservative
tactics with decimated units. Similarly the supply system com-
pletely degenerated, necessitating strictest rationing and strin-
gent conservation. The North Koreans, moreover, were forced
to fight at night, digging in during the day to escape air at-
tack. On morale, air attacks had decidedly adverse effects. Ini-
tially flushed with success and then suddenly exposed to the
deleterious effects of air attack, the North Korean soldier
rapidly lost much of his esprit de corps. The interrogations in-
dicated that psychoneurosis engendered by constant air attack
actually outweighed the physical destruction. One prisoner said
the common soldiers expected an atomic bomb at any moment.
A company commander reported his unit in high spirits when
it departed southward on 28 July, but seeing many blown
bridges and observing everywhere a dread fear of air attack,
the soldiers were convinced of their ultimate failure before they
reached the front lines.

INTERDICTION

RECOGNIZING the seriousness of the U.N. ground situation, the
Commanding General, Far East Air Forces, declared on 8 July
that isolation of North Korean forces on the battlefield, by de-
struction of key bridges and communications lines, was the
paramount objective of FEAF at that time. Being a mountain-
ous country served by only a few well-developed railroads and
highways, which in turn have many bridges and tunnels, Korea
lent itself well to interdiction. By 24 July FEAF units had de-

*TIS. GHQ. FEC. Research Report 19, Effectiveness of the Unit
e e p United Nations Tactical Air
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stroyed 58 bridges and had damaged 31 others, but CINCFE
emphasis on close support was hampering any great attention
to an interdiction program. CINCFE appeared most interested
in the interdiction of targets on the immediate front, an inter-
diction in fact taking the nature of close support. GHQ plan-
ners, moreover, had used erroneous maps, and a part of the
railway bridges which they ordered destroyed were on lines
which had never been built. On 24 July, after a strong presén-
tation of the case, FEAF secured the release of two medium
bomb groups from close support for an interdiction program,
primarily north of the 38th parallel.

As a result of this delay FEAF was unable to effect a coordi-
nated and comprehensive program for interdiction until 28
July. The plan worked out by Operations and Intelligence was
designed to interdict the flow of materiel and personnel by rail
into Korea from the north, between the principal areas of
Korea, and finally into the immediate combat area. Destruction
of the Pyongyang railway bridge and marshalling yards, the
Hamhung railway bridge, and the Hamhung and Wonsan mar-
shalling yards would sever the rail routes to the north.
Interdiction of the Seoul railway bridge, marshalling yard, and
an alternate railway bridge east of Seoul would sever rail move-
ment between North Korea and the battle-front. Additional
rail cuts on the lines would complete the interdiction. Bombing
of these targets, together with key highway bridges on a com-
panion motor-route plan, was allocated to the FEAF Bomber
Command. FEAF issued another list of interdiction targets
south of the 38th parallel to the Fifth Air Force. This list, sent
out on 3 August, was furnished to the Navy for coordinated
attacks.

Bomber Command dealt expeditiously with the choke-points
assigned to it. Wonsan marshalling yards had been attacked
by the 22d and 92d Groups as a shakedown mission on 13 July;
Seoul marshalling yards had been hit on MacArthur’s special
order on 16 July. On 7 August the two groups, joined by planes
of the 98th which had left the U.S. only five days earlier, de-
vastated the yards at Pyongyang, and Hamhung yards were
attacked by 307th Group planes next day. During August the
medium bombers also gave attention to nine smaller railway
yards along the main routes northward. By early September
Bomber Command had destroyed all but seven of its 44 priority
bridges, and when, on 4 September, FEAF listed 56 more,
Bomber Command destroyed 12 of them in three days. The
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most successful method of attack and the one generally used
by the medium bombers was individual aircraft bombing on an
axis of 40 degrees, releasing a string of four bombs on each
bombing run. Two groups adopted the procedure of dropping
only one bomb in the first run to obtain correct ballistic data
and establish target altitude. In several instances the bridge at-
tacked was destoyed by this one bomb, but other bridges re-
quired many direct hits.

Of all the targets assigned none was so perverse as the steel
cantilever west railway bridge at Seoul. For nearly four weeks
this bridge was attacked almost daily by Bomber Command
aircraft with 1000-pound, 2000-pound, and 4000-pound general
purpose bombs. Fuse settings were varied to obtain damage
to the superstructure of the bridge as well as to its abutments,
but despite numerous hits the bridge remained standing. Gen-
eral Stratemeyer at last offered a case of Scotch to the crew
who would take it down. On 19 August nine 19th Group B-29’s
put 54 tons of 1,000-pound bombs on the bridge. They returned
next day only to find that a Navy carrier-based strike had put
three spans of the now weakened bridge in the water. CINCFE,
however, presented a U.N. flag trophy to both the 19th Group
and the Navy for the destruction of the key bridge. Against
this strongly built bridge Bomber Command had used 86 sorties
and 643 tons of demolition bombs.

Heavily committed to close support, the Fifth Air Force could
give less specific attention to interdiction. Its light bomb group,
however, attacked communications lines, rolling stock, and
transportation. When no ground-support targets were immedi-
ately available, fighters were sent off on road sweeps, a proce-
dure which made for a sporadic route coverage, since most pilots
preferred the main thoroughfares, neglecting secondary roads.
Neyvertheless by 12 September FEAF could claim the Seoul
bridges destroyed, 140 additional bridges unserviceable between
Seoul and the front, 47 rail cuts established, gnd 93 unservice-
able highway bridges around the perimetar. At this time
EUSAK, R.OK,, and FEAF claimed a total of 875 enemy vehi-
cles as destoyed and 560 as damaged, a large part of the motor
transport available to the North Koreans.

But the North Korean battle-line was still getting some sup-
plies. Using truck convoys at night and an estimated army of
300,000 human carriers, each bearing about forty-five pounds
for a twelve-mile trip during the hours of darkness, the North
Koreans were moving about five hundred tons from the Seoul
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area to the front each day. This was a small resupply effort by
Western standards, but FEAF estimated the combat supply re-
quirement of a North Korean division to be no more than fifty
tons per day. It was estimated that each North Korean needed
only seven pounds nine ounces of supplies each day.
Cognizant of the night movements, General Stratemeyer
ordered Bomber Command to undertake nightly visual recon-
naissance of Korean routes, beginning on 6 August. General
Partridge also put his entire Fifth Air Force B-26 strength on
night intrusion, and by 24 August he was averaging thirty-five
sorties each night. At General Vandenberg’s suggestion, Gen-
eral Stratemeyer converted the 3d Bomb Group (Light) to
night attack work. Late in August cooperative B-29 and B-26
flare missions were begun, in which a B-29 orbited at about
10,000 feet, releasing M-26 parachute flares set to ignite at 6000
feet, while cooperating B-26’s attacked road movements within
the illuminated area. Much difficulty was experienced with
duds among the M-26 paraflares, and when one exploded in the
bomb bay of a B-29 on 30 September, General O’Donnell de-
clared them too old (World War II stores) and otherwise un-
suited for use. British flares were secured by expedited move-
ment, and while about six out of forty-eight failed to explode
properly, they were better suited to the purpose. Experiments
were continued and by the end of December the 3d Group was
getting good results with Navy Mark VIII flares, dropped from
C-47’s and detonated by a static line. Further to hamper night
movements, Bomber Command medium bombers dropped de-
layed action bombs along main routes in the late afternoon.
This appeared to be no more than a harrassing action, but
North Korean prisoners of war later declared it effective, espe-
cially before their commanders discovered that the bombs had
delayed action. This technique appears to have broken up use
of a pontoon bridge which the enemy swung across the
river at Seoul during hours of darkness. Yet flare and delayed
action attacks were expedients improvised for the situation.®
To the mind of the FEAF commander, General Stratemeyer,
one of the main lessons of the Korean conflict as of 14 October
was the need for development of “equipment and tactics to
seek out, see, and attack hostile ground equipment at night.”
The two thousand prisoners questioned by FEC, Translator
and Interpreter Service, were less critical of the U.N. interdic-
tion campaign, and, in short, they believed air power to be the
largest single factor in wrecking their system of supply. Air

*Night intruder and cooperative flare missions are well discussed In the histories of the
3d Bombardment Wing and Group, June-November 1950.
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interdiction had so seriously limited North Korean supplies
that only by strictest conservation, salvage, and over-riding
precedence to ammunition and fuel movement was the enemy
able to keep his armies in the field and continue a much-weak-
ened offensive. Enemy prisoners estimated that over half of
the total tonnage destined for the front was destroyed en route.
Shortage of food was the most frequently mentioned cause of
low morale in the North Korean army. The restriction of con-
voy movements to the night, prisoners indicated, reduced the
distance covered to no more than thirty miles a day. Destruc-
tion of a road or rail line rarely occasioned more than a one
or two-day delay in the delivery of supplies, but the cumulative
delays encountered constituted a very real brake on the logisti-
cal support of front-line troops.

The Translator and Interpreter Service, an organization as-
signed directly to GHQ, FEC, and admitting of no Air Force
bias, also attempted a comparative analysis of enemy person-
nel, tank, truck, and artillery destruction by air and ground
action, an analysis based on prisoner of war interrogations.
According to these estimates, U.N. aircraft destroyed 47 per
cent of enemy personnel, 75 per cent of his tanks, 81 per cent
of his trucks, and 72 per cent of his artillery pieces. Such an
analysis would indicate the reasons for what U.N. forces dis-
covered when they landed at Inchon: North Korean resistance,
by 15 September, had become a hollow shell around the Pusan
beachhead. Cut off by air attack from his sources of supply and
battered without respite from the air, the enemy was sustaining
his offensive by measures of desperation. This desperate plight
of the enemy was well illustrated in attacks against the 2d
U.S. Division in the Yongsan area on 9 September. Three waves
of troops were sent forward with arms, and two latter waves
were sent against U.N. lines without wegpons but with instruc-
tions to pick up their arms on the battlefield.

THE AIR FORCE IN THE INCHON LANDING
AND THE NAKTONG BREAK-OUT

OnN 30 August General MacArthur issued the operations order
which set up an amphibious landing at Inchon, the port of
Sepul, by the X Corps (Major General E. M. Almond), composed
pPrincipally of the 7th Infantry Division and 1st Marine Divi-
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sion. The X Corps would seize and secure Inchon, Kimpo Air-
field, and Seoul, cut all North Korean lines of communication
in the area, and, in cooperation with an offensive on D-Day
plus 1 by Eighth Army, together with air and naval attacks,
destroy the enemy’s army south of the line Inchon-Seoul-
Utchin. NAVFE would provide designated Naval and Marine
forces; transport the landing forces and follow-up forces; and,
when the Commanding General, X Corps, assumed control
ashore, dissolve the Attack Force and establish a Naval Support
Force for air, naval gun fire, and initial logistical support for
X Corps. FEAF would provide general air support as directed,
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