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In this winter 2012 issue of Air Power History we begin with part 2 of Doug Dildy’s
“The Korean People’s Air Force in the Fatherland Liberation War.” Here Dildy details
how the U.S. escalated the war in June 1950, by attacking NKPAF planes at their home
bases. The Americans first attacked Kimpo and then Heijo airfields, destroying nineteen
enemy planes. In July, U.S. Navy F9F Panthers and F4U Corsairs from the carrier USS
Valley Forge joined SAC B–29s in attacking Yonpo airfield. After the smoke had cleared,
the NKPAF had lost thirty-six more planes. Nevertheless, the North Koreans persisted
and remained an important consideration for FEAF’s combat operations.

The second featured article, by Darrel Dvorak, is a biography of Col. Clifford Heflin,
the senior Army Air Forces commander of the Manhattan Project. But hold on, wasn’t
that Col. Paul Tibbits? Using Colonel Heflin’s personal papers as well as other official
documents, Dvorak corrects history. Indeed, he demonstrates how Heflin was left out
despite being awarded a Distinguished Service Medal for his accomplishments.

In the third featured article, Forrest Marion recounts the story of the USAF Special
Tactics Group during the 1989 invasion of Panama. Operation Just Cause aimed at safe-
guarding American lives; defending democracy; and combating drug trafficking.
President George H.W. Bush added the mission to apprehend Manuel Noriega,
Panama’s dictator and to extradite him to the U.S. to face drug charges. In this article,
Marion highlights the role of the Air Force’s combat controllers and pararescue troops.

Dan Haulman’s article, “The ‘Other’ Red Tails,” an elaborate story of the 31st Fighter
Group is meant to demonstrate that even one of the most successful units of World War
II could not claim a perfect record. He cites historical evidence to refute the mistaken
claim that the Tuskegee Airmen “never lost an escorted bomber.”

There are eighteen book reviews and, of course, a new History Mystery. Be sure to
read the President’s message on page 58. We note with sadness the death of Colonel
Woody Crockett.

Finally, be sure to note the Upcoming symposia (page 57) and reunions (page 62).

From the Editor

Air Power History and the Air Force Historical Foundation disclaim responsibility for statements,
either of fact or of opinion, made by contributors. The submission of an article, book review, or other
communication with the intention that it be published in this journal shall be construed as prima facie
evidence that the contributor willingly transfers the copyright to Air Power History and the Air Force
Historical Foundation, which will, however, freely grant authors the right to reprint their own works,
if published in the authors’ own works.
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The Korean People’s Air Force
in the
Fatherland Liberation War:
Part II



AIR POWER History / WINTER 2012 5

Douglas C. Dildy



The NKPAF Moves South

D
uring the first five days of Kim Il-Sung’s offen-
sive into South Korea, the North Korean
People’s Air Force (NKPAF) supported the

North Korean People’s Army’s (NKPA) drive
towards Seoul with ground attack missions by
Il–10s, fighter sweeps with Yak–9Ps, and airfield
attacks using both types of Soviet-supplied war-
planes. These attacks wiped out the tiny Republic of
Korea (ROK) air arm and destroyed three USAF
transports, occasionally disrupting the Far East Air
Forces’ (FEAF) resupply and evacuation airlift. After
personally witnessing NKPAF warplanes battling
USAF Mustangs over Suwon, Gen. Douglas
MacArthur directed FEAF commander Lt. Gen.
George E. Stratemeyer to begin bombing the
NKPAF at their bases—something “The Great
Leader of the Korean People” had not anticipated,
and an escalation that would result in the virtual
destruction of his air force.1

Meanwhile to continue supporting the NKPA,
as its tanks and infantry pushed across the Han
River south of Seoul, driving towards Suwon, the
NKPAF’s 55th Combined Aviation Division
deployed seven short-ranged Yak–9P fighters and a
similar number of Il–10 assault aircraft to the just-
captured Kimpo AB, dispersing and camouflaging
them to try and prevent discovery and destruction
by FEAF bombers.2

Intent on making Kimpo his advanced operat-
ing base for the rest of the campaign, NKPAF com-
mander Maj. Gen. Wang Yong moved his command’s
operational headquarters forward as well. He

brought with him two companies of aircraft mainte-
nance technicians (called engineers, these were
divided between Yak–9 and Il–10 mechanics) as
well as finance and supply companies from the
newly-formed 3d Technical Battalion. Totalling
some 500 men, the Kimpo detachment was desig-
nated the 877th Air Force Unit (AFU). To defend his
new base he was provided the newly-formed 107th
Security Regiment, numbering 1,000 partially-
trained troops.3

To deny Kimpo’s use to the enemy, General
Stratemeyer countered with the war’s first airfield
attack launching nine B–29As (19th BG) on the
morning of June 29 to bomb the airfield from 3,000
ft. Three Yak–9Ps scrambled and intercepted the
four-engine bombers, but failed to disrupt the
attacks, the results of which, from such low altitude,
were reported to be “excellent.” One Yak was
claimed shot down, and a second one damaged, by
B–29 gunners.4

The Americans Strike North

At the end of the day—just as the sun was set-
ting in the west and the NKPAF was “putting their
planes to bed” at Pyongyang’s Heijo airfield—eigh-
teen Douglas B–26 Invaders [3d BG(L)] came roar-
ing in at low altitude, dropping fragmentation
bombs on the ramp, hangars, and revetments, and
strafing all parked warplanes wherever they were
found. Five Yak fighters scrambled out to the run-
way; but only two took off—the other three were
straddled by fragmentation bombs and shredded by
shrapnel. Climbing rapidly, the remaining pair
attacked the right wing of the invaders’ formation
and was driven off by defensive fire. (One was
claimed shot down by a B–26 gunner). The
Americans got away without damage. Soviet
sources report nineteen NKPAF warplanes were
destroyed5 in this, the first USAF attack north of
the 38th Parallel—the border between North and
South Korea.6

The 56th Fighter Aviation Regiment’s (FAR)
forward-deployed squadron of Yak–9Ps was unaf-
fected by this devastating attack and when the
NKPA resumed its offensive, pushing across the
Han River on June 30th, they flew a number of close
air support and protective air cover missions. Along
the river, USAF F–80Cs were flying combat air
patrols (CAP) at low altitude, defending Republic of
Korea Army (ROKA) units, when two of them were
bounced by a pair of Yak–9Ps. The Shooting Stars
(36th FBS/8th FBG) quickly accelerated out of
range, wheeled around in a fast wide circle and
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Col. Douglas C. Dildy retired from the U.S. Air Force after twenty-six years, during which he commanded
the 32d Fighter Squadron and was the vice commander of the 33d Fighter Wing. Graduating from the
USAF Academy as a history major, Dildy earned his master’s degree in International Affairs from
Oklahoma State University, and attended Armed Forces Staff College and the Air War College. He is the
co-author of F–15 Eagle Engaged! and F–16 Units in Operation Iraqi Freedom, and the author of
Dambuster Raid, 1943, as well as two joint campaign analyses for Osprey Publishing Ltd., Oxford, UK.
He is a feature writer for Aviation Classics, Logbook, and Small Air Forces Observer magazines. This arti-
cle is a compilation of a series researched for, and first published by, the last mentioned journal.

(Overleaf) NKPAF Il–10 #44
was one of approximately a
half dozen deployed to
Kimpo AB and used
against U.S. troops
attempting to stop the
relentlessly advancing
North Korean army during
the dark days of June-July
1950. This aircraft was also
captured intact at Kimpo
and was shipped to Cornell
Aero Labs, then to Wright-
Patterson AFB. (Photo
courtesy of the Robert F.
Dorr Collection.)

After capturing Kimpo AB,
the North Koreans sta-
tioned seven Yak–9Ps
there, extending their reach
deeper into South Korea.
When Kimpo was recap-
tured following the Inchon
landings in September, this
airworthy example was dis-
covered, and was shipped
to Cornell University
Aeronautical Laboratory,
NY, then to Wright-
Patterson AFB, Ohio, for
technical evaluation.
(Photo courtesy of the
Robert F. Dorr Collection.)



came up behind the Yaks, 1st Lts. Charles Wurster
and John Thomas shot them down. Both NKPAF
pilots bailed out, but one parachute failed to open.
This small victory had no effect on the ground situ-
ation and that evening the Americans were forced
to abandon Suwon AB, destroying the damaged
B–26B and F–82G that had to be left behind.7

The next defensive line centered on Chonan,
but the badly beaten ROKA’s ability to halt the
NKPA now depended upon the introduction of
American combat troops. U.S. President Harry
Truman approved the American escalation and, on
July 1st, FEAF’s C–54 and C–47 transports (374th
TCW)8 began ferrying the lead elements of the U.S.
Army’s 24th Division—the headquarters and the

21st Infantry Regiment’s two battalions—to Pusan.
One of the latter formed the basis of a battalion
combat team, called Task Force Smith, which was
hastily sent forward to engage the NKPA at Osan,
six miles south of Suwon.9

As quickly as shipping permitted, the rest of the
division arrived at Pusan by sea, to be followed by
the 25th Infantry and 1st Cavalry Divisions. In
putting soldiers on the ground to face the advancing
North Koreans the Americans made the single most
significant investment—and the strongest political
statement—possible in the defense of South
Korea.10

The next day, NKPAF’s Yonpo airfield near
Hungnam on Korea’s east coast was raided by
FEAF’s Superfortresses (19th BG). Ten B–29s
attacked, the bomber crews counting sixteen air-
craft on the field, but their 500-pound bombs fell
wide and caused no damage. To increase FEAF’s
bomber forces, the following day, USAF’s mighty
Strategic Air Command (SAC) dispatched two addi-
tional B–29 groups (22d and 92d BGs) and assigned
the commander11 of SAC’s Fifteenth Air Force to
take charge of FEAF’s newly established Bomber
Command (Provisional).12

Simultaneously, the U.S. Navy’s Task Force 77
(TF 77) arrived in the Yellow Sea. It consisted of a
flotilla centered on the aircraft carrier USS Valley
Forge (CV-45) and a Royal Navy flotilla built around
the HMS Triumph (R16). Aboard the Valley Forge
was Carrier Air Group 5—two squadrons of
Grumman F9F Panther jets (VF–51 and -52) and
three squadrons of propeler-driven Vought F4U
Corsairs (VF–53 and -54) and Douglas AD
Skyraiders (VF–55)—while the Triumph’s 13th
CAG operated Supermarine Seafire fighters (NAS
800) and Fairey Firefly patrol and strike aircraft
(NAS 827).13
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Table 1
USAF and ROKAF Aircraft Lost to Actions of the Korean People’s Air Force in 1950

Date Service Type Serial No. Unit Location Remarks
25 June ROKAF Seven L-4 and T-6 Trainers Training Unit Kimpo AB Strafed by Yak-9Ps
25 June USAF C-54D Unknown MATS Suwon AB Strafed by Yak-9Ps
28 June USAF B-26B 44-34379 13th BS(L)/ Suwon AB Strafed by Yak-9Ps

3rd BG Destroyed during evac.
28 June USAF F-82G 46-364 68th F(AW)S Suwon AB Strafed by Yak-9Ps

Destroyed during evac.
28 June USAF C-54D 42-72648 22nd TCS/ Suwon AB Strafed by Yak-9Ps

374th TCW
29 June USAF C-54D Unknown 6th TCS/ Suwon AB Bombed by Il-10s

374th TCW
12 July USAF B-29 44-69866 28th BS/ near Seoul Shot down by Yak-9Ps

19th BW
12 July USA L-4 Unknown US Army near Taejon Shot down by Yak-9Ps
13 July USA L-5 Unknown US Army near Taejon Shot down by Yak-9Ps
14 July USAF B-26B 44-34263 13th BS(L)/ near Taejon Damaged by Yak-9Ps;

3rd BG Landed at Taejon airfield;
Destroyed during evac.

19 July USAF F-80C 49-698 36th FBS/ near Taejon Damaged by Yak-9Ps;
8th FBG Crashed during landing 

attempt at Taejon airfield;
pilot killed

The first counter-strike
against the NKPAF was
flown by eighteen Douglas
B–26B/C Invaders of the 3d
Bombardment Group
(Light), which destroyed
nineteen aircraft at
Pyongyang’s Heijo airfield.
This raid signalled a tec-
tonic shift in the nature of
the air war over Korea. 

TO DENY
KIMPO’S USE
TO THE
ENEMY,
GENERAL
STRATE -
MEYER
COUNTERED
WITH THE
WAR’S FIRST
AIRFIELD
ATTACK



Early on July 3, the naval strike fighters hit
two NKPAF air bases. Nine rocket-armed Fireflies,
escorted by a dozen Seafires, were launched from
the Triumph to attack Haeju airfield on the coast.14
No NKPAF aircraft were seen, but several build-
ings, including hangars were hit. Pyongyang’s Heijo
air base was attacked by twelve Skyraiders and six-
teen Corsairs, with eight F9Fs (VF–51) sweeping in
ahead of the strike force. A number of Yak–9Ps were
caught scrambling to get airborne, some of them
taking off towards each other! One of these was
quickly shot down, as was another that attempted
to intervene. The rest scattered as the Panthers’
strafing destroyed another three—and damaged
ten more—aircraft on the ground.15

Finally, the F4Us and ADs arrived, bombing
four hangars, other buildings and a nearby railroad
yard. Soviet sources state that by this time the
NKPAF had lost thirty-six aircraft to the enemy
bombing attacks and in aerial combat.16

The Communist Offensive Continues

Once again, the 56th FAR’s forward-deployed
Yak–9P fighters—and the Il–10s of the 57th Assault
Aviation Regiment—were unaffected by American
air strikes in the north. On July 6, four Yaks winged
south and attacked a communications center at
Osan, where the NKPA’s armor was destroying
Task Force Smith.17

As the North Koreans pushed further south,
the next elements of the 24th Division (21st and
34th Infantry Regiments) tried to make a stand at
Chonan. To support the beleaguered troops on the
frontlines, the Fifth Air Force established a forward
operating base and its advance headquarters at
Taegu, about halfway between Taejon and Pusan. A
short, 3,800-foot clay-and-gravel airstrip with only a
few, rudimentary former IJAAF facilities, Taegu
became home for an ad hoc USAF unit, the 51st
Fighter Squadron (Provisional)18 and what would
become the ROKAF 1stt Fighter Squadron, each fly-
ing ten F–51Ds. Taegu was also a staging base for

the Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) 77
Squadron, flying twenty-six F–51D Mustangs out of
Iwakuni AB, Japan.19

While the locally-launched and long-loitering
American, South Korean, and Australian Mus tangs
—armed with bombs, rockets and machine guns—
provided close air support to the heavily engaged
24th Division, four-ship formations of the less-effec-
tive F–80Cs flew in twenty-minute relays from
Japan, their attacks largely limited to strafing tar-
gets of opportunity on the roadways between Chonan
and Suwon. Also flying from Japan, B–26s con-
ducted low altitude interdiction raids along the
roads from Pyongtaek to Seoul with bombs, rockets,
and their formidable batteries of .50cal machine
guns. In three days (from July 7 to 9) the 3d BG(L)
was credited with destroying forty-four NKPA tanks
and 197 trucks. Finally operating thirty-sixty miles
behind the lines, FEAF B–29s bombed fifty-eight
road and railway bridges along the NKPA’s route of
advance—as well as a number of railroad marshal-
ing yards and roadway intersections—attempting to
disrupt the flow of enemy troops, equipment, and
supplies headed for the front.20

In spite of the FEAF’s best efforts, the NKPA’s
105th Tank Division and its 4th Infantry Division
ousted the U.S. 24th Division from its defensive
positions on July 8, the battered Americans
regrouping along the Kum River from Chongju to
Chochiwon. In the only example of Soviet-style com-
bined arms offensive, Russian advisors reported
that the Kimpo-based Il–10s flew a number of
ground attack missions supporting “North Korean
tankers attempting to penetrate the defenses of the
American 24th Infantry Division.”21 These were
augmented by the Yak–9Ps, four of them bombing
and strafing the U.S. 19th Infantry Regiment at
Chongju on July 10.22

The “Guards of Taejong”

However, the heavy American air attacks
against the advancing NKPA columns soon forced
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(Above) The NKPA’s relent-
less drive south forced
FEAF’s Bomber Command
into the interdiction role,
its B-29s sometimes con-
ducting single ship – and
even single bomb – attacks
on railways, bridges, tun-
nels, trains, and vehicle
columns.  When the critical
demands of the exigency
permitted, the Superforts
from 19th Bombardment
Group (Medium) also con-
ducted counter-air strikes
against several NKPAF air-
fields. 

AS THE
NORTH
KOREANS
PUSHED FUR-
THER SOUTH,
THE NEXT
ELEMENTS
OF THE 24TH
DIVISION
(21ST AND
34TH
INFANTRY
REGIMENTS)
TRIED TO
MAKE A
STAND AT
CHONAN



the 56th FAR to fly defensive missions to cover their
own forces, and five Yak–9Ps deployed forward to
Suwon to do so. On July 11th, three of them
attacked a flight of four F–80Cs strafing NKPA
troops near Chongju but failed to get any hits before
the faster jets vacated the scene. The following day
a pair jumped another formation of Shooting Stars
strafing enemy frontlines, this time near
Chochiwon, and again the jets got away undam-
aged. Not so lucky was an L–4 Grasshopper shot
down by a pair of Yak–9Ps, followed by a U.S. Army
L–5 Sentinel the next day.23

More significant was the first combat loss of a
Boeing B–29. On July 12th FEAF’s Superforts were
dispatched to roam the NKPA’s lines of communica-
tions” dropping their thirty-five 500-pound bombs
individually on bridges, tunnel entrances, and road
junctions—as well as any observed troop concentra-
tions, supply dumps, truck convoys, and even indi-
vidual tanks. Three Yak–9Ps—probably scrambling
from Suwon—intercepted one of these B–29s (28th

BS/19th BG) near Seoul, NKPAF pilot Kim Gi-Ok
(or less likely, Lee Dopn-Gyu—both claimed B–29
kills that day) shooting out the number three
engine with his cannon.24 Ablaze, the B–29 escaped
out to sea where the crew bailed out; two of the crew
were captured by the North Koreans, but the
remaining eleven men were rescued by the British
frigate HMS Alacrity.25

One week later, three Yak–9Ps intercepted one
of ten B–29s (30th BS/19th BG) dispatched to bomb
bridges spanning the Han River. Catching the
bomber near Seoul, the Yaks riddled it with more
than 100 shell holes, causing severe damage and
wounding the pilot.26

Avoiding the repeated UN air attacks by mov-
ing and massing at night, the NKPA resumed their
assaults on July 14, forcing the U.S. 24th Division
from the Kum River line; the Americans fell back to
Taejon. By this time the severely mauled, under-
strength unit could not stop two NKPA divisions,
each led by a regiment of tanks, from swinging
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Table 2
USAF and USN Aerial Victory Claims against Korean People’s Air Force Aircraft in 1950

1950 Date Type Claimed as US Unit Type A/c Pilot Name Remarks
27 June Yak-11 Yak-7U 68th F(AW)S F-82G 1Lt William G. Hudson
27 June Yak-9P La-7 68th F(AW)S F-82G 1Lt Charles B. Moran
27 June Yak-9P La-7 339th F(AW)S F-82G Maj James W. Little
27 June 2 x Il-10 2x Il-10 35th FBS/8th FBW F-80C 1Lt Robert E. Wayne
27 June Il-10 Il-10 35th FBS/8th FBW F-80C Capt Raymond E. Schillereff
27 June Il-10 Il-10 35th FBS/8th FBW F-80C 1Lt Robert H. Dewald
29 June Il-10 La-7 9th FBS/49th FBW F-80C 1Lt William T. Norris Not credited; 

Note 1
29 June Il-10 Il-10 80th FBS/8th FBW F-80C 1Lt Roy W. Marsh
29 June 2 x Il-10 2 x Il-10 80th FBS/8th FBW F-51D 2Lt Orrin R. Fox Note 2
29 June Il-10 La-7 80th FBS/8th FBW F-51D 1Lt Harry T. Sandlin Note 2
29 June Il-10 Il-10 35th FBS/8th FBW F-51D 1Lt Richard J. Burns Note 2
30 June Yak-9P Yak-9 36th FBS/8th FBW F-80C 1Lt Charles A. Wurster
30 June Yak-9P Yak-9 36th FBS/8th FBW F-80C 1Lt John B. Thomas
3 July Yak-9P Yak-9 VF-51/CAG 5 F9F-2 Lt (jg) Leonard H. Plog
3 July Yak-9P Yak-9 VF-51/CAG 5 F9F-2 Ens Eldon W. Brown, Jr.
15 July Yak-9P Yak-9 39th FIS/51st FIW F-80C 1Lt Robert A. Coffin
17 July Yak-9P Yak-9 35th FBS/8th FBW F-80C Capt Francis B. Clark
19 July Yak-9P Yak-9 36th FBS/8th FBW F-80C 1Lt Robert D. McKee
19 July Yak-9P Yak-9 36th FBS/8th FBW F-80C 1Lt Charles A. Wurster
19 July Yak-9P Yak-9 36th FBS/8th FBW F-80C 2Lt Elwood A. Kees
20 July Yak-9P Yak-9 35th FBS/8th FBW F-80C Capt Robert L. Lee
20 July Yak-9P Yak-9 35th FBS/8th FBW F-80C 1Lt David H. Goodenough
1 Nov. Yak-9P Yak-3 67th FBS/18th FBW F-51D Capt Alma R. Flake
1 Nov. Yak-9P Yak-3 67th FBS/18th FBW F-51D Capt Robert D. Thresher
2 Nov. Yak-9P Yak-9 67th FBS/18th FBW F-51D Capt Alma R. Flake
2 Nov. Yak-9P Yak-9 12th FBS/18th FBW F-51D 1Lt James J. Glessner, Jr.
6 Nov. Yak-9P Yak-9 67th FBS/18th FBW F-51D Capt Howard I. Price
6 Nov. Yak-9P Yak-9 67th FBS/18th FBW F-51D 1Lt Henry S. Reynolds
Notes:
1. This victory credit was not awarded because Lt Norris was one of four pilots scoring hits on the target
and FEAF policy precluded “dividing credit among more than two persons”.  Additionally there were no La-
7s in the KPAF inventory, so this was either a Yak-9P or an Il-10.  Since another member of this formation
shot down was an Il-10, this aircraft was most probably of the same type.
2. While described in Fuller (pg 31) as “Yaks”, the USAF Korean War Aerial Victory Credits has always
listed the victims as three Il-10s and one La-7.  Since there were no La-7s in the KPAF inventory, this was
either a Yak-9P or an Il-10.  Because other members of this formation shot down were Il-10s, this aircraft
was most probably that same type.

(Left) The first Anglo-
American counter-strike
against the NKPAF was
flown by naval carrier air-
craft from the USS Valley
Forge and HMS Triumph.
Attacking Heijo airfield,
Grumman F9F Panthers
shot down two defending
Yak-9Ps, allowing F4U
Corsairs and AD
Skyraiders to bomb the air-
field’s hangars and other
buildings, and later the
Pyongyang rail yards, with-
out interference. 

AVOIDING
THE
REPEATED
UN AIR
ATTACKS BY
MOVING AND
MASSING AT
NIGHT, THE
NKPA
RESUMED
THEIR
ASSAULTS
ON JULY 14



around their left flank, threatening to encircle
them. FEAF called for a “maximum effort” to save
them. The 56th FAR fighters sporadically
attempted to intervene, the most successful mission
occurred on July 14, when two Yak–9Ps attacked a
flight of four B–26s [13th BS/3d BG(L)].27 NKPAF
pilot Kim Gi-Ok damaged one so badly—shooting
out one engine—it force-landed at Taejon’s small
dirt airfield.28

The next day fighters from both sides began
clashing in a far more decisive fashion. On July 15
and July 17 chance encounters between NKPAF
Yaks and USAF jets (39th FIS/35th FIW and 35th
FBS/8th FBG) resulted in two Yak–9Ps being
claimed destroyed by 1st Lt. Robert A. Coffin and
Capt. Francis B. Clark, respectively.29

Two days later, the 56th FAR sent four Yak–9Ps
to raid Taejon airfield. As they egressed northwards
at 6,000 feet a ground Forward Air Controller
informed a flight of four F–80Cs (36th FBS/8th
FBG) about the fleeing enemy fighters. The speedy
Shooting Stars jettisoned their air-to-ground rock-
ets and tip tanks, accelerated and quickly caught
the Yaks. One pair broke left and down, the other
right and up and a real four-versus-four “furball”
ensued. The Shooting Stars split as well, 1st Lts.
Robert D. McKee and Charles A. Wurster quickly
destroying one from each pair, and as the dogfight
continued 2d Lt. Elwood A. Kees shot down a third
Yak. Two of the NKPAF pilots bailed out and sur-
vived the engagement. However, the slower, lighter
Yaks could turn tighter and one of them severely
damaged the lead F–80C. This Shooting Star
crashed and its pilot perished attempting a forced
landing at Taejon.30

The next day about eight miles north of Taejon,
another pair of Yak–9Ps tried to bounce a flight of
Shooting Stars (35th FBS/8th FBG). The Americans
spotted the attacking Yaks and quickly split. As one
of the Yaks followed one of the accelerating jets,
Capt. Robert L. Lee, flying the lead F–80C, pulled in

behind him and opened fire: “The Yak started to fall
apart, turned over on its back and went straight
in.”31 Meanwhile the second NKPAF fighter tried to
flee to the east, but the other pair of American jets
quickly closed and 1st Lt. David H. Goodenough rid-
dled it. When it burst into flames the North Korean
pilot bailed out.32

In six days the 56th FAR lost seven aircraft and
four pilots, virtually wiping out the regiment’s only
operational squadron, and from that day on NKPAF
fighters no longer engaged in frontline combat.

That same day, despite valiant efforts by UN air
forces, NKPA troops and tanks finally overwhelmed
the U.S. 24th Division at Taejon. In the four-day bat-
tle the Americans suffered 3,602 killed and
wounded and another 2,962 men captured, includ-
ing the commander, Maj. Gen. William F. Dean.
Because the 56th FAR was considered instrumental
in this victory the unit was awarded the honorific33
of Guards Taejon, becoming the only Guards
Regiment in the NKPAF order of battle.
Additionally, Kim Gi-Ok became the only Yak–9
pilot to be awarded the Hero of the DPRK report-
edly having claimed six of his eventual seventeen
victories during this period.34

Real Air Power Makes the Difference

Meanwhile, as Fifth Air Force jet fighters were
wiping out the single operational squadron of the
56th “Guards Taejon” FAR in dogfights, FEAF
Bomber Command was aggressively targeting
NKPAF airfields, three Superfortresses striking
Kimpo AB on July 15th, effectively cratering the
runway while F–80 (35th FBS/8th FBG) strafers
destroyed two dispersed Yak–9Ps.35

Calling upon TF 77 to repeat their earlier suc-
cess, on July 18 two carrier strikes were flown
against the Pyongyang airfields, reportedly destroy-
ing another fourteen enemy warplanes and damag-
ing thirteen more that were dispersed and camou-
flaged around the bases. The next day, TF 77 air
groups attacked Yonpo airfield, reporting fifteen
NKPAF aircraft destroyed there and another three
at the nearby Sondok auxiliary field.36

The most dramatic counter-air strike was also
flown that day when seven Shooting Stars (8th were
launched after a FEAF RF–80A (8th TRS) discov-
ered the small dirt airfield at Pyonggang, just north
of the 38th Parallel. Parked along the western edge
of the airstrip were some two dozen NKPAF air-
craft—most likely Il–10s—camouflaged with tree
branches. The Shooting Stars arrived in mid-after-
noon, making repeated strafing runs on the unde-
fended airfield. Fourteen enemy warplanes—along
with one twin-engine aircraft fancifully reported as
a bomber probably a Yak–6 light transport)—burst
into flames and were destroyed; another seven were
hit but did not burn and were listed as damaged.37

This attack virtually eliminated the Il–10 as a
threat to American and South Korean ground
forces. At this stage, according to Russian archives,
the 57th AAR had only two dozen Shturmovik oper-
ational and, for survival, these were dispersed in
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With aerial supremacy
achieved, and the NKPA
offensive finally halted at
the Pusan Perimeter, FEAF
Bomber Command began a
concerted campaign to
destroy the North Korean
air force.  Here an intact Il-
10 lies amid the rubble of
the main hangar at Kimpo
AB. 

THE
SLOWER,
LIGHTER
YAKS COULD
TURN
TIGHTER AND
ONE OF
THEM
SEVERELY
DAMAGED
THE LEAD
F–80C



groups of four to six aircraft to various auxiliary air-
fields. From this point on, Soviet advisors reported
that NKPAF assault aviation could “only carry out
reconnaissance missions on behalf of the ground
forces.” Most importantly, after this attack the
Il–10s were no longer seen over the battlefront.38

A week later, fourteen Superfortresses made
another major attack against Pyongyang’s Heijo
and Onjong-ni airfields. Two Yaks rose to defend
their bases, but were able to only to inflict minor
damage on one B–29. The Boeings badly cratered
the runway and dispersal areas, knocking out the
NKPAF’s main base for some time.39

Despite the nearly complete absence of NKPAF
aerial activity, their bases continued to be the tar-
gets of FEAF offensive counter-air strikes anytime
aircraft were observed. On August 4, Fifth Air Force
F–51Ds (67th FBS/18th FBG) raided Kimpo after a
formation of B–29s (19th BG) bombing Seoul’s rail-
way yards reported seeing enemy fighters taking
off. The marauding Mustangs strafed and bombed,
claiming nine aircraft destroyed and another nine
damaged. Two days later, Pyongyang was raided by
the same unit, its pilots reporting another nine
destroyed, plus three more damaged at Kimpo
when they attacked it on the way home.40

Badly beaten, the North Korean air force made
only a few sporadic, desultory appearances in
August, most notably when a fighter (reported as an
“La–5”) attempted to attack a B–29 (307th BG) on
August 15th and was driven off by two bursts from
the bomber’s tail guns. Additionally, on the 23d two
Il–10s attacked and damaged the Royal Navy
destroyer HMS Comus, eighty-five miles west of
Kunsan, South Korea, killing one sailor and wound-
ing another.41

By the end of August FEAF Intelligence
assessed that the repeated USAF, USN, and
RN/FAA airfield attacks had destroyed 110 NKPAF
aircraft—thirty-four of them42 confirmed destroyed
by strafing—and damaged forty=two more
(undoubtedly there is considerable overlap within
these two groups). Additionally, Fifth Air Force and

USN pilots were credited with destroying twenty-
four NKPAF aircraft in aerial combat, plus two kills
claimed by bomber gunners.43

Soviet archive sources confirm that by August
10, the NKPAF was “Practically not flying, and were
virtually wiped out on 22 August after a successful
strike by naval aircraft.” The NKPAF had been sys-
tematically destroyed by the combined might of UN
air power.44

The End of the Beginning

While the NKPAF’s role in the initial success of
the North Korean invasion was not significant, it
demonstrated a persistent presence and until late
July it remained an important consideration in
FEAF’s combat operations. With its Il–10s, the 57th
AAR flew forty-four ground attack sorties during
the last week of June and forty-six more in the first
few days of July before the Americans’ devastating
airfield attacks eliminated them.45

From June 25 through August, the 56th FAR
flew 222 Yak–9P sorties and claimed to have shot
down eighteen USAF fighters and twenty-nine
bombers. Actually, only one F–80C, one B–29 and
two liaison aircraft are known to have been lost to
Yak–9Ps in the air, with three USAF transports and
seven ROKAF trainers destroyed on the ground by
their strafing. Additionally, one F–82G and two
B–26s damaged by Yak–9Ps were eventually lost,
having been destroyed to prevent capture by
advancing NKPA forces.46

His air force nearly completely destroyed dur-
ing the last week in August, Gen. Wang “threw in
the towel,” withdrawing almost all of his surviving
warplanes—reported by Soviet sources as twenty
Il–10s and a single Yak–9P—to the small primitive
airfield near Yanji, China, approximately twenty
miles beyond the northeast corner of North Korea.47

More critical to the NKPAF was the fact that
only six fighter pilots and seventeen assault aircraft
pilots survived their initial combat experience. The
air arm had begun the campaign with ten combat-
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(Above) Two NKPAF Il–10s
were captured intact at
Kimpo AB in September
1950. One was used as the
parts donor for this exam-
ple to be evaluated by the
USAF Air Technical
Intelligence Center (later
the Foreign Technology
Division) at Wright-
Patterson AFB, Ohio. It was
flown 14.4 hours before a
landing gear collapse ter-
minated the USAF’s first
experience exploiting
Soviet-built aircraft. (Photo
courtesy of the Robert F.
Dorr Collection.)

(Right) Flying from bases
in Japan, the relatively
short-ranged Lockheed
F–80C Shooting Stars had
difficulty maintaining suffi-
cient presence over the
front lines until the devel-
opment of the enlarged
“Misawa” wingtip drop
tanks. From that point on,
the first generation
American jet fighters
absolutely dominated the
NKPAF propeller-driven
fighters.



1. Washington’s approval for this escalation was
received the following morning, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
authorizing MacArthur’s air force component to attack
“air bases, depots, tank farms, troop columns and other
purely military targets” throughout the Korean
Peninsula. Robert Frank Futrell, The United States Air
Force in Korea, 1950-1953, (Washington, D.C.: Office of Air
Force History, 1981), pp. 32, 36;
2. Futrell, The United States Air Force in Korea, pp. 84,
99; O. V. Rastrenin, “Il–10 Ground Attack Aircraft (Part
2)”, Aviakollektsiya No. 1-2005, Modelist-Konstruktor
Magazine, Moscow, 2005, translated by Stephen L. Sewell,
p. 29; and N. L. Volkovskiy, ed., The War in Korea, trans.
Stephen L. Sewell (St. Petersburg: Izdatel’stvo Poligon,
2000), p. 66.
3. Gordon L. Rottman, Inch’on 1950: The last great
amphi bious assault (Oxford, UK: Osprey Publishing,
2006), p. 38.
4. Futrell, The United States Air Force in Korea, p. 29;
and Robert Jackson, Air War over Korea, (New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1973), p. 18.
5. FEAF Intell’s “battle damage assessment” (BDA)
estimated 25 NKPAF warplanes destroyed in this raid.
Futrell, United States Air Force in Korea, p. 32.
6. Brian Cull and Dennis Newton, With the Yanks in
Korea, Volume One (London: Grub Street, 2000), p. 14;
Futrell, United States Air Force in Korea, p. 32; John E.
Horne, “Douglas B–26s in Korea,” Air Enthusiast, No. 24,
April-July 1984, p. 51; Jackson, Air War over Korea, p. 19;
Volkovskiy, The War in Korea, p. 61.
7. Robert F. Dorr, Jon Lake, and Warren Thompson,
Korean War Aces, (Oxford, UK: Osprey Publishing, 1995),
p. 11; Futrell, United States Air Force in Korea, pp. 33, 34;
Warren E. Thompson, “Fighter Combat over Korea, Part 1:
First Kills”, Wings of Fame, Vol. 1, 1995, p. 13; Warren
Thompson, “Shooting Stars over Korea”, Air Power, March
1985, Vol. 15, No. 23, 55; Warren Thompson, F–80
Shooting Star Units Over Korea, (Oxford, UK: Osprey
Publishing, 2001), pp. 36-38, 40; Volkovskiy, The War in
Korea, 64; Charles Wurster, “1Lt Charles A. Wurster, Pilot,
36th Tactical Fighter Bomber Squadron, Combat
Operations in Korea, 1950”, unpublished manuscript pro-
vided by Warren E. Thompson, pp. 2, 3.
8. By this time the two-squadron wing of C–54s had
been reinforced with a squadron (21st TCS) of venerable
Douglas C–47 Skytrains because the unimproved condi-
tion of ROK airfields required the slower, lighter transport

aircraft. Futrell, United States Air Force in Korea, p. 70.
9. Futrell, United States Air Force in Korea, pp. 37, 77, 84.
10. Ibid.
11. This was Maj. Gen. Emmett “Rosie” O’Donnell, Jr.
Ibid., p. 47.
12. Ibid., pp. 46, 47 and Robert F. Dorr, B–29 Super -
fortress Units of the Korean War Aces, (Oxford, UK: Osprey
Publishing, 2003), p. 12.
13. Ibid., p. 49; Cull and Newton, With the Yanks in
Korea, p. 259; Richard P. Hallion, The Naval Air War in
Korea, (Baltimore: The Nautical & Aviation Publishing
Company of America, Inc., 1986) pp. 30, 32; and Jackson,
Air War over Korea, p.26.
14. These numbers are from the HMS Triumph’s log-
book. Unaccountably these numbers have been reversed
in all American accounts of this operation. James Paul
and Martin Spirit, “HMS Triumph: Tour 25/6/1950—
29/9/1950”, 2008, posted on website: http://www.britains-
smallwars.com/carriers/Triumph.html#tour.
15. Cull and Newton, With the Yanks in Korea, pp. 259,
260; Hallion, Naval Air War in Korea, pp. 34, 35; Jackson,
Air War over Korea, p. 26; James Paul and Martin Spirit,
“HMS Triumph: Tour 25/6/1950—29/9/1950”, 1;
Thompson, “Fighter Combat over Korea, Part 1: First
Kills,” pp. 14, 15.
16. Anatoliy Demin, “In the Skies of Korea: The ‘Eagles’
of Mao Zedong Against the ‘Hawks’ of Uncle Sam,” a series
of articles published in Mir Aviatsii magazine, 2004,
translated by Stephen L. Sewell, 2010, 2.
17. Futrell, United States Air Force in Korea, pp. 84, 99;
Volkovskiy, The War in Korea, p.66.
18. Organized on July 10th, the 51st Fighter Squadron
(Provisional) married the “most apt personnel” (meaning
available F–80C pilots with recent/extensive F–51D flying
time) from the Philippines-based 18th FBG with 30 for-
mer 8th FBG F–51Ds withdrawn from FEAF storage at
Itazuki AB. After five days of training at Johnson AB they
flew to Taegu to begin combat operations. The 51st FS(P)
was redesignated the 12th FBS on August 4th. Futrell,
United States Air Force in Korea, pp. 68, 94, 95; Warren
Thompson, “Mustangs in Korea”, Air Enthusiast, No. 15,
April-July 1981, pp. 50, 51; Warren Thompson, F–51
Mustang Units Over Korea, (Oxford, UK: Osprey
Publishing , 1999), pp. 10, 12, 18, 19, 42, 111, 112.
19. Cull and Newton, With the Yanks in Korea, p. 13;
Futrell, United States Air Force in Korea, pp. 51, 65, 68, 89,
pp. 90, 91, 95, 99; Jackson, Air War over Korea, p. 26;

12 AIR POWER History / WINTER 2012

NOTES

qualified Yak–9P and twenty-two Il–10 pilots.
During the summer, thirty new pilots graduated
from the NKPAF’s flying training program to fill
these depleted ranks. To continue training its
remaining 120 student pilots, the North Koreans
also withdrew some thirty Yak–11s, eighteen train-
ers, and fifteen Polikarpov Po-2 biplanes to Yanji.48

While the NKPAF was “down,” it was not “out,”
not as long as it had the support of the Soviet
Union. On August 28, Joseph Stalin informed Kim
Il-Sung that he was willing to “throw in additional
assault aircraft and fighter aircraft for the Korean
air force.”49

With the Russians’ support, the 56th GFAR
would be reconsitituted as a two-squadron Yak–9P
unit while the 57th AR was rebuilt with fresh

Il–10s, the two units returning to combat at Sinuiju
airfield (on the south bank of the Yalu River) in
November 1950 and January 1951, respectively.
Additionally, the first seventy graduates of the
renewed NKPAF pilot training program at Yanji,
seasoned with a few surviving Yak–9P pilots, were
trained by the Soviets to man North Korea’s first
two MiG–15 air divisions, the first of which would
join the air battles in “MiG Alley” in November
1951.

Meanwhile, General Wang—along with his
877th AFU and a handful of Il–10s and Yak–9Ps—
remained at Kimpo AB50 attempting to defend the
Inchon-Seoul area from the Americans and UN
forces. As subsequent history relates, he was singu-
larly unsuccessful in that attempt.51 �
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The Other Atomic Bomb Commander:
Colonel Cliff Heflin and his 
“Special” 216th AAF Base Unit
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T he Distinguished Service Medal is earned for
“exceptionally meritorious service to the gov-
ernment in a duty of great responsibility, in

combat or otherwise.” The U.S. Air Force’s third-
most prestigious award, it is rarely given to airmen
lower than major general, but it was awarded to
Col. Clifford J. Heflin upon his retirement in 1968
after thirty-one years of service. Heflin was recom-
mended for the DSM primarily because he had com-
manded two vital, top secret and highly successful
projects in World War II. Few people—military or
civilian—knew about those commands at the time,
and even fewer knew about them when Heflin died
in 1980. The story of his first command began to
emerge in 1985 but remains little known, and the
story of his second command is remembered only by
his immediate family. Both deserve to be univer-
sally known because together they change the pre-
vailing narrative of the Army Air Forces (AAF) role
in the atomic bombing of Japan. This paper is based
on Heflin’s private records, overlooked primary
sources, and prior scholarship. It addresses three
key questions: Why was Heflin chosen for a top com-
mand in the atomic bomb project; what were his
specific contributions to that project; and why has
his story been overlooked? 

After almost seventy years, “The Manhattan
Project” is widely recognized as the codename for the
massive, top secret U.S. effort to develop and use
atomic bombs in World War II.1 Less well known is
the unprecedented authority wielded by one man,
Army Maj. Gen. Leslie Groves, who was Manhat -
tan’s Commanding General from June, 1942 to
August, 1945. He later remarked, “No officer I ever
dreamed of had the free hand I had in this project; no
theatre commander ever had it and I know of no one
[else] in history who has had such a free hand.”2 As
biographer Robert Norris described it, Groves used
his authority to build a “juggernaut” and drove “it
forward, ever faster, racing toward the finish.”3 The
juggernaut Groves drove was centered on the AAF.

Over several months in mid-1944, Groves and
AAF Commanding General Henry H. (“Hap”)
Arnold met to define the AAF’s responsibilities. In
March, they agreed that:

The AAF would organize and train the requisite tac-
tical bomb unit, which, for reasons of security, must
be as self-sustaining as possible and exercise full
control over delivery of bombs on the targets selected.
Manhattan would receive from the AAF whatever
assistance it needed in ballistic testing of bombs and
air transportation of materials and equipment.4

Further sessions between Groves and Arnold in July
and August conceptually defined two key organiza-
tions, a “tactical bomb unit,” designated the 509th
Composite Group, and a “section” of Manhattan,
codenamed Project Alberta, whose mission was: 

… the completion of design, procurement and pre-
liminary assembly of [bomb] units which would be
complete in every way for use with active [nuclear]
material; continuation of a test program to confirm
in so far as possible without using active material
the adequacy in flight of the components and assem-
bled [bomb] units; and preparation for overseas
operations against the enemy.5

In short, Alberta (also known as Project A) was
to ensure that U.S. nuclear science was weaponized
into functional bombs that could be accurately
dropped by bomber aircraft specially configured for
them, and that the bomb crews were successfully
trained, deployed and provisioned for their mis-
sions. Alberta was the culmination of Manhattan,
integrating years of work that by mid-1945 became
focused at three primary venues: 

Los Alamos Laboratory in New Mexico (code-
named Site Y and also referred to as Project Y
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and Project), where the scientific work of
designing, igniting, controlling and packaging
the nuclear devices was carried out under
Manhattan’s scientific director, Dr. J. Robert
Oppenheimer. About 6,000 personnel, most of
them scientists or engineers, were stationed
there.

Wendover AAF base in Utah (codenamed
Kingman and also referred to as Site K and W-
47), the home of the AAF units that would
undertake the ballistics work, train for the
bombing missions, provide dedicated air trans-
portation for Alberta, and implement overseas
operations. More than 2,500 airmen were sta-
tioned there. 

Tinian AAF base, on one of the Marianas islands
in the South Pacific (codenamed Destination),
where the aircraft, crews, support personnel,
atomic bombs and supplies were marshaled,
and from which the bombing missions to Japan
were launched. About 1,400 men from the
509th and Alberta were stationed there.

Groves relentlessly sought the best people for
Manhattan, regardless of military norms. In mid-
1943, he selected Navy Captain William S. “Deak”
Parsons to lead the Los Alamos Ordnance and
Engineering Division under Oppenheimer, because
he believed Parsons was the best ordnance officer in
the U.S. military. Later, in March, 1945, Parsons
became Officer-in-Charge of Project Alberta, a mea-
sure of Groves’s high confidence in him.6 Parsons’s

deputy was another naval ordnance expert,
Commander Frederick L. Ashworth, who spent
most of his time at Wendover. Together they inte-
grated the work at Los Alamos and Wendover to
produce the bombs.7 Groves, Parsons and Ashworth
became as important to Heflin as his AAF chain of
command.

In early September, 1944, twenty-nine year old
Lt. Col. Paul W. Tibbets was selected by Arnold to be
commanding officer of the 509th, primarily because
Tibbets was an excellent bomber pilot, had combat
experience, and for more than a year had been test-
piloting and training crews to fly the new B–29
bomber. But the choice troubled Groves, largely
because Tibbets’s command experience was rela-
tively limited.8 In a 1970 oral history interview,
Groves bluntly expressed his opinion of Tibbets:

“[Tibbets] was superb [as a pilot], but he had no
officer capabilities, at all… I don’t think that you
could call him a field commander…Yes, at the time,
I wanted [a more mature officer to head the 509th]
but I wasn’t going to interfere with what Arnold
wanted … it was a mistake to have somebody who
was quite that young to be the head of [a Group] that
was going to develop…”9

The 509th would quickly “develop” into a free-
standing organization of 1,800 airmen in eight
units, a larger and more operationally diverse group
than anything Tibbets had ever commanded.
Groves undoubtedly would have done something to
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at least offset Tibbets’s weakness, but no explicit
records have been located detailing how he tackled
the problem. However, several immediate develop-
ments appear to have addressed Groves’s concerns.

The earliest may have been cryptically recorded
in Groves’s “diary” for September-October 1944.10
On September 18, 1944, Groves asked to meet
Arnold in connection with a disturbing report he
had received from one of his science advisors, and in
quick succession, Groves saw Arnold; talked with
Parsons regarding Tibbets’s “administrative diffi-
culties;” talked with and then met Tibbets; and on
October 19, again met with Tibbets along with
Parsons, two science advisors, and the head of
Manhattan security. For the remainder of 1944,
Groves’s diary does not record more about the sub-
ject which, suggests that Tibbets’s “administrative
difficulties” were solved or in the process of being
solved. 

Also in October, two of the first specially-config-
ured B–29s (“Silverplate” models) were assigned to
Wendover’s 216th AAF Base Unit (Special) for use
in drop testing Los Alamos atomic bomb designs.11
This was an unusual role for a base unit, which typ-
ically would only manage base-related functions,
and may be the reason that the 216th was desig-
nated “Special;” but it is possible that the assign-
ment decision pre-dated Tibbets’s selection. The last

development was that, sometime in the eight days
between October 26 and November 2, a new base
commander for Wendover was selected. This officer,
a full colonel since May, 1944, was fully qualified to
take on a broad range of operational duties that oth-
erwise would have been handled by Tibbets’s 509th
or another operational unit.12

Three days after Groves’s seemingly pivotal
October 19 meeting, Col. Clifford Heflin ended a 12-
month assignment as the first commander of the
801st/492nd Bombardment Group, nicknamed the
Carpetbaggers. Based in England, this unique, top
secret unit had worked in concert with the U.S.
Office of Strategic Services (OSS), led by legendary
Gen. William “Wild Bill” Donovan, to help build dis-
parate French resistance groups into an effective
sabotage and guerrilla force. The Carpetbagger/
OSS objective was to help the French resistance to
“harass, disrupt and divert” the German army’s
defense against the Allies’ D-Day invasion.13
Following Carpetbagger successes early in 1944,
Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Supreme Com mander
of the Allied Expeditionary Force, ordered Lt. Gen.
Carl Spaatz, Commanding General of U.S. Strategic
Air Forces in Europe, to increase the size of Heflin’s
unit, which quickly grew to a force of 3,000 airmen,
sixty-four B–24 bombers and several C–47s.14 The
Carpetbaggers’ hazardous, low-level, moon-lit night
missions across the English Channel steadily
expanded from dropping supplies, to also dropping
agents and saboteurs, and then landing behind
German lines to rescue downed Allied airmen. Each
new mission required bomber modifications and
innovative flying tactics; each was first piloted by
Heflin.15 By mid-September, 1944, the unit had
completed 1,800 missions in support of 13,500 resis-
tance fighters, while suffering the loss of twenty-five
aircraft and more than 200 crew members.16 The
Carpetbaggers were later awarded a Presidential
Unit Citation for “extraordinary heroism in action
against an armed enemy,” and Heflin was person-
ally honored with several prestigious awards from
the AAF and from General Charles DeGaulle’s Free
French Forces.17 Moreover, recognition of Heflin and
the Carpetbaggers went well beyond their medals.
In April, 1944, Heflin had “received full authority to
accept or reject missions for the Carpetbaggers. No
other group officer in the Eighth Air Force had such
full control over his operations.”18 Heflin’s AAF
Officer Efficiency Report for the period rated him
“Superior,” the highest possible rating, and
described him as a “strong and able leader [who]
inspires loyalty and commands respect of superiors.
Forceful, discerning, keen, self-reliant and efficient,
he is, also, courageous and possessed of sound judg-
ment.”19 After the war, it was recognized that the
Carpetbaggers had inaugurated a strategic change
in air warfare: “Airpower not only brought the air
war to the enemy in his heretofore secure rear
areas, it now brought the ground war into his own
backyard as well;”20 and Carpetbagger operations
marked “the origin of special operations as a role of
American airpower.”21 Members of the British 7th
Special Operations Squadron “trace their lineage as
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Air Force special operators back to the
Carpetbaggers” and a painting entitled
“Carpetbaggers” hangs in tribute at their Royal Air
Force base.22 Regrettably, although several accounts
of the Carpetbaggers are now available, Heflin
never contributed to them because only one (see
note 18) was written while he was alive.23

Returning to the U.S. on October 23, 1944,
Heflin expected to begin a well-earned leave.
Instead, he was called to Second Air Force head-
quarters in Colorado Springs, Colorado, and told to
report immediately to Wendover.24 His flight
records show that he was transferred to the 216th
and, on October 26-27 and 30-31, flew a P–47 for fif-
teen hours and eight landings. This activity is con-
sistent with Heflin traveling to meet, and pass
muster with, senior AAF and Manhattan officials in
Washington, D.C. and Los Alamos. Perhaps tel -
lingly, Groves’s diary for November 2, 1944, records:
“Capt. Parsons called [Groves]… advised that he
has met the new CO [commanding officer] and
approves.” 25 Then, for most of November and
December, Heflin took his overdue leave (and relo-
cated his wife and two infant daughters to
Wendover) before taking command of the 216th on
January 19, 1945.26 He was twenty-nine years old. 

How and when Heflin was brought to the atten-
tion of Arnold and/or Groves is not certain, but he
had come to the attention of Generals Spaatz and
Doolittle several times and Arnold may have
solicited their recommendations. In any event,
Heflin’s qualifications were a remarkably tight fit
with the needs of the atomic bomb project. He had
served twelve months as CO of a brand new, very
large, highly secret, and operationally diverse AAF
bomber unit. He had organized, trained and led that
unit to accomplish an air combat mission never

before attempted, a mission that required close
coordination with a separate, top secret, non-mili-
tary organization and also required innovative fly-
ing tactics and aircraft modifications. He was
regarded by his superiors and subordinates as an
exceptional officer, one who became available at the
precise time he was needed. 

By itself, being CO of Wendover was a large
responsibility. The base covered 1.8 million acres
and was understood to be the world’s largest gun-
nery and bombing range, so Heflin’s task was akin
to being responsible for all the government, munic-
ipal and business activities of a small city.27 Heflin’s
work probably was complicated in that he may have
had to replace 800 airmen who had been trans-
ferred from the 216th to the 509th upon its
December 17 activation.28 But even more challeng-
ing, Heflin immediately became responsible for the
first of several operational assignments in support
of Project Alberta, beginning with ballistics testing
of the atom bombs.

The emerging atom bomb designs presented
unique problems to ensure that they would follow
predictable flight paths and detonate at predeter-
mined heights.29 The only practical ballistics pro-
gram at the time was to produce and test inert,
cement-weighted, dummy bomb designs, in a recur-
ring cycle of technology development—bomb
design—B–29 modification—dummy production—
dummy drop testing—technology development
shared between Los Alamos, Wendover and B–29
vendors.30 Alberta historian, Norman Ramsey,
wrote: 

In these tests, [dummy bomb] units approaching
more and more closely to the final model were tested
for ballistics information, for electrical fusing infor-
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mation, for flight tests of electrical detonators, for
test of the aircraft release mechanism, for vibration
information, for assembly experience, for tempera-
ture tests, etc.31

In early February, 1945, Heflin began organiz-
ing a Flight Test Section (FTS) led by Major Clyde
“Stan” Shields, who twelve months earlier had
piloted the first Silverplate prototype in the initial
drop tests at Muroc Army Air Base (now Edwards
AFB). For the seven months of FTS drop testing,
Shields kept a candid “Daily Diary” of activities. As
shown in the timeline below, the diary reveals that
drop testing got off to a slow start due to personnel
shortages and various other problems. Heflin
worked each of these matters until, beginning in
May, 1945, and aided by an expanded fleet of nine
B–29s, test drops ramped up to a hectic pace in June
and July.

1945 Drop Testing Timeline32

Feb 3 Tibbets and Heflin lead meeting re: form-
ing a test unit of the 216th composed of 5
B–29s, 3 flight crews, 5 maintenance crews, 2
loading crews and staff. 

Feb 4 Heflin and Shields pilot drop tests for 8
hours over 2,000 miles. 

Feb 24 Tibbets and Shields agree that four
B–29s and “flying personnel” of the 509th’s
393rd Bombardment Squadron will be avail-
able for drop tests.

Mar 9 Heflin and Shields visit Inyokern
(California) bombing range to assess parallel
FTS operations; Heflin “did not seem favorably
impressed.”

Mar 14 Tibbets, Heflin and Shields discuss vari-
ous FTS matters; regarding new crews, Heflin
says “If they can’t produce, back they go to 2nd
AF.” 

Mar 25 Shields is notified that FTS will get the
first five of the latest model B–29s, which can
readily operate above 30,000 feet.

Apr 24 Tibbets, Heflin, Shields, Parsons and
Ashworth meet and decide that a separate
bombing practice program (“pumpkins”) will

“eliminate the necessity of trying to work [the
393rd] into the test program.”

May 2 “The [393rd’s] bombing [at Inoyokern]
was not satisfactory, their records were not tab-
ulated correctly, and the data gained was not
reliable.”

May 17 Due to expanded testing, it “is impossible
to operate with present [crews].” 

May 24 Ashworth reports to Parsons that drop
testing is going well.33

Jun 10 FTS “is receiving additional… five (5) test
crews…”

Jul 3 Tibbets, Heflin and Shields depart for Los
Alamos “to discuss certain problems with
Project people there.”

Jun-Jul FTS conducts 24 drop tests in June and
30 in July;34 the last of these confirm that all
Fat Man components are working. 

Aug 2 “…we can get [Fat Man] inside of 300 feet
from 32,000 [ft.] 90% of the time;” for Little Boy
“we should be able to promise inside of 200
feet.”

Shields’s final diary entry seems intended to docu-
ment that he and FTS successfully carried out their
important assignment, which combat use of the
bombs soon confirmed. 

Heflin’s other ballistics program assignment
was to organize a new ordnance unit within the
216th to work with Los Alamos in producing the
test bombs for FTS to drop. It was designated the
Special Ordnance Attachment (SOD) and com-
manded by Capt. Henry Roerkohl. However,
although it had been decided in mid-January, 1945,
to establish the unit, it took until May to become
fully manned (about 200 airmen), so in the interim,
two other units briefly worked with Los Alamos.
The first, dating back to September, 1944, was iden-
tified as a “security unit of the 216th,”35 but the
author has not located any details. The other unit,
the First Ordnance Squadron (FOS) of the 509th,
was activated on March 6, 1945, and its work over-
lapped with SOD until early May, when FOS began
departing for Tinian (where it would assemble the
live bombs). Due to the bombs’ evolving designs,
unique shapes and massive weights, producing the
test bombs required creation of new tools, assembly
procedures, and material handling equipment, all
configured to efficiently load the test bombs into the
evolving Silverplate B–29 designs. As would be
expected, SOD’s ability to produce the dummy
bombs mirrored that of FTS drop tests by ramping
up to peak productivity in June and July. The fol-
lowing timeline has been constructed from several
sources.

Ordnance Timeline36

Sep 1944 Ordnance operations at Wendover
begin with personnel from Los Alamos and “the
security organization” of the 216th. (Auditor, 10)

Jan 17, 1945Meeting of “representatives from the
509th,” FOS, Parsons and Ashworth; decision to
establish “a separate ordnance detachment”

20 AIR POWER History / WINTER 2012

Loading drop test units
before the advent of
hydraulic lifts. (Photo cour-
tesy of Historic Wendover
Airfield.)

HEFLIN’S
OTHER BAL-
LISTICS PRO-
GRAM
ASSIGNMENT
WAS TO
ORGANIZE A
NEW ORD-
NANCE UNIT
WITHIN THE
216TH TO
WORK WITH
LOS ALAMOS
IN PRODUC-
ING THE TEST
BOMBS FOR
FTS TO DROP



stationed at Wendover to supply drop test units
and “train replacements for overseas functions
of the First Ordnance Squadron.” (Auditor, 12)

Mar 1945 “The manning of the 216th’s Special
Ordnance Detachment… appears to have
begun when Capt. Harley D. Kuster was
assigned… as Supply Officer.” (Auditor, 14)

Mar-Apr 1945 “It is probable that [FOS] was
intended to handle its shipments of overseas kit
and organizational equipment, and that [SOD]
was intended to handle all other supply, ware-
housing and property… [but] the division of
responsibilities between the [FOS] and [SOD]
at [Wendover] was not well defined.” (Auditor
14, 19)

Apr 21, 1945Ashworth reports to Parsons that
Roerkohl is “catching on,” and “there’s no ques-
tion” that Roerkohl and Kuster “will be perfect.” 

May 2, 1945 Capt. James Rowe is appointed Pro ject
Officer reporting to Roerkohl. SOD assumes full
control of ordnance work at Wendover. (Rowe, 27) 

May 10, 1945 Last FOS personnel depart from
Wendover’s ordnance facility; FOS has no fur-
ther drop test responsibilities. (Rowe, 52)

May 12, 1945 Ashworth tells Parsons that the
manning of both SOD and FOS ordnance units
is still “not good.” 

May-Jul 1945 In three months, SOD assembles
71 drop test bombs. (Rowe, 175-176) 

Four weeks after Little Boy was dropped and four
days after Japan’s September 2 surrender, Oppen -
heimer sent Heflin a memo that expressed his per-
sonal appreciation for the contributions of Heflin
and his men to the ballistics program. And sixty
years after the war ended, Ashworth said:

My job at Los Alamos was to supervise and coordi-
nate the work of the engineers in the testing at
Wendover of bomb components then being developed
at Los Alamos… I was able to run interference for

them with the Base Commander, Colonel Heflin, and
I think in useful ways. That wasn’t difficult either
because Colonel Heflin was one fine Air Force
Officer.37

The recommendation for Heflin to receive his DSM
would cite as one reason his “highly successful flight
testing of the atomic bomb.”38 Yet today, Heflin,
Shields and Roerkohl remain unknown to history,
and one official USAF source credits Tibbets with
the ballistics testing.39

Heflin’s third unusual assignment was to
improve the performance of a unit key to serving
Alberta’s immense logistics needs.40 In December,
1944, an air transportation unit was organized
within the 509th “designed to fulfill one important
need: the rapid transportation of project personnel
and supplies from point to point within the states
and from the states to the overseas base.”41 Flying
cargo planes, it was designated the 320th Troop
Carrier Squadron (TCS), but commonly called “the
Green Hornet Line” or “the airline.” Initially under
the command of Major Charles Sweeney (who
later piloted the Nagasaki mission), the 320th had
a rocky start due to crew and equipment short-
ages; provisioning Tinian to host 1400 men; and
operating relatively ad hoc, without regular sched-
ules or cargo priorities. As shown in the timeline
below, by April, 1945, Heflin and the 509th’s then-
deputy CO worked on the 320th’s problems. Less
than a month later, the unit came under Heflin’s
command, reporting to Shields, as the major move-
ment of hundreds of men to Tinian was under-
way.42

320th TCS Timeline43

Dec 17 44 320th TCS activated, operating three C-
54s and four C-47s.

Jan 6 45 Sweeney assumes command of the
320th.
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Apr 21 45 Ashworth tells Parsons that “Ludke (sic)
and Col. Heflin worked up a schedule [for the
320th] to start immediately.”44

May 8 45 “No decision reached on when [FTS] can
take over the transports.”

May 14 45 “[FTS] took over transport operations…
The necessary crews were procured through
2nd Air Force. It is hoped that the abuses preva-
lent in the past will be eliminated… Scheduled
runs will be used when possible.”

Jun 10 45 “…receiving additional… six transport
crews… Our payload is not large enough to
handle all the freight and passengers it is nec-
essary to move.”

Jun 14-25, 45 Shields meets with 320th crews
“to amplify the policies, schedules, security, etc.
concerning transport operations… and put it on
a paying basis.”

Jul 26-28 45 Nuclear components for Little Boy
and Fat Man depart from Kirtland Army Air
Field for Tinian on five of the 320th’s C-54s and
three Silverplate B–29s.

Aug 45 Personnel and supplies begin to return
from Tinian

The change of command to Heflin and Shields pre-
sumably worked, because the 509th’s official history
praises the 320th for transporting more than 500
airmen to Tinian “quickly and efficiently,”45 and
Alberta’s official history says the unit “contributed
greatly to the ability of Project A to beat its sched-
ules in combat use of the Atomic Bomb.”46

It is significant that each of the four units dis-
cussed above (the 216th’s Base Unit, Flight Test
Section, and Special Ordnance Detachment, and the
509th’s 320th Troop Carrier Squadron), were under-
manned when Heflin assumed command. This
required that Heflin spend considerable time work-
ing with 2nd Air Force to acquire qualified airmen.
But in addition, it appears that Heflin also had a
major role in manning some of the 509th’s other
seven units. For most of Heflin’s post-WWII career,
he commanded various bases, groups and wings,
requiring that he have available an up-to-date biog-
raphy suitable for public release. Those biographies
from 1953, 1962 and his 1968 retirement survive,
and each notes his role in “organizing” the 509th.
His final biography, included in a program provided
to guests at his May, 1968 retirement ceremony,
says that he “took command of the air base at
Wendover, Utah, and the overall responsibility for
organizing the 509th Composite Group and the bal-
listics testing of the atomic bombs [emphasis
added].” In military parlance, “organizing” typically
means assembling personnel for a unit, not neces-
sarily commanding it, and there are several reasons
to believe the claim is accurate, beginning with the
fact that it was an official Air Force document.47

For a combat veteran like Heflin, his diverse
“rear echelon” duties discussed above may have
been a welcome respite, but his sixth task raised the
ante. On July 16, 1945, only three weeks before the
first atomic bomb would be dropped on Hiroshima,
Oppenheimer supervised Project Trinity, the world’s

first explosive test of a nuclear device, at a remote
site in New Mexico about 260 miles from Los
Alamos. Much has been written about Trinity and
its urgent objectives,48 including that a failed test
might have postponed dropping Little Boy until Fat
Man finally worked. Among several methods to
organize and measure the test results, two B–29s
were to simulate a bombing run over Ground Zero,
observe the explosion and resulting “cloud,” and
drop pressure gauges and other sensors attached to
small parachutes.49 Two B–29s from Shields’s fleet
were dispatched to Kirtland on July 10, and six days
later he50 and Heflin51 each piloted one. In addition
to the flight crews, the planes carried several impor-
tant Alberta passengers, including Parsons. But
because of great uncertainties about the bomb’s
destructive power, these flights were considered
potentially so dangerous that Oppenheimer tried to
dissuade one of his physicists, future Nobel laureate
Luis Alvarez, from going as an observer. In a memo
to Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson, Groves
described what happened to the B–29s:

Because of bad weather, our two B–29 observation
airplanes were unable to take off as scheduled from
Kirtland… and when they finally did get off, they
found it impossible to get over the target because of
the heavy clouds and the thunder storms. Certain
desired observations could not be made and while
the people in the airplanes saw the explosion from a
distance, they were not as close as they will be in
action. We still have no reason to anticipate the loss
of our plane in an actual operation although we can-
not guarantee safety [emphasis added]. 52

Heflin and the others were fortunate that the storm
precluded flying over the explosion because they
would have been in the middle of the unexpectedly
huge blast: “A red ball of fire burst through the
undercast, mushrooming into an enormous multi-
colored cloud. It raced past the bombers’ altitude of
25,000 feet until it reached more than 40,000 feet,
eight miles up into the sky.”53 The successful Trinity
test gave a green light to complete ballistics testing
and then send to Tinian Fat Man casings and
nuclear inserts for arming the bombs. Heflin would
have the central role directing their transport.

The 6,000-plus mile trip from Los Alamos to
Tinian involved several legs, beginning with truck
transport from Los Alamos to Kirtland, where the
cargo was loaded into aircraft from Wendover and
flown to one of several military air fields near San
Francisco, and then hopped through several inter-
mediate Pacific bases before arriving at Tinian. The
following timeline lists major air transport events to
Tinian following the Trinity test until the end of the
war. 

1945 Bomb Transports to Tinian

Jul 26 Three Green Hornet C-54s carrying
Little Boy components and two carrying Fat
Man components depart Kirtland for Tinian.

Jul 28 Three Fat Man pre-assembly units
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depart Kirtland for Tinian on two B–29s from
the 509th and one from the 216th’s FTS.

Aug 3-4 Heflin convinces Parsons’s deputy, Navy
Capt. Ralph Larkin, that an experienced B–29
crew from Tinian is necessary to transport
nuclear components for additional Fat Man
bombs that are expected to be ready beginning
August 14.54 Groves separately expresses
agreement.55

Aug 6 Little Boy dropped on Hiroshima.
Aug 7 Arnold’s office cables Generals Spaatz

and Nathan Twining on Tinian that “neither
Heflin nor I believe replacement airplanes
should be used” to transport additional Fat
Man nuclear components, “Because of green-
ness of crews, readiness dates of items, and
completion of training dates of [new] crews…
request you return two Project B–29’s to
[Heflin] to meet his delivery date. Advise imme-
diately you (sic) concurrence with this plan or
alternate suggestion.”56

Aug 9 Fat Man dropped on Nagasaki.
Aug 10 Groves advises Marshall that nuclear

components for the second Fat Man bomb are
expected to “ship from New Mexico 12 or 13
August.” Marshall responds that another bomb
“is not to be released on Japan without express
authority” [from President Truman].

Aug 11 Tibbets later recalls that “…we had
another weapon at Wendover, Utah. I sent word
to Cliff [Heflin]… because I had already talked
to Cliff and we had a thing between us. I was to
invite him to come on out and visit and take a
look. If he was to come and visit and take a look,
he was supposed to bring that weapon in that
airplane.”57

Aug 14 Japan accepts Allies’ terms of surrender. 
Aug 17 Via teletype, Parsons and Ramsey

advise Oppenheimer and Larkin that,
“although they are completely ready” three
more Fat Man bombs “will not be dropped due
to surrender agreement. An active sphere for
[pre-assembly unit F-32], it is also assumed,
will not be sent.”

Sep 2 Japan signs Instrument of Surrender
aboard the USS Missouri.

The belated public admission that there was a third
atomic bomb generated several theories about where
the B–29 shipment of the “active sphere” was stopped:
before leaving Los Alamos; before being loaded at
Kirtland; before departing Wendover for San
Francisco; or at a base near San Francisco preparing
to depart for Tinian. But to Heflin’s family, there is a
more important open issue: whether Heflin would not
only fly the sphere to Tinian (as Tibbets said), but also
pilot the possible third bombing mission. 

The story of the third bomb may have first
appeared publicly in March, 1968 in an eleven-part
series in the Chicago Tribune about Tibbets and the
atomic bomb project. Appearing fourteen years
before publication of the first of Tibbets’s several
autobiographies, the series was described as
Tibbets’s “exclusive… uncensored… personal…

behind-scenes” story.58 Near the end of the series, a
brief paragraph says “Heflin… had been chosen to
fly [bomb] No. 3 and he was stopped at Hamilton,
Cal. (near San Francisco), in his B–29, which he was
flying to Tinian August 14… carrying in his plane
the plutonium required to complete the assembly of
Fat Man No. 2, which would have been the third
nuclear bomb.” This might have been the first pub-
lic mention of a third bomb, but it undoubtedly was
the first public mention of Heflin and his connection
to Manhattan. The entire series, including Heflin’s
role, arguably depended on Tibbets as the primary,
if not exclusive, source. (Although Tibbets had
retired from the Air Force two years before the
series was published, Heflin did not retire until two
months afterwards, and likely was not at liberty to
talk to the journalist. Also the Heflin paragraph
contained several glaring errors unlikely to have
come from Heflin.) 

Heflin’s flight records show that, on August 10,
he piloted a B–25 for 3:30 hours with two landings,
and then on August 11, piloted a B–25 for 3:20
hours, again with two landings. At the time, for rea-
sons of security, flights between Kirtland and
Wendover always included a stop at an intermedi-
ate airfield so that flight plans never showed a con-
nection to Los Alamos. Thus, Heflin’s records are
consistent with him flying to Kirtland, then return-
ing the next day to Wendover to await Tibbets’s call
(as Tibbets said). But the dates appear to be a few
days early and Heflin never piloted a B–29 any-
where in August. 

Regarding a third bombing mission, years later,
Tibbets several times said that he would pilot it
because General Curtis E. LeMay, Chief of Staff to
Spaatz, ordered him to do so. Yet, in Tibbets’s 1985
oral history interview quoted above, he claimed that
Heflin would carry the plutonium over 6,000 miles
to Tinian but, implausibly, only because Heflin
wanted to “take a look” at thirty-nine square miles
of desolate real estate. Heflin told his immediate
family that he would have piloted a third mission,
but in light of LeMay’s order, perhaps Heflin would
have been Tibbets’s co-pilot.59

The Tibbets-Heflin relationship is worth fur-
ther comment. In the fifty-one years from the sur-
render of Japan until his death in 2007, Tibbets was
interviewed for publication many times and
authored four autobiographies (1982-1998), but he
never mentioned Heflin, never commented on a
Wendover base commander, and never acknowl-
edged that someone not part of the 509th led sev-
eral important AAF tasks in Project Alberta.
However, beginning about 40 years after the
Japanese surrender, Tibbets discussed Heflin at
least twice, but only when specifically asked about
Heflin and when his reply was likely to remain rel-
atively private for some time. In the first (the 1985
interview cited above), Tibbets said:

Cliff Heflin… was an upperclassman of mine at the
flying school. He was a class ahead of me. I had to
have a base commander at Wendover, Utah, that
knew how to run things and run things right. There
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is a tough SOB and one of the finest guys you have
ever met. Cliff was a non-nonsense individual. He
was a terrific person. Even though he was consider-
ably senior to me, he told [2d AF CO Maj. Gen. Uzal
G.] Ent he’d be happy to come up and be subordinate
to me to run the air base. It didn’t bother him a bit.60

And thirteen years later, in a 1998 exchange of let-
ters with an admirer who asked about Heflin,
Tibbets replied: “[Heflin] was a close personal friend
who I requested to be my base commander at
Wendover.” 61 For several reasons, both of Tibbets’s
claims are highly doubtful.62 And, provocatively and
perhaps mischievously, Heflin in his only public
interview is quoted as saying that Tibbets com-
manded the 509th “under me.”63

However, available evidence suggests their
relationship was akin to “separate and equal,” with
neither one reporting to the other. Neither Shields’s
Daily Diary nor the Heflin-Larkin transcript refer-
enced above reveal one deferring to the other. And
the Parsons-Ashworth transcript dated April 21,
1945, records that, when discussing the need for an
alternate liaison officer when Ashworth was not
available, Parsons described the role as “spokesman
[to] that gang up there [at Wendover] that you’re
working with now, to Tibbets and his crowd and
Heflin and his crowd,” someone who would be
“spending time on political things and refereeing”
issues between them.64 Whatever the reality,
Tibbets and Heflin remained connected for another
twenty-one months after the war ended.

Heflin continued as Wendover CO until he was
relieved on October 22, 1945, and eleven days later
became CO of the Roswell, New Mexico, AAF base
(designations: 238th AAF Base Unit and 427th AAF
Base Unit). A few days later, on November 6, the
509th began departing Tinian for their new base at
Roswell, so Heflin and Tibbets briefly reprised their
Wendover relationship. On January 22, 1946,
Tibbets was assigned as technical advisor to the
Bikini Bomb Project testing atomic bombs in the
South Pacific, leaving Heflin as the remaining

senior officer with reasonably first-hand knowledge
about the 509th, so he may have helped integrate
the unit into the newly formed Strategic Air
Command. Then, in August, 1946, he and Tibbets
were sent to attend the Air Command and Staff
School at Maxwell field in Alabama, where they
remained until June, 1947. It was the last time they
were assigned together.

Heflin served more than 30 years as a
USAAF/USAF officer. In the post-war period, he
held a variety of operational, base and headquarters
staff positions in the U.S. and overseas, and contin-
ued to forge a record as an outstanding pilot, officer
and commander. Heflin’s regular six-month ERs
reveal the following:

He was consistently graded “Superior”, the highest
possible rating.

Beginning January, 1952, his assignments were
authorized for general officers, and his evalua-
tors were exclusively general officers. 

In his ER dated December, 1952, he for the first
time was deemed “qualified” for promotion to
Brigadier General.

Six years later, in his ER dated August, 1958, he
was recommended for “early promotion” to
Brigadier General.

Four years later, after repeated recommendations
for promotion to BG, Lt. General James E. Briggs
wrote in Heflin’s July, 1962 ER that Heflin’s promo-
tion was “past due” and he should be promoted “for
the good of the Air Force”.

Heflin’s June, 1964 ER was the last to recom-
mend his promotion to BG. What happened? Heflin
son-in-law and USAF Colonel Donald Elliott
(Retired), whose career briefly overlapped with
Heflin’s, today confirms what Heflin told his family:
Heflin had for several years been on the “General’s
List” (composed of colonels whom a board of general
officers had screened and confirmed as qualified for
promotion to brigadier general) but LeMay blocked
his promotion and later removed him from the list.
The reason dated back to 1953, when Heflin com-
manded a wing based at Stead Air Force Base,
Nevada, and disciplined an officer in a more severe
manner than LeMay (on whose staffs the officer had
twice served) had “suggested.”65 Thereafter, for
almost another decade, the disgraced officer bad-
gered LeMay,66 who blamed Heflin. 

In 1968, Heflin retired, after 31 years of exem-
plary service, still a colonel. If he had been promoted
to general, perhaps his story would have emerged
much sooner. But in any event, he was honored by a
retirement ceremony equivalent to that of a general
officer and awarded his last and most significant
honor, the DSM. The recommendation for the award
read in part:

Colonel Heflin organized and commanded the first
American OSS unit to work with the British effort in
underground warfare in World War II. He com-
manded the 801st Bomb Group and later the 492nd
Bomb Group to support the underground activities.
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Forrest L. Marion

First Fight: The U.S. Air Force’s
Special Tactics Group in Panama,

December1989



I n 1903, a treaty between the United States and
Panama gave the U.S. the right to build a long-
sought canal and to control a ten-mile wide

swath of land along the canal’s fifty-mile length. An
engineering marvel, the Panama Canal opened in
1914. In 1981, Panama’s leader, Omar Torrijos, died,
and in his place, Manuel Noriega, an intelligence
chief with ties to the United States, emerged as the
new military dictator in Panama. Four years later,
the murder of a political opponent of Noriega’s
chilled U.S.-Panamanian relations. An anti-Noriega
political movement was spawned in Panama, and
U.S. political sentiment turned against Noriega. In
1988, two U.S. federal grand juries indicted Noriega
on charges of drug trafficking, and the United States
initiated economic sanctions against his regime. A
month later, a coup attempt to oust Noriega failed.
Meanwhile, his Panama Defense Forces (PDF)
stepped up their arbitrary harassment against U.S.
military members and their dependents. Following
the May 1989 presidential election in Panama in
which Noriega’s handpicked candidate lost in a land-
slide, Noriega invalidated the election and encour-
aged the PDF’s brutality against anti-Noriega pro-
testors. In response to the fraud and violence and
another incident in which a U.S. sailor was beaten
and robbed, U.S. President George H.W. Bush
ordered an additional 1,900 military personnel to
Panama as a means to increase security at U.S.
installations.1

Thus began Operation Nimrod Dancer, a show-
of-force measure that the Bush administration also
intended to bolster security for U.S. personnel and
facilities in Panama. Over the next several months,
units deployed to Panama for training and exercises
in accordance with agreements between the two
countries. By December 1989 most of the forces that
eventually participated in Operation Just Cause
actually had entered Panama under the auspices of
Nimrod Dancer, and many personnel had already
familiarized themselves with the travel routes,
objectives, and PDF forces they would oppose dur-
ing the operation. The U.S. also managed to deploy
to Panama, either under Nimrod Dancer or surrep-
titiously, a number of aircraft that later conducted
operations during Just Cause. Those included
AH–64, MH–6/AH–6, MH–53J, and MH–60 heli-
copters and AC–130 gunships.2

At the end of September, U.S. Army Gen.
Maxwell Thurman took command of U.S. Southern
Command. Days later, after another attempted coup
against Noriega failed, a U.S. military operation
seemed the only recourse remaining. On December

15, Noriega arbitrarily declared “a state of war” to
exist between Panama and the United States. The
following evening a U.S. Marine Corps lieutenant
was killed by PDF guards at a roadblock in Panama
City. On the afternoon of December 17, President
Bush met with his national security team. Judging
that the discipline and control of the PDF seemed to
be disintegrating, thereby threatening American
lives, the President ordered the execution of a mili-
tary operation in Panama to accomplish four objec-
tives: “to safeguard the lives of Americans, to defend
democracy in Panama, to combat drug trafficking,
and to protect the integrity of the Panama Canal
treaty.” Later, he added one more directive: Manuel
Noriega’s apprehension and extradition to the
United States to face federal drug trafficking
charges. The overall operation was “Just Cause.”3

In the period September–October 1989, opera-
tional planning transitioned from U.S. Army South,
U.S. Southern Command’s Army component, to the
XVIII Airborne Corps; and the lead assault element
shifted from the 7th Infantry Division (Light) to the
82d Airborne Division. As of fall 1989, the concept
for Panama was that any military incursion would
have to be swift enough to prevent insurgents from
dispersing into the jungles to organize a meaningful
opposition; hence, the 82d’s lead role. At the same
time, planners boosted the role of special operations
elements for Panama. Their numbers included Air
Force Special Tactics teams of combat controllers
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(CCTs) and pararescuemen (PJs). While the CCTs
belonged to the 1724th Special Tactics Squadron
(1724 STS) and 1723d Combat Control Squadron
(1723 CCS), the Special Tactics PJs belonged to the
1724th squadron or 1730th Pararescue Squadron
(1730 PRS). All three squadrons were subordinate
to the 1720th Special Tactics Group based at
Hurlburt Field, Florida, the U.S. Air Force’s only
special tactics group.4

Military planners had devised a “Joint Task
Force South” (JTF South) for the operation to be con-
ducted under the auspices of General Thurman’s
U.S. Southern Command. Thurman selected the
XVIII Airborne Corps Commander, Lt. Gen. Carl
Stiner, to command the JTF. The 1st, 2d, and 3d bat-
talions of the 75th Ranger Regiment and the 82d
Airborne Division comprised the core of Stiner’s
ground forces. Under JTF South, initial phase oper-
ations were to be conducted by six maneuver task
forces (TF), one of which was TF Red. The three
Ranger battalions comprised the bulk of Red’s initial
forces, whose mission was to fly from their bases in
the United States and jump into the Torrijos-
Tocumen and Rio Hato airfields. Torrijos-Tocumen
was both an international civil airport and a military
airfield, located just east of Panama City. The PDF’s
1st Infantry Company was based there. Rio Hato
was a strictly military airfield situated some fifty
miles west of the city and was home to the PDF’s 6th
and 7th rifle companies. At Torrijos-Tocumen, the 1st
Ranger Battalion and one company of 3rd Rangers
would jump into the airfield at H–hour, set for 0100
local, December 20. At Rio Hato, the remainder of 3d
Ranger Battalion and the 2d Rangers expected to
‘hit the silk’ at 0104 hours. About fifty-five minutes
after H–hour, “Task Force Pacific” consisting mainly
of 82d Airborne troopers plus heavy equipment
including Sheridan light tanks, would be dropped at
Torrijos-Tocumen. Because the Panamanians could
not challenge U.S. control of the air except for a lim-
ited ground-based anti-aircraft capability, planners
assigned slow-moving U.S. Army helicopters and
USAF AC–130 gunships with the primary ground
attack role from the air.5

The U.S. plan called for twenty-seven key tar-
gets to be struck or secured on the opening night,
about one-half of them simultaneously, the rest
within hours. The top priority, charged to TF Black,
was Manuel Noriega himself. As the 1724 STS
Commander, Maj. (later, Col.) Craig F. Brotchie,
expressed, the “one criteri[on] for success in the
Panama mission” was getting Noriega.” Expecting
that special operators would ‘bag’ him on the first
night, military planners envisioned the PDF would
acknowledge the fait accompli and quickly surren-
der. Aside from several fratricide incidents, Noriega’s
eluding capture for several days was the most dis-
concerting aspect of the entire operation. The second
most critical objective for TF Black was the rescue of
a U.S. citizen, Kurt Muse, who had been imprisoned
for running an anti-Noriega radio station. Muse’s
daring rescue from Panama City by Delta operators
constituted the first successful hostage rescue by the
Army’s counterterrorist/hos tage-rescue force.6

One little known but significant incident on the
opening night concerned the marking of the Torrijos-
Tocumen Airport by Special Tactics members to
ensure the air assault’s success in the event of bad
weather. As retired Colonel Brotchie recalled, his
view on the eve of the operation was that one of the
few ways “this thing can fail is to not have the
[Torrijos]-Tocumen Airport.” But what if fog or low
clouds, common in Panama, made it impossible for
the lead transport aircraft to identify the drop zone?
Brotchie’s combat controllers devised a plan for plac-
ing an electronic marker at the drop zone (DZ) prior
to the arrival of the first aircraft carrying the
Rangers. Their plan called for two MH–6 “Little
Birds” to airlift relatively large all-weather naviga-
tional beacons to be emplaced at the DZ fifteen min-
utes prior to H-hour. Based on a successful
rehearsal, Brotchie received approval for the DZ
markers to be emplaced by Little Birds flying out of
nearby Howard AFB. At H-hour minus twelve min-
utes, a four-man team led by TSgt. Robert Kinder
and including SSgt. Bradley Baxter, TSgt. Robert
Martens, and a pararescueman, SSgt. Ishmael A.
(last initial only), placed two TPN–27 zone markers
at the approach end of the intended runway. The
Ranger-laden C–141s were able to enter the mark-
ers’ exact location into their computers, and had the
weather been marginal they could have relied on the
backup measure. At nearly the same time that Delta
operators rescued Muse, just one block away special
operations AC–130 gunships opened fire on the
Comandancia, the PDF’s headquarters building.7

On December 19, as deploying troops gathered
at several stateside installations, severe weather
conditions threatened to delay the operation. In
California, ground fog and heavy Christmas-shop-
ping traffic slowed the 7th Infantry Division’s travel
from Fort Ord to its primary departure airfield at
Travis AFB. More serious, however, was a sudden
drop in temperature in North Carolina, turning
rain into a dangerous ice storm at Pope AFB. Of
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twenty C–141s that flew into Pope, half experienced
a takeoff delay of three hours due to the ice. Pope’s
de-icing equipment could handle no more than six
aircraft at a time. The Rangers and 82d Airborne
paratroopers loaded their aircraft on schedule but
then, wet and cold, had to sit until the de-icing
process was completed.8

A small number of Air Force combat controllers
and pararescuemen were among those shivering on
the flightline at Pope as part of TF Red’s forces.
Capt. (later, Maj.) John A. Koren served as liaison
officer between the 1st Rangers and two dozen
Special Tactics members under his command that
would jump into Torrijos-Tocumen with the
Rangers and control the airfield for the follow-on
forces arriving an hour later. But when the sched-
uled C–130 somehow departed Pope AFB without
his team, Koren and his men had to drive hurriedly
to Savannah, Georgia, through the ice storm to
catch up with their aircraft. The Special Tactics
team at Torrijos-Tocumen, consisting of fourteen
combat controllers and nine pararescuemen, plus
two support personnel, was divided among the first
three or four C–141s. Upon finally arriving over
Panama, they jumped into the airfield from five
hundred feet.9

Within about forty-five minutes the Rangers
secured the airfield. Later that night, the Special
Tactics team controlled the C–141s that dropped
the 82d Airborne troopers. Despite the drop being
made “right on the zone,” Col. John T. Carney, the
1720th Commander, later wrote that a number of
Army “vehicles, howitzers, and ammunition pallets
landed in deep mud” near the runway. Some were
unrecoverable. Ultimately, the de-icing delay at
Pope contributed to the paratroopers’ aircraft arriv-
ing at Torrijos-Tocumen in several cells of between
two and sixteen C–141s, over a period of more than
three hours that morning (December 20).10

Master Sergeant (later, CMSgt.) Timothy C.
Brown was one of the combat controllers who coor-
dinated with Koren, and he served as the special
tactics team leader on the “Torrijos” side of Torrijos-
Tocumen. A Michigan native who after high school
had worked in a central market in Detroit, Brown
entered the Air Force in 1977 and initially served as

an air traffic controller. He retrained into combat
control in 1979. Since 1983 he had served with the
elite Pope CCT unit that by 1989 was known as the
1724th Special Tactics Squadron. At the time of the
Panama operation, Brown served as the squadron’s
“Silver Team Lead.” He described the preparations
for Panama and the initial phase of the operation
thusly: 

We had been rotating into and out of Panama for a
year. Some of us had been in Panama over the years
numerous times working surveys and with [Special
Operations Command]. So . . . we knew the target
very well. The special ops folks were all dropped
where we were supposed to be. When we got to
Torrijos-Tocumen, we established internal commu-
nications immediately. We . . . [set] up the runway
and our equipment, navigational aids, and lights.
We . . . helped the reconnaissance element set up that
[had come] in on [MH–6] Little Birds.11

Next to Brown on the lead aircraft was a 1724th
pararescueman, MSgt. Scott C. Fales. Although
Fales was a PJ, he held a dual role as did many spe-
cial operators. Initially upon landing at Torrijos-
Tocumen, he emplaced a strobe and a radar
transponder on the airfield before reverting to his
primary job of providing medical assistance for com-
bat casualties. In addition to providing immediate
aid, pararescuemen controlled the helicopter land-
ing zone (HLZ) at the joint casualty collection point
(JCCP) using night vision goggles (NVGs), infrared
chemical-lights, and communications with the tower.
Fales personally treated several casualties from
chemical burns and at least one soldier wounded by
enemy fire, but the heat and humidity were respon-
sible for most of the casualties he treated on the 20th
of December. The morning sun was bright, the air
humid, and temperatures pushed ninety degrees.
Describing the scene that morning, Fales remarked,
“Everyone was just passing out right and left from
heat exhaustion. We had them stacked up . . . and
[fellow PJ] Ray Cooper and I were just giving ‘IVs’
like they were going out of style.” A separate report
mentioned up to ten “serious heat injury victims.”12

Tim Brown and the rest of Silver Team, both
CCTs and PJs, remained at Torrijos-Tocumen for
about three days, handling the “string of airplanes”
that arrived there. On December 22, they relocated
to nearby Howard AFB after being relieved by fol-
low-on CCTs. Until redeploying around January 6,
1990, Silver Team’s combat controllers and PJs con-
ducted a number of “small missions” including
counter-drug work, rescue missions, and securing
another airfield for the U.S. Army’s use. Another
1724th squadron combat controller and future chief,
TSgt. James A. Lyons, participated in several mis-
sions in the mountainous northwestern part of the
country looking for possible insurgents, arms caches,
and encouraging locals to turn in weapons for cash.13

For Air Force Special Tactics personnel, one of
the biggest challenges was the simultaneous
planned takedown by airborne forces, with CCT/PJ
augmentation, of both the Torrijos-Tocumen Airport
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and the Rio Hato Military Base airfield. The nearby
location of one of Noriega’s several residences was
one reason for the latter airfield’s importance.
Although Panama’s weak military could not hope to
stop the U.S. incursion, a ‘worst-case scenario’ for
the United States would have been for Noriega to
have escaped from Panama—perhaps flying from
Rio Hato’s airfield—to inspire a Panamanian insur-
gency from abroad. At Rio Hato, the Special Tactics
mission was to assist in clearing the airfield of any
obstacles, light the field “for follow-on airland sor-
ties,” and provide air traffic control, satellite com-
munications, and medical support as long as
required or until relieved.14

The Rangers’ 2d battalion and most of the 3d
had been assigned to “take down” Rio Hato. Chief
Master Sergeant Wayne G. Norrad served as combat
control advisor to the 3d battalion’s Com manding
Officer, Lt. Col. Joseph H. (last initial only). Minutes
after 0100 on December 20, nearly 1,000 Rangers
would parachute to the objective. Their opposition
would be an estimated 500 Panamanian soldiers
belonging to the PDF’s 6th and 7th rifle companies.
Once matters were sorted out on the ground, Norrad
would work out of the primary Tactical Operations
Center (TOC), with Colonel H. (last initial only).
Accordingly, Norrad was to fly on the second aircraft
into Rio Hato. He described the hours at Fort
Benning on a rainy and cold afternoon leading up to
the flight to Panama: 

We made our initial manifest call at noon, the final
manifest was 1315 [hours], parachute issue 1330.
Colonel [William F.] Kernan . . . the regimental com-
mander, delivered some inspiring words out on the
flight line, and he and the chaplain led us in prayer.
. . . We began rigging at 1415, had our jumpmaster
inspection, and waited for movement to the air-
craft.15 Given the expected heat and humidity in
Panama, a number of the men had dressed lightly. 

Yet in Georgia, it was cold and miserable out on
the flightline. Prudently, someone decided to issue
the paratroopers the old, green Army blankets affec-
tionately known as “horse blankets,” which they
wrapped around themselves while wearing their

parachutes and waiting for some three hours to
board the aircraft.16

Finally, at 1802 hours, December 19, 1989, fif-
teen C–130s departed Fort Benning’s Lawson Army
Airfield for the seven-hour flight to Panama.
Trained in Special Operations, Low Level, the pilots
flew what one veteran expressed as a “miserable
low level,” mostly over water. With a parachute on,
and more than sixty men rigged for combat, Norrad
remembered it was anything but comfortable, espe-
cially after hydrating oneself prior to the flight and
without an adequate means of relief.17

As Norrad’s aircraft neared the Panamanian
coast about thirty minutes from the drop, his
thoughts turned to the “young troops” and their mis-
sion. For most of them, “this was their first taste of
combat.” One of those untested in combat, SSgt. Chet
Ebeling, recalled the final minutes before the jump:

The aircrew opened the door at three minutes out; all
I could see was water. I had the job of getting the bike
bundle in the door so that I could push it out and fol-
low it on the green light. The aircrew called 1 minute
warning; I could see the beach, some houses along
the beach, and fishing boats out in the water. Just as
I positioned the bike bundle in the door the aircrew
passed back [the 10 second] warning. The green light
came on, I pushed the bundle out the door and fol-
lowed it out.18

On the Rio Hato airfield seizure, twenty-six
Special Tactics men jumped with the Rangers: sev-
enteen combat controllers and nine PJs. All but one
CCT member was in the 1723d Combat Control
Squadron. Six of the pararescuemen were assigned
to the 1730th Pararescue Squadron, the remaining
three to the 1724th Special Tactics Squadron.19

Ninety seconds after H–hour, an AC–130H gun-
ship appeared over Rio Hato. Captain Mark T’s (last
initial only) crew was allowed just two-and-a-half
minutes to prepare the drop zone before the sky
would be filled with Rangers. Having been alerted,
Noriega’s PDF was waiting. They had obstructed
the airfield with vehicles and had manned Soviet-
made ZPU–4 anti-aircraft guns. The captain’s crew
destroyed one ZPU–4 with a direct hit from the
plane’s 105–mm howitzer, but other anti-aircraft
fire continued. At 0104, the Rangers hit the silk, the
Hercules crews delivering them “exactly” on target,
according to General Stiner. As parachutes
descended, the AC–130 again employed its how-
itzer, destroying two Panamanian armored vehicles
that had appeared. Small-arms fire continued in the
vicinity, however.20

Well before H-hour, Maj. (later, Brig. Gen.)
Michael A. Longoria and others wanted nothing
more than to get out of their airplane to escape the
heat, filth, and odor. Get out they did, but while
“shuffling to the door,” at least one trooper fell inside
the cabin. Weighted down with equipment, he could-
n’t get up even with assistance. Chief Norrad,
behind him in the “stick” of jumpers, climbed
around the soldier as best he could in order to make
the jump himself. Late in exiting the aircraft into
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the darkness from an altitude no higher than 500
feet, Norrad was still struggling with one of the two
equipment quick-releases when he hit the ground
hard.21

Once on the ground, Norrad “chambered a
round,” got out of his parachute, and moved out.
With the delay exiting the aircraft, he was several
hundred yards away from the intended location.
Meeting up with a group of Rangers along the way,
and then encountering Major Longoria, they some-
how became separated into several smaller groups.
“Movement was slow due to some small arms fire
and an occasional mortar round,” Norrad noted.
Adding to the combat scene, an AC–130 blasted
away at nearby PDF positions.22

Joining Norrad was CMSgt. Michael I. Lampe
who served as the 1724 STS liaison with the 3d
Battalion, 75th Rangers. Rather than follow the
normal procedure of augmenting the 1724th with
CCTs from Hurlburt’s 1723th Combat Control
Squadron, Lampe’s squadron commander, Major
Brotchie, delegated the Rio Hato Special Tactics
mission to the Hurlburt unit. Since Brotchie main-
tained overall responsibility for the CCT mission in
Panama, he assigned Lampe to be his “eyes and
ears” at Rio Hato. Furthermore, because the 1723d
lacked pararescuemen at the time, Brotchie also
assigned three of his squadron’s PJs to accompany
Lampe at Rio Hato. The PJs provided a combat
casualty collection point in the immediate vicinity of
the drop zone.23

In addition to his liaison role, Lampe doubled as
an assistant jumpmaster on his C–130 aircraft and
was one of the last to jump onto the Rio Hato drop
zone. By the time his aircraft approached the DZ,
the PDF had plotted the transport formation and
adjusted their fire accordingly. The chief recalled his
aircraft taking numerous small arms hits as it
arrived over the zone.24

As the Rangers secured the airfield, Captain
Mark T. (last initial only) repositioned his aircraft to
fly a wider orbit in case of approaching threats.
Shortly thereafter, the Spectre destroyed a truck
carrying PDF soldiers toward the fight and another

ZPU–4 the Panamanians had moved into firing
position near their barracks. Although intermittent
firing in the area continued for another day, an Air
Force historian noted that the AC–130’s display of
firepower “marked the end of organized resistance
at Rio Hato.”25

Although casualties were light, they would
have been worse without the presence of a small
number of Special Tactics pararescuemen. One of
several PJs who performed outstanding work in the
early hours of the operation was SSgt. Frank
Medeiros. Assigned to the 1730th Pararescue
Squadron, Medeiros was aboard the first aircraft to
air-land at Rio Hato less than two hours after the
Rangers jumped in. Upon his arrival, Medeiros’
teammates contacted him via the intra-team radio
asking him to look for two injured soldiers on the
northeast side of the runway. He located a Ranger
with a compound tibia-fibula fracture and another
with a fractured femur who had already lost a sig-
nificant amount of blood. Medeiros began treatment
of the second Ranger, the more serious of the two,
and requested air transport. Next, Medeiros was
directed to the area of the runway north of the high-
way, where he and another paramedic discovered
five civilian casualties with multiple bullet wounds.
Again calling for transport, they loaded the plane
with the wounded as quickly as possible. Next came
an urgent call to help a sucking chest wound victim.
While under fire sporadically, Medeiros hydrated
the patient and assisted a doctor with a chest tube
procedure, then he and three other PJs moved on
and found four seriously injured Rangers. While
treating the wounded they again came under
enemy fire, which killed one Ranger. Medeiros,
wrote Colonel Carney, marshaled “helicopters into a
landing site near the joint casualty collection point
(JCCP), and his team loaded two litter patients and
two ambulatory ones on an MH–60 while other crit-
ical casualties were put into a waiting C–130 and
quickly flown out of Rio Hato.”26

Exhausted, the PJs hydrated themselves with
an intravenous saline solution for some quick
energy. Resting for a bit, an hour later the four used
a motorcycle and a recovery all-terrain vehicle
(RATV) to reach yet another soldier suffering from
a sucking chest wound. The PJs loaded the Ranger
on their RATV and drove him and several other
casualties to the JCCP where they were flown out.27

The RATV that pararescuemen used to advan-
tage represented a significant, and creative,
improvement over the handling of battlefield
trauma in previous conflicts. Much credit for its
development belonged to a physician and Air Force
reservist, Dr. Craig D. Silverton. The son of an anes-
thesiologist, and reared in Flint, Michigan,
Silverton loved sports and was intrigued by the Air
Force. Finishing medical school in 1978, he began
considering how to combine a medical practice with
his military interests. He discovered the Air Force’s
pararescue field, but there was one problem: that
specialty was enlisted only. With the support of the
rescue wing at Selfridge Air National Guard Base,
Michigan, Silverton joined as the “pararescue med-
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ical officer,” filling a reserve billet the commander
created for him. In 1980, he entered the pararescue
training pipeline, the first officer to do so. His
unique status added to the already extremely chal-
lenging environment. In 2008, Silverton recalled the
difficulties both for the PJ instructors and for him-
self twenty-eight years earlier. One instructor, about
six-five, 240 pounds, and solid muscle, liked to hold
students’ heads under the water in the pool during
the “buddy-breathing” portion of snorkel training.
Silverton felt certain he “held me down longer than
anybody else just to see if I was going to give in.”28

In 1987, Silverton reported to Pope AFB and
the 1724th squadron. There he had two roles: first,
he was assigned to the 1724th as the sole officer-PJ
among the ten or so pararescuemen; and, second, he
worked as an orthopedic surgeon at Fort Bragg’s
Womack Army Hospital. The dual role provided
Silverton a synergistic opportunity that he put to
good use. He recalled, 

When I went to Womack I said this is going to be a
good opportunity to train our people. We are right
here on base and we are at a hospital and they [PJs]
can learn intubation, they can work in the
Emergency Room, they can come to the operating
room with me. . . . We would put fractures back
together, we were driving pins in, they were putting
plates on, they were in the operating room intubat-
ing patients, they were stopping bleeding. It was an
incredible experience for them for training. They had
never seen anybody bleeding.29

Another major initiative evolved into the RATV.
Unit pararescuemen had looked for a vehicle to
move stretcher-casualties following an airfield
seizure off the airfield and to the casualty collection
area. The PJs experimented with motorcycles and
other vehicles, but none proved satisfactory.
Silverton and several other PJs took on the project
and decided to build their own vehicle, which turned
out to be a version of the M151, the U.S. Army “jeep.”
The RATV featured litter extensions and on-board
oxygen, both major improvements in handling bat-
tlefield casualties. Ironically, in early December
1989, Silverton broke his ankle on a low-altitude
training jump. Although he chafed at missing the
deployment to Panama on account of his injury,
Silverton’s efforts with the 1724th’s pararescuemen
paid huge dividends there.30

Military observers in Panama recognized that
the RATV “filled a major gap” in the medical coverage
of past conflicts. An after-action report stated the
RATV “provided rapid transportation of large num-
bers of casualties” from casualty collection points to
the JCCP and medevac aircraft. The report continued, 

The RATV’s communications link with the Rangers
through the control point and off-road capabilities
provided a constant flow of medical coverage during
the entire operation. This produced continuous
medevac airflow, prior notification of type and num-
ber of casualties, and rapid resupply of medical gear.
The RATV’s capability to deliver three PJs as pri-

mary care providers to casualties in combat areas is
as important as the transportation abilities.31

As affirmed above, in its first operational test the
RATV proved its worth delivering PJs to casualty
collection points, providing continuous medical com-
munications, and transporting casualties to the
JCCP. In the twenty years since Panama, the RATV
or a related vehicle has become a standard feature
in U.S. contingency operations.32

By daylight on December 20, the Rangers at
Rio Hato had repositioned both the primary and
alternate TOCs, the former to several buildings sit-
uated a short distance from the runway. For the
next two days, Longoria and Special Tactics mem-
bers at Rio Hato remained there, providing reliable
communications for the Rangers. Others conducted
various missions beginning with the top priority of
locating Noriega. Noriega remained at-large until
the 24th when he sought refuge at the Papal
Nunciature in Panama City. On January 3, 1990, he
surrendered to U.S. forces and was extradited to
Homestead AFB, Florida. Meanwhile, all twenty-
seven initial targets in Panama had been secured
sometime after midnight on the night of December
19/20.33

By December 23, Special Tactics personnel had
relocated to Howard AFB where they linked up with
locally-based combat controllers. Although orga-
nized resistance had all but ceased on the 20th, one
attack occurred on the 23rd when Noriega loyalists
attacked a Panamanian police facility near the U.S.
Southern Command headquarters at Quarry
Heights.34

The Special Tactics men remained in Panama
over Christmas. Chief Norrad went to the commis-
sary and bought a twenty-four-pound turkey, ham,
potatoes, and all the fixings. One pararescueman,
SSgt. Robert H. (last initial only), had been a gen-
eral’s aide and knew how to cook. Under the PJ’s
direction, he, Norrad, and a combat controller, Sgt.
James H. (last initial only), cooked dinner for the
men, both CCTs and PJs, which they enjoyed in the
relative plush surroundings of one of Howard AFB’
s recently-vacated base houses. The day after
Christmas, Norrad joined a number of other pas-
sengers that returned stateside on a Military Airlift
Command (MAC) C–141 Starlifter. Arriving at Pope
AFB, the 1723d members transferred to a waiting
C–130 which flew them to Hurlburt. There they
were met and welcomed home by the Twenty-Third
Air Force Commander, Maj. Gen. Thomas E.
Eggers.35

An Air Force historian, the late Eduard Mark,
summarized the Panama operation thusly: 

On the whole, the U.S. Air Force and the other armed
services carried out their responsibilities during
Operation JUST CAUSE efficiently and according
to plan. It detracts nothing from the accomplishment
to observe that conditions . . . were uniquely favor-
able—American forces were present in the country to
be occupied, and . . . there was little about Panama
that the United States did not know. Rarely indeed
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can an invasion be practiced on the very ground
where it is to be executed. The local population gen-
erally favored the intervention, and the
Panamanian armed forces had little stomach for
hard fighting in Noriega’s dubious cause. The PDF
was in any case a small and largely unprofessional
force.36

In contrast to their Panamanian adversaries,
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Group members—combat controllers and parares-
cuemen—demonstrated superb professionalism in
their first fight since the joining together of the two
career fields after the 1983 Grenada operation. A
number of them jumped on the first night, when
Panama became the objective of the largest air-
borne operation in roughly forty years. Of about
three thousand seven hundred U.S. troops that
jumped into Panama on the first night, almost fifty
were combat controllers or PJs assigned to units
belonging to the 1720th. Summarizing the role of

the 1720th in Panama, Colonel Carney stated: 
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sonnel were attached and employed with all . . .
maneuvering task forces. Their responsibilities
ranged from beacon insertions to participating in
parachute assaults where they provided air traffic
control, established command and control commu-
nications, assisted gunship operations, directed
marshalling, and FARP [forward air refueling
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established forward casualty collection points while
providing emergency medical treatment on the air-
fields.37

Carney, the first-ever qualified combat con-
troller to be promoted to full colonel, viewed
Panama as “the high water mark” for Air Force
Special Tactics up to 1989. It had been a long road,
with significant improvements achieved since 1980
and particularly in the six years since Grenada.38 �
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THE“OTHER”REDTAILS



W orld War II B–24 bomber pilot John
Sonneborn remembered gratefully that his
aircraft was saved by a red-tailed P–51

pilot when he was flying a mission to Ploesti,
Rumania, on May 5, 1944. He assumed that he had
been saved by a Tuskegee Airman, since the
Tuskegee Airmen’s 332d Fighter Group flew red-
tailed P–51s to escort Fifteenth Air Force bombers
on missions during World War II. Each of the P–51
fighter escort groups of the Fifteenth Air Force dur-
ing World War II had its own distinctive tail mark-
ings. The color and pattern of the tail markings dis-
tinguished one group from another, and also helped
the escorted bomber crews determine if the fighters
they saw on missions were friend or foe.1

What Mr. Sonneborn did not realize was that
the 332d Fighter Group did not begin flying mis-
sions to escort heavy bombers of the Fifteenth Air
Force until early June 1944, a month later, and the
332d Fighter Group did not begin flying P–51s in
place of P–47s on those bomber escort missions
until July 1944, more than two months later. If
Sonneborn was saved by a pilot in a red-tailed P–51
on May 5, 1944, that fighter pilot must have
belonged to the 31st Fighter Group, because the
31st Fighter Group was the only red-tailed P–51
fighter group escorting B–24s to Ploesti that day.
The tails of the 31st Fighter Group were painted a

striped red, whereas the tails of the Tusekgee
Airmen were painted a solid red.2 On the May 5,
1944 mission to Ploesti, nine pilots of the 31st
Fighter Group earned aerial victories. Any one of
them could have been the pilot who rescued John
Sonneborn that day (Table I).3

Like the Tuskegee Airmen of the 332d Fighter
Group, with whom they served in the Fifteenth Air
Force, the members of the 31st Fighter Group
should be remembered and celebrated for their ser-
vice during World War II. The record of the 31st
Fighter Group was not only honorable, it was exem-
plary. The 31st Fighter Group was unquestionably
one of the best of the seven U. S. Army Air Forces
fighter escort groups in the Mediterranean Theater
of Operations.(Table II)

The 31st Fighter Group of World War II was
established on December 22, 1939, as the 31st
Pursuit Group. It was activated on February 1,
1940 at Selfridge Field, Michigan, with assignment
to the 2d Wing. At first, the 39th, 40th, and 41st
Pursuit Squadrons were assigned to it. The group
took part in Army maneuvers and trained for pos-
sible combat. On December 18, 1940, the 31st
Pursuit Group was assigned to the 6th Pursuit
Wing. It was reassigned to the I Interceptor
Command on October 1, 1941. On December 6,
1941, the group moved to Baer Field, Indiana. The
Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, the next
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Table I: 31st Fighter Group Aerial
Victories on Mission to Ploesti, May 5, 1944

Pilot Sqdn Number of
Aerial 
Victories

1 Lt. John A. Frazier 307 1.00
Maj. Alvan C. Gillem II 307 1.00
2 Lt. George D. McElroy 307 1.00
2 Lt. Ernest Shipman 307 1.00
1 Lt. Leonard H. Emery 308 1.00
1 Lt. John M. Ainlay 309 1.00
1 Lt. Raymond F. Harmeyer 309 1.00
1 Lt. Murray D. McLaughlin 309 1.00
1 Lt. David C. Wilhelm 309 1.00

Source: USAF Historical Study 85: USAF Credits for the
Destruction of Enemy Aircraft, World War II
(Washington, DC: Office of Air Force History, 1978), 435.

Table II: Fighter Groups of the Fifteenth
Air Force in World War II

Fighter Aircraft Tail Color
Group & Marking

1st FG P–38 Lightning natural metal
14th FG P–38 Lightning not known
31st FG P–51 Mustang Striped red
52d FG P–51 Mustang Yellow
82d FG P–38 Lightning natural metal
325th FG P–51 Mustang Yellow and black

checkered
332d FG P–51 Mustang solid red

Source: Maurer Maurer, Air Force Combat Units of World
War II (Washington, DC: Office of Air Force History, 1983);
E. A. Munday, Fifteenth Air Force Combat Markings, 1943-
1945 (London. UK: Beaumont Publications), 15-18

(Overleaf) A group of
Tuskeegee Airmen pose in
front of one of their P–51s.

THE 332D
FIGHTER
GROUP DID
NOT BEGIN
FLYING MIS-
SIONS TO
ESCORT
HEAVY
BOMBERS OF
THE
FIFTEENTH
AIR FORCE
UNTIL EARLY
JUNE 1944



day. The threat to the United States persuaded the
Army Air Forces to send the three squadrons of the
31st Pursuit Group to defend the west coast on
January 15. From then until the end of the month,
the group had no flying squadrons assigned.4

On January 30, 1942, the 31st Pursuit Group
gained three new pursuit squadrons, the 307th,
308th, and 309th. The group moved to New
Orleans, Louisiana, on February 6, 1942. On April
18, the group was reassigned to the III Interceptor
Command. It was redesignated as the 31st Fighter
Group on May 15, 1942. At the same time, its three
pursuit squadrons were redesignated fighter
squadrons. The group and its squadrons trained
with P–39 Airacobra aircraft expecting to be
deployed to England for combat.5

In June, the group was assigned to the VIII
Fighter Command of the Eighth Air Force and
moved from Louisiana to England. The ground ech-
elon sailed on the ocean liner Queen Elizabeth on
June 4. The air echelon moved to Grenier Field,
New Hampshire, where it left its P–39s before
boarding a ship convoy heading to England on June
12. The group reunited at Atcham, England, and
began training with British Spitfire fighter air-
craft. It moved again to Westhampnett, England,
on August 1, and that month became the first oper-
ationally-ready Army Air Forces fighter group in
England, and the first American fighter group in
the European Theater of Operations (ETO). It
entered combat on August 19, 1942, supporting an
Allied raid on Dieppe, France. During a fighter
sweep across the English channel that day, one of
the 31st Fighter Group pilots, Lt. Samuel F. Junkin
of the 309th Fighter Squadron, shot down a
German Focke-Wulf 190 fighter. He was the first
Army Air Forces pilot to shoot down a German air-
craft in operations from Britain. The group contin-
ued to fly combat missions from England the rest of
August and early September, 1942, escorting
bombers and flying patrol and diversionary mis-
sions.6

The 31st Fighter Group was reassigned from
the VIII Fighter Command of the Eighth Air Force
to the Twelfth Air Force on September 14, 1942,
and by the end of the month, it was assigned to the
XII Fighter Command. The group’s air echelon
moved to Gibraltar, where it acquired a new set of
desert-equipped Spitfires, while the ground echelon
sailed to Algeria. The group’s Spitfires landed in
the midst of shelling by French artillery at
Tafaraoui on November 8, 1942, taking part in the
Allied invasion of North Africa. The 31st Fighter
Group was the first fighter unit into Oran. On the
same day, group pilots shot down three of four
opposing French Dewoitine aircraft, while losing
one Spitfire. The next day, November 9, 31st
Fighter Group fighters found the advancing French
Foreign Legion and strafed it for five hours, even-
tually forcing it to turn back. Group fighter pilots
also attacked coastal guns threatening Allied land-
ings and supported ground forces on the beach-
heads.7

A few days later, the group moved from
Tafaraoui to La Senia, Algeria. Later that month, it
was reassigned to the XII Air Support Command.
The 31st Fighter Group remained in North Africa
until the summer of 1943, moving from base to
base. After the German victory at Kasserine Pass,
the group was forced to abandon its airfield, but
eventually the Germans retreated and the group
advanced to new airfields in Tunisia. One of the
favorite targets of the 31st Fighter Group, as it
served the Twelfth Air Force in Tunisia, were
enemy airfields. Fighters of the group also attacked
enemy vehicles, gun positions, and troop concentra-
tions, provided air support for advancing Allied
ground troops, and covering medium bombers and
other fighter aircraft. During the Tunisian cam-
paign, between February and May, 1943, the 31st
Fighter Group flew 804 missions and 5,301 sorties,
destroying fifty-one enemy aircraft on the ground
or in the air. The group lost twenty-nine of its own
aircraft during the campaign.8

In late May and early June, 1943, the 31st
Fighter Group escorted bombers and attack air-
craft in raids on the island of Pantelleria, in the
Mediterranean Sea between North Africa and
Sicily. The island surrendered on June 11 because
of the air attacks. The group escorted Allied naval
convoys in the Mediterranean Sea as they moved
toward Sicily and covered and supported the land-
ings there on July 10 and 11. From late June to
mid-July, 1943, the group’s air echelon operated
from Gozo Island near Malta.9

In July, 1943, the 31st Fighter Group itself
moved to Sicily and was reassigned to the 64th
Fighter Wing. While serving in Sicily, the group
continued to fly Spitfire aircraft on tactical mis-
sions for the Twelfth Air Force. It flew fighter cover
for the Allied invasion of the mainland of Italy at
Salerno in September, and moved there that same
month, first serving at Montecorvino and then
moving to Pomigliano in mid-October. From that
base it provided close air support for Allied ground
forces as they struggled to advance. In January
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Ground crews contribute to
the month's effective sortie
record.

IN LATE MAY
AND EARLY
JUNE, 1943,
THE 31ST
FIGHTER
GROUP
ESCORTED
BOMBERS
AND ATTACK
AIRCRAFT IN
RAIDS



1944, the 31st Fighter Group moved again, this
time to Castel Volturno, Italy, and supported the
Allied landings at Anzio. While it served in Italy,
the 31st Fighter Group provided close air support
for Allied ground forces and flew patrol and escort
missions.10

Early in April, 1944, the group was trans-
ferred from the Twelfth to the Fifteenth Air Force,
in order to provide fighter escort for heavy
bombers on strategic missions into southern and
central Europe. It traded its Spitfires for the
speedier and longer-range P–51 Mustangs. The
31st Fighter Group was reassigned to the 306th
Wing on April 1, and moved to San Severo, Italy.
Eventually, the 306th Fighter Wing of the
Fifteenth Air Force included seven fighter groups.
They provided escort for twenty-one bombardment
groups of the Fifteenth Air Force, which flew B–24
and B–17 bombers. The 31st Fighter Group
escorted various wings and groups of Fifteenth Air
Force bombers to, over, and from targets in Italy,
France, Germany, Poland, Czecho slovakia,
Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria, Rumania, Yugoslavia,
and Greece. On April 21, 1944, the 31st Fighter
Group earned its first Distinguished Unit Citation
by covering an important raid on production cen-
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ters in Rumania. From its base at San Severo, the
group also strafed enemy airdromes and commu-
nication targets.11

On July 18, 1944, the 31st Fighter Group was
assigned to escort B–24s to Finschafen, in southern
Germany, but the bombers did not show up. While
the 31st Fighter Group pilots were waiting for
them, they spotted B–17s in the distance, on the
way to another target at Memmingen, Germany.
The Flying Fortresses were under attack by more
than fifty German fighters, including Fw–190s and
Me–109s. The 31st Fighter Group P–51s inter-
vened, helping three other fighter escort groups,
the 332d, 52d, and 1st, defended the B–17s against
their attackers.12 In the course of that air battle,
the 31st Fighter Group’s squadrons shot down
twelve enemy airplanes.13 It was a day of triumph
and tragedy. Fifteen of the B–17s fell to enemy air-
craft fire that day, most of them before the 31st
arrived.14

On July 22, 1944, the 31st Fighter Group
served as part of a Fifteenth Air Force task force
that attacked targets in Rumania on the way to
Piryatin, Russia, on a shuttle bombing mission.
From there it escorted P–38s on a strafing mission
against an enemy airfield in Poland. On July 25,
the group earned its second Distinguished Unit
Citation by attacking a German fighter-bomber
force in the air, claiming twenty-seven enemy air-
planes destroyed. It returned to Italy the next day.
Afterwards, it resumed its predominant mission of
escorting Fifteenth Air Force heavy bombers from
Italy to, over, or from their targets in central and
southern Europe. By the time the 31st Fighter
Group finished two years in combat, it had claimed
destroying 451 enemy aircraft in the air or on the
ground, with a loss of 155 of its own.15

In the mid-August 1944, the group supported
the Allied invasion of southern France. Before the
landings, the group escorted reconnaissance mis-
sions and bombers striking gun positions. On the
first two days of the invasion, the group’s P–51s
escorted C–47s towing troop-laden gliders.16

At the end of 1944, the 31st Fighter Group
began to encounter German jet aircraft as it con-
tinued to escort Fifteenth Air Force bombers on
raids into central Europe. In fact, on December 22,
two of the group’s pilots, 1st Lt. Eugene P.

Captain George T. Buck,
25, of Tchula, Miss., on
October 16, destroyed
three Me–109's, bringing
his personal score to six
enemy aircraft destroyed.
Capt. Buck is the com-
manding officer of the
309th Fighter Squadron,
replacing Lt. Col. Warford,
who was MIA on October
11.

Table III: Fifteenth Air Force Aerial Victories Over German Me-262 Jets

Date Name FGrp Sqdn Credit Authority

Dec 22, 1944 1 Lt. Eugene P. McGlauflin 31 308 0.5 15 AF GO# 327 (22 Jan 1945)
Dec 22, 1944 2d Lt. Roy L. Scales 31 308 0.5 15 AF GO# 327 (22 Jan 1945)
Mar 22, 1944 Capt. William J. Dillard 31 308 0.5 15 AF GO# 2591 (21 Apr 1945)
Mar 24, 1945 Col. William A. Daniel 31 308 1 15 AF GO# 2525 (19 Apr 1945)
Mar 24, 1945 1 Lt. Forrest M. Keene 31 308 1 15 AF GO# 2709 (24 Apr 1945)
Mar 24, 1945 1 Lt. Raymond D. Leonard 31 308 1 15 AF GO# 2709 (24 Apr 1945)
Mar 24, 1945 Capt. Kenneth T. Smith 31 308 1 15 AF GO# 2709 (24 Apr 1945)
Mar 24, 1945 2d Lt. William M. Wilder 31 308 1 15 AF GO# 2709 (24 Apr 1945)
Mar 24, 1945 2d Lt. Charles V. Brantley 332 100 1 15 AF GO# 2293 (12 Apr 1945)
Mar 24, 1945 1 Lt. Roscoe C. Brown 332 100 1 15 AF GO# 2293 (12 Apr 1945)
Mar 24, 1945 1 Lt. Earl R. Lane 332 100 1 15 AF GO# 2293 (12 Apr 1945)

EARLY IN
APRIL, 1944,
THE GROUP
WAS TRANS-
FERRED
FROM THE
TWELFTH TO
THE
FIFTEENTH
AIR FORCE



McGlaughlin and 2nd Lt. Roy L. Scales of the 308th
Fighter Squadron, became the first Fifteenth Air
Force pilots to shoot down a German jet Me–262.
They shared the aerial victory. The second German
jet shot down by the Fifteenth Air Force was also a
31st Fighter Group victory. On March 22, 1945,
Capt. William J. Dillard, also of the 308th Fighter
Squadron, shot down an Me–262.17

The 31st Fighter Group moved from San
Severo to another base at Mondolfo, Italy, on March
3, 1945. On March 24, 1945, the Fifteenth Air Force
launched its longest raid, sending B–17s escorted
by P–51s of more than one fighter group to attack
the Daimler-Benz Tank Works in Berlin, the
German capital. On that day, Fifteenth Air Force
fighters shot down eight German jets. The 31st
Fighter Group downed five of the eight. The 332d
Fighter Group (the Tuskegee Airmen) got the other
three(tableIII).18

By April 1945, there was very little German air
resistance left, and the 31st Fighter Group shifted
to support ground operations in northern Italy by

strafing enemy road and rail traffic, although it
continued to escort bombers on carpet-bombing
missions against enemy troop concentrations.
Early in May, the war in Europe ended.19

On July 15, the 31st Fighter Group moved
from Mondolfo to Triolo, Italy, where it remained
until redeployment to the United States in August.
On November 7, 1945, the group inactivated at
Drew Field, Florida, its World War II service at an
end.20 During the period October 1942 through
May 1945, the group destroyed 570 enemy aircraft,
earning the distinction of top-scoring fighter unit in
the Mediterranean Theater of Operations.21

One measure of the success of a fighter escort
group is how many aerial victories it scored. On
escort missions, enemy fighters would rise to shoot
down the bombers, and the escort fighters inter-
cepted the interceptors and often shot them down
before they could damage or destroy the bombers.
Between early June 1944 and the end of April 1945,
when all seven of the fighter groups of the
Fifteenth Air Force were generally flying the same
kinds of missions on a rotational basis, the 31st
Fighter Group accumulated 278 aerial victories.
That was higher than any of the other fighter
groups of the Fifteenth Air Force(table IV).22

Another measure of the success of a fighter
escort group is how many aces it produced. Seven
Fifteenth Air Force pilots shot down at least five
enemy airplanes between early June 1944 and late
April 1945. The pilot with the most aerial victories
during this time period, when all seven fighter
groups were flying the same kinds of missions dur-
ing the same months, was Capt. John J. Voll of the
31st Fighter Group. He shot down twenty-one air-
craft in those months, and became the leading
fighter ace of the Fifteenth Air Force in World War
II(Table V).23

It is probable that all the seven fighter groups
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Table IV: Aerial Victory Credits of the
Fifteenth Air Force Fighter Groups in World

War II

Fighter Fighter Total Number of
Group Squadrons Aerial Victories

between June 1944
& April 1945

1 27, 71, 94 72
14 37, 48, 49 85
31 307, 308, 309 278
52 2, 4, 5 225.5
82 95, 96, 97 106
325 317, 318, 319 252
332* 99, 100, 301, 302 91

Sources: USAF Historical Study No. 85, “USAF Credits
for the Destruction of Enemy Aircraft, World War II”
(Washington, DC: Office of Air Force History, 1978);
Maurer Maurer, Air Force Combat Units of World War II
(Washington, DC: Office of Air Force History, 1983).
*The 99th Fighter Squadron scored aerial victories before
it was reassigned to the 332d Fighter Group and the
Fifteenth Air Force.

TABLE V: Leading Fighter Aces of the Fifteenth Air Force in
World War II

Pilot Grp Sdn Victories Total
Name between Aerial

June 1944 Victories
& April 1945Victories

Capt. John J. Voll 31 308 21 21
Maj. Herschel H. Green 325 317 5 18
Capt. James S. Varnell, Jr. 52 2 13 17
Maj. Samuel J. Brown 31 307 7 15.5
Maj. Robert C. Curtis 52 2 12 14
Capt. Harry A. Parker 325 318 13 13
Capt. James L. Brooks 31 307 10 13

Sources: USAF Historical Study No. 85, “USAF Credits for the Destruction of
Enemy Aircraft, World War II” (Washington, DC: Office of Air Force History,
1978); Maurer Maurer, Air Force Combat Units of World War II (Washington,
DC: Office of Air Force History, 1983).

Capt. Robert E. Riddle, with
eleven victories in aerial
combat with the enemy,
and 1st Lt. John J. Voll,
with sixteen victories, each
received the Silver Star for
gallantry in action.



of the Fifteenth Air Force escorted bombers that
were sometimes shot down by enemy aircraft.
Although the claim that the 332d Fighter Group
never lost an escorted bomber to enemy aircraft cir-
culated for years, it is not historically accurate.
Neither can such a “never lost a bomber” claim be
made for the 31st Fighter Group. The group’s nar-
rative mission reports indicate which bombardment
wings the group escorted on any given day, and
where and when the escort took place. Researchers
can determine which groups were in those wings,
and, from checking the index of missing air crew
reports, see if those groups lost any bombers on any
of the days they were escorted by the 31st Fighter
Group. Checking the individual missing air crew
reports for those groups on those days reveals which
of the bombers was shot down by enemy aircraft,
and where and when the loss occurred. Major Julie
Shively performed that research for the 31st
Fighter Group, as I had done for the 332d Fighter
Group, and found the following information on
bombers escorted by the 31st Fighter Group that
were shot down by enemy aircraft. (TableVI) 

The 31st Fighter Group earned an enviable
reputation from its service in World War II. It was
the first operationally-ready Army Air Forces
fighter group in England, and one of its pilots
scored the first Army Air Forces aerial victory while
operating from Britain. It supported and took part
in the invasions of North Africa, Pantelleria, Sicily,
and the mainland of Italy. It earned two
Distinguished Unit Citations, one for a mission to
Rumania and another during a shuttle mission to
Russia and back. Pilots of the 31st Fighter Group
were the first of the Fifteenth Air Force to destroy
German jets, and they claimed the majority of the
German jets shot down during the famous March
24, 1945, raid of the Fifteenth Air Force on Berlin.
Of the ten German jets shot down by the Fifteenth
Air Force, seven were scored by members of the
31st Fighter Group’s 308th Fighter Squadron. Of
the seven fighter groups of the Fifteenth Air Force,
the 31st earned the most aerial victory credits. Of
the seven leading aces of the Fifteenth Air Force,
three belonged to the 31st Fighter Group, including
Captain John J. Voll, the top American ace in the
theater. The 31st Fighter Group earned a reputa-
tion as one of the best of the American fighter
groups of World War II, and perhaps the best in the
Mediterranean Theater. �
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Table VI: Bombers Escorted by the 31st Fighter Group That Were Lost to Enemy Aircraft

Date Wings Groups Missing Air Crew Additional
Escorted in Wing Report Numbers Comments

Jul. 16, 1944 55 and others 460, 464, 465 6898, 6903, 6905, 7196, 7111 5 B-24s lost
Jul. 18, 1944 5 * 483, 301 6856, 6953, 6954, 6975, 6976, 15 B-17s lost,

6977, 6978, 6979, 6980, 6981, 14 from the 483d BG
7097, 7098, 7099, 7153, 7310 1 from the 301st BG

Aug. 7, 1944 55 and others 460 7294 1 B-24 lost
Aug. 22, 1944 304, 5 454, 2 8004, 11270 1 B-24 & 1 B-17 lost
Dec. 17, 1944 49 and others 461, 484 10636, 10650, 10677, 10651, 8 B-24s lost

10742, 10492, 10652, 10680
Mar. 22, 1945 5 2, 483, 97 13249, 13244, 13254, 5 B-17s lost

13253, 13265
Mar. 24, 1945 5 463, 483 13274, 13278, 13375 3 B-17s lost

Sources: Narrative mission reports of the 31st Fighter Group; Maurer’s Air Force Combat Units of World War II
(Washington, D.C.: Office of Air Force History, 1983); Index of Missing Air Crew Reports; Missing Air Crew Reports
(numbers given in the table).
* 31st Fighter Group was not assigned to escort this wing.

(Above) Maintenance on
the Mustangs takes skillful
workers.

(Right) Mustangs over
Mondolfo.

ALTHOUGH
THE CLAIM
THAT THE
332D FIGHTER
GROUP
NEVER LOST
AN
ESCORTED
BOMBER TO
ENEMY AIR-
CRAFT CIR-
CULATED
FOR YEARS,
IT IS NOT HIS-
TORICALLY
ACCURATE
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Tuskegee Airmen in their
P–51s buzz their home
field.
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NASA’s First 50 Years: Historical Per -
spectives. By Steven J. Dick, ed. Wash -
ington, D.C.: USGPO, 2010. [NASASP-
2010-4704] Notes. Photographs. Illustra -
tions. Appendices. Index. Pp. xvi, 759.
$79.00 ISBN: 978-0160849657; ebook
available online at http://www.nasa.gov/
connect/ebooks/hist_nasa50_detail.html

Near the end of October 2008, the
NASA History Division hosted a two-day
conference in Washington, D.C., where his-
torians and other space scholars examined
NASA’s first half-century from various
perspectives. Former NASA chief historian
Steven Dick compiled and edited the twen-
ty-three conference papers, making them
available to a wider audience in this book.
Subdivided into seven parts, this substan-
tial tome charts the evolution of NASA’s
roles in aeronautics, human spaceflight,
exploration, science (space, life, and
Earth), and in “crosscutting themes” rang-
ing from space access to international rela-
tions and public interaction. Opening with
then NASA Administrator Michael
Griffin’s rather philosophical assessment
of “NASA at 50,” the editor closes with his
own thought-provoking essay on NASA’s
place in the ongoing, centuries-old story of
human exploration and discovery.

Although the substantive and stylis-
tic qualities of the chapters vary, due in
large measure to the numerous contribu-
tors, the compilation as a whole amounts
to a sophisticated tour de force. Howard
McCurdy critiques the nature and effects
of NASA’s organizational culture, while
Robert MacGregor compares NASA and
the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) as
technocracies. After W. Henry Lambright
summarizes how the first eleven
Administrators left their respective marks
on NASA, J. D. Hunley recounts its contri-
bution to developing core launch-vehicle
technologies. John Krige emphasizes
Arnold Frutkin’s key role in directing
NASA’s international programs for almost
two decades, and Linda Billings draws
from archival resources and her own expe-
rience as a participant-observer to explain
how NASA has attempted to influence
public opinion and cultivate public sup-
port.

Recounting NASA’s aeronautical her-
itage and ongoing contributions to winged
flight, Anthony Springer remembers its
absorption of National Advisory Commit -
tee for Aeronautics (NACA) expertise and
how NASA continued to advance both the
technology and its operational use across a
broad range. Robert Ferguson focuses on
the wind tunnel as a “bundled sociotechni-
cal package with strong institutional
momentum,” and Richard Hallion delivers
a masterful treatise on how the NACA and

its successor pushed research frontiers
sequentially into the transonic, superson-
ic, and hypersonic realms.

A quartet of scholarly heavyweights
delves into NASA history from the per-
spective of human spaceflight and the life
sciences. John Logsdon ponders why
NASA support for human spaceflight
remains controversial after fifty years, and
Stephen Johnson studies how NASA’s use
or abuse of systems engineering and pro-
ject management led to successes and fail-
ures. Michael Neufeld substantiates the
strong influence of the “Von Braun
Paradigm” on NASA’s long-term planning
for human spaceflight, while Maura
Phillips Mackowski lauds NASA’s mighty
contribution to the life sciences.

Fully one-third of the authors expli-
cate aspects of NASA’s role in advancing
space and Earth sciences. In the former
arena, Laurence Bergreen discusses the
enduring fascination with Mars. David
DeVorkin examines how the Space Age
changed astronomy as a discipline, and
Andrew Butrica ponders the synergistic
relationship of deep space navigation,
planetary science, and astronomy during
three broad, overlapping eras. While
Joseph Tatarewicz reviews NASA’s explo-
ration of the inner solar system, Michael
Meltzer focuses on the outer solar system.
Following chapters by Edward Goldstein
and James Fleming on NASA’s advance-
ment of Earth science.

Beyond the wealth of historical infor-
mation about NASA’s first fifty years and
some educated speculation about its
future, these authors and their editor have
given readers a glimpse into the extensive,
first-rate body of literature produced by
other Space Age scholars. Practically every
chapter in NASA’s First 50 Years displays
a wealth of footnotes directing diligent
readers to dozens, even hundreds, of excel-
lent books and articles containing more
about NASA’s rich history. Anyone still
doubting the value of this hefty volume
should access it, free of charge, on the
internet.

Dr. Rick W. Sturdevant, Deputy Director of
History, HQ Air Force Space Command.

Hell to Pay: Operation DOWNFALL
and the Invasion of Japan, 1945-1947.
By D. M. Giangreco. Annapolis, Md.: Naval
Institute Press, 2009. Maps. Tables.
Photographs. Notes. Appendices. Index.
Pp. xxiii, 363. $36.95. ISBN: 1-59114-316-1

This book is an important addition to
World War II history. An appropriate sub-
title would be, “Why President Truman

Decided to Drop Atomic Bombs on Japan.”
It attempts to make clear that Truman,
after intensive and agonizing review of
alternates, decided this was the most
rational way to end the war rapidly and
with minimum loss of both American and
Japanese lives.

Giangreco states that “this book will
allow Americans to get a glimpse of what
these men would have confronted in
Operation DOWNFALL.” He researched
important elements of this book for fifteen
years, filling it with details from many
archives and other sources. It addresses
the controversial subject of estimated
casualties if DOWNFALL had been car-
ried out. It covers both U.S. invasion plans
and Japanese defensive strategy and
plans. Giangreco’s objective is to justify
use of the two atomic bombs with a com-
prehensive compilation of quantitative
historical data. He achieves this.

The seventeen chapters open with
Truman on his way home from the epic
Potsdam conference, having already
authorized dropping the bombs. Giangreco
examines the war and Army casualties to
date. He next looks at redeployment of
Japanese forces to deal with the expected
invasion, followed by a chapter on the
planned buildup of U.S. forces to execute
the invasion.

The book then focuses on the plans for
DOWNFALL’s two phases: OLYMPIC, the
invasion of southern Kyushu by the U.S.
Sixth Army (ten Army and three Marine
divisions), and CORONET, the invasion of
the main island of Honshu in the area of
Tokyo by the First and Eighth Armies
(twenty-five Army plus three Marine divi-
sions).

At this point, Giangreco goes back to
June 18, 1945, when Truman conducted
his most important meeting on the
planned invasion. After an intense review
of all pertinent data, he approved proceed-
ing with the buildup for OLYMPIC. The
atomic bomb had yet to be tested. He then
presents detailed aspects of the planned
invasion and Japanese plans and actions
to defeat it.

In the decades-long debate over
whether Truman’s decision to drop the
bombs was justified or not, one fact remains
indisputable: two atomic bombs resulted in
the immediate end of the horrendous
human tragedy of World War II. Giangreco’s
book convincingly supports the conclusion
that Truman’s decision was justified.

Most World War II histories do not
cover the enormous size, complexity, and
probable casualties of the planned inva-
sion. This book does and includes many lit-
tle-known specifics. At Truman’s request,
former President Hoover made an inde-
pendent assessment of probable casual-

Book Reviews
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ties: five hundred thousand to one million.
It looks at the additional people who would
be drafted into the Army throughout 1945,
and possibly into 1946. The troops who
would be moved from Europe to the
Pacific. The Japanese troops who would
defend and die for the mother country. The
U.S. troops who would be killed and
wounded in the invasion and a long series
of battles in Japan. It is about General
Marshall, who had lived with the reality of
casualties for years and wanted the war
ended at the earliest possible time. It is
about Secretary of War Stimson, who
agreed with George Marshall, but gave
more agonizing thought to the implica-
tions of using the atomic bombs against
Japan than anyone else. Finally, it’s very
much about Harry Truman, who had to
make the decision: invade and fight until
unconditional surrender was achieved or
drop atomic bombs, hoping to achieve
unconditional surrender without invading.

Despite Giangreco’s stated objective,
this book is definitely not written for the
general reader. It is more a reference book
full of data than an integrated history. It
assumes a working knowledge of the last
year of the war and is loaded with special-
ized military detail. Further, the book
includes several lengthy distractions from
its objective. For example, there is a long
description of the written debate between
Generals Marshall and MacArthur as to
selection of corps and division commanders
for the planned invasion. Not relevant, but
a good display of MacArthur’s ego and arro-
gance. Giangreco also in cludes two appen-
dices that occupy sixty-five pages: U.S.
Sixth Army G-2 Estimate of Enemy
Situation on Kyushu, August 1,1945; and G-
2 Analysis of Japanese Plans for the Defense
of Kyushu, December 31, 1945 (derived from
Japanese sources after the surrender).

I found this book difficult to review. I
bought it thinking it was the missing mas-
terpiece on this subject, but I don’t think it
is. However, for those wanting a lot of
detail about what might have been and
why Truman made the decisions he did, it
is worth wading through.

Sherman N. Mullin, retired President,
Lockheed Skunk Works.

Last Days of the Luftwaffe: German
Luftwaffe Combat Units, 1944-1945.
By Manfred Griehl. Barnsley, South
Yorkshire, U.K.: Frontline Books, 2009.
Photographs. Illustrations. Index. Pp. ix,
262. $50.00 ISBN: 978-1-84832-511-1

In this book, Manfred Griehl chroni-
cles the collapse of the Luftwaffe in the

last year of World War II. His primary
focus is not on Luftwaffe units, as the title
claims, but on the aircraft, weapons, logis-
tical, and organizational failures that led
to the rapid collapse of what was once a
superior air force. An expert on the
Luftwaffe, Griehl has written Luftwaffe X-
Planes: German Experimental Aircraft of
Word War II and Luftwaffe over America:
The Secret Plans to Bomb the United
States in World War II. Recently declassi-
fied documents contributed to his
research.

This is a technical history and is writ-
ten accordingly. Those looking for an easy
read won’t find it here, but readers looking
for information on the different models of
Luftwaffe aircraft and weapons used or
under development in the last year of
World War II will find the book very use-
ful. It also reveals why the Germans could
not turn the tide of the air war despite
having advanced aircraft and weapons
such as the Me 262 jet, remote-controlled
bombs, remote-controlled air-to-air rock-
ets, and similar technologies available in
late 1944 and early 1945. In the end, poor
decisions by senior Nazi leaders, lack of
raw materials and fuel caused by Allied
bombing raids, internal fights between the
SS and the Luftwaffe over control of air-
craft and weapons production, inadequate
pilot training, the rapid advance of enemy
troops who would overrun factories pro-
ducing critical components for advanced
weapons, and an ever-smaller area from
which the Luftwaffe could operate (which
allowed Allied bombers and fighters to
concentrate their force against the
remaining Luftwaffe units) prevented any
“miracle” weapon from becoming a game
changer.

Griehl points out that while senior
Nazi leaders had delusions that many
advanced aircraft and weapons could be
produced in a short time and in large num-
bers, most generals, designers, and manu-
facturers knew otherwise. They continued
to allow development of projects they
knew could never reach production
because it kept valuable engineers and
craftsman from being shipped to the front.
They also felt that World War II would end
as World War I had ended: Germany and
the Luftwaffewould suffer for many years,
but then all would be right again. Hitler
and his henchmen would pay for prosecut-
ing the war—not Luftwaffe generals and
the men who made their aircraft and
weapons. If Germany and the Luftwaffe
were to rise from the ashes, then she
would need these men. As Germany col-
lapsed, the Allies captured early models
and plans for these aircraft, rockets, and
weapons and later take advantage of
them.

Unfortunately, Griehl chose not to
include footnotes. This is a serious fault
because, in many cases, he should have fol-
lowed up with additional information on a
comment. Inclusion of informational foot-
notes would have added much value to the
book.

Griehl well illustrated his book—
practically every page has a useful photo-
graph from either his own collection or
from a government archive. An informa-
tional read, it makes a good addition to the
library of World War II aviation and aerial
weapon enthusiasts. The rare photographs
more than justify the book’s price.

David F. Crosby, former history writer for
the U.S. Air Force and doctrine developer
for the U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery
School.

The German Invasion of Norway,
April 1940. By Geirr H. Haarr. Annapolis,
Md.: Naval Institute Press, 2006. Maps.
Photographs. Notes. Appendices. Glossary.
Index. Pp. 474. $49.95. ISBN: 1-59114-310-
9

It is great to see the story of this early
Second World War operation told from the
opposite side of the hill. The Allied version
has been well covered, but this book
rounds out the tale. The cover states that
Operation Weserübung was shrouded in
mystery. This is a bit hyperbolic, but it also
has an element of truth, as much about
the operation has not been revealed
before.

The author is a Norwegian environ-
mentalist living in Stavanger who pro-
vides us with a different perspective. Geirr
Haarr has diligently explored Norwegian,
German, and English sources and
archives and has woven his findings into a
fascinating saga.

Weserübung was the first airborne
and first amphibious operation of the
European war and occupied the center of
the World War II stage until displaced
later in 1940 by events on the Western
Front. However, Norway did remain an
area of interest, as Churchill was obsessed
by a desire to return there to redeem his
second big failure as First Sea Lord (after
Gallipoli). The Germans were aware of
this possibility, and the Allied deception
plan for Overlord three years later includ-
ed it.

The account, however, starts with
British violation of Norway’s neutrality
during the Altmark incident. The first part
of the book covers the Allied plans for their
invasion of Norway (and possibly Sweden).
The story continues with the invasion by
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both paratroops and landing craft on April
9, and subsequent land and naval engage-
ments which finally ended with the Allied
evacuation of Narvik in early June. In the
end, one has to admire the audacity of the
modest-sized Kriegsmarine in attacking
the mighty Royal Navy, although it result-
ed in the nearly complete loss of effective-
ness of the German surface fleet.

The amount of detail about conditions
and events in Norway may be more than
many non-Norwegians want to hear. In
fact, the really important points of the cam-
paign tend to be obscured because of the
overabundance of details, much of which is
not really needed for an understanding of
the overall campaign. There are a number
of useful gems of knowledge not generally
known that are buried among the detail in
the book. What one can take away from the
story is that it is a pretty close contest
between Great Britain and Germany as to
which side bears the burden of having been
the actual aggressor.

As a soldier, I feel the ground war
warranted more attention in the book,
although the naval operations deserve—
and receive—the coverage they got. I
would have appreciated more maps to
fully understand the fighting on shore.
However, this lack is partially offset by the
excellent pictorial display. While The
Invasion of Norway is a very well
researched and written work, I am unsure
of its wide appeal.

Brig. Gen. Curtis H. O’Sullivan, NG (Ret.),
Salida, California.

A Century of Carrier Aviation: The
Evolution of Ships and Shipborne
Aircraft.By David Hobbs. Annapolis Md.:
Naval Institute Press, 2009. Diagrams.
Illustrations. Photographs. Notes. Glos -
sary. Bibliography. Index. Pp. xi, 304.
$69.95 ISBN: 978-1-59114-023-8

In this book, David Hobbs tells the
history of naval air power from the
beginning of flying at sea until the
present. He concentrates on advances in
technology, techniques, tactics, and
inventions that advanced naval aviation—
most of them British.

Hobbs flew with the Royal Navy for
thirty-three years, amassing 2,300 hours
of flight time and more than 800 carrier
landings. He developed STOVL operating
techniques for the Invincible class of
carriers, introduced the Deck Approach
Projector Sight—a vital aid in landing Sea
Harriers aboard carriers at night and in
bad weather, and worked closely with the
U.S. Navy in AV–8B sea trials. After

retirement, he was the curator for the
Fleet Arm Museum, has lectured
worldwide, and wrote six books on naval
aviation.

The book’s first four chapters cover
the early history of shipborne aviation
including the development of take-off
decks and early catapults. Hobbs then
devotes the next three chapters to the
early carriers that proved that carriers
had a place in sea warfare. HMS Furious,
HMS Argus, and USS Langley each get a
chapter. While the British excelled at
inventing new carrier technology, the U.S.
Navy excelled at expanding and enlarging
these concepts into something more useful
and robust. In following chapters, Hobbs
shows improvements in carriers and how
different navies developed different
techniques. While the Royal Navy and U.S.
Navy have the most coverage, Hobbs
writes about French and Japanese carrier
operations as well.

Naval aviation did not just launch
and recover from carriers, and Hobbs
spends a considerable amount of space
detailing naval flight from battleships and
cruisers via catapult launch and crane
recovery. He also covers aircraft launched
from submarines.

Hobbs notes throughout the book that
British naval aircraft were not as robust
as U.S. aircraft and often had higher crash
rates aboard Royal Navy carriers. The U.S.
Navy also designed aircraft, decks,
hangers, refueling, rearming, and tug
equipment around the concept of
maximizing aircraft parked on deck to
facilitate launch of large strike groups.
But, he notes that the British usually
conceived and fielded new concepts: the
steam catapult, STOVL Sea Harrier, and
ski-jump deck are several examples.

Helicopters play an important role
aboard carriers, and Hobbs devotes a
chapter to their history at sea beginning
with the World War II-era R-4. While it did
see some service in convoy escort duty, it
was not until the Korean War that
helicopters made their name flying plane-
guard and search-and-rescue missions. As
early as 1946, helicopters were regularly
operating from ships as small as frigates,
and Hobbs covers these helicopter
operations in depth as well.

Deck design plays an important role in
carrier operations, and Hobbs covers
straight decks, angled decks, and even an
innovative rubber deck the British took all
the way to the testing stage. It consisted of
rubber hoses filled with air and covered with
a heavy rubber drape. The jets that used the
deck had no undercarriages, which allowed
for higher performance. It worked fine except
that it took too long to clear an aircraft from
the deck; the idea was scrapped.

This is a coffee-table sized book: its
price reflects its size and large number of
pictures. But historians, military
professionals, and naval enthusiasts will
find it informative, entertaining, and
worth the price.

David F. Crosby, former history writer for
the U.S. Air Force and doctrine developer
for the U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery
School.

King of Air Fighters: The Biography
of Major “Mick” Mannock, VC, DSO,
MC. By Squadron-Leader Ira Jones, DSO,
MC, DFC, MM. Philadelphia and Newbury
U.K.: Casemate, 2009. Photographs. Notes.
Pp. 340. $29.95 ISBN: 978-1-932033-99-1.

Casemate has recently reprinted sev-
eral classic biographies including “Taffy”
Jones’ 1934 treatment of British World War
I ace Edward “Mick” Mannock, who, accord-
ing to some sources, downed seventy-three
German aircraft before his death from
ground fire in July 1918. Others argue that
combat records indicate Mannock totaled
sixty-one kills. Regardless, he was one of
the war’s most aggressive and tactically
sound fighter pilots. Jones, who served with
Mannock in No. 74 Squadron, based this
work on interviews, letters, and journal
entries. From these conversations, docu-
ments and his own personal observations,
he attempted to portray Mannock’s com-
plex personality and explain his almost
pathological hatred of the Germans.

Mannock survived an impoverished
childhood after his father abandoned the
family. He started working at age twelve.
By age twenty-seven in 1914, he moved to
Constanti nople (Istanbul), Turkey, where a
British telephone company hired him. After
the outbreak of World War I in August,
Turkey eventually allied itself with
Germany. On November 5, Britain declared
war on Turkey, which shortly thereafter
imprisoned British nationals. Jones sug-
gests that during captivity Mannock
blamed the Germans for disrupting his
promising career and forcing Britain to
fight. In April 1915, Turkish officials agreed
to repatriate Mannock because of age, poor
health, and limited vision in his left eye.
Back in England, Mannock eventually
made his way to the Royal Flying Corps
(RFC). Somehow he deceived medical
examiners and passed his eye exam.

Almost twenty-nine, Mannock com-
pleted flight training by the end of March
1917 and joined No. 40 Squadron with its
Nieuport 17s. Mannock’s superiors, accord-
ing to Jones, initially considered him timid.
Jones argues, however, that Mannock was
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a thinker and on his way to becoming the
greatest aerial tactician of the war. The
squadron transitioned to the S.E.5a in
November. In January 1918, Mannock
returned to England and eventually
became an instructor for No. 74 Squadron
as it prepared for combat. He stressed tac-
tics with his motto, “always above, seldom
on the same level, never underneath.” Once
in France, he taught his young pilots the
techniques of ambush and decoy. One of his
most aggressive ploys was to position his
flight between the German aircraft and
their home fields so they were unable to
avoid combat. With No. 74 Squadron from
April to June, Mannock achieved legendary
status as a flight leader and marksman.
During his final month of combat, he com-
manded No. 85 Squadron. He died after fol-
lowing one of his prey to within easy range
of ground fire.

Jones offers some insight into World
War I air-to-air combat (e.g., the “pop-up”
attacks on observation balloons). However,
he repeatedly admonishes the Germans
for their conservative approach and insists
the British pilots were superior because
the leadership of Mannock enabled them
to fly with greater purpose, wearing down
the enemy’s morale. Ultimately, Jones dis-
misses the accomplishments of the war’s
leading ace, Germany’s Manfred von
Richtofen, to strengthen his argument
that his hero was king of the air fighters. 

Lt. Col. Steve Ellis, USAFR (Ret.); docent,
The Museum of Flight, Seattle.

Eagles of the Third Reich: Men of the
Luftwaffe in World War II. By Samuel
W. Mitcham, Jr. Mechanicsburg Pa.:
Stackpole Books, 2007. Maps. Illustra -
tions. Photographs. Notes. Appendices.
Bibliography. Index. Pp. vii, 346. $19.95
Paperback ISBN: 0-8117-3405-9 (original-
ly published as Men of the Luftwaffe in
1988)

Why did Nazi Germany have such
quick successes in taking over Europe,
only to fail later in the Soviet Union and
then lose all the territory they had gained?
Prolific author Samuel Mitcham answers
this question by analyzing the leaders of
the Luftwaffe.

Mitcham’s book focuses on these lead-
ers and discusses their backgrounds, bat-
tle experiences, knowledge, personal work-
ing relationships, and personal assets and
liabilities. He details the relationships and
communications that worked in the
Luftwaffe to help create the success of the
German Blitzkrieg. Unfortunately, they
also doomed Germany’s war efforts to

eventual failure.
The book tells the story of the

Luftwaffe in chronological order, from the
days of the secret air force after World War
I, through the testing of new tactics in
Spain, through Germany’s Blitzkrieg in
Europe, and ending with the eventual fail-
ures in Russia and overall defeat. As he
relates the story, Mitcham interweaves
historical events with the characteristics
of the Luftwaffe leaders.

As the history unfolds, readers can
see that the German focus is on tactical
aircraft to quickly win battles and rapidly
take territory. However, Germany’s suc-
cess in Blitzkrieg operations contained the
seeds of their defeat. While the Luftwaffe’s
leaders focused on the weapons and tactics
that would lead to lightning-fast military
victories over their small-to-medium sized
neighboring nations, they did not develop
the long-range bombers and the tactics
required for a long strategic war against a
large nation such as the Soviet Union.

While Nazi Germany enjoyed many
military victories early in the war, their
military hierarchy could be, and often was,
illogical, inefficient, and corrupt. For many
years, Germany had consistently poor
intelligence on their enemies. Hitler was
surrounded by “yes men” who would
always agree with him and were afraid to
tell him the truth. Many leaders trusted
Hitler blindly. Although some Luftwaffe
leaders made incredible errors, they were
often retained if they were close to Hitler.
As Germany started to lose the war, their
leaders did not see or would not acknowl-
edge their defeats or their failed strategies.

It takes people to make war. People
decide when, where, and how to attack or
defend. People plan for offensive attacks or
for the defense of their nation. To under-
stand the history of a war, one needs to
understand the personalities of the men
who made the decisions. Eagles of the
Third Reich does a good job of discussing
these men and their relationships. I rec-
ommend this book, but make sure you
don’t already have Men of the Luftwaffe in
your library, as this is merely a reprint.

Maj. Herman Reinhold, USAF(Ret.),
Athens, New York.

In a Time of War: The Proud and
Perilous Journey of West Point’s Class
of 2002. By Bill Murphy Jr. New York:
Henry Holt and Company, 2008.
Illustrations. Maps. Notes. $20.00 ISBN:
080508679X

Bill Murphy’s book is a look at the
West Point Class of 2002. They entered

West Point as freshman during a time of
peace; but, soon after the start of their
senior year, their military careers, and
lives, were transformed by the events of
September 11, 2001. During their com-
mencement the following June, President
George W. Bush spoke and declared that
America would “take the battle to the
enemy,” with many of the graduating
seniors realizing what that really meant.
In A Time of War examines these men’s
and women’s experiences firsthand—from
the ups and downs of leading soldiers in
the War on Terror from front-row seats in
Southwest Asia to back home in the States
dealing with loved ones.

Murphy focuses on a number of indi-
viduals from the class such as Todd Bryant,
Tim Moshier, Will Tucker, and Drew Sloan.
He follows these individuals briefly through
their Army training after West Point and
into the training schools of the various
branches—e.g., infantry, armor, cavalry—
and then to their first duty assignments
and, ultimately, deployments to Southwest
Asia. Most touching was the story of
California-born Lt Bryant who was from a
military family and who saw military ser-
vice as a family tradition. While serving
with Task Force 1-34 Armor, he was killed
near Fallujah, Iraq, while conducting his
primary mission of driving up and down the
highways until engaged by anti-coalition
militia. Married just prior to his deploy-
ment, Bryant sent extremely detailed let-
ters of his experiences to his wife Jen back
in Kansas. A year after his death, these let-
ters were published in the New York Times
and New York Times Magazine during a
study on his unit’s deployment. What are
even more touching are letters sent back
and forth between the newly married cou-
ple as they dealt with his deployment. Also
covered are the pain and suffering his new
bride went through during the first year
after his death along with her attempted
suicides. However, the Bryant’s story is just
one of many within Murphy’s work.

Murphy’s book is an excellent work
that will touch even the most combat-hard-
ened veteran. His in-depth writing style
brings readers into the lives of the men and
women within the pages. You will feel as if
you are there with them through the ups
and downs with their struggles in the War
on Terror. In A Time of War is a must-read
for anyone wondering why men and women
continue to deploy and redeploy and the
thoughts of young officers as they head off
to war. The story reaffirms that America’s
freedoms come from the ultimate sacrifice
of those who serve our great country.

R. Ray Ortensie, Staff Curator, HQ Air
Force Materiel Command.
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The Science of War: Defense Bud -
geting, Military Technology, Logistics,
and Combat Outcomes. By Michael E.
O’Hanlon. Princeton NJ: Princeton Uni -
ver sity Press, 2009. Appendix. Index. Pp.
266. $35.00 ISBN: 0-691-13702-5

This thoughtful, timely, and detailed
book is not meant as a light read for a
casual observer of national security.
Rather, it is designed to offer insights into
the means and methodology in which U.S.
military force is budgeted for and orga-
nized. Michael O’Hanlon is well equipped
to write on this topic. He is a senior fellow
at Brookings Institution and has been a
prolific writer across a wide range of
national security issues. He clearly states
in the introduction that there is a “science
of war – that is, a structured, analytical,
often quantitative, often technical side for
preparing for combat.” O’Hanlon then
delves into and describes that subject mat-
ter in sufficient detail to educate even an
informed reader to an even finer level of
appreciation of the topics discussed. It is
basically a textbook—a reference docu-
ment to support college-level discussions
on the nuances of military force sizing and
budgeting and the implications of technol-
ogy insertion into America’s military arse-
nal.

Through O’Hanlon’s efforts, the read-
er is better able to grapple with the deci-
sions that are routinely made at the
Pentagon concerning the issues of
weapons-system procurement and mili-
tary-strategy development. Also, embed-
ded in the book is a deep appreciation for
force enablers such as logistics, sustain-
ment, and space-based intelligence gather-
ing systems. O’Hanlon is able to inform
the debate that defense budget analysis
remains an imprecise practice. He clearly
portrays the military budget analysis
process as a “decision making” process
that is filled with conflicting motivations
for defense spending. Also clearly articu-
lated is the fact that America is the largest
single spender on military equipment in
the world.

While O’Hanlon alludes to military
works such as Clausewitz’s On War and
Sun Tzu’s The Art of War, this work is
focused on a different set of military
issues. His theme is to offer the reader a
new perspective on how the military
establishment may choose to arm its
future forces for battle. O’Hanlon states
that it is Defense Department civilians
who determine defense strategy and mili-
tary general officers who need to deter-
mine the “logistics” in which that strategy
may succeed. He writes in sufficient detail
to adequately support his assertions con-
cerning the decisions made during the

defense budget process. He clearly appre-
ciates the evolution of our national mili-
tary strategy and the weapons that
enabled that strategy, noting that the
1930s and 1940s brought the blitzkrieg,
carrier war, amphibious assault, and mod-
ern radars; while the 1950s saw the com-
ing of the age of the helicopters and jet air-
craft; the 1960s witnessed the use of satel-
lites and ballistics missiles; the 1970’s
brought huge leaps in cruise missile,
stealth, and night-vision technologies; the
1980’s and 1990s saw the use of precision
strike weapons and rapid battlefield com-
munications; while the 2000s focused on
weaponizing unmanned aerial vehicles
and other robotic technologies. O’Hanlon
clearly reflects on these changes in the
military arsenal and presents insights on
how and why those acquisition decisions
were made.

The Science of War is a book on a deci-
sion-making process that attempts to make
budget and force-sizing decisions backed by
rational, analytical, and quantifiable means.
However, O’Hanlon points out that this
dependence on number crunching may not
be totally successful if it is the only means
used for deciding force structure issues. The
ultimate value of the work, I believe, is that
O’Hanlon explains in sufficient detail why
quantification can only assist the decision
maker and not provide ultimate answers to
defense-spending questions.

This is not a casual read. It will make
the reader think about these issues and
ponder the ramifications of defense spend-
ing. The book requires time and effort in
order to fully digest the information. Even
then, many readers may want to delve into
its suggested readings for further study on
this topic.

Col. Joe McCue, USAF (Ret.), Leesburg
Virginia.

A Bearskin’s Crimea: Colonel Henry
Percy VC & His Brother Officers. By
Algernon Percy. UK: Leo Cooper, 2007 [an
imprint of Pen & Sword]. Maps.
Photographs. Notes. Appendices. Glossary.
Bibliography. Index. Pp. xxix, 238 £12.99
paperback ISBN: 1-844156-43-6

The author is a member of the well-
known Percy family and has drawn on pre-
viously untapped primary source material.
We are lucky that participants in such wars
wrote lengthy and informed letters and that
the recipients often saved them. The author
has also drawn on other letters of the peri-
od, official reports, and news accounts. This
was the first time that journalists gave good
coverage of a major conflict and did so in a

knowledgeable fashion. The principal char-
acter, the Honorable Henry Hugh Manvers
Percy, was no ordinary commentator. In
addition to valor that won him the Victory
Cross, he was an exceptional leader who
ended as a full general.

Crimea fell between and combined
medieval and modern forms of warfare.
There was close combat with sword, pistol,
and bayonet, and valiant but vain charges
of Light and Heavy Brigades. But it also
marked the first significant use of the rail-
road in battle and the electric telegraph to
keep in touch with the home headquar-
ters. Its trench and attrition warfare gave
a preview to the Great War of 1914-18.
Having been wounded twice, Percy had
close experience with the primitive med-
ical system of the era. His comments about
Florence Nightingale suggest that not all
thought her the Angel of the Lamp.

The U.S. Army sent three observers to
the Crimea (including Bvt Capt George
McClellan), and it is probable that lessons
observed and reported were later applied
in our Civil War—though the use of the
telegraph and railroad can’t be attributed
entirely to that. The more prosaic improve-
ment in medical care may have had a
greater impact.

Something else that helped prepare for
the Great War is that Britain’s centuries-
long foe, France, became a principal ally.
Both gained experience in coalition war-
fare. Turkey was an ally this time, as was
Sardinia—a kingdom that incorporated not
only the island of that name but also
Piedmont, Savoy, and Nice. In 1855, after
being promoted to Bvt Col, Percy was given
command of the British Italian Legion with
the local grade of brigadier. This was not his
forte, as he was a straightforward man of
action. Having myself gone through the
birth pangs of four outfits of comparable
size (twice as commander and twice as chief
of staff), I know this imposes non-standard
demands.

As the senior officer receiving one,
Percy was in charge of the investiture of
the first Victoria Crosses. As might be
expected of tough fighting men, some had
to be propped up or prevented from kissing
the Queen—having celebrated in advance.
Our establishment of the Medal of Honor
in 1862, copied the VC, less the strict
requirements. The survivors of the Light
Brigade were turned down for the VC,
while the entire Maine Regiment was
given the MOH when they briefly extend-
ed their enlistment to protect Washington
against a particular threat.

There is a fair amount about the then-
standard system of purchasing commis-
sions, which accounts, in part, for the reap-
pearance of familiar names such as
Amherst, Burgoyne, and Pakenham. It
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was a close-knit society, and many men-
tioned were connected in some way.

The four maps (of increasing scale) of
the area of operations are excellent. The
considerable number of pictures give both
an idea of the terrain involved and a cross-
section of the individuals who served
there.

The book makes no pretense of pro-
viding lessons for current grand strategy,
but is well worth reading by anyone with
an interest in military history and soldier-
ing.

Brig. Gen. Curtis H. O’Sullivan,  NG (Ret.),
Salida, California.

The United States and the Second
World War: New Perspectives on
Diplomacy, War, and the Home Front.
By G. Kurt Piehler and Sidney Pash, eds.
New York: Fordham University Press,
2010. Notes. Index. Pp. xii, 402. $46.00
ISBN: 978-0-8232-3120-1

This book is dedicated to John
Whiteclay Chambers II, longtime profes-
sor of history at Rutgers University, peace
advocate, and dedicated student of war
and the military. Chambers is a pacifist
who says he understands the military
mind, something of a unique combination.
While a collection of essays by former stu-
dents and colleagues of Chambers might
lead one to expect a pacifist bent, that isn’t
the case. The essays cover a broad range of
topics; and, though the book isn’t as com-
prehensive as the title suggests, the essays
are interesting both for their perspective
and the light they shed on some less famil-
iar topics.

The selected essays run the gamut
from discussions naval gunfire support
during amphibious operations, to the role
of the Coast Guard flotilla on D-day, to
domestic issues such as wayward wives
and pacifism on the home front. My one
major criticism concerns the chapter on
the U.S. approach to containing Japanese
expansionism prior to World War II. The
author is not a conspiracy theorist who
contends Roosevelt and his advisors engi-
neered Pearl Harbor to get the U.S. into
the war. Instead, he makes a solid argu-
ment that opinions and perceptions
among American leaders and diplomats
led them to favor an approach that closed
any real diplomatic options before they
were ever seriously considered. To me, his
argument fails in contending that
Japanese offers of withdrawal from for-
ward areas and willingness to accommo-
date American interests at their own
expense were genuine. He provides no doc-

umentation to support this statement and
ignores the fact that during the last six
months of negotiations—when he says the
Japanese still genuinely wanted peace—
the Japanese Navy was aggressively train-
ing for the Pearl Harbor strike.

This sort of thing was not characteris-
tic of other chapters. My favorite was on
General Patton and the myth of the war
winning Sherman tank. I never thought
the Sherman measured up well to its
German adversaries but had no idea
Patton took a hand in squelching criticism
back home to maintain the morale of his
tank crews. The most interesting discus-
sion was on American pacifism. The
author presents the thought provoking
contention these folks should be consid-
ered part of the Greatest Generation as
popularized by Tom Brokaw and others. I
would not have considered this idea
before, and the chapter frequently read
more like a polemic than history. But the
topic and perspective are examples of
what makes this book interesting.

The only real unifying theme is the
writers’ connections to Chambers, but the
editors make no effort to tie these dis-
parate topics together. Chapters are left to
stand on their own; based on the scholar-
ship and writing, they do this quite well.
Any of these topics could warrant an entire
book of its own. Several of the chapters are
either excerpts from existing works or pre-
liminary efforts of future books. All chap-
ters are well documented with often exten-
sive endnotes. I was not left with any lin-
gering questions concerning the author’s
perspective or why a particular viewpoint
was presented. There is a short biographi-
cal sketch of each contributor at the end so
the reader gets some appreciation for back-
grounds and areas of expertise.

This is not a book for those looking for
a concise discussion of the major issues
and debates of World War II. It is a book
for those looking for thought provoking
discussions on some of the less frequently
discussed aspects of that conflict.

Lt. Col. Golda Eldridge, USAF(Ret.), EdD,
Roanoke, Texas.

The Sky My Kingdom: Memoirs of the
Famous German World War II Test
Pilot. By Hanna Reitsch. Translated by
Lawrence Wilson. Philadelphia: Case -
mate, 2009. Photographs. Pp 265. $29.95
ISBN: 978-1-85367-802-8

The Sky My Kingdom is the new
translation of the memoirs of World War II
German pioneering aviatrix and test pilot
Hanna Reitsch. The book focuses on her

life and flying exploits up to the end of the
war. The daughter of an ophthalmologist,
Hanna Reitsch originally set out to be a
doctor, only to leave after one year to pur-
sue a passion for flying. What unfolds is
Reitsch’s humbly described maturation
from a novice glider student to an experi-
enced test pilot for the Third Reich.

Along the way, Reitsch set countless
flying records and accomplished numerous
firsts. Among her accomplishments: she
flew the first controllable helicopter, the
Focke-Achgelis Fa 61, indoors during the
Berlin Motor Show; tested the Junkers Ju-
87 and Ju-88 bombers; and tested
Luftwaffe jets such as the Messerschmitt
Me 163. Her considerable flying skills, cou-
pled with her photogenic nature, helped
propel her into the spotlight as a willing
propaganda tool for Germany. This is evi-
dent by the numerous propaganda photos
included in the photo section.

Reitsch focused her autobiography on
her pre-war experiences which cover well
over half the book. To tell her own story, she
used personalized “there I was” descrip-
tions of her flying experiences. Her stories
are both detailed and fascinating.
American readers may feel a bit disadvan-
taged by a lack of knowledge of German
geography and thus miss the significance
of some of the flight details. Regardless of
that point, the stories are engrossing as the
reader is brought into the cockpit during
Reitsch’s most harrowing flights, many of
which often nearly resulted in her death.
In thrilling detail, Reitsch recounts how
she flew into Berlin in the final days before
the Russian Army completely overran the
city. After spending three days in the
Chancellery bunker with Hitler, she flew
the last German airplane out of Berlin.

Originally published in 1951—just six
years after the end of the war—Reitsch’s
pro-Nazi views are muted. Her well docu-
mented adoration of Adolf Hitler received
very little attention, though the reader can
surmise such by her fond description of
her receiving the Iron Cross from Der
Führer. To counter this lack of detail, the
publisher listed a Reitsch biography read-
ers can consult to gain a fuller understand
of this fascinating woman. Also, as an
addition to earlier editions, this one
includes a 1979 postscript from the
German edition: Fliegen-mein Leben.

In conclusion, The Sky My Kingdom is
a fascinating tale of a pioneering glider
pilot and aviatrix. For readers looking for
a book about “Hitler’s Favorite Test Pilot”
(caption on the back dust cover), the dis-
cussions in this area are very light and
don’t support the hype. While the claim
may be true, Reitsch doesn’t support it in
her book. What remains is an interesting
story of flying in prewar Germany and the
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thrilling stories of a courageous and
skilled test pilot. While The Sky My
Kingdom should not be the only book you
read about Hanna Reitsch, it is definitely
an enjoyable read.

Lt. Col. Dan Simonsen, USAF (Ret.),
Ruston, Louisiana.

Aircraft Markings of the Strategic Air
Command 1946-1953. By Rick Rodrigues.
Jefferson NC: McFarland & Co., 2006.
Diagrams. Illustrations. Photo graphs.
Notes. Appendices. Bibliography. Index. Pp.
ix, 269. $85.00 ISBN: 0-7864-2496-6

Aircraft Markings is Rick Rodrigues’
examination of the history of aircraft
markings and marking policy in the
Strategic Air Command (SAC) from 1946
to 1953—the early years of the command’s
history (SAC was formed on 26 March
1946). A secretive organization, SAC
rarely allowed its early aircraft to be
photographed. When they did, they often
cropped out unit markings and other
identifying markings before releasing the
photographs for publication.

SAC’s records and documentation
remain classified, in many cases, or were
deemed unworthy of archiving and
destroyed before release to the public. As a
result, compiling a book on markings of
early SAC aircraft proved difficult.
Rodrigues spent 15 years researching and
writing the book. A retired U.S. Army
lieutenant colonel, he sought to write a
reference book that would be of use to the
many people who need accurate marking
information, such as modelers, historians,
aircraft restorers, museum personnel, and
artists. In that respect, the book is a
notable addition to the historical literature
documenting aviation history.

The book covers the history of
Strategic Air Command during its
formative years, basic definitions of USAF
markings, the development of SAC
marking policy, bombardment and
reconnaissance groups and wings, SAC
fighter wings, and separate squadrons.
Pictures well support the text with one
exception. All the photographs are black
and white and the colors are described in
the text. While this is understandable with
photographs—most pictures in the period
were black and white—the drawings of
tail markings are also black and white.
Color drawings would improve the book—
and with a purchase price of $85 should
have been included.

An excellent 14-page appendix section
includes a SAC Wing Insignia and
Squadron Marking Reference Table and

the SAC Order of Battle with Tail
Markings. The SAC Wing Insignia and
Squadron Marking Reference Table lists
the group/wing, squadron ID colors,
squadron insignia, wing insignia, and
whether the information has been verified.
The SAC Order of Battle with Tail
Markings comprises tail marking
drawings grouped by year.

Rodrigues conducted most of his
research using official USAF unit histories
housed at the Air Force Historical
Research Agency at Maxwell AFB,
Alabama, and SAC organizational records
stored at the National Personnel Records
Center in Saint Louis, Missouri. Excellent
chapter notes and a well-done
bibliography help readers conduct their
own research if needed. In addition, all
good reference books need a useable index.
This book has one.

Readers who need early SAC aircraft
marking information for their hobbies and
jobs will find this book of great value; it is
now the standard for its subject matter.
Those who just enjoy reading aviation
history will also find it a good read but will
find its price prohibitive.

David F. Crosby, former USAF history
writer and doctrine developer for the Army
Air Defense Artillery School.

Project Seven Alpha. By Leland Shanle.
Barnsley, South Yorkshire, UK: Pen &
Sword, 2008. Photographs. Pp. 244. $39.99
ISBN: 978-1-8441-5826-3

Project Seven Alpha is a work of fic-
tion that is as informative as the best his-
torical novel. The book enchants the read-
er with the joys, perils, and flying adven-
tures from World War I, World War II, and
a short taste of commercial flying.

Leland Shanle was a naval aviator
and member of the Society of
Experimental Test Pilots. He retired from
the Navy and joined American Airlines in
1999. His interest in writing stems from
his work as an aviation and military tech-
nical advisor on five major motion pictures
(including Pearl Harbor and Behind
Enemy Lines). Through these experiences,
Shanle is able to successfully convey the
sense of flying propeller-driven, cargo-
hauling aircraft over some of the most haz-
ardous flying terrain on the planet—the
Himalaya Mountains—during the early
days of World War II While this is his first
book, it clearly demonstrates that Shanle
is a knowledgeable and skillful writer, able
to carry the reader into the fray and fabric
of war fighting.

The story begins as a commercial air-

line pilot considers the expanse of his fly-
ing career as he sits in the cockpit during
his last flight as an American Airlines
D.C.-10 pilot. He reminisces about an ear-
lier time in which a select few daring and
highly capable pilots flew American
Airlines D.C.-3s over the “Hump” to supply
Chinese fighters in their efforts to defend
their country from the attacking Japanese.

The novel enumerates the pseudo
experiences of several fictitious individu-
als in support of the operation labeled
“Project Seven Alpha,” a classified
Department of War project to quickly use
commercial American Airlines pilots and
planes to resupply our Chinese ally. These
men and their aircraft were given scant
instruction or preparation time to fly into
the hostile airspace of Japanese-controlled
South East Asia. These men volunteered
to establish a military squadron and
quickly deploy to Burma and conducted
their trans-Pacific sortie just ahead of the
invading Japanese fleet. Their flying inci-
dents made for a good read, as the reader
can almost hear the bullets fly and feel the
weather deteriorate.

When established at their wartime
deployment base, the men and machines
were portrayed to live the life of danger.
Through their exploits, China was re-sup-
plied during this short but highly vulnera-
ble period of time while calamities were
faced by our British ally with their loss of
Singapore. Through the daring exploits of
these ex-commercial aviators and mainte-
nance personnel, the United States was
able to assist the allies halt the advances
of the seemingly unstoppable Japanese
forces as they pressed to link their South
East Asia holdings through India and then
join their Nazi partner in the Middle East.

At the end of the novel, we again find
our American Airlines pilot closing his
commercial log book in the cockpit of the
D.C.-10 after his last flight. Thus, with this
man’s retirement comes an end to an era of
flying that shall not be repeated. Gone are
the days of flying across the Pacific Ocean
using dead reckoning navigation without
GPS, INS, or stellar navigation updates.
Today, we are fortunate to have new heroes
with more technically advanced aircraft. If
you are looking for a short fiction work that
will capture your propeller-flying interests
and allow you want to mix with World War
II aviators, then Project Seven Alpha will
be a rewarding read.

Col. Joe McCue, USAF(Ret.), Leesburg,
Virginia.

Avia: A Poem of International Air
Combat, 1939-1945. By Nathanial Tarn.
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Exeter: Shearsman Books, 2008. Notes.
Appendices. Glossary. Pp. 304. $25 paper-
back. ISBN: 978-1-84861-002-6

As an aficionado of flying history as
well as literature that pushes the bound-
aries of words and meaning, I can’t recol-
lect a work that morphs aviation and poet-
ry to such a degree as this. Then again, it
would be difficult to find a poet uniquely
qualified to write such an epic; Tarn, as
pilot, anthropologist, editor, critic, lan-
guage professor, and aviation historian is
more than up to the task. Born in Paris
with much of his childhood spent in World
War II London, he eventually made his
way to the U.S. and retired to write in
Santa Fe, New Mexico. In Avia, his recent
masterwork 15 years in the making, Tarn
bridges the gaps between the realism and
imagination of pilots who pursue both the
science and art of their calling.
Transitioning fluidly between the techni-
cal and poetic aspects of flying, Avia can be
explored in small or large pieces but to
receive its best impact, the poem should be
read linearly. 

Within a few chapters, it is apparent
that Tarn has achieved a truly unique lit-
erary feat. First, Avia is an epic poem con-
necting various air battles with enough
description and historical accuracy to sat-
isfy both serious and amateur historians.
Second, Tarn constructs many literary
passages that stand alone as superb poet-
ry—whether his words are meditations on
the world as viewed from a pilot’s eye or
poignant and timeless reflections on vio-
lent and exhausting aerial combat, Tarn
earns his way both as an artist and as a
craftsman who understands fliers and
machines. Third, Tarn’s threadwork could
easily turn disjointed if it wasn’t for his
method of propelling the story forward via
a narrator. To provide a voice, Tarn trans-
forms the historical figure of Charles
Lindberg from the media’s image of the
famed flier to a more introspective observ-
er of intellectual, emotional, spiritual, and
philosophical issues. This serves a coher-
ent purpose: to channel the heroic virtues
and experiences of people who fly.

The majority of his poetry is not dense
or frustrating to decipher. When he ven-
tures deeper into the experience of air
combat, as he does in the dual metaphor of
a massive chessboard (the air war across
the globe) and its pieces (brave combat-
ants), Tarn uses Lindberg in multiple roles
such as “flier-philosopher,” “flier-techni-
cian,” “flier-historian,” “flier-moralist,” and
“flier-warrior.” Tarn transmits through his
poetry that fliers are bon vivants at their
core—risk takers who live life to the
fullest. The passages blend various liter-
ary styles that shift frequently. This keeps

the reader less concerned about the
mechanics of poetic style and more
absorbed in the amazing visuals of the
narrator’s journey through flight both
harnessed and uncontrolled.

Lindberg’s narrative is told in a
dream-state, with lyrical passages
describing a return flight that never was:
westbound in the Spirit of St. Louis. On a
night flight that begins in Paris, crosses
the Seine, and coasts out over the
Orkneys, Tarn channels Lindberg to voice
impressions of points on his flight plan.
Over Reykjavik, where he reflects on what
is visible to him at altitude and contrasts
it with what he knows is below but can’t
see, Lindberg’s character observes “tower-
ing geysers, seething lava fields” and “the
vast plain Thingvellir where the old par-
liament was born between volcanic folds.”
Over Greenland (“Nothing but ice! Thule
perhaps, Ultima Thule!”), Tarn via
Lindberg looks north to the Pole then
devotes two pages of poetic license to
explore the origin of primeval man, the
age of ice, and human migration patterns.

There are compelling passages that
capture the breathtaking nature of flying
airplanes: “the sky an atmospheric sea,
planet at bottom” and “all is empty, vain,
all’s vanity, delusion, but not those inter-
minable skies.” Tarn’s gift to the reader is
that he ties such broad sweeps of history
and the state of mankind to ordinary
minutiae familiar to every aviator such as
the mechanics of flying, navigating from
charts, the feel of the engine, stick, and
rudder. He captures the vividness of gun-
fire, dropped ordinances, weather in all its
variations, atmosphere, space, birds, and
natural beauty. With scholarly research
woven throughout, he also uses the poem
to honor aviation’s unique qualities and
place in history.

Knowing the extent of his undertak-
ing and taking pains to make sure his
poem is not too daunting an experience for
a casual reader, Tarn includes appendices
full of additional material for those inter-
ested in his methodology and intent.
Defying categorization, Avia is a literary
achievement that glorifies flying. It is also
a contemplative look on how victorious
and humbled man appears before nature
and technology in the first century of
flight.

Col. Sam Vandiver, USAF, Beale AFB,
California.

Ship Killers: A History of the
American Torpedo. By Thomas Wilden -
berg and Norman Polmar. Anna polis Md.:
Naval Institute Press, 2010. Tables.

Illustrations. Photographs. Notes. Appen -
dices. Bibliography. Index. Pp. 268. $52.95
ISBN: 978-1-59114-688-9

The word “torpedo” first entered the
lexicon of naval warfare in 1805 when
American engineer and inventor Robert
Fulton tested an experimental underwa-
ter weapon he named for the Cramp fish
(torpedo electricus) that kills its prey by
electric shock. Although Fulton’s “torpedo”
was a far cry from the modern self-pro-
pelled weapon normally associated with
the term, the name stuck and soon came
to be synonymous with any underwater
explosive device. Wildenberg and Polmar
explore the history of this fascinating
weapon beginning with primitive and
ineffective underwater devices developed
during the American Revolution (some
thirty years before Fulton’s experiments),
masterfully combining technical, opera-
tional, and logistical details into lively his-
tory. They are particularly adept at detail-
ing in layman’s terms the various techni-
cal advances in torpedo design. Primarily
focusing on U.S. Navy use of the torpedo,
the book also provides a good general his-
tory of the weapon and its development in
other countries.

Following the Civil War, the USN
lagged significantly behind European
navies in deploying self-propelled torpe-
does aboard ships. Paltry appropriations
meant that by 1891 the Navy possessed
not a single torpedo. By comparison, the
British had outfitted several of their war-
ships with torpedoes in the 1870s (and
had fired them in combat in 1877). In
1889, the Navy produced thirty torpedoes
designed by U.S. naval weapons expert
Captain John A. Howell. The Howell tor-
pedo was a technological marvel for its
time, but production difficulties let the
USN to turn to the experienced English
torpedo maker Robert Whitehead for an
interim replacement. The resulting
Whitehead torpedoes were of a proven
design but were much larger than the
Howell torpedoes. All Howell and
Whitehead Mark I torpedoes were opera-
tional by 1895.

As the authors note, research and
development at the USN’s Newport
Torpedo Station led to a steady stream of
improvements: gyroscopic steering, mag-
netic influence exploders, and “wet”
heater turbines all greatly improved
range, accuracy, and lethality. The torpedo
was thus converted from a “weapon of
coastal defense to an offensive threat that
would greatly influence future naval tac-
tics.” Later improvements would include
wire and acoustic guidance systems, high-
speed propulsion systems, and nuclear
warheads.
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By the start of 1914, torpedoes had
been removed from most capital ships,
having found their niche on smaller ves-
sels such as motor torpedo boats, torpedo
boat destroyers, and subs. The USN fired
no torpedoes in combat in World War I, but
the torpedo proved its value as a weapon
through successful use by other navies.
The Germans, in particular, perfected use
of the torpedo as a submarine-launched
weapon and also had considerable success
employing them from destroyers at the
Battle of Jutland.

World War II may be considered the
heyday of the American torpedo. Initially,
the Navy encountered serious problems
with their “state-of-the-art” Mark 14s that
often “ran too deep, exploded too soon, did
not explode at all, or did not have enough
explosive power to sink a ship when they
did strike and detonate.” It was not until
late 1943, that the Navy finally solved
most of the problems; torpedoes fired from
American submarines, surface ships, and
aircraft began taking a steep toll on
Japanese naval and merchant shipping.

Of particular interest to Airpower
History readers will be the chapter on aeri-
al torpedoes. The authors examine the first
successful air launch in 1919, development
of techniques and technology in the inter-
war period, and their first operational use
on naval aircraft during World War II. After
overcoming significant technical problems
with Mark 13 guidance systems, the USN
achieved some remarkable successes with
air-launched torpedoes, most notably in
sinking the carrier Shoho and super battle-
ships Musashi and Yamato. Airborne torpe-
does continued to be deployed on USN air-
craft throughout the Cold War. In 1951 they
were used for the first time against a land
target when Navy Skyraiders attacked
North Korea’s Hwachon Dam with Mark
13s. The strike “remains the world’s only
aerial torpedo attack since 1945, and the
only U.S. Navy use of torpedoes in combat
since the end of World War II.”

Ship Killers is thoroughly researched
with copious end notes and several appen-
dices. One particularly useful appendix
contains a complete description of techni-
cal specifications of all USN torpedoes
from the Mark I to the today’s highly
advanced Mark 54. Another appendix pro-
vides a very detailed discussion of torpedo
fire-control methods. The book is a fasci-
nating piece of narrative history, a com-
prehensive reference work, and an impor-
tant contribution to naval history. It
should be included in the library of every
serious student of the field.

Lt Col Rick Spyker, USAF, Air Command
and Staff College.

The Great Crusade: A New Complete
History of the Second World War,
Revised Edition. By H.P. Willmott
Dulles VA: Potomac Books, 2008. Maps.
Notes. Photographs. Appendices. Biblio -
graphy. Index. Pp. xiv, 505. $22.00. ISBN:
1-59797-191-1

Willmott gave himself a daunting goal
to cover World War II in just over 500
pages. Despite the subtitle, this is not a
“complete” history. In fact, it is not all inclu-
sive but, rather, quite selective. Willmott, a
retired professor at the Royal Military
Academy, Sandhurst, attempts to give a
balanced account of significant events. This
work should be used as a guide rather than
as an encyclopedia. For more detailed infor-
mation, a reader can look at the recom-
mended bibliography which, conveniently,
is divided into fourteen categories.

That being said, the book does, how-
ever, stand alone as overall coverage. It
deals with the higher levels of how nations
make war and how their armed forces
plan and execute campaigns. Therefore,
this is not a book that covers the move-
ment of units on the battlefield or the
exploits of individuals. Wilmott shows that
the outcome of war is determined by sev-
eral factors. By definition, the military is
probably the most decisive; but other fac-
tors such as economic, political, and geo-
graphic, and the interrelationships of
these are not ignored.

World War II was made up of partially
concurrent conflicts in an amazing variety
of locations that bring it under the rubric
“World.” However, there is inconsistency in
any interconnection among these parts.

My Oxford Dictionary gives one defin-
ition of “history” as a systematic account of
past events. Willmott states that his
emphasis is not so much on what hap-
pened but on why events unfolded as they
did. He is good at the “why.” In a postscript
he makes the interesting suggestion that
rather than accepting the conventional
timespan of 1939-1945 for World War II,
we should perhaps examine the larger era
from 1931 (Manchuria) to 1975 (fall of
Saigon) as the break between two world
orders. Unfortunately, space doesn’t allow
him to expand on this. We more often
think of World War II as a continuation of
the Great War of 1914-1918.

Perhaps because of a sense of owner-
ship, I’ve read a great deal during and
since the second war about its history.
There’s enough new to me in this book to
pique my interest and broaden my back-
ground. The material is brought together
in a readable style, although the length is
not for a first-time or casual reader. The
small number of notes will disappoint any
scholar wanting sources. The few notes are

conveniently placed but could have been
incorporated into the narrative. The maps
are generally helpful, but some key spots
named in the text aren’t shown—a frus-
trating cardinal sin. Overall, however, I
can recommend the book to fellow buffs as
well as those who have more than a pass-
ing curiosity.

Brig. Gen. Curtis H. O’Sullivan,  NG (Ret.),
Salida, California.

The Narrow Margin: The Battle of
Britain & the Rise of Air Power, 1930-
1940. By Derek Wood and Derek
Dempster. South Yorkshire, UK: Pen &
Sword Books, 2010. Photographs. Maps.
Appendix. Bibliography. Index. Pp 376.
$24.95 ISBN: 978-1-8488-4314-1

Pen and Sword’s book is the most
recent reprinting of a 1961 study of the
battle of Britain that was revised in 1969
to include photographs. Wood and
Dempster put forward a thesis that “the
Battle was not, however, won in the period
from July to October 1940 alone. The out-
come was the culmination of the prepara-
tion, good judgment and error made in the
preceding seven years.” To prove their the-
sis and to discuss the Battle of Britain,
they break their narrative into three dis-
tinct sections: both sides prepare, battle
begins, and the battle.

In their discussion of events leading
up to the battle, Wood and Dempster begin
with the end of World War I, addressing
both the British and German build of their
respective air forces. They discuss both doc-
trinal and technological advances. It is dur-
ing their analysis of this period, that they
put forward a major thesis: the British won
the Battle of Britain because of technologi-
cal advances beginning in the early 1930s,
including the development of radar. As an
example, the authors cite the 1939 German
attempt to use the Graf Zeppelin to detect
British radar and their subsequent dis-
counting of its importance. They clearly
argue that British pre-battle efforts direct-
ly led to their subsequent victory. 

Wood and Dempster use their “battle
begins” section as a scenesetter to discuss
the beginning of World War II, the fall of
France, and the events immediately lead-
ing up to the Battle of Britain. They high-
light the significance of the RAF’s decision
not to send additional forces to France.
The heart of the book is the day-by-day
description of the Battle. The authors
begin each day with a list of the
Luftwaffe’s day and night targets as well
as the weather and then follow up with a
detailed factual account of the day’s air
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battle. The authors sum up their work
with a solid conclusion by reinforcing
their thesis that technology and leader-
ship played a pivotal role in deciding the
outcome of the battle.

This is not a there-I-was history; it is
an historical analysis of a battle where
both armies and navies “watched a few
thousand combatants meet in the air
above.” Throughout the book, Wood and
Dempster included significant passages
from both British and German period doc-
uments to include parts of air plans as
well as mission reports. Photographs are
numerous throughout the book and aver-

age about one per page. Wood and
Dempster were initially worried about
being able to find unpublished pho-
tographs for the 1969 edition. They suc-
ceeded, as the significant majority of the
photos were new to me.

Despite its age, Wood and Dempster’s
book holds its own against more recent
texts. Obviously absent from the text is any
mention of Ultra (the British breaking of
German Engima Codes), which was not
declassified until the 1970s. The appendices
provide an amazing breath of information
to include such things as both the German
and British orders of battle, descriptions of

aircraft involved, aircraft losses, and a
detailed list of RAF fighter pilots who par-
ticipated. It is good to see such a thorough
text in print again. The Narrow Margin is a
must read for all airpower historians, espe-
cially those looking for a better understand-
ing of how prewar preparations can have a
critical impact during subsequent warfare.
Well researched and captivating, The
Narrow Margin fits soundly into any air
historian’s must read list.

Lt. Col. Daniel J. Simonsen, USAF (Ret),
Ruston Louisiana.

������

Books Received
Brister, Bernard J. The Same Yet Different: Conti -
nuity and Change in the Canada-United States Post-
9/11 Security Relationship. Ontario, Kingston:
Canadian Defence Academy Press, 2012. Notes.
Bibliography. Appendix. Index. Pp. ii, 234. $ Paper -
back ISBN: 978-1-100-19744-9

Dunbar, Carl A. and ed. By Peter M. Dunbar. Before
They Were the Black Sheep: Marine Fighting
Squadron VMF-214 and the Battle for the Solomon
Islands. Gainsville: University Press of Florida,
2011. Maps. Photographs. Bibliography. Index. Pp.
305. $32.00.

Fahrenwald, Ted. Bailout over Normandy: A Fly boy’s
Adventures with the French resistance and Other
Escapades in Occupied France. Philadelphia and
Oxford: Casemate Publishers, 2012. Map. Photo -
graphs. Pp. 286.$29.95 ISBN:978-1-61200-157-9

Harward, Don. Distant Thunder: A Helicopter Pilot’s
Letters from the War in Iraq and Afghani stan.
London: Grubb Street, 2012. Photographs. Index. Pp.
189. $35.00 ISBN: 978-1-908117-26-1

Higham, Robin. Unflinching Zeal: The Air Battles
over France and Britain, May-October 1940.
Annapolis, Md.: Navaal Institute Press, 2012. Maps.
Illustrations. Tables. Pp. xix, 317. $39.95 ISBN: 978-
1-61251-111-5.

History of Rocketry and Astronautics: Proceedings of
the 40th History Symposium and International
Academy of Valencia, Spain, 2006[ol. 37 o f the AAS

History Series and Vol 26 of the IAA, History
Symposium Univelt Inc., 20 12. PhotographsNotes..
index.$75.00 Paperback. ISBN: 978-0-877-03580-0

Niklas, Brian D. The Complete Smithsonian Field
Guide: American Missiles–1962 to the Present Day.
Barnsley, So. Yorkshire, UK: Frontline Books, 2012.
Photographs. Bibliography. Pp. xvi, 176. $60.00
ISBN: 978-1-848325-17-3

Oberstrom, Dennis R. The Final Mission of Bottoms
Up: A World War IPilot’s Story. Columbia: University
of Missouri Press, 2011. Mps. Notes. Bibography.
Index.Pp. x, 254. $29.95 ISBN: 978-0-826-21948-0

Rigby, David. Allied Master Strategists: The
Combined Chiefs of Staff in World War II.Annapolis,
Md.: Naval Institute Press, 2012. Notes. Biblio graphy.
Index. Pp. xiv, 268. [Uncorrected Page Proofs.]

Stout, Jay A. Fighter Group:: The 352nd “Bluenosed”
Bastards in World War II. Mechanicsburg, Pa.:
Stackpole Books,.Notes. Phoos. Bibliography. Index.
Pp. Xiiii, 418 $28.95 ISBN: 978-0-8117-0577-6

Wolk, Herman S. Cataclysm: General Hap Arnold
and the Defeat of Japan. Denton: North Texas Press,
2012. Paperback $14.95 ISBN: 978-0-9224-4175-0

Workman, Robert B. Jr. Float Planes and Flying
Boats: The U.S. Coast Guard and Early Naval
Aviation. Annapolis, Md.: Naval Institute Press,
2012. Notes. Photos. Appendices. Index Pp, xx, 322
$41.95 978-1-61251-107-8

PROSPECTIVE REVIEWERS
Anyone who believes he or she is qualified to substantively assess one of the following new books is invited to apply for
a gratis copy of the book. The prospective reviewer should contact:

Col. Scott A. Willey, USAF (Ret.)
3704 Brices Ford Ct.
Fairfax, VA 22033
Tel. (703) 620-4139
e-mail: scottlin.willey@gmail.com
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January 3-6, 2013
The American Historical Association
will hold its 127th annual meeting in New
Orleans, Louisiana. The theme of the
meeting will be “Lives, Places, Stories,”
emphasizing the impact of environment
and geography upon human history, but
other topic proposals will also be enter-
tained. To propose panels or papers, or to
request additional information, contact
the AHA’s meeting program committee via
the AHA website: www.historians.org/per-
spectives/issues/2011/1109/1109ann4.cfm.

January 7-10, 2013
The American Institute of Aero -
nautics and Astronautics will host its
51st annual Aerospace Sciences Meeting,
to include the New Horizons Forum and
Aerospace Exhibition at the Gaylord
Texan Resort and Convention Center in
Grapevine (Dallas/Ft. Worth Region),
Texas. For details, see the Institute’s web-
site at www.aia.org.

January 9-11, 2013
The Association of the United States
Army’s Institute of Land Warfare will
present an unclassified Army Aviation
symposium for members of industry and
the military community at the Gaylord
National Hotel and Convention Cen -
ter at National Harbor, MD, The theme
for this year’s event will be “The Future of
Army Aviation.” For more information, see
the AUSA website at www.ausa.org.

January 29-31, 2013
The Association of Old Crews will pre-
sent its 43rd Annual Collaborative Elect -
ronic Warfare Symposium in conjunction
with the Naval Warfare Center at Pt.
Mugu, California. The symposium’s theme
is entitled “Enabling Collaborative Elec -
tronic Warfare through Innovation &
Invention.” For more details, see the Asso -
cia tion’s website: www.crows.org/

January 29-31, 2013
The U.S. Naval Institute and AFCEA
International will co-host WEST 2013,
billed as “the largest event on the U.S.
West Coast for communications, electron-
ics, intelligence, information systems,
imaging, military weapon systems, avia-
tion, and shipbuilding,” at the San Diego
Convention Center in San Diego,

California. For more details, see USNI’s
website at www.usni.org/. 

February 12-14, 2013
The Association for Unmanned
Vehicles International will present its
annual Unmanned Systems Program
Review at the Ritz-Carlton Tysons Corner
Hotel in McLean, Virginia. For additional
information, see the Association’s website
at www.auvsi.org. 

February 21-22, 2013
The Air Force Association will present
its annual Air Warfare Symposium and
Technology Exhibition at the Rosen Single
Creek hotel and convention center in
Orlando, Florida. For more information,
see the Association’s website at www.afa.org.

March 14-15, 2013
The Air Force Association will present
its annual Cyber Futures Conference and
CyberPatriot Championships competition
at the Gaylord Convention Center on the
Potomac River, directly across from
Alexandria, Virginia. For more informa-
tion, see the Association’s website at
www.afa.org.

March 14–16, 2013
The Society for Military History will
hold its annual meeting at the National
WWII Museum in New Orleans, Louisi -
ana. This year’s theme is “War, Society and
Remembrance.” For more information,
visit www.smh-hq.org/index.html or e-
mail Kurt.Hackemer@usd.edu.

March 19-21, 2013
The American Astronautical Society
will present the 51st annual Robert H.
God dard Memorial Symposium in Green -
belt, Maryland. Check the Society’s web-
site at  http://astronautical.org/goddard

April 8-11, 2013
The Space Foundation will host its 29th
annual National Space Symposium at the
Broadmoor Hotel in Colorado Springs,
Colorado. Information and registration
details can be found on the Foundation’s
website at www.spacefoundation.org.

April 11-14, 2013
The Organization of American
Historians will hold its annual confer-

ence at the San Francisco Hilton in San
Francisco, California.  This year’s theme is
“ntangled Histories: Connections,
Crossings, and Constraints in U.S.
History.”  For further information, visit the
OAH website at www.oah.org or contact
them via e-mail at help@oah.org. 

April 17-20, 2013
The National Council on Public
History will hold its annual meeting at
the Delta Ottawa City Centre in Ottawa,
Canada. The theme of this year’s meeting
is “The Significance of Audiences in Public
History.” Visit the Council’s website at
www.ncph.org for details.

May 21-23, 2013
The American Helicopter Society will
host its 69th annual forum and technology
display at the Phoenix Convention Center
in Phoenix, Arizona.  The theme of the
forum will be “Advancing Vertical Flight
Technology in Demanding Environments.”
For more information, visit the Society’s
website at www.vtol.org/index.cfm or e-
mail them at staff@vtol.org.

June 23-29, 2013
The American Society of Aviation
Artists will present its annual forum and
international aerospace art exhibition at the
BWI Thurgood Marshall international
Airport in Baltimore, Maryland. The exhibi-
tion will remain on display through Sep tem -
ber 23. For more information, see the
Society’s website at www.asaa-avart.org

July 10-13, 2013
The Ninety-Nines, the International
Association of Women Pilots, will hold its
annual meeting in Bozeman, Montana.
For more details, see the Association’s
website at www.ninety-nines.org. 

Readers are invited to submit listings of
upcoming events Please include the name
of the organization, title of the event,
dates and location of where it will be held,
as well as contact information. Send list-
ings to:

George W. Cully
3300 Evergreen Hill
Montgomery, AL 36106
(334) 277-2165
E-mail: warty@knology.net

Compiled by
George W. Cully
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From the President

Do you care about our Air Force history?

These pioneers made history. Fighting
for us then, their legacy needs us now

An important message from our
President is on the insert page.
Please read and respond
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Douhet, Trenchard, Mitchell:
Airpower Prophets

or
Snake Oil Salesmen?

Read:
The Effectiveness of Airpower in the 20th Century

a trilogy
by

Capt. John F. O’Connell, USN (Ret.)
Part One (1914-1939) (Airpower theory development), ISBN 0-595-43082-1

Part Two (1939-1945) (Test of war), ISBN 0-595-45724-3
Part Three (1945-2000) (Post WWII), ISBN 0-595-40353-0

Parts One and Two were reviewed in Air Power History magazine, Fall 2008
Part Three was reviewed in Air Power History magazine, Fall 2007

All available at Amazon.com

Clark-Yudkin Research Fellowships at the Air Force Academy

Applications are being accepted for 2013 Clark-Yudkin Research Fellowships at the U.S. Air Force Academy. These fel-
lowships were established by The Friends of the Air Force Academy Library to promote awareness and use of the schol-
arly holdings available in the library’s Clark Special Collections Branch. Grants range from $1,000 to $15,000 and are
intended to assist visiting researchers with travel and living expenses while in residence at the Academy. Applications
are invited from senior and early career scholars, recent PhDs, and advanced graduate students. Recipients are expect-
ed to complete their research within one year from the date of the award. 

For detailed descriptions of the holdings in the Clark Special Collections branch, go to the Air Force Academy Library
home page: www.usafa.edu/df/dflib and then open the link to “Special Collections.”

Additional information and an application are available at The Friends’ home page: www.friends.usafalibrary.com and
then open the link to “Research Fellowship.” Applications and related materials are due no later than March 1, 2013.
Applicants will be notified of The Friends’ decision in early April.

Questions concerning Clark-Yudkin fellowships may be submitted via email to friends@usafalibrary.com 

The Friends of the Air Force Academy Library are pleased to announce the names of the 2012 Clark-Yudkin research
fellows:

Dr. Samuel Zebulon Baker
Georgia Southern University
Project title: “Forward Progress: Desegregating College Football, 1945-1975”

Ms. Amelia Underwood
James Madison University
Project title: “Living on the Outside: An Analysis of the Integration Process of Women

at the United States Air Force Academy”
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Recent Changes in Leadership of the
Office of Air Force History

This fall has witnessed a tremendous
change in the senior leadership of the Air
Force History and Museums Program.
Clarence R. “Dick” Anderegg, Col, USAF
(Ret.), the Director of the Air Force History
and Museums Program has announced his
retirement effective January 4, 2013. Mr.
Anderegg was selected as Director in
August 2003, and during his nearly nine
and one-half year tenure has managed to
preserve history program functions as it
reduced in size to match USAF reductions.
Mr. Walter Grudzinskas, the Deputy for
Field Programs will serve as acting direc-
tor until a successor to Mr. Aanderegg is
chosen.

Like the rest of the United States Air
Force, the History and Museums Program
has sustained substantial manpower cuts,
dropping from more than forty personnel
at the combined headquarters and Histo -
rical Studies Office at Joint Base
Anacostia-Bolling in the early 1990s, to
about twenty positions at present. Despite
the cuts, Mr. Anderegg managed to fulfill
his vision for the program. His multi-vol-
ume “Airmen at War” series became a real-
ity in classified format. During his tenure

in this endeavor, Mr.. Anderegg (above)
succeeded in coordinating the cooperative
efforts of the Air Force field historians
with the Headquarters writing staff. 

Other changes for the Headquarters
office is the retirement of Ms. Cheryl A.
Gumm, Deputy for Museums who will be

retiring in December 2012. Her successor
will be Mr. James A. Frank, formerly Chief
Historian at Air Combat Command. Also,
Dr. Timothy Keck, the Senior Historian at
the Headquarters office and former Chief
Historian at theUSAF’s Pacific Air Forces
has announced that he will retire in
December. He will be succeeded by Dr.
John Q. Smith, the Director of the Air
Force Historical Studies Office. Dr. Smith’s
position will be advertised and filled at a
later date.

In addition to these changes, two
long-time writing historians from the
Anacostia Historical Studies Office will
aso be leaving. Dr. George M. Watson, Jr.,
retired on August 31, and Dr. Roger Miller
will retire in December 2012. 

Since 1969, when the Office of Air
Force History was created and tasked with
publishing longer works in Air Force histo-
ry, the program delivered books, mono-
graphs, special studies, and oral inter-
views while also answering myriald ques-
tions from the Air Force, other services,
government offices, and the public, We can
only hope that this function will continue
in the future.

Dr. George M. Watson, Jr., Senior
Historian , retired

Beneficial Bombing
The Progressive Foundations of American Air Power, 1917–1945
mark clodfelter
The Progressive Era, marked by a desire for economic, political, and social reform, 
ended for most Americans with the ugly reality and devastation of World War I. 
Yet for Army Air Service offi  cers, the carnage and waste witnessed on the western 
front only served to spark a new progressive movement—to reform war by relying 
on destructive technology as the instrument of change. In Benefi cial Bombing Mark 
Clodfelter describes how American airmen, horrifi ed by World War I’s trench 
warfare, turned to the progressive ideas of effi  ciency and economy in an eff ort to 
reform war itself, with the heavy bomber as their solution to limiting the bloodshed. 
$40.00 hardcover
studies in war, society, and the military series

www.nebraskapress.unl.edu  
800-848-6224   publishers of Bison Books

For more information about this book and to read an excerpt, visit us online!

“A thoughtful and well written account of a central thread in the thinking of American airpower advocates and 
the way its implementation in two world wars took place at the time, was seen afterwards, and has come to 
be enormously infl uential in the decision process of our country’s leaders into the twenty-fi rst century.”

—gerhard l. weinberg, professor emeritus at the University of North Carolina 
at Chapel Hill and winner of the Pritzker Military Library Literature Award

News
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Woodrow W. “Woody” Crockett
(1919-2012)

Lt. Col. Woodrow W. “Woody” Crockett, a Tuskegee Airman
fighter pilot in the all-black 332d Fighter Group, died at
ninety-three on August 17, 2012. 

The 332d was unique—the only black combat unit in
World War II with no whites in command or in any super-
visory position. When other black combat units succeeded,
bigots would often attribute success to white commanders
or supervisors. However, even bigots, could not so diminish
the Tuskegee Airmen’s accomplishments. The fighting
achievements of the 99th and 332d were the basic reason
for U.S. Air Force racial integration, a reform of monumen-
tal significance because it led to armed forces racial inte-
gration, which preceded and advanced the cause of inte-
gration in the United States. 

Woody flew 149 combat missions in World War II. If he
had been white, fifty fighter missions would have consti-
tuted a normal tour of duty, but a Tuskegee Airmen could
not return to safety in the United States until replaced by
another pilot. After the 332d deployed overseas from
TuskegeeArmy Air Field, all black pilots were shunted into

the 477th Medium Bombardment Group—essentially there were no replacement pilots for the 332d. White
fighter pilots, after their duty tours, were sent back to the U. S. to train novice pilots, but not black pilots
because of segregation. He remained in combat from January 1944 until May 1945, and was often decorat-
ed for heroism, including two Soldier’s Medals for rescuing pilots who were trapped in burning aircraft. 

After World War II, Woody became a member of a B–17 crew that was airborne during each atomic bomb
test in the South Pacific. In 1952 and 1953, during the Korean War, he flew forty-five combat missions. He
also held a Mach 2 card, having flown the F–106 Delta Dart at twice the speed of sound. In September 1967,
he flew Mach 2 in a West German-built F–104 Starfighter, while assigned to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization in Oslo, Norway.

After retirement from active military duty, Woody worked for six years as Deputy Chief, and then as
Special Assistant in the Equal Employment Opportunity office of the National Guard Bureau in the
Pentagon. During the 1994 D-Day anniversary ceremonies, he escorted President Bill Clinton and British
Prime Minister John Major to the Aviator’s Wall at Madingley Cemetery, near Cambridge, England. 

Woody Crockett’s career spanned the civil rights era. As a youth he attended a black elementary school
in a ramshackle dirt-floored building, and so did several of his children in 1952. That year he was stationed
at Eglin Air Force Base, near Destin, Florida. There was an elementary school on the base, but it was open
only to white kids. Though the Air Force had been racially integrated for three years, the public schools in
Florida were not, and the Air Force did nothing to help Woody’s children achieve a decent education. We live
in a much better America today, partly because of the heroism of Woody Crockett and his fellow Tuskegee
Airmen. 

Col. Alan L. Gropman, USAF (Ret.)

In Memoriam
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Reunions
4th Fighter Interceptor Sq. Apr. 10-14,
2013. Fairborn, OH. Contact: 

Col. Bob Ettinger (Ret.)
2122 Via Pacheco
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274
(310)541-8625
rcettinger@aol.com 

388th Fighter-Bomber Wg. May 30, -
June 2, 2013. Fairborn, OH. Contact:

Don Rahn
5902 Lynnaway Drive
Dayton, OH 45415
(937) 278-4390

B-52 DFCS Assn. June 13-16, 2013.
Fairborn, OH. Contact:

Sharon Lemanek
1326 Town Hall Road
Beavercreek, OH 45432
(937) 426-8557
kenamel.s.j.@fuse.net

510th Fighter Sq. Sept. 4-8, 2013.
Mason, OH. Contact:

Guy Wright
1701 Mall Road Apt. 14
Monroe, MI 48162
(734) 740-3164
guywright@chartermi.net

8th Tactical Fighter Sq. (1972 Takhli).
Sept. 5-8, 2013. Fairborn, OH. Contact:

Ron Hunt
1328 Meadow Moor Drive
Beavercreek, OH 45434.
(937) 426-0867
ron.hunt.oh@gmail.com 

379th Bomb Gp. Assn. Sept. 5-8, 2013.
Fairborn, OH. Contact:

Larry Loveless
140 Newton Road
Fredericksburg, VA 22405
(540) 373-1596
ginlotfarms@verizon.net 

Tuy Hoa AFB. Sept. 5-8, 2013. Fairborn
OH. Contact:

Dale Brown
1747 East Townsend Road
St Johns MI 48879
(517) 927-7859
dvicbrown@charter.net

57th Bomb Wing Association. Sept. 26-
29, 2013. Fairborn, OH. Contact:

Robert Marino
116 Juniper Way
Basking Ridge NJ 07920
(908) 766-7316
rbmarino@verizon.net

57th Alumni Association (57th TCS,
57th MAS, 57th AS, 57th WS). Sept.26-
29, 2013. Fairborn, OH. Contact:

Woodie Hall
5305 Forest Breeze Court
St Cloud FL 34771-7743
(407) 301-5133
alumni57th@gmail.com

MacDill Flyers. Oct. 4-6, 2013. Fairborn,
OH. Contact:

Gene Stevens
3380 Greenburn Road
Beavercreek, OH 45434
(937) 429-1552
genestevens@sbcglobal.net

Ranch Hands Vietnam Assn. Oct. 10-
13, 2013. Fairborn, OH. Contact: 

Jack Spey
4245 South Rome Way
Hurricane, UT 84737
(435) 877-1166
maresfwb@aol.com

We seek quality articles—based on sound scholarship, perceptive analysis, and/or firsthand experience—which are
well-written and attractively illustrated. The primary criterion is that the manuscript contributes to knowledge. Articles
submitted to Air Power History must be original contributions and not be under consideration by any other publication
at the same time. If a manuscript is under consideration by another publication, the author should clearly indicate this
at the time of submission. Each submission must include an abstract—a statement of the article’s theme, its historical
context, major subsidiary issues, and research sources. Abstracts should not be longer than one page.

Manuscripts should be submitted in triplicate, double-spaced throughout, and prepared according to the Chicago Manual
of Style (University of Chicago Press). Use civilian dates and endnotes. Because submissions are evaluated anonymously,
the author’s name should appear only on the title page. Authors should provide on a separate page brief biographical details,
to include institutional or professional affiliation and recent publications, for inclusion in the printed article. Pages, includ-
ing those containing illustrations, diagrams or tables, should be numbered consecutively. Any figures and tables must be
clearly produced ready for photographic reproduction. The source should be given below the table. Endnotes should be num-
bered consecutively through the article with a raised numeral corresponding to the list of notes placed at the end.

If an article is typed on a computer, the disk should be in IBM-PC compatible format and should accompany the man-
uscript. Preferred disk size is a 3 1/2-inch floppy, but any disk size can be utilized. Disks should be labelled with the name
of the author, title of the article, and the software used. Most Word processors can be accommodated including
WordPerfect and Microsoft Word. As a last resort, an ASCII text file can be used. 

There is no standard length for articles, but 4,500-5,500 words is a general guide.
Manuscripts and editorial correspondence should be sent to Jacob Neufeld, Editor, c/o Air Power History, 11908

Gainsborough Rd., Potomac, MD 20854, e-mail: editor@afhistoricalfoundation.org.

Guidelines for Contributors

List provided by: 
Rob Bardua 
National Museum of the U.S. Air Force
Public Affairs Division
1100 Spaatz Street
WPAFB, OH  45433-7102
(937) 255-1386
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The Hawker Beechcraft AT–6 Texan II was last issue’s
“mystery plane.” It has also been identified in plane-
maker literature as the AT–6B and AT–6C but is cur-
rently being marketed without a letter suffix. The “A”
signifies an “attack” mission: It’s the armed version of
a trainer that’s widely used in U.S. forces and around
the world. Our hope was that the angle of the photo in
our last issue might challenge some of Air Power
History’s most sharply focused airplane spotters.

The AT–6 is a candidate for the Air Force’s Light
Air Support (LAS) program aimed at providing about
20 armed trainers to be operated by the Afghan Air
Force. The LAS program has moved in fits and starts.
Its future now depends on what will happen if and
when Congress decides to fund fiscal year 2013, which
began on October 1. The AT–6 will be competing with
the Embraer EMB-314 Super Tucano, also called the
A–29B, which won the LAS competition in 2011 only
to have the results set aside last March and the pro-
gram rebooted. Even if Capitol Hill doesn’t provide
funding to revive the LAS effort, a worldwide market
exists for a small warplane capable of operating from
austere airfields and employing precision ordnance.

The trainer on which the AT–6 is based, the T–6A
Texan II, was selected as the winner of the Joint

Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) on June
22, 1995. The A model is powered by a 1,100 shaft
horse power PT6A-68A. The author flew a company-
owned prototype (Beech/Pilatus PC–9 Mk. II N8284M
c/n PT–2, with test pilot Jim DeGarmo) at Wichita on
November 24, 1997 and an operational example (T–6A
04-3734, 558th Flying Training Squadron, with
instructor Lt. Col. Carey McKinney) at Randolph Air
Force Base, Texas, on January 4, 2006. Both times, the
PT6A-68A-powered Texan II felt as if it had plenty of
power under the hood, but that was without extra fuel
tanks, bombs, or guns hanging under the wings.

The two examples of the AT–6 armed version are
powered use a next-generation 1,600-shaft horsepow-
er Pratt & Whitney Canada PT6A-68D engine—the
same version that propels the Super Tucano. The two
planes have shown their ability to use most items of
ordnance in current U.S. inventory, thanks to a series
of demonstrations funded by earmarks from the
Kansas congressional delegation. The T–6 series is
manufactured in Wichita.

Given the administration’s “pivot” toward China
and the Pacific, with counter-insurgency now enjoying
a lower priority than it once did, it’s unclear whether
LAS will continue or whether we’ll see any more
AT–6s in U.S. markings. Hawker Beechcraft has been
in and out of bankruptcy and recently had to abort a
planned purchase of its non-military assets by Chinese
investors.

Because of a minor technical glitch related to our
last issue being on-line only, we’re postponing our
usual announcement about the number of entrants to
the “History Mystery” contest and the name of the win-
ner. Watch this space for more details. Our “History
Mystery” continues—now approaching the quarter
century mark, and we hope readers will let us know if
they can identify our new puzzler aircraft.

Our new aircraft is seen here in our photo by
John Gourley. Can you name the plane? Heed the
“History Mystery” rules, below.

See if you can identify our latest mystery aircraft.
Remember, we also want to hear from you as to
whether you think this long-running contest is too
easy or too difficult. Remember the “Mystery” rules:

1. Submit your entry via e-mail to
robert.f.dorr@cox.net. Entries may also be submitted
on a postcard to Robert F. Dorr, 3411 Valewood Drive,
Oakton VA 22124.

2. Write a sentence about the aircraft shown
here. Include your address and telephone number.
Remember to include a phone number.

3. A winner will be chosen from among correct
entries and will receive an aviation book.

And let’s get serious about those historical
treasures in your attic or basement. Some readers
say they just don’t remember where their color
slides are. That’s not a good way to assure the

preservation of history. Dig out your slide or snap-
shot of a rare aircraft and lend it to Air Power
History for this contest.

This
Issue’s
Mystery
Plane

History Mystery
by Robert F. Dorr
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