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Abstract

This paper mainly through the study of the different bombing effectiveness of the United States
Army in the Vietnam War before and after the use of unguided bombs and guided bombs bombing
Thanh Hoa Bridge, proposed a bombing effectiveness evaluation method based on entropy weight
method, and the actual evaluation of the data of six bombing operations, obtained more ideal
evaluation results. This evaluation method has a high use value and the evaluation results have a
strong reference value.
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FEVFAS IR R T, MR AR VAl 2 SRR 2 P B B2 AR R OB, M T I BT — € 10
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Table 1. Evaluation index system of bombing effectiveness
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Table 2. Data of bombing operation
2. BIEITEhERE

H )z ENERAE

A= HNEA EIEES D ERIES

ESS LR A BRI 17 AT L RUIEZES N2
1965.04.03 69 190,500 15 2 13 10
1965.04.04 68 320,000 30 3 31 55
1965.05.07 64 168,000 20 3 12 10
1965.05.31 4 31,000 45 3 10 5
1967.03.12 3 3000 3 1 0 0
1972.05.13 14 71,000 300 5 0 0
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(69 190500 15 2 13 10]
68 320000 30 3 31 55
(|64 168000 20 3 12 10
31000 45 3 10 5
33000 3 1 0 0

|14 71000 300 5 0 O |

24. BIEFRERRER

FEF 3T IR AE RV R R T B AN TR AR SR BUE AR AR R, X 2% 1E S deAn B AT bR e AL A EE
NS IN

LR bR

x; —min(x,)

= max (x, ) — min(xl.)

max (x, ) - x;
max (x,)—min(x,)

FREAJEHERE A 2 A (BdEbrdEE R 2 H I 0 18,
#EIH 0.0001 A4, )

SRRy, =

N T AN Wi e 4 45 R P 4

[ 0.0001  0.408617 0.040504 0.2501 0.580745 0.818282]
0.015252  0.0001  0.091009 0.5001 0.0001  0.0001
| 0075858 0.479595 0.057339 0.5001 0.613003 0.818282
' 10.984948 0.911772 0.091009 0.5001 0.677519 0.909191
1.0001  1.0001  0.0001 0.0001 1.0001  1.0001
10.833433  0.785589  1.0001  1.0001  1.0001  1.0001 |
2.5. WWHSE j BUHERR T8 i RRIETRI SRR E
AR p, =1
2V
i=1
THREEE R
[4.76565E-05 0.194732846  0.01930282 0.119188979 0.276762986 0.389964712]
0.025140111 0.000164837 0.150016484 0.824348895 0.000164837 0.000164837
p_| 0029816156 0.188507041 0.02253737 0.196566517 0.240943629 0321629288
0.241732451 0.223772985 0.022336042 0.122737789 0.166281198 0.223139535
0.249987502 0249987502 2.49963E-05 2.49963E-05 0.249987502 0.249987502
0.148312992  0.139798883  0.177972031 0.177972031 0.177972031 0.177972031 |

2.6. THEE j BUEFRRINE(E

AN e = _IL,Z:‘[E" ln(pi/, )J

nn ;-
TS

E= [0.653358939 0.888084652 0.468050433 0.724121709 0.921978354 0.961053459]
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2.7. 8B j BUERHIER R

MRAR: g =1-¢
LR
G :[0.346641061 0.111915348 0.531949567 0.275878291 0.078021646 0.038946541]

2.8. 5B j BUEHINNE R Y

AR 0 =2
28
Jj=1
P
a)=[25.06% 8.09% 38.45% 19.94% 5.64% 2.82%]
3. BiETE

AR AT SC R IR R BV B € S AR AR LR W1 3 s

Table 3. Weight of each indicator
3. BIENE

ERINS SIERRE

e 2 SNERA SRR LREES

ES S KHLECE JEHL B (Ex=Lin| AT AIEiGPS NGt
HARARALE 25.06% 8.09% 38.45% 19.94% 5.64% 2.82%

TR 3 AT PR O RN B W K B RT = MR AR BRI TR LS AEAT S DL A
3l e D ) RBLE N 5 AR RAB I [ e b, AT 0 B 22 2 Bl SR KR - BRI BIIXAF X S K Ak
e, A AT B T a4 RE ST

HEIRER A VPIEXT 6 UCESERREREAT VP4l PRANEE R AT & 4.

Table 4. Results of bombing effectiveness evaluation

4. RIFYEETEER

Ey il 1965.04.03 1965.04.04 1965.05.07 1965.05.31 1967.03.12 1972.05.13

CRGESES 0.154355522 0.138551515 0.237224902 0.51915465 0.4162 0.94097939
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