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. .. Let the word go forth from this time and place, to friend and foe alike, that the torch has
been passed to a new generation of Americans, born in this century, tempered by war,
disciplined by a hard and bitter peace, proud of our ancient heritage, and unwilling to witness
or permit the slow undoing of those human rights to which this nation has always been
committed, and to which we are committed today at home and around the world.

Inaugural Address of
President John F. Kennedy
20 January 19617

North Vietnam has gone over the brink and so have we. We have the power to destroy his
war-making capacity. The only question is whether we have the will to use that power. What
distinguishes me from Johnson is that I have the will in spades.

President Richard M. Nixon?

I have the consolation to reflect that during the period of my administration not a drop of the
blood of a single citizen was shed by the sword of war.

Diary of President James Earl Carter
20 January 19813

Successful political leaders must be masters of context, framing their utterances
within the demands of time and place. This is part of the art of politics, and rightly so.
After all, leaders must understand the historical context inhabited by those whom
they aspire to lead if they are to succeed. These quotations, uttered or written by
presidents at the beginning, middle, and end of a tumultuous time and covering two
decades of American history, say as much about their respective eras as they do
about the politicians who authored them.

).F.G.

Notes

1. Theodore C. Sorensen, Kennedy (New York, 1965), p. 245.
2. The Memoirs of Richard Nixon (New York, 1978).
3. Keeping the Faith (1982).
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LINEBACKER
AND THE LAW OF WAR

W. HAYS PARKS

N Good Friday, 30 March 1972, three

North Vietnamese divisions crossed

the demilitarized zone (DMZ) sepa-
rating the Democratic Republic of Vietnam
from the Republic of Vietnam and invaded the
northernmost provinces of the latter. Before the
Faster weekend was over, twelve of Hanoi's
thirteen regular combat divisions were carry-
ing out military operations in South Vietnam.
The 120.000-soldier force was equipped with
more than 200 T-34, T-54, and PT-76 tanks as
well as mobile radar-conurolled anuaircraft
weapons and portable surface-to-air missiles.
I'he North Vietnamese invasion, timed to ex-
ploit the adverse weather during the transition
from the northeast to southwest monsoon and
initiated to enable Hanoi to strengthen its po-
litical hand in the Paris peace talks, prompted
the second major bombing campaign over
North Vietnam by the United States. Named
Linebacker I and II, these operations would
have a major effect on thwarting North Viet-

2

namese politico-military efforts before they
were concluded nine months later.

The preceding campaign. Rolling Thunder.
had been terminated north of 19°N almost ex-
actly four yvears earlier, with a total cessation of
offensive air operations over North Vietnam
occurring seven months later. Discussions seek-
ing a diplomatic solution to the Vietnam Wai
had commenced in March 1968. Undoubtedly
in recognition of its effect, North Vietnamese
officials argued that serious discussions could
not take place until U.S. bombing of the North
had ceased. The Johnson administration agreed
to stop the bombing on 31 October 1968, with a
tacit agreement that

e North Vietnam would not use the area in
or near the DMZ to attack U.S. {orces or other-
wise take advantage of U.S. restraint:

e Vietcong forces would not strike major cit-
ies in South Vietnam; and

e The United States could conunue recon-
naissance flights over the DMZ and those areas
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of North Vietnam immediately adjacent to the
DMZ 1o verify North Vietnamese compliance
with the first condition of the agreement.!

In the years following the conclusion of Roll-
ing Thunder, United States air power con-
tinued to support military operations in South
Vietnam. North Vietnamese direction and sup-
port of the war in South Vietnam did not cease
but shifted resupply and reinforcement em-
phasis to the Ho Chi Minh Trail, winding its
way through Laos and Cambodia. The United
States responded, concentrating its air power
on interdiction of the trails while permitting
North Vietnam the sanctuary of its supply base
in the north. As North Vietnam rebuilt itself,
President Richard M. Nixon announced his
program for Vietnamization of the war and
withdrawal of U.S. forces. From an authorized
high of 545,000 in 1969. U.S. personnel in
South Vietnam were to be drawn down to
69,000 by 1 May 1972, but with a promise by
President Nixon to the North Vietnamese lead-

ership that he would react strongly to any overt
North Vietnamese offensive.

The cessation of bombing over North Viet-
nam had not brought peace but a diplomatic
stalemate as North Vietnam reconstructed its
defenses and supply routes. Using the peace
talks as a platform for propagandistic ha-
rangues, the North Vietnamese eschewed dip-
lomatic resolution of the conflict, instead buy-
ing time until the Easter offensive, when they
had “brutally and cynically chosen a test of
arms.'"?

The U.S. response to the North Vietnamese
invasion was immediate. B-52 Arc Light mis-
sions in South Vietnam against infiltration
routes and staging areas increased, and B-52
forces in the theater increased dramatically

with the Bullet Shot deployment of B-52Gs to
Guam. Over the next weeks Marine squadrons
deployed to Da Nang, Bien Hoa, and the ““‘Rose
Garden’’ at Nam Phong, Thailand; Navy car-
rier support doubled; and Air Force tactical air

Glossary
AAA antiaircraft artillery HASC House Armed Services Committee
BDA bomb damage assessment JCS Joint Chiefs of Staff
cBuU cluster bomb unit LGB laser guided bomb
CINCPAC Commander in Chief, Pacific NCA national command authorities
CINCPACFLT Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet 0JCS Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staft
CINCSAC Commander in Chief, Strategic Air PACAF Pacific Air Forces
Command PGM precision guided munitions
COMUSMACY Commander Military PLO Palestine Liberation Organization
Assistance Command. Vietnam POL petroleum, oil, and lubricants
DMPI desired mean point of impact RAF Royal Air Force
DMZ demilitarized zone SAC Strategic Air Command
ECM electronic countermeasures SAM surface-to-air missile
EOGB electrooptically guided bomb TACAIR tactical air
GClI ground-controlled intercept USA United States Army
GPW Geneva Convention Relative to USAAF United States Army Air Forces
the Treatment of Prisoners of War USN United States Navy
GWS Geneva Convention Relating to WBLC water-borne logistics craft

the Protection of the Wounded
and Sick



(TACAIR) units rejoined the war from Korea
and the United States. The first priority of re-
turning air units was to support South Viet-
namese forces directly so that the ground battle
in South Vietnam could be stabilized: the sec-
ond was to turn air power efforts north.

Unlike the gradualism of Rolling Thunder,
there was little hesitation in 1972.2 On 2 April
1972, the national command authoriues (NCA)
through the Joint Chiefs of Statf (JCS) autho-
rized air strikes against military targets and
logistic supply points north of the DMZ o
17°25%; this was increased to 18°N on 4 April
and to 19°N on 6 April. On 9 April, 15 B-52Ds
struck Vinh railroad yard and Vinh POL (pe-
troleum. oil and lubricants) supply. It was the
first use of B-52s in North Vietnam since 28
October 1968. Three days later, 18 B-52s struck
Bai Thuong airfield. On the weekend of 15-16
April, B-52s and Navy and Air Force TACAIR
struck military storage areas and POL 1argets
in the areas surrounding Hanoi and Haiphong.
One week later, similar targets were attacked at
Hamm Rong and Thanh Hoa.

As with most military operauons, these at-
tacks served multuiple and interrelated military
and political purposes. They disrupted the
flow of war supplies supporting the North
Vietnamese invasion of South Vietnam; warned
Hanot that if it persisted in its heavy fighting
in South Vietnam, it would face mounting
raids in the north: demonstrated continuing
U.S. support for the government of South
Vietnam which, as in Rolling Thunder, would
bolster its will (o defend itself. Furthermore,
these attacks were intended to persuade Mos-
cow to use its influence 10 encourage a political
rather than a purely military resolution of the
conflict.

U.S. military responses were coupled with
diplomatic efforts to forestall further fighting.
Nauonal Security Adviser Henry Kissinger trav-
eled to Moscow on 20 April for secret talks with
the Soviets to enlist their assistance in facilitat-
ing a return to the peace talks and to Paris (o
meet secretly with North Vietnamese negotia-
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tor Le Duc Tho on 2 May. Kissinger’s appeals
were spurned out of hand by the lauer, whom
Kissinger describes as bewildered by the quick
response of U.S. air power to the North Viet-
namese invasion. Similar efforts by U.S. Am-
bassador William J. Porter to resume the Paris
peace negotiations on 27 April and 4 May were
met by North Vietnamese demands for U.S.
and South Vietnamese surrender.
Asaresultof North Vietnam’s intransigence,
President Nixon addressed the nation on 8 May
to announce that the North Vietnamese ports
of Haiphong, Cam Pha, Hon Gai, and Thanh
Hoa, as well as smaller inlets harboring North
Vietnamese patrol boats, were to be closed
through naval mining. The mines were to be
laid at 0900 on 9 May (Saigon time), to activate
at 1800 on 11 May, thus affording third-country
shipping the opportunity to depart the mined
harbors unharmed. Simultaneously, he an-
nounced air operations throughout North
Vietnam. These air operations (Linebacker I)
would continue until the formal cessation of
hostiliues in January 1973; a separate opera-
tion, Linebacker II, would take place concur-
rently from 18 to 29 December 1972.¢
Linebacker I was more ambitious in purpose
than Rolling Thunder. Its objectives were 10
curtail the military resupply of North Vietnam
from external sources; to destroy internal stock-
piles of military supplies and equipment,
wherever located; to destroy targets throughout
North Vietnam which were providing direct
support to that nation’s war effort in South
Vietnam; and to restrict the flow of forces and
supplies to the battlefield, thereby inhibiting
Hanoi's new-found dependency on advanced
means of warfare. The overall objective was to
sap the foundations of the enemy’s desire to
prolong the conflict by hampering its ability to
conduct sustained combat operations, (o in-
duce its return to meaningful negotiations for a
diplomatic settlement of the conflict. The
Nixon administration shared the view of its
predecessor that U.S. national objectives in the
Vietnam War were limited. L.ike Rolling Thun-

Continued on p. 8



This composite USAF photograph was taken in Jan-
uary 1973 after the end of Linebacker 1. It shows the
geographically imited nature of the Linebacker tar-
gets (the dark outlined areas) and conclusively dem-
onstrates the falseness of charges that the United
States engaged in indiscriminate carpet bombing. Of
interest are the Gia Lam railroad yard (area 1), the
Hanoithermal power plant(area2). Gia Lam airfield
farea 3), Hanoi railroad station tarea 4), the port area

and barge assembly yard (areas 5 and 6), army depots
and vehicle repatr areas (areas 7.8, 10, 11, and 12), an
arr defense headquarters (area 9i, and Bach Mai air-
field (area 12). Aveas number 14 through 18, outlined
in white, show areas of accidental collateral damage
including the Cuban chancellery (area 15), the Kham
Thienareatarea 16), and Bach Mar Hospitaliarea 17).
Ha Lo prisoner-of-war camp. the Hanot Hilton (area
19), was not hut and 1s depicted only as a landmark.




The contrast between a comprehensive view of collat-
eral damage and that presented by the North Viet-
namese government can be seen by comparing the
United States aerial photograph (above)of Kham Thien
street with the press photos on the right released by
North Vietnam. The fan-shaped, superimposed outline
and arrow in the lower center show the area of coverage
and the camera angle of the press photo at top night.

These two photographs of Kham Thien street, released
by North Vietnam, show unrelieved devastation, the
limited nature of which can be seen by comparing
them unath the U.S. photo at left. The use of camera
angle, perspective, and lens selection to convey the
desired impression 1s masterful. Notice, for example,
how foreshortening compresses the foreground in the
upper photo, intensifying the impression of destruction.
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der, neither Linebacker I nor Il was intended to
destroy the Hanoi regime, compel the North
Vietnamese people to adopt another form of
government, or devastate North Vietnam. If
thoughts of ground invasion were remote dur-
ing Rolling Thunder, they were nonexistent
during Linebacker I and II; President Nixon
had directed at the outset of Linebacker I that
stand-down of U.S. ground forces would con-
tinue.’ The last U.S. ground combat unit was
withdrawn three months later, on schedule.
From the beginning, U.S. efforts were depen-
dent exclusively on air and naval power.

In order to seal off North Vietnam from ex-
ternal supply, Navy A-6 aircraft closed North
Vietnamese ports by aerial mining in an opera-
tion named Pocket Money. In doing so. Pocket
Money forces were permitted for the first time
to implement JCS recommendations made in
1964 1n the planning of Rolling Thunder, but
essentially avoided during the former cam-
paign. As one Air Force officer noted of Roll-
ing Thunder, “instead of destroying the war-
supporting pillow at the port, efforts were ex-
pended chasing the feathers all over Southeast
Asia.”” Hanoi received 85 percent of its goods,
or 2.1 million tons, through the port of Hai-
phong during 1971, including all of its POL.;
the failure to close the ports of entry was viewed
by the planners of Linebacker and by the
Nixon administration as one of the principal
weaknesses of Rolling Thunder. Linebacker I
forces then cut the northwest rail line running
between Hanoi and Kwangsi Province in
China; cut the northeast rail line between Ha-
noi and Yunnan; and interdicted the eight ma-
jor highways from China and the water-borne
logistics craft (WBLC) on the waterways of
North Vietnam.

Rolling Thunder forces had been impeded
further in the successful prosecution of cam-
paign objectives by NCA-imposed geographic
restrictions that severely curtailed air strikes in
areas north of 20° N, providing North Vietnam
with asanctuary for its greatest military-indus-
trial area for much of that campaign. They

were impeded further by denial of authoriza-
tion to attack legitimate targets because of a
fear by the NCA of unacceptable losses by U.S.
forces and of targets in heavily populated areas
because of a paranoiac fixation with regard to
any incidental civilian casualties (based in part
on apparent i1gnorance of belligerent rights
under the law of war). Rolling Thunder also
suffered from stringent strike restrictions that
placed U.S. forces at undue risk and from fre-
quent bombing halts which President Johnson
subsequently acknowledged had a net result of
“zero . .. indeed . . . less than zero."”®

The North Vietnamese undoubtedly inter-
preted the Johnson conduct of Rolling Thun-
der as a manifestation of a lack of determina-
tion, as well as 1dentufying a vulnerability of
the U.S. government to sustained propaganda
alleging violations of the law of war. Repeated
disinformation, however false, resulted in in-
creased restrictions on U.S. strike forces and
target denial. After rebuilding its defenses
around Hanoi and Haiphong, the Hanoi gov-
ernment was willing to engage in some risk
taking with regard to any new aerial campaign
over North Vietnam, convinced that it could
win any test of national will with the United
States.

President Nixon, profiting from the errors of
his predecessor, recognized the challenge fac-
ing him. In a memorandum supporting bomb-
ing of the North, he noted:

[North Vietnam| has gone over the brink and so
have we. We have the power to destroy his war-
making capacity. The only question is whether
we have the will to use that power. What distin-
guishes me from Johnson is that I have the willin
spades.’

In studying the lessons of Rolling Thunder,
President Nixon was bothered by the “‘dreary
‘milk-runs’ which characterized the Johnson
administration’s bombing in the 1965-1968 pe-
riod.””8 On 6 April, President Nixon and Kis-
singer met with General John W. Vogt, whom
President Nixon had just selected to command
Seventh Air Force. After brief discussion of



U.S. objectives in the new air campaign, Presi-
dent Nixon asked General Vogt what support
he required to accomplish his mission. General
Vogt's requests were few. but one in particular
would have significant impact on the success of
Linebacker 1. General Vogt asked President
Nixon not to repeat the Johnson administra-
tion practice of exclusive NCA control of target
selection. President Nixon assented without
hesitation.’

The White House return of special trust and
confidence to the military commanders respon-
sible for execution of national policy was im-
portant for a number of reasons. During Roll-
ing Thunder, targets had been “‘dribbled out™
bv the White House in no rational sequence.
There was no restrike authority, or restrike au-
thority was severely limited. Numerous targets
were placed off limits for the duration of Roll-
ing Thunder, or a substantial portion thereof.
In Linebacker I, most of the list of targets'®
became the validated target list.'! enabling the
operational commands to identify target sys-
tems, establish target priorities, and attack
them in a logical sequence. Field commanders
possessed restrike authority. The list was sup-
plemented as new targets were identified.

In Rolling Thunder, the White House se-
lected targets weekly—subsequently at less fre-
quent intervals—without consideration for the
weather over North Vietnam. Only validated
targets could be attacked during the prescribed
ume frame, and most targets remained vali-
dated only during the time frame prescribed. If
weather prevented attack of a validated target,
the target generally was not revalidated imme-
diately; often 1t would disappear from the
target list for months.

Linebacker I forces were not so constrained,
permitting greater flexibility in planning and
more effective utilization of forces. Targets
were attacked by system. Thus Linebacker I
forces were able to attack all power sources in a
very short time (with the exception of the Ha-
noi thermal power plant, which remained off
limits until Linebacker I1). In contrast, during

LINEBACKER 9

Rolling Thunder, the White House would
authorize the attack of power plant "*A,”" with-
hold authorization for attack of power plant
“B"" for two months, then authorize air strikes
against power plant “C"" three months later, by
which tume power plant “A’" had been restored
to operation because of a lack of restrike au-
thority to inhibit 1ts recovery. Such a drawn-
out process enabled the North Vietnamese to
develop a cushion in each target system to miti-
gate the effect of U.S. air strikes. In the case of
the power system, the North Viethamese had
enough time to import 2000 portable genera-
tors to offset the effect of airstrikes against its
power plants.

Similarly, if Linebacker I forces were unable
to attack portions of a target system in one part
of North Vietnam because of adverse weather,
they would concentrate on those portions of
the target system that were weather clear. This
operational flexibility enabled Linebacker 1
planners to “‘play’’ the enemy defenses. During
Rolling Thunder, repetitious strikes on the
targets validated for the week enabled North
Vietnam to concentrate its forces to defend the
target, once identified. By contrast, Linebacker
I forces could attack targets in one area until the
enemy adjusted 1ts defenses, then shift its ef-
forts to a less-defended set of targets.

Some political restrictions remained, although
they were reduced substantially when com-
pared with those of Rolling Thunder. A buffer
zone extended south from the Chinese border
for 30 miles from the Laos-North Vietnam
border to 106°E longitude and 25 miles from
106°E east to the Gulf of Tonkin. The buffer
zone was intended to prevent entry by U.S.
aircraft into Chinese airspace; it did not permit
the North Vietnamese a no-strike sanctuary for
the staging and storage of military supplies, as
occurred during most of Rolling Thunder.
Strikes at targets in the buffer zone were autho-
rized if operational commanders deemed them
necessary. For example, while interdicting the
northeast rail line, six spans of the Lang Giai
rail bridge were downed on 25 May, and therail



In contrast to stringent U.S. efforts to control and
restrict collateral damage in North I'ietnam—ef-
forts whichwere immeasurably arded by the devel-
opment of highly precise bombing techniques—
bombing during World War 1l produced wide-
spread destruction in urban areas under attack.
The Cologne cathedral, seemingly muraculously
spared, was surrounded by a swath of destruction.

The prevalence of ight, highly flammable wood-
en structures made Japanese cities peculiarly
vulnerable to fire. The results of U.S. B-29 in-

endiary attacks on Tokvo show just how devas-
tating conventional bombing attacks can be. U'.S.
aenial targeting policy against Japan was driven
i part by the wide dispersal of Japanese indus-
try. “cottage” industry being responsible for
significant production of arrcraft subassemblies.

switching vard and road bridge at Lang Son
were attacked on 6 June. Each lay within the
buffer zone.

In Rolling Thunder, restricted areas of 30
and 10 nautical miles (nm) were established
around Hanoi and Haiphong, respectively.
Fargets within those areas could not be at-
tacked without specific NCA approval. Prohib-
ited areas of 10 and 4 miles were placed within

10

the restricted areas. Attack of targets within
those areas also required NCA authorization,
which was less likely than for targets within the
restricted areas. In Linebacker 1. the prohibited
areas ceased to exist, and the restricted areas
decreased 1o 10 and 5 nm. respectively. Attack
of some lawful targets continued to be prohib-
ited for political reasons: Hanoi-Gia Lam an-
field, used concurrently for military and civil-



ian purposes; the aforementioned Hanoi ther-
mal power plant. located in a heavily popu-
lated area; the Hanoi international radio com-
munication system: Lao Dong Party headquar-
ters, from which the war was directed;!? the
Ministry of Defense Army and Area Capital
Headquarters, a 150-acre complex located in a
heavily populated area of Hanoi: economic
targets not directly associated with the military
effort; and the Haiphong docks.

In contrast to Rolling Thunder, where the
White House selected all fixed targets, Line-
backer I operational commanders selected tar-
gets for attack from the validated target list,
subject only to the guidance that the JCS be
informed of target selections 24 hours prior to
their strike. and that B-52 strikes north of
Route Package I would be approved by the
Secretary of Defense.!* Strikes in the Hanoi
Haiphong area were prohibited during Presi-
dent Nixon's visit to the Soviet Union from 21
May to 5 June and during the visit of Soviet
President Nikolai V. Podgorny to Hanoi in
mid- June.

Not all stand-downs were the result of the
diplomatic efforts under wav concurrent with
Linebacker. In early September, the JCS sought
authority for attack of most of the railroad
bridges within the buffer zone in a special op-
eration code-named Prime Choke. On 3 Sep-
tember, all bombing north of 20°N was sus-
pended for 24 hours to prepare the aircraft and
crews for a highly coordinated maximum el-
fort. Under strict command supervision, Prime
Choke was undertaken successfully from 4 to
16 September by selected Air Force F-4 units
using laser guided bombs (1.GGBs). Prime Choke
targets were restruck between 26 September and
19 October.

Targeting guidance was relaxed and for the
first time reflected accurate application of the
law of war. In contrast 10 Rolling Thunder
restrictions, which maintained the impractical
political restriction of avoiding any injury 10
the civilian population, the JCS instructed op-
erational commanders 1o exercise reasonable
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precautions to avoid incidental damage o
prisoner-of-war camps, shrines, hospitals, and
third-country shipping, and to minimize in-
cidental or collateral civilian casualties and
damage to civilian property consistent with
strike force security. A clear distincuon was
made between the prohibition on attack of the
civilian population per se, which is prohibited
by the law of war, and incidental injury o
civilians working in lawful targets or those
injured or killed while taking part in the hos-
tilities, such as manning anuaircraft defenses. '
Fixed targets in proximity to water control fa-
ciliies such as irrigation dams or dikes re-
quired special justification for validation by
the nominating authority. Strike forces could
respond 1n self-defense to antiaircraft artillery
fire from third-country shipping.

Besides improved politcal support for the
task assigned, operational command abilities
had increased substantially through the greater
force capability of the A-7and F-111; enhanced
electronic countermeasures such as the Marine
EA-6A and Navy EA-6B; improved tactics, tar-
geting, and weaponeering; and through use of
precision guided munitions (PGM). The elec-
trooptically guided bomb (EOGB) and laser
gulded bomb were to have a pronounced effect
on the success of Linebacker I operations. One
of the better examples of their effectiveness was
the downing of the Thanh Hoa bridge. The
Navy and Air Force flew hundreds of sorties
against the bridge in the course of Rolling
Thunder without success; the bridge was
downed on 13 May 1972 by 14 Air Force F-4s
using Mk-84 and M-113 LLGBs.!® Similarly, on
10 June 1972, F-4s struck the Lang Chi hydro-
clectric tacility, 63 miles up the Red River Val-
ley from Hanoi. The Soviet-built, 122,500-watt
installaton was capable of supplying 75 per-
cent of the electricity for Hanot's industrial and
defense needs, and its operation threatened to
offset Linebacker I accomplishments in the at-
tack on the North Vietnamese power system. It
was a vital target. However, it had been esti-
mated that as many as 23,000 civilians would
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perish if the dam were breached, a cost the NCA
deemed impermissible. With the experience of
earlier missions, Seventh Air Force was confi-
dent it could neutralize the hydroelectric facil-
ity without breach of the dam. The mission was
authorized, with the absolute condition that
damage to the dam was forbidden. The strike
force placed 12 Mk-84 L.GBs through the 50 x
100-foot roof of the main building at the base of
the dam, destroying its turbines and generators
and shutting the power plant down for the
duration of Linebacker I, without da‘mage to
the dam or spiliway.

The increased authority allowed operational
commanders was met by acceptance of the con-
comitant responsibility. Targeting personnel
evaluated targets to be nominated for attack
with a view to target location and the threat to
the civilian populauon. All reasonable precau-
tions were taken to minimize collateral civilian
casualues through tactics and selection of
means and methods to suit the target. For ex-
ample, Seventh Air Force directed that targets
in heavily populated areas were to be attacked
with LGBs only. Bomb damage assessment
(BDA) coverage was made of each strike to as-
sess mission success but also to ensure adher-
ence to mission parameters, including the rules
of engagement. This command supervision
paid off on several occasions, as i1 provided the
United States with the ability to rebut the
North Vietnamese disinformation campaign
against U.S. air operations. As a result of the
combination of improved weapons, tactics,
and rules of engagement, Linebacker I in three
months had greater impact on the ability of
North Vietnam to wage war than Rolling
[hunder had in three and a half years, and the
North Vietnamese invasion of South Vietnam
rapidly lost momentum. In late June, North
Vietnam signaled its willingness to return to
the peace table. Profiting from his predeces-
sor's experience, President Nixon elected to
maintain the military pressure on North Viet-
nam through the summer and fall of 1972. The
bombing of targets throughout North Vietnam

would continue as a means to induce North
Vietnam to abandon its plan of conquering
South Vietnam through military force and to
choose a diplomatic settlement of the conflict.

Because Linebacker I operations were planned
and executed with a conscious consideration of
the law of war, the North Vietnamese were
unsuccessful 1n manipulating international
public opinion against the bombing through
allegations of indiscriminate bombing. Their
one major disinformation effort related to the
alleged bombing of the earthwork dikes of the
Red River Valley and failed abysmally.

The terrain of the Red River Valley running
from the northwest to southeast in the northern
sector of North Vietnam has been described as a
giant drainboard as the water from the mon-
soon seasons rushes to the Gulf of Tonkin. To
meet the floodwater, which usually crests be-
tween July and September, the North Vietna-
mese over the centuries have constructed a
complex system of almost 2500 miles of earthen
dikes, dams, and sluice gates. Other dikes pre-
vent seepage of sea water into crop-growing
areas, while many primary dikes are backed up
by a second line of dikes. The system was ex-
panded by 50 percent between 1953 and 1972,
with many previous dikes growing in width
and height. The increase vastly complicated
maintenance, already a constant preoccupa-
tion of the North Vietnamese government and
people. In 1971, the Red River Valley suffered
its worst flooding in three decades. One 30-mile
section of the dike system was breached. The
force of water unleashed through this and other
breaches on the primary dikes caused wide-
spread erosion, cut long stretches of irrigation
canals, and washed out many pumping sta-
tions; prolonged inundation undermined both
the primary and secondary dike systems. More
than one million acres of riceland were flooded
and the crops destroyed, forcing North Viet-
nam to import food from the Soviet Union and
China.!¢ Because much of the effort of the civi-
lian population normally dedicated to dike
maintenance had been diverted to support the



war effort, the government of North Vietnam
faced the 1972 flood season with ill-maintained
dikes and the possibility of residual stress from
the 1971 floods. Partly in the attempt to rally
international public opinion against Linebacker
I but primarily to increase the efforts of its
people to maintain the dikes and to absolve
itself of responsibility for failure to repair the
system since the 1971 floods, the North Viet-
namese commenced a major propaganda cam-
paign in June 1972 alleging intentional attack
of the dikes by U.S. forces.

Dikes and dams can be legitimate targets
from either a military or law of war standpoint,
provided their destruction leads to a specific
military advantage. The Mohne and Eder dams
were breached by Royal Air Force Lancaster
bombers of 617 Squadron on 17 May 1943 in an
effort to impede military-industrial manufac-
turing in the Ruhr Valley,!” while RAF and
U.S. Army Air Forces (USAAF) bombers
breached key points in the Dortmund-Ems and
Mittelland canals as part of the attack on the
German lines of communication in late 1944.'8
In the Korean War, breach of the Toksan and
Chasan irrigation dams in May 1953 rendered
unserviceable the two main railway lines and
parallel highways into the North Korean mili-
tary, industrial, and political center of
Pyongyang.'®

Autack of the North Vietnam dike system
never was seriously contemplated during U.S.
air operations over the nation. In a memoran-
dum dated 18 January 1966, Assistant Secretary
of Defense for International Security Affairs
John T. McNaughton proposed destruction of
the Red River Valley dams and dikes to shallow-
tlood the rice fields, thereby leading to *“‘wide-
spread starvation" of the civilian population of
North Vietnam, which the United States could
offer to rectify ““at the conference table.’’20 Sec-
cretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara re-
jected McNaughton's suggestion.

There were legitimate reasons for attacking
the dike system. The country’s major transpor-
tation waterways—the Red River, the Thai
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Binh River, and the connecting Canal des Ra-
pides and Canal des Bambons—were vital lines
of communicauon between the major urban
centers of Hanoi and Haiphong and lesser cit-
ties. Raw matenials, such as coal from the Cam
Pha and Mao Khe mines for use in the nation's
myriad thermal power plants, were moved by
the waterways. As the northwest and northeast
rail lines from China were cut, military use of
the waterways increased. Breach of the dikes
would have heen one way to attack this vital
line of communications; this was the rationale
behind the 1944 attacks on the Dortmund-Ems
and Mittelland canals and would not have been
prohibited by the law of war. United States
forces operating over North Vietnam sought,
and found, an alternative means for impeding
WBLC rather than breach of the dikes: the use
of air-delivered bottom-laid mines and armed
reconnaissance against WBLC. This program,
begun in March 1967 and renewed during
Linebacker I, was effective for military and law
of war reasons. Sunk WBLC blocked water-
ways and required more effort to salvage than
necessary to repair breaks in the dikes while
minimizing the likelihood of collateral injury
to the civilian population.

U.S. investigation of North Vietnamese alle-
gations revealed that there was some slight
damage to some dikes but that their bombing
was unintentional, their damage minor, and
that no major dike had been breached. None of
the damage was in the Hanoi area or involved
the primary dike system protecting Hanoi.
Nearly all damage was downstream from Ha-
noi as well as downstream from the major
breaks resulting from the 1971 floods. All dike
damage occurred within the proximity of spe-
cific targets of military value, such as POL
storage facilities or road or rail lines of com-
munication. For example, the rail and POL
lines between Hanoi and Haiphong were at-
tacked on 14 June at Hai Duong, a city on the
Song Thuong midway between Hanoi and
Haiphong. There was some slight collateral
damage to dikes in proximity to the targets,



Just what USAF B-52s could achieve against mili-
tary targets is attested to by these postattack recon-
naissance shots of the Kinh No supply point and raul-
road vard(left)and a warehouse area at 41 Mo (above ).

A close-up of Kinh No supply pomnt and railroad yard
giwes an even more vand impression of destruction.

which Hanoi alleged was intentional.

The law of war recognizes the inevitability of
incidental damage in the attack of legitimate
targets. What is prohibited is the intentional
attack of civilian objects the destruction of
which will have no value. the use of means of
methods of warfare incapable of distinguish-
ing between military targets and civilian ob-
jects. or incidental damage so extensive as 1o be
tantamount to the intentional attack of civilian
objects or the civilian population per se. Re-
view of bomb damage assessment photographs
at the points alleged by the North Vietnamese
as well as detailed photographic coverage of all
parts of the Red River Vallev confirmed the
unintentional, random nature of the damage.
resulting from the auack ol legitimate targets.?!



The dike issue was complicated by North
Vietnamese use of the dikes for military pur-
poses. A large number of dikes served as part of
the road network for North Vietnam, which
were used to transport military equipment and
personnel south to support the offensive in
South Vietnam. Because President Johnson
declared during Rolling Thunder that the
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United States would not auack the dikes, the
North Vietnamese exploited the situation by
placing AAA gun positions, ground-controlled
intercept (GCI) radar, and surface-to-air mis-
sile (SAM) sites atop or adjacent to dikes, and
storing POL alongside or on op of dikes as a
shield against attack. All were legitimate tar-
gets. The air defenses not only threatened U.S.
forces but, in inhibiting bombing accuracy in
the attack of lawful targets, were likely to lead
to greater incidental civilian casualties. None-
theless. the Johnson administration denied re-
peated requests for authorization to attack the
air defense sites. When they were finally autho-

Instrumental i enabling U.S. forces to restrict collateral
damage and at the same time to increase the probability of
destroving selected targets with less risk to attacking air-
crews, precision guided munitions (left, a USAF F-4
dropping an Mk-84 laser guided bomb) represented a
quantum step forward in weaponry. The precision of
which U.S. air power was capable 1s graphically depicted
i before (below left)and after (below ) photographs of the
Hanoi thermal power plant taken on 5 April 1973. Note the
concentration of damage on the main generator building.

HANOI THERMAL POWER PLANT O
AFTER S $
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rized for attack during Linebacker I, it was with
the supulation that the targets were to be at-
tacked with weapons that would minimize the
risk of structural damage to the dikes. This was
accomplished through the use of napalm, straf-
ing, cluster munitions, and other antiperson-
nel weapons.?

The North Vietnamese continued their dike-
bombing propaganda campaign through the
dog days of August 1972. Despite the tradi-
tional late-summer paucity of news, their ef-
forts received little serious attention and little
more than the usual support of a movie star
and individuals such as out-of-office political
gadabouts.?* Even leading antiwar activists
doubted 1ts validity,?* undoubtedly because the
Nixon administration met the issue squarely
and produced evidence to rebut the North
Vietnamese allegations. North Vietnamese cred-
ibility on the 1ssue was damaged by a govern-
ment admission published 1n the newspaper
Hano: Mo earlv in their propaganda campaign
acknowledging that repair of portions of the
dikes damaged by the 1971 floods had not yet
met “‘technical requirements.”” Once the 1972
season passed without significant flooding, the
dike-bombing issue subsided, notwithstanding
continuation of Linebacker I.

The monsoon season that threatened the Red
River Valley dike system also jeopardized the
effective continuaton of Linebacker I opera-
tions over the same area, which included the
strategically important Hanoi Haiphong mili-
tarv-industrial complex. Recognizing the de-
gree to which weather inhibited TACAIR op-
erations,’* targeteers in early August began a
detailed review of the target list to ascertain
those targets against which all-weather bomb-
ing techniques by B-52s and TACAIR could be
utilized. Navy aircraft on combat air ‘patrols
also began providing data for prediction of
weather windows for L.GB employment. Major
criteria for B-52 employment were that a nom-
inated target be readily identifiable for radar
targeting purposes or be sufficient in size to be
attacked by a three-ship B-52 cell with minimal

likelihood that the bomb train would fall out-
side the target. Targets fitting those criteria
were airfields, railroad vards, large-area mili-
tary warehouse and storage areas, and some
power plants, petroleum products storage areas,
SAM sites, and SAM storage areas.’® Once
targets meeting these criteria were identified,
targeteers worked with photo interpreters to
build radar montages of the targets to facilitate
target 1dentification, selected an axis of attack
for each target (minimizing overflight of built-
up areas immediately prior 1o and after cross-
ing the bombrelease line), and took other steps
to maximize the capabilities of available assets
while minimizing the risk to the civilian popu-
lation.

On | September, CINCPAC established a
joint targeting committee to review TACAIR
targets nominated by PACAF and CINCPAC-
FL.T for validation by the JCS. The committee
stressed target location vis-a-vis the threat to
populated areas, location of U.S. and allied
prisoners of war, and attack of the air defense
system (including AAA and SAM installations,
airfields, and command, control, and com-
munication facilities associated with the air
defense system), neutralization of which would
optimize freedom of action and safety for U.S.
strike and reconnaissance forces—thereby en-
hancing the ability of strike forces to put
bombs on target while decreasing the likeli-
hood of incidental civilian casualties. Concur-
rently CINCSAC and CINCPAC began a de-
tailed review of targeting plans for the coordi-
nation and sustained use of B-52s against
targets in the northeast sector of North Viet-
nam. The purpose of B-52 use was threefold:

e 10 provide maximum destruction of the
North Vietnamese air defense system to lower
U.S. aircraft risk and attrition, reduce mission
support requirements, and provide U.S. strike
forces greater freedom of action;

e 10 provide maximum destruction against
enemy supply and transportation facilities to
degrade his capacity to support his military
operations in South Vietnam:; and



e 10 offset adverse weather conditions extant
and anticipated over the northernmost areas of
North Vietnam which would limit TACAIR
strikes.

Bv late September, as the bombing con-
tinued. the target list had been refined to a total
of approximately sixty targets. Through Sep-
tember, October, and November, however, the
operational commanders continued to eschew
use of B-52s against these selected targets while
concentrating B-52 attacks on logistics and 1n-
terdiction targets located in the southern por-
tion of North Vietnam.”” TACAIR assets utiliz-
ing LGBs continued to strike targets in and
about Hanoi and Haiphong. By early October,
North Vietnamese efforts had been stymied,
and the Hanoi government was suing for
peace. The Paris peace talks entered a phase of
fruitful discussions. With North Vietnam ap-
pearing to be responding favorably toward a
mutually sausfactory conclusion of the con-
flict. the JCS issued new orders that decreased
substanually or totally restricted offensive air
operations over North Vietnam. On 1] Oc-
tober. the JCS directed cessation of air strikes
within a2 10 nm radius of Hanoi. Simulia-
neously, maximum effort strikes were redi-
rected against bridges and rail targets outside
the restricted zone surrounding Hanoi to main-
tain military pressure on North Vietnam.

On 21 October, Dr. Kissinger flew to Saigon
to discuss the general terms of the proposed
agreement with the Saigon government, U.S.
Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker, and Generals
Fred C.. Wevand (COMUSMACYV)and John W,
Vogt. Generals Weyand and Vogt objected 10
cessation of the bombing of North Vietnam,
including the Hanoi Haiphong area, until all
terms of the agreement had been reached. Kis-
singer did not accept their recommendation,
messaging the White House that all agreed
with the general thrust of the agreement. At the
direction of the White House, the JCS ordered
CINCPAC, CINCSAC, and Seventh Air Force
Lo “‘cease air operations of all types . . . [includ-
ing] leaflet and psychological operations and
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naval gunlire operations north of 20°N com-
mencing 23 October 1972, ... Kissinger simul-
taneously announced that “We believe that
peace i1s at hand. We believe an agreement is in
sight. .. .2

Air operations did not cease entirely. Inter-
dicuion strikes continued, with emphasis on
targets south of 19°N. For example, B-52s flew
848 sorues against logistic and interdiction
targets in North Vietnam during November;
on 22 November, the first B-52 was lost to a
SAM 1n a strike against supply storage areas
near Vinh. Nonetheless, the bombing halt
above 20° N provided the breathing spell sought
by the North Vietnamese, who thereupon made
the strategic decision to prolong the war in
order 1o gain a military advantage which
would lead to greater political concessions by
the United States and South Vietnam in the
Paris negotiations. They redoubled their air
defenses in and around Hanoi Haiphong while
restoring their war-waging capabilities. By
mid-December, for example, Hanoi had re-
paired its rail lines 1o China and adjusted its
supply routing to compensate for the naval
mine blockade. The restored rail lines were
capable of handling 16,000 tons of supplies per
day, or 2.5 umes Hanoi’s needs. Simultaneous
with the cessation of bombing north of 20°N,
the North Vietnamese began to unravel the
terms of settlement to which they had pre-
viously agreed. By early December, the agree-
ment that had appeared so near five weeks ear-
lier was in a shambles; the North Vietnamese
had returned 1o their pattern of using the Paris
meetings as a propaganda lorum while engag-
ing in a massive military buildup. Anticipat-
ing the possibility of a U.S. response with air
power, they began to evacuate Hanoi and Hai-
phong while giving further emphasis to the air
defense of those cities. President Nixon elected
to preempt their military planning by restor-
ing the bombing campaign north of 20°N.
However, the desire for immediate effect was
hampered by the adverse weather conditions
prevailing over the Red River Valley, substan-
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tially impeding the use of TACAIR assets in a
visual bombing mode. The planning of the
previous five months provided the ability to
strike selected targets regardless of the weather,
while serving as an unequivocal display of U.S.
resolve.?? Consequently, on 17 December, the
JCS issued the following message to CINC-
PAC, CINCSAC, and subordinate operational
commanders:

YOU ARE DIRECTED TO COMMENCE AT AP-
PROXIMATELY 1200Z, 18 DECEMBER 1972 A
THREE-DAY MAXIMUM EFFORT, REPEAT MAX-
IMUM EFFORT. OF B52 TACAIR STRIKES IN
I'HE HANOI HATPHONG AREAS AGAINST THE
TARGETS CONTAINED IN (THE AUTHORIZED
TARGETLIST). OBJECT IS MAXIMUM DESTRUC-
I'TON OF SELECTED MILITARY TARGETS IN
I'HE VICINITY OF HANOI HAIPHONG. BE PRE-
PARED TOEXTEND OPERATIONS PAST THREE
DAYS, IF DIRECTED.

FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS APPLY:
ALUTILIZE VISUAL AS WELL AS ALLWEATHER
CAPABILITIES.

B. UTILIZE ALL RESOURCES WHICH CAN BE
SPARED WITHOUT CRITICAL DETRIMENT TO
OPERATIONSIN RVN ANDSUPPORT OF EMER-
GENCY SITUATIONS IN LAOS AND CAMBODIA.
C. UTILIZE RESTRIKES ON AUTHORIZED TAR-
GETS. AS NECESSARY. NORTH VIETNAMESE
AIR ORDER OF BATTLE. AIRFIELDS, AND AC-
TIVE SURFACE-TO-ATR MISSILE SITES MAY BE
STRUCK AS TACTICAL SITUATION DICTATES
ro IMPROVE EFFECTIVENESS OF ATTACK
FORCES AND MINIMIZE LLOSSES. . ..

D EXERCISE PRECAUTION TO MINIMIZE RISK
OF CIVILIAN CASUAL TTESUTILIZING LGB WEAP-
ONS AGAINST DESIGNATED TARGETS. AVOID
DAMAGEF TO THIRD COUNTRY SHIPPING. ..

Although the operation named Linebacker
Il was essentally a continuation of the bomb-
ing campaign of the preceding eight months,

Dozens of fighter-bomber sorties had typically been re-
quired to take out a reinforced concrete bridge such as the
Lang Caarspan north of Hanoi depicted here(above jearly
i the Vietnam War—not always successfully. The intro-
duction of effective precision gurded bombs made 1t possi-
hletodrop spanswith almost surgical precision. The dam-
age depcted heve was caused by 2000-pound laser guaded
bombs. . .. Stmilarly. the Paul Dowumer bridge across the
Red River at Flanoi thelouw ) was dropped with dispate h.

which included earlier B-52 strikes in the Hai-
phong area, 1t was distinctive in two respects.
Ever-increasing international and domestic
pressure on the United States for resolution of
the conflict mandated attainment of a certain
level of damage to milutary targets within the
shortest period of time, while adverse weather
conditions dictated reliance on all-weather ca-

SECTIONS OF RQMD
IN THE RED RIVERI
-



One area that did receive unintended
collateral damage was adjacent to the
Cuban chancellery compound in Hanou.

pabilities more than visual attack.*! The over-
all objective remained the same. However,
whereas earlier Linebacker I efforts had the
military purpose of widespread interdiction,
Linebacker Il concentrated on bombing targets
located in the military-industrial center of
North Vietnam.32,

Targeting, including choice of weapon sys-
tems and rules of engagement, reflected the
limited objectives of the campaign and the
concern for avoidance of collateral civilian
casualties and injury to U.S. POWs. The pre-
viously established criteria for B-52 employ-
ment were maintained: B-52s were used only
against largets away from heavily populated
areas or against targets of sufficient size to es-
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tablish a desired mean point of impact (DMPI)
that would minimize the likelihood that any
part of the bomb train would fall outside the
target. Where rural targets were near a village
or villages, an axis of attack was designated
that would avoid intersection of the bomb train
with the villages.?’ CINCSAC-1mposed restric-
tions emphasized accuracy and assured destruc-
tion and minimization of incidental civilian
casualties; constant verification, of course, 100
percent certainty of aiming points, and no ma-
neuvering to avoid SAMs or enemy fighters
from the inttial point on the bomb run to the
target—the latter requiring straight and level
flight in a high-threat environment for ap-
proximately four minutes prior to bomb re-
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lease.’* BDA of every target was ordered. These
restrictions far exceeded the requirements of
the law of war. However, they reflected valid
military as well as political concerns. For ex-
ample, SAC posited that the last requirement
enhanced the ability to maintain B-52 cell in-
tegrity, which in turn maximized electronic
countermeasures protection as well as accuracy
of bomb delivery.

On 20 December, Linebacker II forces suf-
fered the loss of six B-52s 1o enemy SAMs. A
change of tactics, diversification by SAC of
their previously utilized axis of attack, coupled
with increased command attention to mainte-
nance of B-52 cell integrity, and increased ECM
were ordered to enhance aircraft survival. The
previous excellent multiservice cooperation
and coordination to overcome the SAM de-
fenses were redoubled. However, it was clear to
mission planners that the SAM threat had to be
confronted directly. The B-52 sorties decreased
from the near-100 of each of the first three days
to thirty for each of the next four days as target-
ing intelligence commenced an intense search
for the key or keys to the SAM defenses. B-52
assets were deployed in part to attack SAM sites
located outside populated areas. The search
continued through the 36-hour stand-down
ordered by President Nixon for Christmas. As
SAM storage areas were located, each was
added to the list of targets and validation re-
quested. One key was a SAM assembly plantin
the immediate Hanoi area. The value of its
destruction was inestimable; but weather con-
ditions precluded use of precision guided mu-
nittons (PGM) or visual attack by TACAIR,
and the target location prevented B-52 em-
ployment. In one of the more remarkable feats
of the air campaign, the target was destroyed by
16 LORAN-guided F-4s bombing through solid
overcast from 20,000 feet. Despite the fact that
48 SAMs were fired at the formation, all aircraft
held their positions throughout the bomb run.
No losses were suffered, and collateral civilian
casualties and damage were determined to have
been minimal.’s

Destruction of the SAM defenses led to a
marked change in the North Vietnamese atti-
tude toward a return to meaningful peace ne-
gouations.*¢ Linebacker 11 drew 10 a close after
eleven days of intense bombing, flown in the
face of equally intense defenses. The peace
talks were renewed three days later, with formal
discussions commencing on 8 January 1973.
Bombing up to 20° N continued unul 15 Janu-
ary, when agreement for a Vietnam-wide cease-
fire was reached.

From a military standpoint, Linebacker II
was highly successful. In the face of some of the
heaviest air defenses in history, selected targets
had been destroyed with loss rates less than
antcipated.’” Use of the all-weather capabili-
ties of the B-52, F-111, and other TACAIR had
been justified in that there had been only 2%
days of weather permitting visual bomb deliv-
ery. But Linebacker II was notable from a polit-
1cal standpoint as well. *'[ The] object [of war]
is to cause the other State to desist from the
action or abandon the claim which is the cause
of offense. In other words, a war is fought in
order to bring about a change of mind in an-
other State.””’8 The influence of Linebacker II
on the North Vietnamese willingness to con-
tinue the war has been commented on at two
levels. U.S. prisoners of war have attested to the
reaction at the ground level in the reversal of
attitude of their captors.’? One member of the
U.S. delegation to the Paris peace talks related
that “Prior to Linebacker II, the North Viet-
namese were intransigent, buying time, refus-
ing even to discuss a formal meeting schedule.
After Linebacker II, they were shaken. demor-
alized. anxious to talk about anything. They
finally realized they were at war with a super-
power. If there was bewilderment, it was with
our reluctance to use that power earlier.” ¥

Despite the unprecedented care taken to min-
imize collateral civilian casualtues and collat-
eral damage to civilian objects, the United
States was castigated by the world press for
what erroneously was believed to be the level of
destruction being wrought over all of Hano.



Responsibility for this misperception lies with
the White House. During the Linebacker I con-
troversy over the alleged bombing of the dikes,
the Department of State issued a detailed re-
sponse to the North Vietnamese charges. In
contrast. except for the release of a partial list of
targets, the White House surrounded Line-
backer II with a veil of secrecy which in large
measure remains to this day.*! The North Viet-
namese disinformation campaign about the
bombing went unchallenged by the facts and
abetted by the less-responsible side of the polit-
ical process.

Some responsibility for the misunderstand-
ing of Linebacker II lies in shoddy scholarship,
particularly in the promiscuous use of terms
and estimations where accurate information
was available. Much of the subsequent error of
fact was error of convenience. For example,
more than two years after Linebacker I1, syndi-
cated columnist Marquis Childs complained of
the ““carpet bombing” in which *much ol Ha-
noi was razed,” leaving ‘“‘nearly a thousand
civilians dead or wounded’ in the Hanoi
“suburb of Thai Nguyen," a statement which
errs on no less than six counts, despite informa-
tion available in open sources.*? Critics have
compared Linebacker II to the destruction of
Coventry, Hamburg, Dresden, and Tokyo dur-
ing World War II. and of Guernica during the
Spanish Civil War. One university professor,
writing in late 1981, declared that "*The Christ-
mas, 1972, bombing alone ravaged Hanoi and
Haiphong with more tonnage than the Nazis
dropped on Great Britain from 1940 through
1945, a statement that is patently false.#’ This
erroneous confusion of the facts has obscured
the true criteria by which this campaign should
be judged.

l F Linebacker I1 is to be judged, it
should be measured against the law of war, for
those are the rules governing nations in their
conduct of hostilities. Moreover, as the United
States is a nation dedicated to rule by law, it is
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essential to understand our rights and respon-
sibilities under the law ol war.

The law of war constitutes a delicate balanc-
ing of nauonal security interests (expressed in
legal terms as military necessity) against the
desire of the United States and most members
of the internauonal community to limit to the
extent practically possible the effects of war to
those individuals and objects having a direct
effect on the hostiliues (which is expressed as
the avoidance ot unnecessary suffering by those
not taking part in the conflict). The Air Force
document on the law of war defines mulitary
necessity as justifying ‘“‘measures of regulated
force not forbidden by international law which
are indispensable for securing the prompt
submission of the enemy, with the least possi-
ble expenditures of economic and human re-
sources.”’ " The compatibility of military ne-
cessity with the principle of war of economy of
forceisreadily apparent in the A Force's defi-
nition of the latter: . . . no more—or less—
effort should be devoted to a task than is neces-
sary to achieve the objective. . . . This phrase
implies the correct selection and use of weapon
systems, maximum productivity from avail-
able flying effort, and careful balance in the
allocation of tasks.”*> In contrast, unnecessary
suffering has been defined 1o mean that “all
such kinds and degrees of violence as are not
necessary for the overpowering of the oppo-
nent should not be permitted to the belliger-
ent.”"# The concepts of military necessity and
unnecessary suffering are weighed both in the
target value analysis and warget validation pro-
cess as well as in force application once a target
has been validated for attack.

Lawful targets include any object that by its
nature, location, purpose, or use makes a con-
tribution to a nauon’s war effort and (correla-
tively) whose total or partial destruction, cap-
ture, or neutralization affects the enemy’'s capa-
bility to resist and lowers his determinauon to
fight. The inherent nature of an object is not
controlling; its value 1o the enemy or the per-
ceived value of its destruction is the determi-
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Perhaps the most widely publicized North ietnamese claim of extensice U.S. homb damage to
ciwihan structures imvolved the Bach Mai Hospital in Hanoi, shouwn here i a low-altitude post-
Linebacker reconnaissance photograph. The superimposed arrow shows the approximate camera
location and angle of the widely publicized North 1ietnamese photo releases shoun on the facing page.



Again, skilled North Vietnamese use of perspectia

and angle (above) have enhanced the appearance of
total devastation. The true extent of damage to the
grounds of the hospital 1s suggested by the aerial
photograph at left; though not as clear as the shot on
the facing page. it plainly shows the area of the gate
featured in the North V'ietnamese photo(upper arrou

nant. Lawful targets are not limited to military
facilities and equipment but may include eco-
nomic targets (including industrial targets,
whether directly war-supporting or not or used
for activities such as export or import), geogra-
phic targets, transportation, power, and com-
munications systems, and political targets. A
lawful target may be attacked whatever its loca-
ton, and targets do not become immune from
attack simply because they are located in popu-
lation centers. There were proposals before
World Wars 1and I1to reduce the attractiveness
of urban centers as aerial targets, such as the
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removal of all military targets from cities.
I'hese proposals were rejected as impractical,
as nations do not go about city planning over
decades 1n contemplation of war. Some legiti-
mate targets, such as transportation and energy
facilinies, support a naton's economy as a
whole, in peace or war. Other objects are used
jointly or can be transformed from purely ci-
vilian to purely military use with no effort. More-
over, workers must live near the “military
target” 1 which they are emploved. What is
prohibited is the intenuonal atack of the ci-
vilian population per se or individual civilians
not taking part in the conflict, or the employ-
ment of military force in such a manner as to
result in excessive collateral civilian casualties
or excessiwe collateral damage to civilian ob-
jects. Historically, this standard has enjoyed a
high threshold—condemning only collateral
civilian casualues so excessive as to be tanta-
mount (o the intentional auack of the civilian
population or to a total disregard for the safety
of the civilian populauon.?” With rare excep-
tion, such as was exemplified by the balancing
that occurred in planning the attack of the
[.ang Chi hydroeleciric facility, this test of
proportionality has not been applied to indi-
vidual targets, due to the myriad factors within
the control of the defender which affect execu-
tion of an attack. Such lattude also recognizes
the movement ot civilians on the battlefield
and the necessity for decision-making in the

fog of war. It does not include civilian injury or
death directly attributable to enemy action,
such as civilians killed by the crash of an at-
tacking aircraft downed by enemy air defenses
or the injury or death of civilians used by the
defender to shield a lawful target from auack.
Nor does it include civilians injured or killed
while working 1n a lawful target, such as an
enemy power plant, or civilians killed or in-
jured taking part in the hostilities, such as
manning an anuaircraft position. The latitude
provided 1s qualified by the expectation that
military commanders will make a good-faith
effort to minimize collateral civilian casualties
consistent with reasonable security expecta-
tions for their own forces. The measure, how-
ever, is not one of tons of bombs dropped, nor
number of sorties flown, but the degree of col-
lateral civilian casualties and damage to ci-
vilian objects directly attributable to an at-
tacker. taking into consideration actions by the
defender (including the intensity of the de-
fenses). Inasmuch as the defenses faced in
Linebacker Il have been described as among
the most intense in air power history and ac-
cepting the critics’ choices for comparison, the
accompanying chart provides testimony to the
adhereace of Linebacker I forces to the law of
war in the execution of their assigned missions.

There was collateral damage during Line-
backer 11, and Hanoi did its utmost to exploit
the propaganda value of it. But the damage was

Comparison of Collateral Civilian Casualties and Damage

Target/ Bomb

Attack Date(s) Tonnage
Guernica 26 April 1937 405
Great Britain (Battle of Britain) 40,885

June-December 1940

Coventry 14 November 1940 533
Hamburg 24-30 July 1943 5,128 12
Dresden 14-15 February 1945 7,100.5
Tokyo 9-10 March 1945 1,665
Linebacker |l  18-29 December 1972 15,287 4

Dwellings
Dwellings Destroyed Per Civilian Deaths Per

Destroyed Tonof Bombs Deaths Tonof Bombs
271 6 69 1,654 40.83
(not available) 23,0028 56
2,306 433 568 1.06
40,385 7.87 42,600 8.03
78.000 1098 25,0004 352
173,182 104.01 83,793 50.33
600°° 04 1,318%' 08



limited. parucularly when compared to the aer-
ial bombing of World War II or the North
Vietnamese artillery and rocket bombardments
of An Loc, Hue, Quang Tri, and other cities of
South Vietnam during its Easter offensive. Of
the principal examples of collateral damage by
Linebacker II forces. one of the more renowned
surrounds damage to Bach Mai Hospital. Bach
Mai Hospital is a 940-bed facility located 1.8
miles from the center of Hanoi, and less than
500 meters from the nearest points of the mili-
tary complex of Bach Mai airfield and Bach
Mai military storage facility. The former was
not capable of handling jet aircraft but served
as the command and control headquarters for
the North Vietnamese air defense system; 1t was
for the North Vietnamese what RAF Fighter
Command Headquarters at Bentley Priory was
for Great Britain during the Battle of Britain.
Assuch. 1t was a valuable military target. With
the exception of Bach Mai Hospital, the mili-
tary complex is surrounded by uninhabited
marshlands. However, because of its proximity
to the hospital, Bach Mai airfield was not at-
tacked until the waning days of Rolling Thun-
der. During Linebacker 1. improved weapons
and delivery platforms resulted in the military
complex’s being struck on several occasions.
During Linebacker I and II, mission parame-
ters for attack of the Bach Mai military com-
plex were established to minimize the likeli-
hood of collateral damage to Bach Mai Hospi-
tal. Although it frequently housed antiaircraft
positions to defend the military complex, a
violation of the law of war, Bach Mai Hospital
never was nominated for attack.*?

In the course of Linebacker Il operations on
21 December, bombs were dropped on Bach
Mai Hospital. The Hanoi government reported
that the “"main building and some other sec-
tions have been demolished. . . . Many patients,
physicians and nurses [were] killed or wounded.
... Today, practically nothing remains.’’ Sub-
sequently, it acknowledged that the hospital
had been evacuated of patients and medical
staff before Linebacker II and that only care-
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taker personnel had been on hand ar the time
the hospital had been suuck. On 2 January
1973, the Deparunent ol Defense confirmed ac-
cidental damage 1o the hospital. Aerial photo-
graphic coverage and invesiiganion suggested
that the hospital was hit by a poruon of the
bomb wrain of a B-52 bracketed and struck by
two SANMs at the mstant 1t reached 1ts bomb
release point, causing it to splay its bombs as
the pilot lost control. Similar hits resulied in
damage along the residential Kham Thien
street in Hanoi, which Hanoi showed to all
visitors as evidence of U.S. “indiscriminate”
bombing. Aerial photographs were more dis-
cerning in showing the limited nature of inci-
dental damage.*}

Minor collateral damage occurred at Gia
Lam International Airport, Hanoi textile plant
on 8 March, and in the An Duong Nghia Dong
area north of Hanoi. The Hanoir government
alleged that the Gia Lam terminal had been
“leveled.” Poststrike photography revealed that
asmall VIP terminal had been hit, butdamage
to the main terminal was so minor that U.S.
prisoners of war repatriated through Gia L.am
observed no damage to the terminal, and some
meetings of the postwar Four Parnty Joint Mili-
tary Team overseeing the cease-fire were held
in the terminal, which showed no signs of
damage or recent repair.

By North Vietnamese count, 1318 civilians
died during Linebacker I1. The figure does not
distinguish between civilians not taking a di-
rect part in the hostilities and civilians killed
while working in lawful targets or taking part
in the conflict. Nor does the figure differentiate
between those civilians killed by errant bomb-
ing caused by actions of the detender. as oc-
curred in the bombs dropped on Kham Thien
street, or civilians killed by North Vietnamese
SAMs or AAA projectiles which, having missed
their targets. plummeted to the ground. Hanoi
fired more than 1000 SAMs at Linebacker II
forces, showing little or noregard for the safety
of its own people in their firing, and the area in
and around Hanoi and Haiphong became an
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Spokesmen for the Hanot regime alleged that the Gia Lam airport ternunal had been " leveled™ 1n
Linebacker. In fact, as the above aerial photo (left) shows, damage to the airfield was minor and
did notinclude the terminal bwilding, a fact eloquently testified to by a sowvenir shot(above right)

faSouth Uietnamese member of the Four Party Jomnt Military Team taken after the bombing.

impact area for North Vietnamese high-explo-
sive ordnance. Undoubtedly, many of the 1318
civilian deaths can be attributed to these North
Vietnamese defenses.

Measured against the only standard accepted
in principle by nations—the law of war—and
accepting Hanoi's casualty figure without qual-
ification, Linebacker I1 is unprecedented in its
minimization of collateral damage and collat-
eral civilian casualties when compared with
the intensity of effort against legitimate-targets.

FORALITTLEF more than a century, the nations
of the world have undertaken to find ways to
ameliorate the suffering of individuals not tak-
ing a direct part in armed conflict. The princi-
pal vehicle for this effort has been a series of

2t

multilateral reaties, commonly known as the
law of war. Their obligations apply equally to
all nations, in all conflicts. Some depend on
reciprocity, while others donot. Asis trueof all
laws, portions of the law of war have worked
extremely well, while other parts have not
worked well at all. Nonetheless, the law of war
recognizes that the business of the military in
war is killing people and breaking things.*
The law of war reflects a delicate balance be-
tween humanitarian ideals and the national
security interests of each belligerent, the latter
serving as the lowest common denominator
both in negotiations and implementation ol
law of war treaties. In many circumstances the
miimum standard of conduct may also rep-
resent the maximum limitation acceptable to



belligerents if each hopes to achieve a success-
ful end to the conflict.

In Rolling Thunder, apparent ignorance of
the law of war at the national level placed un-
reasonable burdens on U.S. forces to their sub-
stantial detriment, which the enemy was quick
to exploit. The campaign drew to a close just as
some of these political shackles were being re-
moved and the campaign was beginning to
realize some success. Linebacker I and Line-
backer II were conducted with myriad advan-
tages over Rolling Thunder: improved weap-
ons, weapon systems, targeting, operational
flexibility, tacucs, and, undoubtedly most im-
portant, with the will on the part of the na-
tion's leaders to utilize military force as neces-
sary to achieve campaign objectives. Both Line-
backer campaigns were also conducted with an
acute awareness by the military of its responsi-
bilities under the law of war, with mission
parameters well within the prohibitions of the
law. Although unprecedented in the degree of

The meetings of the Four Party Joint Military Team as seen
here were held in the “leveled” Gia Lam airport terminal,
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precaution taken by an auacker to minimize
collateral injury to the civilian population of
an enemy, each campaign was successful in
attaining its objectives. But the White House
decision not to respond to the unfounded alle-
gations of “indiscriminate bombing' denied 10
those who risked their lives recognition for the
professional manner in which they discharged
their responsibilities.

Washington, D.C.
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Hospital nor any of the prisoner-of-war camps in which U.S. and
allied personnel were held were marked for identification to avoid
inadvertent attack, as required by Article 42 of the GWS, Article 19
of the Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War, or Article 23 of the Geneva Convention
Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War. Both the United
States and North Vietnam were parties to these treaties throughout
the war.

53. Despite the North Vietnamese repudiation of their claim of
extensive casualties at Bach Mai Hospital, their original allegation
was repeated by CBS's '60 Minutes” in a segment broadcast on 14
November 1982. Although their error was brought to their attention
and an original source prolfered to verify the information, CBS
elected to make neither a clarification nor correction.

54. A poignant but accurate statement [ attribute to Colonel Zane
E. Finkelstein, USA. Colonel Finkelstein served as one of the legal
advisors to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff during Line-
backer I and Linebacker II.
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MILITARY ART

IRA C. EAKER
1st PRIZE ESSAY

AND THE AMERICAN TRADITION

the Vietnam paradox revisited

LIEUTENANT COLONEL DENNIS M. DREW
HOW can a nation win every battle
’% and yet lose the war? This question
2% expressesthe paradox of the Amer-
ican experience in Vietnam, a par-
adox that still baffles the American military es-
tablishment. To be sure, many critics have of-
fered explanations. Some blame the generals
and their strategies, many others blame the pol-
iticians and their meddling, while still others
point to a collapse of public will and hint at basic
flaws in the character of American society. Each
of these explanations contains a grain of truth,
but none of them offer a totally satisfactory

explanation. The paradox remains.

The American effort in Vietnam was the best
that modern military science could offer. The
array of sophisticated weapons used against the
enemy boggles the mind. Combat units applied
massive firepower using the most advanced
scientific methods. Military and civilian mana-
gers employed the most advanced techniques
of management science to support combat units
in the field. The result was an almost unbroken

series of American victories that somehow be-
came irrelevant to the war. In the end, the best
that military science could offer was not good
enough—and thus the paradox.

The ultimate clue to unraveling the Vietnam
paradox may lie in the term military science. No
knowledgeable observer in this age can doubt
the importance of military science to the suc-
cess of military operations. The firepower pro-
vided by sophisticated weapon systems domi-
nates the modern battlefield. The procurement,
management, support, and application of these
weapons have become complex sciences in
themselves. However, successful military oper-
ations generally are the product of military art as
well as military science.

What is the difference between military art
and military science? It is difficult to define
either term precisely because both are very
broad at the conceptual level and tend to over-
lap somewhat at the application level. How-
ever, they are different. Military science, as the
term implies, is a systematic and exact body of
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knowledge about the conduct of military af-
fairs. The realm of military science includes
those subjects, issues, or functions that man can
quantify with a considerable degree of preci-
sion. For example, military science deals with
such areas as munitions consumption rates,
weapon system design and procurement, ballis-
tic trajectories, weapon accuracy, probability
determination, and ubiquitous cost effective-
ness calculations. In general, military science
deals with the question of what one can or
cannot do in terms of military operations—the
technical and managerial aspects of develop-
ing, deploying, and employing military forces.

While military science is reasonably exact,
military art is relatively inexact and often ab-
stract. Military art is the studied and creative
planning and conduct of military affairs. It deals
with those functions and issues that generally
cannot be quantified and thus requires creative
thought and the ability to deal with abstractions
rather than the technical skills and hard data
points required by military science. For exam-
ple, military art would be deeply involved in
strategy (including tactics), political-military af-
fairs, leadership, morale, and other such inexact
subject areas. In general, military art concerns
what military forces should or should not do
and why.

A Proper Balance

Successful military campaigns result from
some sort of balance between art and science.
The balance required may well depend on the
status of the contending forces. If a reasonable
parity exists between opposing forces, military
art—the creative aspect of military operations—
may make the difference between success and
failure. For example, it was Napoleon'’s genius,
not his knowledge of military science, that
made him master of the European continent.
Napoleon’s ability to marshal the forces of an
entire nation, his creativity in combining old
tactics into new combinations, and his sense of
timing were crucial to his success.
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The German invasion of France in 1940 pro-
vides another clear example. Forces were rela-
tively well matched, but German military art
proved superior. The Germans knew how to
integrate land and air forces, how to use tanks
more effectively, and where to strike the deci-
sive blow. The victor in the Battle of France was
determined by superior military art, not by su-
perior military science.

Reasonable parity, of course, may not exist
between opposing forces. Clearly, the inferior
side must rely on superior military art to achieve
victory. Military history is replete with examples
of military art overcoming superior resources.
“Stonewall”’ Jackson’s Shenandoah Valley cam-
paign in the American Civil War is a classic
example. Faced with an enemy vastly superior
in both numbers and firepower, Jackson'’s foot
cavalry quickly marched and countermarched
to isolate and defeat individual Union forma-
tions and their befuddled commanders.

In the modern era, the North Vietnamese
and Vietcong had no choice but to rely on
superior military art. In the face of an American
enemy with far greater resources and vastly su-
perior technology, the Vietnamese Commu-
nists avoided catastrophic defeat, mobilized the
peasantry (or at least enforced their neutrality),
and attacked American morale. In short, the
Communists confronted their American foes
with a baffling package of political, psychologi-
cal, economic, and military warfare. The results
bear witness to the triumph of military art over
military science.

Finally, the superior side in an unequal mili-
tary confrontation may naturally be prone to
rely on military science. With superior forces,
one might easily assume that victory requires
only the efficient application of superior fire-
power. As pointed out, however, if the inferior
opponent applies superior military art, the effi-
cient application of firepower may not be pos-
sible or may be totally irrelevant.

In regard to the Vietnam paradox, it is rea-
sonably clear that the American effort applied a
great deal of the most sophisticated military



science but very little successful military art.
American forces used superior weapons and
employed devastating firepower delivered with
great precision. The general logistical effort was
incredibly well done in spite of enormous diffi-
culties. However, American political objectives
were confused and poorly understood, a cir-
cumstance which led naturally to confusion
concerning military objectives. The military
strategy and tactics used were designed for a far
different kind of war, and political-military rela-
tions were strained at best. Finally, as casualty
lists grew, yet with no end in sight, morale in the
field declined and, more important, support for
the war effort evaporated on the home front.

The American Tradition

Although the outcome was unexpected, the
American effort in Vietnam fit well within the
American military tradition. Since the Civil War,
the U.S. military has concentrated on the sciences
of developing, deploying, and employing Amer-
ica’s overwhelming resources. As a result, the
U.S. military has not had to be exceptionally
clever in terms of military art because it could
“drown” its opponents in a sea of men, weap-
ons, firepower, and logistics. This is the tradition
inherited from Ulysses S. Grant, who ham-
mered away at Lee in northern Virginia and
overwhelmed the Confederate forces with the
vast resources of the Union Army.

The American military’s traditional reliance
on military science rather than on military art
continues today, which is not at all surprising.
American military academies are primarily en-
gineering schools. Other commissioning pro-
grams place major emphasis on recruiting po-
tential officers with educational backgroundsin
science and engineering. With an officer corps
educated in such a manner, no one should be
surprised that Americans always seem to frame
solutions to military problems in terms of new
technology or revised organizational structure
rather than clever strategy.

Why is all of this a matter of concern? The

problem is that the American tradition no
longer fits reality. No longer can the United
States rely on overwhelming its opponents. At
the highest level of the conflict spectrum, the
military objective has changed to deterrence
rather than traditional victory in combat. At the
conventional war level, it is very doubtful that
the United States can overwhelm its principal
opponent. Even lesser opponents have an ad-
vantage because worldwide commitments place
considerable strain on finite American forces
and resources. At the lowest level of the conflict
spectrum, protracted guerrilla-style war poses a
problem the U.S. military has been unable or
unwilling to solve. Protracted warfare assumes
weakness on the part of the guerrilla forces and
seems almost invulnerable to firepower. The
guerrilla objective is to achieve victory simply
by avoiding overwhelming defeat. Protracted
war strategy is a masterpiece of military art.

If the American military tradition is no longer
effective, then the American military establish-
ment must place more emphasis on the creative
abilities typical of military art if it is to deal
successfully with the world model. The Ameri-
can military must master the “should,” “should
not,” and “why” in addition to the technicalities
of “can” and “cannot.” The question is, of
course, how does one master military art?

Mastering Military Art

Military art—the art of warfare—is discov-
ered through the study of military history. The
great creative military minds of the modern era
were, almost without exception, first-rate in-
terpreters of military history. Clausewitz, Ma-
han, ). F. C. Fuller, Liddell Hart, and Brodie all fit
this mold. Field commanders such as Patton and
Montgomery also had a deep and abiding in-
terest in military history. Although the list goes
on, the argument for the study of military his-
tory as a basis for military art relies on more than
just testimonial examples.

Military history is not merely the study of
obscure facts and footnotes. The intelligent
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study of military history provides insight into
the evolution of strategic thought, the political
and military objectives of warfare, the influencé
of technology on operational concepts, and the
capabilities and limitations of military forces.
History provides examples of success and fail-
ure in military operations and provides clues
relating to the reasons for the success or failure.
History provides the foundation for military
doctrinal beliefs. It also provides illustrated ex-
amples of leadership—both good and bad—in
very different situations. Thus, the intelligent
study of military history can provide a funda-
mental understanding of strategy, tactics, doc-
trine, political-military relations, and leader-
ship. Such are the elements of military art.

But of what benefit is afoundation in military
art? First, a thorough understanding of the pur-
poses, capabilities, and limitations of military
power forms the foundation required to pro-
vide political leaders with sound and believable
military advice. The American military must be
able to do more than say “can do” or, on rare
occasions, “cannot do.” The military must also
be able to say “should do” and “should not do™
as the situation warrants. Only if well founded
in the “why” of warfare can the military offer
this sort of professional advice and have it
accepted.
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Second, but perhaps most important, asound
knowledge of the art of war provides a concep-
tual framework for analyzing strategic and tacti-
cal problems, technological developments, and
the impact of related issues on military opera-
tions. Perhaps with a better grounding in mili-
tary art, the United States could have avoided
the debacle in Vietnam. Perhaps American mili-
tary and political leaders could have learned
something from the French experience in the
“first” Vietnam War, or from the British expe-
rience in Malaya, or from Mao's experiences in
China. Perhaps American leaders might also
have learned something from the experience of
fighting the British in the American Revolution.
After all, revolutionary heroes such as Nathanael
Greene and Francis Marion were early masters
of protracted guerrilla warfare.

THE FUTURE success of the American military lies
in the mastery of military art and its application
in concert with military science. The key to the
mastery of military art is the intelligent and dili-
gent study of military history. Thus, the key to
the future is found in the past. If Americans
learn the lessons of the past, they may again
learn how to win both the battles and the war.

Center for Aerospace Doctrine,
Research, and Education
Air University
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IRA C. EAKER ESSAY COMPETITION

Air University is pleased to announce the third annual Ira C. Eaker Essay Compe-
tition. Its purpose is twofold:

—First, to honor the continuing achievement of Lieutenant General Ira C. Eaker
and his colleagues, aviation pioneers whose courage and spirit of innovation laid
the foundation for American military greatness in aerospace.

—Second, to memorialize the indomitable martial spirit of these men, a spirit
that nourishes the perception of military service as a calling.

Topic areas for the essay competition are professionalism, leadership, integrity,
ethics and values, strategy and tactics, doctrine, esprit de corps, or any combina-
tion thereof.

ENTRY RULES

—Essays must be original and specifically written for the contest. Only one
entry per person may be submitted.

—Entries must be a minimum of 2000 words and a maximum of 4000 words.
—Essays must be typewritten, double-spaced, and on standard-size paper.

—The competition is open to all active (duty) members of the regular Air Force,
Air Force Reserve, Air National Guard. Air Force Academy and AFROTC cadets,
and Civil Air Patrol.

—A separate cover-sheet should include the essay title, author's name. rank,
duty’home addresses and duty/home phone numbers. The author's name must
not appear on the essay itself. The title should be repeated at the head of the first
page of the essay.

—Send entries to the Editor, Air University Review, Building 1211, Maxwell
AFB. Alabama 36112. All essays must be received or postmarked by 1 June 1983.
For further details, call AUTOVON 875-2773, Commercial (205) 293-2773.

—Essays are submitted with the understanding that first-publication rights
belong to Air University Review.

First. second. and third-prize medallions will be awarded as well as $2000, $1000.,
and $500 United States Savings Bonds. Distinguished Honorable Mention and
Honorable Mention certificates will also be awarded. Winning essays will be
published in the Review.

The Ira C. Eaker Essay Competition is funded by a permanent grant from the

Arthur G. B. Metcalf Foundation through the United States Strategic Institute,
Washington. D.C.




URING the dry season from 10 Oc-

tober 1970 to 30 April 1971, Seventh

Air Force credited a dozen AC-130
Spectre gunships of the 16th Special Opera-
tions Squadron with destroying or damaging
12,741 trucks in night operations over Laos.
The total number of trucks destroyed by AC-
130s was more than three times that of the
previous years, far exceeding what most plan-
ners had predicted; and that had started a
controversy.

The AC-130 Spectre was the ultimate truck
buster. F-4 Phantom pilots who escorted the
gunship called it ““The Fabulous Four-engine
Fighter.”” With 1its solid black exterior and
weapons protruding from gunports down the
left side of its fuselage, an AC-130 was reminis-
cent of a marauding pirate sailing ship. Two
20-mm M61 Vulcan cannons, six-barreled Gat-
ling guns, stuck out ahead of the left main
wheel well. Above the well were a pair of 7.62-
mm MXU470 machine guns, also six-barreled.
Aft were two 40-mm M2A1 (modified) Bofors

TRUCK COUNT

LIEUTENANT COLONEL HENRY ZEYBEL.
USAF (RET)

capable of pumping out 100 rounds per min-
ute, usually in rapid bursts of three to five. The
Forty was the primary weapon used to kill
trucks. It also was the focus of contention.

After testing a pair of Forties on a single
gunship during the 1969-70 dry season, Aero-
nautical Systems Division personnel considered
the cannon’s two-pound warhead to be a truck
stopped. With Forties aboard all AC-130s for
1970-71, damage assessment criteria were as
follows:

e A vehicle was destroyed if it burned, ex-
ploded, or was directly hit by a 40-mm round.

¢ A vehicle was damaged if it was peppered
with 20-mm fire or a 40-mm shell detonated
short of 1t within ten feet (at that distance, the
shell's shrapnel pattern remained concentrated
enough to disable the vehicle).

From November 1970 to May 1971, Spectre
reached its peak in killing trucks. The reasons
appeared obvious. There were twice as many
airplanes as during the previous dry season,




and every plane had heavier firepower. The
array of sensors used to locate trucks was better
than ever. Every plane was equipped with an
infrared (IR) detector which had higher resolu-
tion and better tracking stability than the
preceding model. The six newest planes carried
low-light-level television cameras with both
wide-angle and telephoto lenses. (The six older
gunships still relied on a starlight scope, called
night observation device or NOD.) Along with
the ever-dependable Black Crow (BC) sensor,
which detected electromagnetic radiations, a
gunship's three-man sensor team could do every-
thing but sniff out a vehicle.

At the start of May, rains caused by the
southwestern monsoon flooded Spectre's oper-
ating area, the eastern half of the Laotian pan-
handle, code named Steel Tiger. The North
Vietnamese Army’s 559th Transportation Group
ground to a halt as the Ho Chi Minh Trail
turned to mud. For the Spectre crews based at
Ubon in Thailand, the war stopped until ap-
proximately six months hence when the mon-
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soon reversed, weather over the Trail cleared,
and trucks resumed rolling.

About the time North Vietnamese Army
(NVA) trucks were stopped by mud, staff ana-
lysts at Seventh Air Force Headquarters in Sai-
gon shifted into high gear. To them, the Air
Force destroyed-damaged totals for Steel Tiger
appeared inordinately high. In addition to
Spectre’s 13,000, more than 5000 vehicles were
credited to other units, primarily fighter-
bomber squadrons. The analysts’ main ques-
tion was: How many trucks did the North
Vietnamese own? At the start of the 1969-70 dry
season, USAF Intelligence said 6000 to 8000. By
the start of the 1970-71 season, the figure had
climbed to 18,000. If that was so, the analysts
said, the Air Force had destroyed all of them! A
new intelligence report raised the estimate to
between 23,000 and 25,000. According to the
latest information, the NVA had already asked
Russia for 9000 and China for 3000 new trucks.

““T'hat request for 12,000 makes Spec’s num-
bers look pretty good,” our crew navigator
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said. (He had doubts about the 5000 vehicles
credited to other units. After his experiences on
a Southeast Asia tour with Blind Bat, dropping
flares to illuminate tactical air strikes, he be-
lieved fast-moving bombers were lucky to hit
the ground, especially at night.) The crew nav-
igator and I were fascinated by the numbers
games; we read every document we could get
our hands on. We had also seen our share of
trucks, having logged 135 missions with Spec-
tre: [ was a television night observation device
operator.

During the dry season, AC-130s were fragged
for armed reconnaissance of the wrail from the
end of evening twilight until the first light of
dawn. Unless battle damaged. every airplane
tlew every night. “On target’’ time over an as-
signed sector of Steel Tiger was three to four
hours. Although the NVA had deploved an-
natrcrafe artillery (AAA) there, its primary de-
fense was darkness. Few trucks moved during
davlight. The IR, TV NOD, and BC sensors
enabled Spectre crews to see in the dark.

The three sensor operators and a fire control
operator (FCO) sat in a small room called *‘the
booth,” located in the middle of the cargo
compartment. While the navigator directed the
gunship through systematic sweeps of a target
sector, the sensor operators randomly searched
for trucks. Usually the Black Crow made iniual
contact. On the BC's oscilloscope, a target ap-
peared as a green blip. Using computer direc-
tion, the pilot homed on the target. Closer in,
the IR or TV NOD located it. Pilots preferred
TV tor firing guidance because 1t was more
stable. From an operating altitude, the pilot
orbited the target in a bank at a constant air-
speed and aimed the guns by aligning elec-
tronic symbols on a computer display. He had
the option of tiring manually or automatically
when the symbols were near or in coincidence.
Unless a target burned or exploded. the pilot
never saw It.

The boys in the booth ran the ball game and,
by consensus, decided what was destroyed or
damaged. Action that appeared on the IR and

TV sensor screens was videotaped. With a
photo interpreter, damage assessment was re-
viewed and. if necessary, reevaluated during
postflight debriefing. No special skill was
needed to intepret what took place. Watching
the sensor screens and the videotapes was like
watching ordinary black-and-white television.
The NOD-equipped gunships had no video
recorders and, as before, operated on an honor
system.

Because of the volume of videotape, only
footage of the most interesting or unusual
events was saved by convertung it to 16-mm film
and calling 1t “AC-130 SEA Gunship Acuv-
ity—Best of the Week.”" Distributed Air Force-
wide, the motion picture showed the destruc-
tion wrought by the gunship and also much of
the anuaircraft fire directed at the plane. A
soundirack ot interphone conversations pro-
vided a vivid and often X-rated background.
What did not go into the “Best of the Week™
eventually was erased so that the videotape
could be reused.

The “Best of the Week™ was a novelty that
grew into a form of entertainment rather than a
battle report. At umes it resembled a Keystone
comedy. It showed NVA drivers who were
frightened by near-misses swerve their trucks
off roads and crash into wees, tumble down
ravines, or drive up steep hillsides before turn-
ing over. In one sequence, a driver abandoned
his truck without setting the brake; the truck
rolled backward down a grade while others
swerved wildly to avoid it. On another occa-
sion, a heavy tank reacted like a plastic bear in
an electric-eye shooting gallery: each time a
40-mm round bounced harmlessly off the tank’s
thick armor, the tank driver reversed course.
The only thing needed to complete the farce
was the “Anvil Chorus' on soundtrack.

Despite the pictures, the truck count was pe-
riodically questioned. For example, one night
a crew tound a truck park with 65 vehicles: the
crew hit each vehicle with a 40-mm shell: and
none of the trucks burned. In accordance with
the damage assessment criteria, the crew claimed



65 destroved, the largest single mission total of
the season. In the morning, on orders from
Seventh Air Force, an OV-10 Bronco pilot visu-
allv checked the area but found no sign of
trucks. As a result, the Seventh Air Force staff
asked questions that were accusations: Did the
crew actually hit that many targets? Were the
targets trucks or things that looked like trucks?
If the former, where did they go? If the lauter,
what were they?

In reply. the crew asked some questions of its
own: Did the recce bird overfly the correct
coordinates? Did enough uime elapse for the
NVA o sweep up? What about the pictures?

For the crews, every night was a new battle.
The dry season schedule provided little ume to
reflect. From experience, sensor operators knew
the speed with which maintenance teams cleared
the Ho Chi Minh Trail. Sometimes when we
had damaged a single vehicle, we would then
fly elsewhere, hoping to find a convoy. If we
found nothing, we would circle back to the
lone vehicle ten minutes later and frequently
find a repair crew there with a second truck.
According to Intelligence, the population of
the Trail provinces was a quarter of a million
Laouans, with an additional 75,000 N VA troops
supervising work. It was our impression that
everybody 1n the Trail provinces worked on
trucks.

For every mission that was questionable,
there were dozens that were absolutely convinc-
ing of Spectre’s truck-killing ability. Many
convoys died spectacularly. Trucks traveled
either singly, in small convoys of about five, or
in large convoys of around fifteen. Often, by
the time a gunship finished with a large con-
voy. the road was ablaze with flaming vehicles.
Burning fuel from 8100-gallon tanker trucks
ran down the roadside ditches. Tankers erupted
anew, and fires gained in size and intensity as
flames spread from one fuel cell 1o another.
Ammuniuon trucks exploded when heat cooked
off their cargo: exploding tracer rounds pin-
wheeled into the sky before falling back into
the holocaust. Nothing escaped the flames.
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The destruction was breathtaking, and much
of 1t was recorded on videotape.

Seventh Air Force Awards and Decorations
helped create the controversy that surrounded
the truck kill figures. Using data from 1969-70),
Awards and Decorations decided that a gun-
ship crew would be given the Distinguished
Flying Cross (DFC) if 1t stopped 25 trucks (total
of destroyed and damaged) on one mission and
encountered at least moderate ground fire (say,
200 rounds of AAA). Since the previous season,
however, not only were more 37-mm guns de-
ployed along theTrail but 57-mm AAA was
added at key locations. The salvauon for Spec-
tre was that none of the guns were radar-
conurolled. During March and April, our crew
averaged more than 300 rounds of AAA per
mission. Therefore, half the criteria for a DFC
were automatically fulfilled. Two scanners
called out AAA rounds to alert the pilot, and, as
an additional duty, the BC kept a running to-
tal. Anyway, 1t was axiomatic that trucks and
AAA wentogether. As our navigator explained
to new guys, ""You're going to get shotat if you
do your job properly. The NVA doesn’t posi-
tion guns o protect trees or karst. Find guns,
vou find trucks.”

Twenty-five trucks was a good night's work
during the first half of the 1970-71 season. Few
crews attained that figure. When American and
South Vietnamese soldiers drove into Laos dur-
ing Lam Son 719 in February and March. a
total of 25 became a joke. Each night at least
one gunship destroyed that many or more. The
incursion into Laos interdicted the Trail's
eastern roadways and forced traffic to the fewer
roads along the less complex western part of
the Trail. Because the NVA did not reduce its
volume of traffic, jams resulted, and convoys
backed up on each other. From Spectre’s view-
point, the same number of targets had been
compressed 1nto an area half as great. Search-
ing was eliminated. The Trail was a shooting
gallery. This was theonly ume that NVA main-
tenance teams could not keep the roads cleared.
Hulks sat untouched for days, and bottlenecks
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Tanks. like these destvoyed PT-765 caught along an
open part of the Ho Clhie Manh Trail, were easy targeds
for the AC-130 Spectre. The 105-nm howtzer, -
stalled on the AC-130s 0 1972, covuld make short work
of almost any target with a divect at, and the thin
wupper surfaces of hght armored velecles sueh as these
were vulnerable to Spectre’s 40-non and 20-mm fire.

developed where convoys piled up in ruin.
Moving vehicles were forced to weave around
scattered wreckage. In the eyes of the Specire
sensor operators, it was lovely chaos.

The wealth of vehicles influenced the sensor
operators’ attitude regarding damage assess-
ment. When targets were scarcer, they hit a
vehicle with several 40-mm rounds in hopes of
making 1t burn. They succeeded just about half
the time. Nearly as decisively, those trucks that
did not burn, nevertheless. did sustain muluple
hits. The large number of truck sightings dur-
ing Lam Son 719 caused a shift in tactics. Crews
spent less time on each truck in order to strike
more trucks. The single-hit criterion was liber-
ally apphied. As a result, crews burned or blew
only one out of four targets. Spectre’s March
figures were 3361 destroved and 819 damaged, a
third of the season’s total.

With the large number of truck kills, Awards
and Decorations personnel thought presenta-
tion of the DFC had been cheapened. When a
Spectre crew earned a DFC, every man aboard
the airplane received the award. (A crew con-
sisted of 13 members. There were seven officers:
pilot, copilot. navigator, IR, TV NOD., BC,
FCO; and six enlisted men: flight engineer,
three weapon mechanics who were called ““gun-
ners,” and two scanners.) The navigators and
enlisted men loved the reasoning of the Seventh
Air Force Commander who said, A gunship
crew is a team on which every member is
equally vital and faces equal danger. There-
fore, each man deserves equal reward.” A
number of other Air Force fliers, particularly
F-1 pilots who escorted us, resented it. Spectre
crewmen won plenty of medals. A few individ-
uals had DFC oak leal clusters numbered in the
teens.

AFTF.R the rains came, Lieuten-
ant Colonel Ken Harris, 16th SOS Commander.,
met with our pilot and the navigators from our
crew. Harris read us a message from Seventh
Air Force that talked about restruck and twice-
counted vehicles, decovs, and armored trucks.



Insuncuvely plaving cover-your-ass, our IR
said, "Nothing in there we didn’talready think
about.” We knew the NVA drivers had wricks,
probably more than we recognized. Like most
crews we had learned by wrial and error. When
we tirst started, we would find a convoy and
blast away at the leader who took off like a
scared rabbit. By the time we stopped him and
then punished his wruck. the others in the con-
voy were nowhere to be found. We [ell for that
three or four times before we decided to 1ignore
the escaping leader who probably had an ar-

“Ho Chi Minh's Highwav' was a complex network of
single-lane dirt roads, bypasses, footpaths, and truck
parks. Fueof the 12 vehicles (rightiare headed for a truck
park located 150 vards off the mam road. The ability of
Spectre’s sensors to penetrate darkness and camouflage
made 1t a particularly feared adversary When Spectre
caughtacon below ), the preferred tactic was to disable
the lead truck unith the first rounds and then blast the rear
truck. trapping the between to be destroved at lei-
sure. The 4C-130s were so deadly that truck drivers often
bounded for cover at the sound of any aircraft overhead.
The problem became so serious that the North etna-
mese handcuffed drivers to their steering columns lo keep
them from leaving thewr trucks: many died in therr cabs.
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mored cab and. instead, plow into the others
before they had time to vanish. While trucks
and their cargo traveled the overall length of
the Trail, drivers worked only short segments
that they knew perfectly. They could nestle
vehicles into side roads or beneath overhang-
ing branches so that IR signatures disappeared.
We once watched four trucks fade from sight
right before our eyes, just slip off the road and
be gone. We hammered through the foliage at
where we thought they had hidden and, before
we departed, had a pair of fires raging. We also
watched drivers pull up near a burning vehicle
in order, as we figured, to mask their IR signa-
ture in the glow of the blaze. We often won-
dered just how much the drivers knew about
our capabilities.

Harris reported, ““Seventh wants us to ana-
lyze our results.”

“Why don’t they go back and review the
tapes,”” our BC said, knowing that all but the
most recent tapes had been demagnetized. *“Tell
them to review the ‘Best of the Week.'"

“That’s nothing buta commercial,” said our
FCO.

Harris nodded: "“Its name condemns it—
‘Best.” What about the other ninety-nine per
cent?”

I asked. “Why did they wait until now to
start this?"" but I knew the answer. We all knew
the answer. Nobody had expected Spectre to
rack up over 13,000 trucks. Now a larger issue
was at stake: How could Tactical Air Com-
mand program managers justify huge expendi-
tures for sleek “‘advanced” multipurpose jet
fighters when a lumbering cargo plane ac-
complished interdiction on such a grand scale?

Harris told us, ““Answer the message. Verify
the destroyed and damaged as best you can. If
it's any consolation, you're doing this for Gen-
eral Clay. He happens to be on our side. What-
ever you come up with goes directly to him.
Take a hard look at the big picture. Tell him
what you see.”

“The big picture was flushed down the
tubes,"” according to the IR.

Harris was patient: “General Clay under-
stands that, and he regrets it. Do the best with
what you have."”

George Orwell would have loved our pre-
dicament.

WE trashed Seventh's questions
and struck out on our own. The only things we
had to work with were mission reports and our
experience and intuition. We decided to do a
hatchet job on the squadron. If the results
turned out to be too embarrassing, then, we
jokingly agreed, we would lie.

We went through more than 2000 mission
reports, one by one, the entire 1970-71 dry sea-
son. If nothing else, the exercise proved that
navigators are outstanding bookkeepers, CPA
quality. The sensor that made initial contact;
the sensor that provided firing guidance; the
Greenwich mean time of start and stop attack;
the geographical coordinates to the minute
(within 600 feet) as taken from long-range aid
to navigation (LORAN) readings; and the re-
sults (burner, blower, etc.) were logged for
every target. The forms comprised a statistician’s
dream.

We determined that of 10,319 trucks claimed as
destroyed:

— 2786 burned;

— 2169 exploded in some manner;

— 5364 suffered at least one direct hit by a
40-mm shell (and, of this subtotal. approxi-
mately 1000 could have been restruck vehicles).

Of the 2733 trucks damaged:

— 1720 suffered from near-misses by 40-mm
shells;

— 1013 were struck by 20-mm shells;

Of the total, approximately 500 could have
been restruck targets.

We were harsh in our judgments. If on the
same night two trucks were logged within 1000
feet of each other by different airplanes, we
called them restruck. There was no way to ac-
count for decoys, armored vehicles, or trucks



that were damaged, repaired, redamaged, re-
repaired.

As we saw it, 5000 trucks had definitely been
destroyed. Possible restruck numbered 1500.
From there it was easy to see that the real mea-
sure of success depended on the degree to which
we had damaged the remaining 6500.

SHORTLY thereafter, along with
Lieutenant Colonel Harris, our crew made a
trip to Tan Son Nhut Air Base and met with Gen-
eral Lucius D. Clay. Jr.. Seventh Air Force Com-
mander, and a staff that overflowed a large
conference room’s seating capacity. The meet-
ing was short and to the point. General Clay
told everyone to pay attention and then talked
to only the sensor operators.

Our crew had flown a couple of special mis-
sions in which General Clay had a personal
interest. At those times, he made us feel as if he
were working for us as much as we were work-
ing for him. Thatday at Tan Son Nhut was no
different. I doubt that we told him anything he
did not know or had not guessed. Still, he lis-
tened. We said that from our experience we
believed that:

— crews relied on the single hit with a Forty
criterion mostly for expediency;

— when ume allowed, crews tried for burners
and blowers;

— crew errors were honest mistakes (it was
possible to be faked out; but as in any work,
experience reduced errors);

— if itdid not burn or blow, a vehicle proba-
bly was not destroyed with a single 40-mm hit.

On 12 May 1971, we took our show on the
road again. Colonel Harris piled our crew
aboard a gunship and took us back to Tan Son
Nhut. This ume General Clay told us, *“We
may be working the problem backward, but the
truth is all that matters. At the start of the dry
season, we ook ASD’s word on what damage
the weapons would do. Now I want to see for
myself."”
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A staff officer briefed us that we would strike
trucks parked on a range north of Bien Hoa.
General Clay would be observing from a bunker
1000 yards away. The briefer gave us coordi-
nates, a takeoff time, and a radio frequency on
which to call for further instructions after we
located the trucks. That was it.

Our navigator directed us to the coordinates.
Six miles out, we picked up signals and rolled
into geometry on BC guidance. Eight trucks
were parked on an S-shaped portion of dirt
road, out in the middle of nowhere. The first
six were 30 to 40 feet apart, staggered left and
right of the center of the road. The last two were
100 feet farther back, around the second curve
near a clump of trees. A long grassy field abut-
ted one side of the road: at the far end of the
field was a bunker topped with grass.

We called on the assigned frequency, and
General Clay answered: “*Affirmative, Spec, we
have you overhead. How many trucks have you
found?”

“Eight,” was the relayved answer.

‘““According to the IR, how many engines are
running, and which ones?”

“Three. Engines one, three, and seven."
They produced the brightest heat signatures.
“Eight looks like it shut down not too long
ago."”

There was a pause following the pilot’s mes-
sage reply. Then General Clay laughingly said,
“My aide tells me that’s right. We had uouble
finding a suitable eighth truck, and it arrived
only ashort while ago.” He told us to strike the
first six trucks with 40-mm fire and the last two
with 20-mm.

One of the officers said, TV wacking the
lead truck." The crosshairs were centered on its
hood.

The pilot then said: “Put TV in the compu-
ter and give me a Forty.”

The crew navigator replied, “TV in.”

One of the enlisted men said: “You got the
gun, sir.”’

We opened fire with a vengeance, not using
the normal rhythm; instead pouring out a long
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stream of rounds. The first shell exploded in a
roadside ditch. “'Five low,” was the reflexive
comment. The stream of rounds ““walked’ out
of the ditch, arced across the road, and smacked
all over the lead truck.

Another officer said, **Beautiful, just beauti-
ful.”

Round after round pounded into the lead
truck, but it did not burn.

“Spec. enough,” General Clay said. *“Try the
next one."’

With the crosshairs moved, we resumed fir-
ing, smoothly slipping into our normal tempo:
One. One-two-three. On the third burst, the
truck blew and burned. Thick black smoke
rolled skyward. A few minutes later, we set
number three afire. What a command perfor-
mance! We felt a kind of omnipotence unexpe-
rienced since some of our early kills.

We hammered number four, but it would not
burn.

General Clay asked which sensor we had
been using, then said, “*Switch to IR for the last
four targets. On trucks five and six, cease fire
when you consider them damaged.”

Firingoneround at a time, we planted ashell
about ten feet from the fifth truck. We talked i1t
over and were not satisfied. We put another
round four feet in front of the target and agreed
it was close enough.

The sixth truck was hit with the first round.
“Sorry, Sir."”

““Good enough,’”’ the general said and
sounded pleased.

The load of 20-mm rounds was split equally
between the last two vehicles. Sparkles danced
over both trucks, but neither burned.

“Come on down and let's look at them.”
General Clay said.

B Y the time we landed and drove
to the range, the high-ranking spectators were
gone. Trucks two and three had burned be-
cause each had been carrying three barrels of
fuel. We had hit the barrels, set them on fire,

and in turn torched the trucks.

Trucks one and four had six-to-12-inch wide
holes all over them. The 40-mm shells had
penetrated the hoods and torn into the engines.
Onone, thedriver's cabin was demolished. Oil
and hydraulic fluid dripped from both trucks.

Trucks five and six were disappointments.
Near-misses had flung shrapnel through the
sides of number five. Its tires were flat, as were
the tires of the first four. Likewise, most glass
was punched out or shattered. Once the tires
were replaced, however, it looked as if number
five would be operable. The keys were in the
ignition. The navigator climbed aboard, started
and raced the engine; it sounded healthy. He
shifted into gear and drove fifty feet on flat tires
while the rest of us wished the vehicle would
die. The sixth truck, on which we had scored a
single direct hit, was unharmed except for a
nine-inch hole through its quarter-inch, corru-
gated-steel bed. Even the tires were intact. The
truck could have been driven to Hanoi.

The ground around the last two trucks was
strewn with unexploded 20-mm high explosive
incendiary (HEI) shells. From certain altitudes
the rounds tended to tumble before reaching
target. Fist-sized dents covered the trucks like
vehicular pockmarks. A few shells had gashed
the hoods without producing visible damage to
the engines. With new tires, both trucks might
have been operable.

Using dry season criteria, we would have
logged five destroyed and three damaged. In real-
ity, we had definitely destroyed two; damaged
two so that they required major maintenance and
would be out of commission indefinitely: dam-
aged three that probably could be repaired and
returned to duty within a day or two; and barely
touched the other. I was disturbed by that last
one, the single hit with a 40-mm shell. It would
have been logged as destroved when actually 1t
was the least damaged of the lot.

Colonel Harris was ecstatic when he met us
at the gunship for the flight home to Ubon. A
marvelous demonstration,” he said. "Great
shooting. You guys cleared the crews once and



for all. There's no doubt about what Spectre
can do. General Clay was delighted.”

After we were airborne, the rest of the story
came out. In the future, no matter what it was
hit with. a truck had to burn or blow up before
being counted as destroyed. Crews were ex-
pected to hit trucks several times in an effort to
make them burn. “General Clay has no com-
plaints about the crews' past performances,”
Harris said. "He thinks your statistics, your
research have validity. He is irritated with ASD
for selling the wrong criteria.”

Later Harris told us that the dry season fig-
ures would stand as they were.

MONTHS later, we found data
that wrapped up our research. According to
USAF Intelligence, during the 1969-70 dry sea-
son, the NVA fed 68,000 tons of materiel into
the Trail network, and 21,000 tons reached fi-
nal destinauon. In 1970-71, input ran the same
but only 9500 tons got through.

Our navigator was so far ahead of most prob-
lems that I seldom tried to outguess him. *“The
number of trucks doesn’'t mean much." he ex-
plained. ““‘Supposedly, with 68,000 tons of in-
put, the NVA needs only nine to 12 per cent
throughput to maintain offensives in South
Vietnam and Cambodia. So, if the NVA pushed
through 9500 tons, that's 14 per cent. Twenty-
nine per cent of the input supports Trail opera-
tions, and about six per cent is stockpiled in
Laos. Add those and they account for 49 per
cent. Therefore, we can say we destroyed 51 per
cent of the NVA input—and we failed?"”

Nevertheless, we were permitted to keep our
medals.

FOR THE 1971-72 dry season, the Spectre f{leet
was increased from 12 to 18 gunships. Most
important, however, the aft 40-mm gun in one
of the aircraft was replaced by a 105-mm M 102
cannon. After this AC-130 sustained battle
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damage, the howitzer was installed in a differ-
ent gunship. The 105°s 33-pound warhead
came close to what designers at the ASD labora-
tory had anticipated when they modified the
40-mm for use on the AC-130; a single hit in-
flicted major damage on a vehicle. (In the fall
of 1971, I participated in live fire missions out
of Hurlburt Field, Florida, that were similar to
the one our crew flew for General Clay. From
what I saw, | conservauvely estimated that
there was no more than a ten percent chance
that a truck would be operable after being hit
with a 105-mm round.) Seventh Air Force re-
tained the criteria that ruled vehicles had o
burn or blow up to be counted as destroyed.
Despite that, during 32 missions, the howitzer-
equipped AC-130s received credit for destroy-
ing 75 trucks and damaging 92 with the 105-
mm weapon, while destroying 27 and damag-
ing 24 with 40-mm fire.

On 11 January 1972, USAF Intelligence con-
firmed the deployment of SA-2 Guidelines in
Laos. Although the AC-130 was not designed
to operate in a surface-to-air missile environ-
ment, Spectre continued 1o go into Steel Tiger.
Despite the hazardous situation, Spectre amassed
respectable totals, receiving credit from Seventh
Air Force for destroying 2782 wrucks and dam-
aging 4553.

On 31 March, ten miles southwest of Tche-
pone in Steel Tiger, anuaircraft fire destroyed
the AC-130 now carrying the 105-mm howitzer,
but miraculously, the pilot held the airplane
level until the crew bailed out. Fifteen men
parachuted into the jungle of western Laos,
and at daybreak all were rescued by helicopters.
Justtwo days earliera SAM had downed another
AC-130, killing the entire crew.

The loss of two AC-130s caused Seventh Air
Force to curtail gunship operations drastically
in Laos and in Military Region I, the area
below the demilitarized zone in South Vietnam.

Spectre’s role as the ultimate truck buster
was ended.

Austin, Texas



Thunderchief

THEODORE VAN GEFFEN, JR.
SENIOR MASTER SERGEANT GERALD C. ARRUDA

JOKE in the early sixties had the F-105

used as a squat bomber; taxi over the

enemy tank, retract the landing gear, and log
the kill. Early crews dubbed it the Lead-Sled and
Ultra-Hog. In fact, it took a war to erase such nega-
tive reactions. The F-105's high speed at low alti-
tude. its flight stability at all speeds, and its ability to
haul a heavy bomb load proved to be great assets
in the Vietnam War. If any single factor won over
even the hardest-to-convince, it was the aircraft's
ruggedness that enabled it to sustain extensive bat-
tle damage and return the pilot to friendly territory,
an ability owed largely to its tough J75 engine and
dry wing.* Ever since, everyone involved with the

*The F-105 wing. unlike that of many contemporary aircraft.
contained no fuel tanks, thus sharply reducing the vulnerability
area of the aircraft.
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F-105 has called it by the affectionate nickname
Thud.

Some years before the F-84F Thunderstreak en-
tered the U.S. Air Force inventory, fifteen engineers
at Republic Aircraft Corporation had conceived, as
a private venture, model Advanced Project (AP) 63-
31 to improve the performance of and succeed the
F-84F series. Numerous configurations were inves-
tigated after which Republic decided that the basic
concept should be a single-seat, single-engine air-
craft, primarily meant for the nuclear mission but
with secondary air-to-air capabilities. The F-105's
projected nuclear role was to result in an un-
planned benefit designed to carry a single nuclear
weapon, the F-105 was built with an internal bomb
bay. an unheard of design feature for a fighter. Al-
though the bomb bay never carried a bomb into
combat, it provided secure storage for a fuel tank
which gave the Thud extra range without a drag







penalty. In February 1952, Republic proposed the
new airplane, initially designated Weapon System
306A, to the Department of Defense (DOD). Alto-
gether the development would embrace 5,000,000
manhours of study over a six-year period.

As recommended by the Aircraft and Weapon
Board, the Air Staff endorsed the F-105 in May of
1952 instead of ordering an improved version of the
F-84F. Five months later, on 25 September, Repub-
lic received a contract directing it to proceed only
with the preproduction engineering, tooling. tool de-
signing, and material procurement needed for tenta-
tive production. Fabrication and material procure-
ment originally called for the acquisition of 199 air-
craft with the first Thunderchief operational by 1955.
Following a configuration conference on 16 Febru-
ary 1953, the final shape of the F-105 became evi-
dent. In May, the Air Research and Development
Command (ARDC) advised that it was programming
the T-171-D Gatling-type gun for eventual use in
the F-105. In June, the preliminary model specifica-
tions were completed and approved by Hq USAF.

In the meantime, however, a change of plans an-
nounced in March had reduced the initial number
of aircraft from 199 to 46, including 37 F-105s and 9
RF-105s. In an August 1953 warning, the National
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics informed Re-
public that the overall efficiency of the J-71 engine
was only 80 percent of that predicted by the con-
tractor. Interim use of the Pratt & Whitney J57 en-
gine was then considered. Despite this setback, de-
livery of the first aircraft was still scheduled for the
spring of 1955.

The beginning of 1954 did not look bright for the
further development of the F-105. At one point, the
Air Force suspended procurement of the aircraft
because of excessive delays at Republic. However,
in late February, the Air Force decided to procure
15 aircraft after all, to be powered by the interim
Pratt & Whitney J57-P-25 with 16,000-pound thrust,
as recommended by the Wright Air Development
Center (WADC). In May, a provision was made to
install the M-1 and MA-1 bomb computers in the
event that the development of the long-range toss
bomb computer and the MA-8 time-of-flight compu-
ter lagged.

Development of the F-105 was still shaky when,
on 10 August 1954, the Air Force authorized the
modification of four F-105s “as required to incorpo-
rate the YJ75-P-1 in lieu of the J57-P-25 engine.”
One month later the Air Force, because of further
development slippages. decided to reduce the pro-
gram to only three aircraft. But within a month, the
F-105 program was revised yet another time to pro-
vide for six aircraft, two powered with the J57 and
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the remaining four with the J75. In December, Gen-
eral Operational Requirement (GOR) 49, calling for
in-flight refueling capability, a more complex fire-
control system, and improved performance, was
approved. Finally, the GOR dictated that the higher-
thrust J75 engine be installed to qualify the fighter-
bomber for first-line service from 1958 through the
sixties. This did not halt further changes; GOR 49
was revised three more times between December
1954 and April 1955.

The F-105 design team headed by Alexander
Kartveli, famous as the designer of the P-47 Thun-
derbolt, constantly proposed new design features.
Among the most striking was the “coke bottle"
shape of the fuselage, reflecting the “area rule” de-
sign principle.* Other innovations included the
swept-forward air-intake ducts, a ram-air intake,
“clover leaf" speed brakes, and a one-piece, fully
maneuverable flying tail. As construction of the first
two F-105s was too far advanced to incorporate
these innovations, it was obvious that the third F-
105 featured substantial external modifications.
Meanwhile, in February 1955, an amendment to the
August 1954 contract again authorized the acquisi-
tion of fifteen test aircraft funded in February 1954
and changed the funded F-105 procurement to in-
clude two YF-105As (with J57 engines), ten F-
105Bs, and three RF-105Bs. Seven months later, on
19 September, the parts of the first YF-105A were
delivered from Republic's Farmingdale plant in
Long Island, New York, to Edwards AFB, California.
After assembly, the Air Force conducted a safety in-
spection on 13 and 14 October and two days later
tested the engine. Finally, on 22 October, Republic's
chief test pilot, Russell “Rusty” Roth took the YF-
105A for a 45-minute flight, during which time he
managed to exceed mach 1 despite the limited
power of the J§7 engine.

By mid-November, the prototype had accumu-
lated 12 flights and adequately demonstrated air-
worthiness. On the last day of that month, the Air
Force accepted the aircraft and turned around to
bail it back to Republic for Phase | flight testing. Fif-
teen days later, however, after 22 hours of flight time
and on its 29th flight, the YF-105A made a wheels-
up landing on a dry lake bed at Edwards. It was

*The area rule, for which no theoretical explanation existed at
the time. dictated that transonic speeds could not easily be ex-
ceeded unless an aircraft's total cross-sectional area changed
smoothly from nose to tail. For the F-105, this meant that the fu-
selage had to be pinched in sharply at the wing roots to compen-
sate for the large wing. then expanded behind the wings to
smooth the transition.



immediately awarded “aircraft out of commission™
status and returned to the factory.

On 28 January 1956, the second YF-105A, also
powered by the J57, made its maiden flight and was
accepted by the Air Force three days later. On 19
February. the production of the F-105 suffered an-
other setback when machinists at Republic went on
strike, staying out for nearly four months. As if to
compensate for these frustrating delays. in early
1956. at Edwards AFB, the F-105 was named over-
all winner in a competitive flyoff against the North
American XF-107, a J75-powered derivative of the
F-100 Super Sabre.

Meanwhile. on 14 March, Republic received the
first J75 engine on schedule, which together with

Beginning in World Warll. Republic Aviation built rugged
planes suited for attack as well as air-to-air missions. The
P-47 Thunderbolt tabove ) flew interdiction missions and
escorted bombers over Germany and Japan. . . . In Korea,
the F-84 Thunderjet (right; pounded railyards, bridges,
and highwavs and then held tts own in combat with Mi1G-
15s. Advanced Project-63 (below ), begun by Republic in
1951 as a private venture. proposed a number of configu-
rations before settling on what became the Thunderchie.
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fo a interim engine, the Pratt
Wiitney J37, the YF-105 (ab broke the sound bar-
sht in Oc 1955.... The large pitot
h production models, was used to
mation during the test flights. .
D IMietnam War, the Air Force used the Thun-
The F-105F tbelow) s config-
Wild 1Y tisurfa o-air missile operation.

the first Republic YF-105B was airlifted to Edwards
AFB on 29 April. Also in March, the Air Force re-
leased $10 million of FY57 funds for the acquisition
of 65 F-105Bs and 17 RF-105Bs. The first flight of
the YF-105B took place on 26 May. The flight
ended in a wheels-up landing with only minor dam-
age, caused by the inability to lower the nose gear.
This resulted in a further delay of the test program.
The first YF-105B was finally accepted by the Air
Force on 31 August. By July, the Air Force had de-
cided that it preferred the RF-101C Voodoo to the
reconnaissance version of the F-105, and the three
RF-105Bs already on the assembly line were can-
celed and were completed as JF-105Bs. The 17
RF-105s funded from FY57 funds were also can-
celed. (In June, five F-105Cs, a tandem seat version
of the F-105B. had been added to the program, but
these were canceled on 30 October 1957.) In Au-
gust 1956. the F-105 was officially named the
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Thunderchief. By 30 June 1957, Republic had com-
pleted only five aircraft, two YF-105As and three
YF-105Bs.

On 8 July, Hq Air Materiel Command (AMC) an-
nounced plans to equip the F-105 with an
AN/APN-105 Doppler navigation system, deleting
the planned inertial navigation system. At about this
time, all F-105 requirements were consolidated in a
completely revised GOR 49, including as new re-
quirements the Doppler system, a cockpit instru-
ment display. a tow target subsystem, and a TX-43
nuclear delivery system.

During Operation Rolling Thunder, in the effort to
stem the flow of men and supplies moving from North
I'ietnam to the South, F-105s used a variety of arma-
ment. Here, rather early in the war.a Thud unleashes
a salvo of 2.75-inch rockets inside North Vietnam.

The first production model of the F-105 was ac-
cepted on 27 May 1958 and entered operational
service with the 335th Tactical Fighter Squad-
ron/4th Tactical Fighter Wing at Eglin AFB, Florida,
in August, three years later than originally planned.
By mid-1959, the Tactical Air Command possessed
only one complete squadron of 18 F-105Bs. Be-
cause of difficulties enumerated, Category |, il, and
lil flight tests were either delayed or interrupted:
Category |l testing was extended beyond the 30 No-
vember 1959 deadline and officially ended or, 30
March 1960. Category Il operational testing was ac-
complished by an operational unit, the 335th TFS at
Eglin, in order to speed transition of aircraft from
test to squadron use. During Category |l testing
under Project Fast Wind, Brigadier General Joseph
H. Moore, Commander of the 4th TFW, set a new
world's speed record of 1216.48 mph at Edwards

Continued on p. 54
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REFLECTIONS OF
A THUD DRIVER

LIFUTENANT COLONEL JOHN F. PIOWATY,
USAF (RET)

N looking back on my experiences as an
F-105 pilot in the midsixties, I realize that
some of my strongest recollections involve
the general frustration that we Thud drivers
felt concerning the restrictions under which
our wal against the North was fought. Our
rulesof engagement (ROE) were defined with a
rigid precision that made little sense to us at the
time—and which make little more sense to me
today.* I particularly remember the cynical re-
lef with which we learned we were to strike one
railroad bridge at Lang Son in the fall of 1967.
T'his was our first strike inside the Chinese
butfer zone, about ten miles from China. Here
was a chance for us to hit one bridge and a

*See W Hays Parks, "Rolling Thunder and the Law of War,"” Air
Uruversity Review, January-February 1982, pp. 2-23.

chance lor their gunners to fire at twenty
Thuds. The force commander wanted to give
us a steep bomb run: he did—about 90 degrees!
Each of us had a bridge under his pitot boom.
Looking straight down, we lost our orientation
with the river that snaked through town and
the several railroad bridges that spanned the
river. We hit all three plus a dike. The Wild
Weasel pilot who hit the dike—attacks on dikes
were forbidden by our ROE—was exonerated.
A strike photo showed a 6x6 truck flying
through the air off the road surface of the dike;
it was deemed a leginmate target of opportu-
nity—a “fleeting lucrative’ as it was called—
and thus open toattack. Otherwise . . . After we
got shot at over Lang Son, our wing com-
mander took flak from Washington because we
struck more than the one bridge released to us.

The interdiction campaign was hampered
by more than concern for collateral damage. It
was hard to understand the mentality that sent
us to Kep railroad vard again and again for
interdiction. Freight continued to pass through
large yards, for they had ues, track, ballast,
machinery, and manpower for repairs and
switching to shunt trains through on undam-
aged track. At the entrance to Hanot, rail traffic
was routed off the Doumer Bridge onto a com-
pletely separated span that lay on the river
bank, then back up and onto the tracks into
town,

A visiting general from Seventh Air Force
asked a group of captains at Takhli, of which I
was a member, what we thought of the interdic-
tion campaign on the Northeast railroad. He
got an earful. I told him I thought we were
more interested in photography than interdic-
tion and that if I were to go after the railroad I'd
give each flight of four a ten-mile segment of
single-line track as far from towns as possible.
Each flight member would have his own sec-
tion of rail to go after. The probability of
achieving a cut—we used the technical acro-
nym for probability of kill. P,, pronounced “'P
sub k’’—on any one segment might be reduced;
but the overall P, for at least one cut remained




the same, and there would be an even better P,
for each individual bomber than when rolling
in out of a 16 or 20 ship gaggle. We could even
rocket and strafe rolling stock caught between
cuts. (Remember how free-ranging P-47s did
more to stop rail traffic in France than did all
the bombing of marshaling vards.) Seventh A1
Force approved the plan and authorized a
strike for muliiple cuts. The day came, the
weather was bad. the day passed. and to my
knowledge such a strike was never made.

In spite of Harrison Salisbury’s beliefs, we
caused very little collateral damage. There were
plenty of antiaircraft artillery batteries in vil-
lages. but many of them came alive only after
we passed overhead. I would 1imagine that at
least as many tons of Russian shrapnel fell on
North Vietnam as did American bombs. The
North Vietnamese learned very quickly to put
guns where we bombed—the Mo Trang two-
track siding became a hot spot after we hitita

couple of times—and 1o put supplies where we
didn't. I remember a protected building in
Route Pack 1. a church we were told. My
wingman, one day, bragged that he got a large
warchouse.

“Not a big white building with a piiched
roof?”

“Yeah. Why?"

“Thatwasachurch. We weren’tsupposed 1o
hitie”

“Well, whatever 1t was, 1 got a helluva sec-
ondary (explosion) out of it!"”

No mauer what basis one uses to argue
against the White House’s hand in the war,
waste, inefficiency, and lack of etfecuveness
stand out. By the ume President Nixon got
serious and won in two weeks, as we could have
done in any two weeks for nearly a decade. it
was oo late to hold the victory. We marched
home as victors and let the losers spoil South
Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos.

Alamogordo, New Mexico

EDITORIAL NOTE

worst of conditions.

The image of the F-105 as a fighting aircraft is inseparably wedded to the hazards and
pressures of the longest and most frustrating war in Air Force history. It is, thus, appropriate
that we accompany this technical essay with an impressionistic, retrospective look at the
human side of the F-105’s war as seen through the e<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>