


Coalition Air Warfare

in the Korean War
1950—-1953

Proceedings

Air Force Historical Foundation Symposium
Andrews AFB, Maryland
May 7-8, 2002

Edited by
Jacob Neufeld

and

George M. Watson, Jr.

U.S. Air Force History and Museums Program
Washington, D.C.
2005



Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Air Force Historical Foundation. Symposium (2002 : Andrews AFB, Md.)

Coalition air warfare in the Korean War, 1950-1953 : proceedings, Air
Force Historical Foundation Symposium, Andrews AFB, Maryland, May 7-8,
2002 / edited by Jacob Neufeld and George M. Watson, Jr.

p. cm.

Includes bibliographical references and index.

1. Korean War, 1950-1953—Aerial operations—Congresses. 2. Korean
War, 1950-1953—Aerial operations, American—Congresses. 1. Neufeld,
Jacob. II. Watson, George M. 111. Title.

DS920.2.A2A35 2002
951.904°248—dc22 2005029622

For sale by the U.S. Government Printing Office



Coalition Air Warfare

in the Korean War
1950-1953

May 7-8, 2002
Andrews AFB, Maryland
Officers Open Mess

Presented by the
Air Force Historical Foundation
and the
U.S. Air Force History Office
in conjunction with the
Historical Foundations and History Offices of the
U.S. Army, U.S. Navy, and U.S. Marine Corps






Foreword

In commemoration of the fiftieth anniversary of the Korean War, the official
history offices of the U.S. Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force and their
respective historical associations collaborated to sponsor as comprehensive a
symposium as possible, including as participants some of the coalition partners
who contributed forces and weapons to the war.

The intent of this symposium, titled Coalition Air Warfare during the Kore-
an War, 1950 -1953, was to focus not only on the contributions made by the
armed forces of the United States, but also on those of America's allies. The
diverse group of panelists and speakers included not only scholars with subject
matter expertise, but also veteran soldiers, sailors, and airmen who had served in
that conflict. It was hoped that the melding of these diverse perspectives would
provide interesting, if sometimes conflicting, views about the Korean War.

The symposium organizers designated an agenda of six specific panels for
investigation, including Planning and Operations; Air Superiority, Air Support of
Ground Forces; Air Interdiction and Bombardment, Air Reconnaissance and
Intelligence, and Logistical Support of Air Operations. Each session began with
commentary by the panel chairman, which was followed by formal papers, and
in some instances included a lively question and answer session.

The papers and most of the proceedings found their way into print and are
recorded here in an effort to permanently capture the activities, challenges, con-
tributions, and heroics of the coalition air forces and the airmen who fought dur-
ing the Korean conflict.
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Welcoming Address

Gen. W. Y. Smith, USAF (Ret.)

Welcome to the eighth biennial symposium cosponsored by the U.S. Air Force
History Office and the Air Force Historical Foundation. Our subject this year
deals with coalition air operations during the Korean War, the first war fought
under United Nations auspices. We are going to examine the assumptions and
effects of American and allied air power in all environments—ground, sea, and
air combat. And we will consider the roles played by intelligence and air mobil-
ity operations.

We are particularly proud that this symposium is a joint endeavor, involving
sponsors and participants from all of the military departments and services, from
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. Moreover, we have the support
of the various historical offices and foundations, and all of the United States mil-
itary departments have participated in selecting the topics and speakers you will
hear from today. We hope you will find the program stimulating and provoca-
tive.



Opening Remarks

Lt. Gen. Abbott Greenleaf, USAF (Ret.)

Working with our counterparts in the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps, we of the
Air Force believe we have organized an exciting program. We expect this to be
an informative, interesting, and enjoyable day and a half of recalling the Korean
War and drawing some lessons from it. The Korean War is most often referred
to these days as the “Forgotten War.” A number of reasons might explain that,
the principal one being that the Korean War was pushed to the background as the
Cold War between the United States and its allies and the Soviet Union and the
Warsaw Pact heated up in the subsequent years.

In terms of history, however, the Korean War is associated with a number of
“firsts” that make it more important than is generally appreciated. It was the first
war in the atomic/nuclear world to follow World War II, and nuclear weapons
were not employed. Korea was the first “shooting war” in which the world’s two
major superpowers—the Soviet Union and the United States—chose sides.
Twenty-two countries worldwide contributed forces to the first war conducted
under United Nations command. It was the first war in which jet aircraft domi-
nated air and ground combat operations, and Korea was the first war in which
the airmen of the United States Air Force fought as an independent military ser-
vice.

These are all important developments in the history of warfare. In our dis-
cussions today and tomorrow, we plan to investigate a variety of ways in which
air power meshed with the other elements of military operations to create a fight-
ing force that demonstrated that it was up to the tasks it was assigned. You will
hear perspectives from all the military services of the United States and from
some of our Coalition partners, which should give you a comprehensive look at
how we fought this war.

Again, welcome. Let’s now begin our discussions.
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Remarks on Planning and Operations in the
Korean War

Wayne Thompson

Twenty years ago, | wrote a chapter on the Korean War for an official history of
the U.S. Air Force. On the basis of that rather slight connection with the Korean
War, 1 was chosen to chair this opening panel. Not wanting to be utterly out-
classed by my fellow panelists, I have chosen panelists who may not know much
more than I do about the Korean War. To my knowledge, this is the first time a
panel has been deliberately composed of people who know relatively little about
the subject under discussion.

Now, you may well ask, how did I sell this novel concept to the symposium
organizers? I argued that fresh thinking sometimes comes from people who are
new to a subject. I pointed to my participation ten years ago in the Gulf War Air
Power Survey (GWAPS), when accomplished students of air power were brought
together to study that war under the sponsorship of the Secretary of the Air
Force. It was exciting to be part of a pioneering study while the subject was still
new, and | wondered whether it would be possible to recapture at least a little of
that excitement by turning some of the same people loose on the Korean War. So
here we are. By modeling our panel’s approach to the Korean War on our
approach to the Gulf War ten years ago, we hope to stimulate some fresh think-
ing. Like any experiment, this one may fail, but it seems worth a try.

GWAPS was organized into ten task forces, each of which wrote a book-
length report. Our panel this morning represents four of those task forces. We
have Dr. Mark Mandeles from the Command and Control Task Force, Col. Rich
Blanchfield, USMC (Ret.), from the Weapons, Tactics, and Training Task Force,
and Dr./Col. Tom Keaney, USAF (Ret.), from the Effects and Effectiveness Task
Force. Tom was also the principal author of the survey’s summary report. As the
survey’s historical advisor, | assisted several task forces. This morning, I repre-
sent the Planning Task Force.
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Planning

If I were going to undertake a study of air planning in the Korean War, I would
divide the subject into chronological slices. I would begin with the situation
before the war, then move to the planning scramble in the first couple months,
then address the reaction to the Chinese offensive, and finally look at some of
the attempts made to rejuvenate air planning during the stalemate, including
especially the interdiction campaigns and the air pressure campaign.

Over the years, I have discovered that many of my fellow citizens wrongly
assume our military planners keep an array of plans available on the shelf for
every conceivable contingency. In the case of the Gulf War, American military
planners had at least begun to plan how to combat an Iraqi invasion of Kuwait
and Saudi Arabia months before the actual Iraqi invasion. When North Korea
invaded South Korea, on the other hand, no plans had been made to combat such
a contingency. That is all the more puzzling because it was widely expected in
the American government that North Korea would invade South Korea. The
U.S. government may have been surprised by the timing of the invasion, but the
government was even more surprised by its own reaction. When faced with the
reality of the invasion, an American government that had expected to leave the
defense of South Korea to South Korea decided very quickly to prosecute a war
for South Korea. This was not a case of failing to understand the enemy. It was,
instead, a case of failing to understand ourselves.

However much contingency planning has been done, when an enemy con-
fronts us with war, our military planners have to scramble to develop a workable
strategy. The main reason the United States had not planned to defend South
Korea was the inadequacy of our military forces vis-a-vis the country that was
deemed our principal enemy: the USSR. Having emerged recently from a glob-
al war, the United States was thinking in terms of a global war against interna-
tional communism, led by the USSR. The American military judged that it had
barely the forces necessary to defend Japan, let alone South Korea.

It was, after all, the Korean War that provided much of the framework for
thinking about limited war within the Cold War. The Truman administration set
limits on its conduct of the war in Korea in the hope that Soviet involvement
would remain even more limited. No nuclear weapons could be used, and bomb-
ing would be restricted to Korea.

U.S. air planners in the Korean War did not have the luxury enjoyed by their
counterparts in the Gulf War: six months without combat in which to plan an air
campaign, and then six weeks to execute an air campaign before the ground
campaign began. In Korea, our air forces had to immediately help stem an inva-
sion.

As usual at the outset of war, air planning was occurring in many places, and
the influence of the various planning groups was enmeshed in larger command-
and-control issues, about which Mark Mandeles will talk. Suffice it to say now
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that because Gen. Douglas MacArthur lacked a truly joint staff in Far East Com-
mand, efforts to plan bombing at the joint level were less than successful. Ulti-
mately, a committee with strong Far East Air Forces (FEAF) and Navy repre-
sentation approved target selection. The Strategic Air Command under Gen.
Curtis LeMay also prepared target lists for the Boeing B-29 Superfortress of
FEAF Bomber Command, but in the summer of 1950, the Truman administra-
tion vetoed LeMay’s request to use incendiaries against North Korean cities.

This rejection of the use of incendiaries did not change until the Chinese
intervention of late 1950, which also raised the possibility of striking targets in
China, and even of using nuclear weapons. General MacArthur, as usual, was
more aggressive than the administration, but President Truman held firm, and
permission to use incendiaries was the only major change in the limits already
established. So began the long ground stalemate along the 38th parallel, attend-
ed by its companion stalemate in the air farther north along the Yalu River.

As in Italy during World War II, it was tempting to suppose that, given the
geographical confinement of a peninsula, it might be possible to interdict enemy
supply lines. As in Italy, though, this attempt did not prove very successful dur-
ing a stalemate, when the enemy was not forced to expend munitions and other
supplies faster than his supply lines permitted, however much they were
bombed. In Korea, the attempt to interdict truck traffic between the rail heads
and the front lines began in a relatively promising fashion because the United
Nations counteroffensive northward toward the 38th parallel was still in
progress, and the enemy was still expending his resources at a high rate. Once
stalemate took hold, the interdiction effort clearly failed, and the shift to rail tar-
gets did not save the situation.

Most of the planning for these failed interdiction efforts was done at Fifth Air
Force headquarters, but the Air Force as a whole got a black eye from the results.
That was due not only to the failure of interdiction, but also to the unfortunate
label “Operation Strangle”—the same overblown moniker that had been used in
Italy. The Air Force argument that it made more sense to attempt interdiction
rather than to bomb just frontline forces once they were dug in had merit, but the
attempt to sell that argument with such hyperbole proved to be a mistake. Later
today, Conrad Crane will discuss what happened to air planning after the failure
of interdiction.



Command and Control of Air Forces during
the Korean and Persian Gulf Wars

Mark D. Mandeles

War creates such a strain that all the pettiness, jealousy, ambition, greed, and
selfishness begin to leak out the seams of the average character. On top of this
are the problems created by the enemy.

—General Dwight D. Eisenhower!

Introduction

Military organizations are “political.” They exhibit the same behaviors of more
overtly political organizations, such as legislatures or executive-level depart-
ments. In all, different groups and cliques compete for influence; ruling coali-
tions are formed; conflict sometimes attends transfer and succession of power;
changes by the ruling coalition are validated by reorganizations; decision rules
reflect existing internal alliances; a new goal or change of goal signals a change
in status and power relations; and disagreements over roles and missions are set-
tled by negotiation and bargaining, not by the application of management tech-
niques or contractual obligations.

In this essay I argue that, by viewing command and control as occurring in a
political system, three common features of command and control are revealed at
the highest levels of combat organization during both the Korean War and Per-
sian Gulf War. First, command and control was not managed primarily in terms
of military outcomes. Second, senior air officers were more concerned with
political problems, including centralization of authority, assignment of roles, and
apportionment of missions among the military services. And third, ad hoc rela-
tionships and organizations replaced and superseded preconflict doctrine and
concepts of how command and control would operate.
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Korea

The events in northeast Asia leading to the start of the Korean War are well
known,? but for our purposes of examining command and control, they are less
important than the political fight leading to passage of the National Security Act
of 1947. The National Security Act established the position of Secretary of
Defense, created the Central Intelligence Agency and the National Security
Council, and, in President Eisenhower’s terms, contrived an overall organization
that is “little more than a weak confederation of sovereign military units.” In the
aftermath of this legislation, U.S. Army and Air Force leaders remained suspi-
cious and distrustful of their Navy and Marine Corps counterparts, and the con-
verse applied as well. As combat on the Korean peninsula began, senior officers
harbored doubts about each other’s intentions and reacted cautiously to plans
and proposals related to the command and control of operations involving more
than one service. In a September 9, 1950, Eyes Only letter that Lt. Gen. George
E. Stratemeyer asked be destroyed after being read, he observed:

The Air Force is again being harassed by our sister services and although
we have a war on in Korea, we have another one on the defense [of] our
position reference tactical air from sniping attacks from both the other ser-
vices.

The Navy, having been whipped on B-36 skullduggery, has its very best
PIO [public information officer] people here in the Tokyo area and
throughout the Far East Command following the pre-designed, laid-out
plan of advancing carrier based aviation as against land based tactical air.

At the same time, General Mark Clark, Commanding General of the Army
Field Forces, is putting on an undercover campaign to lay the groundwork
to secure tactical aviation as part of the Army, and, from my observations,
has influenced a number of the army’s senior generals.*

One is tempted, after reading such a note, to call out, “let the games begin.”

Military Outcomes and Command and Control

North Korean forces invaded the Republic of Korea on June 25, 1950, and the
tactical situation deteriorated fairly quickly. Almost immediately, General Strate-
meyer, Commander, Far East Air Forces (FEAF), and his counterpart Vice Adm.
Charles Turner Joy, Commander, U.S. Naval Forces Far East (COMNAVFE),
disagreed about priorities and processes to set targets and tasks. Shortly after
June 29, 1950, when Commander-in-Chief Far East (CINCFE) Gen. Douglas
MacArthur authorized attacks north of the 38th parallel, Stratemeyer argued with
Joy over the issue of control of air units. A FEAF attack against a particular tar-
get was canceled because the Navy had scheduled an attack against the same tar-
get, and no effort had been made to coordinate the selection process.’ A few days
later, on July 11, Stratemeyer met Joy to form the unified command that he had
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recommended to MacArthur. Maj. Gen. Edward M. Almond, MacArthur’s chief
of staff, offered a compromise on operational control to Joy and Stratemeyer.
(Almond was a student at the Air Corps Tactical School in 1938-1939, and, as
historian Tom Y’Blood has observed, “he believed he knew more about close air
support than any Air Force officer.”®) However, the compromise did not clarify
organizational authority. Joy and Stratemeyer pledged their staffs to “coordina-
tion control,” but each commander interpreted the phrase differently.’

To be sure, the employment of incompatible communications equipment fed
different interpretations of whether and how to effect interservice coordination.
Navy leaders insisted on operations independent from the Air Force because the
communications equipment they used differed from what the Air Force used,
and even their service’s philosophies guiding communication differed from the
Air Force’s. Because Navy communications tended to be short and based on
briefed orders, its equipment was smaller and less capable.® Air Force commu-
nications were longer and overloaded the Navy’s radio circuits, causing delays
or mission cancellations. The Air Force and Navy would revisit this problem
over the next forty years. During the Gulf War, air tasking orders (ATOs) had to
be printed out and flown daily to the carriers because the Navy had not installed
terminals for the Air Force’s computer-assisted force management system
(CAFMS). The reason for this lapse was simple: the Air Force had developed
two different CAFMS software systems, one was for the Pacific, and the other
was for the European theater. Because Navy carriers had to operate anywhere,
and in several theaters in succession, instead of installing two sets of CAFMS
terminals, it chose not to install any.’

In Korea, the number of targets, the number of forces in contact with enemy
troops, and the number of air assets created many opportunities for disagreement
between Navy and Air Force leaders over targeting priorities and assignment of
assets.'” These disagreements continued because MacArthur didn’t devote atten-
tion to resolving them. When Stratemeyer discussed the issue with MacArthur,
he believed MacArthur agreed to support the Air Force position. MacArthur’s
verbal support, however, often did not translate into directions and orders to
naval and marine forces.!!

Senior Officers’ Concerns with Political Issues

Senior officers battled colleagues within their own services over command and
control. For example, Admiral Joy reported to General MacArthur. The Com-
mander-in-Chief of Pacific forces (CINCPAC) Adm. Arthur Radford ordered
Commander-in-Chief of the Seventh Fleet, Vice Adm. Arthur D. Struble to
report to Admiral Joy, giving Joy operational control (OPCON) of the Seventh
Fleet. Struble, however, was senior to Joy, and they did not like one another.
Because their commands were separate, their personal feelings for each other
were irrelevant to the conduct of each’s duties, that is, before hostilities broke out
in Korea. Operations in Korea, in political scientist Donald W. Chisholm’s

10
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words, “placed them in a close working relationship, which gave Struble [the
supporting commander] considerable heartburn.” Within a week of MacArthur’s
decision to conduct an amphibious landing, the primary site for the landing
changed several times, and other disagreements emerged over command and
control of naval air operations supporting the landing. Joy disagreed with Stru-
ble’s recommendation regarding air strikes to cover the landing, but Struble
wouldn’t accept Joy’s OPCON over the operation. Much as Army advocates of
close air support for forces in contact with the enemy disputed the Air Force’s
position of the need to first establish air superiority, fast-carrier admirals did not
want to tie down their forces to amphibious commanders. Fast-carrier admirals
had their own understanding of how to use aviation to best effect. The Chief of
Naval Operations (CNO), Adm. Forrest P. Sherman, sided with Struble, and told
CINCPAC Admiral Radford to decide the issue in favor of Struble.'? Such dis-
agreements would continue. Resolution of conflict was temporary and necessi-
tated the mediation and intervention of officers at the highest levels.

Political disputes also plagued the command of ground forces, even as prepa-
rations went forward for the Inchon landing. MacArthur did not like Eighth
Army commander Lt. Gen. Walton Walker, nor was MacArthur satisfied with
Walker’s performance against the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.
Walker did not like either MacArthur or his chief of staff, General Almond.
MacArthur decided to create a separate command, X Corps, that would report
directly to him. MacArthur chose Almond to command X Corps, and General
Walker would also report directly to MacArthur. Almond had little experience as
a combat commander and no experience in commanding amphibious landings.
In choosing Almond, MacArthur rejected USMC Lt. Gen. Lemuel C. Shepherd,
Jr., commanding general of the Fleet Marine Force Pacific. MacArthur’s choice
of Almond as the commander for X Corps was not received well by marines.
Conflict between Almond and Maj. Gen. Oliver P. Smith, commander of the 1st
Marine Division, began quickly. Consequently, Almond bypassed Smith in the
chain of command several times, speaking directly and issuing orders to regi-
mental units.'3

Ad Hoc Organizations and Relationships

The formation of ad hoc command relationships is partly a result of the way pol-
itics permeates the American way of war.'* Procedures for appointing comman-
ders and establishing relationships among them during the Korean War were
viewed as temporary expedients by the senior officers involved. Historian Frank
Futrell has pointed out that, by the final year of the Korean War, FEAF and
NAVFE worked well together, but the mutual accommodations made by NAVFE
and FEAF resulted from the “fortunate personalities of the commanders con-
cerned rather than from more stable dictates of command authority and organi-
zation.”'> Written exchanges between Stratemeyer and Joy were quite cordial.'®

Senior officers maneuvered and bargained within the theater. For instance,

11
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Navy and Air Force leaders disagreed about the command of air operations for
the Inchon landing. On July 8, 1950, Stratemeyer wrote to MacArthur and
appealed for “coordination control” of aviation for the planned Inchon landing.!”
A directive issued a week later included Stratemeyer’s understanding of how
command and control was to be assigned. On September 2, an air annex was
released that differed significantly from Stratemeyer’s understanding of the July
8 air coordination directive. On September 4, Stratemeyer wrote to MacArthur,
seeking clarification. Stratemeyer did not receive a timely reply to this letter. On
September 10, Stratemeyer and MacArthur met to discuss the situation, in which
MacArthur appeared to endorse the FEAF position.'® This disagreement was
resolved through negotiation, but only for the Inchon landing.'® Army leaders
persisted in trying to control tactical air operations,?’ and the leaders of FEAF
never received theater-wide control of assets.?!

Some ad hoc organizational relationships were established to fulfill the need
felt by senior military leaders based in the United States to acquire information,
from a trusted source, about combat planning and operations. In late August
1950, CNO Admiral Sherman, a friend of Struble’s, decided to augment Joy’s
staff, partly because of doubts about the proposed Inchon landing but also
because of concern that Joy’s World War II experience may be inappropriate to
the current operations. Sherman assigned Capt. Arleigh Burke to COMNAVFE
as deputy chief of staff and to take charge of the headquarters’ wartime respon-
sibilities. Burke had additional clandestine duties. Sherman gave Burke a cipher
machine with instructions to send Sherman a daily personal message about the
Inchon planning process.?? Similar ad hoc relationships arose during the Persian
Gulf War, often due to political considerations and the individuals’ needs for
independent sources of information.

Persian Gulf War

In some important respects, the Persian Gulf War differed significantly from the
Korean War. The Persian Gulf War was shorter and fought under the provisions
of legislation—the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Reorganization Act—that did not
generate the intense hard feelings among the services that the 1947 legislation
had. The offensive air campaign was planned largely by Air Force officers, and
the large numbers of Air Force assets in theater eliminated the need to fight over
allocation of forces among missions. Nevertheless, political considerations guid-
ed and molded what and how events occurred.

Military Outcomes and Command and Control

The story of the offensive planning cell during Desert Storm—variously known
as the Black Hole and the Guidance, Apportionment, and Targeting cell, or
GAT—presents several compelling contrasts. First, building and executing an
ATO proved very different in a static peacetime environment, where the decision
problem was clear and well-structured, in contrast to a dynamic wartime envi-

12



Planning and Operations

ronment where the decision problem was ill-structured and less manageable.
Second, there was a difference between what senior leaders and planners
believed they could manage and what was the reality of the war. The evidence
shows that formal, mission-related, error-correcting feedback was often inade-
quate or nonexistent, and communications between the GAT and the wings were
often confusing.”? The costs to the United States associated with these contrasts
were low only because we had a redundancy of aircraft and munitions, had air
supremacy so that attacks could be applied at will, and had superbly trained and
skilled pilots, air crews, and maintenance crews.

Gulf War air campaign disputes over command and control were thus par-
tially masked by the predominance of Air Force assets in theater, including an
abundance of aircraft. Lt. Gen. Charles A. Horner, the Joint Force Air Compo-
nent commander (JFACC), allowed Navy and Marine Corps leaders to attack
targets of their choosing rather than forcing an open contest for authority as the
JFACC. For instance, USMC Maj. Gen. Royal Moore and Horner traded Air
Force and marine sorties over the course of the air campaign,?* and Horner did
not have to tell Lt. Gen. Walter E. Boomer (commander of Central Command’s
Marine Corps component, MARCENT) to divert aircraft to carry out theater-
level objectives. Boomer concentrated his aircraft on supporting marines in the
Kuwaiti theater of operations (KTO),?> while Horner made similar accommoda-
tions for the other air forces serving in the coalition.?

Command-and-control theorists try to design information strategies to
resolve decision makers’ uncertainties about future states of the world. Actual
information-processing for command and control in Saudi Arabia does not fit
this characterization. For instance, some GAT planners expressed surprise after
the war at the range of planning conducted behind unmarked doors down the hall
and by Central Command (CENTCOM) officers working in the Saudi Ministry
of Defense building a mile away. In addition, a good deal of information was
compartmentalized and kept only among people having the appropriate clear-
ances and the crucial need to know. In other words, intelligence information was
gathered and processed in various rooms of the Royal Saudi Air Force building
with little regard for its relevance to the overall campaign. Significant gaps
occurred in the GAT officers” knowledge of the range of activities occurring
elsewhere in the building or in the tents set up outdoors in the parking lot. Even
when they did have access to knowledge, GAT planners, guided by their own
conception of strategic air warfare, discarded or ignored information that was
inconsistent with their views.?’

Senior Officers’ Concerns with Political Issues

The organization fighting the war in Saudi Arabia was a political system in that
a variety of goals and preferences that were ancillary to winning the war never-
theless found their way into the decision process, and these goals affected the
way the war was run. Decisions about the JFACC and about command and con-
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trol were influenced by the tacit recognition that battles over the budget, roles,
and missions would be fought after the war. The JFACC concept was seen as the
solution for long-standing political problems dating to the 1930s regarding the
centralization of authority, assignment of roles, apportionment of missions
among the military services, and the mediation of disputes between airmen and
soldiers. Proponents of the JFACC concept seized the Gulf War as an opportu-
nity to solve those long-standing political problems.?

Air Force officers cared about outcome—defeating the Iraqis—but they also
cared about the symbolic meaning of the victory and the means by which the vic-
tory was obtained. Although it was evident very early that the allied coalition
would defeat Iraq, it became vitally important to Air Force campaign planning
officers that the victory show the decisiveness of air power and the indispens-
ability of the JFACC in managing air power.>’

Navy officers believed that postwar concerns defined Air Force decisions
about command and control. In December 1990, Navy liaison officers in the tac-
tical air control center in Riyadh observed that “the USAF [is] committed fully
to the forward deployment and utilization of every possible facet of their force
structure. This positioning was only thinly veiled...as positioning and prepara-
tion for the upcoming ‘battles with Congress.” The Navy’s leadership feared that
the Air Force would be spared the resource cuts the Navy would be forced to
take.”3° As my Gulf War Air Power Survey (GWAPS) colleagues and I noted, the
observation of the Navy liaison officers also applied to their own service inas-
much as the Navy did its best to show the importance of its systems. Yet, the Air
Force role was overwhelming, and senior Air Force and civilian leaders were in
a better position to use the Gulf War to persuade Congress to spare them the
kinds of cuts that planners in the services and in the Office of the Secretary of
Defense could see coming as the response to the end of the Cold War.

Political imperatives also were in play one organizational level below the
JFACC. The December 1990 reorganization of the CENTAF planning staff
affected command and control by causing confusion in the execution of the
ATO. The reorganization placed the former Black Hole staff firmly in charge of
the air campaign planning effort. Air Force Brig. Gen. Buster C. Glosson was
named chief of campaign plans, which complemented his authority as comman-
der of the 14th Air Division (Provisional) (14th AD[P]). General Glosson, both
as chief of campaign plans and as 14th AD(P) commander, was subordinate to
General Horner. As chief of campaign plans, Glosson also worked for the
CENTAF director of operations, Maj. Gen. John A. Corder. As the chief planner,
Glosson was a staff officer and had no command authority over the execution of
the ATO; however, as an air division commander, he had command authority
over assets assigned to him, and he was responsible to the JFACC for executing
the tasks given to his units through the ATO.3!

The leader of the most critical element of the GAT, the so-called Iraqi Cell,
was Lt. Col. David A. Deptula, who had contributed to the offensive plan since
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August 1990. Lt. Col. Samuel Baptiste led the GAT KTO cell. Baptiste had
access to the offensive plan early in Desert Shield, but he was so involved in the
daily training and D-Day ATOs that he had little time to plan for the strategic air
campaign. With the December reorganization, there would be no more duplicate
ATOs, no more separate ground and air campaigns, and no question of planning
and execution authority. The driving force of the Black Hole—the strategic air
campaign against Irag—became the focus of the CENTAF staff as a whole.

Participants in the planning process ascribed great importance to the reorga-
nization. Deptula said that the centralization of authority in Glosson’s hands was
a key to the overall success of the air campaign because it reduced misunder-
standings and upheld the intent of the plan in its execution. However, the inte-
gration of planning and execution authority under Glosson had consequences
beyond promises of reducing misunderstandings between planners and opera-
tors. Unit-level representatives cited in the Tactical Analysis Bulletin argued that
Glosson’s proclivity to order mission changes after the ATO had been distributed
to the F-117A, F-15E, and F—111F units created confusion. The centralization
of planning and execution authority in Glosson allowed him to provide verbal
guidance directly to the combat wings. Another cost to command and control
resulting from the December reorganization was the willingness of GAT officers
during Desert Shield and Desert Storm to make decisions based on little or poor-
ly understood data and information. Theater intelligence officers believed that
information received through informal channels to the Black Hole (and GAT)
from the air staff was “nonvalidated.”

Ad Hoc Organizations and Relationships

Once the air campaign planning staff got into the actual planning and execution
of Desert Storm, they abandoned the prewar understanding of how the com-
mand-and-control organization would operate. The intelligence suborganization,
whose staff identified and analyzed targets and attacks, was ignored in favor of
ad hoc relationships at several organizational levels that, sustained by modermn
communications technology, allowed discussions over great distances about
classified topics. When Iraq invaded Kuwait, Colonel Deptula was working on
the staff of Secretary of the Air Force Donald B. Rice. General Horner chose
Deptula to join the Black Hole staff. Using a STU-III secure telephone, Deptula
was the “eyes and ears” for Secretary Rice for deliberations on planning and the
conduct of combat operations.??

To direct attacks against mobile targets, senior planners bypassed the formal
organization designed to transmit guidance for daily attacks to the flying
squadrons. As a result, pilots who were redirected often flew without the neces-
sary preparation or supporting aircraft. In each case, the formal hierarchy pro-
vided neither the means to make appropriate choices, comparisons, and evalua-
tions, nor the communications channels capable of operating with the required
short time lags. Because the formal organization for the 1999 Kosovo air cam-
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paign also was unable to provide timely tasking and target guidance, intelli-
gence, and feedback about the effects of attacks, once again, an ad hoc organi-
zation had to be constructed to meet the demands for guidance while aircraft
were flying combat missions.*?

A serious issue not addressed by GAT planners in establishing their organi-
zation for exercising command and control was the existence, location, and pur-
pose of designed feedback procedures to ensure that critical Iraqi targets were
identified, attacked, and destroyed. A manager uses such feedback to provide
staff with an error signal to denote the difference between the current situation
and the desired goal. The GAT used very few official, formal feedback loops.
The overall performance of the Tactical Air Control Center, of which the GAT
was a component, was saved by the many ad hoc and informal communication
links and organizations that functioned as short-term, error-correcting feedback
loops, and by the skill of pilots and unit-level planners who flew their missions
despite short planning periods, last-minute target and timing changes, and imper-
fect information about the effects of previous attacks, and regardless of the nor-
mal snafus that plague combat operations. Believing the planning system would
cope, General Glosson ordered ATO changes regardless of how they would cas-
cade through the system and affect, for example, operations such as the sup-
pression of enemy air defenses or aerial refueling.** It is an open question
whether Glosson made the system overreactive, that is, whether his behavior
induced oscillation away from understanding the effectiveness of attacks against
Iraqi positions, a condition that had to be resolved by the actions of officers
working at night in Glosson’s absence.*’

Most of the information used to plan the Desert Storm air campaign was fur-
nished by informal communications links that arose to supply battle damage
assessment (BDA) and other critical and time-sensitive information to the GAT
during the Gulf War. A diagram of these links would not show a clear and
streamlined structure. Instead, information ties were redundant, overlapping, and
linked across service lines that were unaccustomed to coordinating such activi-
ties in peacetime.

A very complicated ad hoc organizational architecture was built to control the
large number of air sorties in Desert Storm. This architecture combined technol-
ogy, compartmentalized information, numerous agencies, and many people hav-
ing myriad occupational specialties and perspectives and sometimes conflicting
organizational responsibilities. These elements had so many linkages and path-
ways that even naming all the connections, let alone tracing them, may be
impossible. As such human-organization-machine systems become more inte-
grated and complex, and more interdependent and interlocked, the probability of
Tactical Air Control Center failures increases. At some point, the system may
become so complicated that Gulf War—type organizational ad hoc solutions or
fixes will prove inadequate.

At several levels of Central Command, air component key officers believed
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they were managing the chaos of war through planning. Yet, when the activities
of the many significant participants are pieced together, the reality is that neither
GAT planners nor General Horner, the JFACC, knew the details of what was
happening in the air campaign or how well the campaign itself was going.>
Planners sacrificed formal decision rationality to act on a timely basis. That is,
they analyzed fewer alternatives, and they considered only potential positive
results of decisions made. Critical elements of the plan—target sets chosen and
simultaneous attack on those targets—might have been wrong (as evidenced by
the fact that the Iraqi military collapse was incomplete), but these elements were
not questioned. During the Gulf War, the wide use of STU-III secure telephones
provided the GAT with an unplanned means to direct the attacks conducted by
the units centrally and on short timelines.?” The STU-IIIs also made possible the
development of many ad hoc organizations and informal communications chan-
nels, which compensated for the failures of the formal organization. Properly
understood and employed in conjunction with other nonmilitary technologies,
STU-IIIs offer informal channels to exchange information and thus conduct very
rapid analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of combined arms warfare.

Conclusion

Thinking about military organizations in terms of choices made by senior lead-
ers introduces systematic bias into interpretations of how people in organizations
behave. The fundamental presumption of virtually all models and theories of
decision making is that decision processes are organized around the act of mak-
ing decisions and are understandable in terms of decision outcomes.*® In this
ideal vision of decision making, information clarifies decision options.*

Combat commands engaged in military operations are large, highly special-
ized, and complex. Military command-and-control relationships are predicated
on achieving certainty concerning factors that affect the application of force. Yet
the size, specialization, and complexity of military organizations inhibit attain-
ing that certainty. The ideal decision-making vision assumes coherent decision
processes for command and control that were nonexistent during either the
Korean or the Gulf War air campaign. Organizational decision making involves
many participants, each having individual preferences (and potentially different
rank orderings of those preferences). These preferences have to be smoothed
over somehow, much as politicians settle differences. Sometimes, political
issues merely fester and continue for long periods. In Korea and Saudi Arabia,
the explicit intentions of senior military leaders and the coherence of their com-
mand-and-control choices were often lost in the interaction among organiza-
tional components and the movement of people, problems, and solutions within
the headquarters’ organization.

The exercise of leadership and the management of command and control in
combat remains one of the most difficult known organizational tasks. The req-
uisites of leadership are also remarkably stable, despite changes in the technol-
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ogy of war. The variety of military technologies applied in modern combat
increases the number, range, and interaction of factors that must be considered.
Technology, however, does not obviate the role of “politics” in decision making
at all levels of military organization. If the Korean War and Gulf War experi-
ences presage problems facing future combat leaders, it is that politics—conflict
of interest—affects the organization and exercise of command and control.
Combat leaders should not expect that coordination agreements within and
among services engaged in joint operations become set in stone once they are
articulated. Only Moses on Mount Sinai could be assured of a timeless agree-
ment.
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Weapons, Tactics, and Training

Richard J. Blanchfield

As you know, this august group was chosen because of our connection to simi-
lar aspects of the Gulf War and the Gulf War Air Power Survey (GWAPS). How
work on the GWAPS makes one an expert on similar operations in the Korean
War is still a mystery to me. In any case, I began my research for this essay by
consulting the nearly 500-page, Volume IV of the survey. Due to obvious time
constraints, I will not be able to cover as many topics nor provide the level of
detail contained in that volume, a hallmark of the GWAPS. In this presentation,
I shall take a very quick look at three crucial determinants of an armed force’s
overall capability. The first one is weapons—the tools used by the soldier, sailor,
airman, and marine. The next is tactics—the way in which the tools are used to
produce the desired effects. The final one is training—how the soldier, sailor, air-
man, and marine acquire the skills required to combine weapons and tactics into
the operational art of warfare.

We should note that the Korean War was somewhat unique, in that it began
with a bang and ended with a whimper. There can be little debate that the first
six months were the most interesting and exciting period of the war: from the
retreat and the defense of the Pusan perimeter, to the breakout, the Inchon land-
ing and the race to the Yalu River, and then the reversal back to the area of the
38th Parallel. Like many others, I have concentrated on these early months of the
war.

Enemy Weapons, Tactics, and Training

To frame later discussions and to establish a basis for comparison, I will begin
with a short overview of the weapons, tactics, and training of the enemy forces.
United Nations (U.N.) forces, including U.N. air forces, were confronted by an
enemy not only from North Korea but also from the Soviet Union and the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China (communist China).

In June 1950, the North Korean Army was composed of approximately
130,000 combat troops, many of whom were veterans of World War II when they
fought in China with Chinese communist forces against the Japanese. In that
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conflict, the North Koreans had 500 tanks and artillery pieces, including some
as large as 122 millimeters.

The North Korean Air Force consisted of approximately 132 combat aircraft
and 30 transports and trainers. These were World War Il hand-me-downs from
the Soviet Union. In the Korean War, the old and rather small North Korean Air
Force was relatively quickly destroyed as U.N. air superiority was established.

By December 1950, when the U.N. forces closed in on the Yalu River, the
Chinese Air Force was believed to possess 650 combat aircraft, courtesy of the
Soviet Union. These included 250 conventional and jet fighters, 175 ground-
attack aircraft, 150 conventional twin-engine bombers, and 75 transports. By
early 1951, Chinese jet fighter strength had increased to 1,000 aircraft, thanks
again to the generosity of the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Air Force also had between 400 and 500 aircraft readily available
for use in Korea. The most famous and effective of these was the MiG—15, flown
by Chinese and Soviet pilots. During the first months of the war, U.N. airmen
enjoyed virtually complete air superiority, but the appearance of the Soviet-built
MiG-15 on November 1, 1950, changed everything. It made every American
plane in the Far East obsolete. It easily outclassed the F—51 Mustang, which had
no hope of surviving in an air battle except to keep turning inside a MiG, hit the
deck, hope for the best, and run like hell for home. In level flight, the MiG was
fully 100 miles an hour faster than the first-generation U.S. jet, the F-80, and it
could climb away from the Shooting Star as if the F-80 were anchored in the
sky. As for the Navy’s new FOF Panther jet, the MiG was faster and could out-
climb, outdive, and turn inside the Panthers. The wings of the MiG—15 were
swept back, and the original models were powered by a 5,000-pound-thrust
British Rolls-Royce engine. The aircraft had spectacular maneuverability and a
level speed of approximately 660 miles per hour. The MiG—15 provided the prin-
cipal threat to U.N. air operations throughout the war. Fortunately, the MiG—15,
like U.N. jets, had very short legs—that is, it had a fairly short combat radius.
(We should note that, as early as December 1947, MiG—15s were rolling off
Soviet assembly lines at a rate of 200 per month. Today, we are lucky to get a
total buy of 200 aircraft, and even that would be spread over ten to twelve years.)

The Chinese and Soviet MiG—15 pilots developed a tactic that took advantage
of the sanctuary they enjoyed north of the Yalu River. They would climb to supe-
rior altitudes on their side of the river, cross the border at more than 30,000 feet,
dive in firing passes against the Americans, and then scamper back to safety on
their side of the river, only to renew the attack cycle if they so desired. They
would also try to catch U.N. pilots who were ending their patrols with aircraft
too low on fuel to fight. The level of competence of the communist pilots varied
widely. The general consensus is that U.S. pilots must credit much of their ini-
tial aerial success to superior training, but this situation changed somewhat as
more, better trained, and experienced Soviet pilots entered the war.
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U.N. Aircraft and Weapons

Just as the GWAPS did not confine itself to only the U.S. Air Force contributions
to the air effort, this essay will also include contributions made by the other ser-
vices and even mention other U.N. air forces.

At the beginning of the war, the South Korean army consisted of 100,000
lightly armed soldiers. The army lacked both tanks and heavy artillery. The
Republic of Korea (ROK) Air Force was that in name only. Although opinion
differs somewhat concerning the exact number of aircraft the ROK had at the
beginning of the war, the consensus is that it was fewer than twenty. The best
estimate is sixteen aircraft, thirteen liaison and three trainers. One of my prima-
ry sources, The United States Air Force in Korea, by Robert F. Futrell, lists sev-
enty-nine different friendly and enemy aircraft in the index. The U.S. Marines
alone flew some fifteen different types of aircraft in Korea. Needless to say, I
have neither the time nor the inclination to discuss all of these different types of
aircraft. The criteria [ used for choosing an aircraft for discussion were its impor-
tance to the war effort, interesting anecdotes, and the availability of research
information.

The war began on June 25, 1950, when North Korea attacked South Korea.
On the very next day, the Far East Air Forces (FEAF) was flying cover for non-
combatant evacuation operations. By June 27, FEAF had begun to conduct air
superiority missions over the Korean peninsula. Within a week, on July 3, 1950,
carrier-based aircraft had arrived and had begun combat missions, and by early
August 1950 the first marine aviation units to deploy from the United States had
arrived with the Ist Marine Provisional Brigade. Within a little more than one
month, lead elements of the U.S. air units—Air Force, Navy, and Marine
Corps—that would fight the war were in place.

U.S. Air Force Aircraft

As of May 31, 1950, one month before the war began, the U.S. FEAF had
35,122 personnel and 1,172 aircraft: 504 F—80s, 47 F-51s, 42 F-82s, 73 B-26s,
27 B-29s, 179 transports, 48 reconnaissance aircraft, and 252 miscellaneous
types. Of these aircraft, only 657 were available for combat in Korea, but not all
were ready for combat. Those remaining were in storage or were being withheld
for other Thirteenth and Twentieth Air Force missions, such as the defense of
Japan.

Included in this initial group of Air Force aircraft was the F—80 Shooting Star,
initially used as an air superiority aircraft and for bomber escort duty. The F-80
was no match for the MiG-15, and it was reduced to a secondary role after the
F-86 Sabre appeared. However, an F-80 flown by 1st Lt. Russell Brown, USAF,
shot down a MiG-15 on November 8, 1950, during the first all-jet dogfight.

The F-80s provided early cover for the retreating U.S. and ROK ground
forces. Very short-legged, the F—80s were unable to provide much close air sup-
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port after the loss of airfields in South Korea. One tactic to compensate for the
aircraft’s lack of range was to use external fuel tanks. Early in the war, the F-80s
that flew from Japan were fitted with locally manufactured, jettisonable fuel
tanks to extend their range. Later, the F-86s also used jettisonable fuel tanks
when patrolling in MiG Alley. Another tactic to increase range was to fly patrols
with no ordnance except .50-cal. machine guns. If no targets appeared, the
Sabres would attack any ground target of convenience. Again, similar tactics
were used forty years later, during the Gulf War.

The propeller-driven F-51 Mustangs were comparatively slow, World War 11
aircraft. Powered by a liquid-cooled piston engine, the Mustang was vulnerable
to ground fire during strafing missions. However, and very importantly early in
the war, Mustangs were available and could operate from the short, unpaved run-
ways present in southern South Korea. Also, the Mustangs performed air-to-air
and air-to-ground missions. Several of our allies flew the Mustang, including the
Australians and the South Africans. The U.S. Air Force also transferred some of
these aircraft to the ROK.

The F-82 Twin Mustangs were invaluable because they covered the evacua-
tion from South Korea and were credited with scoring the first aerial victory of
the war. As its name implies, the F-82 Twin Mustang had the rather bizarre
appearance of two F—51 Mustang fuselages fused to a single wing. Its two pilots
sat apart in separate cockpits, one in each fuselage. The secondary pilot served
as a relief pilot or could assist with navigation.

The B-26 Invader was a light bomber used for both interdiction and close air
support. The B-29 Superfortress bomber was used for both tactical and strategic
air operations, including close air support, especially during the defense of the
Pusan perimeter. The Air Force did not like using the big B-29s against tactical
targets. During the siege of the Pusan perimeter, ninety-eight B-29s dropped 960
tons of high explosives over an area of twenty-seven square miles in the vicini-
ty of the Naktong bridgehead. Additional examples can be found of the use of
B-29 in a close air support role.

During the next three years of the war, several other U.S.Air Force aircraft
arrived, chief among them, the F-86 Sabre. In terms of speed and maneuver-
ability, the Sabre could outperform the F—51s and the F—80s. The Sabre’s prin-
cipal claim to fame was its ability to counter the Soviet-built MiG—15. During
the war, Sabre pilots maintained a 10-to-1 margin of victory over MiGs. The
MiG—15 could climb faster, but the Sabre could outrun it in a dive, and the Sabre
was more responsive. Also, the Sabre’s bubble canopy afforded better visibility.
Both aircraft, however, had armament problems. The Sabre carried six M—3 .50-
cal. machine guns, but the machine guns did not inflict enough damage. One of
the Sabre’s chief limitations was its short range. Carrying two 120-gallon wing
tanks in addition to its internal fuel supply, the Sabre’s combat range was only
490 miles. Challenges presented by this short range had a profound effect on the
tactics of both enemy and friendly forces.
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Over the course of the war, the Sabre received modifications that increased
its performance. Wing slats were replaced with a fixed leading edge that reduced
drag. Hydraulic controls were installed to improve maneuverability. A flying
tail—a horizontal stabilizer that moved—was also installed to improve maneu-
verability. A more powerful engine replaced the 5,200-pound-thrust J47-GE—13
engine, and a radar gunsight replaced the K—18 gyroscopic computing gunsight.

The F—84 Thunderjet was a fighter-bomber used for counterair applications
and bomber escort, especially when the F—86 was not available. The T-6 Mos-
quito trainer, a slow, unarmed aircraft, was used by tactical airborne coordina-
tors who controlled close air support missions.

U.S. Navy and Marine Corps Aircraft

The carrier USS Valley Forge, with its air group of eighty-six aircraft, arrived off
Korea on July 3, 1950, and launched the first carrier strikes of the war. By
August 2, five carriers were in theater, including HMS Triumph, and a total of
250 U.S. Navy and U.S. Marine Corps aircraft. Some of the carriers were the
small escort carriers of World War II.

The F4U Corsairs first gained fame with the marines in the Pacific during
World War II. A number of different types and models were among the 12,571
Corsairs produced. Marine Corps and Navy carrier-based Corsairs provided
close air support for U.S. and ROK forces near Pusan. Corsairs armed with rock-
ets and napalm were an effective combination during the early days of the war.
Because the short-legged F—80 jets had little loiter time and in-country airfields
were not yet available, most of the support for the Pusan perimeter came from
Navy and Marine Corps carrier-based aircraft. Corsairs from VMF-214, the
famous Black Sheep squadron, conducted the first marine air strike of the war.
Launched from the USS Sicily, the squadron was led by its executive officer,
then-Maj. Robert P. Keller.

The AD-4, later the Douglas A—1 Skyraider, was flown by the Marine Corps,
the Navy, and the Air Force. Its incredible longevity made it unique among the
world’s combat aircraft. Designed during the closing days of World War II, the
Skyraider flew some of the first attack missions of the Korean War from the deck
of the USS Valley Forge. (I served on the Valley Forge during her last deploy-
ment off Vietnam, when she was designated as an LPH, a helicopter carrier.) The
Skyraider served with the Navy through the early years of the Vietham War and
with the Air Force until the early 1970s. This attack plane was one of the most
versatile aircraft then in existence. It was used on electronic countermeasure,
night fighter, and attack missions. The characteristic that the troops liked most
about the AD Skyraider was that it could carry more than 5,000 pounds of ord-
nance, and its equipment included two wing-mounted 20-mm cannon.

The Grumman F7F Tigercat was a night fighter that provided important close
air support. The graceful, well-proportioned two-seater was a twin-engine air-
craft boasting a top speed of more than 400 miles per hour. It was considered too
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hot to operate from aircraft carriers, so the Navy decided to give the entire pro-
duction run to the marines to fly from land bases. The F7F-3N incorporated a
nose-mounted radar and a taller vertical tail. The F7F-3 was a single-seat model
used primarily as a fast ground-attack aircraft. Night attack missions were usu-
ally under the control of Air Force forward air controllers (FACs). Tigercats were
particularly valuable during the Wonsan-Chosin operation.

The R4Q-1 was the Navy and Marine Corps version of the Air Force
Fairchild C-119 Flying Boxcar. This twin-boomed, twin-engine transport was
essential to the Army’s and Marine Corps’s breakout from the Chosin Reservoir.

Marines of VMO-6, along with Air Force pilots, flew a number of different
types of helicopters including the Sikorsky HO3S-1, HO5S-1, HRS-1, and
S-55, and the Bell HTL—4. The helicopter was the one truly new vehicle to
emerge in Korea. Helicopters were used to rescue downed pilots, conduct med-
ical evacuation, and carry marines into battle. The OY Grasshopper was an
unarmed artillery-spotting, airborne FAC aircraft.

U.N. Aircraft

The allies flew many of the same aircraft that the Americans did. Two British air-
craft were the Fairey Firefly, a two-seat, single-engine, propeller-driven fighter,
and the Supermarine Seafire, a shipboard version of the Spitfire.

Aircraft carriers made their most important contribution to the war effort
when no airfields were nearby, which occurred primarily during the early
months of the war, during the defense of the Pusan perimeter. Carriers also pro-
vided critical support during the landings at Inchon and in the winter retreat from
the Yalu. Some would argue that the Korean War saved carrier aviation. As stat-
ed the British carrier HMS Triumph joined U.S. Navy carriers early in the war.

Five-inch rockets were a favorite close air support and interdiction weapon,
especially for use against vehicles. U.N. forces used a variety of 100- to 1,000-
pound bombs. A favorite technique involved dropping parademolition bombs
with delayed fuzes. These bombs descended slowly by parachute to obtain max-
imum destruction; because they did not rebound or carom off the target, they
were particularly effective against bridges.

Another favorite weapon for close air support used against troop concentra-
tions and even tanks was napalm. Hand grenades carried by some of the Marine
Corps observation pilots were tossed out over small groups of enemy troops who
had fired upon them. Finally, the atom bomb was a weapon always under active
consideration, but never used. Its threatened use may have ended the war.

U.N. Tactics

Not unexpectedly, tactics developed during peacetime did not always survive the
first days of combat. Tactics had to be revised to accommodate the local situation,
such as the introduction of new equipment by friendly forces or the enemy, the
changing tactical situation, political restrictions, and equipment shortcomings.
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Many of the tactics developed during the Korean War resulted from political
decisions, the principal one being the sanctuary given to China and the Soviet
Union. Not being permitted to cross the border in hot pursuit or to bomb targets
in China or the Soviet Union—or even violate Chinese or Soviet airspace when
attempting to destroy bridges over the Yalu River—necessitated some interest-
ing new tactics. In one respect, we were fortunate that the Air Force was restrict-
ed from conducting bombing raids into China. Had the Air Force been allowed
to fly over Chinese territory, the soldiers and marines would not have received
any close air support.

Early in the war, B-29s could fly higher and faster than any of North Korea’s
Soviet-provided, World War II, reciprocating-engine aircraft. The introduction of
the MiG—15 in November 1950 necessitated that B-29s be accompanied by
escorts, normally F-86s. B-29 tactics changed again after MiGs slipped past
patrolling F—86s and downed five B-29s in a single week. The Chinese air force
became such a menace that U.N. forces were compelled to suspend daylight
bombing raids over North Korea. After this, the B-29s began attacking exclu-
sively at night. This change in tactics enhanced safety but decreased bombing
accuracy. The big bombers then turned to the short-range navigation (SHORAN)
electronic beam system, a network of ground-based radar beacons to aid navi-
gation. SHORAN facilitated bombing at night and in bad weather. In response,
the enemy used radar-controlled searchlights in conjunction with antiaircraft bat-
teries. The B—29s, in turn, painted the underside of the wings and fuselage with
black paint as camouflage and relied on chaff and jamming to frustrate radar
operators.

Many in the Air Force envisioned a strategic bombing campaign against
North Korea that would be modeled after similar operations during World War
II. The United States organized and flew a number of large bombing raids. After
the breakout, the focus shifted from the close air support that had been provided
during the fight for the Pusan perimeter to the interdiction of North Korean sup-
ply lines. As in World War I, huge saturation raids by heavy bombers were not
unusual, with literally hundreds of aircraft participating in a single strike. Exam-
ples included an attack on May 9, 1951, when a multiservice strike of 300 air-
craft attacked North Korean airfields. In June 1952, some 500 aircraft—bombers
with escorts—were directed at the Suiho hydroelectric dam and power plant, a
vital target on the Yalu River. They also attacked oil refineries, transport centers,
and industrial installations.

The main tactical air operations included air superiority, close air support, and
interdiction in the vicinity of the battlefield. The main strategic air operations
were establish control of the airspace over friendly territory, establish control
over enemy airspace, and conduct strategic bombing of such targets as oil
refineries, manufacturing complexes, and communications centers. Typically,
the first aircraft would drop a napalm tank and the second would set the weapon
afire with machine-gun fire.
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Variety of Air Power

Enemy antiaircraft artillery, plus the requirement to follow the course of the river
to avoid violating Chinese airspace, made it very difficult to destroy bridges
across the river. Aircrew had to track radio-controlled bombs of World War 11
vintage all the way to their targets, ignoring antiaircraft fire and MiGs. And hit-
ting a bridge across its short axis was much more difficult than bombing it along
its long axis.

MiG Alley imposed new tactics for jet combat. In place of the fighter sweeps
of the big World War II offensives, the Air Force substituted rather small defen-
sive patrols. The initiative was with the Chinese. The Americans were in the
reaction mode in that they had to establish barrier patrols. The short range of the
F—86 (500 miles with jettisonable fuel tanks and no capability for in-flight refu-
eling) meant that time was of the essence. Initially, patrols consisted of four
F-86s arriving in MiG Alley at five-minute intervals and remaining for about
twenty minutes. Their normal cruise speed would be a fuel-conserving 0.62
Mach. This relatively slow speed made the Sabres vulnerable to attack because
of the time lag required to achieve fighting speed. After a near tragedy, they
changed their tactics and increased their speed to at least 0.85 Mach. The
strength of a patrol was standardized at sixteen aircraft, four flights of four arriv-
ing at five-minute intervals at differing altitudes. The optimum composition was
the fluid four, four Sabres spaced generally in fingertip formation. The two ele-
ment leaders carried the firepower while the wingmen covered the rear. (This
was similar to the tactic used during the Gulf War to provide cover for the
ground forces.) During night attacks, the Navy would assist by providing flares,
another tactic that would find application in future wars.

U.N. Air Forces Training

Budget cuts after World War II reduced training time for everyone, especially for
pilots. F—80 pilots based in Japan had little practice supporting troops in combat.
This deficiency resulted from Air Force emphasis on strategic bombing—the
merger of tactical and air defense missions—and lack of space that limited large-
scale air-ground training exercises in Japan. Close air support had a lower prior-
ity in the Air Force than it did in the Marine Corps; consequently, marine pilots
were better trained, more experienced, and therefore tended to support ground
forces better than their Air Force counterparts did.

Generally, American pilots were superior to their communist adversaries.
Many U.S. pilots were veterans of World War II. They may suffered from some
lack of training and funds due to military cutbacks, but superiority is a relative
concept, and the Americans were clearly better trained than the enemy was.
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Conclusion

The conflict in Korea was a transnational from the standpoint of weapons, tac-
tics, and training. It was characterized by a greater emphasis on change than on
continuity. Although it was the first jet war, we would have been in serious trou-
ble without our reciprocating-engine fighters in the critical early days. Carrier
aviation looms large in that regard, and I do not think it would be an exaggera-
tion to say that the Korean War saved carrier aviation. The greater effectiveness
of carrier-based Corsairs in close air support in defending the Pusan perimeter
was the key event. P-80s based in Japan were not as accurate, could not stay on
target for as long, and were severely limited on bombload, assuming they could
even find the targets. One of the big tactical lessons that the Air Force nearly for-
got about was the effectiveness of airborne FACs. The Marine Corps did a bit
better with that. The marines also pioneered the use of helicopters. Another
major tactical lesson to emerge from the war was the importance of superior
training in air-to-air operations. It was the combat over MiG Alley that inspired
Col. John R. Boyd, USAF, to formulate his classic OODA Loop, the methodol-
ogy of observation, orientation, decision, and action. Key technologies, specifi-
cally the radar-ranging gunsight and the all-flying horizontal stabilizer with good
hydraulically boosted controls, properly supported Boyd’s theory. Also regard-
ing technology, Korea saw the first engagements between second-generation jet
fighters. (The first generation involved piston-engine airframes, aerodynamics
mated to jet propulsion.) The United States also realized the inadequacy of .50-
cal. armament, though it seemed adequate when compared to the Soviet
weapons. This was due mainly to the fact that the MiG-15 lacked an all-flying
tail and was a poor gun platform; it exhibited directional snaking at the high end
of its speed range. Although it is debatable whether any targets were worth their
use, B-29s demonstrated that they were viable high-performance bomb-haulers.
On the other hand, they exhibited extreme vulnerability to MiGs.
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A Gulf War Perspective on the Effectiveness of
Air Power

Thomas A. Keaney

It is an honor to be among this group of scholars and veterans of the Korean War
and be asked to speak on the use of air power in that war. Let me emphasize that
I speak not as an expert on any aspect of the Korean War, but as an analyst of
the performance of air power of a war forty years later against Iraq. My topic is
how experiences in that later war might help in our Korean War perspective. The
forty years that separated these wars represent a significant segment of air power
history, and, not surprisingly, vast differences emerge when comparing their con-
duct. Subsequent panels will look at each aspect of air power in the Korean War,
close air support, strategic bombing, reconnaissance, and so forth. I will remain
at a more general level in this presentation, attempting to set the stage for those
subjects by looking at the different circumstances and capabilities, of the condi-
tions at that time, and of what had changed forty years later.

At least one similarity in these wars emerges: both were conducted by a Unit-
ed Nations (U.N.) coalition. The Korean War was the first to be so conducted;
the Gulf War was the second, and so far the latest. U.N. coalitions in both wars,
formed as much to display broad international political support as for the com-
bined military power they produced, operated under the overall leadership of the
United States. The conditions under which leadership was conducted within
these coalitions are complex and describing them would take us well beyond the
limits of this conference, but it is important to note the particular conditions of
coalition air operations, because that is the symposium’s title. Simply stated, just
as in the Gulf War, coalition air power was under the near total control of the
United States. Many countries sent ground forces; far fewer contributed aircraft.
Countries that did provide aircraft provided some fighter and transport aircraft,
but they were too few and not of a sufficient quality to be considered essential
to the fighting force nor to permit their donors to have a significant voice in the
conduct of the air operations. As a result, the story of coalition air power is the
story of U.S. air power.
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In Korea, the more interesting coalition aspects of air operations to consider
concern the coalition of the four U.S. military services engaged. The Gulf War
saw service clashes over issues such as targeting priorities and the authority of
the joint force air component commander, but disputes were not nearly so fun-
damental as those in evidence in the Korean War. Recall that, when the Korean
War began, the change to a Department of Defense was just getting underway,
and the Air Force, not quite three years old, had already engaged in heated con-
troversies with the other services. In the bruising debates of the late 1940s over
service roles, the Marine Corps had fought for its life; the Navy, for control of
its aviation; and the Army and Air Force, over procedures for air targeting and
the priority given to close air support. Following the initial agreements on roles
and missions of the services came the very public disputes involving the Air
Force and Navy after the cancellation of the aircraft carrier USS United States
and the subsequent debate over the value of the B-36 bomber. Consequently, in
1950 and throughout the war, not only was there no agreement on the overall
control of U.S. air power, there was also no joint headquarters with any capabil-
ity to deal with securing a cooperative effort among the services. In sum,
although interservice disputes on various issues persisted into the Gulf War and
beyond, the disputes were not of the depth that were encountered in Korea,
where Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force air operations coexisted, but were far
from being joint.

Conditions within the 1950 Air Force itself further hampered both interser-
vice cooperation and the Air Force’s readiness for the Korean War. To confront
the growing Soviet threat, the Air Force had its attention focused on building an
atomic striking force of strategic bombers. In 1950, Strategic Air Command
(SAC) and its mission were ascendant within the Air Force, and that command
received top priority for resources. With its focus on the Soviet Union, SAC saw
the Korean War as a distraction to its primary mission, and it therefore sent its
least capable, less-well-manned B—29 units to the theater. The command’s atten-
tion remained on manning its growing force B-36s and B-47s.! The emphasis
on SAC prompted a consequent deemphasis within the Air Force on tactical avi-
ation. When the Korean War began, Tactical Air Command (TAC), in fact, was
not a major command but only a planning headquarters within Continental Air
Command. All these conditions served to complicate not only the Air Force’s
readiness for this conflict but also its ability to deal effectively in coordinating
with the Army on matters such as close air support.

These conditions stand in stark contrast to the Air Force’s posture and readi-
ness for the Gulf War in 1990. At the time of the Gulf War, Strategic Air Com-
mand had lost most of its Cold War importance and would be disestablished
soon thereafter. The tactical air forces had supplanted SAC in both influence and
importance. With the waning of the Cold War, SAC had adjusted by developing
considerable expertise in conventional bombing and was prepared to undertake
immediate operations. Whereas in 1950 strategic bombing had been left to the
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World War II vintage B-29s, in the Gulf War the newest emerging systems—the
F—117s and the Navy and Air Force cruise missiles (TLAM and ALCM, respec-
tively)—were available for this role. Further, the tactical training centers of all
the services—the Air Force Tactical Fighter Weapons Center and the Navy
Strike Warfare Center, for example—had provided crews with realistic opera-
tional experience. And, whereas the North Korean attack came with no warning,
aircrews in 1991 had nearly six months to prepare for combat in Desert Storm.

So much for organizational factors. As I look at the actual conduct of air oper-
ations in the Korean War, I am most struck by the factors that characterized air
operations in the Gulf War, noting that these items were almost entirely missing
forty years earlier. The Gulf War Air Power Survey, in its overall analysis of that
war, selected five capabilities and technologies that best characterized the air
campaign. They were stealth/low observability, laser-guided bombs, aerial refu-
eling, the high-speed antiradiation missile (HARM), and the STU-III, a secure
telephone.? Let us look at each of these capabilities in the Korean War context.

Curiously, two of these capabilities, stealth and the HARM, would have had
little effect on the conduct of the war in Korea. These technologies were
designed to counter or neutralize a system that had not yet appeared by the time
of the Korean War—surface-to-air missiles and their supporting radars. The Chi-
nese and North Koreans did employ some radars for searchlight operations and
gun-laying, but those systems were limited to defending areas in the far north
along the Yalu River; radars were often located across the border in China.?
Missing, of course, were the generations of systems that came into existence
between the Korean War and the Gulf War in which electronic combat featured
so prominently. Considering the war in Vietnam, the F~117 and HARM, if avail-
able, would have become important factors. In the Korean War, however, they
were systems whose time had not yet come.

Laser-guided bombs (a guided bomb version did make a brief appearance in
Korea) would have had importance, but probably not in any dramatic way. Pre-
cision strike always brings advantages, but at least in the Gulf War it was used
only against single-point targets. Korean War targets in this category consisted
of leadership headquarters, electric power facilities, factories, and aircraft and
their shelters. Early in the war, U.N. air forces destroyed most of those targets,
and those that remained were located off the Korean peninsula, off-limits for
political reasons.

Instead, the circumstances of the fighting in Korea would have favored the
use of area weapons against large formations of Chinese and North Korean
troops. Perhaps useful against troop formations would have been B—52s loaded
with fifty to one hundred gravity bombs, such as were used in Vietnam and the
Gulf War. In fact, such capabilities did exist with the B-29s used in Korea, but
the Superfortress saw only emergency service in a ground support role. In
instances in which B-29s used area bombing techniques against troops, Air
Force leaders saw the practice as largely ineffective and a misuse of the
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bombers.* Much of that ineffectiveness could no doubt be attributed to poor
communication with ground elements on the location of targets, issues that could
have been solved with better coordination between air and ground elements. But
SAC was preoccupied with its mission of strategic bombing and had little inter-
est in using its aircraft as flying artillery. Just as in Vietnam and the Gulf War,
although little specific damage had been reported, the Army commander on the
ground gave his support to the air strikes because of the great psychological lift
it had given his own troops, and the opposite effect it had on the enemy forces.’

The STU-III secure telephone presents the interesting picture of a non—air
power asset with tremendous effects on air power employment in the Gulf War,
but Korean War conditions tend to negate its potential impact. The secure tele-
phone gained prominence in the Gulf War because it allowed planners at all lev-
els in the theater and in Washington to share information and coordinate plan-
ning. That such information was available for sharing reflects the fact that other
information technologies were in place to allow planners at all levels access to
intelligence and operational information on which they could base their assess-
ments. In the absence of broad access to targeting information, bomb damage
assessments, and a host of data on aircraft capabilities, little relevant information
would have been available to talk about had there been either secure or insecure
lines. Secure telephones enhanced the operations of organizations already made
flatter by access to extensive information systems. These circumstance simply
did not apply to the U.S. military of the 1950s.

For the top leadership, access to a secure telephone might have had interest-
ing applications. One can only speculate on the effect of President Harry Truman
and Gen. Douglas MacArthur being able to talk on a daily basis. And who would
not like to have had access to candid conversations on secure telephones
between individuals such as Truman or MacArthur, George Marshall, Omar
Bradley, or Louis Johnson? Their biographers, of course, would have found such
records priceless.

Of the five special capabilities of the Gulf War, the most low-tech of these—
aerial refueling—would have brought the most dramatic effects, had it been
available. Perhaps at no other time in the history of U.S. air power, save in the
carly days of World War 11, had the nation faced such a scarcity of aircraft and
qualified crews, and having the ability to stretch those resources through the use
of tanker aircraft would have had a great impact. In many situations, fighters on
flights from Japan had to operate at their maximum range and thus could remain
only briefly in the target area. Particularly for close air support missions, having
air refueling for the attack aircraft would have greatly improved the response
time and persistence in this mission. In fact, air refueling was becoming an Air
Force capability at the time of the Korean War, specifically in SAC, and it has
become integral to American air power ever since. Although many technologies,
from space assets to stealth, still lay far in the future in 1950, air refueling just
missed being available.
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The comparison of technologies, although at times informative, does not

define a war or the conduct of operations, either in Korea or the Gulf. For those
tasks, one must look closer at how combatants dealt with the circumstances and
used the weapons available. Looking at these operations, one can see great con-
tinuity between the Korean War and the Gulf War. As I noted earlier, similar
problems arose concerning issues such as the command and control of the air
forces; the relative effectiveness of strategic bombing, interdiction, and close air
support; and tactics for air-to-air combat.
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The Contribution of the U.S. Marine Corps
Night Fighter Squadrons

Ronald W. Harbison

As the situation became desperate in the Pusan perimeter, Gen. Douglas
MacArthur requested marines to help in the defense. The 1st Provisional Marine
Brigade was formed of marines from every base in the United States and from
the reserves. The brigade’s air arm consisted of two squadrons: VMF(N)-542,
flying F7F-3Ns from its base at Cherry Point, North Carolina; and
VMF(N)-513, flying F4U-5Ns out of El Toro, California. VMF-323 and
VMF(N)-513 were loaded aboard the USS Sitkoh Bay and sailed on August 24,
1950. VMF-212 and VMF(N)-542 embarked on the USS Cape Esperance on
August 27. The brigade’s air arm arrived in Japan on July 31. VMF-214 and
VMF-323 checked out at Itami Air Base and then flew to the escort carriers,
USS Sicily and USS Badoeng Strait. The night-fighter squadrons flew from
Itazuke Air Base (AB) on the west coast of Japan. VMF(N)-513 flew day and
night strikes in support of the marine brigade, and it also flew for Army units.
VMF(N)-542 had security and strip alert at Itazuke AB.

From September 3 to 14, VMF(N)-513 flew seventy-nine day and night close
air support (CAS) missions in support in the Pusan perimeter. As the defense sta-
bilized around Pusan, MacArthur was planning the invasion of Inchon. The 1st
Provisional Marine Brigade was pulled out of Pusan and embarked to join the
1st Marine Division for the landing at Inchon on September 15. As the marines
advanced, they captured the airfield at Kimpo and, on September 19,
VMF(N)-542 moved with their F7F-3Ns from Itazuke AB to Kimpo, near
Seoul, and began operations. The squadron had only twenty trained night-fight-
er pilots. The rest were reservists with good experience and a desire to become
night fighters. The squadron claimed the distinction of flying the first marine
combat mission from Kimpo at 0735 on September 20 when four F7F-3N air-
craft destroyed two enemy locomotives after expending 3,000 rounds of 20-mm
ammunition. The Sth Marines exercised extreme care to minimize damage to the
location because they knew that planes flying from that field would help them in
the near future.
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Used as a night fighter during the early years of the war, the two-seat, twin-engine Grum-
man F7F-3N Tigercat, with its distinctive nose-mounted radar and taller vertical tail,
repeatedly proved its capabilities. (Marine Corps Historical Center Photo Collection)

During this time, VMF(N)-513, flying their FAU-5Ns out of Itazuke, sup-
ported General Walker’s breakout from the Pusan perimeter. Between Septem-
ber 17 and 19, the squadron flew fifteen daylight CAS missions for U.S. Army
units. As the planes ranged over the entire extent of the Pusan perimeter, they
attacked enemy troops, tanks, vehicles, and artillery. Meanwhile, VMF(N)-542
was flying support missions for the 1st Marine Division as it attacked northward.
When Wonson AB was captured, VMF(N)-513 flew from Itazuke. Night oper-
ations did not begin until late October, when runway runway lights became
available. They flew daytime missions with VMF-312 under the control of tac-
tical air control parties (TACPs). Both night-fighter squadrons continued to sup-
port the marines as they advanced northward. As all air units continued to harass
supply lines, the North Koreans began to move more supplies at night, the time
when the night fighters were most effective. During the Chosin Reservoir cam-
paign, VMF(N)-513 and VMF-542 flew day and night in support of the
marines. On December 31, the two night-fighter squadrons flew twenty CAS
missions. On December 7, 1950, 1st Lt. Truman Clark of VMF(N)-513, flying
a torpedo bomber, the TBM Avenger, helped evacuate 103 casualties from Koto-
ri. Capt. Malcolm G. Moncrief, Jr., of VMF-312, a qualified landing signal offi-
cer, directed the torpedo bombers into Koto-ri with paddles. After the evacuation
at Hungnam, the two night-fighter squadrons were flying into Itazuke, patrolling
the skies between Japan and Korea.

In January 1951, VMF(N)—-542 assumed the duties of VMF(N)-513, which
deployed to K-9 at Pusan. Beginning on January 27, the squadron flew armed
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The twin-engine Douglas F3D Sky Knight jet night fighter gained the respect of many
“former" members of the Chinese Air Force. With its state-of-the-art avionics, the big jet
was soon tasked with escorting Air Force B—29s, which had been assaulted by enemy
MiGs. (W. T. Larkins Collections, Naval Aviation History Office)

reconnaissance missions and an occasional deep support mission for the Eighth
Army. As the allies pushed northward, VMF(N)—-542 received orders to conduct
long flights from Itazuke to as far as Seoul, Korea, and to maintain continuous
patrols to report enemy attempts to cross the frozen Han River. They shot up
camp areas, convoys, and other lucrative targets. In addition to all of the various
duties they were assigned, they also served as spotters to direct naval gunfire.
Late January saw the first successful instance of marine air-to-ground coopera-
tion since the Chosin Reservoir campaign. In February, VMF(N)-513 moved
from Itami, Japan, to K—3 Pohang on the east coast of Korea. VMF(N)-542
transferred from Itami and Itazuke to K—1 Pusan. In March, VMF(N)-542 was
sent home to El Toro, California, for conversion and training in the F3D Sky
Knight all-weather jet fighters. The squadron’s F7F-3Ns were left with
VMF(N)-513, now a composite squadron, attacking from K—1 during the day
with its FAU—5Ns and during the night with its F7F—3Ns. During May, the planes
of VMF(N)-513 killed hundreds of Chinese soldiers.

In late May, marine R4D transports were outfitted to drop flares. They
worked together with the F7Fs and F4Us to illuminate targets at night. On June
12, the Navy provided the 1st Marine Aircraft Wing with PB4Y-2 Privateers for
the night-illumination missions. The planes would fly in the general area, and
when one would find a likely target, they would join up. The flare plane would
drop flares and the night fighters would fly beneath them and attack targets of
opportunity. This was extremely hazardous because the enemy would know they
were being targeted. The operation was almost always conducted along known
supply routes in deep valleys among the mountains, and the enemy was known
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to stretch cables between the mountains over the routes. These missions were
eventually terminated due to the high cost of men and planes. Afterward, the
planes patrolled on their own, searching for targets. Mostly, they were looking
for truck convoys driving with their lights on. The attrition rates dropped
because the enemy was no longer forewarned by the flares.

In June, VMF(N)-513 moved to K-18 at Kangnung on the east coast of
Korea. The 4,400-foot-long runway was reinforced with pierced steel planking.
This field was only forty miles behind the 1st Marine Division, a proximity that
allowed the aircraft much more time over the target. During this period, the
enemy was flying light planes over the main line of resistance (MLR), even over
the Seoul area. One such plane was the Po—2, a biplane made mostly of wood
and fabric which made it difficult to pick up or track by radar. The Po—2s would
drop mortar shells and other types of ordnance that proved more of a hindrance
and bother than anything else; they acquired the nickname, Bedcheck Charlie.
The Po-2 could fly at 60 mph, whereas the lowest speed that an F7F, with
wheels and flaps down, could safely maintain was 110 mph, a speed that did not
allow it to make any turns. The F4Us were not much better. In June, July, and
September, two F7F-3Ns and one F4U-5N each shot down a Po-2 by using
radar intercept. In June 1952, an F4U-5N shot down a Yak—9. As hard as it was
to intercept and shoot down these Bedcheck Charlies, the effort to do so at least
had the effect of chasing them away.

Another mission of VMF(N)-513 was nightly patrols to protect Cho-do, an
island ten miles off of the west coast of North Korea and north of the Haeju
peninsula. Cho-do had a radar installation and an air-sea rescue service, and the
dusk-to-dawn mission was to protect it from being bombed at night. Loitering
on station for the night was a monotonous, though necessary, duty, but planes
returning over the Haeju peninsula were free to attack any targets of opportuni-
ty that presented themselves.

Another tasking that allowed closer air support on the MLR at night was the
MPQ radar missions flown by the F7F—3Ns. At the beginning, a pilot would fly
the plane while maintaining a prescribed altitude and speed. He would arm the
plane according to instructions from a radar plotter on the ground. The plotter
would give directional requests and tell the pilot when to release ordnance,
which could be one bomb at a time or all ordnance at once. Bombs carried on
these missions ranged from 250 to 2,000 pounds. After dropping any ordnance,
the pilot would always watch for secondary explosions. The planes were even-
tually adapted so that the pilot had only to maintain altitude and speed. The
ground operator would still request the ordnance he wanted dropped on each run,
and the pilot would fly the plane to the target and attack. This became very accu-
rate and effective. The pilots were called in by forward observers, and damage
reports would sometimes be given before the planes left the area.

The F7F-3Ns also escorted Air Force B-26 Invaders on nightly interdiction
missions. These missions were hard on the B-26 radar operator because some
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missions lasted for as long as six hours and the radar operator was jammed into
a small space originally designed to hold an eighty-gallon gas tank. Largely
unable to move during a mission, the operator was exposed to freezing temper-
atures that were difficult to endure.

On March 30, 1952, VMF(N)-513 moved from K-18 to K-8, from Kang-
nung in the east to Kunsan on the west coast, 105 miles south of Seoul. Of note
is that this move was accomplished without losing even one day of operations.
K-8 was an Air Force base, and the squadron was reinforced because it was the
only marine squadron on the base. At that time, VMF(N)-513 was flying both
the F7F—3N and F4U-5N. Now the night interdiction missions were becoming
extremely hazardous because the MLR was stagnant. The enemy was able to
concentrate very heavy antiaircraft artillery along their main lines of supply.
Planes sat on strip alert nightly and would scramble whenever enemy planes
were spotted south of the MLR.

Another mission for the F7Fs added at this time was night close air support
(NCAS) on the MLR for the 1st Marine Division. The plane would be loaded
with eight new types of firebombs which did not explode in one big fireball like
napalm, but would travel above the ground and spread fire in all directions. The
bombing run would commence at 5,000 feet, and the pilot would release the
bombs on the pull-up at 1,000 feet. Accuracy was improved by two searchlights
that crossed their beams on a mountaintop several miles back. The F7F would
arrive on station and report to a spotter plane, which would use crossed search-
light beams as a reference to provide directions for the first drop. After the first
drop, the spotter would give the direction from there to drop the other bombs.
After eight of these drops, it would seem as if the whole mountain were on fire.
The effectiveness of these firebombing mission was enhanced with a slight—but
unofficial—change in tactics. The pilot of the first plane would delay his takeoff
for a short period, and the next pilot would hurry up and leave a little early, so
that they arrived at the target area at approximately the same time. As the first
plane began its bombing run, the second plane would start strafing behind it.
When the first plane finished its runs, the second would bomb while the first
strafed behind it. This was neither sanctioned nor known officially, but it proved
very effective. Pilots received very little ground fire because the enemy troops
knew they would get personal attention. Just imagine three planes in the same
area at night without running lights. These were very successful missions and
broke the back of many enemy attacks.

During the late summer of 1952, VMF(N)-513 received twelve F3D Sky
Knight night fighters. With this acquisition, the 513th became the only squadron
with three types of planes actively flying combat missions at the same time dur-
ing the Korean War. After some modifications, F3Ds began assisting on the night
combat air patrol (NCAP) missions for Cho-do. About this time, the F4Us were
phased out and the F3Ds were training to escort the nightly B-29 raids. These
raids would require as many as eight F3Ds at one time. Due to the limited time
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an F3D could be airborne compared to the time the B-29 would be in flight,
escort for the bombing run from the MLR to the target and back required sever-
al planes. One plane would pick up the B-29s at the MLR and escort them to the
initial point. Another plane would then escort them to the target. One plane
would perform combat air patrol over the target area, and the other F3Ds would
escort the B-29s out across the MLR. This system proved so effective that
B-29s losses ceased. At times, two targets being struck simultaneously would
increase the workload on the escort planes and crew.

As the F7Fs were being phased out during the first few days of May 1952, the
crews transitioned to the new F3Ds. The radar officers (ROs) learned the new
radar and navigation equipment while still flying F7F missions. The pilots were
also switching to the F3Ds.

By June, VMF(N)-513 had moved to K—6 Pyontaek, about fifty miles south
of Seoul. Its mission was now mainly escorting the B-29s and performing
NCAPs over Cho-do. The F3D had a fantastic radar at that time. It had long-
range mapping, and its range reception was very good. It had a target lock-on
system that virtually ensured a hit if the target was within range, and it was able
to shoot down enemy planes without its pilot ever seeing them. Until the cease-
fire, F3Ds continued escorting B-29s and patrolling over Cho-do. After the
cease-fire, the F3Ds patrolled south of the 38th parallel until they redeployed to
Japan.

The F4U was well known as a CAS plane from World War II. In the postwar
period, it was equipped with radar and made into a night fighter, but with a sin-
gle pilot, it was difficult to fly because he had to operate the radar simultane-
ously. The F7F began flying at the end of World War II and did not see any com-
bat in that conflict, but it too was later configured as a night fighter and patrolled
in China after World War II. With the addition of a radio observer (RO) doing
the navigation, part of the radio work, and directing the pilot on intercepts, it was
an easier life for the pilot. The F7F may have been the toughest fighter plane ever
built. It often came home on one engine, many times dragging wires or parts of
trees, and with cables wrapped around it. The F3D was a new plane with state-
of-the-art equipment. With a crew of two and the bulky radar equipment, it was
not as fast as other jets of the era, but its interception equipment and tail-warn-
ing radar made it one of the best planes.

There was a significant difference between the pilot’s and RO’s jobs in the
two planes. The F7F was noisy and cold, whereas the F3D was quiet and warm.
In the F7F, the RO sat with his feet four inches below his rear, and he could not
stretch out. The cockpit was so narrow that he was unable to put both arms down
beside his body. The canopy was so close to the seat that, if he was taller than
five feet eight inches, he had to ride with his head bent forward. The plane was
equipped with South Wind gasoline heaters that never seemed to work. Riding
in this cramped, cold position for as long as six hours and unable to move was
difficult and uncomfortable. Also, sitting between the two engines made it hard
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to hear anything. The ROs flew in any clothing they could find to try to keep
warm on missions. However, after a crewman was lost due to exposure, we got
rubber exposure suits. We were issued “Mickey Mouse” thermal boots which
helped, but because a man could not move his feet for the entire flight, his feet
still got extremely cold. Bailing out of the F7F was a problem for the RO. The
pilot would go out between the cockpit and the engine in front of the wing. How-
ever, the RO, sitting lower than the top of the wing, had to roll out onto the wing
after he released his canopy. If he went out too high, he would be blown onto the
elevator. If he went out too low, the airflow would hold him on the wing. He had
to rise up just enough to be blown off low.

Transitioning from the F7F to the F3D was like riding a motorcycle in the
winter and then getting into a limousine. In the F3D, you sat side by side in a
cockpit that was pressurized and heated or cooled, as the situation demanded.
You entered the plane through a forty-inch square hatch on top of the cockpit. To
bail out, the crew had to use a tunnel between the seats that exited from the bot-
tom of the plane. The main thing to remember was to not go out head first. For
its time, it was a wonderful plane and a pleasure to fly. Marine night fighters
were introduced during the island battles of World War II and later improved into
what was used in Korea. That was the end of combat flying for night fighters
because all planes since then were used as both day and night fighters, and the
squadrons were designated as attack squadrons.

None of the aforementioned accomplishments would have been possible
without the dedication and sacrifice of all of the support people in the squadron.
The planes were maintained in excellent condition, and the entire squadron was
well taken care of, in spite of some primitive conditions. Missions were never
missed or curtailed due to lack of maintenance. When the squadron moved to
new bases, flying operations were never missed. Pilots took off from the old
base, flew their missions, and simply landed at the new base. This put an unbe-
lievable strain on support personnel, but they never failed to complete their mis-
sion.

43



Coalition Air Warfare

Note

This essay is based on my logbook and memory. I also consulted “U.S. Marine
Operations in Korea, 1950-1953,” the official, five-volume history of the Unit-
ed States Marine Corps published by the Historical Branch, G-3, Headquarters,
U.S. Marine Corps, and the “U.S. Marines in the Korean War Commemorative
Series,” a collection of seven pamphlets published by the History and Museums
Division, Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps and available from the Superinten-
dent of Documents, United States Government Printing Office.

44



A Wingman in Korea

Brig. Gen. Michael E. De Armond, USAF (Ret.)

This presentation will briefly address the role of an F—86 wingman in air-to-air
combat against the MiG—15 during the Korean War. It will identify the attribut-
es required of a good wingman, his duties in combat, those most likely to be
assigned as wingmen, and their attrition rates. I will also briefly compare the
combat capabilities of the F-86 against those of the MiG-15.

The Wingman

As a second lieutenant, I flew as a wingman with the 335th Indian Head Fight-
er Squadron, 4th Fighter Group, stationed at Kimpo Air Base, South Korea
(K-14), from December 1951 to April 1952, when I was shot down in a dogfight
over the Yalu River. I spent the remainder of the war as a POW.

Pilots assigned to the 4th as wingmen were normally junior rank, less expe-
rienced F—86 pilots. The probability was high they would remain wingmen for
most of their combat tour of one hundred missions because duty with the 4th was
a highly coveted assignment, sought by many higher ranking and experienced
fighter pilots.

A wingman’s job was to fly either number two or number four in a four-ship
flight, which was then the standard air combat patrol formation. Each two-ship
element cleared for the other, with each wingman clearing for his lead. The flight
did not fly in close formation; it flew in a loose, or spread, formation that pro-
vided for better attack and defensive maneuvering. It also provided better clear-
ing opportunities for the wingman. A tucked-in wingman, in close formation, can
see nothing but his lead. Normally, the flight would break into separate elements
in the confusion of a dogfight.

The main attributes of a good wingman are good eyes and the ability to hang
with his lead through often violent maneuvers. All pilots have good eyes, but
some pilots just see better and must have swivel necks and squinty eyes. Most
attacks will come on them from the six o’clock position and out of the sun, if the
enemy knows his business. And this is where the wingman should spend most
of his time looking, while still holding position on a rapidly maneuvering lead.
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This requires skills including the ability to hold formation while near stall speeds
at 44,000 feet, split S-ing for an attack, hanging in on square loops and rapid
rolls, while still clearing six for the lead.

It would be interesting to study the attrition rate for wingmen compared to
that of flight leads . Suffice it to say that the wingman, in combat, is more open
and vulnerable to attack than is the flight lead for three reasons. First, he is usu-
ally trailing his lead by several hundred yards, purposely, to allow maneuvering
room for the lead. As such, the wingman is the closest aircraft to an enemy
attacking from the six o’clock position, so he’s normally the first aircraft to be
fired upon. The second problem is clearance provided by the lead, particularly
during a dogfight. If attacking, the lead is normally fixated on the enemy aircraft
he is attacking and, unless he is really good, he is not clearing for his wingman.
Often a wingman’s first indication that his flight is under attack is when a burst
of enemy fire goes past his canopy. The third reason is flight lead competence.
There are good leads and bad leads, and bad leads lose more wingmen than the
good ones do. For example, the day I was shot down, I was the fourth wingman
lost by my lead. Good wingmen know potential leads and prefer assignments
with the good ones. On occasion, a wingman will be assigned to a “MiG-hun-
gry” lead who has little regard for a wingman or who will use his wingman as
bait, if things are slow. In this case, the lead would direct his wingman to hold
altitude while he climbed high and positioned himself behind his wingman, hop-
ing a MiG would initiate an attack on the solo wingman, and he, in turn, could
attack the attacker.

In summary, a good wingman is one who never loses a lead and one with suf-
ficient discipline not to abandon his lead in order to attack a target of opportuni-
ty. This is tough. Wingmen are fighter pilots who, in combat, want to shoot, but
they seldom get the chance until their lead runs out of ammunition. A fat target
is a terrible temptation.

MiG-15 Versus F-86 Capabilities

A major attribute of the MiG—15 was its excellent engine, an illegal copy of the
Rolls-Royce Nene turbojet. This permitted the MiG—15 to climb faster and high-
er than the F—86, which gave it the tactical advantage of initiating the attack from
above the F—86 or, if its pilot did not like the odds, of choosing not to engage.
The MiG-15’s turning radius was also tighter than the F-86’s. This advantage
was mitigated, however, by the fact that Russian pilots flying MiGs in Korea had
no g-suits, which compromised their ability to hold sustained g’s while they
were in a dogfight.

A significant advantage that the MiG—15 had over the F-86 was its heavier
firepower: two 23-mm guns and one 37-mm cannon. A hit by these weapons
caused significant damage. The F-86 with its six .50-cal. machine guns had to
get significantly closer and score more hits to do equivalent damage. It frustrat-
ed many an F-86 pilot to score hits on a MiG only to watch it climb away.
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The F-86 could outdive the MiG-15, and it possessed a radar-ranging gun-
sight. The F-86 outperformed its adversary in the regime from 40,000 feet down
to the deck. It did not carry missiles, but, as in World War II, the F-86 could get
close to an enemy, aim the aircraft, and fire lead bullets. Most air-to-air combat
broke down to individual two-ship elements. All in all, the MiG—15 and F-86
were equivalent performers below 25,000 feet, with the greater kill ratio of the
F-86 due to superior training and tactics.
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The Korean Air War

AVM W. “Paddy” Harbison

As a member of the 4th Fighter Group based at K—14, Kimpo, in Korea, I was
one among many other British citizens who were significantly involved in the
Korean War from the outset. The Army and the Royal Navy (RN) were the
main players. The role of the Royal Air Force (RAF) was limited, by compar-
ison. The British Army contingent was central in the Commonwealth Division,
and the RN was involved from the very beginning of hostilities.

The RN operated and maintained light fleet aircraft carriers on a rotational
basis in Korean waters, in addition to supporting surface units. The carrier’s
aircraft complement were piston-engine Sea Furies and Fulmars. A Sea Fury
destroyed a MiG-15 in one engagement.

The RAF rotated three Sunderland flying-boat squadrons through Iwakani
from Singapore, and these did valuable service in the maritime role. The RAF
Transport Command, in conjunction with the Canadians and Australians, pro-
vided logistical support to the Commonwealth forces. The RAF provided air
support and medical evacuation back to the United Kingdom via Hong Kong
and Singapore, a lengthy trip by any measure.

Two RAF air observation flights operated with the British Army to provide
gun spotting, reconnaissance information, and liaison flights. Because the U.S.
Air Force had a critical shortage of photo interpreters, the RAF supplied per-
sonnel and the requisite facilities in the theater.

Like the USAF, indeed like all participants, the RAF had suffered a consid-
erable drawdown after World War II. United Kingdom forces, in particular the
RAF, was at full strength in Malaya due to the communist confrontation and
the need to defend the Hong Kong base. Too, the United Kingdom considered
it paramount to increase Cold War vigilance in Europe, and the United States
endorsed its position.

Korea was the first jet-versus-jet air war, and RAF interest was intense. The
fighter fraternity deplored the lack of RAF combat involvement. Events were
to confirm that our then frontline fighter, the Meteor, would have been out-
matched and outperformed by the MiG-15.
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I was on the staff of the Central Fighter Establishment (CFE) at RAF West
Raynham in 1951, having gone there on return from an exchange tour with the
USAF 1st Fighter Group based at March Air Force Base (AFB), California. The
1st Group had introduced the F-86 into the U.S. air operational inventory, and
I had the privilege and indeed good luck to fly it from February 1949 on. The
CFE was the center of RAF fighter expertise and was involved in the develop-
ment of tactics and equipment. It was a mini Nellis AFB, and the RAF Day
Fighter Leaders course was an equivalent to the U.S. Top Gun course. Members
of the Tactics Branch at CFE were anxious to get first-hand information on
Korean air operations, and after the RAF chief of the air staff approached him,
Gen. Hoyt S. Vandenberg, the USAF chief of staff, agreed to to send four CFE
pilots to observe and report on Korean air operations. Wing Commander John
Baldwin, a World War II ace and noted tactician, was the senior pilot, [ was a
squadron leader, and Flight Lieutenants. Brian Sprague and Rex Knight were
the other two pilots.

Conversion to the F-86 involved three flights with the 81st Tactical Fight-
er Wing at Bentwaters. I was given two flights because I was already experi-
enced on the aircraft. Flying hours at Bentwaters at that time were in short sup-
ply.

Preparation before departure for Korea is a story in itself. Outfitted with the
latest RAF flying gear, we set off via Singapore. After checking in with the
USAF authorities in Tokyo, we were taken by air transport to K—13 at Suwon
where we were split up and assigned to four different squadrons. Flight Lieu-
tenant Sprague and I went to the 4th Fighter Group at Kimpo. Baldwin and
Knight went to the 51st Fighter Group at Suwon. I was assigned to the 335th
Tactical Fighter Squadron and, because of my previous F-86 background,
quickly completed the very useful Clobber College, the short course used to
acquaint personnel new to Korea on tactics and survival training.

As a point of interest, although I was by any standard experienced on the
F-86, I soon found out that, here, the F-86 was flown to its limits and much
closer to the edge of the envelope than I had experienced. When I completed
Clobber College, I found myself in the cockpit of an F-86, flying missions and
observing the air war along the Yalu River, arguably the best seat in the house.

In addition, my previous exchange tour at March AFB proved invaluable
because I not only knew the system, I met at least thirty people whom I had
known previously, mostly former pilots of the 1st Group. On quickly graduat-
ing to element leader status, I was fortunate indeed to have Mike De Armond
fly my wing. He was a handsome young second lieutenant and, like many of
his colleagues, fearless. You have heard him speak and mention his ordeal as
a prisoner of war.

Wing Commander Baldwin went missing on a weather reconnaissance on
March 13, and to my horror it fell to me to produce the required report. Quite
apart from the loss of a fine RAF officer, I was now in the hot seat with more
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to do than enjoy the missions. The air operations at Kimpo and Suwon were
aimed at gaining and holding air superiority to enable the fighter-bombers to
operate unopposed. It was a very personal conflict, with the enemy operating
from the Antung clutch of airfields just across the Yalu versus the five F-86
squadrons, three at Kimpo and two at Suwon.

Time does not permit a long discussion on tactics; however, tactics evolved
to counter those of the MiG pilots. It was suspected, but not 100 percent con-
firmed at the time, that the MiGs were in the main flown by Russian pilots.
Their operations were cyclical. They would start simply and become more
aggressive as they gained experience. | refer here to the time frame of early
1952, from February on.

The F-86 and the MiG—-15 were closely matched in terms of performance.
The MiG could reach a higher altitude than could the F-86, thereby dictating
when its pilot wished to engage. Communist and U.N. pilots both enjoyed
advantages. The MiGs were operating over their own territory and enjoyed rel-
ative sanctuary across the Yalu in Manchuria. They were under close radar
control. The F-86 pilots, on the other hand, had no discreet radar control, and
the Mark I eyeball, plus intelligence, was the only warning we had on the MiG
formations. The F—86 pilots were also at maximum distance from their bases
in South Korea.

The United Nations had control of the seas around the battle area and stood
a good chance of rescuing downed airmen if the coast could be reached. The
MiGs did not normally operate beyond the coast. The rationale was for their
pilots to avoid capture and not be picked up by U.N. forces, and thus not reveal
their identities. This has since been confirmed by published Russian reports on
their operations in the Korean War. Some MiG pilots were very capable, but,
in general, the F-86 pilots performed much better. The main difficulty was to
get scheduled for a mission, such was the competition to fly.

Despite the limited runway capacity at Kimpo, missions were flown that
under peacetime flight safety rules would have limited the numbers consider-
ably. Dead-stick landings by F-86s with no remaining fuel were accommodat-
ed. The g-suit and the URC4 radio were invaluable; pilots who were shot down
could talk to their rescue forces while still in their parachute and on the
ground. Some forty-two RAF pilots flew with the USAF, and thirty-two flew
with Number 77 Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) Squadron. No. 77 was
equipped with Meteors and operated in the ground-attack role from Kimpo.
The RAF lost ten pilots, four with the USAF and six with No. 77 Squadron.
The Royal Navy lost thirty-four. The Sunderland flying-boat squadrons lost
eighteen in weather-related accidents. (These figures are approximate.) The
CFE report on the F-86 versus the MiG—15 became available under the thirty-
year rule and, given that it was produced some fifty years ago, has proved to
be remarkably accurate. My conclusion was that, given the numerical advan-
tage and the superior altitude performance of the MiG—15, the answer to the 8-
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to-1 or 10-to-1 ratio that was claimed was inescapable: better training and
more aggressive pilots. The difference was the human element. Had the MiGs
been more aggressive, the results could well have been different.
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Aces and —86s: The Fight for Air Superiority
during the Korean War

Kenneth P. Werrell

U.S. airmen won air superiority during World War II against two competent foes.
Although both had numerical, technical, and pilot advantages early in the con-
flict, the Army Air Forces (AAF) and the Navy overcame these, seized air supe-
riority, and permitted air power to play a major role in winning the war. Five
years later, initial U.S. air operations in Korea were relatively easy as American
fighters, mostly piston-powered, quickly cleared North Korean aircraft from the
skies.

The air war dramatically changed in November 1950, however, when the
communists introduced the jet-powered MiG-15, which outclassed USAF air-
craft. These Soviet jets rendered obsolete both the best bomber (the Boeing B—29
Superfortress) and arguably the best fighter (the North American P-51 Mustang)
of World War II, as well as the first USAF operational jet-powered fighter, the
Lockheed F-80 Shooting Star.! The Korean air war is probably best remembered
as the first in which jet aircraft squared off against each other. On November 1,
1950, six communist jets attacked American aircraft but caused no damage. A
week later, about four miles south of the Yalu River, eight MiG—15s attacked
four American F—80s. The USAF claimed one communist fighter destroyed, the
first victory of one jet over another.”

In fact, the first kill may actually have come later. Communist records indi-
cate no losses during the day of the first USAF MiG claim; according to their
records, the first MiG loss came on November 10, shot down by a U.S. Navy
Grumman F9F Panther.? In any case, neither the FOF nor the F-80 was to
become the chief MiG killer; that distinction fell to the North American F-86
Sabre.

In May 1945, the AAF accepted a North American Aviation aircraft design
for a straight-wing, jet-powered fighter. Meanwhile, the company’s engineers
found American and German research that indicated the possibility for attaining
higher speed by sweeping back the wing’s leading edge. In November, the AAF
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approved the manufacturer’s proposal to sweep the wings back 35 degrees, a
change that added 70 mph to the aircraft’s top speed, although it probably
delayed the aircraft’s operational debut by a year. The fighter made its first flight
in October 1947, set a world speed record of 669 mph in September 1948, and
went into squadron service in May 1949.4

The Soviets were making comparable progress. They also benefited from
German research, but even more so from the British government which sold
them their best jet engine, allowing them to overcome a major technical defi-
ciency. Answering Joseph Stalin’s call for a high-performance interceptor to
counter American strategic bombers, the Mikoyan—Guryevich bureau (named
after designers Artrem Mikoyan and Mikhail Gurevich) got the MiG—15 air-
borne for the first time in December 1947, only a few months after the maiden
flight of an F-86. By March 1948, Stalin ordered the MiG-15 into production.’

The Sabre and the MiG had a similar appearance with nose-engine intakes
and swept-back wings and tails. The MiG was 25 percent lighter and about 10
percent smaller than the F-86. The MiG was powered by an engine of equal
thrust and held the advantage in climb, acceleration, and ceiling compared to the
American fighter. Simple, rugged, and reliable, the Soviet jet mounted one 37-
mm and two 23-mm guns consistent with its antibomber mission. In contrast, the
Sabre mounted the AAF’s World War II standard armament of six .50-cal.
machine guns that spewed out smaller bullets but at a much faster rate. Com-
pared to the Soviet fighter, the American aircraft was a bit faster at altitude, could
fly farther, dive faster, and had better pilot visibility. Some disagreement exists
over which of the two could turn tighter, but the Sabre was an easier plane to fly
and control, and it could transit more quickly from one maneuver to another. In
contrast, the Soviet machine proved to be heavy on the controls, demonstrated
directional instability at high speeds, and was prone to unintentional spins at
high altitudes. The MiG-15 also had a slower roll rate than did the F-86, and its
canopy defrosting was inadequate as well, both considerable disadvantages in
air-to-air combat. In summary, the MiG—15 had a definite edge over the Sabre
(—86As and —86Es) above 35,000 feet, enjoyed a marginal advantage from that
altitude to 25,000 feet, and was about equal in performance below 20,000 feet.
American pilots rated the MiG—15 a tricky aircraft for mediocre pilots to fly, but
an effective one for experts.® An American general who flew the MiG after the
war called it a “beautiful flying machine.”” Perhaps the most authoritative opin-
ion on the Soviet fighter was that of test pilot Chuck Yeager who tested early
F-86s and got to fly a MiG—15 shortly after the end of the war. In his memoirs,
he details its faults, chiefly that it was not “an honest aircraft,” meaning that it
got into dangerous maneuvers without warning. The MiG—15, he noted, was a
“quirky aircraft that killed a lot of its pilots.”®

American pilots described the F-86 as a forgiving, hot aircraft, with some
calling it the finest U.S. fighter ever made. The Sabre was a stable gun platform
with a superior gunsight. It was also a pretty aircraft, in the tradition of the P-51
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Mustang, and pilots put great stock in an aircraft’s looks.” One pilot, credited
with destroying nine MiGs, said, “there never was an airplane so beautiful,
dependable, maneuverable, and deadly when in the right hands.”' No one
speaks ill of the Sabre.

When the MiG—15 first appeared, no F—86s were in the theater. Within days
of the first MiG engagement, however, the USAF ordered one wing of Sabres to
deploy to Korea. The 4th Fighter Interceptor Wing flew its first mission over
North Korea on December 15. Two days later an F—86 downed a MiG-15, the
first kill of many. F—86 pilots were almost always outnumbered in the air-to-air
battles. Allied intelligence estimated that the communists had hundreds of MiGs
in the area, many times the number of F-86s.!! Sabre-MiG duels occurred gen-
erally in northwestern North Korea, which became known as MiG Alley.

This air battle proved to be different from World War II fighter combat in sev-
eral ways. First, jet combat was fought at higher speeds and altitudes than had
been customary in the previous war. Second, air-to-air combat was briefer and
missions were shorter due to higher air speeds and fuel consumption. Third, pol-
itics played a significant role in Korea, unlike conditions in World War II. Amer-
ican airmen decried the fact that decision makers ordered American pilots to fly
only on the Korean side of the border and forbade hot pursuit of communist air-
craft. The fact that the communist air forces were based just across the river, and
U.S. pilots could observe their takeoffs and landings, only added to American
frustrations. Unlike in World War II, when the airmen won air superiority by
bombing enemy aircraft factories, destroying aircraft on the ground, and engag-
ing in air-to-air combat, only air-to-air combat was used in Korea because of
geography and politics.

On the other hand, several continuities in fighter combat can be noted
between the Korean War and World War I1. Fighter-to-fighter engagements were
again quick-maneuvering battles fought at close range. Surprise, initiative, train-
ing, and aggressiveness continued to be major factors in successful air-to-air
combat. As in World War II, a few pilots downed a disproportionate number of
enemy aircraft. In the end, pilot skill proved more important than technological
advantage.

During World War 11, the AAF, with its greater number of superior piston-
powered aircraft and better-trained pilots, defeated the Luftwaffe.'? In the Kore-
an conflict, the USAF may have been at a disadvantage with respect to its air-
craft inventory, but it had a greater advantage with respect to its pilot training.
We know little about the Soviet pilots except that a number had World War 11
experience and some were aces. In general, however, both they and their Chi-
nese and North Korean comrades exhibited mediocre flying and tactics in air-to-
air combat. The Soviet policy of rotating entire units in and out of combat proved
inferior to the American method of rotating individuals within the units.

Overall, U.S. pilots were more skilled than their foes. A number of the Amer-
ican pilots had seen action in World War II. Eleven of the 38 USAF aces in
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Korea had claimed victories in World War I, and 48 of the 424 pilots who post-
ed kills in Korea had also scored in World War I1.'3 Just more than 25 percent of
the pilots who flew with the 4th Fighter Group had earned their wings during
World War I1.'* When the 4th arrived in Korea, it had a high proportion of com-
bat veterans—eleven were World War II aces—but this gradually declined as
pilots completed their hundred-mission tours and rotated home. As early as
December 1951, unit commanders complained that a significant number of
replacement pilots had no F-86 experience. This was exacerbated in May 1952
when twenty-one pilots from the 18th Fighter Bomber Group transferred to the
4th and none had much, if any, experience flying jets. In September 1952,
approximately 95 percent of the pilot replacements were recent graduates with
perhaps 350 total flying hours and 100 to 140 hours in jets. In April 1953, the
4th Fighter Group commander noted that most of the new pilots assigned to the
unit had fewer than 500 hours total flying time. One change that moderated this
lack of flying time was better training at the newly formed Combat Crew Train-
ing Course at Nellis AFB, Nevada. There, Korean veterans gave the new pilots
better preparation for combat than had been the case previously.'s

For all its stellar features and overall record, the Sabre did encounter some
problems. At first the landing gear, especially the nose gear, gave everyone fits.
The engine and fuel system also proved troublesome.'® Another recurring prob-
lem was the radar-ranging computer gunsight that quickly replaced the World
War Il computer gunsight on the first F-86As arriving in Korea. It promised
greater results because one of the most common pilot gunnery errors was to open
fire at too great a distance, a practice that resulted in poor accuracy and wasted
ammunition, and even warned the prey of impending attack. Unfortunately, the
device proved troublesome as maintenance problems surfaced in mid-1951 and
continued for about a year despite a priority effort to fix them. Frustrated pilots
tended to doubt the equipment, leading some to cage (disable) the radar and gyro
inputs, which reduced the device to a fixed sight. Some pilots used tracer ammu-
nition for sighting, a crude and useful technique but also one that could warn the
intended target of an attack if the enemy pilot spotted tracers passing by. As late
as February 1952, the Fifth Air Force director of operations complained that the
sight was too complicated to be maintained properly.!’

Both the manufacturer and the Air Force sent teams to work out the problems,
which eventually were resolved. Better training for the pilots also helped, but the
process was not easy. In summer 1952, fourteen Korean War aces met with Gen.
Hoyt S. Vandenberg, Air Force chief of staff, and recommended removing the
radar-ranging feature and returning to a manual sight. The primary complaint
was that the sight’s unreliability rendered it nothing more than 200 pounds of
surplus weight. The older pilots were more critical of the gunsight than were the
recent graduates of flying school. Col. Francis Gabreski, credited with 6.5 kills
in Korea and 28 in World War II, remarked “I just stick a piece of chewing gun
on my windscreen and use that as a sight.”!®
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This meeting in September 1952 prompted General Vandenberg to direct
both the Fifth Air Force and the Air Proving Ground Command to investigate
the problem. The latter used six Korean War aces and two of its own pilots to
test radar-ranging and manual-ranging sights. From these trials, the command
concluded that the radar sights had twice the kill probability of nonradar sights.
It recommended that the reliability of the sighting systems, particularly the
radar, be improved. Fifth Air Force brought together its current aces in Sep-
tember 1952 to discuss the gunsight problem. They wanted to keep the com-
puting sight, reasoning that most of the MiG kills were from short range and
minimum deflection due to the limited range of its .50-cal. guns, whereas future
armament would allow combat at longer ranges and greater deflection. They
also noted that, although experienced pilots could do well with manual sights,
as Gabreski’s comment and record made clear, this was not true of younger
pilots. The theater command, Far East Air Forces, stuck with the more
advanced gunsight.'”

Malfunctioning gunsights continued to present a problem. When the F—86F
came into service in August 1952, it had a new gunsight as well as the same old
problems of poor reliability, parts shortages, and high maintenance. It took the
system about four months to adjust to the new equipment; nevertheless, during
the last five months of the war, the gunsight malfunctioned on 13 percent of the
F-86 sorties.

Another problem was that the sights had been designed to engage slow and
nonmaneuvering bombers, not fast and vigorously maneuvering fighters at close
range. Thus, the sights tended to be oversensitive in dogfights. The Air Proving
Ground developed the Jenkins Limiter to reduce the sensitivity of the sight at
long range and give the pilot a visual indication when the target was within a pre-
selected maximum firing range. A postwar report stated that the computing sight
evinced only a small advantage; at best “it is difficult to contend that these data
show superiority for the computing sight as used in F-86 vs. MiG—15.”20

Whereas difficulties with the new and sophisticated gunsight might have been
anticipated, Air Force problems with an older and far simpler technology, that of
drop tanks, is less understandable. The Air Force encountered several difficulties
with the external tanks, the most frequent and serious being failure to release
properly. The tanks created drag, costing 25-50 mph in airspeed, depending on
altitude. Consequently, it became policy to abort the mission if both tanks did not
release prior to combat. In December 1950, for example, approximately 7 per-
cent of the tanks failed to release. This is remarkable because drop tanks are a
simple technology and had been used extensively in World War 1. The problem
was due partly to poor field conditions, such as storage and service in the open
which allowed moisture to enter the shackles and subsequently freeze at altitude.
By July 1951, the USAF solved this problem by adjusting the shackles and using
a compound to prevent moisture from entering the device.?!

Another part of the problem resulted from the poor supply of drop tanks in
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early 1952, forcing fighters to fly with only one drop tank. (The USAF con-
tributed to this problem by converting a second unit, the 51st Fighter Interceptor
Wing, to F-86s in late 1951.) The need for more tanks, as soon as possible, com-
pelled the USAF to use a number of manufacturers who produced nonstandard-
ized, reduced-quality tanks. The positive aspects were that the numbers of drop
tanks increased, and the unit price per tank each fell.??

Additionally, after being jettisoned, sometimes the tanks flew back into the
aircraft’s wing, damaging the aircraft. This problem was solved in the field by
riveting a small piece of sheet metal on the top of the tank so that, when it
dropped, aerodynamic forces pushed it down, away from the aircraft.

The USAF also had to overcome parts and maintenance problems that, in Jan-
uary 1952, accounted for the grounding of 45 percent of the F-86s. By March,
through extraordinary means (going out of channels), the airmen largely solved
these problems. Hoarding of parts was another problem until strong leadership
came to bear.??

The airmen took several measures to enhance the Sabre’s performance. They
increased its climb performance by installing small pieces of steel inside the
tailpipe which increased exhaust temperatures and, along with disabled throttle
stops, permitted overboosting the engine. Although this made tailpipe tempera-
tures and engine rpm more critical and decreased engine life, these modifications
allowed the pilot to have 100 percent power to 45,000 feet, which was otherwise
impossible.?*

The USAF investigated other measures to allow full-thrust operations at high-
er altitudes. One method adjusted the tailpipe nozzle area and changed the fuel
spray pattern, producing 15 percent more thrust at 35,000 feet. However, the
wear on the engine was judged too great to be practical for operations in Korea
because of marginal logistical support. The USAF considered water-alcohol
injection at high altitudes, a method already used to boost power on takeoff. The
airmen rejected the scheme because of a half-ton weight penalty.?’

The USAF tested another engine-boost program in combat in mid-1952 with
five or six F-86Fs. The Air Force fitted each fighter with three rocket boosters
that produced additional power for brief periods to increase speed in a climbing
turn by 20 knots. Airmen dropped the scheme by the end of the year because the
booster weight of 600 pounds before use and 450 pounds afterward made the
fighter tail-heavy and induced a porpoising oscillation at 35,000 feet.?

From January through May 1953, another project, Gun-Val, tested heavier
armament on the F—86. The Sabre’s .50-cal. machine guns were generally inef-
fective beyond 1,000 feet, and the angle of a tail attack rendered only 6 percent
to 10 percent of the bullets capable of destroying a MiG. The MiGs, and jets in
general, were less vulnerable to gunfire than were piston-powered fighters with
their large propellers and complicated engines. Further, combat at high altitude
nullified the .50-cal. armor-piercing incendiary projectiles that had proved so
effective during World War I1I. In addition, jet fuel (kerosene) was less volatile
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than high-octane gasoline. The project replaced the standard armament of eight
F-86Fs, swapping the six .50-cal. guns for four 20-mm guns.?’

Although the range and impact of the 20-mm gun was greater than that of the
.50 cal. weapon, installation of the 20-mm guns brought a number of disadvan-
tages. First, the limited load of 20-mm ammunition gave the pilot only 4.6 sec-
onds of firepower, compared with 15 seconds with the .50s. Second, the 20-mm
installation weighed 230 pounds more than the .50-cal. arrangement. The most
serious problem was that, during the tests in Korea, gases from the 20-mm guns
caused twenty engine compressor stalls and the loss of two Sabres. One source
states that the solution was to weld shut the gun doors and drill four holes to
relieve the pressure. An Air Force source writes that the USAF installed a selec-
tor switch to allow the pilot to fire two guns until they were out of ammunition
and then fire the other two, thus reducing the volume of gun gases and doubling
the duration of fire.

How well did the 20-mm guns perform? The Air Force credited Gun-Val air-
craft with the destruction of six MiGs during 284 air-to-air missions.”® To some
degree, Gun-Val was not a fair comparison with the standard F-86s because its
pilots had more than the average experience, and included several aces.?’ These
pilots were also given more latitude than that given other pilots: they were
allowed to fly at their own pace and pick the days and times that gave them a
better than average chance of engaging MiGs. As a result, they spotted MiGs on
half their sorties, compared to the overall average of one-third. The evaluators
concluded that the 20-mm rounds were 2.8 times as lethal as the .50-cal. rounds
but that the system was not “strikingly more effective than the .50s.” The pilots,
however, disliked both the limited time of fire and the compressor stall prob-
lem.*° The USAF planned to mount 20-mm guns on the F-86F, but this was not
accomplished until later in the series, on the —86H that did see service in the
war.3!

The USAF used three F—86 models in the Korean War: —86As, —86Es, and
—86Fs. The —86E was essentially the same as the —86A except it was 565 pounds
heavier and had a power-operated, movable, horizontal tail. The controls were
fully powered, giving the pilot much better control, which especially improved
handling at high speeds (above Mach 0.9). Because the USAF had so few F—86s,
General Vandenberg was reluctant to commit more to the war, but the grave sit-
uation forced his hand. In October 1951, he ordered the Air Defense Command
to send seventy-five F-86Es to Korea, and they entered combat on December
1_32

The USAF deployed the F-86F to Korea in mid-1952. It was the ultimate air
superiority model. Heavier by 700 pounds than the —86E, its engine produced 15
percent more thrust, more than compensating for the extra weight. The —86F also
mounted 200-gallon drop tanks instead of the previously used 120-gallon ones.*3
The most important innovation in the F-86F, however, was its modified wing.
The original F-86 had leading-edge slats that extended at low airspeeds to
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increase the wing area and camber of the wing. The increased area improved lift
and, consequently, lowered takeoff, approach, and landing speeds, thus making
takeoffs and landings easier and safer. The tradeoff was that the slats increased
drag and reduced performance at high speeds. North American suggested mod-
ifying the leading edge to a solid one. A further change extended the leading
edge of the wing six inches at the fuselage and three inches at the wing tip. The
6-3 wing, as it was called, increased wing area from 288 square feet to 302
square feet. These wing modifications increased the aircraft’s speed at sea level
by 7 mph; extended its range; increased the ceiling by 4,000 feet, which permit-
ted flight at 52,000 feet; allowed dives up to Mach 1.05; and boosted its rate of
climb by almost 300 feet per minute. The Air Force retrofitted these wing
changes into the F-86E. Fifty of these conversions were in action by the end of
1952, and the entire F-86 fleet in Korea was converted by the end of the war.3*

The wing modification, however, had one a disadvantage. The new wing
reduced performance at lower altitudes and speeds. More critically, the modifi-
cation increased the stall speed by about 10 knots and made low-speed stalls
more severe, necessitating higher takeoff, approach, and landing speeds. Over-
all, however, the change was beneficial, for, as one pilot correctly noted, “the air
war is not won in the traffic pattern.”? The bottom line was that the F-86F with
the 6-3 wing and boosted engine thrust achieved equivalent performance with
the MiG in all categories except acceleration and climb.3

By the end of 1952, the USAF had replaced the F—86As with —86Es and
—86Fs. This upgrade helps explain how the USAF increased its combat advan-
tage over the MiGs as the war progressed. The withdrawal of Soviet units was
clearly another factor. During the last three months of the war, the USAF
claimed 164 victories in air-to-air combat at a cost of only four of its own—an
amazing 41-to-1 ratio. In these three months of action (10 percent of jet combat),
the USAF scored 20 percent of its victories and suffered 5 percent of its air-to-
air losses.’” The overall Air Force MiG claim in air-to-air combat for the war was
approximately 792 MiG-15s downed by the F-86s at a cost of 79 Sabres.3® This
was quite a record, but these numbers are based entirely on U.S. documentation.

Although examination of communist records promises to clarify the Korean
air-to-air war, these records thus far only confound the researcher. The Soviets
claim between 594 and 650 F—86s destroyed in battle, and the Chinese and North
Koreans another 211 to 330, a total somewhere between 805 and 980.3 The
USAF initially admitted to losing as few as 58 F—86s in air-to-air combat, but
they later boosted this to 79. In addition the Air Force lists between 26 and 38 as
lost to unknown causes. Surely some of these, if not most, were lost to MiGs.
Another USAF source lists 175 F—86s lost to enemy action, which would include
ground fire. Therefore, Sabre air-to-air losses were probably in the range of 100
to 150, a far cry from the 600-plus the Russians claim killed and the 300 or so
claimed by the Chinese and North Koreans.** An example of Soviet overclaims
is that, in December 1950, the first month of F—86 operations over Korea, the
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Soviets claim eleven to fourteen Sabres destroyed. That month the USAF lost
but one F-86 in aerial combat.*!

On their part, the American airmen claimed 841 MiGs destroyed in the air,
with 792 claimed by the F-86s.#? The Soviets admit losing 335 to 345 aircraft
and from 120 to more than 200 pilots, and the Chinese acknowledge 224 to 271
MiGs.* Although U.S. records make distinctions of their losses to various caus-
es (MiGs, antiaircraft artillery, accidents), thus far we have no similar break-
downs from the communists. Certainly there are definition problems, such as
how does one credit an aircraft that runs out of fuel after engaging in combat?
Until historians can carefully examine and analyze communist records, we are
forced to conclude that the communists clearly and grossly overclaimed their
kills, just as Sabre pilots likely overclaimed MiG kills as well, although perhaps
to a lesser extent.

Another issue that Soviet records raise is that of numbers. It was widely
believed, then and now, that the communists had a vast numerical superiority in
the air-to-air battle. Again, part of the problem lies in definitions. Certainly they
had more fighters in the theater: more than 500 against 75 until late 1951, and
more than 700 versus 150 for the remainder of the war. It also appears that more
MiGs took to the air than did Sabres. But the numbers of fighters that actually
engaged in combat is another matter. A 1970 USAF study (that used figures from
July 1951 through the end of the war) shows a USAF numerical advantage of
almost two to one, presumably of aircraft engaged in combat. The USAF cred-
its the F—86 with a total of just over 87,000 sorties in the war, most of which
were in the air superiority role. In another enumeration, the USAF lists 74,000
sorties flown in the counterair role, 68,000 by the F-86. Communist records
indicate about 63,000 Soviet sorties and 22,000 Chinese and North Korean sor-
ties. Until we get accurate daily communist sortie information—and a clear dis-
tinction between sorties flown, observed, and engaged—we will be left in con-
fusion over this issue.*

Another controversy involving MiG Alley is the matter of U.S. pilots who
violated Chinese and Russian territory. At the appearance of MiGs in November
1950, U.S. decision makers considered the concept of hot pursuit. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Secretaries of Defense and State, and the President all favored
granting such permission, but American allies strongly opposed such a policy,
fearing an expansion of the war. In deference to the allies, official U.S. policy
was to respect the borders of both communist countries.** Nevertheless, a num-
ber of F-86 pilots believed a hot-pursuit policy did in fact exist, and they cer-
tainly acted as if there were such a policy. Sabre commanders such as Francis
Gabreski, George Jones, Walker Mahurin, and Harrison Thyng permitted and
encouraged crossing the Yalu River, and they did it often themselves. It also
appears that top commanders knew of these violations but winked at the prac-
tice. The best example of this attitude is that of Gen. Frank Everest, who com-
manded the Fifth Air Force between May 1951 and June 1952. After admonish-
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ing two group commanders for violations of the border, he left the room, and
then reentered and stated that, if the pilots were going to violate the order, they
should at least turn off their identification, friend or foe devices to make it less
obvious.*

Sabre pilots crossed the Yalu, engaged MiGs over China, buzzed communist
airfields, and downed enemy fighters. Russian sources note that the Americans
were constantly crossing the river and destroying MiGs over their own airfields.
One report to the Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin in 1952 stated that, during one
three-month period, the Soviets lost forty-eight aircraft, twenty-three over their
own airfields.*” The F-86 pilots made a fine distinction in these cross-border
flights: they would engage MiGs in the landing pattern, but they would not
attack communist aircraft on the ground. To cover these forays, Air Force offi-
cers destroyed gun-camera film that indicated action over China, and they also
falsified locations of engagements and shootdowns.*®

From their own testimony and that of others, at least half of the U.S. aces
from the Korean War crossed the Yalu River. Three of the top eleven aces (those
with ten or more credits) admit crossing the river, and we have testimony that
two others did the same. At this point, we have no indication about five of the
top aces, but we have secondary evidence that only one (Royal Baker) of the
eleven did not cross the Yalu.* One F-86 pilot later commented that the high-
scorers crossed the Yalu, whereas those with fewer or no kills likely never
crossed it. In his words, “There were a lot of airplanes shot down in Korea by
guys who took it in their own hands to not necessarily play by the rules.”*°

Apparently only two F-86 pilots were disciplined for violating the border.
Joseph McConnell, who ended the war as the top U.S. ace, was grounded for two
weeks for crossing the river. Dolph Overton, however, did not fare as well. Dur-
ing a visit to an American radar site located off the coast of North Korea and
behind communist lines, he learned where the MiGs gathered to descend for
landing. Using this information, he downed five MiGs in four days, all of them
across the Yalu River. It was the quickest rise to ace in the war. Unfortunately for
him, Swiss diplomats traveling through communist territory saw one of these
dogfights and complained. When Overton was asked, the West Pointer admitted
he had flown across the border. He was grounded, sent home, temporarily
stripped of his medals, threatened with a court martial, given a bad officer’s
effectiveness report, and even threatened that the five kill credits would be taken
away.’!

Such aggressiveness, however, helps explain how the USAF overwhelming-
ly defeated the MiG—15 despite inferior numbers, difficult geography, inade-
quate radar control, and aircraft that were equivalently matched at best. The final
FEAF report summarized, “it is believed the ten to one victory ratio of the F—-86
over the MiG-15 was gained by superior tactics, well-trained, experienced and
aggressive pilots, and a superior armament and fire-control system.”>? Conspic-
uously absent was any mention of aircraft design and improvement.>3
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The F-86, however, most certainly did not have an advantage in engine, air-
frame, or armament over the MiG—15, but the Air Force did decrease, if not
close, the gap between the two aircraft with its modified F—86F. The airmen had
some technological advantages in fielding superior auxiliary equipment, specif-
ically antigravity suits (g-suits) and radar-ranging gunsights. Better cockpit vis-
ibility and defrosters, along with a superior control system, also became impor-
tant advantages.

These facts emphasize that the most significant reason for the lopsided victo-
ry-to-loss ratio was not technical; instead, it was the ability, experience, training,
and aggressiveness of American fighter pilots. The air war demonstrated the
need for a variety of technologies, such as better radar coverage, armament, air-
craft, identification, and night-fighting capabilities. Yet, the civilian and military
decision makers believed that the Korean War was an anomaly and that the next
conflict would be different. Some held that the dogfight, quick maneuvering, and
close-in aerial combat were relics of the past. With this in mind, the USAF never
equipped its next generation of fighters with guns, instead opting for a full com-
plement of air-to-air missiles. In the 1950s, the USAF also built an impressive
number of bombers and fighters designed for nuclear war. But in its next war, in
Vietnam, the USAF fought another limited conflict and faced a different combat
challenge that made these efforts ineffective, if not counterproductive.
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A Half Century’s Retrospective of the Korean
War

Adm. James L. Holloway 111, U.S. Navy (Ret.)

Korea was a war that America did not expect to fight and, indeed, had no plans
for fighting. Nevertheless, it was a war that America had to fight. In the years
since, it was known as the forgotten war because, for many, its memories were
so bitter. Today, half a century later, viewed from the broader perspective of two
generations of Americans, Korea has evolved as one of this nation’s more impor-
tant wars in terms of its long-term effect on American history.

The Korean conflict came at the beginning of a much larger and more des-
perate struggle that lasted for four decades: the Cold War. Nikita Khrushchev, the
leader of our adversary, the Soviet Union, famously pledged “we will bury you.”

The USSR possessed an enormous army, numbering two hundred active divi-
sions against twelve of the United States. Clearly, the Soviets had the capability
to overwhelm Western Europe. With their nuclear arsenal roughly equivalent to
ours, they had the capacity to inflict eighty million casualties on our population
and literally destroy our industrial economy.

The communist plan was to take what they wanted in Europe and Asia while
daring us to use our nuclear weapons to defend our allies. The Soviet strategy
was to use its surrogate armies to fight the war and posture their own forces to
threaten an escalation to general war.

As mentioned, the United States was woefully unprepared for the war in
Korea, and our choices were few and difficult. The first choice was to do noth-
ing, to abandon our allies and our integrity, and await our inevitable defeat. The
second was to react with nuclear weapons, spark a nuclear holocaust, and par-
ticipate in the mutual destruction of the civilized world. The third was to fight
the Soviet’s surrogates with our own conventional forces and depend upon our
citizen armies to defeat the communist aggressions wherever they might erupt.

Of course, the United States chose this third strategy of conventional warfare.
It was the only honorable recourse. In Korea, in July 1950, America drew the
line in the sand and fought.
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The first year of the war reflected America’s lack of preparedness as well as
the resiliency of its people and its institutions. The nation experienced a period
of disheartening losses and hard-fought recoveries. In the initial months of the
war, all of America’s tactical airfields in South Korea were overrun at least once,
but all were retaken. Seoul, the capital of South Korea, was lost—twice—and
twice recaptured. Twice, the commander of the U.S. forces in Korea proposed to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff that all U.S. troops be evacuated from Korea to avoid
being pushed into the sea. Twice, the President said to stay and fight.

Korea was the first time in the Cold War that the United States committed
American troops to combat in its armed confrontation with the communists. Had
the United States elected not to fight in Korea and the war had not been con-
cluded successfully, it would have been to the grave disadvantage to the United
States.

Korea was admittedly not the place where the United States wanted to stage
this first showdown with communism. In 1950, Korea was the wrong enemy at
the wrong time and in the wrong place. Secretary of State Dean Acheson put it
well, “If the best minds in the world had set out to find us the worst possible
place to fight a war, the unanimous choice would have to be Korea.”

But the United States and its allies were not offered a choice in the selection
of the initial arena for this long-term struggle for the survival of the free world.
The communists had seized the initiative with their sudden, overpowering
assault across the 38th parallel. The United States and its allies would collide
with the surrogates of the Soviet Union—China and North Korea—while the
whole world watched. Were the democracies willing to go to war for their prin-
ciples? Would they fight? Could they hold their own against the tough, battle-
tested communist troops who were indoctrinated to sacrifice themselves for a
sacred cause? At stake were no less than the prestige of the United States and the
survival of free nations.

In 1950, Americans were enjoying the rewards of a welcome peace earned by
a hard-fought victory in World War II. That war had been an all-out mobilization
that affected nearly every citizen. After the war, with no military threat on the
horizon, the victorious United States dismantled its massive armies and fleets.
Armament production was halted, materiel and supplies were abandoned over-
seas, military equipment was scrapped, ships and aircraft were mothballed, and
citizen soldiers returned to their jobs, families, and schools. By 1950, force lev-
els of ships, aircraft, and divisions had fallen well below prewar totals. Of spe-
cial significance was the exodus of veterans from the active-duty ranks. We were
tired of war.

The U.S. Navy, which in World War II operated more than a hundred aircraft
carriers, was programmed to reduce its active inventory of fleet carriers—those
capable of supporting jet fighters—to just five.

The U.S. Army troops in the Pacific theater were untrained for combat.
Recruited largely on the promise that they would learn a trade, the young and
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inexperienced soldiers were enjoying duty in Japan, which in 1950 remained an
occupied country under the command of Gen. Douglas MacArthur. The troops
were equipped with obsolescent weapons with which they were only marginal-
ly proficient. Neither the soldiers nor American leadership ever expected they
would be exposed to real battle.

But the war in Korea was a bitter struggle. It lasted three years and claimed
some fifty-five thousand American lives. But we ended the war on our terms,
restoring the borders between North and South Korea close to their original
lines, and establishing a cease-fire that has endured for five decades and permit-
ted our ally, South Korea, to flourish as a modern industrial democracy.

In the course of the war, the United States and its allies essentially destroyed
the North Korean army. When Chinese communists invaded across the border to
drive the Americans off the Korean peninsula, our troops drove them back and
held them near the original line of demarcation, the 38th parallel.

Although the United States eventually prevailed in Korea, it was not a clear-
cut victory, such as had been achieved in World War II with the unconditional
surrender of Germany and Japan. Nevertheless, peace was attained on conditions
that were still acceptable. Geographically, the Korean War ended as it began,
along the general lines of the 38th parallel. The entire war, in which more than
four million men, women, and children were killed on both sides, involved twen-
ty-two nations. It was fought entirely on the Korean peninsula, a piece of land
configured approximately like Florida and only 25 percent larger.

For each of the combatants, the outcome of these three years of intense war-
fare was different. For North Korea, it was clear defeat. Its objective of annex-
ing South Korea was not achieved, its army was destroyed, its capital city of
Pyongyang was leveled, and its casualties numbered more than three hundred
thousand soldiers killed or missing in action.

The end position for communist China can be considered a draw. Flexing
their muscles in a show to the world of their new military might, the Chinese
entered the war to rescue North Korea and to demonstrate that China would not
tolerate any military threat near its borders. The result was that the Chinese com-
munists suffered losses of more than 420,000 soldiers killed and missing, and
they were unable to defeat the American-led United Nations forces. In the end,
China was forced to accept an armistice that simply reflected the status quo.
Especially demoralizing to the Chinese was the failure of 120,000 Chinese reg-
ular troops to defeat the 25,000 Marines of the 1st Marine Division, even though
they had completely surrounded the marines at the Chosin Reservoir.

For the United States, it was perhaps a limited victory; but then, it was a lim-
ited war. The Americans accomplished their goal: prevent the communists from
seizing and annexing South Korea by force.

From the prospect of the United Nations, the war in Korea was a success of
historic proportions. For the first time, the United Nations had organized a multi-
national military force, exercised its command, and successfully reversed terri-
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torial incursions of an aggressor state. Furthermore, the results were lasting.
South Korea has not been attacked or invaded since.

Historically, the Korean War has become a unique chapter in the annals of
modern warfare, setting precedents and providing lessons that guided U.S. for-
eign policy and national strategy throughout the Cold War.

Lesson One

Korea defined limited warfare in the military lexicon. Henceforth, limited wars
were conflicts to be fought by a unique set of rules: for example, the United
States could not fight to win unconditionally. To do so, it was said, would engulf
the United States in a general war with China on the Asian mainland.

Also, the United States could not abandon the war because our honor, pres-
tige, and leadership of the free world were at stake. The war was also limited to
fighting the Asian communists. Throughout the conflict, NATO forces facing the
Soviet communists in Europe and the North Atlantic maintained a readiness pos-
ture to deter a Soviet invasion of Western Europe.

Korea also introduced the concept of sanctuaries in limited wars. Neutrals and
nonbelligerents had always been a feature of major wars and had proved useful
to both sides mainly as a diplomatic conduit for negotiating with the enemy. In
Korea, and later in the Vietnam War, the enemy used bases in neutral countries
to stage military attacks on friendly forces. Airfields at Antung, just north of the
Yalu River, hosted as many as two hundred MiGs (many flown by Soviet pilots)
at one time.

In Korea, F-86s patrolled MiG Alley, the corridor just south of the Yalu River
that blocked Antung from the allied forces. When Sabres would run low on fuel
and head for their bases near Seoul, the MiGs would swarm across from China
to pick off any trailing fighters, and then contine south to shoot up other Air
Force, Navy, and Marine Corps aircraft conducting interdiction and close air
support of our ground forces along the main line of resistance. However, allied
aircraft were prohibited from crossing the Yalu into China because allied leader-
ship believed that to do so could bring China and possibly the USSR fully into
the war.

Lesson Two

Korea was the first conflict in which the United States had an operational inven-
tory of nuclear weapons. All of America and, indeed, the world were waiting to
see how U.S. policy regarding the use of these weapons of mass destruction
would evolve. By the time of the Korean War, tactical nuclear weapons had
attained yields greater than the yield of the bomb dropped on Hiroshima. The
USSR was also in the nuclear arms race by then. The chance of escalation to
nuclear warfare and the resulting mutual destruction had become the overriding
concern in our national security policy. Although the inventory of nuclear
weapons continued to grow in number and in effectiveness, the requirement that
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the President release them made it clear that their use would be restricted for
extreme situations in which national survival was at stake.

In another sense, during the Korean War, nuclear weapons played a key role
in our national survival. With America engaged in a full-scale war in Korea, the
USSR could see this preoccupation as an invitation to launch an attack on West-
ern Europe. The persuasion of America’s readiness for strategic warfare, con-
stantly displayed by ongoing SAC operations, served as the compelling deterrent
to a Soviet invasion across the East German plains.

Lesson Three

As the war in Korea crystallized our tactical nuclear weapons policy, it suggest-
ed that future U.S. national defense planning must be as much concerned with
conventional warfare as with nuclear deterrence. Nuclear weapons had not
deterred the war in Korea, nor could they have been used tactically. American
national security policy would in the future have to be prepared to fight and win
conflicts by conventional arms, reserving the nuclear arsenal to deter Soviet mil-
itary forces from becoming involved and thus escalating the limited war. It was
an essential lesson for our new Department of Defense: advancing technology
would not necessarily make obsolete the proven fundamentals of conventional
warfare.

As an example, in 1949 the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Omar
Bradley, had stated in congressional testimony that amphibious landings were a
thing of the past. He predicted that it would not be feasible to assemble and con-
centrate the shipping required for such an operation because a naval force of the
requisite size would provide too inviting a target for atom bombs. Bradley
implied that the entire U.S. Marine Corps was no longer needed as part of the
defense establishment. However, on September 15, 1950, at the Korean west
coast port of Inchon, just fifteen miles southwest of Seoul, the U.S. Navy
launched an amphibious operation conducted under the most difficult conditions
of terrain and tide imaginable. Some fifty thousand troops were put ashore, and
they then drove eastward to link with the Eighth Army, breaking out of the Pusan
perimeter to complete a massive encirclement of the North Korean army that led
to its utter rout.

Also to be remembered was that the Korean War was the first conflict to
occur after the creation of the U.S. Air Force by the National Security Act of
1947. As would be expected, the American public took great interest in how the
changes effected by the reorganization evolved, especially in the realm of air
combat and cooperation among the armed forces.

From the start of the war, Air Force commanders from Pentagon-level offi-
cers to those serving in operational positions showed a clear understanding and
commitment to their joint service role. They accelerated doctrinal changes and
made equipment available for forces committed to the air-to-ground task, for
instance, changing back to propeller aircraft, when the P-51 replaced a number
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of F-80 squadrons for the air-to-ground mission.

Although historians generally agree that the Korean War could not have been
won by air power alone, consensus holds that without tactical aviation as a com-
ponent of the combined arms support for the ground forces, the enemy could not
have been stopped. The consensus also holds that without the total air superior-
ity, largely provided by the F-86Es and their supremacy in air combat with the
MiG-15, the United Nations would have lost the war to the Chinese.

The Korean War also marked a turning point in the evolution of the roles and
missions within the U.S. Navy, specifically the reaffirmation of the preeminence
of the aircraft carrier and naval aviation in the U.S. fleet. With the advent of the
new Air Force in 1947, air power advocates had pushed to have the new service
absorb virtually all airborne missions, including those in the maritime environ-
ment, which the U.S. Navy hoped to retain and exploit.

These issues transfixed the Congress in the 1948 hearings regarding the B-36
Peacemaker bomber. Congress debated the relative capabilities and merits of the
aircraft carrier versus land-based heavy bombers and whether naval aviation
should have a future role in carrying nuclear weapons. An outcome of these
hearings was the cancellation of the Navy’s first postwar carrier, the USS Unit-
ed States. The debate also produced the “Revolt of the Admirals” which culmi-
nated in 1949 with the Chief of Naval Operations, Adm. Louis E. Denfeld,
resigning in protest.

Although some patching up was done, by 1950 the Navy was facing a reduc-
tion in its 1951 force levels to just five fleet carriers, that is, those that could
operate first-line jet aircraft. Then, with remobilization after the start of the
Korean War and the pressing need for tactical aviation, nineteen Essex-class car-
riers were taken out of mothballs, put back into commission, equipped with air
groups, and deployed to the operating fleets. Ultimately, twenty-one carriers of
all types served in the conflict, and carrier aircraft flew more than 30 percent of
all combat sorties during the Korean War.

The Korean experience demonstrated the utility of the carrier task group,
which became the primary mobile striking force for conventional warfare on a
worldwide basis in our Cold War strategy. Carrier force levels remained at about
twenty-five large carriers until the drawdown after the Vietnam War. This resur-
gence of the World War II aircraft carrier would not have occurred unless it had
been possible to modernize these ships to handle the new technology, jet aircraft,
that transformed military aviation. When the first jet squadrons were deployed
aboard the fleet carriers in the early postwar years, the results were not impres-
sive. But naval aviation worked hard to overcome seemingly insurmountable
technical and operational difficulties. By July 1950, when the USS Valley Forge
launched the first carrier strikes into Korea, each fleet carrier had been equipped
with two squadrons of jet fighters. The first jets were the Grumman FOF-2 Pan-
thers, soon to be followed by the McDonnell F2H-2 Banshee. Neither of these
planes could be considered MiG killers, and the only plane in the entire free-
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world inventory that could be called that was the Air Force’s North American
F—86E Sabre.

By the time the Essex-class carriers were deploying regularly to Korea in the
late summer of 1950, all of the embarked aircraft—Panthers, Banshees, and Cor-
sairs—proved capable for their missions, and the Douglas AD-2 Skyraider had
no equal anywhere for the support of ground forces.

The U.S. Navy was able to build on these foundations to achieve remarkable
results in the future. The McDonnell Douglas F—4 Phantom 11, initially a Navy
carrier fighter, became the standard tactical fighter for virtually all of the free-
world air forces. Today, eleven nuclear-powered carriers are operating with the
fleet or are under construction.

Fifty years of subsequent history has put Korea into its proper perspective.
Korea was a victory, though perhaps a limited one, and it exerted a profound
influence on the eventual outcome of the Cold War. The war in Korea was fought
on the other side of the world, as far away from the Pentagon as it is possible to
be and yet remain on the surface of Earth. And the Chinese were fighting only
two hundred miles from their own national borders.

This demonstration of America’s willingness and capability to fight in the
remote reaches of the world such as Korea, and then to win, was not lost on the
USSR. Later, it could only compare its abysmal experience in Afghanistan
where first-line Russian troops were losing to irregular forces in a war only one
hundred miles from the Soviet Union.

Korea was the first of a series of limited wars, which in the aggregate consti-
tuted the Cold War. The United States won the Cold War with the collapse of the
Soviet Union in 1991. Korea was instrumental in our success in that larger con-
flict. The commitment of American citizens to risk their lives in far-off Asia in
support of our promises and principles gave critical substance to American for-
eign policy credibility.

It was this credibility that held the Soviets in check. Because of Korea, our
threat to go to war to support our allies was believed. Similarly, the Kremlin
carefully weighed our willingness to resort to nuclear weapons, if necessary, to
protect our most vital national interests. This credibility, established by Korea,
prevented a Soviet miscalculation of our intentions, an action that threatened to
take the United States and the USSR over the brink into a nuclear Armageddon.
This fact perhaps represents the ultimate contribution of the Korean War to our
present national security.

77






Air Support of Ground Forces






Air Support of Ground Forces

Charles D. Melson

This panel’s members represent the perspectives of the Army, Air Force, and
Marine Corps on the use of air forces to aid ground troops on the battlefield. The
four presentations cover the spectrum of service views about the value of air
power ranging from close to direct air support during the Korean War. The pan-
elists reflect on differing philosophies, and in some cases equipment, that were
in play during the Korean War. The need to fully integrate different arms of ser-
vice is a long-standing and frustrating challenge which remains so even today.
As one panelist concluded, “Today’s doctrine recognizes the uniqueness of each
of the air services and protects their sovereignty.”

Fred H. Allison, of the Marine Corps Historical Center, follows a single
Marine Corps fighter squadron (VMF-214) to show its transformation from an
air-to-air focus to concentrating on the specialty of close air support, employing
a somewhat unique system. This modification gave control to the ground forces,
using the pilots themselves on the battlefield to ensure that the method worked.
An oral historian, Allison’s research is part of a dissertation in progress.

William “Tom” Y’Blood, of the U.S. Air Force History Support Office, looks
at the issue from the perspective of conflict between certain ground comman-
ders, notably Maj. Gen. Edward M. Almond, USA, and the Far East Air Force
commanders, Lt. Gen. George E. Stratemeyer and Maj. Gen. Otto P. Weyland,
over who should command air units in the close air support role.

Donald W. Boose, Jr., addresses the Army’s close air support doctrine at the
start of the Korean War; the experiences and perspectives of Army commanders
and soldiers regarding the effectiveness of close air support during the war, and
the consequences of these perceptions on postwar doctrine and structure. A
retired colonel, he is an instructor and adjunct professor at the U.S. Army War
College.

Keith F. Kopets’s presentation compares and contrasts the Navy—Marine
Corps method of close air support with that of the U.S. Army and Air Force dur-
ing the first year of the Korean War. A captain at U.S. Marine Corps University,
he also explores the dichotomy in air power philosophies that ultimately proved
to be the cause of the interservice entanglement regarding close air support.

81



Black Sheep in Korea: A Reflection of Mission
Transformation

Fred H. Allison

Aboard the escort carrier USS Sicily, underway off the coast of South Korea on
August 3, 1950, a correspondent for the New York Herald-Tribune reported that
“specially trained” Marine Corps aviation units had “made aviation history
today.” The aircraft were catapulted from the “decks of the mobile high speed air
bases” and conducted a surprise attack on targets west of Pusan.! This “special-
ly trained” unit was not a bombing squadron: it was Marine Fighter Squadron
214 (VMF-214), otherwise known as the Black Sheep squadron of World War
II and Gregory “Pappy” Boyington fame.

Led by the squadron’s executive officer, Maj. Robert P. Keller, this strike of
eight F4U Corsairs marked the first blow delivered by any Marine Corps unit in
the Korean War. The Black Sheep remained in Korea for fifteen months, when
they flew more than 8,000 combat sorties, mostly in support of marine and U.S.
Army infantry units. None of the missions flown in Korea, however, involved
air-to-air combat, which was the source of the squadron’s long-lasting fame in
World War I1.2

In its four World War II combat tours, the Black Sheep squadron accrued a
distinguished record, downing 127 aircraft in aerial combat and earning a Pres-
idential Unit Citation for its role in the attacks on Rabaul during the Solomons
campaign. Boyington won the Medal of Honor for shooting down twenty-eight
enemy aircraft.’ Although the squadron flew over islands where ground combat
raged, only one of its World War II missions was in direct support of friendly
ground units.* The contrast in missions flown in these two wars reveal that,
although the squadron flew the same aircraft in both wars, a shift in mission pri-
ority had occurred.

At first glance, one could explain the contrasting missions by the time, place,
and vagaries of the war being fought. After all, many Navy and Air Force
squadrons also employed World War II air superiority fighters in Korea, now
flown by World War II veterans in a ground-attack role.’ But there was a differ-
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[

Joe Murphy (left) of VMF-214 and Bill Magin of VMF-311 sit in front
of VMF-214’s tent number 6, July 28, 1951.

ence. As one correspondent noted, VMF-214 had been specially trained for this
mission. He was right: special training had prepared the Black Sheep pilots for
providing close air support, a unique and demanding skill. The VMF-214 pilots
were not unique in this skill, however, because all marine fighter pilots had been
similarly trained and had obtained similar results.

The use of aircraft in support of ground units has been the heart of marine avi-
ation since its inception in 1912.° Effective close air support had been hampered
by limits in communication, aircraft, ordnance, and command and control. In
World War II, all military services made significant strides toward accomplish-
ing genuinely effective close air support.” The severe military cutbacks subse-
quent to World War II revealed the true commitment of each service to close air
support. In this environment, the Marine Corps put its confidence on close air
support and worked to improve techniques and capabilities in using aircraft in
support of infantry marines.®

Indeed, before the Korean War, the Marine Corps had developed a truly effec-
tive system of close air support.” When VMF-214 arrived off the coast of Korea
on August 3, 1950, it was there for one function: to use its special training in sup-
port of the 1st Provisional Marine Brigade. Unlike the other services that were
making do with older aircraft to provide close air support, the Marine Corps was
implementing its doctrine.

Ironically, although supporting the ground marines was a long-standing doc-
trinal position of the Marine Corps, for Corsair pilots who deployed with
VMF-214, as well as other marine pilots serving in other squadrons who came
later, their previous combat experience in World War II had little to do with close
air support. This evolution shows the determination of the Marine Corps to redi-
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rect its fighter squadrons toward ground support during World War II and in the
subsequent years.

A series of oral history interviews with veteran pilots of VMF-214 in Korea
bears this out. Many of the pilots joined the Marine Corps in the first place
because of the media attention that marine fighter squadrons gained during the
battle for air superiority in the Solomons and Rabaul. Most believed that, by get-
ting into marine aviation, they would have a better chance to fly fighters and
shoot down Zeros. Few had any knowledge of the primary mission of marine
aviation. They trained with the Navy and became fighter pilots, and many ful-
filled their desire for aerial combat. Several had enemy kills, and one, Howard
J. Finn, became an ace.'?

By the time of the Okinawa campaign, the Marine Corps had made signifi-
cant progress toward an efficient and effective system of close air support. Yet,
close air support was a secondary mission for marine Corsair squadrons, which
were tasked with protecting the fleet. This irony is evidenced in the pilot inter-
views. Joe McPhail, a pilot in VMF-323, made only four strike missions of the
forty-nine flown at Okinawa; the remainder were combat air patrols over the
fleet. McPhail scored two kills at Okinawa and would remark years later that the
marines’ “main purpose” was protecting the fleet. George Dodenhoff, a pilot in
VMF-311, noted that they performed very little close air support. He recalled
seeing Navy fighters heading toward the island for air-to-ground work while the
land-based marine Corsairs flew out to sea. Guy Washburn, a marine fighter
pilot at Okinawa who became Chesty Puller’s regimental air officer in Korea,
could knowledgeably assert that “at Okinawa, [close air support] wasn’t that
good.”!!

Although flying close air support was rarely done by marine fighter pilots in
World War 11, fundamental changes occurred in the war that were critical to the
transition leading to Corsair pilots becoming experts in close air support by the
time of the Korean War. These changes fell into three broad categories: equip-
ment, carriers, and training.

The most important equipment change was the evolution of the F4U Corsair
from fighter to fighter-bomber. The earliest model of the Corsair that marines
flew, the F4U-1, was “clean, slick and a straight fighter,” as Bruce Matheson,
one of Boyington’s Black Sheep, characterized it.'? By early 1944, however, the
Corsair began sprouting appendages that gave it the ability to carry air-to-ground
ordnance such as bombs and rockets. Additionally, and perhaps most important-
ly, four-channel radios were replaced with ten-channel sets in later models, such
as the FAU—-1D, a true fighter-bomber, which marines flew at Okinawa. Anoth-
er Corsair variant flown at Okinawa, the F4U-1C, presaged the Corsairs flown
in Korea; this variant had 20-mm cannon instead of .50-cal. machine guns.'? The
Corsair’s proven capabilities as a ground-attack aircraft convinced the Marine
Corps to do away with its dive bomber and torpedo bomber aircraft altogether,
a process that began even before World War II had ended. By the time of the
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July 26, 1951, K—1 Airfield, Pusan, Korea.
Joe Murphy, before takeoff on strike to
north, at Sangpyong-Ni, VMF-214,
F4U—4B Corsair.

August 29, 1951, K-1 Airfield, Pusan,
Korea, Joe Murphy, VMF-214, perched
on an ordnance trailer.

Korean War, the only combat aircraft that marines flew, except for one squadron
that flew the FOF jets, was the F4U-4B Corsair, a true fighter-bomber.

World War II also saw the development of more effective and potent ordnance,
for example, variable-timed bombs, air-to-surface rockets, 20-mm cannon, and
most importantly for close air support, napalm. A concoction of jellied gasoline,
napalm was first introduced to marines during the Marianas campaign when, on
July 19, 1944, “an enthusiastic Navy commander arrived on Saipan with an
impressive Army Air Forces film showing what happened when napalm powder
was mixed with aircraft fuel.”'# A few days later, the Air Forces’ P-47 Thunder-
bolts were dropping napalm-filled wing tanks on Tinian island. Initially it was
thought that the best use of the chemical would be to burn off the thick foliage
that often hid enemy troops and emplacements.!® It was not long before Marine
Air Group 31 in the Marshall Islands was conducting its own napalm experi-
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ments. Soon, napalm became commonplace on World War II battlefields, where
it was found to be more tactically effective against troops than against foliage.

Carrier operations marked the second critical development that allowed
VMF-214 and other marine squadrons to provide effective close air support in
Korea. In the 1930s, marine pilots had been regular members of carrier air
wings, but during World War II, the U.S. Navy decided it did not have the time
or equipment to qualify marine pilots. Consequently, the vast majority of the
marine pilots trained in World War II “had never been aboard a carrier.”'

Marine ground commanders, dissatisfied with the air support provided by the
Navy and Army Air Forces during the Central Pacific drive, clambered to get
marine air units assigned once again to carriers. Little progress was made until
the waning months of the war, when the Navy acceded to their requests and
assigned marine squadrons to escort carriers (CVEs) expressly for providing
support for amphibious landings. The marine units did not become operational
in time to support any such World War II assaults.!” The Navy and Marine Corps
continued this policy even after the war, thus ensuring that, when VMF-214 and
its sister squadron VMF-323 initiated air strikes in Korea in 1950, the squadrons
were aboard CVEs and specifically assigned to support the 1st Provisional
Marine Brigade.

The third aspect of this close air support (CAS) transition was a commitment
to better training and indoctrination of marine fighter pilots in the tactics and
techniques of close air support. Fundamental to this indoctrination was reinte-
grating fighter pilots into the mainstream Marine Corps by reinstituting infantry
training for all marine officers. The concept that all marine officers were infantry

August 29, 1951, F4U—4 Corsairs of VMF-214 and VMF-312 (MAG-12) taxiing out for
a strike in North Korea, at K—1 Airfield, Pusan, Korea (view to the north)
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Oct. 16, 1951, USS New Jersey, off the east coast of Korea near Kansong, firing inland.
Photo taken on return, by Jeep, from K—18 Airfield to 5th Marines command post at Won-
tong-Ni.

officers first was bedrock Marine Corps doctrine before World War I1. Would-be
marine aviators attended the Basic School, which enforced Marine Corps tradi-
tions and infantry training. Additionally, marine aviators regularly served tours
in ground billets. The commencement of all-out war, however, and the intense
demand for pilots caused this principle to be dropped. Consequently, the entire
generation of marine pilots trained in World War II had little or no exposure to
the infantry training, traditions, and discipline implicit with being a marine. The
concept that marine aviation existed only to support the marine rifleman was for-
eign to many pilots trained during World War II.

Efforts to introduce its aviators to the ground side of the Marine Corps began
even before the war ended. Ad hoc schools were established at East Coast and
the West Coast locations, where pilots, fresh from Navy flight school, received
training and instruction in the basics of the Marine Corps. Two such pilots,
Hyman Kovsky and C. D. Norman arrived at the Marine Corps Air Station in El
Toro, California, expecting to be assigned to a tactical fighter squadron. Instead
they found themselves bound for Camp Pendleton and put under the tutelage of
enlisted marines, “veterans of Guadalcanal,” who acted uncomfortably like drill
instructors. With all rank insignia removed, the instructors “really put them
through the paces.” Long hikes, rifle qualifications, crawling through an infil-
tration range, and plenty of harassment gave the Navy-trained pilots an entirely
new perspective on the word marine.'®
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Immediately after the war, the Marine Corps reinstituted mandatory Basic
School training for all new aviators. Many veterans of the war were assigned to
the Junior Course, later named Amphibious Warfare School, where they received
a thorough indoctrination in air-to-ground philosophy and tactics. For many sea-
soned marine aviators, like Major Keller who had attended the Junior Course in
1946, this was the first Marine Corps school they had attended. It was from such
schools that the Marine Corps promulgated its air-to-ground team doctrine."®

For most Corsair pilots, evidence of the transition from an air-to-air to an air-
to-ground mission became apparent in the training they received at the squadron
level. This change began before the war ended, hitting the Black Sheep in June
1944 as they trained in California for redeployment to the Pacific. The squadron
war diary records that the commanding officer directed his intelligence depart-
ment to gather all available material on bombing by F4Us and distribute it to his
pilots.?’ Subsequently, bombing, strafing, and rocket-firing sorties became part
of their regular training regimen. On November 26, 1944, the Black Sheep
pilots, still in training, flew their first mission in which a ground coordinator
directed an air strike from the ground.?! Control of air strikes from the ground
was a unique aspect of the marine system of close air support.

The marines were the only service that used a ground coordinator, later
known as a forward air controller (FAC). They vested their FACs with an excep-
tional level of authority. FACs served as agents of the ground commanders, usu-

Oct. 9, 1951, 5th Marines command post, northeast of Punchbowl in Soyang River val-
ley (view to southwest). Tactical Air Control Party tent, radio truck, and Jeep (left front).
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ally posted at the battalion level. As such, they had direct tactical control over
the prosecution of the air strike. They could determine the level of air support
needed and then brief the pilot on how the strike was to be conducted.?> The
Marine Corps validated and legitimized the FAC role by ensuring that first-rate
pilots served in those billets and, indeed, even made serving as a FAC a career-
enhancing experience. The small size of marine aviation ensured that FACs and
the pilots overhead often knew one another personally, and because they spoke
the same language, air support was enhanced. Furthermore, assigning aviators to
FAC roles spurred a multidisciplinary attitude that enhanced better air-ground
integration.

Implicit in providing effective air support was actual training with ground
units. For marine Corsair squadrons, this began in World War II. Again,
VMF-214 is representative of what occurred throughout marine fighter aviation.
On the strike in which they first worked with a ground coordinator, the Black
Sheep flew support for troops in a practice amphibious landing on San Clemente
Island.?®

Marine squadrons continued this type training after the war. In November
1947, the Black Sheep, operating from the CVE USS Rendova, provided close
air support for a practice amphibious assault on a Camp Pendleton beach. The
next year, VMF-214 participated in another amphibious exercise in which the
squadron operated from an expeditionary airfield at Camp Pendleton for an
entire month. Both of these exercises provided very appropriate training for the
actual wartime conditions that the Black Sheep would face in Korea.?*

The year 1949 found the Black Sheep participating in a sophisticated war
game, the MIKI exercise, in which they flew a variety of missions that included
fleet defense, antishipping strikes, and close air support. On the eve of the Kore-
an War, in March 1950, the Black Sheep set a new record for the number of
hours flown in one month for a single-engine squadron, amassing more than
3,100 flying hours that month.?

In June 1950, the Black Sheep were again aboard the USS Rendova, bound
for Hawaii, when news arrived of North Korea’s invasion of South Korea, and
with it came a dramatic change of plans. Commanding general of the Fleet
Marine Force, Pacific, Lt. Gen. Lemuel C. Shepherd, Jr., summoned Major
Keller, the Black Sheep commander, to his headquarters on Oahu. Keller flew to
Camp H. M. Smith where he met with Shepherd’s chief of staff, Col. Victor H.
Krulak. With full intensity, Krulak asked Keller, “Major, are you ready to go to
war?”” With all honesty, Keller assured Krulak that VMF-214 was indeed ready
to go to war. He was right.

The transformation that occurred in marine Corsair squadrons in the preced-
ing years converted fighter pilots to CAS specialists, and so the Korean War was
a conflict that marine aviators were well prepared to fight. Carrier-deployed
fighter-bombers flown by experienced pilots who had received extensive train-
ing in CAS techniques delivered impressive firepower for infantry units, on time
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Mo

Nov. 16, 1951, Lt. Gen. Lemuel C. Shepherd, FMFPAC, leaving by
helicopter. Col. Richard Weede, CO of 5th Marines, and Lt. Col. Virgil
Banning, XO of 5th Marines, shaking hand of general.

and on target. In so doing, the marine air-ground team doctrine was validated as
an effective doctrine for battlefield success.
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The Generals and Close Air Support

William T. Y’Blood

Of all the forms and uses of air power, the one that has been the most contentious
among America’s armed forces over the years has been that of close air support.
The Korean War was no exception. Throughout that conflict, the various com-
manders of the Far East Air Forces (FEAF) and Fifth Air Force clashed contin-
ually with ground leaders over the proper use of aircraft in support of ground
operations. One senior U.S. Army officer, in particular, not only became enam-
ored of the Marine Corps style of close air support, but he also sought to control
air assets himself.

Close air support, as practiced in Korea, was rooted in Field Manual (FM)
31-35, Air-Ground Operations. First published in August 1946, this manual dis-
tilled the lessons and procedures learned in World War 11, primarily in Europe,
by the 12th Army Group and the Army Air Forces’ Ninth Air Force. This joint
doctrinal publication was in effect when the Korean War began. A second pub-
lication, the “Joint Training Directive for Air-Ground Operations” (generally
known as the JTD), was issued on September 1, 1950. This directive elaborated
upon FM 31-35. Although the JTD was a joint effort, neither the Army nor the
Air Force assented to it as official policy. Nevertheless, despite worries by both
services, neither really objected to its application in Korea.

Like the other services in Japan at the start of the war, FEAF, under Lt. Gen.
George E. Stratemeyer, was an occupation force, and its charter was the air
defense of its area of operations, which included Japan, the Ryukyus, the Mari-
anas, and the Philippines. It had many secondary missions, including “air sup-
port of operations as arranged with appropriate Army and Navy commanders.”
Little training, however, had been accomplished with the Army because of the
severe budget cuts that followed World War II.

During the early, desperate days of the war, Stratemeyer and his vice com-
mander, Maj. Gen. Otto P. Weyland (who later became FEAF leader), strove to
their utmost to provide the ground forces with needed support, using B—26s,
B-29s, and even F—82s for close air support. This was not good enough for some
in MacArthur’s Army-dominated headquarters. They wanted to run the air war
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from Tokyo. None was more adamant about this than Maj. Gen. Edward M.
Almond, MacArthur’s chief of staff.

Almond had been a student at the Air Corps Tactical School in 1938, from
which he received an aerial observer rating. It appears he emerged from there
with a deep-seated belief that the Air Corps (and its descendants) was fixated on
air superiority and strategic bombing to the neglect of support of the ground
forces. And his time there also seems to have sown the seeds of a conviction that
he knew more about how to conduct close air support than did most airmen.
These beliefs only blossomed in Korea.

At first, Almond contented himself with just sniping at FEAF for not being
more aggressive against the enemy, but he soon decided that he and members of
his staft should actually pick targets for FEAF. Unfortunately, no one on his staff
had any experience in targeting, and this resulted in choosing targets that were
unsuitable for air attack or, far too often, that did not even exist. Weyland took it
upon himself to confront Almond on this matter. Almond did not take kindly to
being challenged. He ordered Weyland to meet with him and some of
MacArthur’s staff. The group had hardly gotten seated before Almond began
berating the airman. Weyland let him rant, but after one profane outburst by
Almond, Weyland cut him off: “General, don’t speak to me in that manner, using
those words or that tone of voice. You happen to be speaking to your superior
officer, and I don’t intend to have one more word like that.” (Weyland, an Army
major general, thus outranked Almond.)

Almond, whose temper was legendary, sputtered and fumed but finally set-
tled down. He was soon off on another tantrum, however. Weyland, who appar-
ently enjoyed baiting Almond, later commented, “I discovered the way to nee-
dle him a little bit, and then he would bounce off the ceiling. Then he lost all rea-
son. He wasn’t thinking clearly any more. He would lose his train of thought,
and he was just so mad.” Another member of the group finally prevailed on
Almond to leave, and the remaining members were able to reach agreement on
the use of FEAF aircraft and targeting. Almond, however, would remain a thorn
in the leaders’ sides.

In September 1950, Almond now commanded the X Corps, which landed at
Inchon. The support he received there from Task Force 77 and the 1st Marine
Aircraft Wing evidently confirmed his long-standing belief that the Air Force
cared little about close air support. Marine air had always been an integral part
of Marine Corps land operations. Usually light in artillery, the marines relied on
their own planes, along with their own tactical air control parties (TACPs) and
forward air observers (FACs), to provide the necessary close support. This meant
that marine aircraft were usually on air alert and could be on a target within a
short time. In contrast, because the Air Force flew a wider variety of missions, it
preferred to keep its planes on ground alert, which could produce delays in react-
ing to requests to strike specific targets.

Another factor that seemed to escape the notice of most ground commanders,
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but not Stratemeyer, concerned the frontage being covered by the aircraft. The
FEAF leader argued that the marines were able to have their aircraft overhead
seemingly continuously because they had relatively few men in contact with the
enemy on a front that extended for only a few miles. On the other hand, FEAF
aircraft had to protect 150 miles of front lines. Thus, at Inchon, on a narrow
front, Almond was well-served by the marine style of support that was at his call
at all times.

Almond also very much liked the idea of acting as his own tactical air com-
mander and of controlling his own private air force, which Inchon gave him the
chance to do. He attempted to retain control of the tactical aircraft during the
Wonsan landings in October, but this time he was rebuffed. Eventually, he went
so far as to recommend that each corps commander should have operational con-
trol over a number of aircraft equivalent to one group per division. Moreover, he
wanted an air officer on the staff of the corps commander. This officer would
command all Air Force units supporting a corps, would determine whether or not
an aircraft would fly based on mechanical or weather conditions, would super-
vise the planning of air operations, and would prepare and supervise the training
of the air units under his command. The commander of the tactical air force (that
is, Fifth Air Force) would be responsible only for the administrative support of
the air units.

Because the Army was then contemplating an expansion of up to one hundred
divisions, this would require more than 7,000 aircraft just for close air support.
Given the paucity of aircraft at that time, Almond’s ideas were sheer nonsense,
as many of his contemporaries realized. And the thought of giving up control of
its resources to a ground officer was anathema to the Air Force. Nonetheless,
Almond continued to press his ideas on close air support up the chain of com-
mand.

Although many ground commanders appreciated the support given them by
FEAF aircraft, notably the 2d Infantry Division during its terrible ordeal during
its battle south of Kunu-ri in early December 1950, others did not. World War II
had shown that close air support worked best in fluid situations, when the enemy
was on the move. In the static conditions that occurred during the last two years
of the Korean War, when the enemy was dug in deeply, artillery fire was more
often a better choice than air. Unfortunately, the ground troops had gotten used
to having air support virtually on-call, and they were not pleased when the air-
men began to seek more lucrative targets behind the lines—in other words, inter-
diction. The cooperative spirit fostered by the fine support during the first year
of the war quickly degenerated into ill feelings, which festered for the remain-
der of the war. Typical of these sentiments was the following from a regimental
commander:

If you want it, you can’t get it. If you can get it, it can’t find you. If it can
find you, it can’t identify the target. If it can identify the target, it can’t hit
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it. But if it does hit the target, it doesn’t do a great deal of damage anyway.

Considering this officer’s comments, one might wonder why he would be so
desirous of close air support in the first place.

A more vocal division commanders on what he considered the proper use of
close air support was Maj. Gen. Gerald Thomas, commander of the 1st Marine
Division. He complained to Maj. Gen. Frank Everest, the new Fifth Air Force
leader, that his division had taken unnecessary casualties because of poor air
support. Everest pointed out to the marine that during December 1950 the five
divisions of the X Corps, including the 1st Marine Division, had received 1,664
close air support (CAS) sorties. The marines had received 679 of these, or 40
percent of the total. During the same period, the other two corps in the Eighth
Army had received only 335 and 356 sorties, respectively.

These numbers did not impress Thomas, who requested that forty CAS sor-
ties be flown daily exclusively for his division and that they be flown exclusively
by the 1st Marine Air Wing. Everest stated he could not justify such favorable
treatment to the marines at the expense of other U.N. ground forces. General
Weyland and Lt. Gen. James A. Van Fleet, the new Eighth Army commander,
concurred as Thomas’s request went up the chain of command to Lt. Gen.
Matthew B. Ridgway. In his reply to Thomas, the U.N. commander stated, “the
request you submitted if approved would occasion so wide a departure from
sound practice as well as fair treatment, as to be quite unacceptable.” Thomas
withdrew his request, but remained intractable on what he perceived as short-
comings in the CAS process.

By this time in the war the front lines had settled into what, after modifica-
tions, would become the final armistice line. A period of relative inactivi