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SOURCE: Hansell (1980), p. 147.

Figure 2.5—The Pacific Theater of Operations, August 1945
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“lone wolves” (glass-nosed B-26Cs).88 Figure 2.9 shows the distribution of the
light bomber (B-26) effort between day and night operations.

In sum, the strategic bombing campaign and the interdiction effort were
substantially different from each other:

... the FEAF Bomber Command was eventually responsible for
interdicting 60 bridges, 39 marshaling yards, and 35 supply and
communications centers—a substantial target list for three groups of
medium bombers. In the autumn of 1950 bombing from 10,000 feet with
no fear of enemy air opposition, each B-29 had usually dropped four
bombs per run over bridge targets, and Bomber Command had computed
that 13.3 runs were required to destroy an “average” bridge. Such
bombing was not quite up to the standards of accuracy to be expected from
Norden bombsights, but with five groups of bombers, Bomber Command
had run through its bridge targets lists so rapidly that no one had bothered
too much about the matter. In the early months of 1951, however, General
Briggs had to expect the utmost of each bomber crew. Now, Bomber
Command had a daily sortie capability of 24 B-29s. The 98th
Bombardment Group usually furnished 24 sorties one day, and the 19th
and 307th Groups furnished 12 sorties each on the following two days.
And the bombing problem was much more complex. Because of
Communist gun batteries, the medium bombers often had to attack bridge

U.S. Air Force in Korea

SOURCE: Futrell, p. 454.

Figure 2.9—Distribution of Bomber Effort Between Day and Night Operations

885ee Futrell, pp. 325-331, 453-461.
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Figure 2.11—Total Sorties
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Figure 2.12—Type of Sorties by Percent
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Figure 2.13—Ordnance Tonnages

* Misc. Losses Not Available

Figure 2.14—Operational Losses
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Figure 3.1—Arc Light Operations in Southeast Asia, 1965-1973
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Figure 3.2—USAF Bombers in Southeast Asia, 19651973
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Figure 3.8—Linebacker Il Bomber Totals by Day and Base
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Figure 3.9—B-52 Losses During Linebacker Il



























































































































































