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Foreword

Few nations in modern times have been prepared for war. Even the
ageressors who have initiated contlicts have not been fully ready, for
they could never be certain how their victims would react or what the
clash of arms would bring. Nor, since the industrial revolution of the
19th century aceelerated the pace of technological change, could a na-
tion predict the impact of new weapons on battle and decide upon new
tactics and strategies necessary for victory.

For most of ity history, the United States did not trouble itself
deeply with problems of preparing for war, With wide oceans separating
it from the major powers of the world, and with a tradition isolating it
from the balance of power system which governed international rela-
tions, this country could afford a mihtary policy predicated on mobiliz-
ing atter hostilities had begun. Its small peacetime military and naval es-
tablishment was designed for border security, for patrol of distant scas
and a vast continental interior, tor exploration, and after the dawn of
the 20th century, for a cadre and training base which would absorb the
manpower and matericl of the nation for wartime armed torces,

Beginning lae in the 19th century, however, technology began 1o
render such a policy increasingly dangerous. The introduction of steel
and steam in ship construction and improvements in naval weaponry
pushed the nation into overhauling and expanding the peacetime Navy.
While the oceans would still provide a barrier and atford an interval for
mobilization, deteat at sca would transtorm the barrier into a highway
tor imvasion. To surrender the command of the sea was perceived by the
carly 20th century to offer an enemy the opportunity to defeat the
United States.

Similarly, air power shrank the world and promised as much danger
as opportunity to the country in defending itself. Proponents ot air
power realized that command of the air by an enemy could lay the na-
tion open to bombardment and perhaps detfeat. To prevent such a catas-
trophe required extensive preparation and much practice, thus prompt-
ing the expenditure ot considerable resources in peacetime. And vet the
nation, in the aftermath ot World War [—the “war to end all wars™—
saw little need for much spending on the implements of war, And in the
19305, with the onset of the worst depression in American histery, ¢co-
nomic theory called for reduced government expenditure. For the pio-
neers of the American air forees, these were ditficult vears in a struggle
as part of the army to forge the air weapons they believed so strongly
would decide future warfare.

In this thoroughiy rescarched and lucidly written volume, Lt. Col.
John F. Shiner describes the Air Corps' effort to prepare the nation for
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war; to gain money, aircraft, and, even more important, independence;
and to achieve a capability to wage aerial war. The focus of the work is
Maj. Gen. Benjamin Foulois and his tenure as Chief of the Air Corps
between 1931 and 1935, But the implications of Shiner’s findings go be-
vond cither the personalities or the issues. They encompass the whole
character of developing United States military policy and its ascendancy
to leadership in aviation during World War Il. At the beginning of
Foulois® stewardship, the Air Corps lacked both a “specific mission™
and a “clearly defined doctrine.” 1t possessed neither the aircraft not the
organization for an independent role in conflict. War Department
leaders were convinced that future war would be decided in ground
fighting and that the most logical and effective mission for air power
was in support of the land forces, On its part, the Navy was determined
to develop its own air arm and 1o prevent army aviation from gaining
any mission that overlapped into the naval environment,

From these battles merged the foundations of the large air fleets
that helped to bring victory in World War 11, Shiner shows that Army
leaders were neither as backward nor as resistant to aviation as had
been previously thought. Out of Foulois' term as Chief of the Air
Corps came a fully articulated doctrine of long-range bombardment, its
acceptance as part of official Army doctrine, the beginning of the pro-
gram for the procurement of the B-17, and the missions for Army avia-
tion of air and coastal defense. Even more important, pressed by
Foulois’ badgering, the Army established GHQ Air Force, a major step
toward autonomy which allowed the Air Corps 1o unify its strike forces,
to concentrate them under a single air commander, and to train and de-
velop the striking forces which could command the air and attack and
enemy’s heartland.,

This is also @ human story. Benjamin Foulois made many mistakes,
not the least of which was his unqualified assurance to President
Roosevelt in 1934 that the Air Corps could fly the domestic mails, an
episode that Shiner brings to life in dramatic terms. Foulois clashed re-
peatedly with the War Department. He believed passionately in the bur-
geoning importance of the Army air arm and its need for freedom from
Army control. He liked nothing better than being in the cockpit, in the
operations post, or in the airplane repair shop. (Thirty vears later, in his
cighties, Foulois told a voung pilot that writing memoirs “cut into his
flving time.") While clearly more at home among his airmen than in
front of a congressional committee, Benjamin Foulois relentlessly pres-
sured and bargained with the War Department, emerging as one of the
most significant founders of air power.

Colone! Shiner has illuminated a critical period in aviation history.
His is the story of the complicated relationships between equipment,
doctrine, and organization—relationships which invariably raise the issue
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of the proper roles and missions of air power. It is a story as timely to-
day as it was forty vears ago, when aviation was just emerging as a ma-
jor force in modern war.

Richard H. Kohn
[ Chief, Office of Air Force History
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Preface

For the Army Air Corps the first halt of the 1930s was a time of
great transition. While few issues relevant to military aviation were con-
clusively settled between 1931 and 1935, it was an e¢ra of rapid change in
air doctrine, mission, organization, and equipment. Doctrinally, the age
produced more clearly defined emplovment concepts. Likewise, it bred a
fervent belief among Air Corps officers that independent strategic
bombing operations could achieve decisive results in wartare, and that
air power alone could prevent a hostile invasion of the United States.
Organizationally, it was a time of centralization. The War Department
allowed the air arm™ striking elements, previously divided among the
various ground commanders, to be concentrated under a senior Air
Corps commander in one General Headquarters Air Force (GHQ Air
Force). The era also created a clear and immediate mission for the air
arm—the air defense of the United States and its overseas possessions.
In addition, it was an age of rapid technological advancement in aero-
nautics, spawning aircraft such as the B-17 that could wurn the potential
of air power into reality,

Benjamin D. Foulois directed the Army air arm during this time of
tremendous transition. An aviation pioncer who had tlown with the
Wright brothers, Foulois had been involved in military aviation since its
inception. Short in stature, an es-enlisted man with only a high school
education, and possessing no exceptional gifts as a public speaker, he
lacked the charisma of a Billy Mitchell. Yet he believed just as firmly as
Mitchell in the importance of military aviation and fought equally as
hard to remove it from the ground-minded control of the Army General
Staff. Foulois made mistakes in judgment during his tenure as Chiet of
the Air Corps, but they were usually based on deep convictions about
military aviation and what it could and should do. The officers and
men of the Air Corps respected him, and he, tor his part, did a credible
job of representing their interests.

None of the previous works on the history of the Air Foree cover
this age of transition in detail. Nor have authors herctofore attempted
to assess Foulois' impact upon military aviation development. The
present volume sceks to fill both of these voids. It will trace topically
the various changes between 1921 and 1935 and Foulois® part therein. It
will also attempt to shed some light on why thisv four-vear period pro-
duced widespread and important alterations that set the tenor for Amer-
ica’s Army air ¢ffort in World War 11,

General Foulois played the role ot a leading advocate for change.
Using his official position, he agitated tirelessly for improvements in or-
ganization, force structure, and employvment doctrine during his first
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two and one-halt years as Chief of the Air Corps. By applying persist-
ent pressure on the General Staff, he encouraged that conservative body
to rethink its position on a number of aviation-related subjects. The
chapters that tollow examine this War Department-Air Corps interplay
and relate how it usually resulted in a period of negotiation that would
culminate in the General Staft altering its official position in the direc-
tion of that advanced by Foulois and his aviation associates. In this
manner, the Air Corps was able 10 make appreciable gains during the
first halt of the 1930s. The only issues the General Staff adamantly
refused 1o negotiate were those of increased autonomy or independence
for the Air Corps and continued expansion of the air arm at the ex-
pense of the rest of the Army.

This volume is intended as neither a detailed history of the Air
Corps nor a biography of Maj. Gen. Benjamin D. Foulois. Instead, it is
a study of the time and the man during an important period in the U.S.
Air Forces past—a period of change and progress.

No work of thiv scope could be written without the assistance of
many people. One such individual is my mentor and good friend, Prof.
Allan R. Millett of The Ohio State University. As my Ph.D. adviser, he
spent many hours and an untold quantity of blue ink offering valuable
suggestions as 1 prepared a substantial portion of this study for my dis-
sertation committee. His encouragement and that of Lt. Col. David
Maclsaac, formerly the Deputy for Military History at the U.S. Air
Force Academy. were extremely important. Colonel Maclsaac read the
entire manuscript and offered very usceful advice. T also must thank
Brig. Gen. Alfred F Hurley, USAE, Ret., who served so effectively as
the Chairman of the Academy’s Department of History until his retire-
ment in 1980, General Hurley was responsible for first interesting me in
the Air Corps during the Foulois years. A caring boss, he gave me his
unflagging support.

I received considerable research assistance from Maj. Gen. John W,
Huston, USAL, and his staft in the Office of Air Foree History, General
Huston, Mr, Fugene P Sagstetter, Mr. Herman S. Wolk, and Mrs. Bar-
bara €. Fleming in the Air Force History Office provided excellent edi-
torial advice as well. Mro Lawrence J. Passek, Senior Editor, and
Vanessa Do Allen selected the photography and designed the layvout for
the volume. These photographs were selected from collections at the De-
fense Audiovisual Agency, the Library of Congress, and the National
Archives. Frikewise, James No Fasiman, Jr, Chiel of the Historical Re-
scarch Branch, and the people at the Alkert F Simpson Historical Re-
search Center, Maxwell Air Foree Base, Alabama, helped me locate im-
portant document collections,

The staff ar the National Archives was equally helpful.
Dr. Timothy K. Nenninger of the Navy and Old Army Branch deserves
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special praise. He spent countless hours in the Archives locating perti-
nent boxes of documents. His advice and willingness 1o help went well
bevond the call of duty, Dr. Dean C. Allard and his people in the Naval
1 History Division, Department of the Navy, also provided valuable assist-
’ ance; Dr. Allard steered me directly to the relevant collections and made
3 me feel right at home.

A number of other institutions and individuals also assisted my re-
search efforts. Mr. Duane J. Reed, in the Special Collections Branch at
the ULS. Air Force Academy Library, was very helpful. So too were the
stafts of the Manuscript Division, Library of Congress; the Nimitz Li-
3 brary at the U.S. Naval Academy: and the Franklin D. Roosevelt Li-
brary, Hyvde Park, New York. Miss Janice E. McKenney and others in
the ULS. Army Center of Military History went out of their way to lo-
: cate obscure manuals and other materials for me.

I owe a special thank vou to one other individual—my wife,
Beverly, She typed and retvped the chapters of this volume many times,
offering free editorial advice—often unsolicited—as <he went. Her lov-
ing support and ability at the kevboard to turn my seribbling into some-
thing more intelligible were very important. To her, to my children Steve
and @aurie, and to my mother, Helene, U dedicate this book.
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CHAPTER 1

FOULOIS AND THE AIR ARM,
1908-1931

Benjamin Delahaut Foulois, a man destined to leave his mark on
American military aviation, was born in the quaint country village of
Washington, Connecticut, on December 9, 1879. Son of Henry and Sarah
Augusta Foulois, *Benny™ completed eleven years of schooling and at the age
of sixteen went to work in his father’s prosperous business as an appren-
tice plumber and stcamfitter. Two vears later, news of the «inking of the
battieship Maine and the possibility of war with Spain filled the newspa-
pers. Yearning for excitement, voung Foulois ran off to New York City to
join the military. He first tried the Navy but was rejected because he
lacked scafaring experience and was small in stature. Benny subsequently
visited the Army recruiting station and enlisted in the Ist U.S. Volunteer
Engincers.'

Foulois' early military experiences took him to both Puerto Rico and
the Philippines. He served with the Engincers in Puerto Rico during the
Spanish-American War and was mustered out of the service as a sergeant
in January 1899, Savoring his first taste of military life, he immediately
sought an appointment to West Point. This effort was unsuccessful due to
what Foulois later called a “lack of theoretical school training.”* He there-
upon enlisted as a private in Company G, 19th Infantry, of the Regular
Army, which was soon assigned to duty in the Philippines. The Connecti-
cut yvouth experienced rapid advancement between 1899 and 1901, rising
to become first sergeant of Company G. His coolness in combat and
leadership must have been the major factors in his superiors® decision to
commission him a second licutenant in February 1901. Foulois recalled
later that *1 didn’t win my commission on the basis of the answers on the
[commissioning] test. Whatever value they attached to my two vears of
field service with troops must have outweighed my ignorance.™’

(R




L

Lt =y

il ned

FOULOIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

After a second tour of duty in the Philippines, Foulois in 1905 en-
tered the Army’s professional education program—his avenue to eventual
involvement in acronautics. He did not compile a very impressive record
as a student in the Infantry and Cavalry School at Fort leavenworth,
Kansas, due to trouble with his eves. When informed by the post surgeon
he would have to cither stop studying or wear glasses, Foulois raade his
decision: 1 stopped studyving—and as a result, graduated (1906) about
two or three numbers from the bottom of my class.” His lack of academic
excellence did not, however, keep him from being assigned to the Army
Signal School upon graduation. This new course had barely gotten under
way when trouble crupted in Cuba. Foulois was ordered to rejoin his
regiment, which was to become a portion of the Army of Cuban Pacifica-
tion. After several months of fighting insurgents and mapping the coun-
tryside, he returned to the signal school in August 1907. By this time the
Signal Corps, which had charge ot all military balloon activity, had cre-
ated an acronautical division. Foulois® school thesis, *The Tactical and
Strategical Value of Dirigible Balloons and Aerodynamical Flving Ma-
chines,”™ and the general interest he showed toward military aviation while
at the school, caused him to be detailed to the Signal Corps upon gradua-
tion in July 1908, The Army at once ordered him to Washington, D.C.,
for aviation dutv.?

For the next year and a half, Licutenant Foulois was intimately con-
nected with the U.S. Army first real flving experiences.® Assigned to the
Office of the Chief Signal Officer, he became a member of the Aeronauti-
cal Board for the 1908-09 airship and airplane trials. The Army had just
purchased it tirst dirigible and was about to evaluate for the first time a
heavier-than-air tflving machine. Foulois flew on the Army dirigible in
1908 but was not very impressed with the machine’s military capabilities.
He did not take part in the test trial of the Wright brothers' airplane at
Fort Mver, Virginia, which ended in disaster on September 17, 1908.
Licutenant Thomas E. Selfridge was killed and Orville Wright badly in-
jured when the propeller broke and the aircraft crashed. However, after
the Wright brothers rebuilt the plane. Foulois became directly involved in
the July 1909 continuation of the evaluation. He not only laid out the
trial course between Fort Mvyer and Alexandria, Virginia, but also flew as
the navigator-observer during the final test flight.® Foulois explained: “!
would like to think that 1 was chosen on the basis of intellectual and
technical ability, but 1 found out later that it was my short stature, light
weight, and map-reading experience that had tipped the decision in my
favor.™"”

Based on the July 1909 tests, the Army purchased the Wright aircraft
and contracted with the inventors to establish a temporary flyving school
at College Park, Marvland. There Foulois received his first instruction in
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FOULOIS AND THE AIR ARM, 1908-1931

piloting a plane. Because he had made disparaging remarks concerning
the worth of dirigibles which were contrary to the official War Depart-
ment view, or so he believed, the recent Signal Corps School graduate was
not among the first two Army officers selected for the training. His supe-
riors allowed him to join the College Park program in October 1909, but
soon after, the original two trainees, Lieutenants Frank P. Lahm and Fre-
deric E. Humphreys, badly damaged the airplane. Since the Wright
brothers had technically fulfilled the terms of their contract when these
two men soloed, the training program ended before Foulois could be
given an opportunity to take the aircraft up alone. The Wrights repaired
the aircratt and departed.”

Both Lahm and Humphreys, who had been serving on detached duty
for aviation training, were ordered back to their regular billets, leaving
Foulois and the Wright aircraft to constitute the Army’s entire heavier-
than-air flying force.” In December the War Department ordered the little-
experienced aviator to take the plane to Fort Sam Houston in San Anto-
nio, Texas. Foulois delighted in recounting the directive given him by
Brig. Gen. James Allen, Chief Signal Officer, who told him: *Your or-
ders are simple, Lieutenant. You are to evaluate the airplane. Just take
plenty of spare parts—and teach vourself to fly.” The lieutenant did just
that.'"

As the Army’s one-man air force, the young flyer learned a great deal
and achieved a number of U.S. military aviation firsts during 1910-11.
Foulois and his small ¢rew of nine enfisted men arrived at Fort Sam
Houston with the crated aircraft in early February 1910. After reassem-
bling the plane and erecting the catapult that helped the plane take off,
the licutenant made his initial solo flight on March 2. He went aloft four
times that day, establishing three personal firsts—his first solo rakeoff,
first solo landing, and first crackup. During the succeeding months the
Army’s only officer assigned to flyving duty completed numerous flights,
gaining valuable aviation experience. He corresponded frequently with the
Wright brothers on questions of pilot technique. He also modified the
airplane they had designed and built, substituting wheels for the original
skids. This enabled him to take off without using the catapult. He also
installed the first aircraft seatbelt, after nearly being thrown out of the
plane while approaching the field for landing. Foulois showed the air-
plane’s practical application to military operations by carrying out aerial
mapping, photography, and observation of troops. When trouble erupted
along the Mexican border, he set a cross-country distance record of 106
miles on March 3, 1911, while on a reconnaissance flight in support of
American ground troops. That same year he designed the first military
air-to-ground wircless communications system and demonstrated its prac-
ticality."!
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FOULOIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

The Army was not impressed with its one-aircraft, one-pilot air arm.
The plane was quite fragile and usually had to spend about three weeks in
the repair shop after each week of flying. Crackups were not infrequent.
The War Department furnished Foulois only $150 to keep his aircraft
going during the remainder of fiscal year 1910, and the aviator had to
spend more than $300 of his own money to subsidize the operation. Like-
wise, he “begged, borrowed, and stole material from the Quartermaster
Department™ to carry out continual airplane repairs.'” In 1910-11 Foulois
sought to awaken a reluctant Army to the *“value” of the airplane through
such actions as flying “over the tents occupied by sleeping officers of the
division headquarters staff at about ten feet™ and executing “a power dive
over the headquarters latrine.” However, these activities did not seem to
noticeably improve the outlook of ground officers toward military avia-
tion."?

Irrespective of Foulois” antics, the War Department by [9{[ had
taken slightly more notice of miltiary aviation. The Army assigned addi-
tional officers to flving duty and purchased a few new planes. The fiscal
yvear 1911 War Department budget for the first time included a specific
appropriation for aviation—a sum of $125,000. Nevertheless, the Army's
increased interest in the airplane was quite limited. In 1914, just prior to
the outbreak of World War 1, the United States stood fourteenth in total
funds afiocated for military aviation—well below such world powers as
Greece and Bulgaria. Not until July 1914 did Congress pass a law to pro-
vide permanent personnel for Army aviation, establishing a small Avia-
tion Section of the Signal Corps containing 60 officers and 260 enlisted
men.

The Army removed Foulows from aviation activities in 1912 and did
not reassign him to flving duty until early 1914, Since he had spent in
excess of tour years on detached service with the Signal Corps, he was
required by federal law to perform troop duty with his own branch, the
Infantry.'® Foulois spent little time in the infantry assignment before
working his way back into a flying job. By January 1914 he secured for
himself the position of troubleshooter for the commandant of the new
aviation school at San Diego. Accidents had been all too frequent prior to
the little aviators arrival. Foulois, never afraid to get his hands dirty,
promptly organized and personally instructed a course for the flying stu-
dents in engine overhaul and repair. With the young flyers more knowl-
edgeable about aircraft powerplants, the school’s casualty rate dropped to
near zero.'®

In 1914-15 Foulois personally organized the Army’s first tactical air
unit (the Ist Aero Squadron) at San Diego. and in 1916 took this small
force into Mexico as part of the punitive expedition. The War Department
gave him the order to establish the squadron in 1914. However, according
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to Foulois, *1 had no instructions and received no information of any
definite plan as to what we should organize or how we should organize,
so we proceeded to organize by ourselves.”'” Assigned to Brig. Gen.
John ). Pershing’s command in 1916, the unit’s pilots and eight training
aircraft struggled to carry out their reconnaissance and liaison duties, but
the task of operating at relatively high altitudes (above 10,000 feet) over
the mountainous terrain of northern Mexico proved too demanding for
the squadron’s underpowered planes. By the end of the sixth week all the
aircraft were either worn out, in need of major repair, or wrecked in
crashes. The Ist Aero Squadron’s accomplishments in Mexico had been
extremely meager. Foulois and the other flyers had gained some valuable
experience but their military usefulness, aside from the liaison role,
*could be summed up in one successful scouting mission: they had once
found a lost and thirsty cavalry column.*"™

The dearth of suitable American flying equipment during the Mexi-
can punitive expedition indicated how far the United States lagged behind
Europe in military aviation. With World War 1 nearly two vears old. the
Army had but one tactical squadron in 1916 and it was equipped with
underpowered training planes. From the War Department’s purchase of its
first airplane in 1909 until the United States’ entry into the World War in
April 1917, the Army had acquired a total of 224 aircraft. Few of these
were still in commission in 1917, and none were combat models by Euro-
pean standards. When America declared war, the Army possessed just 5§
planes (alf trainers) located at two flving fiefds. Pershing declared that 51
of these were obsolete and 4 obsolescent.'”

After the punitive expedition and a brief tour of duty as aeronautical
officer for the Army's Southern Department, in March 1917 Foulois
moved to the Aviation Section, Office of the Chief Signal Officer, in
Washington, He soon began drafting a program for the wartime expan-
sion of the air arm. Several weeks work vielded plans for an air organiza-
tion sufficient to meet the nceds of an army of three million men. His
proposal contained estimates for the required appropriations and a draft
of the legislation needed to support the program. The plan carried a price
1ag of $640 million and was approsed by Congress on July 24, 1917.%¢
[ ooking back over his military career four decades later, Foulois would
consider formulating and winning congressional approval for the 1917
legislative proposal his most significant contribution to military aviation,
for it laid the foundation for Americas World War I and postwar avia-
tion organization and development.*!

The pioneer flver had his first direct clash with the General Staff
over the issue of the $640 million expansion program. As a result. he
adopted a styvie or method of action that he would resort to in succeeding
vears when differing with War Department policy or decisions. After sub-
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mitting the program to the General Staft and having it returned disap-
proved, Foulois went before the House Military Affairs Committee and
testitied in behalt of the plan:
1 tound that 1t the issues were senous enough there were always means ot
petting the ear of Congress. A Service officers would be called upon to tesuty
hefore Congressiomal commutiees of anguiry and they were free 1o give honest
apprasals ot the sitwation without danger of War Department reprisals. .. . 1
the 1vsue were espeaially aimportant and there was no change ot obtaimimy o
heaning trom the War Depattmient there were always wass ot tahing the matier
betore Congress and ~al) remann waithin the hmtanons of nubitars commuand. ™

This approach was extremely successful for Foulots in 1917 and in
later vears allowed him to express his disapproval of General Staff control
of aviation without bringing on War Department retribution. However,
his attempts to undercut the General Staff in testimony before Congress
would eventually backfire in 1934,

As a temporary brigadier general, in November 1917 Foulois traveled
to France to assume the duties of Chiet of the Air Service, American
Expeditionary Force (AEF). According to the aviators memoirs, General
Pershing had personally requested him for the job and wanted him to end
the chaos within the Air Service in France.”' However, the arrival of
Foulois and his staft did not bring order. Instead. it merely produced
more friction and confusion. The air officers already in France were for
the most part Regulars. They resented having Foulois® cortege, which in-
cluded quite a few recently commissioned civilians, imposed on them.
Brig. Gen. Billy Mitchell, Air Service commander for the Zone of Ad-
vance, was highly displeased with Foulois® staft and referred to them as
“carpetbaggers.” ™ Pershing, AEF commander in chief, summed up his
new air staff by calling them *a lot of good men running around in cir-
cles.” In May 1918 he reorganized the AEF Air Service and brought in as
its new chief, Brig. Gen. Mason M. Patrick, a ground officer.”* Foulois
was appointed Chiet of the Air Service, First Army, but soon requested
that he be made Patrick’s assistant and that Mitchell be given the First
Army job. This was approved by Patrick and the change took place on
August 1, 1918.%

Even though Foulois recommended Mitchell for the post of Chiet of
the Air Service, First Army, the two men harbored an intense and fasting
dislike for one another. Senior to Foulois prior to the war, Mitchell bit-
terly resented Foulois® elevation to Chief of the Air Service, AFF, and
complained directly to Pershing about Foulois' alleged inefficiency. For
his part, Foulois considered Mitchell one of his biggest headaches. being
both insubordinate and ill-informed on questions of logistics. Still Foulois
was clear-sighted enough to recognize Mitchell’s leadership abilities and
honest enough to recommend him for the prestigious job of leading the
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combat air efforts as Chief of the Air Service, First Army.”

Foulois and Mitchell had lite stvles and personalities which were so
different that there is little chance that they would have been friends even
had they not clashed over issues of command in France. Mitchell was
flamboyant, relatively wealthy, and a tflashy dresser. Foulois, the ex-
enlisted man, came tfrom more humble origins. He preferred a pair of
overalls to a neatly tailored unitorm and felt at home amidst the dirt and
grime of the aircratt repair shop. While Mitchell moved in the higher
circles of society, Foulois enjoved a good drinking party and a game of
poker with his tellow officers. Foulois was not a particularly articulate
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public speaker nor did he seem to relish the public role. He possessed a
wealth of practical konowledge on aviation, while the more publicity-
oriented Mitchell was a parvenu. Their differences in style easily carried
over into the methods cach adopted in the postwar struggle 1o free mili-
tary aviation tfrom ground officer control. Mitchell directed much of his
ctfort toward public opinion. Foulois, believing that officers should keep
the struggle within established channels, tried to exert pressure in testi-
mony betore Congress and other official investigative bodies.™

LS, Army aviation entered World War I quite late and was emploved
almost exclusively in a tactical ground support role. Senior American fly-
ing ofticers wanted to eventually undertake a strategic bombardment cam-
paign against Germany, but they never got the chance. American air units
did not go into combat until April 1918, In September the Air Service,
American Fxpeditionary Foree, directed its first large operation, involving
1,481 aircratt in support of the ground advance on the St. Mihiel salient.
Howecever, only 609 of the planes were from ULS, squadrons. Throughout
the war the AFE continued to use its air units for reconnaissance, artillery
spotting, close air support, interdiction of enemy lines of communications
in the immediate vicinity of the trenches, and to deny the Germans use of
the air space along the front.™ EFven had Pershing and his staff been ad-
vocates of strategic bombing, the state of aviation technology would have
severely linmted the etffectiveness of such an undertaking. Aircraft range
and load-carrving capability were quite limited in 1918,

With the close of the war in Furope and the swift demobilization of
American forces, the issue of aviation's place in the ULS. postwar defenss
structure immediately arose. Pershing had removed American air units
France from Signal Corps control in June 1917, establishing the Air Serv-
ice, AL with its own chief. President Woodrow Wilson followed suit for
the entire Army air arm in May 1918, vsing the provisions of the recently
passed Overman Act that allowed him to reorganize the wartime fune-
tions of government agencies. ™ There was no question of returning Army
aviation to the Signal Corps at the end of the war. Still, the size of the
postwar Air Service and its degree of freedom from General Staff control
were vital issues both for the flvers and the Army's ground leadership.

The air arm™ wartime expansion had been proportionately greater
than that of the rest of the Army. It the Air Service were to remain rela-
tively large in the postwar period, it might have to be at the expense of the
rest of the Army, a situation dictated by the popular desire to return to
the normal small peacctime expenditures for defense. Air officers, realiz-
ing the cconomics of the situation, feared that the General Staff would
seek to reduce the Air Service to its prewar size to free more funds for the
Army's traditional combat branches. Consequently, many Army {lvers be-
gan to champion the formation of a separate service as the sole means of
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preserving what they believed to be an important element in the nation’s
defense structure. The rapid demobilization of the wartime air organiza-
tion (a drop in officer strength from twenty thousand to little more than
two hundred in 1919) intensified the fears of the Army aviators.

The dispute over Air Service independence that ensued between the
flvers and the War Department in 1919-20 did not so much involve a
doctrinal conflict over the decisiveness of air power as it did the issues of
adequate tunding, development, and leadership for military aviation. Air
Service officers did not claim that air power alone could win wars or
replace the “queen of battles,™ the Infantry. But many of them insisted
aviation represented an important offensive striking arm which must be
properly developed. Aviation advocates were displeased with the War De-
partment’s view that military aviation was only an auxiliary to be used to
dircetly aid the infantry.™*

In 1919 the Army completed a series of studies on aviation's place
within the national defense structure. In April, General Pershing ap-
pointed a board of officers to consider the lessons of the war. That
group’s report on aviation stressed the auxiliary nature of the Army's air
arm. In May, Secretary of War Newton D. Baker ordered Assistant Secre-
tary Benedict Crowell to head a new board to make a more thorough
investigation of military aviation. Reporting in July, the Crowell Board
recommended concentracing all of the government's air activities in a sin-
gle national air service, coequal with the War, Navy, and Commerce De-
partments. Both Secretary Baker and the General Staff were upset with
this conclusion. The War Department did not want to lose control of its
uscful auxiliary force. Baker, while wanting the air arm 1o grow, was
totally opposed to the idea of separation. He therefore buried the Crowell
report and authorized the Chief of Air Service, Maj. Gen. Charles T.
Mcenoher, to organize a new investigative group. Menoher, a nonflver,
produced a study more to the War Department™s liking. Completed in
October, the report opposed the creation of an independent department of
air and maintained that a separate air force would violate the principle of
unity of command and that air action could not in itself be decisive
against ground forces. ™

The War Department was under considerable congressional pressure
during 1919-20, for no less than eight separate bills were introduced seck-
ing to create a Department of Acronautics. As expected, ranking officers
of the Army and Navy testified against all such legislative proposals. They
regarded military flvers as upstarts, and could see no reason for granting
independence to what they considered a valuable auxiliary combat arm.
Not unexpectedly, the Army's aviators staunchly supported the legisla-
tion. ™

Foulois, who did not return to the United States until mid-1919, im-
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mediately became one of the leading advocates of a separate Department
of Acronautics. He and General Patrick had remained behind in France
and worked on the aviation terms ot the Treaty of Versailles. Returning
home in July to head the Liquidation Division in the Office of the Chief of
the Air Service, Foulois appeared frequently before congressional commit-
tees considering various bills relating to the future of the Air Service.'

The aviation pioncer, now a major, ** campaigned for independence
on the basis of the War Department’s inability to adequately provide for
and direct the Army's air arm, rather than on the issue of whether there
existed a separate mission that only aviation could carry out. What he
sought was a single government ageney that would have charge of both
¢civil and military aviation.' Like other flvers, Foulois was quite upset by
the General Staff’s postwar aviation policy, introduced av House Bill
S.2715 on August 4, 1919. While the legislative proposal provided tor an
Air Service strength of 1,923 officers and 21,753 enlisted men, none were
to be assigned permanently. All would be detailed from the Army's other
branches and arms and would return whenee they came after a period of
time.

In the ensuing hearings before the House Military Atfairs Commit-
tee, Foulois vigorously protested against the detail system. He charged
that such an arrangement would result in

creating a service without permanency and with constantly shitting personnel

who would hardly bean the Aur Service tong enough 1o learn the names of all

the difterent tools and instruments (to sav nothing of ther ethicent usey untid

they, by aw, would have 1o give up ther work and 11y somethine clse

He also claimed that such a system would result in a “high state of
inefficicney with maximum expenditures of public funds and maximum
waste of equipment.” Foulois criticized the failure of the bill 1o specify
that flving ofticers should hold the command positions in the Air Service.
He pointed out that if the bill became law, due to the relatively low rank
of Air Service personnel, 191 out of 193 vacancies in the ranks of major
through colonel would have to be filled with nonflving officers from the
Army at large. Foulois, other Air Service officers, and their supporters so
convinced the committee that the bill should not become law that it was
nc: reported out of committee.™

During the last quarter of 1919, Foulois testified on three occasions
before congressional committees. Each time he defiantly atacked the
General Staff as an organization ill-suited to administer, control, and pro-
vide for the growth of military aviation. On October 7, 1919, he told the
House Committee on Military Aftairs:

Fhe General Statt of the Army s the policy making bady ot the Army and,
cither throueh lack of svision, lack of practical knowledge, or deliberate inten-
tnon to subordinate the Air Service needs to the needs of the other combat
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arms, it has utterly failed to appreciate the full military value of this new

military weapon and, in my opinion, has utterly failed 1o accord it ity just

place 1n our military family.

He went on to damn the General Staff’s prewar lack of concern for
aviation that had resulted in the gross weakness of the Army’s air arm at
the onset of hostilities in 1917, Speaking of the present circumstances of
the Air Service and the American aviation industry, he asserted:

1 frankly state that in my opinion the War Department through its policy-
mahing body, the General Statf of the Army, is primarily responsible for the
present unsatisfactory, disorganized, and most critical situation which now ex-

st~ 10 all aviaton matters throughout the United States.

He repeated his criticism of the War Department a week later before
the Senate Military Aftfairs Committee, again emphasizing the General
Staff’s inept handling of the air arm. He attacked that body for its inabil-
ity to understand the full value of military aviation and for seeking to use
it almost exclusively in what he considered the “defensive” roles of obser-
vation and artillery spotting. He decried the lack of aviation development
at the hands of the General Staff and angrily asserted that

based o g practical experience in Army aviation, ever sance s birth in 1908, 1

van trankly state that in my opimion, the War Department has carned no right

or ttle to cIumL further control over aviation or the aviauon mdustry ot the

Untted States. ™

Foulois believed that the offensive capabilities of military aviation
could never be developed under Genera) Staff control. He again argued
this point in December 1919 before the House Committee on Military
Affairs, pointing out that the Army had not as vet recognized the great
value of aviation in operations bevond the areas occupied by ground
troops. He called for turning “defensive™ observation aircratt over to the
Army and operating the rest as a national air force under a separate de-
partment. He explained he had great respect tor the General Staft's exper-
tise in ground operations: however, he was “not a believer in anvone try-
ing to run somcthing unless they know something about it themselves.”
Theretore, the War Department should definitely not be charged with
running America’s offensive air arm.* Years later, when he was serving as
Chiet of the Air Corps, Foulois still maintained this 1919 view of the
inappropriateness of General Staft control.

While the future chietf was the most aggressive Air Service spokesman
for independence in 1919-20, Billy Mitchell, Hap Arnold,* and others also
participated in the crusade. Mitchell agreed with his former commander
that the American military air arm could not properly develop under the
disinterested hand of the General Staff. However, he based the bulk of his
argument for independence on the existence of a separate air mission. He
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testitied before the House Military Aftairs Committee that military avia-
tion’s principal function was to obtain a decision over the enemy's
aviation—essentially an air problem which provided the rationale for a
distinct air arm mission.

Foulois beiieved that in any future war the opposing air fleets would
battle for control of the air, but he did not play upon this mission as
justification for a separate service. Nor did he seek to diminish the pre-
vailing paramount position held by the Infantry in Army doctrinal think-
ing. What he was atter was the reorganization of America’s defense struc-
ture, so that military aviation might grow to realize its offensive potential,
becoming second in importance only to the “queen of battles."#*

Most Air Service officers now favored separation trom the War De-
partment. As might be expected, General Menoher, the nonflving Chief of
the Air Service, was an exception: He vehemently opposed separation.
Lt. Col. Oscar Westover was one of a handful of aviators who agreed
with Menoher. Westover believed it was all a guestion of submitting to
proper authority, in this case the War Department. He asserted that ofti-
cers advocating independence were being insubordinate.***

Irrespective of the campaign conducted by Foulois, Mitchell, and
other Air Service officers and the efforts of aviation supporters in Con-
gress, the Army Reorganization Act passed on June 4, 1920, gave the air
arm neither independence nor autonomy. The act did formally recognize
the Air Service as a combat arm and raised its authorized personnel
strength to 1,516 officers and 16,000 enlisted men. 1t provided for a Chief
of the Air Service with the rank of major general and a brigadier general
assistant. The law specified that no more than ten percent of Air Service
oft cers could be nonflvers, and that all flving units would have aviators
for commanders.*

The advocates of air arm independence saw the act as a crushing
defeat—and it was. By leaving the General Staff-Air Service relationship
unchanged. it lett the destiny of military aviation in the hands of those
who viewed it only as a force that might help the advance of the infantry.
The General Staft™s subsequent 1actical reorganization of Armiv aviation
showed what the Army'’s senior officers prized most from military avia-
tion. Of twenty-seven squadrons called tor in the War Department plan,
fifteen were to be observation and four surveillance. The Air Service’s
striking power would be confined to four bombardment and four pursuit
squadrons. Further, the General Staff insisted that all of the squadrons
operate as integral parts of the Army's divisions and corps. The War De-
partment gave command and control of each of the Air Service's tactical

*Stressing lovalty above all else, Westover would serve as Foulois' Asastant Chief of
Air Corps from January 1932 to December 1935, and would give tull support to his anti-
General Staft chief.
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squadrons to the commander of the corps area in which the squadron was
based.* One could not expect those who advocated a strong air arm to be
pleased with the resultant decentralized and oftensively impotent aviation
organization tostered by the General Statt.

Not unexpectedly, the cleavage between the aviators and the Army
ground officers controlling the General Staft deepened during the first
halt of the 1920s. The flving officers felt stymied in their campaign to win
A voiee in the nations military aviation destiny, Between 1920 and 1925,
many aviation hills were introduced, inumerable investigations and hear-
ings were held and reports rendered, but virtually no important legislation
resulted. To make matters worse, Congress, after passing the 1920 Army
Reorganization Act, failed to provide the tunds to build and keep the
Armny at the authorized toree level of 280,000 enlisted men and slightly
over 17,000 officers, By 1922 the cconomyv-minded lawmakers had low-
ered enlisted strength (o 137,000, and in 1927 cut it to HIR,750. By 1926
the government had pared otficer strength to nearly 12,000, The Air Sery-
e suttered accordingly, By March 1923, the Army air arm contained only
X80 officers and 8,399 enbisted men, including 91 aviation cadets—well
below the 1,516 otficers and 16,000 enlisted men (including 2,100 tlving
cadets) authorized by the 1920 act. General Patrick, appointed Chiet of
the Air Service in 1921, compounded the Air Service ofticer shortage by
retusing 1o Hifb vacancies through the transter of sentor ground officers to
the tlving arm. More important than the manpower shortage was the
dearth of aceeptable flving equipment. OF 1,970 aircratt of all tvpes in the
Army inventory an 19230 1,33 were obsolescent models built during the
war, Since very tew new aireraft were being purchased. aviation otticers
teared that in the next three vears normal attrition would reduce the total
number ot planes on hand o below 300,

[hese conditions siimulated those who believed in the value ot mili-
tary aviaton, both within and outside the Army, to intensity their cam-
patgn to win andependence  or at least a measure of autonomy—tor the
wir arm. Wath Foulois serving a four-year tour as air attache in Berlin
between 1920-24, Brig. Gen. Billy Mitchell, Assistant Chief of the Air
Service, casily became the feading crusader. Beginning with theoretical air
raids on LS. aties and the <ship bombing tests in 1921, he kept himself
and the issue ot e power betore the American people for almost five
vears. Mitchell was an excellent propagandist. When his provisional bri-
vade of one hundred wircratt sank the old German battdeship Ostfriestand,
his claims that the arrplane had made the battlestup obsolete received wide
press coveraee, much to the chagrin of the Navy, In 1924 Nitchell wrote a
series of controversial magazine articles proclaiming the importance of air
power to the defense ot the United States. He also was a frequent witness
betore congressional committees and other investigative bodies looking
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into the condition and organization of military aviation. By writing, test-
tving, and lecturing on the importance of air power, Mitchell apparently
believed he could win the support of public opinion, which in turn might
torce the War Department to change its aviation policy. Although making
claims hardly justified by the performance ot existing aircratt, he did
arouse widespread public interest in military aviation.™

By 1925 Mitchell had articulated the doctrine of strategic bombard-
ment and used it to substantiate his claim that a separate air mission
evisted. Others abroad and in the United States may have previously ad-
vocated this method of wartare, but he was the first American to popular-
iz¢ it Matchell’s approach was to explain to the public what another na-
tion could do to the Umited States by launching air attacks on its
mdustrial, transportation, and commeercial centers. He emphasized that
this tyvpe of wartare would force a nation to mahke peace, regardless of the
disposition of that countrys land and naval torces. To be victorious
would no Tonger entadd “the tedious and expensive processes of wearing
down the enemivs land forces by continuous attacks.” By explaimng that
onlv an air force could stop another air force and thus prevent the horrors
of strategie air attack, Mitchell identified the existence of a4 mission—air
detense —that required an independent air arm. Only a separate air toree
controlling ity own traming, doctrine, and resources cowdd turn back a
strategic air attack on a nation’s vital centers. Deeming naval vessels ex-
tremely vulnerable to air attack, Mitchell claimed that the mission of
coast detense against both atreratt and surtace ships clearly belonged to
the air arm.”’!

In order to placate the American abhorrence of total war and its
concomitant destruction of “innocent™ civilians, Mitchell publicly plaved
up the defensive nature of independent air operations. He merely hinted
that the United States might also undertake strategic bombardment of
cnemy vital centers, In dealing with his fellow Air Service officers, he was
more candid. In 1923 he created an unoffictal manual on bombardment
listing as acceptable military targets the enemy™s industry, transportation
svatem, and tood and water supplies. However, it asserted that purely
civilian targets would be hit only in reprisal. ™

Mitchell and other Army tlvers held that the airplane, being able to
bypass ground and sea torces and go directly to important targets, repre-
sented an entirely new kind of warfare, a view not shared by the ground
officers who dominated the Army. The 1926 cdition o Training Regula-
tions (TR) 440-18 aptly summed up the General Staff's attitude: “The
organization and training of all air units is based on the fundamental
doctrine that their mission is to aid the ground ftorces to gain decisive
success.” Though continuing to view military aviation as an auxiliary arm,
by 1926 the General Staff had begun to appreciate the airplane’s offensive
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uses. According to TR 440-15:
The mission of the At Service s to asant the ground 1orees 1o gain strategical

and tactical successes by destroving enemny aviation, attacking enemy ground

torees and other enemy objectives on land and sea, and i conunction with

other agendies to protect ground torees trom hostile acnad observanon and

attack. Inaddiion it turmishes acpal observation tor intormation and tor ar-

tllersy Iuc.< and also provides messenger servive and transportation tor special

personnel.

Mitchell increasingly antagonized senior oftficers of the War and
Navy departments with his claims that an independent air mission dic-
tated the separation of aviation from the two existing services. His persist-
ent assertion that atr power had replaced sea power as the nation's first
line of defense and his public criticism ot the Army and Navy for their
failure 1o develop military aviation increased the disdain which ground
and sea officers held for the Armyvs aviation crusaders. Army and Navy
leaders believed the airplane was incapable of conducting decisive inde-
pendent air operations. Likewise, they could see no reason for creating a
separate air defense foree: given the state of aviation technology, no over-
seas nation could launch air attacks on the United States. Moreover, both
services prized their respective air arms as important auxiliaries and were
by no means willing to give them up without an intense struggle. Mitch-
ell's ceaseless carping led to hiv removal as Assistant Chief of the Air
Service and his eventual court-martial in 1925 and resignation in 1926.*

Nearly all of Mitchells tellow Air Service officers agreed with his
concepts of air power and his aim to create a strong, independent air
force, but many disagreed with his tactics. They appreciated the military
potential of strategic bombing and considered the creation of a counter-air
force vital to the tuture security of the United States. Further, they be-
lieved, as he did, that military aviation could only achieve defensive and
offensive potential it guided in its development by those interested in it.
Yet many Army flvers disliked Mitchell's exaggerated claims for air
power."* Foulois, no friend of Mitchell's, probably summed up the feelinas
of many Army aviators when he wrote: 1 have no quarrel about Mitch-
cll’s championing the need for airpower before the American public. It
was his methods and his lack of judgment about what he said that 1 de-
plored.”™*

In the unreceptive political environment during the first half of the
1920s, the campaign by the Army flvers for military reorganization pro-
duced few positive results. Presidents Warren G. Harding and Calvin
Coolidge opposed independence as did the powerful Naval and Military
Affairs Committees of Congress. Consequently, the War and Navy De-
partments had powerful allies in their quest to preserve the status quo.
The crusade led by Mitchell nonetheless engendered a public awareness of
military aviation, and his arguments for a separate air arm helped his
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felow flyers think more coherently about air power.”

General Patrick, Chiet ot the Air Service Adr Corps, 1921-1927. fa-
vored air arm autonomy within the War Department rather than outright
independence: he was guite active in the air arm’s behalt in the carly
1920s. Following a course of action tar ditterent trom that ot his volatile
assistant, Patrick worked for change exclusively within established chan-
nebs, In mid-1922 he complained 1o the War Department that the Air
Service had been virtually demobilized and could no longer discharge even
its peacetime duties. On December 18, 1922, the General Staft directed
him to study the Air Service situation and submit recommendations. Pa-
trick’s response of February 1923 underscored the air arm’s inadequate
size and faulty organization. The report criticized the permanent assign-
ment of air elements to individual ground units and called tor a change in
that policy. Patrick suggested the Air Service be divided into two compo-
nents. One would consist of observation squadrons and balloon com-
panies serving as integral parts of the ground units. The other would com-
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prise an enlarged ar force of pursuit, attack, and bombardment
squadrons, which would operate independently of the ground forees, un-
der the command of the General Headguarters (GHQ) commander. Pa-
trick realized the War Department was not willing to give its air arm au-
tonomy, but he probably thought that gaining General Staft acceptance of
the principle of air foree concentration would be a step in the proper
direction. Furthermore, he was convineed of the military value of such a
tactical reorganization.™

On March 17, 1923, Secretary of War John W, Weeks convened a
board of General Staft officers under the chairmanship of Mai. Gen.
William [ assiter to consider Patricks recommendations. After studving
the Chiet of the Air Services report, in late March the board issued its
findings which ossentially concurred with Patrick™ views, The board de-
plored the poor condition of the Army air arm and called tor a ten-year
program to banld up Air Service personnel and aireratt strength. It recom-
mended that the air arm have a minimum peacetime establishment of
4.000 officers, 25,000 enlisted men, 2,300 aviation cadets and 2,500 air-
craft. in general the board endorsed Patrick™s plans for tactical reorgani-
sation with but one major change: it favored assigning ot some attack and
pursuit aviation directly to cach tield army. More important, the members
aceepted Patrick™s proposal that most combar ajreraft be concentrated as
an air toree:

A N Foree of bombardmeent and pursit aviation and aships should be

Giredtiy under General Headguarters tor asagnmient 1o speial and strategical

missions, the accomplishment ot which may be enher i connection waith the

aperation of gtound troops o enfitels andependent ot them This toree should

by nru:_l‘xlnlcd e Large amts, asunny ereat mobihin and independence ot

RIS IS

The War Department adopted the ©Tassiter Board report as its avia-
tion policy. Unfortunately, the tactical reorganization was not carried out
because the department did not secure the legistation to put the ten-vear
program into cttect. Seeretary Weeks approved the report and <ent it to
the Toint Board for coordination with the Navy. The sea service agreed in
principle with the program but was somewhat concerned oser the possible
impact of the Armys aviation buildup on naval aircraft procurement.
While the Lassiter report was stilt betore the Joint Board, Secretary
Weeks proposed 1o the Secretary of the Navy that the two services agree
on what proportion of military aviation appropriations their two air arms
should receive. The Navy Department wanted no part of such a plan, for
it would give the War Department a voice in determining how much the
sea service would receive for its air activities. The War Department sub-
mitted a second proposal specifyving a two-thirds one-third split of avia-
tion tunds, with the Army potting the lion's share. In response the Navy
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refused to consider turther either the tund split proposal or the Lassiter
report. The Lassiter program therefore languished awaiting turther War
Department action that never came.

In the meantime the House of Representatives undertook its own in-
vestigation of military acronautios. On March 24, 1924, the Speaker ap-
pointed a nine-man select committee drawn from the Military and Naval
Affarrs Committees and chaired by Representative Florian Lampert of
Wisconsin. This Select Commuttee of Inguiry into the Operations of the
United States Air Services (better known as the fampert Committee) be-
gan hearings in October and ook testimony until March 1928

Parrick and Mitchell, both disgusted with War Department inaction
on the Lassiter report, ably presented Air Service views betore this com-
mittee.” Mitchell's testimons, as might be expected, was the more sensa-
tional, He blamed the General Staft for the Army air arm’s weakened
condition, artached the Navy as a waste of ray dollars, and called for a
separate Department ot Aeronautics coequal with the War and Navy De-
partments. ®* Patrick, reflecting the atiitude of many Air Service officers
now willing to accept autonomy i hed of the much-vought-after but
tllusive independence. campaimgned before the committee for removal of
the air arm tfrom General Statt control. He exvplaimed that he had recently
recommended that the General Staft dratt and forward legislation “for
the reorganization of the Air Service as an air corps apart from the War
Departinent, but under the Secretary of War™ This, he said would afford
the air arm fmancial and doctrinal autonomy. Patrick also asserted that
great confusion presently reigned over whether the Army or Navy had
responsibility for coast detense. He claimed that this mission should be
given to an autonomous air corps thus ending the duplication and contu-
sion.™

The Tampert Committee’s report—not released until December 1925,
and theretore superseded by events—supported both Patricks and Mitch-
ell's views. As a short-term solution to the problems of Army and Navy
aviation, it recommended that the War and Navy Departments be required
to spend $10 million a vear on aireraft procurement: that the two air arms
be given their own separate, all-inclusive budgets; and that the Army and
Navy be required 1o give adequate representation on their respective Gen-
eral Staft and General Board 1o members of their air services “who will
firmly support the full and complete use of Army and Navy aviation for
the defense of the country.” As a permanent solution the committee
wanted established a single department of national defense, headed by a
civilian secretary, specially charged with the coordination of the defenses
of the country.” This last proposal implied air arm equality with the land
and sea forces in the new organization. However, the report did not state
that the single department would contaia three coequal subdivisions.®*
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By autuinn 1925, President Coolidge determined that another investi-
gation of military aviation was warranted. The economy-minded chief ex-
ccutive was just as much opposed to a separate air arm as were the War
and Navy Departments, and conditions prevailing in September indicated
that it was time to act. The Lampert Committee, quite friendly to the
aviation advocates during its hearings, would probably recommend some
kind of costly reorganization.®® Further, on September 5, Mitchell, upset
over the recent crash of the dirigible Shenandoah, charged that such acci-
dents were “the direct results of incompetency, criminal negligence and
almost treasonable administration of the national defense by the War and
Navy Departments.” These charges resulted in Mitchell’s court-martial,
but Coolidge feared they might also prompt a public outery for a sweep-
ing aviation investigation.” Likewise, the President did not want to allow
Mitchell to make his court-martial the focal point of attention. So on
September 12, Coolidge ordered the formation of the Presidents Aircraft
Board and secured the consent of his life-long friend Dwight W. Morrow
to head the new investigation. He directed Morrow and his committee of
distinguished civilians to have their report ready by the end of November,
presumably to take the sting out of the court-martial action.®

Where the Lampert Committee had been svmpathetic to the views of
the Army aviators, the Morrow Board seemed to encourage witnesses who
opposed any measure of independence for the Air Service. The board
gave the officers trom the Army air arm a chance to speak their piece for
greater autonomy or separation but in the end endorsed the General
Staff’s view of military aviation. Dwight Morrows group submitted its
report on December 3, two weeks before the announcement of the Mitch-
ell court-martial verdict and prior 1o the publication of the Lampert Com-
mittee’s report.”™ No doubt President Coolidge and the War Department
were well pleased with the timing as well as the findings.

The report called tor some increased recognition of the air arm but in
general vindicated the status quo. Concerning the issue of separating the
Air Service from the rest of the Army, the board held that air power had
not as yet “demonstrated its value for independent operations.™ It also
asserted that the United States was in no danger of hostile air attack, thus
undermining much of the rationale tor independence by denving the need
for a separate air defense foree. The board did recommend upgrading the
Air Service’s status by designating it the Air Corps and giving it two addi-
tional brigadier generals and special representation on the General Staff.
The report also called for the creation of an additional Assistant Secre-
tary of War (for air) and for further study of the need for an Army
aviation expansion program. "

The Air Service was amply represented in the Morrow Board hear-
ings. Mitchell, Patrick, Foulois, and others presented their cases for vary-
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ing degrees of air arm independence. Mitchell renewed his demand for a
Department of National Detense containing three service departments. He
charged that Army and Navy nonflving officers were *psychologically
unfit™ to properly employ military aviation and blamed the General Staff
for the “deplorable™ condition of the Air Service. He stressed that the air
arm was the only organization capable of keeping an enemys aircratt and
ships away from the United States. Further, it was the only one of the
military torces that could “smash an enemy’s centers of power, manutac-
tures, and means of transportation on land <o that he can be conquered.”™
Such a force, according 1o Mitchell, was no mere auniliary. Instead, it was
a main force in America’s defense structure and should be given its proper
place.”

Foulois, now a ticutenant colonel and commander of Mitchel Field,
Long Island, New York, supported General Patrichs plea for autonomaous
status for the Air Service, much hike the relationship between the Marine
Corps and the Navy Department. Both men testitied that the ultimate
solution to the military aviation problem required the creation of 4 sepa-
rate air organization within a single department of defense, but that the
time was not vet ripe for such a change. For the present, they favored the
immediate establishment of an autonomous air corps directly under the
Secretary of War, Foulois resorted to the same arguments he had used in
1919 to justity the proposed reorganization—the inability of the General
Staft to adequately develop and properly employ military aviation:

Based onomy Rnowldedee of the past 17 vears of eftorg 1ot proper recoemnon
ot the i branch of the Army, L am tally convineed that avianon will never
reach its proper place in the scheme of national detense so fong as it remanns
it the control of the War Department General Statt

While the aviation pioneer now cought something less than complete
independence for the air arm, he and most other Air Service officers be-
lieved that ending General Statt control would bring basically the same
benefits to military aviation. It would fet the tliers themselves chart the
air arm’s material and doctrinal development. Then, too, the goal of au-
tonomy might be more casily achieved than complete independence. The
essential thing for the Air Service officers was to wrest control of military
aviation from the nontlvers. Maj. Horace M. Hickam summed up the
aviators” feelings betore the Morrow board: 1 am confident that no gen-
cral thinks he can command the Navy, or no admiral thinks he can oper-
ate an army, but some of them think they can operate an air foree!” i

While Air Service officers found the Morrow Board report wanting,
the War Department was quite willing to accept its recommendations over
those of the T ampert Committee. The Army adopted the board's program
and used it during the fiest months of 1926 to counter the wave of con-
gressional resolutions and bills calling for the creation of a unitied depart-
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ment of defense or some form of air autonomy which had been intro-
Juced in the atrermath of Billy Mitchell’s court-martial and the
publication ot the Lampert report. The bitter congressional debate over
A Servee leeslation ended with passage of the Air Corps Act of July 2,
1926 4 law based primanly on the Morrow Board report, ™

The 1926 act lett Army aviation under General Staft control, but it
alsomercased the air organization’s military strength and ity prestige and
mtloence within the War Department. The faw changed the name of the
AroService to the i Corpss gave it representation in cach General Staft
dvon: and authorized o Yivesear expansion program of the Air Corps
to o streneth of 1LaS0 officers, 15,000 enhsted men (including up to 2,500
thang cadets), and 1800 serviceable airplanes. Further, it provided tor a
mator general as Chiet of the Air Corps with three brigadier general as-

sistants, Fhe major general, at least two of the brigadier generals, and
mnety pereent o the ofhicers in cach grade below brigadier general had to
be thvers. The act also quthorized an addivtional Assistant Secretary off
War o and the Seoretary of War in fostesing militany acronaution.”

The Faw conterred no added measure ot autonomy on the Air Corps,
but 1 did ofter significant gaims to the Army aviators. With Billy Mitchell
cone and with the appomtment of an assstant secretary for aviation who
could act as a special pleader, the Air Corps grew more tractable during
the nesr halt decade. Air otficers had not abandoned their goal of auton-
omy or independence, but they were more concerned tor the present with
carrsimg out the expansion authorized by the act.

The Air Corps readied plans specitving what would be purchased,
constructed, or organized during cach of the tive annual mcrements, At
is completion, the Air Corps program provided for one air wing cach on
the cast and west coasts, one in the southern United States, one cach in
Panama and Hawaii, one air group on the northern United States border,
and another i the Philippines, it abo provided Yor schools and depots 1o
support this expanded fighting organizaton. The War Department ap-
proved the Air Corps plan, and 1t became the ottficial five-vear expansion
program. '

It soon became apparent that, although Congress had authorized the
five-vear program, neither it nor President Coolidge was cager 1o spend
sufficient funds to bring the Air Corps to the specitied strength in airerafi
and personnel. This situation was bound to exacerbate the temporarily
relaned tensions between the air arm and the rest of the Army. Coolidge,
taking tull advantage ot the permissive nature of the 1926 legislation, de-
laved the start of the program until fiscal vear 1928, During the next five
vears the executive branch neither requested nor did the Congress appro-
priate enough funds for the Air Corps to assemble cighteen hundred ser-
viceable atrplanes or 1o build mihtary installations to sapport them. i
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While never achieving the number of airplanes authorized by the Air
Corps Act during the lite of the five-vear program, the Air Corps did
enlarge its aircratt inventory. In 1926 the Air Corps, together with the
aviation units of the National Guard, possessed something less than 900
plancs. By 1931 that number had climbed to approximately 1,650, no
small tear considering that military aireratt were usually worn out and
had to be replaced atter five vears' service.

Nevertheless, the 1931 total was somewhat deceiving, for it included
the more than twelve pereent of the fleet undergoing depot overhaul. As-
sistant Secretary of War tor Air F Trubee Davison argued in 1930 and
1931 that such aircrart should not be counted as “serviceable™ under the
provisions of the 1926 Air Corps Act. The Attorney General agreed, and
as a result the War Department no longer counted the planes in depot as
part of the 1,800 “serviceable™ authorized by Congress. Based on this
deciston, Davison asserted in his 19231 annual report that the Air Corps
actually needed a total of 2,058 aircraft to meet Congress' goal of 1,800
sserviceable™ planes. He also explained that the Army air arm really had
only 1,476 “serviceable™ aircraft on hand as of July 1R 1931, 183 short
ot the 1,639 called tor at the end of the tourth increment in the five-vear
plan. ™

The personnel expansion under the Air Corps Act posed a more com-
phicated problem than aireratt procurement. Congress authorized substan-
tial enlargement of Air Corps officer and enlisted strength, but between
1926 and 1938 bhoth the President and Congress opposed any change in
the overall size of the Army. Consequently, Air Corps growth had to come
at the expense of other Army elements. The War Department diligently
carricd out the transter of enlisted men, at the cost of great resentment in
the other combatant arms over losing manpower to the air arm. Between
July 1927 and Tuly 1921 the enlisted strength of the Air Corps rose from
9.079 to 13,190

Increasing the air arm’s commissioned strength while keeping the
Armyv’s total number of officers at a constant 12,000 presented a thornier
problem. The War Department needed only a limited number of new offi-
cers cach vear to fill the few vacancies which occurred, and by 1930 West
Point was able to supply all of them. Virtually ali of the Air Corps new
officers had to be aviators, but not many military academy graduates
were willing to accept flving training as their first active duty assignment.
This set of circumstances feft the Air Corps with only one source for
additional officers—those who voluntarily transterred from the Army's
other arms and branches.

While the Air Corps did increase its commissioned strength trom 960
officers at the end of fiscal year 1927 to 1,266 on July 1, 1930, it experi-
enced very limited growth in the following five vears. On July 1, 1935, the
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air arm contained 1,385 officers, a figure well short of the 1,650 autho-
rized by Congress. Not enough officers had volunteered and qualified as
aviators to do much more than offset the Air Corps® high attrition rate
caused by accidents. The leaders of the Army air arm wanted to cure the
ofticer shortage by continuing 1o award Regular commissions to some of
the hundreds of flving cadets who graduated annually from the Air
Corps’ pilot training program after 1930, But because of the 12,000 offi-
cer ceiling imposed on the Army and the necessity of commissioning all
West Point graduates who desired to enter the Army, this was not possi-
ble.™

The War Department supported the five-vear program, but adminis-
tration and congressional niggardliness in funding the program eventually
helped to renew distrust between the flvers and the ground officers. The
transfer ot enlisted men had cost the other combat arms dearly, resulting
by 1930 in the deactivation of five battalions of infantry and almost a
complete regiment of field artillery. By fiscal vear 1931 the Air Corps was
receiving over twenty percent of the funds appropriated for War Depart-
ment military activities, nearly double the percentage it had received in
1926. Ground commanders thought this was excessive, but members of
the air arm asserted it was not enough. Air Corps leaders pointed with
dismay 1o the deep cuts made annually by the Secretary of War in their
requests for tunds, apparently not realizing that these reductions were
largely duc to the cconomyv-mindedness of Presidents Coolidge and
Hoover. The flvers knew that their aireraft procurement program was lag-
ging badly and believed this showed a lack of War Department support
for the five-vear pmgrum.“‘

The General Staft, however, was guilty only of obeving the Execu-
tive's decisions on budget limitations, and of making no effort since the
inception of the Air Corps expansion program to go over the President’s
head and request more funds from Congress. The War Department had
the financial needs of the other combat arms and services to consider.
Faced with declining federal revenues, in mid-1930 President Hoover in-
tensified the growing Air Corps-War Department discord by ordering the
Army not to spend $65 million of the $509 million appropriated by Con-
gress for fiscal vear 1931, The Air Corps vigorously protested its share of
the reduction. Finally, the General Staff relented and restored $2 million
of the cut, taking the funds from the other arms and services. This of
course angered those who had to surrender the $2 million. They could see
no reason for allowing the Air Corps what appeared to be unwarranted
special privileges.™'

I.t. Col. Benny Foulois was not in Washington at the time of the
passage of the 1926 Air Corps Act and subsequent formulation of the
five-year program, though he had tried to be on hand. In early 1925, news
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was circalating within the Air Service that Mitchell would not be renewed
as Assistant Chiet, Foualois, then a student at the Command and General
Staff School, began a fetter writing campaign to senior Army ofticers and
politicians in an attempt to gain the post. Foulois” efforts tailed, and Lt
Col. James Eo Fechet was assigned 1o the Assistant Chiets position. In
mid-19235 Foulois journesed to New York to tahe command at Mitchel
Field, where he remained unul 1927,

When it became clear in mid-1927 that Patrick would soon retire and
Fechet would replace him as Chiet of the Air Corps, Foulois again re-
sorted to letter writing in an eftort 1o secure the Assistant Chiets office.
Gosernor John H. Trumbull of Connecticut wrote the Secretary of War
in his constituent’s behalt but received the noncommital reply that “vour
letter will be given every consideration™ when it comes to the matter of
appointing a new Assistant Chiet of the Air Corps.™ Near the end of
1927, General Patrick called Foulois to Washington and asked him it he
would like the job when Fechet was elevated 1o chief. Foulois, delighted,
said ves. He moved to Washington and on December 20, 1927, assumed
the new position, which carried with it the temporary rank of brigadier
general.™”

Foulois spent the next three and one-halt vears preparing himself for
the day when Fechet would retire and he might be selected to succeed
him. As Fechet's principal assistant, he initnally went to work as head of
the Training and Operations Division, the most important of the nine sub-
divisions within the Office of the Chiet of the Air Corps (OCAC). This
gave Foulois a wide range of experience, tor the Training and Operations
Division was responsible for war plans preparation, War Department stra-
tegic estimates, legislative proposals, coordination of regulations govern-
ing tactical principles and organization, and recommendations to the
Chiel of the Air Corps on all policy matters and on issues relating to
training and Army air operations. After serving cighteen months in this
capacity Foulois arranged a one-vear exchange of duties with Brig. Gen.
William F. Gilmore, Chiet of the Air Corps Materiel Division. This en-
abled him to become more familiar with the air arm’ research and devel-
opment and procurement activities, for which the division based at Day-
ton, Ohio, had responsibility. When back in Washington in July 1930, as
Assistant Chiet, Foulois took over direction of the Plans Division, which
had been recently created to assume the planning and policy formation
functions of the Training and Operations Division.™

In 1931 General Fechet selected his assistant to command the annual
Air Corps maneuvers. This would be the tourth time in as many vears
that the Army air arm had pursued this undertaking, but the 1931 edition
was by far the largest Army air exercise ever attempted by the United
States. The OCAC had decided on forming a provisional air division of
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approximately 670 aireratt, using it to test the Air Corps’ mobility and to
determine the problems connected with handling such a large force. The
tentative plan envisioned a series of aerial demonstrations over the major
cities in the Great Lakes region and the castern United States. Organizing
and directing this force would be no easy matter. It would mean assem-
bling most of the Army’s U.S.-based planes in one area and shifting the
entire force to various other locations as the mancuvers progressed.
Foulois and his staft set to work at once planning what proved to be a
tremendous fogistics exercise.™

Foulois was an excellent choice (o organize and command the maneu-
vers. A tdoer” rather than a great thinker, he performed best when deal-
ing with the real and the tangible. He was not atraid to make decisions or
experiment. As he wrote the following vear in a magaszine article: *1 am a
tirm believer, however, in the theory that the best way to learn how to do
something is to do ™™

After nearly four months of preparation, portions of the huge air
armada and the division statt moved on Mayv 12 toward the initial con-
centration point at Wright Field near Davton. This operation was a major
undertaking in dtself, tor it imvolved transterring twentv-four of the
twentv-five regular Army Air Corps bombardment, pursuit, attack, and
observation squadrons from all across the United States, along with
flights trom nineteen National Guard units and eight provisional squad-
rons from the Atr Corps Traming Center at San Antonio, All units were
to be in place in the Davton arca by the cighteenth. General Foulois and
hiv sraft lett by air from Washington on May 120 The firse tlight of three
single-seat arreraft led by Foulois limself, ran into bad weather near
Cumberland, Marvland. An excellent pilot, the gencral pressed on
k through the weather, while his much vounger tellow aviators headed back
¥ to Bolling Field and clear skies. A second flight of three did the same.
Arriving safely at Wright Field. the good-humored Foulois had a big
laugh at the expense of his Washington cohorts when they finally arrived
much later in the day.™
k ) he generals remarkably large provisional air organization took to
P the air as a unit during the last week and a halt ot May and carried out
demonstrations over many cities in the Great 1 akes region and along the
Atlantic Coast. The operation generated tremendous public interest as
millions of Americans got a chance to witness a massive. though not very
3 militarily potent, acrial display. Antiwar groups in New York and a few

other cities protested the mancuvers, but generally the public fully sup-

3 ported them. Both Chiet of Statt Gen. Douglas MacArthur and President
: Herbert Hoover were delighted with the smoothness of the operation.!
] Foulois, leading the operation from his own plane. could be justifi-
1 ably proud. His force had flown nearly thirty-cight thousand hours,
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FOULOIS AND THE AIR ARM, 1908-1931

Above
some notable iqares in avigtion
totorr Howard S Sevuth Chae
man of Aerorautical Commattee
Davton Chamber ot Commeecr
Lt Col H H Amold Oratie
Wrght. Ma; Cart A Spaaty Bog
GenFoulars Mo A L Sneed and
Bnig Gen H € Pratt ngbt far or
Ganmzing aod exerubing the flaw
less maneuvers Hiram Binghgm
presented the Mackay Trophy 1o
Fouling on behalt ot the National
Acronautics Assoongtion  Asgt
Sec ofWartar Ar B Tepee Do
SOn looks on

The exercises also drew

The gqrouping of these dlustrations indc ates the vast <cope of the May 1931 pxprcises On the
adjacent page ttopas a tormation of Cartiss A 3s taking part o the manegvers center g flight of
B 2 Condars over Qi ean City N J - hottom wtaft and granp comeanders of the 1st Provisionat
Pursint Wing formed for the event
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FOULOIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

sometimes in close formation for up to four hours at a time with over six
hundred aircratt in the sky at once, and not one serious accident had
occurred. This was a remarkable safety record for its day. In recognition
the National Acronautic Association awarded Foulois the Mackay Trophy
for 1931.%

The Assistant Chiet of the Air Corps® credible performance as com-
mander of the provisional air division probably had much to do with his
selection to succeed General Fechet as chiet. Shortly after the conclusion
of the maneuvers, Fechet announced that he would retire in December. At
the end of the first week in June news stories appeared in some of the
leading castern newspapers asserting that Foulois had already been se-
leeted to replace Fechet and lauding the Assistant Chief’s fine record.”?
The War Department was somewhat disturbed, since President Hoover
had apparently not as vet reached a final decision. Assistant Secretary of
War for Air Davison wrote Foulois about the news stories, seeking their
source. The general's respanse was not completely truthful: *During my
entire period of service in the Army, [ have consistently discouraged the
efforts of political, or other outside influences, desiring to further my
advancement in the Service.”™ Whether Foulois or some of his friends
had sought in this instance to influence the Secretary of War's and Presi-
dent’s attitudes by planting the news stories is open to speculation. Re-
gardiess, on July 13 The Adjuatant General informed the Assistant Chief
that the President had appointed him to succeed Fechet upon the present
chief™s retirement. The rank and file of the Air Corps seemed genuinely
pleased with the Chief Exccutives selection.”

Fechet applied for and was granted a three months’ leave of absence,
effective September 8. Hence, Foulois actually took over the duties of the
chief at that time. On December 21 he formally assumed command and
pinned on his second star.™

As Chief of the Air Corps the new major general could not exercise
opcerational control over the Air Corps™ tactical units. These organizations
belonged to the corps area commanders, as did all combat units in the
United States. The OCAC administered only those installations and orga-
nizations involved in aircraft procurement and maintenance or specialized
training related to aviation—these being specifically exempted from corps
arca control by War Department directives. The Chief of the Air Corps
and his subordinates supplied the acronautical equipment to the tactical
squadrons and performed their depot maintenance: determined how the
tactical units would be organized and who would command them: wrote
the Army regulations governing aircraft operations and unit and individ-
ual training: and decided how much of the Air Corps appropriations each
air arm organization would spend and for what. Thus, while not having
actual operational control over tactical air units, the chief did have a tre-
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FOUL OIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

mendous voice in what these organizations did.”” However, Foulois and
most other Air Corps officers were not satistied with this arrangement.
Experiencing temporary operational control in the 1931 air mancuvers,
the new chiet worked almost from the start to centralize all Army flving
units within the United States under Air Corps command.

Foulois had only a limited sayv in choosing his new Assistant Chiet.
He had initially proposed that the War Department jump over several
senior Air Corps ofticers and select a younger man tor the post. Assistant
Sccretary of War for Air Davison disagreed. General MacArthur joined in
the discussion, and to break the stalemate suggested 1t Coll Oscar
Westover for the job. Eventually both men agreed and on January 13,
1932, Westover took office with the temporary rank of brigadier gen-
eral ™

Ihe military aviation pioneer who had opposed General Statt control
of the air arm during most of his career was about to begin his tirst tall
vear at the helm ot the Air Corps. Beside him, ready 1o take over i s
absence, was a man who in 1919 had been vocal in s support ot W
Department control. Together, and in apparent harmony, they would fead
the Army air arm through one of its preatest peniods of transthion.




CHAPTER 11

DOCTRINE, MISSION, AND
EMPLOYMENT CONCEPTS, 1931-1933

When Bempanun Foulois became Chiet of the Air Corps, air doctrine
Was na state ot contusion: despite vears of thought, Air Corps officers
had developed no comprehensive statement on the emplovment of air
power Certamlsy Mrchell's comments on the importance of attacking the
cnemy s vital centers and s behiet that the airplane represented an en-
treely new method of wartare cantinued 1o win advocates within the Air
Corps dunine the Late 192050 Sall, arcumstances prevented the doctrine of
strateen bombardment trom becoming paramount in the Army air arm
by 19 The Nt Corps possessed no aireratft capable of traveling great
distances with heavy hombloads. Further, American national policy dis-
couraved ottensive mahitary srategy. Government leaders believed na-
trongl detense should be just that —detense. President Hoover made this

sery Jear on Ocrober 27, 1931, an his Navy Day statement: “Qurs is a

toree ot detense, not ottense.™!

General Statt thinking also acted as an inhibiting agent. The War
Department bad by 1926 achnowledged a multitude of tasks that military
avtation could pertorm o some tar removed from the battletield. Yet the
Goneral Statts central premise remained unchanged throughout the
19200t powet was an aunliary foree to assist American ground forces
i destron e the enemy land army.” This attitude was anathema to strate-
S bombig advocates, tor at demied aviation's ability to independently
mtluence the outcome of future wars, However, the General Staff con-
trofied the tormation of all official docteine within the entire Army. With
sormany checks to the coneept of strategic bombardment, air officers also
contmued o think and write about the two most obvious alternative
unsaons o detense of the homeland and battlefield support for the
vround torces. Having arrived at no single concept of employment, Air

1
Corps doctnne remamed tad.
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FOULOIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

The Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS) was the primary participant in
air doctrine development during the 19208 and 19305, Originally estab-
lished in 1920 at Langley Field, Virginia, as the Air Service Field Officer’s
School, it was renamed the Air Service Tactical School in 19220 In 1931
the school, by then known as the Air Corps Tactical School, moved to
newly constructed tacthities at MNanwwelf Field, Alabama. The War Depart-
ment oniginally organized the school as the air arm’s counterpart to the
principal service schools of the other branches, but by the mid-1920s
ACTS had begun to reach bevond instruction in air tactics, organization,
and administration 1o guestions ot doctrine.*

FThe school first challenged War Department emplovment concepts
with its 1926 tent tor the course, “Employment of Combined Air Foree.”
Fhis volume asserted that the goal i war was not the destruction of the
cnenny S field torees, but to destroy his morale and will to resist, Any
ceffective means, including the annthilation of his army, could be used to
achieve this goal, but at the outset of hostilities the best method might be
air attach on the enemys interior. The tent explained: 1t i a means of
imposing will with the least possible loss by heavily striking vital points
rather than wearing down an enemy to ezhaustion”™ 1t shattering the en-
cms N morade through attacks on the interior were not possible at the on-
set of hostlie o e alr foree should seek such objectives as the hostile air

Av Corps Tactwal Schoot Manweil Fread Aig
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CONCEPTS, 1911-1933

torce, ground troops, lines of communications, and industrial and trans-
portation centers that would demolish the enemy's military strength. The
concepts expressed in “Emplovment of Combined Air Force™ did not,
however, reflect a unified Air Corps Tactical School doctrinal viewpoint.
Texts for other 1926 courses accepted the auxiliary role of aviation propa-
gated by the General Staff.*

In 1928, seeking to establish a common air doctrine throughout the
Army, the tactical school faculty wrote and forwarded tfor War Depart-
ment consideration a paper entitled *The Doctrine of the Air Force.” The
paper’s major premises showed the doctrinal confusion existing at the
nume. While stating that the Air Force may be able 1o break the will of the
enemy alone, “The Doctrine of the Air Force™ went on to say that actual
or threatened occupation of ¢enemy territory would be necessary to bring
hostilities to a close. Further, it asserted that the air component “always
supports the ground forces, no matter how decisive its [the Air Foree's)
operations may be, or how indirect the support.™®

The Chiet of the Air Corps, General Fechet. and his staff usually
looked to the tactical school tor leadership on doctrinal questions. How-
ever, in this instance they were appalled by the military conservatism ex-
pressed in the schools proposal. The OCAC officers believed the paper
underplaved the independent decisiveness of air power. Theyv rejected it,
explaining:

In consderning the attached study the impression throughout 1« comesed
that the Aar Foree is subsadiary o the ground torves and s entirely an aunhary
tor the purpose of assistime them in accomphishing ther misaon. A« pomnted
out above, this s vontrary 1o the presahing wdeas on the proper mission ot an
Aur Force, as the application of air power has ganed sutticient!y anoimpor
tance as a means of natonal detense to greathy intluence, it not entirely re
maosve, the necessity ain some cases, particularly at the beginmng ot a campagen,

of gf(‘lllld forees cver CONNNE i contact.

In succeeding vears the views of the Air Corps Tactical School and
the Office of the Chiet of the Air Corps returned to harmony, By 1931
the tactical school was again the doctrinal innovator, fully supported by
the OCAC. In the vears following 1931 the ACTS gradually led the Air
Corps to a fuller articulation of the strategic bombardment doctrine, the
concept that the enemy could be defeated by strategic air operations
alone

The tactical school texts in 1930 made no mention of the decisiveness
of military aviation in warfare. They did, however, call bombardment the
“basic arm of the Air Force™ and urged its use against industrial and
transportation centers and lines of communications.” But they also ac-
knowledged the military importance of other targets. “The Air Force”
course (the most important of the school’s offerings) taught in 1930 that
the enemy’s air force was the primary objective in war, with attacks on

4s




FOULOIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

strategic targets next in importance. The course text further mentioned
coast defense and support of ground troops as meaningful missions. The
book’s statements on defense of the United States again indicated the doc-
trinal confusion that reigned at the time:

The peacetime organmizanon of our air toree should be predicated upon the
detense ot our country apainst anvasion by the most probable coahtion of
powers. The compoesition and strength ot the A Corps should be developed
primaniy tor the purpose ot successtully driving home our bombardment at-
tachs against the imvading torees :

Thus, while mentioning the military significance of offensive strategic
bombardment, the test called for air arm organization and development
i based on the more politically acceptable mission of coast defense.

Air Corps otficers at the school and elsewhere also continued to
think about ground support, the mission the General Staff deemed most
essential. 't By 1920 the air arm had clearly defined its employvment con-
cepts respecting ats relationship o the ground torces, and it did not
change its position during the next thirteen vears, According 1o the 1930
text " The Air Foree.™ the air arm could best help the ground forces by
achieving air supenionty, imterdicting supphies, destroving production facil-
tties, and striking troop concentrations. The book shunned the close air
support role that the General Statt so prized: “Rarely will troops engaged
in battle be suttable air force objectives.” It explained that such targets
were hard to ity and <nce the outcome of ground combat was alwavs
determined by the timely employment of reserves, it would be far more
beneficial to interdict them instead. '

Between 1931 and 1935 the Army aviators considered the Air Corps
to have three major missions: strategic bombardment, coast defense, and
ground army support. During these vears the air arm more clearly defined
the strategic bombardment doctrine, tully embraced the coast defense mis-
ston, and retained ity 1930 attitudes toward field army support. General
Foulois took no active part in doctrinal development during 1931-35. He
vigorousty sought Army and Navy aceptance of the Air Corps’ primacy

. in coast defense, but otherwise deferred to the Air Corps Tactical School
and hiv assistant, General Westover, who had been commandant of that
. school in the mid-1920¢." By 1935 the Air Corps had developed a body of
- doctrine based on one tvpe of mission—strategic bombardment—while
fully accepting and championing the air arm’s paramount importance in

another—coast defense.

In 1931, the instructors at the tactical school moved closer to open
advocacy of the decisiveness of air power. The text for the course “Bom-
bardment Aviation™ maintained: “There will probably be certain vital ob-
jectives comparatively limited in number which, it destroved, will contrib-
ute most to the success of the combined arms of the nation.”' The text




CONCEPTS, 1931-1933

tor “The Air Force™ course agreed. pointing out that the decision to ac-
cept defeat in the Civil War and World War 1 *was largely based upon the
condition and sufterings of the noncombatants at home.™ It asserted that
the ability ot an air force “to strike directly the rear of the enemy’s army,
or the heart ot his country, may have a profound effect upon his will to
wage war.” Yet it hedged on the issue of air power’s ability to indepen-
dently win a war:
Some men of viston prophess a nme when wars will be tought principatls
and deaded absolutels by torces, He s egotistical, to say the least, who will
~et g it tor tuture development ot aviation i war or peace. Butaf the tuture
course of war tallows past deselopment, the nest war will begin about where
the Last ended. and the air toree will be subordinate, although a most impor-
tant ausidiary, to the ground torces. 10 improbable that ans naton todas has
sutficrent WTPOWET o OvVerCome dany other \lll‘llg nanon h\ that means
.\lunc.|<
In 1922-23 the tactical school clung to its equivocal position on the
decisiveness of independent air operations, but produced a conclusive
statement on the significance of air supeniority:
It remains to be proved that an dir toree alone can break a nation™s ng-
tonal tesistance its will to fight. Whatever our personal opimons many be, we
must adnt thac, But while 1t also remains to be proved by tuture wars, we are
tirmiy ot the belier that there is no hope tor victony tor these land torces and
sea torees, 1t ther air Sorce has been overcome, and the enemy has conttol of
the it
Faculty members used this rationale 1o emphasize the importance of the
air arm in the defense of the United States and its overseas possessions,
They believed that if the Air Corps defeated an invaders air component,
no land invasion could take place "—a supposition confirmed in Britain in
1940. But the doctrinal innovators at Maxwell Field also easily converted
this defensive function into one requiring offensive strategic bombing op-
crations. They claimed that the best way to destroy the enemy air foree
was to attack its airdromes, tactories, depots, and supporting industries.
The notes used to teach a unit on ¢counterair operations quoted an un-
named Buropean’s comments: “To quickly get rid of a race of birds it is
not sufficient to shoot down in tlight ali that we encounter. This method
is the most inetficient imaginable. It will be far better 1o systematically
destroy the nests and the eggs therein™ '™
The Air Corps made direct use of Giulio Douhets theories on air
power in 1933, Under the direction of General Westover, Capt. George C.
Kenney and an ACTS civilian emplovee translated an article containing
his major concepts that Douhet had written for a French magazine. The
Itahan general had maintained for years that military aviation would be
the decisive element in future wars. He believed victory would go to the
side whose acrial bombardment most rapidly destroved its adversary’s ma-




FOULOIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

terial and moral resistance. He considered the army and navy as defensive
elements which would prevent a surface invasion while the air force con-
ducted its victory-winning air campaign. Most Air Corps officers were not
well acquainted with Douhet’s thoughts prior 1o the 1933 translation. Yet
the new translation signaled no radical increase in his influence among
Army aviators. They would conveniently quote Douhet from time to time
it his words supported their own theories on air power, but the American
doctrine of strategic bombardment continued to evolve on its own. How-
ever, General Foulois, who completely endorsed the ACTS's work on air
doctrine and realized the educational and propaganda value of the trans-
lated article, saw that it was widely distributed within the Air Corps and
the House Committee on Military Affairs.!”

By the carly 1930s, Billy Mitchells ideas on the value of strategic air
attack dittered little from Douhet's. Like his Italian counterpart, Mitchell
now believed land and sea operations would be largely superfluous to
achieving victory. Mitchell contended the enemy's population centers and
production tacilities had to be attacked to bring about the rapid collapse
of hisv will to resist. While Mitchell continued to correspond with Air
Corps officers after his resignation from the service in 1926, he, like
Douhet. had slight direct impact on the Army air arm’s doctrinal develop-
ment during the 1930s.”"

By 1934, instructors at the Air Corps Tactical School no longer quib-
bled over the decisiveness of independent air operations in warfare. The
“Bombardment™ text for the 1933-34 school vear boldly proclaimed:
*Bombardment aviation, properly emploved, can shatter a nation’s will to
resist; it can destroy the economical and industrial structures which make
possible the very existence of modern civilization.™ However, aware of the
dichotomy between this offensive doctrine and the defense mission of the
Air Corps as sct forth in national policy, the text cast bombardment avia-
tion in defensive terms:

[t can make untenable the establishment or occupation of bases from which air
operations could be conducted against the industnial and finanaat heart of our
nation; it constitutes, if properly grgam/cd. controlled and emploved, the very
bulwark of our national detense.”™

On the adjacent page the B 9 (above) repre
sented Boeing s new aerodvnamic concept The
all metal monoplane was designed speciircally
as a bomber in contrast to earlier multy purpose
designs  Though not adopted by the Army . all of
s new design features were incorporated into
the B 10 tbelow: which went into service in
1933
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FOULOIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

Even so, the lectures to the class stressed the offensive strength of air
power. The instructors made it clear that the goal in war was not 1o de-
stroy the adversary’s army but his will 10 resist, and this could best be
carried out by bombing his industrial and transportation centers.™

Technological progress contributed to this growing doctrinal bold-
ness. The Boeing B-Y, introduced into the Air Corps inventory in 1931,
represented a guantum leap torward in aireraft design and performance.
A twin-engine, all-metal, low-wing monoplane with retractable landing
gear, it could carry 2,000 pounds of bombs at a top speed ot 186 miles-
per-hour and had a service ceiling of 20,000 feet. Though not adopted as
the Armyvs standard bomber, the B-9 was a tremendous technological im-
provement over exinting wood and tabric biplanes, the best of which
could not attain speeds above 135 miles-per-hour. The Martin B-10, which
began Air Corps operations in 1933 incorporated all of the new design
teatures of the B-9 and was capable of even better performance. It pos-
sessed @ maximum speed of around 210 miles-per-hour and a ceiling of
over 21,000 teet. Neither plane, however, had a combat range in excess of
600 miles. Nonetheless, the great acronautical advances embodied in the
B-9 and B-10 must have been heartening to airpower advocates.™

The Army General Statt at no tume during the 19208 and 1930< gave
encouragement to the growing Air Corps belief that military aviation, of
itself, was capable of producing a decision in warfare. It continued to
believe that the only route to victory lav in the destruction of the enemy's
armed forees.” However, by the fate 1920 the War Department more
tully appreciated the military usefulness of air operations beyond the bat-
tleficld. A 1929 War Plans Division report, while atfirming that the air
arm was tan auxibiary of the basic arm, the Infantry,” stated that

the A Corps possesses cettamn charactersnios which enable it to vonduct sepa-

rate vperations I combar with enemy air torces, i long-distance reconnans-

sance, and m long distance bombardment, it must trequentls conduct its aper

ations entirehy apart trom the other arms, although such gperanens are always

dependent on general tactical or stratepic considerations.”
The General Statft accepted the theory of independent air operations only
insofar as they could be shown to aftect the outcome on the battleticld. It
was hostile to any thought of strategic bombing as an alternative method
of gaining victory. Since it controlled the tormation and dissemination of
doctrine, the General Staft forced the Air Corps to moderate its official
position on this subject. All manuals written by the air arm and the other
branches had to win War Department approval 1o become ofticial publi-
cations. This, of course, necessitated some watering down of the tactical
school’s theories before they could appear in Army publications.™

General Staft officers of the carly 19308 were not unthinking reac-
tionaries consciously seeking to stvmic the full development of military
aviation. 1t was true that as a group they had a strong conservative bent.

50
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It was also true that in their reaction to the claims of the Army aviators
they were frequently motivated by institutional self-interest and were
merely seeking to preserve the Army's already skimpy land warfare re-
sources. But their attitude toward air power was more fundamentally
based on two other considerations: they could see no evidence of the deci-
siveness of strategic bombing operations, and theyv valued military avia-
tion for its ability to assist the ground forces in combat.” Strategic bom-
bardment had never before been widely emploved in warfare, and current
American aircraft were neither technologically capable nor numerous
enough to attempt an effective strategic bombing campaign. Moreover,
the General Staff officers realized that any aircraft diverted to such mili-
tarily questionable operations would not be available to assist the ground
forces. Given the slim financial resources annually available 1o the War
Department in the 1930s, such a diversion might leave ground troops
without adequate air support. General Staff officers refused to let this
potentially dangerous situation come to pass. All of them knew that wars
were won on the ground by infantrymen. They insisted that the Air Corps
accept its responsibilities as an auxiliary and prepare to properly support
the foot soldier.

Members of the General Staff were quite displeased with the seem-
ingly disloval comments of those Air Corps officers who publicly pro-
claimed aviation as a new mode of warfare, capable in itself of achieving
victory. Maj. Gen. George Van Horn Moseley, a former Deputy Chief of
Staff, complained bitterly in 1934 that “too many of the Air Corps offi-
cers have the idea in the event of war tomorrow that the Army is one
problem, and they are going somewhere else and are going to do some-
thing more or less spectacular.”™® Brig. Gen. Charles E. Kilbourne, Chief
of the War Plans Division and certainly no reactionary, probably ex-
pressed the general sentiment of the War Department when he wrote:
“For many vyears the General Staff of the Army has suffered a feeling of
disgust amounting at times to nausca over statements publicly made by
General William Mitchell and those who followed his lead.” He contended
Mitchell and others had far overstated the abilities of military aviation in
order to gain preferential treatment for the air arm.*® A paper from Kil-
bourne's office in early 1934 explained that in their zeal to advance the
interests of military aviation, Air Corps officers “adopted the tactics of
attacking and belittling all other elements of our national defense forces,
sea and land, This course of action led many officers to instinctively close
their minds to perfectly legitimate and honest claims™ presented by these
same military aviators. ™

Although the Air Corps and the General Staff officers differed as to
the decisiveness of strategic air operations, by 1931 they generally agreed
that Army rather than Navy aviation should be charged with the aerial
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coast defense of the United States. The sea service, however, did not
agree. Prior to the advent of military aviation, the dividing line for coast
defense responsibility had been clear—the Navy controlled all operations
bevond the range of Army coastal batteries. This well-defined line became
blurred as aircraft entered the picture. The Army and Navy had been
discussing the issue at meetings of the Joint Board, off and on, since the
close of World War 1. The Joint Board, never a very useful agency for
resolving deep-rooted differences between the two services, could not pro-
duce a clearly worded statement defining coast air defense responsibilities.
Resorting to vague generalities in its “agreements™ on the issue during the
19205, the Joint Board simply papered over the question, allowing each
service to interpret the wording as it saw fit. "

The crux of the disagreement centered around the Army’s claim to
exclusive control over land-based combat aircraft, and the Navyv's asser-
tion that all overwater aerial operations came under its jurisdiction.*” The
War Department appropriations act tor fiscal vear 1921 sought to clarify
the matter:

the Arms Aar Service shall control all aerial operations from land bases, and

Naval Aviation shall have controb ot all aeral operavons attached to the

tieet, including shore stations whose manienance i necessary o1 operations
connected with the tleet, tor construction and expenmentation, and tor the

traiming ot personned h
But thiv statement allowed the Nasy numerous loopholes for justifving
the operation of aircratt from land bases, and did not touch directly on
the issue of aenal coast defense.

Between 1921 and 1926, Mitchell and Chief of the Air Service Patrick
campaigned continuousty for the Army air arm to have complete respon-
sibility tor coastal air defense. Patrick reemphasized the air arm’s position
to the War Department in February 1926 explaiing that naval aviation
traveled with the fleet and consequently could not be counted on to assist
with coast defense. The War Department was mildly svmpathetic toward
the Air Service’s view but did not press the issue in discussions with the
Navy. Neither the General Staff nor the Navy believed there was much
danger of air attack on the United States. ™

The War Department was nevertheless quite concerned over the in-
creasing buildup of naval land-based aviation taking place in the mid-
1920x. The Joint Board took up the mater in 1926 and produced an im-
precise agreement coneerning which tvpes of aircraft the Navy could
operate from shore installations: = To avold duplication in peacetime pro-
curement, the Navys land-based aircratt .. . will be imited to those pri-
marily designed and ordinarily used tor scouting and patrolling over the
sea” Fach service placed its own interpretation on the agreement. To the
dismav of the General Staft and the Air Corps, the Navy continued to

o s aamlat.
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coast defense of the United States. The sea service, however, did not
agree. Prior to the advent of military aviation, the dividing line for coast
detense responsibility had been clear—the Navy controlled all operations
bevond the range of Army coastal batieries. This well-defined line became
blurred as aircraft entered the picture. The Army and Navy had been
discussing the issue at meetings of the Joint Board. off and on, since the
close of World War 1. The Joint Board, never a very useful agency for
resolving deep-rooted differences between the two services, could not pro-
duce a clearly worded statement defining coast air defense responsibilities.
Resorting to vague generalities in its “agreements”™ on the issuc during the
1920s, the Joint Board simply papered over the guestion, allowing each
service to interpret the wording as it saw fit."

The crux of the disagreement centered around the Army’s claim to
exclusive control over land-based combat aircraft, and the Navy's asser-
tion that all overwater aerial operations came under its jurisdiction.’ The
War Department appropriations act for fiscal vear 1921 sought to clarify
the matter:

the Army Aur Service shall control all erial operations from land bases, and
Naval Aviation shall have control of all acnal operations attached to the
tleer, mcluding shore stations whose maintenance v necessary tor operations
connected with the fleet, tor construction and experimentation, and tor the
trisming of personnel.
But this statement allowed the Navy numerous loopholes for justifyving
the operation of aircraft from land bases, and did not touch directly on
the issue of aerial coast defense.

Between 1921 and 1926, Mitchell and Chiet of the Air Service Patrick
campaigned continuously for the Army air arm to have complete respon-
sibility for coastal air defense. Patrick recmphasized the air arm’s position
to the War Department in February 1926 explaining that naval aviation
traveled with the fleet and consequently could not be counted on to assist
with coast defense. The War Department was mildly svmpathetic toward
the Alr Service's view but did not press the issue in discussions with the
Navy. Neither the General Staff nor the Navy believed there was much
danger of air attack on the United States. ™

I'he War Department was nevertheless quite concerned over the in-
creasing buildup of naval land-based aviation taking place in the mid-
19205, The Joint Board took up the matter in 1926 and produced an im-
precise agreement concerning which types ot aireratt the Navy could
operate tfrom shore installations: *To avoid duplication in peacetime pro-
curement, the Navys land-based aireraft . . . will be limued to those pri-
marily designed and ordinarily used tor scouting and patrolling over the
sea” Bach service placed its own interpretation on the agreement. To the
dismay of the General Staft and the Air Corps, the Navy continued to
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M. Gen Patnck
with Adm Moften

increase the number of combat aircratt at its land installations, In 1927
the War Department became particularly perturbed when the sea senvice
began stationing torpedo planes ashore in Hawaii and Panama.*

In 1928, after the Army had argued that the issue should go 10 the
President tor resolution, the Navy agreed to join in a new Joint Board
agreement. The resulting rather ambiguous paper authorized the Navy to
base some strike aireraft ashore it the primary tunctions of these planes
were scouting and patrol. It also recognized the Armyv's chief responsibii-
ity in resisting attachs on the coasts of the United States and ity posses-
sicas. ™ However, the 1928 paper also contained vague statements from
the 1926 agreement that did not clearty specity who would control aerial
detense operations bevond the shoreline:

() The air component of the Aty conducts ane operations over the land
and such air operanons over the seaas are modent tothe accomphshment ot
At tunctions
(hy The wir component of the Ny condudts dn operations over the sed
and such operations over the land as are madent to the avcomphshment ot
Navy tunchions
Hencee, the issue of who was responsible for aerial coast detfense continued
unresolved into the 1930+,

In truth, the Navy tavored reinstituting the old dividing line for coast
detense responsibility—at or near the shoreline. Naval aviators were ada-
mant about this by the mid-1920s, but they secured only lukevarm sup-
port from their bluc-water superiors. Rear Adm. Willlam A, Moffert,
Chiet of the Burcau of Acronautics, vigorously fought the Air Corps en-
croachment on what he and his colleagues considered a naval air mission.

AR
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He likewise crusaded for the buildup of naval shore-based patrol and
strike aircraft so the Navy could handle the aerial coast defense mission
efficiently. ™ In 1926 he argued before Congress that offshore scouting and
attacks on enemy forces at sea were “essentially naval operations”™ which
comprised “the major clements of aerial defense required along the
coasts.” Shore-based naval aircraft were vital to this mission. Leaving no
doubt as to where he would draw the dividing line, Moffett said “it is the
Navy's duty to prevent the movement of enemy forces over the sea. The
Army is concerned only when the enemy forces reach the immediate vicin-
ity of the coasts.™™

As Air Corps leaders pressed in the late 1920s for control of all
coastal air defense functions out to the limit of the radius of action of
existing land planes (approximately 250 miles), Navy resistance intensi-
fied. Expressing the War Department’s view, Assistant Secretary of War
for Air Davison had to agree with the Navy on one score: It was not the
Air Corps’ job to venture far out over the high seas in search of the
enemy’s navy. Yet he and his uniformed associates argued that Air Corps
aircraft were responsible for interdicting air or surface invasion forces
anytime those hostile forces were located within range of Army planes.®
The Navy’s position remained unchanged: Army air responsibility stopped
at the water’s edge or just bevond it. As one admiral asserted in 1929,
“The acrial coast defense of our country is purely a naval function.™

After Patrick 1. Hurley became Seeretary of War and Douglas Mac-
Arthur took oftice as Chiet of Statt in 1920, a definite shitt occurred in
the War Department’s attitude toward the Air Corps” right to full respon-
sibility for coastal air defense. No longer was the War Department willing
to accept some fuzzily worded compromise statement. Instead, it wanted
the Navy’s unambiguous concurrence that the mission of aerial coast de-
fense of the United States coasts and its overseas holdings belonged exclu-
sively to the Air Corps. Encouraged by President Hoover, who wanted to
avoid duplication in aircraft procurement. MacArthur eventually resorted to
personal negotiations with the Chiet of Naval Operations (CNO), Adm.
William V. Pratt. The two men met and on January 7, 1931, arrived at
what MacArthur believed was a final settlement of the issue.®* A War De-
partment press release recorded the unwritten understanding:

The Naval Aur Force will be based on the fleet and move with it as an
clement in solung the primary missions confronting the fleet. The Army Aar
Forces will be land based and emploved as an essennial element to the Army in
the performance of ats nussion o detend the coasts both at home and in our
overseas possessions, thus assuring the fleet absolute treedom of action with-
aut any responsibility tor coast detfense.

The War Department had finally received the Navy's concurrence that the
aerial coast defense mission belonged to the Air Corps. But as the Army
and Navy Journal cautioned when announcing the MacArthur-Pratt
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agreement: “Nothing is said in the agreement, and at the Departments it
is ~said that there is no specific understanding, as 1o the scope of the term
-aerial coast defenses' ™+

Admiral Pratt was not a reluctant partner in the agreement. From the
time of his appointment as CNO in September 1930, he had taken steps
on his own to clear up the acrial coast defense controversy, Pratt was
most concerned tor the mobility and striking power of the tleet, for he
believed that the tleet should meet and destrov a hostile invasion force far
QUL 1o sea. Sinee carrier-based arreraft would play a crucial part in such
an operation, he favored spending the Navvs meager aviation funds for
planes that could go 10 sea.™

Barely two months after taking office, Pratt promulgated a new na-
val air operating policy giving toree to his views and paving the wayv for
agreement with MacArthur, According to the new policy: “All aircraft
assigned to tactical units will be mobile in order 1o operate with the fleet.
Mobility will be achieved by the use of carriers and [seaplane] tenders.”

Adm Wiiham v Pratt
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Coastal patrol remained a secondary mission tor naval aviation, but the
Navy would not carmark resources tor it during peacetime. Pratt’s direc-
tive required that shore naval air stations supporting the tleet be renamed
fleet air stations and be controlied by the fleet commander. The stations
and thar atreraft

are rosntended tor and will not be allowed 10 be divered trom their tleet

obpectives, tor ans teasons ot aoast detetise, eacept tor the most urgent, when

upon teguest of the Commuandant ot 4 particular Naval Distoret the jforees

therem may be pernntied 1o cooperate with other nnlitary forees, ¢
The Navy’s patrol and strike aireraft based ashore were now part of the
fleet. In time of crists, they were 1o tranvel on carriers or tenders in sup-
port of the fleets mission. As a consequence of his views, the Chiet of
Naval Operations readily joined with the Chief of Staft in the MacArthur-
Pratt agreement. Admiral Moffeu, his fellow aviators, and many other
senior naval officers disliked the new aviation policy and the MacArthur-
Pratt agreement. They wanted to avoid giving the Air Corps the chance to
absorb the coast defense mission in ity entirety. For the time being, how-
ever, there was little they could do.*

The Air Corps was delighted with the informal agreement between
Pratt and MacArthur, At last the Army air arm had a clearly defined
semiautonomous mission consistent with American national policy. While
not deserting the coneept o oftensive strategic bombardment, the Air
Corps fully accepted the coast defense mission in its own right, This was
no facade behmd which the air arm clandestinely prepared itself 1o fight
World War 15 Military aviators believed that air defense was an tmpor-
tant mission, and worked to develop the plans, proper organization, and
cquipment to carry 1t out. Adr leaders might have had strategic bombing
operations in the back of their minds when they sought longer range air-
craft and a unified striking toree, but during the vears Foulois was at the
Air Corps” helm, they were primarily thinking about what the Army air
arm needed to best carry out the mission ot aerial coast defense.

Fyvents in August 1931 called into question the Air Corps® ability to
carry out its new mission even betore it had begun to prepare itselt for the
tash. With General Staft approval, the shipping hoard donated an old
treighter, the Mounr Shasta, to the Nir Corps For use in bombing prac-
tice. The Office of the Chiet of the Air Corps planned no publicity for
the operation. The ship was 1o be towed into shallow water not far from
Fangley Breld and anchored there as g static target tor continuous use.
However, the Virgimia State Commission of Fisheries objected, so it was
dearded 10 move the Mowune Shava about fits-five miles out (o sea and
use 1t for aoone-time exerone. Spparently the commandimg officer at
Fangley Freld handled all the arrangements and did not keep the OCAC
tatly mtormed. Word of the mpending exerose reached the newspapers,
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and they reacted as i1 it were going to be a reenactment of Billy Mitchells
exploits of the carly 19205, Generals Fechet and Foulois knew little about
the proposed exercise until the press began to emphasize it. Although nei-
ther of them favored the wide publicity, they did nothing 1o halt the Au-
sust operation.™ They were both probably quite willing to reap whatever
benelits might accrue to the Air Corps from the wide public interest.

At Langley Field a provisional squadron of nine bombers com-
manded by Maj. Herbert AL Dargue ook oft on August T and headed
out 1o sea to locate and attack the old treighter, The planes carried only
200-pound bombs, which the optimistic Dargue believed would be ample
to ~sink the ship. Much to the embarrassment of the Air Corps, the squad-
ron ran into rainy weather en route, could not locate the Mownr Shasta.,
and was forced 1o return 1o Langley Freld. The bombers tried again on
August 140 This time the squadron Tound the freighter but could not sink
it with the lightweight bombs. The planes from Langley Field scored sev-
eral direct hits setting the Mowunt Shasta on fire, but a Coast Guard cutter
had 1o be called in to finish off the treighter.™

While the press was not overly critical of the Air Corps' ettort, the
Nuvy used it as an excuse for rather heavy hecekling of the Army air 1irm.
The New York Times explained that, while none of the bombers found “he
ship on August T, this was due in part to the vessel being cut tree trom
the towship earlier than planned. The paper also pointed out that a num-
ber of Army observation planes had successtfully focated her and that the
Air Corps would have guickly sent the old treighter to the bottom, had
the arrcratt dropped 1.000-pound bombs instead of the small 300-
pounders. The Navy used the August 11 tailure to embarrass the Air
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Corps by publicly offering its services to guide the Army bombers to the
Mount Shasta and, it necessary, sink the old hulk.™ All this was ostensi-
bly done in good fun, but a poem passed to the press by naval officers on
August 13 revealed in its last verse something of the sea service™s attitude
toward Army air operations bevond the coast:

Oh Navy take back vour voust detense

For we tind that the sea s rough;
We thought on one hand it would help us expand
We tind we are not so tough
The sea i vour nght, vou hold ar by imight
We would 1t we could but we can't
It seems that the sea s entirels Navs,
Army planes should remaim o'er the land,
The land. the land o
Army planes should remamn o'er the land.
The Air Corpy was concerned over ity poor showing in the exercise. Lt.
Col. Hap Arnold probably expressed the fears of many of his fellow offi-
cers when he wrote: 1 cannot help but feel that it will have a very detri-
mental effect on this newly assigned Coast Defense project.” Arnold be-
liecved the Navy would likely capitalize on the Mounr Shasta fiasco and
attempt to convinee Congress that the Air Corps could not locate or sink
ships at sea.™” Hanson W. Baldwin, The New York Times’ military affairs
cditor and a U.S. Naval Academy graduate, must have intensified Air
Corps tears with his August 30 editorial. Baldwin wrote that the bomb
squadron’s inability to locate the ship on its first try was

dlustratve of the anetficeney of land-based pilots over water, The inabilits

ot the army asiaton, }It‘“C\R‘L o tind a Hu;mnp rargel not more than SINTY

miles awavy o problem which 1« solved almost monthh by Navs fhers—is ver-

tarly a detunte example ot the value ot speaific traming tor a4 speditic task.
Baldwin implied that aerial operations against hostile ships should be left
to the Navy. He also used the occasion to proclaim that aviation was
incapable of acting as America’s first line of defense.™

General Foulois, about to take over as Acting Chief of the Air
Corps, was sorely distressed by the entire affair. He blamed the com-
mander of Langley Field and subordinates in the OCAC for not giving
the chief adequate advance notice of the exercise's changed scope. Pre-
sumably, this would have enabled Fechet or Foulois to keep the operation
from becoming a publicity stunt. Foulois was so angry that he decided to
quictly relieve a number of officers in the chief's office as soon as he was
in a position to do so.*

Foulois and other Air Corps officers believed the Mount Shasta exer-
cise pointed up the need for the Air Corps to conduct specialized over-
water training, if it hoped to keep the coastal air defense mission exclu-
sively its own. The OCAC had already contemplated setting up a special
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overwater navigation coast defense school in July 1931, but the events of
August spurred Foulois and his subordinates to move more quickly on the
issue. On October 9 the acting chief requested permission from the Gen-
eral Staft to establish a school to develop coast defense navigation and
plotting equipment and tactics,

The War Department response was somewhat confusing. Senior
Army officers agreed that the Air Corps was neither trained nor equipped
to carry out all-weather coast defense operations, but the General Staft
did not believe the situation warranted creation of a permanent school.
The War Department stressed in its November 21 reply to the Air Corps
request that

coant defense is a problem which appertains to the Army at large and invokes

the unlization of all branches of the Army. The work ot the Air Corps, there-

tore, along such hes, invtead of bemg sepregated inoan exempied school,

should be coordinated under the normal agencies m the fine of command of

the Army.
However, the War Department memo directed the Air Corps to submit
plans for putting overwater navigation training into effect throughout the
Army air arm.™ Apparently, the General Staft did not think the Air
Corps should intercept ships at sea without coordinating such operations
with coast artillery and mobile ground units. Likewise, it appeared that
the General Statt did not understand the exclusively air-oriented techno-
logical and tactical problems needing to be solved to make air defense
workable.

General MacArthur expressed surprise upon receiving Foulois® Octo-
ber 9 memo, for he presumed the Air Corps was already engaged in coast
detense training. Atter Foulois met with the Chief of Staff and clarified
the matter, MacArthur on February I8, 1932, approved Air Corps plans
for a scaled-down version of the proposed school. In April the school
opened at Bolling Field, Washington, D.C., and tor the next two years
carried out research and development on the problems of coastal air de-
fense equipment, technique, and tactics. The Air Corps, however, did not
establish an extensive formal coast defense training program for its tacti-
cal units and pilots. Only the 19th Bombardment Group at Rockwell
Field. California, activelv participated in a continuing program stressing
instrument flying and overwater operations in 1932-33.%

In 1931, before the Bolling Field project had been authorized, the
Office of the Chief of the Air Corps was already concerned over the
question of how the Army air arm could best be used to carry out the
coastal air defense mission. The air officers were dismayed by the absence
of a definite War Department policy on the subject. Army Training Regu-
lations 440-15, Fundamental Principles for the Emplovment of the Air
Service, had not been updated since January 1926, and it gave no indica-
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Brig Gen Foulois. Ass't Sec of War for ArF Trubee Davison May Gen Fechet
and Bug Gen Pran

tion of how the Air Corps should be emploved to stop an air attack on
the United States.™ General Fechet, before departing on terminal leave,
comvinced General MacArthur to sign a letter to the Director of the Bu-
reau of the Budget stating that under the MacArthur-Prat agreement the
Army air arm had “the primary responsibility for all defensive air opera-
tions by the United States, except those required tor turthering the opera-
tion of the high seas Fleet"! But aside from this recognition ot Air Corps
responsibility the General Statt did nothing to explain how it intended to
use the air arm o fulfill its mission.

Foulois began carping at the General Staft for its lack of policy as
soon as he took over as acting chiet of the air arm. Responding to War
Department notification that a Harbor Defense Board would soon be con-
stituted to revise existing harbor detense projects, he pointed out in Sep-
tember that while the Air Corps had a portion of the Army™s responsibil-
ity for coast defense, it had never been asked tor its views, He opposed
the practice of leaving the planning ot defense operations to corps area
commanders and requested that the Chiet of the Air Corps be charged
with preparing air defense plans. Foulois likewise ashed that the Chief of
Coast Artillery be permitted to carry out his own portion ot coast defense
planning. He and his Coast Artillers counterpart could then get together
and coordinate their respective programs.™

Fhe General Staft reply, coming two months later, showed that the
War Department did not want the Air Corps to design its own program
for air defense emplovment. The memo asserted firmly that the air arm’s
sole responsibility in coast defense was to support the mobile land army:
*Neither the Chiet of the Air Corps nor the Chiet of Coast Artitlery has
any responsibility in planming tor Coast Defense other than to collaborate
when called upon with the proper planning agencies of the War Depart-
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ment in preparation of such a plan.” It pointed out that “Corps Arca
Commanders in their capacity as Frontier Commanders™ would prepare
the necessary subordinate plans in cooperation with local Navy com-
manders. The General Statt memo did say, however, that the Harbor De-
tense Board would soon hold a meeting, and Foulois, as a member, could
“present his recommendations with reterence to the employment of air-
cralt in harbor defense™

Apparently undismaved by this rebuft, Foulois kept up his struggle
to foree the War Department to develop a plan for aerial coast defense.
He worked equally hard to assure an Air Corps voice in formulating that
plan. In January 1932 he told the House Appropriations Committee that
the War Department had no air policy, but he qualified this by saving he
had been instructed to help develop one—perhaps referring 1o the latitude
given him as a member of the Harbor Defense Board. Having spoken
personaily 1o MacArthur of the need tor an air defense policy, Foulois
probably felt reasonably certain the Chiet of Staft favored the creation ef
one.™

In April 1932, Foulois won the Harbor Detense Board's endorsement
of an Air Corps-sponsored statement of basic air defense principles. The
paper attirmed that “Air Corps projects pertaining to the emplovment of
Army aireratt in the detense of the coast will be based upon the assump-
ton that no assistancee can be espected from naval aviation.” 1t then
broke down the Air Corps' coast defense mission into three phases. Dur-
ing the tirst phase the air arm would operate reconnaissance and strike
aireratt out to the limit of their combat radius to locate and attack the
cnemy invasion torce. This air action was to be independent of local
eground torce control, with dircctions coming from Army General Head-
quarters. During the second phase ot the engagement—when the enemy
had come within range of shore guns—the Air Corps would spot for the
coast artillery and make complementary attacks from the air. The air arm
would continue to serve in this capacity until the invasion force had been
driven oft or the battle had reached its third phase. In this last canto the
air arm would directly support the ground forces in their struggle to repel
the invader tfrom the beaches “in accordance with its use in general land
operations.”™™

Foulois directed his subordinates in the OCAC to use the statement
of principles in preparing a more comprehensive coastal air defense em-
plovment proposal. Three months later, the Chiet of the Air Corps sub-
mitted his staff’s labors to the Harbor Defense Board. Titled “Employ-
ment of the Army Air Forces in Defense of our Scacoast Frontiers,™ the
proposal received the board’s endorsement on July 7, 1932, and was sent
on for General Staft approval.*

The proposal restated the three phases of combat air operations and
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provided for the division of United States coastal areas into six geographi-
cal zones. Each zone was to contain an air force composed of observa-
tion, pursuit, attack, and bombardment planes under a single zone air
force commander. Each of these air forces would include a “Zone Air
Patrol equipped with long-range aircraft located at suitable stations along
the coast, and in such numbers that the sea approaches will be patrolled
and observed seaward to the limit of their radius of action.” Apart from
the zone air patrol, the paper did not propose manning the various zone
air forces permanently with tactical units. Concentration of available Air
Corps units would depend 1n each case upon the particular threat and war
plan involved. However, the proposal did call for establishing the six
cones and preparing the necessary airficlds and tacilities within them so
that all would be ready in time of emergency.®

The War Plans Division of the General Staff studied the July 7 pro-
posal but refused to recommend its acceptance. Instead, over the next
three months it developed an extremely vague alternate plan, which rec-
ommended that frontier detense sectors be formed, but with all forces
located therein responsible to the sector ground commander. It said noth-
ing about the use of the air arm in vanious phases of an attack on the
United States. It did, however, call tor the concentrated employment of
all Air Corps tactical units—in the torm of a General Headquarters Air
Force (GHQ Air Foree) under the direct control of the overall Army field
commander—in one or more of the detense sectors on mobilization day.
depending on the scope of the threat. In essence the War Plans Division
proposal said nothing about how the Air Corps should actually be em-
ploved to carry out its air defense mission. When the Chief of the War
Plans Division, Brig. Gen. Charles Kilbourne, circulated the proposal for
the concurrence of the other General Statt divisions and the Air Corps,
only the latter disapproved.®

The difterences between the War Plans Division and the Air Corps on
the coast defense issue heightened the tension between the General Staff
and the air arm, and kindled a lasting ill will between Kilbourne and
Foulois. While generally supporting the air arm and exhibiting more ap-
preciation for the value of military aviation than most of his General
Staff associates, Kilbourne deplored the absence of team spirit as well as
the pushiness of airpower advocates. Foulois, by virtue of his position as
the otficial spokesman tor the airpower crowd, must have struck Kil-
bourne as one of the worst offenders. The Chief of the Air Corps, in
turn, disliked General Statf resistance to what the members of the air arm
believed were quite valid requests concerning policy and organization.
Since the War Plans Division was largely responsible for such issues and
Kilbourne was the division chief, Foulois probably perceived him as one
of the prominent War Department hindrances to Air Corps development,
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which he was not. The numerous paper wars between the War Plans Divi-
sion and the OCAC over issues of doctrine and employment no doubt
sharpened the ill feelings between the two men.

Foulois critiqued the War Plans Division' alternate emplovment pro-
posal on October 11 in a blunt ten-page memo to the Chietf of the War
Plans Division. The air chiet, guite teisty when agitated, took Kilbourne
to task tfor maintaining that the original Harbor Detense Board proposal
had not sufticiently considered the possible presence of the Navy. Foulois
averred that the War Department had previously advised his office that
the Air Corps could not expect the Navy to assist in coastal air defense.
Addressing the crux of the proposal circulated by Kilbourne, he found it
too “ambiguous and indefinite™ to provide a basis for air employment
planning. He next attacked the War Plans Division chief for basing most
of his proposal on the Joint Board agreement of 1926, which through its
vague phrasing appeared to leave to the Navy responsibility for all off-
shore operations. He pointed out that the MacArthur-Pratt agreement
had superseded the 1926 written agreement. The Chief of the Air Corps
also highlighted a glaring inconsistency in Kilbourne's proposal. While
calling for the ground commander’s supervision of air units in each
coastal defense sector, the War Plans Division paper noted that wartime
air operations from these sectors would be under the control of GHQ Air
Force, which was not subordinate to sector ground commanders.®

As part of his memo, Foulois redrafted the War Plans Division’s pro-
posal, reinserting virtually all the recommendations contained in the pro-
gram submitted through the Harbor Defense Board, save one: The plan
for six separate Air Force zones was dropped in favor of common Army
defense sectors. But this revision made clear that “The Air Force in any
emergency initially will operate under the direct control of GHQ™ and
that “the basic plan tor the concentration and operation of the Air Force
in coast defense will be provided by the War Department™—not by the
local ground commanders.™

Foulois® redraft, like his July 7 offering, allowed for long-range air
patrols in cach coastal arca. Kilbourne counterattacked on this issue al-
most immediately. He contended in an October 27 memo to the Chief of
the Air Corps that this would entail a costly “chain defense™ system. He
quite correctly pointed out that it would be impossible to secure appropri-
ations for the many aircraft and installations required in such a svstem,
He also apprised Foulois that “no emergencey requiring such an all around
defense is visualized in war plans.””" Foulois responded saving that cen-
trally controlled long-range reconnaissance was vital to adequate air de-
fense. He explained that such units operating under GHQ Air Force con-
trol would not constitute a lincar defense system: “Due to the mobility of
these units, with centralized control, they can be shifted to or concen-

.
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trated in support of any threatened area at the proper time.

After considerable give-and-take between the Office of the Chief of
the Air Corps and the War Plans Division during November and early
December and a personal talk between MacArthur and Foulois, the air
chief eventually agreed to accept a second War Plans Division draft pro-
posal, one which embodied some of the items in the Air Corps’ July 7
plan. Foulois accepted the compromise because he must have realized
that, by continuing to hold out for General Staff acceptance of the Air
Corps® original proposal, he would only intensify the bitterness while pro-
ducing few additional positive results. As it was, the air arm had at least
eained some semblance of a coast defense emplovment strategy and had
been able to influence its formation. Foulois was not completely pleased
with the outcome, but under the circumstances he probably got all that
was possible at the time.” Kilbourne also was willing to give on some
issues, for he deemed it important to have a definite air defense policy. He
understood that without one the Chiet of the Air Corps would have noth-
g concrete on which to base his peacetime planning for procurement and
distribution of units. Nor would the General Staff be able to adequately
prepare war plans for the defense of the United States. ™

MacArthur published the compromise emplovment doctrine on Janu-
ary 3, 1933 in a pohey letter titled “FEmplovment of Army Aviation in
Coast Defense”™ While adopting the Air Corps’ three phases of employ-
ment, the letter did not restrict control of the air arm during the first, or
independent, phase to Army GHQ but authorized theater or frontier com-
manders to direct the air arm it circumstances warranted. MacArthur ac-
cepted the need tor long-range reconnaissance “bevond the range of corps
and army observation aviation.” He said, “‘these aircraft are to be
cquipped with radio and that certain of them are 1o be equipped with
navigation and plotting tacihities and will be in constant communication
with one or more shore stations.”™ This pleased Foulots and the other Air
Corps members. However, the policy letter made no mention of zone air
torces and continuing sone air patrols. In line with the recent Army
ground foree reorganization creating the nucleus of four field armies in
the continental United States cach of the four army commanders was
charged with the security of one of the nation’s frontiers. The letter gave
them the responsibility for planning the emergene use of all units—
including air—that might be assigned to them under the particular war
plan involved, but it reserved to the War Department formulation of
plans involving the use of the conglomerate of Air Corps striking power,
the. GHQ Air Force. Possibly as a further sop to the air arm.
the compromise air defense policy statement explained that cooperation
with naval forces would be based on the 1926 loint Board agreements “as
moditied by the Joint agreement between the Chiet of Statf and the Chief
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of Naval Operations of 1931 making the Army solely responsible for coast
defense including air operations in connection therewith.™™*

Members of the Air Corps could not have been much dissatisfied
with the January 3 policy statement. It affirmed the air arm’ right and
responsibility to range far out (o sea in search ot the enemy fleet and
approved air operations unrelated to ground troop activity when the en-
emy was not in contact with American ground forces. Further, it endorsed
the need for long-range reconnaissance aircraft. It also afforded central-
ized planning tor, and employment of, a consolidated Air Corps strike
force and reaffirmed the Army air arm’s claim to sole responsibility for
aerial coast detense. Certainly the two War Department principals in-
volved in formulating this program—Kilbourne and MacArthur— could
not be considered foes of the Air Corps.

Even so, Foulois and his subordinates in the Oftice of the Chief of
the Air Corps desired a more specitic emplovment plan. Theyv therefore
drafted one and forwarded it for General Staff consideration on
March 15, 1933, The plan listed what the Air Corps needed to execute its
aerial coast defense mission and described how this force should be dis-
posed. In many wavs the plan restated the proposal of July 7, 1932, It
designated six key coastal areas (New England, Chesapecake Bay, Florida,
and the areas around Seattle, San Francisco, and San Diego) and called
for permancntly stationing one bombardment group and long-range
coastal patrol units in cach of them: “The disposition and operations of
the Air Foree and the disposition and movements of the ground forces
will depend largely on the information furnished by these patrols.” The
plan called for a total of ~ix air wings within the United States, consisting
of three pursuit groups, six bombardment groups, three attack groups,
three observation groups, and five coast defense patrol groups. Three ad-
ditional composite wings were to be stationed overseas—one each in Pan-
ama, Hawaii, and the Philippines. In a May memo to the War Depart-
ment, Foulois added Alaska to the list. One composite group and two
long-range coast patrol units were to be assigned there.™

In the March plea 1o the General Staff, Foulois® staff accented the
nation's need for a suitable air defense svstem:

The danger ot concentrated wir attacks upon nerve centers of communication,
mdustey, and government, with the obtect of paralvzaing the nation’s power to

resist and thus tacilitating decisive action ot ground torces, v a tactor which

mahes amperative that the nation™s peacetime air streagth be adequate o
meet such an attack upon the cutbreak of war,

The Air Corps” proposal also stressed that no air defense system presently
existed: “The coastal air defense of the United States has been relin-
quished by the Navy. Until it is physically undertaken by the War Depart-
ment, there actually will be no coastal air defense in the United States.

R
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The General Staft was unsympathetic to the OCAC plan. The War
Department realisticallv assessed it as tar too costly 1o implement and
deemed it unrealistic in view of the dearth of air striking power possessed
by Americas potential enemies. Sustained carrier-borne strategic air
power did not exist, and effective long-range air attacks on the Untred
States from overseas land bases were technologically impossible in 1933,
Moreover, the General Staff considered the Air Corps plan an unwar-
ranted departure from MacArthur’s January 3 letter. The War Depart-
ment was even more disturbed when Foulois, contrary to regulations, sent
a copy of the plan to Assistant Secretary of War Harry H. Woodring.
Army officials teared this might be a prelude to a wider distribution of
the unsanctioned proposal. According to the General Staft, here was real
evidence of a lack of team spirit. General MacArthur directed his War
Plans Division chiet, Kilbourne, to try to iron out the differences on the
emplovment issues existing between the OCAC and the War Department,
but this proved to be an impossible task.™

Many officers ot the Air Corps believed i the vital importance of
their acrial coast defense mission, and had come 1o consider the Army air
arm the naton's first line of defense. The aviators thought the Air Corps,
without the aid of fand and sea forces, could, it properly organized and
cquipped, repel an invasion force betore it could land on American
beaches. Bombers would smash the enemy's air might by sinking his car-
riers and then would destroy his transports. Should the enemy gain posi-
tions ashore in countries bordering the United States before the onset of
hostilties, the Army air arm would destroy his airfields and lines of com-
munications, This would make the forward advance of the enemy land
army impossible. Foulois and his Army aviators believed the Air Corps
must be both strong and properly disposed in peacetime to carry out this
vital mission during a national emergency. In April 1933, the air chief and
one of his kev officers, 1t. Col. James F. Chaney, were given a chance to
appear before the House Military Attairs Committee. They testified that
air attachs on the United States were now possible, and asked for congres-
sional support for the Army air arm™ March 15 acrial coast detense pro-
gram.™

In June, while Kilbourne was still working to settle differences with
the OCAC, General MacArthur decided to allow the Air Corps to try its
hand at writing specific air defense plans based upon the War Depart-
ment’s “color™ war plans. The 1932 Four Army Plan reorganization of
the ground forces caused reconsideration of the various plans for the de-
fense of the United States. Besides, word had been circulated to Congress
and the press—probably with the help of the Air Corps—that the Army
had no plans for the air defense of the United States. On June 2 at the
Chicef of Staffs behest, the General Staft requested Foulois' recommenda-
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tions for emplovment of the GHQ Air Force it war plans RED (Britain),
RED-ORANGE (Britain-Japan), or GREEN (Mexico) were activated. The
memo trom The Adjutant General directed the Chief of the Air Corps to
use cighteen hundred serviceable aircraft (the number called for in the
five-vear expansion program) as a basis for planning. However, the Air
Corps was authorized to suggest a larger foree if the OCAC planners
Tound eighteen hundred planes unequal to the task. The Air Corps pro-
posal was to include the geographic disposition and plan for concentra-
tion and use ot the air arm under cach of the color plans. General Kil-
bourne counseled the air planners at the outset not to place in their
proposal a bold demand tor large numbers of aircraft that the War De-
partment could not support in appropriations hearings, ™!

After some delay, the OCAC submitted 1ts plan on July 13, 1933,
Much to the annovance of the General Staff, it did not provide what had
been asked for. The “Air Plan for the Detense of the United States™ be-
gan by denving the relevance of current Army defense plans to initial air
defense activities:

There s a phase in the detense ot the United States i which air power

plavsy a distinet part operanng either alone or an conpunction with the Navy.

And in cither case the plan tor the use of anr power antially \\‘I“ bear httle

relation to the detals of anv ot the evsting colored war plans b
It also asserted there was no need to tie the initial offshore operations to
plans for ground torce deployment. Foulois must have believed that per-
sistence would eventually wear down General Staft resistance, tor the plan
cnumerated seven critical arcas needing air protection (adding the Great
Lakes region to the siv arcas listed in the 1932 Harbor Defense Board
proposal)y and called tor continuous air reconnaissance outward from
these areas to a distance of 250 o 300 miles. It likewise required the
deploviment of portions of the GHQ Air Force 10 the most critical of
these regions, just prior 1o the onset of hostilities. Ongce the main enemy
threat had been determined, all available air power would be shitfted to
the atfected region.

The plan touched on deplovment under the three color plans, but
complained that the Air Corps would be hopelessly outelassed it the
United States were attacked at the same time on both its coasts by a
British-Japanese coalition. ln fact, ¢laimed the OCAC, the Army air arm
lacked adequate numbers of planes to deal with the RED threat alone, for
Britain could mass superior air strength in Canada betore beginning hos-
tilities. All this was done 1o prove that the Air Corps needed more air-
cratt. The paper then arrived at the ideal number of planes needed to
defend the seven critical arcas in the continental United States as well as
Americas overseas possessions—d4,.3459.% Fealois, who was absent from
Washington on the day the plan reached the General Staft, was shocked
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by the furor it caused. He lamely explained to War Department superiors:
“This is a tentative plan only and was prepared hastily because of the
short time limit imposed by the original instructions,™*

The plan had spawned an immediate and entirely negative General
Statt reaction. Kilbourne wrote MacArthur on July 25 that “the report
submitted is of no value cither tor war planning or for a logical determi-
nation ot the strength at which the Air Corps should be maintained.” He
complained the plan just repeated carlier proposals submitted by the
Chief of the Air Corps to justity requests for more aireraft at a time when
the existing threat was guite low. Kilbourne was incensed over the air
arm’s claim to separate war planning privileges and was feartul that air
officers were being “falsely indoctrinated™ as to the abilities of the Air
Corps to carry out the coast detense mission alone. He complained that
this and other papers submitted by the Office of the Chiet of the Air
Corps had departed from War Department principles “to a degree which
indicates @ complete lack of desire to conform to instructions issued by
proper authority.”™ General MacArthur disapproved the Air Corps plan.
On Auvgust 11 he directed the formation of a special committee of the
Gengeral Council, chaired by Deputy Chief of Staft Maj. Gen. Hugh A.
Drum, to review and revise the OCAC proposal.™

From the General Statt's point of view there was obvioushy a great
deal wrong with the July 13 Air Corps proposal. It bore no relation to
any probable air threat to the United States, and the cost of the program
was prohibitive. Most important, the plan represented a deep divergence
of views between the War Department and its air arm:

The General Statt held that strategie and ractical operatons i pursuance ot

the Armny plan as 4 whole, both o tand campaign and coast detense, was the

primarsy nussion of the A boree, while the Otftice of the Chiet of the An

Corps held the opimion that there should be a speaal plan tor the Air Corps

detense ot the United States and that orgamzanon and_trasmng tor this pur-

pose should take prionty over all other consideranons

The Drum Board soon set to work studving the question of Air
Corps emplovment in coast detense. Besides Drum, its membership in-
cluded Kilbourne, Foulois, Maj. Gen. John W, Gulick, Chietf of Coast
Artillery, and Maj. Gen. George S, Simonds, Commandant of the Army
War College. The board first met as a group on September 15 and almost
at once congluded that the General Staff memo directing the preparation
of the July 13 Air Corps plan was somewhat vague and might have mis-
led the Air Corps chief and his subordinates as to the study's purposes.
The board decided to disregard the July 13 plan, and to develop its own
program for the use of the air arm in coast defense.™

During the ensuing weeks of discussion, the other board members
gave the Chief of the Air Corps ample opportunity to voice the air arm’s
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views, Being outnumbered four 1o one by nonflyving officers, perhaps
Foulois was comed. Mavbe he believed that the conclusions reachied by the
board were the best possible under the circumstances. Regardless, he did
not strike a controversial pose, but instead worked harmoniously with the
other members, He gave the impression thae Aqr Corps diftficulties were
due to a dearth of appropriations rather than to General Statt-Air Corps
ditterences, General Simonds reported tater: “*In these conversations he
appeared willing and anxious to cooperate with the General Staff in the
formulbition of policies and in carrving them out. He appeared to be in
the beliet that we were all working to a common end.”™ The ground gen-
crals, also apparently given to compromise, allowed the air chiet 1o pre-
pare a list of general principles upon which the board based its conclu-
<ons on Air Corps coast defense enployment.™

Released in October, the Drum Board report made clear that the air
arm was an wntegral part of the Army:

[he terminoloes, an detense of the United States,” trequentls emploved
mownnnes, sives an erroneons and fale view of the emplovmient ot air tarees.
W hether operanmg in close conjutiction with the Army ot the Navy, o at some
dintance theretrom, all ot these ARCICICS AUSL OPetat. e accondance with one
cencra! plan of national Jdetense

Achnowledging that aviation had greatly increased the difficulties of
overseas invasion, the report underscared the importance of long-range
reconnaissance and air attack on enemy expeditions “by a properly consti-
tuted GHQ Air Force™ betore they reached the American shoreline. Nev-
ertheless, it declared that the present state of aviation technology made a
serious air attack on the vital arcas of the United States impossible. The
report adopted the seven vital coast defense areas as designated in the
July 13 A Corps plan, but it maintained that the air arm alone could
not prevent the invasion of these areas, and that it would be unwise per-
manently o station air defense units in cach of them.™”

Concerning air employvment under the color plans, the Drum Board
examined only RED-ORANGE. The report explained this plan repre-
sented the worst circumstanges the United States could expect to meet.
Faced with war against a Japanese-British coalition, the RED-ORANGE
plan called for defensive action against Japan while exerting full military
pressure against Great Britain in the northwest Atlantic and Canada. The
Prum Board determined it would be the GHQ Air Foree's tasks to secure
air superiority in the major theater of operations, support the advance of
the ground forces into southeastern Canada. conduct any necessary joint
actions with the fleet, and assist the ground forces in coast defense should
the fleet be absent or unable to maintain control of the sea. To carry out
these operations, the board judged that the Air Corps required 2,320 air-
craft, 980 1o be assigned to the consolidated striking toree, the GHQ Air

IR
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The board’s report did not tamper with the three phases of coast
defense approved in the Chief of Staff’s January 3 letter, but it did pro-
vide a breakdown of how the air striking force would be used in land
operations:

Strategically, this will be used for long range reconnaissance, tor interdict-
mg enemy reconnaissdnee, tor demohnon of important installations, and for
wterdiction ot enemy movement. Tacocally, the GHQ Air Force will be used in
support ot the ground torces in preparation for battle by combat agains en-
ey torces engaged 1 ssiony of reconmassance, demolinon, and interdic-
tott, Jdanimg battle by actual partapaton, and atter baitle by exploitanon ot
VICtory o mniizang enemy explomtation i event of deteat

Though still tving the air arm to tactical ground operations, the report
acknowledged the importance of independent strategic air missions. In
ettect, ity statement on emplovment in land operations struck a balance
between what the airpower advocates and the ground commanders each
prized most in military aviation. While the report did not endorse strate-
gic bombardment per se, its statement on strategic emplovment was so
broad it could not hase displeased the air advocates, General MacArthur
approved the Drum Board report on October 12, making it an official
War Department policy statement.”

While the Atr Corps and the War Department were torging an em-
plovment doctrine for the Army air arm in ity coast defense mission, the
Navy refused to fully acknowledge that the MacArthur-Pratt agreement
had stripped it of all responsibility for coast detense. In fact, there were
signs that the sea service had every intention of replacing the Air Corps as
the primary vehicle for the air defense portion of that mission. In spite of
Pratt’s new naval air policy and his informal agreement with the Army
Chiet ot Statt, the Navy Department continued to develop land-based
aireraft, expand naval air stations, and deplov bombers ashore (calling
them patrol aircratty. Purportedly these resources were for fleet support,
but even the Navyv’s General Board argued within the sea servige that the
Navy should also have coastal air defense responsibility,™”

The Aur Corps was quite concerned over these developments. As it
became clear in the fall of 1933 that Congress would soon authorize a new
naval air expansion program, the Chiet ot the Air Corps as well as the
Chiet of the War Plans Division, became extremely worried. Until then,
the Navy had only been authorized 1,000 serviceable aircraft while the Air
Corps was allowed 1,800, Now it seemed the Navy would build up 1o
2,492, Both Foulois aad Kilbourne reasoned that naval numerical super-
tority might reduce Army air arm appropriations and cause loss ot a por-
tion or all of the acrial coast defense mission 10 the sea service.”

These were not the only indications of Navy dissatisfaction with the
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MacArthur-Pratt agreement. On February 21, 1933, MacArthur sent the
Joint Board a draft of changes to the 1926 Joint Board agreement, de-
signed 1o bring the instructions in the pamphlet, “loint Action of the
Army and the Navy,™ into accord with the 1931 agreement on aerial coast
defense. The Navy members of the Joint Board informally disagreed with
the draft but refused to request a conference to resolve the matter. This
spurred the Chier of Statt to write Admiral Prat on June 23, MacArthur
stressed the importance of resolving the contradictions between the obso-
lete pamphlet on joint action and the instructions in his January 3 letter
on the emplovment of the air arm in coast delense, He said the Army
wanted to issue new regulations based on the 1931 agreement but they
would contradict the pamphlet. Admiral Prat replicd the same day saving
he was retring at the end ol June and the matter would have 1o be taken
up with his successor.™ This boded il for the War Department’s efforts to
gain formal Navy acceptance of the MacArthur-Pratt Agreement.

Bear Adm Ernest J Rmg arraves aboant USS {evirgtorn June 1936
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Moftett, his successor, Rear Adm. Ernest 1. King, and their fellow
flyers had continued to affirm within the Navy family that coast defense
was a proper naval aviation mission. By 1933 they were winning a wider
following. No one, save the departing Chiet of Naval Operations, wished
to turther compromise the Navy's claim to this significant mission. Yet
most senior naval officers were more concerned with two other aviation
issues: (1) the need to continue building up the fleet’s air resources: and (2)
the persistent Air Corps assertions that MacArthur’s January policy letter
had given Army aviation responsibility for distant overwater aenal patrol-
ling. a direct infringement on an established Navy mission. ™

After Praus retirement, Ernest King, now Chiet of the Burecau of
Acranautics, announced that neither the Secretary of the Navy nor the
new Chiet of Naval Operations, Vice Adm. Willlam H. Standley, recog-
nized the MacArthur-Pratt Agreement.™ The Navy Department reopened
Joint Board discussions on the issue of responsibility for aerial coast de-
tense operations, but the Navy spokesman denied that this was solely an
Air Corps mission, He insisted that the Navy had responsibility for “air
operations in support of local naval defense forces operating tor the pro-
tection of lines of sea communications and coastal zones against attacks
by hostile submarines and surface raiders.” ™" 11 this were true, the Navy
would control antisubmarine and antiraider air activities along the U.S.
coasts, The crun of the dispute was actually much simpler: the Navy
wanted to control all overwater air operations, while the Air Corps
claimed responsibility tor coastal air defense operations out to three hun-
dred miles off the coast.™ The debate on coastal air defense, reopened in
1933, continued unabated for the next sisteen months.

Part of the debate in tate 1933 tocused on the tyvpes of aircraft the
Navy and Air Corps would develop. The Army flvers opposed the sca
services inereased purchase of shore-based amphibian patrol aircraft,
while the Navy demed the Air Corps® right to buy amphibian planes of its
own. Foulois had been considering using amphibians for long-range re-
connaissance in connection with the air arm’s coast defense mission ever
since the spring of 1932, He and his staft desired a large aireratt with a
1.000-mile range, capable of landing and taking off from the ocean, and
able to carry a 2,200-pound bombload <o that it could aiso perform as a
bomber. "

General Kilbourne and the War Plans Division initially supported the
air arm’s outlook on amphibian reconnaissance plances, considering them
an essential element in the Air Corps” coast defense program. However,
when General Foulois exerted heavy pressure to buy such airplanes in the
last siy months of 1933 with funds made availablie as part of the National
Industry Recovery Act, Kilbourne turned cold to the idea. His opposition
appears to have been based on both a desire to limit the range of Air
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Corps overwater operations in order to reduce friction with the Navy and
on technical considerations associated with the Air Corps’ proposed
method of employing the amphibians. Foulois had contended that these
aireratt could best be used by deploying them approximately three hun-
dred miles out to sea. The planes would land on the water and from ume
to time take oftf and fly laterally to patrol an assigned sector of the sea.
With several of these aircraft watching adjacent sectors, the United States
would have a complete air reconnaissance cordon tar from its shore. Kil-
bourne objected, claiming amphibians capable of landing and taking oft
from the open sea as well as land would be far too costly to construct and
to maintain tor the benefit they would provide. He considered a recon-
naissance cordon financially prohibitive. While endorsing smaller, lighter
weight, long-range amphibians, since they would not normally land
at sea and thus intrude on the Navy's preserve, neither he nor other mem-
bers of the General Statt favored spending the limited National Industrial
Recovery Act funds for a large amphibian.

he War Department intormed Foulois in November that amphibians
would not be purchased at present, but that the idea of using bomb-
carrving amphibian aircratt for long-range reconnaissance still had Gen-
eral Statt support. Brig. Gen. Robert Bo Callan, Assistant Chiet” ot Staftt,
G-4, while agreeing that the At Corps needed such anieratt, voiced the
opinion to MacArthur in January 1934 that the development of land-
based, long-range bombers should be afforded priorite."”™ The OCAC was
soon to reach the same conclusion.

Kilbourne believed the Air Corps” coast defense mission demanded
that the air arm be able to fly reconnaissance far from the shore, How-
ever, he did not agree that ats mission justiticd the Air Corps’ assertion
that it had the responsibility for air operations up to three hundred miles
from the coast. Deducing correcthy that this claim had been a leading
cause of the renewed Army-Navy controversy over coast detfense responsi-
bilities, the War Plans Division chiet worked in the fall and winter, 1933-
34, to bring about a restatement of the scope of the air arm’ responsibil-
its. Kilbourne presumed that patrolling the coastal shipping lanes was the
Navvs job, and Air Corps combat operations should normally be con-
fined to closeain waters “where the maximum damage 1o the enemy may
be inflicted with the least damage to our own torces.” In November he
sent Deputy Chiet of Statt Drum a series of suggestions onacrial coast
detense policy, and proposed that the War Department use them in discus-
sions with the Navy, The War Plans Division chiet believed the suggestions
would allay the Navy s fears of it Corps encroachment, and thus lead to
a new agreement on the division of responsibility for anti-invasion opera-
tions ™"

Kilbourne's recommendations artirmed that the Army was responsi-
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ble for coast detense and the Navy for control of the seas. It sufficient
naval force was available to engage an enemy approaching the American
coast, the Navy would have paramount interest, and the Army would
assist as requested. In the absence of adequate naval force, paramount
interest would rest with the Army, and the Navy would dssist on request.
Kitbourne's proposals also maintained that “the Army may omit seaward
reconnaissance and depend entirely upon the naval torces for informa-
tion™ if elements of the fleet were present or the naval district comman-
dant had the means to ensure the detection of enemy forces. Kilbourne
cxplained: “The normal mission of the Army Air Corps is to conduct air
operations in support of the ground forees in land campaigns including
coast defense.” However, “the use of Army aircratt acting under Army
command, in the attack of cnemy naval forees, is contemplated only in a
threat 1o the coast and in the absence of sutficient naval forces to meet
and deteat such threat.” ' Some, but not all, of these recommendations
found their way into the coast defense agreement reached between the
Army and the Navy a yvear later.

Kilbourne judged the Air Corps the chief culprit in stirring up the
renewed Army-Navy dispute, but the Air Corps took a different view.
Foulois and his subordinates believed the 1931 MacArthur-Pratt Agree-
ment had established that the fleet could not be depended upon for assist-
ance in coast detense. Henee, they simply disregarded the Navy in their
defense planning, Further, they thought MacArthur's January 3, 1933,
policy letter gave the air arm the authority to operate against the enemy
fleet up to three hundred miles off the coast. 1t said that during the first
phase of acrial coast defense operations Army aircraft would undertake
“reconnaissance and offensive operations between the hmit of range of the
Air Force and the line of contact with ground forces.™ ' While Kilbourne
might have been correct when he alleged that the Chief of Staff had never
accepted the Air Carps’ idea of attempting 1o control sea lanes three hun-
dred miles oft the coast, MacArthurs January 3 letter certainly implied a
degree of approval. The OCAC viewed actions by General Stattf officers
1o restrict the air arm’s range in coast defense operations as a clear dem-
onstration of lack of support. By fate fall 1933, Foulois and many other
air officers believed the War Department was selling out the air arm’
principal mission for the sake of Army-Navy harmony.'"

A poem in the Bashingron Sunday Star reflected the growing conflict
between the Air Corps and the War Department at the close of 1933 over
how far from the coast the air arm should range in quest of enemy forces:

Mother, may sy out to sea?
Yor iy darhing daughter,

But heep vour eve on the land and me,
And hurey away 1rom the water.
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Under Foulois® leadership, the Air Corps had made some significant
gains between 1931 and 1933, Besides further clarifying its strategic bom-
bardment doctrine, it had acquired a key defense mission as well as a
body of general emplovment concepts for that mission. The War Depart-
ment had admitted the military importance of the air arm in coast de-
fense, and given a general endorsement (o strategic air operations in sup-
port of land campaigns. Even so, at the end of 1933, many issues
involving air doctrine, mission, and emplovment concepts remained unre-
solved.




CHAPTER III

ORGANIZATION: TOWARD A
GHQ AIR FORCE, 1932-1933

During the 19208 Army flvers had been displeased with their place in
the War Department organization, and this dissatisfaction continued un-
abated into the carly 1930s. Air Corps leaders no longer carried on a
public campaign hke that of the Mitchell era. but they still sought an
autonomous arrangement under the Secretary of War or independence
within a Department of National Defense. When given the opportunity to
do soin 1932 angd 1933, Foulois and his OCAC subordinates expressed this
position to congressional committees, but they rarely assumed an uncom-
promising stand favoring immediate defense reorganization. In the winter
of 1933- 34, however. the air chief and his staff secretly drafted a bill that
would have given the air arm autonomy.!

In carly 1932, Foulois received his first opportunity as Chief of the
Alr Corps to make his views known to the lawmakers. In December 1931,
Representative William Williamson of South Dakota introduced a bill
calling for the consolidation of the War and Navy Departments into a
single department containing three subdivisions headed by assistant secre-
taries, In January, Representative Joseph W. Byrns of Tennessee spon-
sored similar legislation. Both proposals were presented as economy mea-
sures to reduce defense expenditures at a time of severe economic
depression. The Hoover administration opposed the bills but met stift re-
sistance from House Democrats who were secking partisan issues for the
1932 eclections. The Demaocrat-controlled House assigned the measures to
the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, where the
bills might receive more sympathetic treatment. In subsequent hearings,
the committee did not invite MacArthur or other General Staff officers to
testify, thus making the Chief of the Air Corps the principal Army wit-
ness.-
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Foulois appeared on February 4 to discuss military aviation and the
form reorganization should take. He had originally intended only to an-
swer questions put to him by the congressmen, but disparaging remarks
about the Air Corps made before the commitiee by Representative
, Charles H. Martin of Oregon—a retired Army general—prompted him to
j change his mind. Martin had strongly opposed air arm independence,

warning that Army flyvers were extravagant, undisciplined, unruly, and
would cost the taxpavers a fortune if given their own organization.
Aroused by these remarks, the air chief denounced them as untrue.’

FFoulois did not support the bills under discussion. He explained that
the proposed legislation was overly general and requested Congress to un-
dertake an “exhaustive study™ to “definitely fix the relative roles of the
land. the air. and the sea forces.” He wanted the national defense structure
reorganized to afford the air arm equality with the Army and Navy. but
only after Congress had given the matter sufficient study: *'I believe in a
year or two more, military aviation will have reached the stage in its
development, that it will then be time to take the Air Forces and put them
in their proper place in the scheme of our national defense.”™ *

Foulois went on to propose his own reorganization. Rather than
forming a Department of National Defense with one secretary and a sin-
gle “super statt,” he tavored building on current arrangements. With cre-
ation of an independent air force, by combining the Army and Navy air
arms, the military services could coordinate planning and resolve differ-
ences through a Defense Commission composed of the three service secre-
taries. Supplementing this would be a War Council consisting of the mili-
tarv commanders of the three services. He pointed out that this system
would produce clearer decisions, since voting on issues could no longer
end in a tie. The Air Corps Chief believed the existing Joint Board, ex-
panded to give the Air Force equal representation, could carry on the
functions of a Joint Staft. Foulois stressed throughout his testimony that

. a careful study by Congress should precede service reorganization. He
wanted independence for the military air arm but not until the recom-
mended investigation had been completed.®

It is guestionable it Foulois' proposed defense structure would have
furnished the air arm the freedom to conduct an independent strategic
bombing campaign in wartime. In his “majority rules™ decision-making
structure, no doubt the Army and Navy representatives would have voted
the Air Force down had they felt a need for tactical air support. Foulois
himself had told the commitiee that the land forces were the most impor-
tant element in warfare and should head a unified command arrangement
for combat operations. To dramatize this point the Chief of the Air Corps
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said:
j I would not hesitate a manute ot 1 wasn charge of the air forees for indance,
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mananvasion of the castern coast of the United States. 1t the President places

one ot the Army nurses in charge of those land operanons, I would assume 1

was iy job o pet under her command and do as she told me under the prina-

ples of "Lty of ¢ ommand.”*

Fhe leaders of the War and Navy Departments were completely op-
posed to service unification and any other change that would remove avia-
tion trom their control. MacArthur, while not called as a witness, pre-
sented his views on the pending bills in a letter that Representative
Charles H. Martin read to the committee:

Noother measute proposad i recent sears seems to me to be traught with

such potennial posaibilities ot disaster tor the United States ass this one. The

proven aeenaes wineh have suceesstully conducted this country through sy

warsan a penod of 1295 vears are now under the appatent dictation of @ mea-

sure of evonomy to be lunched onan adventure. whichs under certain condr

tans might imvolve the very bite ot the nanon
MacArthur and the General Staff were quite concerned. The Chief of
Staft allowed Foulois to speak freely betfore the committee, but directed
the War Plans Division to prepare a paper showing that the pending bills
would promote neither greater cconomy nor combat efficiency. A solid
front of adamant opposition tormed against the proposed legislation,
comvisting of the General Statt, the two service secretaries, and Navy
leaders including Admiral Mofttetr, Chiet of the Burcau of Acronautics.®

Opposed by the Hoover admimistration and the armed services and
having but moderate congressional support, neither of the pro-Air Corps
billy was reported out of committee. However, advocates of service unifi-
cation attached simylar provisions to an economy bill which reached the
floor of the House in April 1932, There the measure was deteated by a
vote of 153 10 135 Proponents of air arm independence and or military
unitication did not give up. but at no time during the next four vears were
they again able to get such a measure before the whole House.”

Congress was not generally svmpathetic toward air independence dur-
ing Foulois™ vears as Chiet of the Air Corps. However, one influential
figure on Capitol Hill, Representative John I. McSwain, consistently
championed the Air Corps® cause throughout the first half of the 1930s.
MceSwaimn, a Democrat from South Carelina, 1ook over the chairmanship
of the House Military Affairs Committee in February 1932, and immedi-
aters announced his position on the relative importance of the Army air
arm:

I would »lace the tuphest emphasis upon the power of aviation, whether in

the Repular Nrmv o an the Reserves or National Guard. Thas powerful mod-

crnonstrumentalitg tor both tansportation and combat must recene the great-

est possabie ind, consintent with reasonable cconomy, 10 our scheme of pre-

parcdness. On the contrars, |recogmye that the cavaley v alimost obsolete. . .

(
Te s amusing (oo me that money s spent teaching young men to ride.

McSwain was one of the ardent backers of the 1932 legislative proposals
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for service unification and air arm cquality, Atter Foulois had appeared
betfore the Committee on apenditures on February 4, MeSwain wrote
him a personal letter praising Loth the Chief ot the Air Corps and his
testimonsy

s very srantsange toomiy teehnes thar an enbisicd man has sisen by toree

ot mien toothe tack ot Maor General and the headstup ot the moa techn gl

aind b behieve anportant brandh of o nanonal detense oreanication The con

frast between the divminy and torce of sour staremient and the contusion and

Lack o' dieniy o 1I1:.\_:.|:;':m'f ot et tun Blae Blood et e Srmy (M At

thut] s very ke -

While MeSwain's teddings for Foulois cooled consideriably in succeeding
vears, his support for air power grew. Annually beraeen 1933 and 1936,
he sponsored legislation to give the Air Corps either complete indepen-
dence or @ greater measure of autonomy within the War Department.

In his 1932 annual report, General MacArthury set torth many of the
General SIS reasons tor resisting Air Corps independence. The Chiet
of Staft evplained that strong air units were essential to Army and Navy
combat operations. Fven it the air force were separate tfrom the Army
and Navy, the tand and seca services would sall need large contingents
assigned to them, thus necessitating an immediate redivision. Further, an
independent air arm would be costly, for it would have to create its own
overhead agencies to replace the support present!y supplied by the Army
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FOUL OIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

and Navy. As is evident in MacArthur’s report, traditional military con-
servatism affected the General Staff’s attitude toward change:

Governmentally we have today, Jrom the standpoint of natjonal strategy and

policy, the strongest possible organization for war. It seems almost incompre-

hensible that this organization which incidentatly has been the envy of soldiers,

sailors, and statesmen abroad, should be lanl[‘crcd with in ity military elements

i favor of a highly speculative experiment. '
MacArthur did not develop the point in 1932, but another vital element in
the General Staff's rationale was its disbelief in the ability of aviation to
independently influence the outcome of war. '3

In December, Foulois requested that the War Department delegate to
the Chiet of the Air Corps and the Assistant Secretary of War for Air all
procurement and budget functions pertaining to the Air Corps. This, in
effect, would have given the Army air arm a measure of autonomy,
Foulois asserted it would be just as economical and tar more efficient for
the Air Corps to administer all Army funds connected with aviation under
a ~single appropriation. He considered this far better than continuing the
present svstem where the Chief of Ordnance, Chiet Signal Ofticer, and
others requested and controlled the funds tor aircralt weapons, radios,
and other auxiliary cquipment. The General Staff, however, turned a deaf
car to this request. I refused to relinguish any of its control over military
aviation.'*

Army Chief of Staft Gen
Douglas MacArthur
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When President Franklin D. Roosevelt took office in 1933, some
people, Billy Mitchell among them, hoped the new Commander in Chief
would quickly sponsor legislation providing the Air Corps greater inde-
pendence. Mitchell campaigned heavily in Roosevelt’s behalf, and a few
individuals believed the ex-general would be rewarded with the post of
Assistant Secretary for Air. After the election, Mitchell and Roosevelt met
and discussed military aviation, but once in office, Roosevelt failed to
appoint Mitchell 1o public office and disregarded the ex-Army flver’s ad-
vice on air independence. The new President™s attitude toward military
reorganization paralleled Hoovers. Both men refused 1o sanction any
change which might increase detense costs. '

Roosevelt probably never really entertained any serious thoughts
about creating a separate air force. In 1919, while serving as Assistant
Secretary of the Navy, he had opposed **the creation of another and sepa-
rate branch of national detense.™' and nothing occurred in the interven-
ing vears to change his mind. In 1933, the nations tremendous economic
problems and not military reorganization, were foremost on his mind."”
When Roosevelt did concern himselt with detense issues, his interest fo-
cused on his old love—the Navy. As Billy Mitchell said in 1938 after see-
ing the Presidents desk covered with naval mementos: 1 wish 1 could
have seen one airplane in that collection.”™ Those who belicved FDR
would intervene in the Army air arm™ behalt were victims ot their own
wishiul thinking.

The new Presides s first action respecting military aviation was one
of omission rather than commission. He refused to till the post of Assist-
ant Secretary of War tor Ajr. This mosve pleased the General Statt and the
Armys other arms and branches, for they had never reallv approved of
allowing the Atr Corps a special representative to the Secretary of War.
When B2 Trubee Davison resigned in the tall of 1922 to run tor | icutenant
Governor of New York, MacArthur advocated leaving the post vacant,
using the tamn excuses of economy and War Department consolidation.
Hoover did not name a replacement during the remainder ot his term,
and Roosevelt tailed 1o 1ill the posttion during his first months in otfice.
In Junce 1932 the adminmistration announced the permanent abandonment
ot the post "

Onher aovear fater, Seeretary of War George HL Dern, a man who had
raprdiy become o staunch supporter o almost all General Statt views,
spelled our the Roosevelt admumistration’s position. Dern wrote in his an-
nual report tor fiscal vear 1934 that the vacaney was not filled “because
the At Corps, hike the other branches ot the Army, now tunctions directly
under the Chier ot Statt, 1o the mutual benehit of the Air Corps and the
Army as o whole™™ The Secretars s contusing comment mined up cause
and ertect Nevertheless, it mdicated acceptance by the administration of
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At bas desh covered with tava mementas Presdent Rooseyell presents the Cheney Award
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the War Department view. The Air Corps no longer had its special advo-
cate.

MacArthur and his General Statf subordinates were well pleased with
the turn of events. They saw the Office of the Assistant Secretary of War
for Air as an instrument of division. MacArthur voiced this view to the
Senate Committee on Appropriations in 1934:

to all intents and putposes wathin the Army there was an independent fighting
branch, the Air Corpe, which fad s o Assestatre Seoretdey for Aviation,

who had delegated 1o him, by the Seeretary of Wae, the complete authority

which, where the rest of the army at Large [is concerned]. s exercised by the

General \hll'l‘:l
This was a grave distortion of truth, but it accurately retlected the Gen-
cral Staft™s consternation over an avenue outside the chain of command,
used tor Air Corps procurement decision making and special pleading to
the Secretary of War. On Tuly 1, 1933, Air Corps procurement reverted to
control of the remaining Assistant Secretary of War, Harry H. Woodring,
and the General Statt assumed the other supervisory functions previously
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delegated to the Assistant Secretary for Air. The air arm was now in step
organizationally with the other branches of the Army.>*

Foulois and his fellow aviators were bitter over the deci-
sion to abolish the post of Assistant Secretary for Air. The administra-
[ tion’s apparent acceptance of the General Staft position on the issue in the
; spring of 1933 might have deepened the resolve of Air Corps officers to
work for freedom trom War Department control. Believing this might be
the case, Army officials tried to curb OCAC support for reorganization
| in the March-April 1933 congressional hearings on a new Department of

National Detense bill. They acted too late,

Chairman McSwain of the House Military Aftairs Committee intro-
3 duced the new measure (House Bill 4318) on March 29. The bill provided
! for three military services within one exccutive department. Each service
would be supervised by an assistant secretary, who, in turn, would report
to a single Secretary of National Defense. Although the bill was assigned
to the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments,
McSwain immediately opened hearings on the measure in his own com-
mittee and called General Foulois to testify on March 31.7" The Chief of
the Air Corps told the committee he favored combining Army and Navy
tactical air units into a single service, but acknowledged that the sea and
land torces would need their own observation and support aviation. He
claimed the air arm had now replaced the Navy as the nation™ first line of
detfense and thus deserved priority in defense spending, He again peti-
tioned Congress to thoroughly review American defense policy. In
Foulois™ opinion, such a study would show the importance of military
aviation, substantiate the Air Corps” right to independence, and justify

greater air defense expenditures.™
I'he General Staft must have had a representative present at the hear-
ings, for it was immediately aware of Foulois® comments. The War De-
partment expressed ity displeasure over having no advance warning of the
. air chiet™s appearance. Westover replied, explaining Foulois had only re-
ceived the committee’s call on the evening of March 30 and had tele-
) phoned MacArthur regarding the summons to appear. While keeping a
- careful eve on the hearings, the General Staft took action seemingly de-
signed to avold a repetition of the Air Corps Chiet™ open advocacy of
independence. On April 10, General Drum, the Deputy Chiet of Staff,
instructed Kilbourne that any turther evidence to be presented at the hear-
ings by War Department personnel would be coordinated by the War
Plans Division and that no presentation would be made without the Chief

of Staft's approval.”

Kilbourne immediately requested copies of the testimony already
given by Air Corps officers as well as copies of papers prepared for future
use betore the Military Artairs Committee. Foulois was gone from Wash-
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FOULOIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

ington at the time, so Westover spoke for the Air Corps in a meeting with
Drum on April 13. Apparently Westover advised the Deputy Chief of
Staft that the new restrictions on testimony were coercive and departed
from the established policy of allowing Air Corps officers to express their
professional views before Congress. Later in the day, Drum sent Westover
a note saving his April 10 memo had been misunderstood. He had not
intended to restrict what officers said before congressional committees.
The prior approval of the Chief of Staff just concerned matenial being
gathered by the War Plans Division to explain the War Department’s offi-
cial position on the bill. Whether this was true or not, the General Statf
took no further action in 19323 (o prevent Air Corps ofticers from yvoicing
their own opinions. However, restrictions were unnecessary. The Military
Affairs Committee called no additonal Air Corps officers, and the
MeSwain bill, lacking any real congressional support, never reached the
House floor.™

Save for sending thirty copies of the translation of Giulio Douhet’s
article on air power to McSwain in May, Foulois took no further direct
action during the remainder of the vear to advance Air Corps indepen-
dence. There is evidence, however, that he did use his new friendship with
Representative Ross AL Colline of Mississippi (another of the limited
number of air arm independence advocates in Congress) to influence
members of the legislative branch. Unknown to the War Department,
Foulois had been feeding Collins intormation on the needs and the impor-
tance of the Army air arm. On April 13, 1933, Collins testitied before
MeSwains committee that the War Department had no air policy and that
he favored consolidating Army and Navy aviation into a separate service.
Whether the Congressman’s views were due 1o Foulois” influence or to
Collins” enduring disdaun for the Army General Staff s impossible to
determine. Perhaps the Chiet of the Air Corps simply reentoreed the Mis-
sissippian’s own attitudes.”

Fhe War Department continued to oppose increased autonomy or in-
dependence but in the carly 19308 10 grew receptive 1o the idea of organi/z-
ing a consolidated air strike torce. The Army had used this structure in
World War 1, operating it~ oftensine aircraft under o ~ingle Air Service
officer who was responsible only 1o the commander of the Army field
forees. ™ In 1923, based on the recommendations of the Chiet of the Air
Service, Maj. Gen. Mason M, Patnick, the Tassiter Board catled tor the
creation of an aic force of hombardment and pursuait aircralt “directly
under General Headguariers tor assenment to special and strategical mis-
stons, the accomplishment of which may be either in connection with the
operation of ground troops or entireh independent of them. " The Secre-
tary of War approved the board’s recommendations,™ but the War De-
partment tailed to mimplement them. During the next five vears the Army
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paid mild lip service to the concept of consolidated wartime emplovment
of its air arm. The General Staft’s commitment became firm in March
1928, with the publication of the new Army Regulations (AR) 95-10. That
document, covering the combat organization and mission of the Air
Corps, provided for the air arm to be divided into two segments, that
attached to subordinate ground units, and “GHQ aviation.” The first of
these was to consist of observation units belonging o divisions, corps,
and armies; the second would comprise all other combat aviation forges.
The regulation explained that “*GHQ aviation™ would consist of the “air
force™ and the “air reserve,” both commanded by a single air officer
responsible solely to the “commander-in-chiet™ ot the Army field torces.
The “air force™ would conduct a variety of misvions, some unrelated 10
the immediate activities of the ground troops. ™!

Having specifically endorsed the consolidated emplovment of the air
striking toree, the War Department refused to reorganize Army aviation
under AR 95-10 in peacetime. By 1931 the General Staft had begun to
refer to this unitied torce as the General Headquarters Air Foree, but it
had done titlde else. The Air Corps combat squadrons remained under the
controlb of the various corps area commanders, Responsible for technical
matters, the Chiet of the Air Corps wrote and distributed training doc-
trines and requirements, but he had no authority to see to it that all units
complied. Fach corps area commander continued to train the air units
stationed in his geographic region according to his own ideas. Having no
peacetime GHQ Air Foree commander and staft and with segmented con-
trol of Air Corps squadrons and groups, the Army air arm was in no
position to casily transition into actual combat operations. Peacetime or-
canization was completely askew with wartime emplovment concepts.

Foulois realized this arganizational arrangement was detrimental to
combat cffectiveness. In the tall of 193], when the General Staft pro-
posed 1o further decentralize Army air arm administration by giving over
control of most Air Corps schools to the appropriate corps area com-
manders, the OCAC used the occasion 1o argue that the wartime-
peacetime structural dichotomy was wrong, Since the War Department
had asserted that it favored having the Army permancently organized for
wartime emplovment, air ofticers quite properly asked why the General
Staft had not seen fit to remove combat air units from the control of the
corps area commanders. War plans based on AR 95-10 gave those indi-
viduals no responsibilities for the air fighting units after the onset of hos-
tiliites. The General Staft retused to consider such a change, but on Sep-
tember 29 the Deputy Chiet of Staft announced that the plan for more
decentralization had been shelved for the time being. ™

General Staft-Air Corps differences over the peacctime organization
of military aviation reflected the two groups’ divergent attitudes on the
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role of the Army air arm. Foulois expressed the Air Corps view before the
House Appropriations Committee in January 1932:
We have always felt that the Air Corps had a bigger mission than just simply
cartving out short range operdations in direct cooperation with our own ground
troops. . .. The Air Foree, due to ity inherent ability 1o swittdy cover large

arcas, must naturafly operate more or less independently of ground troops, but

alwass under the supreme nutitary command 10 the theatre of operations.

He said observation units would give the ground troops continuous sup-
port, “whereas the major portion, pursuit, bombardment, and attack are
actually employved with ground troops only as military emergencies arise
requiring such use.”™ A consolidated GHQ Air Force organization was
cssential to this concept of employvment. It it were achieved in peacetime,
the Air Corps would be much more free to perfect the combat methods of
independent operations, and would be better situated to resist War De-
partment demands for close cooperation with the ground forges.

Seeing that a peacetime GHQ Air Force controlling all combat air
units would encourage the Air Corps to disregard its role as a combat
auxiliary, the General Staft was reluctant to establish that organization.
The General Staff accepted the need for some independent operations but
wanted the air arm to concentrate on its primary task of assisting the land
army. The best way 1o ensure this was to place Air Corps units under the
supervision of ground generals for peacetime training.'® From 1931 to
1935 the air officers waged a continuous campaign to permarnerntly consol-
idate all Army strike aircraft and crews under the command and control
of one person. War Department officials resisted implementing that reor-
ganization, and no doubt the divergent attitudes concerning the air arm’s
principal role had much to do with both groups® position.

in April 1932 the General Staft briefly considered the wartime
strength and composition of the GHQ Air Force. The War Plans Division
was reconsidering the RED and ORANGE war plans and was mainly con-
cerned with determining how many aircraft would be needed for cach.
The planners defined General Headquarters Air Foree as a

continental combat force containing all the bombardment, pursuit, and attack
squadrons and in addition a proper porton of observation, transport, and

arrdrome squadrons with supply, maintenance, and administratise units sutfic-
ent to nuthe 10 selt-sustained unit”

The War Plans Division decided that the GHQ Air Force would need
1,152 planes at the end of the first vear of mobilization and agreed with
the OCAC' contention that the air arm should be instantly ready for
combat at the onset of hostilities.™ Following this decision, the divisions
of the General Staff promptly forgot about the GHQ Air Force for a
time.

The Four-Army reorganization plan sponsored by MacArthur in mid-
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1932 eventually elicited some renewed War Department interest. MacAr-
thur had become concerned that the Army was structurally ill prepared to
face emergencies. According to the 1920 Army Reorganization Act, cach
of the nine corps arcas was to contain one Regular Army division, two
National Guard divisions, and three divisions of the Organized Reserve.
However, due 1o scarcity of funds and public apathy these units never
became fully manned. By 1932 the Reserve divisions were paper organiza-
tions, and those of the Guard and the Regular Army were well below
authorized strength. Further, the corps area structure being only an ad-
ministrative arrangement, no complete tactical chain of command existed
between the General Staft and these field units. If maobilized for field
service, the US. Army would have consisted of a collection of skeleton-
ized divisions, cach responsible to the War Department. To remedy these
deficiencies and thereby provide a combat force available for immediate
use, MacArthur issued the Four-Army Plan on August 9. The plan cre-
ated four field armies throughout the United States and gave the Chief of
Staft tactical control as commander of all the field forces. He designated
the senior corps arca commander in cach army region the field army com-
mander and established the War Plans Division as his GHQ staff. The
Chief of Staff hoped this restructuring would furnish the War Department
a foree that could carry out limited combat operations without first hav-
ing to wait for the completion of general mobilization.™

When the Four-Army plan was being drawn up, General Moseley, the
current Deputy Chief of Staff, recommended that the War Department
reorganize the combat air arm at the same time. Moscley proposed a
peacetime GHQ Air Force designated as the 1st Air Division. Headquar-
tered in the midwest, it would be commanded by a general officer. During
two months out of every vear, this individual and his staft would exercise
tactical command over the force as it carried out exercises in the nation's
various strategic areas. Moscley reasoned this would give the division
headquarters experience in handling and moving large air units, and
would provide the pilots experience in flying over the nation’s vital zones.
For the other ten months of the vear the division commander was to have
no direct control of air units. He would be allowed, however, to travel
about inspecting his forces. The Deputy Chief’s recommendation was a
compromise between the OCAC’s desire to have the GHQ Air Force un-
der the permanent command and control of a single leader, and the Gen-
cral Staff’s refusal to have a unified air organization in peacetime. Al-
though Moscley's proposal was not adopted. it indicated that th¢ War
Department’s position was beginning to erode.

When the War Department attempted to couple the Four-Army Plan
with climination of the exempted status for Air Corps schools, the Army
air arm again had an opportunity to push for a permanently consolidated
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air strike foree. Between September and December 1932 correspondence
passed between the OCAC and the General Staft on the issues of further
decentratization and formation of a peacetime GHQ Air Force with cen-
tralized control over all combat air units. Foulois and his subordinates
adamantly opposed ending the exempted status of installations housing
the Air Corpy’ schools, Thev likewise proceeded to advocate air arm re-
structuring, so as to glign the peacetime organization with that agreed
upon for wartime emplovment.™'

Foulois wrote directly to the Chiet of Staft on December 3, citing the
inconsisteney of the present arrangement and the tolly of any turther de-
centralization ot air arm control, The Chiet of the Air Corps used Mac-
Arthurs own words to support the creation of a peacetime GHQ Air
Force. He said the Chiet of Staft had justified the Four-Army Plan as a
move to organize the peacetime Army tor immediate combat employ-
ment. He then asked why the War Department had not seen i to apply
the same philosophy toward the air arm. After all, the existing War De-
partment Mobilization Plan called tor the Air Corps “to function imie-
diately, and efficiently, at the very beginning of a major national emer-
geney (M-dav),”™ and to do o in a unitied manner. Foulois went on to
say:

Ty

This tundamental tadure oo put imto practieal ettect the War Department s
own approved prnaptes and doctimes revarding e Corps o arzation and

operation, has, weomy belier, been the domunan tacton, espeaaliy dutinye the i
past twvelve vears, which has causad the numetous Cashes of opiman benween |
the Mie Corpsand the W Depariment Greneral Sttt and esultimy imvestiea
tons by Congress
Here was clear indication that the Army air arm might become less per-
sistent in seeking independence from General Statt control it a GHQ Air
Force were set up. Foulois ended his memorandum by askhing that
. the Chiet ot the Air Corps be designated the Commanding General, of the
Genetal Headquarters A Foree, and sested with adeguate asthornts to e
cise direct command, contral and supervision under the direct orders ot the
Commanding General, General Headguariess over all Reeular Army Aar
COrps uniis, sMations and cx{.cl‘h\hnu‘n(\.'j:
MacArthur passed the Air Corps Chiet™s memo to Kilbourne, who, at that
time, was sl struggling to find a compromise with the OCAC on the
issue of air arm emplovment in coast defense.™ Kilbourne and his War
Plans Division valued a «trong, properly organized air force but could not
aceept Fouloiv' recommendations tor peacetime centralization of the
Army air component under the Chiet of the Air Corps. Kilbourne wrote
MacArthur that the Air Corps had some justification for complaining
about the War Department’s attitude toward the air arm, tor there had
been an absence of understanding tn the Army of the powers of aviation,
“especially of its use as a GHQ Air Foree, in which capacity it is a power-
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tul weapon in the hands of the supreme commander to influence the
course of the campaign.” He opposed tampering with peacetime corps
area commander control of flving units, but he recommended the War
Department appoint a permanent commanding general for the GHQ Air
Force, who would plan for the emplovment of that force in accordance
with the Army's color plans. The commander would work under the
supervision of the Chief of the Air Corps to prepare plans and directives
for peacetime training, command the GHQ Air Force in annual exercises.
and direct it in war. Kilbourne urged that the Assistant Chief of the Air
Corps be temporarily appointed commander untl the War Department
could decide on some other Air Corps line officer.™ Though sull not
accepting a centralized peacetime air strike foree. the Chief of the War
Plans Division was now leading the General Staff 1o accept the idea of
establishing a permanent headguarters for the GHQ Air Force. Pressure
applicd by Foulois and the OCAC no doubt played an important part in
bringing about this attitudinal shift.

After studving the recommendations, MacArthur directed Kilbourne
to conter personally with Foulois. Kilbourne wrote the Chiet of the Air
Corps i late December 1932, enclosing a copy ot his memo 1o MacAr-
thur and emphasizing that the War Plans Division believed in the impor-
tance ot air power. He told Foulois he wanted to straighien out “such
tactival and organizational problems as mayv be perturbing vou at this
time.*" Foulois” reply, coming more than a month later, was an even more
tervent demand for centralized peacetime control under a single Air Corps
officer. The air chiet stressed that the “Air Foree™ was the one tactical
organization actually operated under Army General Headquarters in war-
time and that war plans specitied emploving it as a single unified force:
“this unified command and tactical unit, the Air Foree, requires coordi-
nated training as a unit, ot all its branches, namely observation, attack,
bombardment, and pursuit.” Unitied trammng was presently impossible,
because the Chief of the Air Corps “is not authorized to interfere with the
sacred prerogatives of the Corps Arca Commanders.”™ Foulois argued that
the “control, command, and training of the Air Foree should. in peace as
well as war, be centered in an Air officer responsible only to GHQ.” He
found Kilbournes plan for appointing a commanding general for the
GHQ Air Foree to be unsatistactory. It limited that officer to staff work
except for certain periods of the vear when maneuvers were being held.*

During March 1933, Foulois kept up his campaign to win General
Staft agreement to a peacetime General Headquarters Air Force and con-
tinued to claim the Chief of the Air Corps should be the commander. In a
March 13 memo to Kithourne, the Chief of the Air Corps repeated many
of his previous arguments for a unified air strike force. Mentioning that
the military principles of “Unity of Command™ and *“Authority and Re-
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sponsibility go hand in hand.™ he was correet when he wrote:

Lhese vannot be ettectivels apphied to the Arms Aur Corps, under the existing

svstem of delepating mapor authonty, to bseld Army or Corps Area Come

manders, as 1o the vonrol and sapervison of Aie Corps Tactical L mits, and

Fstabhishments, sshile charging the maper responsitilinies tor then Techmical,

[acticad, and Admimstratine cthiaency, to the Chiet ot the A n!]‘\J'\

Foulois again made clear that he wanted command and control of the
entire Air Corps centralized under his oftice. He also Teft no doubt that
he disagreed with Kitbourne™s proposal to make the Assistant Chiet of the
Air Corps the commander of the GHQ Air Force. He argued that the
Chiet ot the Air Corps, as semor Air Corps officer, should be responsible
directly to the Commanding General of General Headquarters both in
peace and war, and should take to the tield to direet the GHQ Air Foree
for the GHQ commander m time of national emergency. The Assistant
Chiet could be lett behind to take care of Zone of Interior responsibili-
ties. ™

In an answer o a General Statt request tor the Air Corps’ recom-
mendations on headquarters necessary tor inital mobilizaton, Foulois
wrote on March 158 that the air arm required a GHQ Air Foree headquar-
ters operationally ready in peacetime. He proposed transferring Head-
quarters Ist Bombardment Brngade from 1 angleyv Field to Washington to
senve that function under the command of an Air Corps general.™ In this
instance the air chiet was not asking for the “whole load™ at once. Per-
haps he believed the creanon of a tunctioning peacetime GHQ Air Forgee
Headguarters was a togical 1irst step 1o eventual air arm centralization,
More probably, it was the nature of the General Staft request which him-
ited his response.

Fouloi® persistent carping hept the issue before the General Statt,
but it won him no friends in the War Department. Kithourne, who op-
posed allowing the Chiet of the Air Corps expanded command responsi-
bitits, recommended to the new Deputy Chiet of Staft, General Drum,
that Foulois™ proposals tor a unitied. centrally controlled combat air force
be given a board hearing “rather than have his entire idea turned down on
the recommendation of a [single} Division of the General Staft.” Kil-
bourne also feared any move to further curtail the air chief™s powers, such
as the proposal to end the exempted status of Air Corps installations be-
longing to the arr arm school system, might not sit well with the House
Mihitary Atfairs Commuttee. The committee was beginning new hearings
on a hill to create 4 Department of National Detense and a separate air
force. ™!

General Statt otficers might continue to consider establishing a GHQ
Air Forcee, but their nunds were shut on letting the Chiet of the Air Corps
command it. Foulow” actions were only partially responsible for this
stance. War Department officials believed that, regardless of who was Air
Corps® chiet, he would be too busy with mobilization duties in a national
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emergeney 1o properly serve as air toree ficld commander.”™ No douit
Foulois personal work habits intensitied the General Statt's conviction
that the air chiel was oo engrossed in procutement, supply, training, and
administration for him to assume additional tasks. He was often awan
from Washington on inspection trips, and his otfice had a reputation tor
stfowness inanswering War Department correspondence. The Chiet of the
Air Corps much pretferred flving to paperwork. During fiscal sear 1933 hie
Flew 310 hours, far more than most tactical squadron pilots accumulated
during the period and almost twice that ot other senior ofticers. 1 ove ot
flving might in part have accounted tor his many inspections ot Air ¢ orps
facilities during the first two vears at the Air Corps fielm. No doube it
also enplained the Lack of dispatch with which his ottice at times treated
War Department inquiries and requests.” Kitbourne likely mirrored the
General Staft's assessment in a memo o Foulois:
addl be pertecth trank swith yvou waithont atemping 1o vise ottense Al
ready vour achivitios are sooereat, and oand sou absent soomany fpmes tha

unportant matters are defaved wovour ottice. Mwans the diay comes trom
vour orfces We cant get ahead with our work s You can’t even qatry on ot

work an peace, et alone addime GHQ N Foree toon

Perhaps Foulois® relendess advocacy of a peacetime GHQ Air Foree and

Armry [Degraty a6 8
Sttt My Ger Mo oA
PDran
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coast detense deplovment concepts dittering from those established by the
General Statt, as well as his congressional testimony in support of air arm
independence, also influenced the War Department’s attitude.

The Chiet of the Air Corps™ memos on air arm organmization between
December 1932 and mid-March 1933 kept the GHQ Air Foree issue betore
the General Statt, but the existence of the Air Corps” mission of aerial
coast defense was much more important i the War Department's re-
evaluation of the need for a centralized air strike force in peacetime.
MacArthur's January 3, 1933, policy letter “Employment of Army Avi-
ation i Coant Detense,” specttical'y recogntzed the GHQ Avr Foree as a
vital clement in the connmental US. detense system, and sad: “Onor
before M-Dayv, the GHQ Aur Force will be concentrated in one or more
areas according to plan, to enable 1t 1o perform misstons assigned.”™ In
addiion it sand this centrally controlled strike force would operate oftshore
reconnatssance arreraft and gather the mtelligence upon which subsequent
ground army and air force deployments would be based.

These statements et the General Statt policy of corps area control
of all military aviation m peacctime open to attach. Air Corps officers
ashed how the GHOQ An Force could converge in one arca betore M-day
or v reconnaissance prios to the actual onset of hostihties, it there were
no GHQ Air Foree prior to the commencement ot general mobilization.
Ihe OCAC and the General Statt borh agreed that the natons military
forces must be organized to meet the threat of invastion. Air Corps offi-
cers deemed a permanent GHQ Air Foree essential to that purpose, and
during 1933 the War Department gradually approached a similar conclu-
son.™"

Iwo other tactors quickhened General Staft interest in the GHQ Air
Foree through the first nine months of 1933 the need to it the air arm
into directives being written to implement the Four-Army Plan, and possi-
ble military intervention in Cuba. In February, the War Department circu-
lated a tentative dratt contaiming tables of organization for the Four-
Army program. The tables presented the wartime structure and chain of
command of the GHQ Air Force, but Listed most activities as inactive in
peacctime. The headquarters of the GHQ Air Force, however, was de-
seribed as ondy partially inactive. According to the draft directive:

Unnl the detal by the War Depaotment ot a venerdal othicet of the hoe tor the

prrpose, the Cliet o the Nt Corpywill desienate o peneral ofticer assistant o

commuand the GHO A Foree: For the tme bemng the necessary statt sl be

provided By roster kept ot the oftice of the Chiet o the A Corps and
submnrted to the \\l]l(l[_.lnl General when mnalhy completed, and annuallv on

October L othereattes
Consequently, there would be no permanent staft in peacetime.

Foulois” March 18 recommendation that the headquarters for the
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GHQ Air Foree be formed may have done some good. A revised version
of the tentative directive for the Four-Army structure, circulated in Au-
eust 1933 read: “Unuil the Commander of the GHQ Air Foree is detailed
by the War Department, the Chiet of the Air Corps is charged with the
organization of the headquarters of the GHQ Air Foree and such mobili-
sation duties pertaining thereto as may be assigned ™™ On August 12 The
Adjutant General informed the OCAC that these provisions of the fenta-
tive directive were now i toree, and new mobifization plans being drawn
up would convert Headquarters Ist Bombardment Brigade at Langley
Field into Headguarters GHQ A Foree. Apparently the General Staft
had now decided a permanent headguarters would be necessary to align
the air arm organizationally with the Four-Army Plan.™

Fhe prospect of sending a portion of the Army into Cuba must have
spurred quicker General Statt constderation of the GHQ Aar Foree gues-
ton. Sumner Welles, sent by President Roosevelt as special envoy 1o as-
sess the mitermal tarmoil i that land, had himted at military intervention
in mid-1932 and actually requested it i September.™ A< a result the War
Department incarly August began updating its TAN (Cuba) war plan.
The August 12 memo also directed Foulois to detail an officer 1o help
revise the TAN plan. So the two issues were interrelated. ™!

A bt bewildered by the order 1o establish the headquarters, Foulois
gueried the War Department. He wanted to know 1f this was a *paper
organiziation to be brought into active bemg only when the War Depart-
ment Mobilization Plan is put into etffect, or is it 1o be an actual, active
peacetime organizarion supervising, conirolling and operating the GHQ
Air Foree in peacetime so that it will be able to carey out its mission in an
emergeney?”™ He was also concerned that the OCAC had not vet received
word trom the General Statt outlining the part the General Headquarters
Air Foree would play in the new Four-Army structure.™ The air chief
wanted the headquarters set up under s direct control. Accordingly, he
requested that the plan to redesignate Headqguarters 1st Bombardment
Brigade as the headguarters for GHQ Air Foree be held in abeyvance. He
gave as his reasons the forthcoming Drum Board deliberations and the
confusion that would ensue tfrom creating the headquarters away from
Washington on an installation (5 angley Field, Virginia) controlled by the
Commanding General. Third Corps Arca.®!

The Adjutant General apprised the Chiet of the Air Corps that, when
the directive on the Four-Army organization was eventually released, it
would clear up some of his questions concerning the place of the GHQ
Air Force. He further conveyved War Department concurrence with
Foulois® request to delay the comversion of the Langley Field unit, but
cautioned, “the Headquarters, GHQ Air Foree (Provisional) for the Tan
Plan should be completed prompelv.®™ The War Department was obvi-
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ously still concerned over possibie military intervention in Cuba, but its
thinking on the GHQ Air Force was in flux.

On August 30, MacArthur made some important decisions concern-
ing the GHQ Air Force headquarters and the Air Corps. The Chief of
Statt officially designated the Assistamt Chiet of the Air Corps the “ex
officto™ commander of the GHQ Air Force with responsibility for leading
the foree in peacetime exercises and in war, and supervising its planning
and training activities. He directed, however, that all GHQ Air Force cor-
respondence be routed through the Chief of the Air Corps. MacArthur
also authorized Foulois to establish GHQ Air Foree headquarters in
Washington and ordered all consideration of further decentralization of
control of Air Corps installations postponed indefinitely. Advised of the
Chiel” of Staft’s decisions on September 2, Foulois set about forming the
GHQ Air Foree headquarters under Westover in the OCAC. Yet he did
not abandon the struggle 1o have the Chiet of the Air Corps named the
GHQ Air Foree commander.™

I'he air chiet activated GHEQ Air Foree headquarters on October 1,
but could not secure War Department approval for officer increases in
the OCAC to statt the new unit. The Chiet of Staff did not want a large
headquarters brought into being in peacetime. He desired only a small
force to serve as a nucleus for a wartime organization. Consequently,
OCAC ofticers had to absorb the extra workload associated with the for-
mulation of GHQ Air Force training and war plan recommendations.
Foulois nevertheless convineed the General Statt 1o reconstitute Head-
quarters Ist Bombardment Brigade as Headquarters Squadron, Head-
quarters GHQ Air Foree and 1o transter it in February 1934 10 Bolling
Field, Washingron, D.C. This afforded the new headquarters adequate
clerical and administrative help.™

Slightly over a month after MacArthur authorized the headquarters,
the Drum Board submitted it report recommending formation of the
GHQ Air Foree itself. The board™ five officers, originally convened to
review the Air Corps” proposal of July 13, 1933, for air arm emplovment
in coast defense, decided it was time for the War Department to organize
this force. The members apparently realized the military value of a uni-
fied air strike foree and concluded that the Army's coast defense responsi-
bilities warranted its creation.”” Months fater. General Drum claimed that
the GHQ Air Force had been in the War Department™s plans since the
nme of the 1923 Tassiter Board report, but cconomic circumstances had
stood in the way until 1932, Tt was not until then, according to the board
chairman, that the Air Corps™ five-vear expansion program had allowed
the Army air arm o be formed into a viable strike toree.™ Drum’s state-
ment was hardly more than a rationalization for the General Staff's per-
sistent resistance 1o change during the preceding ten vears, After all, the

94




ORGANIZATION: 1932-1913

Air Corps was litde better oft in manpower and numbers of aircraft in
1933 than it had been the previous vear™ It was more likely that pressure
for the creation of the organization and War Department perception of its
value were great enough 1o cause the board to decide as it did.

Fhe composition of the Drum Board may hasve been a tactor. Gen-
crals Drum and Gulick had sat on the 1923 [assiter Board which had
recommended forming a unitied bomber and pursuit foree directly under
Army GHQ. General Kilbourne had previousty opposed centralizing con-
trol of the air arm under the Chiet of the Air Corps, but he was relatively
openminded and beliesved in the importance of military aviation. General
Simonds, while Chiet ot the War Plans Division between 1927 and 1931,
had been sympathetic to the GHQ Air Foree idea, and Foulois staunchiy
advocated it. ™

MacArthur approved the board's report on October 120 making the
credtion of the GHQ Air Foree a matter of War Department policy. The
Army finally made the board™s findings public in late January 1934:

Arhony the deasions reiached was o detitate condlasion to buald upon the

A Corps g homogencous it umt konown as GHO S Forees comprising all

maliars clements 1o aviton and adeguate o meet eftectinedn the requurements

ot mihitary e and Land operabons. These aperdnions mas beom conjung-

ton with land torees, warth naval torces, or art ames ot distinetty distant it

missons. Hos wmit wall suppls i i toree capable of tapid concentranon tor

the detense of out frontiets
Yet the War Department did nothing between October and the time of the
official announcement to bring the organization into evistence.

Foulois and his officers were pleased with the Drum Bouard decison to
set up the GHQ Air Foree, but they wanted it done at once, with com-
mand and control of the foree and ity installations vested in the Chiet of
the Air Corps, When General Staft action was not instantly forthcoming,
they grew restive. = On Janoary 30, 1934, 11, Col. Jacob E. Fickel, one
of Foulois" principal subordinates in the OCAC, wrote directiy to Drum
and Kilbourne, He pointed out to the Deputy Chiet o Staft and the Chief
ot the War Plans Division that the GHQ Adr Foree currentdy contamed
only a rump staft of OCAC officers, and that all tactical squadrons were
still controlled by corps area commanders. “The GHQ Air Foree.™ he
cmphasized, “should be established immediately with existing units under
command of the Chiet of the Air Corps. Sufficient personnel should be
given the Chief of the Air Corps to establish his headquarters.”™ He also
maintained Air Corps appropriations should be increased at the expense
of naval aviation, and existing Army fiving units should be filled out and
new ones created as rapidly as possible. Fickel explained that he had
shown the memos to Foulois, but they siere not meant to represent the air
chief’s views. " Fickels comments did represent Foulois' views, but per-
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haps the Chief of the Air Corps had preferred a lower profile in QCAC-
General Statt disputes and thus did not send the memos over his own
signature. A relatively cooperative spirit had resulted in the Drum Board
report, and maybe Foulois thought it might be beneficial to go on work-
ing with the General Staft for now. In any ¢vent, the Chiet of the Air
Corps did not tong remain a bystander in the interottice wars,

In carly January 1934 Representative John ). MeSwain announced
his committee would once more take up the question of the place of avia-
tion in the national defense structure. The congressional air advocate said
the committee would seriously consider bills ¢reating a separate air foree
and or a department of national defense. MeSwain made no secret of his
overwhelming support for such fegislation. ™ The chairman’s announce-
ment may have prodded the War Department to begin positive action to
bring the GHQ Air Force to lite. On January 21, in executive session
testimony, MacArthur brieted the Military Affairs Committee members
on the composition and uses of such a foree:

Hack ot these echelons [the observanon squadrons workime divecthy with

the vround torcesf. we have the mam stnkang element ot the wir the G.H.Q

torece, which s equipped with three tvpes of planes  attack, pursiit, and bom:

bardment. They are used tust as vou would use a shingshot. They are thrown at

the point where they will be the most damagig. For cohesion, voordination,

and to prevent thew dissipation on minoer missions, they are held gogether as a

vredl penetal reserse under the commuanding peneral i the tield
I'he Chiet of Statt said the GHQ Air Force could be used in a variety of
wavs, including “independent misstons ot destruction, aimed at the vital
arteries of a nation.” He told the committee that the oreanization should
be composed of five wings of at least two hundred aircratt each.™ Later
in the month the War Department refeased a synopsis of the Drum Board
report to the press and on February 3 sent McSwain a complete copy.”
Apparently the War Department was seehing to undercut the latest move
for air arm independence by turnishing a GHQ Air Foree alternative,

As i result of MacArthurs testimony, McSwain invited the Army to
submit a hill to provide for the new force. On January 31, Sccretary of
War Dern sent the War Department’s proposal over to Capitol Hill. In a
letter enclosed with the bill Dern explained that the Director of the Bu-
reau of the Budget had not as vet given his approval for an increased Air
Corps authorization, but that “the expansion of the special Army air or-
ganization known as the G.H.Q. Air Foree™ was extremely important to
the War Department. ™ McSwain introduced the Army's bill (H.R. 7553)
on February 1.1t called for enlarging the aircraft fleet

to such numbers as will permit the Secretary of War 1o complete the equip-
ment and orgamzanon and to mantam i the Army Air Corps the special

Army e organizanon known as “G H.Q A Foree.” and our overseas de-

tenses, together with a 28 per centum  reserse tor such forces
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The bill was purposely vague on the total number of aircraft contem-
plated. but asked that Regular Army personnel strength be raised to that
approved in the 1926 Air Corps Act— 12,403 ofticers and 124,990 enlisted
men. ™

Much to the War Department’s dismay. McSwain the next day sub-
mitted his own bill (H.R. 7601), providing tor Air Corps autonomy.
MeSwain®s proposal abolished General Statt control and supervision, and
required that the Chiet of the Air Corps report directly to and be the
immediate advisor of the Secretary of War on all matters relating to mili-
tary aviation and shall be charged by the Secretary of War with the plan-
ning. development, and execution of the Air Corps program.™ It stipu-
lated that: The Chiet ot the Air Corps shall command such portion of
the Air Corps not needed tor the Air Service of ground troops.” It further
speciticd a separate Air Corps promotion list with set vears of service for
advancement to the nest higher grade (which would have eliminated the
existing advancement stagnation), a separate budget, expanded personnel
strength, a new five-vear evpansion program designed 1o boost the total
atrerattimventory to 4,832, and a licutenant generalev for the Chiet of the
Air Corpy™!

The February 3 issue of the Army and Navy Journal reflected the
War Department’s view on the two legislative proposals. The paper
pointed out that the GHQ Air Foree would attord

the benetins ot anomdependenthy acnme e Force while manntaiming umits o

command and dvordinge the costiv doplication imvolved in providing an autono-

MOHs E 4r Wa R own sappert orgdmizations tor supphies. medical atten:

ton, subsistence and o torth
The article also reported that President Roosevelt would likely oppose the
MeSwaimn measure and that “Adr Corps headqguarters in Washington are
entirely satistied with the recognivon its arm has received from the Gen-
cral Staft since the practical abolition of the Assistant Secretary of War
for A" The journal may have been correct in its assessment of
Roosevelt’s stance, but it could not have been more mistaken in its esti-
mate of the OCACT attitude.

Foulois and his followers remained dissatisfied with General Staff
control of the air arm, and the increased autharity devolving to the Gen-
cral Staft as a result of the vacant assistant secretary’s post only added to
that dissatisfaction. Air officers supported the formation of a GHQ Air
Force because it appeared the best existing alternative. Yet, they viewed
idependence or autonomy as the real means of securing an adequate air
force for defense of the United States. When Congressman McSwain rein-
troduced the issue of independence in early January, the Air Corps contin-
ued the struggle within the Army to have the GHQ Air Force immediately
established. At the same time, it sought an end to General Staff control
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through congressional action.™

In January at MeSwain's request, the OCAC staftf had secretly
dratied H.R. 7601, This was a well-guarded secret and the War Depart-
ment did not discover the trath until months later. Lo conceal his office’s
activity, Foulois went so far as to tell members of the General Staft that
he had no knowledge of MeSwain's bill until atter the congressmaa intro-
duced it. Caught in this lie a vear later, the Chiet” of the Air Corps tried to
qustity his earlier statement by saving he had spoken as he did because he
had not at the time seen the legislative proposal in printed torm—a very
lame excuse. In February 1934, Foulois also led the War Department to
belicve he vpposed MeSsains H.R. 7601, This, 100, distorted the truth,
Fhe air chiet may not have been perfectly content with the bill's tinal
form, but he definitely favored the autonomy the measure would have
conterred.™

On February 1, the dav before MceSwain introduced H.R. 7601,
Foulois was summoned to testify before the House Military Affairs Com-
mittee. The Chiet of the Air Corps, no longer cooperative with the War
Department and noticeably agitated by what he considered the Army's
lack of support for aviation, mounted a vocal campaign against continued
General Staft control of the Air Corps. Unchanged in his attitudes since
the days of his 1919 congressional testimony, Foulois told the committee
that the General Statt was the “main obsvacle™ to the proper growth of
nuhtary aviaton. He opposed the War Department’s February 1 aviation
evpansion bill (H.R. 785 3) arguing it was so ambiguous as to allow “'the Gen-
eral Statt to do as they blame please.”™ He pleaded for autonomy: "1 we
are going 1o advance and build up aviation, we should stand on our own
feet. We should have our own budget. We should have our own promo-
tion hist.” He told the congressmen he wanted an independent organiza-
tion that can tuncbon without a lot ot obstruction™ trom the vanous
divinions of the General Statt. He protested the burcaucratic red tape en-
tailed in dealing with that body, and he gave examples of War Department
decistonmaking on aviation procurement matters in which the OCAC was
not consulted, somethinge that did not happen ontid the post of Asistant
Secretary of War tor Air was abandoned. Foulois did not ask for instant
separation of the air arm from the Avmy. Nonetheless, he told the com-
mittee members that a Department of National Defense embodyving a sep-
arate Department ot Air was the ultimate sofution to the problem of de-
fense organization.™

The General Statt was quite displeased with McSwain's bill and
Foulow' testmony. War Department officers were then contemplating a
new five-vear expansion program for the Air Corps. Having recently gone
on record as favoring a GHQ Air Force, they honestly thought they were
treating the air component fairly. They believed that if McSwain's pro-
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posal became law it would disrupt the entire Army organization.™ The
War Department’s concern over H.R. 7601 was reflected in the speed with
which the General Statt planned a lengthy booklet, “lnformation on Avi-
ation and a Department of National Detense,™ designed to ensure that
“divergence of information betore Congressional and other committees be
avoided™ by its officers. Distributed on February 7, the booklet lauded
the value of military aviation but was totally opposed to Air Corps auton-
omy or independence.™

On February 21, Secretary of War Dern dispatched a biting letter to
MeSwain criticizing H.R. 7601 and a second nearly identical bill intro-
duced by the Military Attairs chairman on February 10, The secretary
wrote that he was so opposed to removing the Air Corps from General
Statt direction that he would retuse to support the War Department’s own
bill for more GHQ Air Force aircratt until the two offensive proposals
were dropped.™

In an accompanving statement to the Military Affairrs Committee,
Dern attacked the air arm's right 1o independence. The secretary said mili-
tary aviation was important, but it was just one of several ingredients in a
well balanced force. Proclaiming the airplane had “too many imitations
to enable 1t to be decisive alone,™ he argued that:

the destruction of arnnes o1 populations by proectdes and vas alone < a tan-

tasy ot the dreamer. Actual capture of the enemvy or the occupation of vital

areas s essential betore o deternined toe aan be defeated A air toree wone
R
cantiot aceomphish these resalis

Denying the air advocates” claims to decisiveness in offensive operations,
he asserted thar neither could military acting alone protect America’s
coasts: A tleet can operate at night, in fog, and in weather when air-
planes are helpless, it not indeed chained to the ground.” Fven mn good
weather it would be ditficult 1o destroy an enemy armada trom the air.
Thus the air arm possessed no independent mission, and consequently
there was no need to constitute an independent Air Foree, According to
the secretary:
The most important contabunon that an it 1oree can make 1o sucvess in

war st ad oue wrnnes and pavies 1o owan ctones Properhy dicedted s

capatble of delivermy powertul blows, by surprise, at the crms ot an action It

s ot utmost vatue as an avency of hatasanent tor localized destructnon and 1ot

reneral observation. s not an economie subshitute tor any of the other arms

and services moan Armv. Repardiess ot costo e cannot possibhy substitute tor

the basic elements on the ground o
A senior staft ofticer could not have exprossed the General Statt’™s view
better.

Angered by Dern’s biunt words, McSwain retused to give up the fight
to Iree the Air Corps from the Army General Staff.*” However, the com-
mittee chairman's efforts were delaved by the Army air arm’s disastrous
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emplovment in domestic air mail operations, and the resultant War De-
partment investigation headed by former Secretary of War Baker (all tak-
ing place b tween February and June). These same events also induced the
War Department to temporarily suspend its consideration of plans to bring
the GHQ Air Force to life.
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CHAPTER 1V

FUNDS, AIRCRAFT, AND
PERSONNEL, 1931-1933

The early 19308 were a time ot severe financial drought tor the armed
forces of the United States. Added to the traditional reluctance o Ameri-
cans to spend large sums Yor defense in peacetime, the Great Depression
caused the Hoover administration to cut military costs to the bone.
Hoover believed the country needed an adequate military force to prevent
invasion, but “insisted upon a balanced budget as the foundation of all
public and private financial stability and of all public contidence.”™! In
order to maintain these two principles in the tace ot declining revenues,
the President necessarily detined the term “adequate foree™ quite loosely.
In essence, it came to mean whatever detfense the government could buy
with the annually decreasing funds made available to the military.” Hap-
pily the naton taced no immediate esternal threat, for Hoover erred
gravely when he said the Army, as well as the Navy, were being main-
tained “in a high state of efficieney.”" In truth, vears of parsimonious
treatment, topped oft by recent extensive budget cuts, had left the Army
in no condition to tace a determined invader.

War Department leaders accepted the orthodox economic theory that
federal expenditures should not exceed revenue. They were theretore hesi-
tant to seck more from Congress than the President had asked for in his
annual budget request. However, the General Staff was still quite dis-
turbed by the impact of cost-cutting on military efficiency. MacArthur
voiced the Army's concern betore the House Appropriations Committee
in November 1932:

In mecting these demands tor curtadment successively imposed, every
thing Toose i the Mibrars Eatablishment has been thrown overboard. Only the
naked framework remains. . would be remiss in o my dunes were 1 not 1o
pomnt out 10 vou the folly and danger of undome what we have laboniously
accomphshed at the expense of blood and treasute. AL o tme i s histony
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has the United States h(ud greater need ihan now tor the security of an ade-

quate national defense.

The Army was clearly in a bad way. Although the 1920 Army Reor-
ganization Act authorized 18,000 officers and 280,000 enlisted men, Con-
gress never furnished the funds tor this force. By 1931 the Army had for
vears been down to around 12,000 officers and 118,750 men. Not only was
the force small, it was poorly equipped. The funds since World War 1
were 100 shim to fet the War Department upgrade materiel, so the service

relied on the surplus left over from the war. By the early 1930s most of

these stocks were used up, worn out, or obsolescent. For example, in 1933
every tank in the inventory save twelve had been built during the war
Most trucks and other vehicles were of the same vintage. Spending only
siv 1o seven per cent of the federal budget tor the military activities of the
Army, the United States could not match the military might of such small
nations as Belgium or Portugal.” The General Staft, whose job it was 10
plan and prepare for the defense of the American homeland and overseas
possessions, worried over this weakness.,

While also suffering in the carly 1930s, the Air Corps was much bet-
ter off than the rest of the Army. The five-vear expansion begun by the
Air Corps Act of 1926 brought substantial gains in manpower and equip-
ment. The program made filling out the air component a priority War
Department policy, so the Air Corps’ share of the military activities
budget steadily increased trom 1926 1o 1931, From mid-1928 to July 1932,
aircraft inventory shot up from 902 to 1,646, At the same time, officer
strength Cimbed from 1,014 to about 1,300 and the number of enlisted
men rose from 9,468 to 13,400, Considerable airficld and housing con-
struction took place. By 1933 MacArthur could report that the United
States ranked roughly fourth in the world in land-based fighting planes—
at a time when the nation stood seventeenth in organized military
strength.”

Foulois and his fellow aviators were tar from satistied. Never during
the five-vear program did the admimistration ask tor, or Congress  ppro-
priate, sufficient money to purchase all the aircraft called for by the 1926
Air Corps Act. Ten vears after the act’s passage, the air arm sull did not
have 1.800 serviceable planes—a figure that should have been reached in
1931, Officer strength staved well below the 1,650 authorized, a situation
which could not be casily remedied unless the 12,000-officer limit set for
the entire Army was lifted. From 1921 to 1935, West Point was the sole
avenue to a Regular Army commission. The schools output of pilot train-
ing volunteers did little more than replace Air Corps losses, and few offi-
cers from the Army's other branches sought transfers to the air arm.

The Air Corps could not make up shortages by assigning more Re-
serve officer pilot training graduates to extended active duty. In fact,
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tunding and aircraft shortages prevented the War Department trom allow-
ing its air component to keep on active duty all of the $50 Reserve officers
authorized by the five-vear expansion program. The Air Corps, however,
received all of the enlisted men called for in the expansion, but at great
cost to the rest of the Army. With no increase in appropriations to fund
an air arm of 15,000 men, Air Corps enlisted increases had to come
through transters from other branches.”

The Office of the Chiet of the Air Corps was continually dismaved at
having its annual fund requests drastically reduced by the Secretary of
War and the Director ot the Bureau of the Budget. Adding to the unhap-
piness of Army flvers, the Navy finished its five-vear aviation expansion
on time in 1932, Air officers did not care that the Air Corps by 1931 was
receiving nearly twenty percent of the Army's total funds for military ac-
tivities. They saw only that the War Department and the Bureau of the
Budget were not asking for enough money to complete their expansion. In
March 1931 the OCAC prepared preliminary budget estimates of
$54.433.599 for fiscal vear 1932, This included money to buy the 859
aircraft needed 1o bring the Air Corps to 1,800 serviceable planes (2,034
total planes, minus a percentage for depot overhaul).”

As in previous vears, the Secretary of War slashed the request, ap-
proving just $38,390,529. The secretary's action, based on General Staff
recommendations, was the result of Bureau of the Budget-imposed limita-
tions on the size of the War Department’s overall request. Following es-
tablished practice, the General Staff suggested to the secretary how the
estimates of all War Department branches and agencics should be revised
to fit within the ceiling set by the Burcau of the Budget. In this instance,
it trimmed the Air Corps’ preliminary estimates by over $16 million.
When the Bureau of the Budget wound up its own investigation, it sliced
the air arm’s request another 37 million. Congress rarely tampered with
detense funds requested by the administration during the depression
vears. It approved the bureau’s figures almost without alteration, appro-
priating $31,479,635. Due to depressed prices, the Secretary of War then
impounded $1,952,011 of this. With its original estimate of $54,433,599
pared to a final figure of $29,5827,624, the Air Corps could buy but 382
aircraft. In view of the nation’s sad economic state and the Hoover ad-
ministration’s commitment to a balanced budget, mayvbe the OCAC was
unrealistic in its original request. Nonetheless, air officers thought the
extensive reductions imposed by the War Department reflected insuffi-
cient support for aviation. In subsequent vears the War Department elimi-
nated the need to make such drastic cuts by requiring the OCAC to base
its estimates on limitations previously set by the Burcau of the Budget.'”
As a consequence, Foulois and his staff, while still possessing a major
voice in determining the types of aircraft to be purchased, found them-
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selves in the awhward position of being unable to request adequate funds
to expand the Aar Corps to 18K planes.

MacArthur and the General Staft did not believe the War Depart-
ment was niggardly in ity treatment of the Air Corps. On the contrary,
they believed the aviators frequently sought far more than their fair share
of Army funds. The Chiet of Staft appreciated the value of the airplane
and the need tor a strong Air Corps. But he also sought to create a bal-
anced combat toree and therefore could not allow the air arm to so domi-
nate War Department spending as to cause further decay in the other
arms.' In August 1931 he wrote Secretary of War Patrick 1. Hurley: “An
army overstrong n the air would be like an army overstrong in cavalry,
able to strike suddenly and 1o effect great temporary destruction, but
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powerless to hold objectives thus gained.” MacArthur told the secretary
that even though 2,950 planes were warranted tor detense, he did not
favor raising air strength abosve that specitied in the 1926 Air Corps Act:
“In view of the present economic conditions, of the undesirability of fur-
ther increasing the disproportion ot our Air Corps to other arms ot the
service . ., it is recommended that our atreraft program be stabihized at
approximately 1,800 planes gross.”’ Explaining the General Statt view,
MacArthur wrote in his 1933 annual report: = lo build up and have ready
for immediate use a satistactory air contingent, the War Department his
sacrificed much else that is required ina well-balanced program, with the
result that no other arm or service of our army is relatively so well pre-
pared as is the Air Corps.™'

The tight money of the depression vears worsened Air Corps-General
Staft tensions. Though not intentionally tryving 1o starve the air arm ot
tunds, the General Statt opposed increases tor the relatively well-heeled
Air Corps that would further shortchange the other arms and services, ™
The Army air arm, however, did not care about the purported need tor g
balanced military force. Air Corps otticers believed military aviation was
the decisive instrument in both defensive and offensive wartare, To re-
strict its development tor any reason showed a genuine lack ot under-
standing tor air powers military value. Thus Foulois and his OCAC statf
telt justitied in pushing tor mare money.

The War Department™s fiscal vear 1933 budget dropped sharply. Dur-
g calendar vear 1931, Hoover became very concerned over dechning
federal revenues. In the fall he directed the exccutive departments, then
preparing their budgets for fiscal vear 1933, 1o make all possible cuts.
Secretary of War Hurley announced in November that the War Depart-
ment budget would be $44 million under the 1932 level. In December the
Bureau of the Budget forced additional cuts. Under the important “mih-
tary activities™ category, the 1933 War Department appropriations bill
would be about $295 million—a sharp decrease tfrom the $334,764.7438
available in fiscal vear 19325

The bill requested just $25 482,903 for the air arm as compared to
$31,479.625 in the fiscal vear 1932 appropriation. foulois had mitially
asked for $34.5 mitlion but the War Department reduced this by 84 nul-
lion. The Bureau of the Budget lopped oft another $5 million. This lett
the Air Corps with a request $9 million below its original estimates and 84
million less than was available during fiscal vear 1932 atrer the Secrctary
of War's withdrawal of $1.95 million. Congress approved the 1933 request
almost without change, enabling the Air Corps 1o buy only 238 new
aircraft—not enough even to replace the vear's attrition. '

MacArthur defended the proposed budget tor tiscal vear 1933 as the
very minimum needed tor national sccurity. In December he told the
House Appropriations Committec that all nonessential items had already
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been removed, and implied that additional cuts would endanger the future
security of the tnited States. The Chief of Staff’s testimony would have
been even more vehement had he known there was a congressional move
afoot to reduce military manpower."”

When it came to budgeting, MacArthur and the General Stai'f consid-
cered manpower and training far more important than military hardware.
The Air Corps held the opposite view, During his tenure as Chiet of the
Air Corps, Foulois arpued unceasingly that War Department mobilization
planning for the Air Corps was faulty because it geared evervthing to the
length of time required 1o amass a citizen-soldier ground army. He
pointed out to the General Statt that, without sutficient supplies of air-
craft and associated equipment already on hand, it made no difference
how fast civilians could be brought into the Air Corps. For the air arm to
expand at the beginning of mobilization, it had 10 build up its stock of
planes during peacetime. Hence, Foulois maintained that materiel must be
given priority over manpower in defense spending. Conversely, MacAr-
thur insisted that without sutficient numbers of trained soldiers instantly
available, the United States would not be prepared for a hostile attack.
Moreover, without a sizable foree, the Army could not carry out the
peacetime training of the National Guard and Qreanized Reserve forces,
thus allowing America’ second line of defense to slip into deeper decay.
In January 1932 the MacArthur-Foulois difterence in perspective became
significant when the air chiet testified before the House Appropriations
Committee on the fiscal vear 1933 military budget bill. Secking more
money tor military aviation. Foulois noted that it was more important to
put funds into materiel than in manpower. In doing so. he gave direct
support to Representative Ross Collins® plan to drastically cut the Army's
officer strength.'®

Collins opened his campaign for reductions in late Decemier 1931
and continued it into July 1932, The Mississippi Democrat had little pa-
tience with what he deemed the General Staft's conservative, outmoded
notions on manpower. Like his fellow congressman, John McSwain, he
looked upon mechanized land forces and air power as the important in-
gredients in future wars. With better economy and improved military effi-
cieney as his goals, Collins used his position as chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Military Appropriations in an attempt to cut officer strength,
dismantle much of the Reserve training system, and increase Army mech-
anization. In late December the press reported that Collins was striving to
cut the Army’s 12,000-man officer corps by as many as 4,000, and that his
subcommittee might compromise on a 2,000-officer reduction. In January
1932 the subcommittee went into executive session with Collins and Con-
gressman Joseph W. Byrns, chairman of the full committee, pushing hard
for personnel strength cuts.
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Atter Collins told reporters in late January that no worthwhile
branch of the Army would be hurt in any cutback, rumors circulated that
neither the Air Corps nor the Coast Artillery woulid lose personnel, while
the Cavalry, Infantry, and Field Artillery would fare badly. The subcom-
mittee tinished redratting the appropriations bill on January 29. As ex-
pected, the proposal reduced funds for Reserve training, cut officer
strength by 2,000, and assessed the cuts as previously rumored—the Cav-
alry being hardest hit. Despite administration opposition, a defiant
Democrat-controlled Appropriations Committee kept the bill in commit-
tee until carly May. "

MacArthur vented his displeasure over the revised bill in a letter to
Representative Bertrand H. Snell, the House minority leader. Snell in-
serted the tetter into the Congressionul Record. The Chiet of Staff argued
that the Army needed more, not less, manpower. He said that the War
Department had often reported to Congress that its minimum manpower
levels for military effectiveness should be 14,063 officers and 165,000
men. in ficu of the current 12,000 and HE. T30 respectively. MacArthur
evpressed disgust at not being apprised ot the contemplated reductions
when he appeared before the appropriations subcommittee. He empha-
sized that a loss of 2,000 officers would prostrate the already weakened
Army.™

Regardless of MacArthur’s and the Hoover administration’s exer-
tions, the House passed the Collins bill on May 21 but not before doctor-
ing it to turther protect the Air Corps. MeSwain secured special treatment
tor the air arm by successtully sponsoring an amendment that excluded
the Air Corps and the Judge Advocate Generals Department from the
strength reduction. The Military Affairs Committee chairman explained
the Air Corps was already 393 officers below authorized strength. He
maintained it was Congress” duty to build up this vital branch of the
defense establishment 1o levels set by the 1926 Air Corps Act, as soon as
cconomic conditions improved. There was no indication that Foulois was
clandestinely involved in McSwain's latest venture on behalf of military
aviation, but the little general most certainly was pleased with it. The
House approsed the amended Bill 201-182 and sent it to the Senate.”

However, the Republican-controlled upper chamber forced the House
to reconsider by refusing to endorse the bill. The Senate’s version of the
measure, reflecting the administration™s position, contained no cuts. The
vote of S1to 16 and the stand of the senators in the conference committee
made 1t evident they would not compromise on the manpower issue. Col-
lins waged a dogged fight in the conference committee and on the House
floor, even offering to accept a 1,000-officer reduction, but he was unable
to hold his tellow congressmen to their initial decision. On July 12, after
the start of the new fiscal vear. the House finally approved the Senate’s
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position on the manpower question. On the tourteenth, the President
signed the appropriations bill into Taw. It gave the administration about
the same amount of money 1t had originally requested for War Depart-
ment military activities. ™

While the conterence committee was mulling over the officer cut. the
House and Scnate passed the Omnibus Feonomy Bill and sent it 1o the
President on Tune 280 Congressional members had been quite concerned
over dwindling federal revenues and decided 1o reduce government sala-
ries. The original House proposal specitied cleven pereent cuts for all gos -
crnment workers and members of the armed torces making more than
SLOOO o vear. Hoover countered by asking tor a pasless thirtv-day tur-
fough in place of the diveet pay cur, As tinally passed, the act froze the
pay of all tederal emplovees, inciuding military members, and enacted
Hoovers furlough plan for every ofticer and government worker carning
over SLOOO annually. This in effect meant an 8 1 3 pereent pas cut.”

Lhe act hit the relatively underpand military ofticer harder than any-
one ehses Between 1908 and 1932 the government had increased the pay of
civilian Tederal emplovees between 285 and 178 percent. The only raise for
Armyooftficers since 1908 had come in 19220 Congress at that time in-
creased the annual pay of major generals two pereent (from $9,532 1o
S9.700), and gave an average eleven-percent hike to other officers down
through firse licutenant. Unfortunatels, second licuteaants had their
vearly invome Towered two pereent (from 82,253 1o $2,199)

Promotion stagnation compounded the pay problem. These dollowing
factors dampened any prospect ot promotion to major before twenty-
three sears service: o 12,000-otficer ceiling and congressional curbs on the
number ot ofticers occupyving cach grade: no mandatory thirtv-vear retire-
ment; an officer corps composed mostly of men commissioned during or
fust prior to World War I and advancement based wholly on longevity.
Advancement to tull colonel meant an additional taelve vears of commis-
sioned senvice. MacArthur sponsored a bl in 1931 10 climinate the stag-
nation problem by authorizing additional senior officer billets, but the
ceonomy-minded Congress was in no mood to enact legislation requiring
more defense funds. The Chiet of Statt believed military members de-
served sizable pay boosts and better promotion opportunity, but due to
the nation’s ceconomic woes, he proposed no remedial legislation in 1932
or 1933 With the Omnibus Feonomy Bill taking effect on July 1, 1932 all
Army otficers lost their right to paid annual feave. In addition, their salaries
were frozen at the July Tlevel regardless of subsequent advancement in rank
or eligibility tor fongevity increases. And they were foreed 1o tihe a months
unpaid furlough during tiscal vear 1933 having 21 2 davs wages subtracted
from cach mouth's pav.”*
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Despite these provisions Air Corps officers continued to live rather
comtortably in the early 1930s. Base pay may have been low, but flyers
received a monthly supplement equal to fifty percent of that figure for
risking their lives in airplanes. Further, officers rarely worked long hours.
While enlisted men formed up tor prebreaktast roll call at 0630 cach
weekday, officers normally put in their first official appearance an hour
later. They began flving at 0800 and continued until 1130, when evervone
broke tor lunch. Pilots usually relaxed at the club until around 1315, then
returned to duty until 1530—the end of the official duty day. Nearly all
Air Corps personnel received weekends oft and also a halt day on
Wednesday, Almost no one worked nights. Most important, officers and
men had job security at a time millions of Americans were out of work.~*

Air Corps personnel spent a considerable amount of their off-duty
time in various physical fitness activities. General Foulois lent his tull
offtcial and moral support because he deemed physical training just as
important as tlyving training: “No flying otficer can hope to maintain his
flving efficiency over a period of years, unless he continually maintains a
high standard ot physical fitness” During his tenure as head ot the air
arm, Foulois tried to supply Air Corps stations with athletic facilities and
equipment.” An accomplished squash plaver, the air chiet believed the
game had sharpened his evesight and therefore urged every pilot to take
part in the sport. The result was predictable: interest in the game soared.
and a rash of squash-court building hit Air Corps posts across the coun-
try.

Army oaviators may have lived in comparatisve comtort, but their
work was very dangerous. In fiscal vear 1931 the Air Corps accounted for
436 airplane accidents in which 26 people were kitled and 75 injured. Fis-
cal vear 1932 proved even more disastrous, with 30 killed and 89 injured
in 423 acadents. Since just about 1,900 Regular and Reserve officers,
pilot trainees, and enlisted aviators engaged o flving operations, the acci-
dent and death rates were quite high. In tiscal vear 1932, over two and a
halt percent ot all Army aviators lost their Tives in crashies. Most fatalities
imohved Reserve officers serving one vear's active duty after completion
of pilot training. The second greatest killer was pilot training itselt. Statis-
ties on acadents and deaths showed little change during the rest of the
Foulows vears. Pilots, whose annual flving time was severely curtailed by
the governmment in the name of cconomy, continued to push their planes
up to, and sometimes bevond aircraft performance limits, Just as regu-
farfy, they ¢rashed and killed themselves, ™

In the carly 1930« Army officers fretted over the promotion stagna-
tion but Air Corps officers had special reason (o complain. Advancement
depended on length of commissioned service alone. Because most aviators
had entered the Army during or just prior to World War 1, they stood
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well down on the Army’s single promotion list. In fact the air arm in 1932
had no officers with sufficient service to hold the rank of colonel. Foulois
and Westover had jumped from their permanent grade of licutenant colo-
nel 1o general officer rank only by virtue of the offices to which they were
appointed. The World War hump in the list also posed a problem in the
air officer’s promotion picture. The hump stemmed from the swift war-
time expansion of the officer corps. After the war ended, many of the
new officers staved on, resulting in a disproportionate share with dates of
rank within one and a halt vears of cach other. During the war, aviators
underwent nine months of training before commissioning as opposed to
the three given prospectisve ground officers. With commissioning dates six
months after those of their ground-bound contemporaries, the flvers fell
as & group toward the rear of the war hump. Since only a few vacancies
occurred cach vear in the small postwar Army, a difference in date of
rank of six months translated into several vears waiting time for the next
promotion. ™

As a result of the hump and the relative vouth of most air otficers,
the Air Corps found that 1t did not have nearly enough field grade offi-
cers for all of ity command positions. The air arm therefore resorted to
filling these posts with officers holding tar less rank than called tor by the
responsibilities involved. Captains and first licutenants commanded tacti-
cal squadrons: licutenant colonels and majors directed wings. Including
the air officers in one common Army promotion list opened this wide gap
between rank and responsibility within the Air Corps. To remedy the situ-
ation Foulois, like other Army flvers, favored a separate Air Corps list,
but the War Department adamantly refused to consider such a step. As a
result, flvers went on grumbling about the promotion svatem until 1935,
when a special promotion svstem took effect to ecase the rank-
responsibility imbalance. ™!

Air Corps enlisted men faced both promotion stagnation and low
pay. The air arm may have received nearly all the troops authorized by the
five-vear plan, but it did not receive ample upper-level grades for them.
With fewer intermediate and senior noncommissioned ofticer slots in pro-
portion to the size of the force, advancement slowed to i trickle. In fiscal
vear 1932 the Air Corps conducted no examination for promotion to tech-
nical and master sergeant, for the list of those who had previously passed
the test was still quite tong in comparison with projected vacancies in cach
of the two grades. Tikewise, pav remained low tor the enlisted foree. The
Army private could justitiably complain in 1933 when Civilian Conserva-
tion Corps (CCCY workers were given $30 per month while he drew
merely SR, The Omnibus Fconamy Bill of 1922 did not reduce enlisted
pay. but it did prohibit raises based on promotion and longevity. This
worked some hardships. Fyen so, job security more than compensated for
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problems of pay and promotion during the depression vears.

According 1o the calendar, June 30, 1932 should have marked the
end of the Air Corps’ five-vear expansion program. However, on that
date the Air Corps had approximately 1,300 ofticers, 13,400 enlisted men,
and 1,646 serviccable aircratt rather than the 1,650 ofticers, 15,000 en-
listed troops, and 1,800 serviceable planes specified in the 1926 Air Corps
Act. The War Department developed plans which would fill out the en-
listed complement by June 1934, but the oftficer strength situation defied
solution under existing circumstances. Furthermore, the parsimonious fis-
cal 1933 budget would not even permit the Air Corps to replace aircraft
losses for the vear. By June 1933, the Army's airplane inventory had de-
clined to 1,497, not again to reach ity 1932 Tevel until just betore World
War (1LY

Disregarding aircralt and manpower shortages, from December 1931
onward Foulots argued that the War Department should allow the OCAC
1o torm all of the tactical units set forth in the five-year program. He
believed that onee these were in being Congress would provide the money
and airplanes to bring them up to strength. By June 1932 the Air Corps
had organized and activated all but five pursuit squadrons. Daring the
next tifteen months the OCAC brought the five to lite, completing at least
the unit phase of the five-vear program. This gave the Army air arm fifty
tactical squadrons—{four attack, twelse bombardment. thirteen observa-
tion, and twenty-one pursuit—all of which were understrength in man-
power and aircraft. ft also generated a large organizational overhead that
needed 1o be absorbed by the small Air Corps. ™

The five-vear program required three wings and a separate group in
the continental United States, one wing cach in Panama and Hawaii, and
a composite group in the Philippines. By mid-1932 the wings at March
Field, California, and anglev Field, Virginia, comained their tull com-
plements of bombardment and pursuit squadrons, Nonetheless, activation
of the attack wing at Barksdale Ficld, 1 ouisiana, was delaved until tiscal
vear 1935, due o the dearth of tunds 1o complete that new installation.
Squadrons for Hawait and the Canal Zone were the last to be organized
because airficld construction also lagged in those localities. The pursuit
group at Selfridge Field, Michigan, and the composite group in the Philip-
pines were organizationally complete in 1932,

[ack of funds not only prevented completion ot the five-vear pro-
gram, it also hampered the Air Corps training program in 1932-33. In
October 1931 the Hoover administration impounded nearly $2 million al-
located tor flving operations and training. This sharply curtailed the fly-
ing done by almost all Air Corps pilots during the rest of the fiscal vear,
resulting in less than satistactory training tor the members of the combat
squadrons. Cancellation of the 1932 air mancuvers turther handicapped
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training by denving flyers experience in large air operations. The single air
activity of note for the entire fiscal vear was the January emergency re-
supply of Navajo and Hopi Indians stranded by a blizzard in Arizona.
Nine Air Corps planes dropped 30,000 pounds of food in the relief effort.
The 1933 budget did not contain significant increases for tactical training,
but it did tund Mayv air exercises in California and Kentucky—neither
remotely approaching the scale of the 1931 maneuvers. Unit training dur-
ing the remainder of the vear was stili on a reduced scale. The commander
of the 2d Bombardment Group may have revealed a problem common to
all tactical units when he complained that his outfit could not conduct
serious gunnery or bombing training due to an ammunition shortage. ™

Air Corps responsibility for a portion of President Roosevelts €CC
program also complicated unit training in 1933, Colonel Arnold, com-
mander of the wing at March Field, grumbled in August that delivering
supplies to CCC camps was about all the training his pilots were getting.
Arnold said unit training was impossible with so many of his officers
caught up in CCC administration. b Col. Frank M. Andrews, com-
mander ot the pursuit group at Selfridge Field, expressed similar com-
plaints in September. This was, of course, a problem common to the en-
tire Army, vet it was another impediment to proper training tor air
combat operations.

The comstant turnover of Reserve officers in the tactical squadrons
added a persistent training ditficulty. Each vear, after intensive screening
and testing, the Air Corps raining Center admitted several hundred men
direct from civtlian hte and trained them as military aviators. Sinee after
1930 there were no vacancies in the Regular Army tor any but West Point
graduates, the War Department rewarded with Reserve commissions the
forty pereent shilled enough 1o get through pilot training. The Air Corps
Act of 1926 let Reserve officers serve on active duty from one 1o two
vears, and the tivesear program developed by the OCAC called for keep-
ing 350 on actnve duty ar all times. Faven o, tund shortages kept the Air
Corps from bringing its active Reserve ofticer foree to that level. In addi-
tion the dearth ot tunds compelied the OCAC 1o restrict cach Reserve
otficer to one vear of active duty to mahe room tor the next vear's train-
ing center graduates. Conseguently, cach tactical squadron was constantly
teaching new pilots combat mancusers and unit emplovment tactics. Ongee
the Reserve ofticer became reasonably proticient, his vear was up. He
would be replaced by an ofticer tresh trom pilot training and the whole
process would begin anew ™

President Hoover pursued nulitary cost-cutting right up to the day he
lett office. In December 1932 he presented a fiscal vear 1934 budget re-
quest tor $278.6 million covering War Department military activity ex-
penditures. This was $56 million less than the 1932 appropriation and
$16.5 million lower than the current fiscal vear. MacArthur was unhappy
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with the S278.6 million request. He was even more unhappy when Con-
gress lopped ot another $9 million before passing the appropriation, for
he was convineed that $269,673,3533 would not provide adequate national
seqcurity, ™

The Air Corps shared v Hoovers cuts but not in the congressional
pruning. The War Department trimmed the OCACS original request of
22,068,932 by 823 million, but it did not tamper with the Air Corps
request for more money to support an average of 200 hours flving time
per pilot (o rise of 35 hours over that provided since 1921). When the
Burcau of the Budget wrung another 32.5 nullion from the request, the
OCAC reacted angrily. Westover, filling in for the again-absent Foulois,
wrote the War Department budget ofticer in November 1932 that the Bu-
reau of the Budget figure of $26,818.560 was much too small to equip the
Air Corps to mcet its national defense responsibilinies, The Assistant
Chiet pointed out that the five-vear aircralt program, soon to enter its
seventh vear, was stll far from complete.™

In December both Foulois and Assistant Secretary of War for Air
Davison did their best to convinee Congress that the Air Corps needed to
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have more money. Foulois, who had just published an article on the need
for training and preparedness in peacetime, detended the allocation of
more flving hours on the basis of safety, arguing that the aireraft fatality
rate was related inversely to flving proficiency. He bemoaned the fact the
Atr Corps could not bestow Regular commissions on training center grad-
uates because ot the congressionally-imposed 12,000-officer Army ceiling.
He went on to explain iow the proposed budget would decrease the num-
ber of Adr Corps aireraft. Foulois asserted that the administration’s re-
quest would fund merely 375 planes, while 466 were projected to become
wornt out or destroved by June 30, 1934, Davison echoed many of
Foulois® remarks and attirmed that the Air Corps would be 389 aircratt
short of the 1,800 “serviceable™ planes (2,058 total planes) under the ad-
ministration’s budget proposal. The comments of the Air Corps’ spokes-
men mayv have had some bearing on the House Appropriation Commit-
tee’s decivions, More probable, Congressman Collins, chairman of the
Subcommittee on Military Appropriations, used his influence in the air
arm™ behalt. As passed on March 4, 1933, the War Department appropri-
ations bl contained virtually all of the Air Corps funds reguested by the
President—$26, 324, 1853 Coming at a time when most other Watr Depart-
mienit requests were taking sizable cuts, this was a clear victory for the air
arm.

However, this triumph evaporated quickly. In April the new President
clearly indicated he intended to honor his campaign pledge to slash gov-
crnment spending by 25 percent. Franklin Roosevelt ordered the War De-
partment budget for fiscal 1934 cut by $144 million. The Director of the
Budger, Tewis W Douglas, announced that $90 million of this would
come from military activities funds. On April 20 the Chiet Executive sent
a4 message 1o Congress seekhing authority to curtail thight pay and to fur-
lough ofticers at halt pav. to help achieve the desired War Department
reduction in expenditures. The Army and Navy Journal reported the Pres-
ident was thinking in terms of 3,000 to 4,000 ofticers. In the ¢ves of the
General Staft the Director of the Budget began to take on the trappings
of a dictator. He talked openly of retiring about 3,000 officers, separating
13,000 enlisted men, and scaling down flight pay tfor senior officers.
Douglas added that the turlough authority asked for by Roosevelt could
also be used it a greater cutback was warranted. ™

MacArthur was most upset over these cost-cutting plans. Vehemently
opposed to any personnel cuts, he testified against the bili allowing the
President to furlough officers, telling the House Military Affaire Commit-
tee that any reductions in oftficer strength “would wreck the military sys-
tem set up by Congress in the National Detense Act and leave the country
deficient in defense needs.™ Between April and June the Chiet of Staff
pressured administration officials to reconsider the tremendous budget
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cuts imposed on the War Department tfor 1934, and took the issue to the
public in a series of speeches across the country. He believed the Army
had to hold the line against the destructive New Dealers and even threat-
ened to resign if the funds were not restored. ™

The issue was eventually resolved through compromise. By late May
the administration lost interest in the furlough idea, due to its need for
large numbers of Army officers to administer the CCC program. In June
the Senate voted 1o kil the measure. The administration alse compro-
mised on the $90 mitlion decrease for military activities. Secretary of War
Dern supported MacArthur, and Roosevelt ultimately ordered Budget Di-
rector Douglas to reconsider the matter. Douglas decided to make
$224.905, 181 available for military activities in the new fiscal vear. Thus
nearly half of the suggested cut was retrieved.*

The Air Corps” share of the reduction was substantial. Of the
$£26,321,185 first appropriated. the administration approved the spending
of just $11,599 672, Foulois complained to MacArthur that this would re-
quire the Air Corps 1o abandon all aircraft procurement during fiscal vear
1934, Sympathetic, the Chict of Staft said he hoped the administration
might revert to the original appropriations as the vear progressed. He told
Foulois to plan on no more than $20.6 million for fiscal vear 1935, but
asked him 1o 1ry to work into his fiscal 1938 proposal at least one-fourth
of the airplanes originally appropriated for fiscal 1934 16

Although Congress did not let Roosevelt turlough officers, it empow-
cred him to restrict flight pay. Foulois worked hard to deteat this mea-
sure. and for a time it looked as if he might succeed. He appeared before
the Senate Appropriations Committee on May 15 and his testimony, sup-
ported by members of the House Military and Naval Affairs Committees,
helped convince the Senate to render the bill far less drastic. Foulois, like
MacArthur, was no admirer of the New Deal and was very unhappy with
Roosevelt’s policy of starving the military. He was willing to accept the
Senate’s version of the flight pay bill for it simply limited the amount an
aviator could receive to that currently paid a licutenant colonel and did
not grant the President power to cut it further. However, the Senate's
version failed to stand. As it emerged from the conference committee, the
bill authorized the President to do away with all or part of military flight
payv. Once granted the power, Roosevelt did not use it in a dictatorial
manner. Instead, he asked the War and Navy Departments to recommend
what should be trimmed. Both departments supported their flyers, report-
ing that they opposed flight pay reductions for officers below the rank of
colonel (Navy captain). If it became necessary to modify the present sys-
tem, they suggested it be changed only to limit senior officers to the flight
pay of a licutenant colonel (Navy commander). The administration ac-
cepted and acted on these recommendations.*” The flight pay dispute, be-
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gun with the presidential request in April, and dragged out until Septem-
ber by the administration’s indecisiveness, tomented a great deal of
friction but saved httle money,

The Roosevelt administration did make targe savings in other areas
of malitary pav. In March, while Director of the Budget Douglas was for-
mulating plans to reduce War Department expenditures for military activi-
ties, the President requested Congress to repeal the existing one-month
unpaid turlough program and institute in its stead 2 reduction in pay for
all government workers, military and chilian, of up to fifteen percent.
The administration™ bill gave the President authority to determine the
exact amount ot the cut and power to modity it from time to time, based
on flactuations in the cost of living. The measure restored paid annual
leave. but it kept the pav inerease freeze and applied cuts of up to 18
pereent toall officers and enlisted men regardless of income. Congress
dutitudly passed the measure in mid-NMarch, The President at onge decreed
a tull 15-percent reduction, saving the cost of living had dropped 21.7
pereent since 1928, The War Department was displeased with the measure,
but ity protests went unheeded. ™

Fouleis and his OCAC statt were unwilling to sit idly by while the
Roosevelt administration destroved the Air Corps” financial base. Be-
tween March and August they argued betore Congress and within the War
Depargment that asiation resources needed to be greatly expanded rather
than reduced. The OCACK independent spirit and tack ot concern tor the
plight of the rest of the Army annoved the General Staft, as did the air
arm’™s apparent disregard tor economic reality. On March Hl—betore the
new Prestdent had st the scope of his military cost-cutting, but after
Congress had already slashed the War Department’s 1934 budget—Foulois
reminded the Deputy Chiel of Statt that the tive-vear espansion program
was i fong wav from completon. Four davs later the OCAC sent the
General Stalt a proposal for an adequate coastal air detense program

which called for tremendous expansion of the Army air fleet. ™

In fate March, Foulois took his plea for expansion before the House
Military Attairs Committee. On March 29, Chatrman McSwain iniro-
duced a bill for a sngle Department of National Defense (HLR, 4318), as
well as a second micasure designed 1o raise Air Corps officer strength to
the 1,650 authorized by the 1926 Air Corps Act.™ This second bill re-
quired the War Department to award Regular commissions 1o 100 training
center graduates a year untit the air arm reached tull sirength, 1t likewise
prescribed heeping an average of 350 Reserve officer aviators on extended
active duty, cach chgible for up to three years continuous service, At
MeSwain’s request, Foulois testified before the committee on March 21,
but the air chiet did not address his comments spectfically to the two bills.
While endorsing umification of Army and Navy tactical aviation into a
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single service and calling tor a congressional study of the entire national
defense organization, he spent much of his time evplaning to the law-
mahkers how distant the Air Corps was from achieving the aircraft and
officer strength levels established by the 1926 act. Foulois juggled defini-
tions during his presentation, asserting that the Air Corps Act provided
tor 1,800 serviceable combar aircratt. This et him discount trainers and
transports i his caleulations and claim that the Army air arm was cur-
rently over 80O planes short of the 1926 authorization. The Air Corps
chiet stretched the truth with his redefinition, but it served his purpose by
dramatizing the Air Corps” needs. 1t Col. James E. Chaney of the
OCAC appeared before the committee one week later and testified that
the Alr Corps needed a total of 4,181 aireraft in order to adequately pro-
tect the United States and her overseas possessions,”!

The General Statt did not like the Air Corps” solo campaign, espe-
cially in a time of <hrinking military finances. Any gains won by the air
arm were very hikely to come at the expense of the rest of the Arms. The
War Plans Diviston checked over the tigures Chaney used to justify his
request for 4181 planes, and KilbourneN staft came o the conclusion the
Air Corps would need oniy 2,950 aircratt on the first day of mobilization.
The War Plans Division realized its figure was nearly twice as large as the
current aireralt iventory, but could see ne wav 1o provide the additional
planes without causing turther deterioration in the other combat arms. By
mid-April. when word of the deep defense spending cuts being planned by
the Roosevelr adnmimisiration began o circulate, Kilbourne wrote Wes-
tover that he would be unable to support the continuation of the Air
Corps™ five-vear ¢xpansion program, cven at its present rate, due to the
dire financial needs of other important segments of the Army defense
svstemt. ™ The War Plans Division chiet was not consciously seeking to
hinder Air Corps development. He was only attemipting to look atter the
needs of the entire Army during a period ot deep tinancial strain. He and
other senior officers of the General Staft opposed tfurther aviation expan-
sion at the ume, not because they failed o appreciate the importance of
the air weapon, but because the Air Corps was mn relatively good <hape
compared with the other combatant arms.

- On Kitbourpes recommendation. the War Department contested
MeSwain's proposal to build up Air Corps officer strength. Westover, fill-
ing in during still another of Foulois” absences, wrote to MacArthur re-
questing Army backing for the bill. However, Kitbournes arguments were
more persuasine. He pointed out that if one hundred Regular commis-
sions were given to training center graduates cach vear, there would not be
enough vacancies left 1o commission all of the annual graduates of West
Point.*' The Army leaders, West Pointers almost to a man, shied away
from sacrificing one hundred men trained in the wayvs of the professional
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soldier at their alma mater for a like number of citizen-soldiers who could
pilot airplanes. Besides, at a point when Roosevelt and Douglas were
thinking of removing more than three thousand officers from active duty,
the General Staft was in no mood to counsel the additional loss of one
hundred ground ofticers a vear to the air arm. Accordingly, professional
prejudice and the demands of the other branches dictated the War Depart-
ment’s stance on the MceSwain bill. Like McSwain’s other measures to
succor the Air Corps, the bill never got 10 the House tloor.

With the passage of the National Industrial Recovery Act on
May 23, 1933, the Office of the Chiet of the Air Corps gained a new
opportunity to press tor more atreratt, This new law directed the spending
ot $2.3 billion on public works. Showing Roosevelts ambivalence toward
detense spending, it allowed tunds tor Army housing, aircraft, mechani-
sation, and motorization. Even betore the act passed. the General Staff
set to work on a request for Public Works Administrtion (PWA) funds.
At a Mayv I8 conference, the Deputy Chiet of Statf, General Drum, or-
dered the War Plans Division to furnish him a program tor aircraft con-
struction by May 25, Drum wanted the division’s proposal 1o be based on
filling out the Air Corps to the cighteen hundred serviceable planes stipu-
lated in the five-vear expansion program. Only pursuit, observation, at-
tack, and bombardment aircratt were to be part of the purchase plan.,

Somchow misinterpreting Drum's instructions, Kilbourne asked the
Chiet of the Air Corps for recommendations based upon a total of 2,600
planes. He also asked Foualols 1o lend him an OCAC officer to help plan
the rush program. The air chief responded on May 22 with a plan for
buving 1,351 aircraft at a total estimated cost of around $68 million. The
OCAC paper broke this amount into fisve priorities, with the first priority
consisting of 628 planes costing $20.1 million. Foulois explained that by
spending $68 million in PWA funds, plus gaining the release of the pro-
curement tunds previously impounded by the Roosevelt administration,
the Air Corps could beel up s inventory to 2,600 aircraft. The total cost
would run $79.5 million.™

Honoring Kilbourne's request for the loan of an Air Corps officer,
the OCAC sent Maj. Leslie Machill 1o assist the War Plans Division in its
planning cfforts. However, MacDill did not function as an official repre-
sentative of the Chief of the Air Corps. a fact Foulois wanted made clear
to Kilbourne when the War Plans Division set up modifving the OCAC
proposal. Kilbourne directed MacDill and other staft officers working on
the project to climinate 164 of the 259 coastal patrol planes Foulois had
requested and 1o make a few other modifications, As submitted to the
Deputy Chiet of Staff, priority one remained essentiaily unchanged from
what the OCAC had proposed. containing the same numbers and types of
aircraft at a slightly higher cost. The War Plans Division listed total cost
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of the tive priority categories at $54.1 miliion in PWA money plus the
STHES milhion of 1934 Air Corps procurement tunds that had been with-
held by the administration.™

T'his proposal was obsolete when it reached Drum, for on May 27
the Deputy Chiet of Staft sent out a notice reiterating his May I8 mstrue-
tions limiting the aircraft buildup to a total of 1,800 serviceable machines.
Kilbourne thereupon instructed his division planners and MacDill 1o draft
an alternate plan consistent with Drum™s wishes. MacDill said the Air
Corps would need 1,236 new planes to bring the force up to the new
limiting figure, and that number became the basis for the alternate pro-
gram. The planners split their proposal into two priorities. The first pro-
vided funds, which would be used in addition 1o the $11.5 million in with-
held Air Corps procuremient money, to build the air arm 1o 1,800
serviceable aireraft by the end of fiscal vear 1934; the second furnished
money 1o replace aireraft lost through attrition in 1935, Forwarded 1o
Drum on May 31, the program called for purchasing 415 planes with the
withheld 1934 appropriation, 258 planes at a cost of $13 million under
priority one, and 363 at $17 million under priority two. While not provid-
ing the numbers of the various types of aireralt the Air Corps wanted, the
program would have finally completed the five-vear expansion so tfar as
quantity of planes was concerned. The War Plans Division listed the total
cost, including the STLS million in fiscal 19234 tunds, at shiahily less than
S42 million.™

Betore the aireratt program was approved, Kilbourne received woid
from Col. Donald H. Sawyer, director of the Federal Emplovment Stabi-
lization Board and supervisor of public works requests, that he should put
in for no more than $10 million for aircratt. At about the same time.
General Drum advised Kilbourne to omit primary training, photo, and
transport planes from the program. Kilbourne complied with both men™s
instructions, hurriedly paring the price of the proposal 1o a total of $39.5
million and redesigning the two priorities. In it final form the plan no
longer mentioned the refease of the impounded Air Corps appropriation
and, under priority one. asked for about $10 million to buy 291 planes.
Calling tor a total of 1,033 new planes (a reduction of 202 since the first
revision), the program now contemplated raising the Air Corps’ inventory
toa total of 1,800 planes, but with no allowance for the 121 2 percent of
the tleet undergoing depot overhaul. However, attaining the 1.800 figure
was dependent upon PWA funding of both priorities. In light of Sawvers
comments to Kilbaurne, this was unlikely. Dern approved the aircratt pro-
gram on June 3 and forwarded it in carly July to PWA authorities, to-
gether with the other War Department requests.”

Foufois was very angry about the wav the War Department had ig-
nored the Air Corps in preparing the PWA aircraft program. The OCACN
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only direet input had been the May 22 recommendation. The final prod-
uct of the War Plans Division bore little resemblance to that plan. Bitter
over not being consulted, the air chief and his staff were also disturbed 10
see the scope ot the program steadily shrink, first from 2,600 aircraft to
1800 serviceable ones, then down to a total of 1,800, The reduction in
funds was just as appaling—from $79.5 million requested by the OCAC
to $39.5 million approved by the Scerctary of War. To make matters
worse, the War Department included only $10 milhion tor planes in its top
request priority, less than Congress had originally appropriated tor Air
Corps procurement for 1934, Foulois wrote to Kilthourne on June 8 ob-
jecting to the program as approved by the Seeretary of War, He asserted
that he had had no <av n s tormulation—a radical change from estab-
lished practices - and consequenthy would not accept responsibility tor it.
I'he air chiet used the opportunity again to urge construction of a foree of
over 4,000 planes. Kilbourne and the rest ot the General Staty were unre-
ceptive to this plea.™

Notwithstanding, the OCAC retused to be stilfed it quest for a
greatly enfarged airerattimventory, 1t continued to hound the War Depart-
roent throughout fune and July, but aliimately to no avall, On June 23,
Westoser wrote Kilbourne claiming the Air Corps needed 4,241 planes.
On Julv 120 the Assistant Chiet ot the Air Corps submitted the OCACK
Air Plan tor the Detense of the United States. This proposal, responding
to MacArthurSs reguest Yor OUAC air employment plans in connection
with the RED. RED-ORANGE, and GREEN war plans, was in essence
little more than a jusitication for expanding the air fleet to 4,459 planes.
Fhe General Statt guite properly judged these requests to be unreasonable
because of the scarcity of tunds and the absence of an external air
threat.™

The A Corps™ dack of PWA funding was due chietly to the
Roosevelt admimistrations attitude. Certamly the War Department was
not cager to have the air arm recenve more than what it consadered a
reasonable share of the War Department™s PWA allotment, but it was will-
INE 1O approve & program rasmg aireratt strength ro 1,800, Pressare from
the administranon impetled the General Statt to put only $S10 mitlion n
the category ol most important Army requests. Howeser, Seeretary of
War Dernomade it clear o his July 3 letter 1o the administrator of the
PWA that the Air Corps required the tull 8395 nullion to finish the long-
overdue ancratt phase of s Inesyear expansion program. Simee the intent
of the Natonal Industrial Recovers Act was 1o put people back to work,
Derntried toqusnty the spending in terms of s usetulness as a job crea-
tor i the depressed areratt industry, Both MeSwam and the airplane
manutacturers also pressed the administratton to provide a large PWA
allocation tor bty wirgratt procurement. The Prewident, however, re-
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mained unconvinced. In October, after a three-month delay, he approved
only $15 million for military aviation, to be spht equally between the
Army and the Navy, The Army as a whole did not tare much better,
receiving $95.3 million of the total $383.7 million requested. Besides the
S5 million for arreratt, the War Department gave the Air Corps an addi-
tional $19.4 million ot irs allocation tor airtield and housing construction.
I'he General Staft ordered the OCAC to use the $7.5 milhon in aircratt
PWA money to buy thirty attack planes, fortv-sny bombers, and twenty-
tour pursuit planes. For the second time within six months the QCAC had
been largely ignored in aircraft procurement decisionnuaking.™

In August, while the War Department’s PWA request was «till pend-
g, MacArthur directed the tormation of the Drum Board to review and
revise the OCACK July 12 Aar Plan tor the Detense of the United States.
I'he board found the Air Corps needed 2,320 planes to meet “worst case™
air defense needs, and it achnowledged that the air arm was presently far
short of this amount. Yet the board cautioned in ity October report:
“Congress should make no appropriations toward carrying out the recom-
mendations contained herein for any increase of the Air Corps over 1,800
serviceable planes which will be at the expense of the other arms and
branches of the mititary establishment ™!

Bouard members believed 1,800 serviceable planes, while providing no
cushion, would allow an adeguate air detense. They concluded that the
cround Army, rather than the air arm, was the weak link i the defense
svatem. The board theretore refused to recommend Air Corps expansion
bevond the Tevels set i the tive-vear program until some ot the needs of
the other combat arms were met.™

Fhe Drum Board also concluded that the Air Corps had a taulty
distribution ot atreratt tvpes. It called tor a large increase in combat and
long-range reconnaissance planes at the expense of observation and train-
ing aircratt. The board prepared a chart comparing the number ot various
types on hand with the ideal composition i a toree of 1800 planes, as

tollows:
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The change in distribution recommended by the Drum Board was
wholly in line with Air Corps thinking, except tor the types of atreratt to
be sacriticed. Foulois and his OCAC statt desired to build up combat
aviation and procure long-range reconnaissance planes, but they preterred
to do so almost exclusively it the cost of observation, photo, and trans-
port atrcratt. The QOCAC claimed traimners were essential to pilot produc-
tion, and, as such, were just as valuable as combat aircratt.™

Ihe Drum Board also recommended extensive changes in the number
ol tactical squadrons organized under the tive-vear expansion program.
Foulois may have intluenced this decision, for the air arm tavored all of
the proposed changes. Retlecting Air Corps interest i bombers and long-
range reconnaissance phlanes, the board report recommended tifteen bom-
bardment, three tong-range light bombardment reconnaissance, and three
long-range amphibian squadrons in place of the twelve bombardment
squadrons currently in existence. Attack squadrons would climb from the
present four to ten, and corps and army observation squadrons would
drop tfrom thirteen to erght (the National Guard would still contain nine-
teen more). Inaccord with the Air Corps® changing attitudes on the sig-
nificance ot pursutt planes, the board recommended eliminating nine of
the existing twenty-one squadrons. Foulois tavored making the proposed
changes as soon as possible. However, the events of carly 1934 interceded
and prevented additional War Department and OCAC action on the mat-
ter tor several months.”™

Ihe condition of the Air Corps as 1923 came 1o a close was not much
difterent from what 1t had been a vear carher. Otticer strength still hov-
ered in the vianity of 1,300 and the enlisted toree stood at 14,0000 There
were 277 Reserve ofticers on estended actinve duty anstead ot the $50
authorized), and tewer than 180 thving cadets were undergoimg pilot train-
g, As of September 30, the Air Corps had 1,409 serviceable planes on
hand and 190 more undergoing depot overhaul, With but $7.5 million in
PWA tuads plus 2 million tinally released from impounded tiscal vear
1934 procurement funds in late November, the OCAC could strive only o
match atreratt attritton. Thus, in all categories, the arr arm continued to
tall short of the gaals set in the five-vear program.”™

By late Yanuary 1934, the War Department taced a set of circum-
stances which foreed it to sponsor a bill to give the Air Corps more
plancs. The Navy was campaigning tor legislation to exeeed the 1,000-
plane himit set in 1936, thus threatening to upset the established 18:10
ratio o Army oand Navy air strength. At the same time, Congressman
MeSwain was agam threatening to introduce measures 1o give the Air
Corps independence trom the General Staff. Both the OCAC and the War
Department were unhappy over the Navvs action. After the House Naval
Atfairs Commuttee reported out a bill in January providing for an 1184 air-
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craft increase, the General Statt felt compelled to act. 11 passed, this mea-
sure would cause a severe imbalance in subsequent appropriations for
Army and Navy aviation. MacArthur decided that the War Department
should at once prepare legislative proposals to counter the Navyv's move.
Fhis, as well as MeSwain's request for a War Department bill to supply
the necessary torees tor the GHQ Air Forcee, sparked the hurried dratting
and introduction of H.R. 7533 on February 1. The General Statf hoped
the measure would placate MeSwain and at the same time maintain the
current Armyv-Navy aireralt balance.”

I'he necessity for new aireratt procurement legistation put MacArthur
and his staft in a dittficult positton. They wanted very much to maintain
the existing 18:10 plane rato and thereby satisty the Air Corps as well as
heep the Navy from gaining an excessive share of nilitary aviation funds.
On the other hand, they did pot want to build up the Air Corps bevond
1800 serviccable planes at the cost of turther starvation to the rest of the
Army. It appears the War Departinent sponsored H R, 7853 primarily as
a tool to deter the passage of the naval air expansion legislation, tor the
Army could not atford to accentuate aircratt procurement. And. as Kil-
bourne pointed out. it both the Armyvs and Navv's bills passed, the
United States would have tar more military aireratt than it needed ™

H.R. 7353 was vague as 10 the number of aircratt the Army actually
desired. MacArthur did not want to be tied to a specitic commitment, and
the bill tulfilled his wishes.™ It called tor enough aircrati 1o equip the
GHOQ A Force, provide Yor overseas defenses and a 23-percent reserve,
and carry out other Air Corps tunctions. But it also said, That of the
increase authorized herein not to esceed two thousand serviceable air-
planes, including equipment and accessories, shall be mamtained at any
time during the nest tive vears.” ™ This set an upper. rather than lower,
hmit on expansion and would atllow the War Department to build ats ar
arm up to whatever level it desired. Further, the limiting phrase was <o
vaguch written it could be interpreted as an wmercase of 2,000 serviceable
planes over the existing 1,800 limit or as a ceiling of 2,000 serviceable
atrcratt, ondy 200 above existing himits, Apparently the War Department
mtended it as an increase of 2,000, but Foulois was highly suspicious.
Neither was hie pleased with the words “not to exceed ™!

Prior to sending the bill 1o Capitol Hill, the War Department began
1o consider a new five-vear Air Corps expansion program. Motivated by
the Navy s efforts, MeSwain™s attitude toward Air Corps autonomy, and
the findings of the Dram Board, MacArthur told the House Military At-
fairs Committee the Army would soon undertake such a program. The
January 27 War Department publicity release on the Drum Board report
said the board had found 1,800 plancs to be insutticient for national de-
fense. As a result, the Army was working on a4 new five-vear airplane
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program to increase the strength of the A Corps bevond the present
statutory hmit, Howeser, the General Statt had undertahen no detailed
planning by the time H.R. 7SS3 was imtroduced. When the War Depart-
ment began to hurriedly construct a program between Januvary 31 and
February 2,1t was not with the mtention of ancreasing the aircratt imven-
tory to approvunately AR00 as wmphied i the bill instead, the General
Statt wanted a three-prioniy program: (h completion ot the onigimal tive-
vear reratt expansion plan: (2) provision tor the necessary planes 1o
meet the Drum Board's Tigure of 23200 and (1) additional planes that
might be required abosve 2,320, not 1o exceed a total mventory ot 3104,
General Callan, Assistant Chiet ot Statt, G-4, met with Foulois and other
OCAC officers on January 31 and bricted them on these priorities, Cal-
lan ashed Foulois to furnish the Air Corps” recommendations tor the pro-
gram no later than Februany 20 In complving, the arr chiet gnored the
General Statts poority ceiling and recommiended creanion ot g 4,422
plane foree.

Faents soon overtook War Departiment planming for the new expan-
ston. NoSwain introduced his bl for Air Corps autonoms on | ebru-
ary 2, and aoweek later the President ordered the Army air arm o carry
the mail. At about the same tme, Congress began probing the War De-
partments procurement activities. Followmy the Secretary ot War's dect-
sion i March 1o mvestizate shortcomings mthe Aire Corps” aire mail oper-
ations, the General Statt deterred any turther action on plans attecting
the air arm. On March 27 the Vinson- Irammcell At became law, autho-
rizing the Navy 1o built up s aviation 1o 1910 planes by 194177 The
spring of 1934 was not so hind to the Air Corps,
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On Friday morning, February 9, 1934, General Foulois received a
telephone call. Second Assistant Postmaster General Harllee Branch asked
the air chiet 1o come to the Post Otfice Building to conter with him on
undisclosed aviation matters. Unknown to Foulois, the topic of the hasuly
called meeting would be the Air Corps™ ability to take over domestic air
mail service. !

Farlier that morning President Roosevelt decided that government
mail contracts with commercial airlines had been arranged through collu-
sion and traud and theretore warranted immediate cancellation. The Pres-
ident’s decision was based upon evidence uncovered by a special Senate
mvestigation headed by Senator Hugo 1. Black and a companion probe
undertaken by the Post Office Department. Both Black and Solicitor of
the Post Office Department, Karl AL Crowley, tound that President
Hoover's Postmaster General, Walter o Brown, had used his contracting
authority between 1929 and 1933 1o create virtual monopolies in air mail
operations. By altering the competitive bidding procedure he had pre-
vented smaller airlines from gaining contracts and allowed three large
holding companies to dominate the lucrative air mail trade. On Febru-
ary 6, Crowley sent his findings to Postmaster General Jlames AL Farley
and two davs later both men met with Roosevelt and recommended that
the apparently illegal contracts be voided. Before taking action, the Prest-
dent sent Crowlev’s briet to Attorney General Homer 8. Cummings for
comment. Returning the material the next morning, Cummings advised
Roosevelt that the accumulated evidence seemed suftficient to justify can-
cellation.”

Farley recommended Rooseselt announce the contracts would be can-
celed etfective June T This would allow the Post Otfice Department time
to advertise for bids and issue new contracts, thus preventing any inter-
ruption in service. The President, however, would have none of this. He
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believed the contracts must be immediately thrown out, for to do other-
wise would let the wrongdoers continue to profit from their misdeeds. He
apparently made up his mind on the morning of the ninth to give the air
mail job to the Air Corps, at least temporarily. Harold 1. Ickes, Secre-
tary of the Interior, spoke with the President that day, writing in his diary
that Roosevelt even contemplated making the new arrangement perma-
nent. The Commander in Chiet seemed supremely confident the Army air
arm was up to the task, but betore announcing his decision he wanted the
Chief of the Air Corps” opinion.’

When Foulois arrived at Branch's office shortly before noon, the Sec-
ond Assistant Postmaster General explained that the purpose of the con-
ference was o discuss the Air Corps’ ability to take over domestic air
mail operations in the event existing contracts were annulled. Foulois had
read in the newspapers that the administration was considering canceling
the contracts, so he was not caught completely off guard by Branch'
statement. He phoned at once for two of his assistants to join him, and
together with Branch and Department of Commerce representatives they
reviewed current air mail routes and schedules. Branch explained that the
Post Office Department was most concerned over the routes linking the
twelve Federal Reserve Bank cities and desired to have the Air Corps ini-
tially service these in the event of cancellation.?

After almost three hours of study, Foulois announced that he could
see no reason why the Army could not handle the mails and handle them
catisfactorilv When Branch asked how long it would take the Air Corps
to prepare for such a task, Foulois. not thinking he meant from that
moment, answered rather casuallyv: 1 think we could be ready in about a
weeh or ten dass™” Thercupon the air chiet and his 1wo assistams re-
turned to his office and spent a short time going over some of the details
of the porential takeover. Then, and only then, did Foulois think to in-
form his superiors of his davs activities.

Betore the Chief of the Aiur Corps could contact General MacArthur
or his deputy, General Drum, Roosevelt promulgated an executive order
canceling the contracts and directing the Army Air Corps to take over
domestic air mail operations effective February 19, tor the duration of
the “emergeney.”” While Foulois was conterring with Branch, the Presi-
dent and his cabmet were also discusstiig the air mail situation. The postal
officials must have immediately informed Roosevelt of Foulois® com-
ments just after the air chiet had ended the neeting with the Second As-
sistant Postmaster General. Stll in the cabinet meeting, Roosevelt turned
to Seeretary of War Dern and asked his opinion of the Air Corps’ capa-
bility. With Dern's expression of confidence and Foulois” assurances that
the Air Corps could do the job, Roosevelt did not trouble himself to
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consult MacArthur and the General Staff. He immediately issued the can-
cellation order.”
The Chief of Staft was not disturbed by the President’s decision. Nor
did he appear angry at Foulois for not keeping him properly informed.
As vet unaware of the executive order, the air chief arrived at the War
Deparument around four in the afternoon and went to see the Deputy
Chief of Staft. Foulois had finished telling Drum about his conference
with Branch when MacArthur came into the room and intormed them an
Associated Press correspondent had just apprised him of the President’s
decision. Foulois then explained his earlier activities to MacArthur, There-
upon the Chiet of Staft called in the members of the press, who were
waiting for a War Department statement.™ Although surprised by events,
MacArthur seemed genuinely pleased with the new task just given the
Army when he told the reporters:
THhe Army has the resontees and the will domake the mals vo throueh
Phe Armiv has the planes. the pilos and the wocrewathal to do what the
presudent has in mand
I Base the uimost contidence the Armn will handle the aic ma! in g mag
miticent wany 1 obeheve owidl ilustrate agamn the Armvc abiiny 1o adjust iselt
to requirements s demanstrated by oo areamzation of the CCC 0 This will
be another ovample of the Mrmn's preparedness o take esvers call s
ande. !
The Chiet of Staft, interested in keeping the Army betore the public eve
in the hope that publicity might further his efforts to secure increased
funding, closed the impromptu news conference with the overambitious
assertion: “We will start flving the mail a week trom today and there will
be no delay, no difficults, and no interruptions.”' Foulois in eftect had
offered the Air Corps” services and pledged that the Army air arm could
do the job. MacArthur was now supporting that position based upon the
circumstances in which he tound himselt and his air chief™s assurances.
Foulois had not given the matter much thought before making his
commitment to Branch. He had utmost contidence in the Air Corps, and
he welcomed the chance to test its operational readiness and gain national
exposure tor his poorly funded force. He believed the air arm had to be
prepared to respond immediately in event of war and should therefore be
rigoroushy tested in peacetime. Here was the pertect opportunity. More-
over, publicity from the operation might better the chances of receiving
needed funds to equip the combat air arm. Foulois deemed flyving the mail
no more hazardous than normal peacctime lraining.” He did not take the
time to discover that air mail operations demanded proficiency in skills
his aviators did not possess—night and instrument flving, This oversight
would prove very costly.
Foulois® rather hasty reply to Branch was motivated in part by his
desire to execute the orders of his Commander in Chief. Fvervone present
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at the conference realized Roosevelt wanted an immediate ves, and
Foulois interpreted the President™ wishes as a call for action. Deputy
Chiet of Staff Drum told Senate Appropriations Committee members in
March 1934, that he. too, regarded the question put to the air chief on
February 9 as a presidential request for action and thus would have felt
compelled to respond as had Foulois, Writing vears later, General Arnold
expressed a similar view. ™ However, another factor also influenced
Foulois® quick reply: organizational pride and a desire to further the in-
terests of the Air Corps.

With the announcement of the President’s executive order, the OCAC
stepped up its planning of the operation. After talking with MacArthur
and Drum, Foulois instructed his statf to make an overnight study of the
mission as well as the personnel and equipment needed for initial opera-
tions. Saturday, February 10, was a busy day tor Foulois and his assist-
ants. EBarly in the dayv. he tormed an emergency headquarters for mail
activities within his ottice and divided the nation into three air mail zones.
He designated General Westover 1o command the overall effort from the
Washington headquarters, and selected Maj. Byron Q. Jones. Lt. Col.
Horace M. Hicham, and Lt. Col. Henry H. Arnold to run the castern,
central, and western zones respectively, Foulois next asked for and re-
ceived authority from the Secretary of War to control all Air Corps facili-
ties, persannel, and cquipment for the duration ot the emergency, and to
delegate that autherity to the zone commanders as necessary. Later, the
air chiet met with officials from the Post Office Department and the De-
partment of Commerce to decide which routes would go into service on
February 19, Westover and his small staft then set up a rough distribution
of resources between the three zones. '

On the eleventh, Westover sent radiograms to the zone commanders
detailing the routes they would be responsible for and giving them opera-
tional control over all Air Corps resources within their zones. The Assist-
ant Chiet told the commanders about the equipment they would be fur-
nished from outside their sones, and directed them to organize their
manpower and aireraft to carry out their route assignments. Since the
operation appeared to be a short-term undertaking, Foulois and Westover
decided to rely on tactical units and detachments assigned to train the
Reserve components for the necessary personnel and aircraft. This en-
sured the uninterrupted function of the pilot training center and other Air
Corps schools, but also it kept many of the more highly skilled pilots out of
the first phases of the operation. The tactical squadrons and Reserve
traiming detachments vielded a pool of 481 Regular officers, 242 extended
active duty Reserve officers, and 6,912 enfisted men. Jones, Hickam, and
Arnold hurried to organize these resources, creating headquarters in New
York, Chicago. and Salt 1 ake City.'®
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Foulois set to work arranging funding for the operation. The General
Staff advised him at the outset that no War Department funds would be
available. He and the Armyv's Chiet of Finance met with Harllee Branch
on Saturday, February 10, and the Second Assistant Postmaster General
agreed to make $800,000 available as soon as possible. He and Foulois
agreed that this money should be used to cover all maintenance, opera-
tion, and storage costs tor aircratt imvolved in the air mail project as well
as salaries for additional employees, per diem of $5 per day for military
personnel away from home stations on mail duty, and rental costs for
office space and airfield facilities. The air chiet wrote the Postmaster
General on Monday asking that a check for $800,000 be sent at once to
the War Department. The same day the OCAC finance officer and the
Army Chietl of Finance prepared a draft executive order authorizing the
transfer. With the approval of the Post Oftice Department, it was deliv-
ered to the White House on February 13, However, the Comptroller Gen-
cral of the Post Office Department announced the same day the discovery
that fiscal 1934 appropriations legislation tor his department had been so
worded as to disallow the proposed transter of funds. New legislation
would be needed, and, at the request of the Post Otfice Department. the
War Department submitted the necessary bill to the House Post Office
Committee on February 14, Ungil Congress could act, the Air Corps—
and the War Department—would have to find another way to finance the
operation. And it soon became apparent that the lawmakers would be in
no hurry.”

Facing the prospect of congressional delay, Foulois suggested the War
Department seeh the release of @ portion of the Air Corps” impounded
fiscal 1934 tunds. The air chiet met with Drum on February 17 and re-
quested SROO.000 1o cover the first weeks of air mail activity. The War
Department approved only $562,.500, and the Burcau of the Budget re-
duced that figure by almost halt, approving on February 19 the release of
$300.000 to finance the operation until March 1. Foulois protested this
Kimpy allocation but 1o no avail, When Congress had sl not acted on
the tund transfer bill by carly March, the Burcau of the Budget, at War
Department urging, released an additional $1.431655 10 defray expenses
through the end of the month. This, however, fike the $300.000 before it
did not include per diem tunds for the officers and men on air mail duty
away from their home stations. Congress finally approved the hill on
March 27, and the Post Office Department promptly transferred
$2.541,500 1o reimburse the War Department tor costs to date and
to tund operations tor the month of April. In accordance with the new
law, this amount included pavment of past and tutare per diem. There-
after. the Post Office Department transterred funds monthly o cover
air mail expenses until mail service was again turned over to the

129

- - ce awm e




-y . 7 o

FOUL OIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

private contractors.

When Foulois assured Branch that the A Corps would have no
trouble handling the air mail operation, he was assuming all the airports
and airwavs tacilities through the United States used by the commercial
operators would be made available to the Army air arm. The Department
of Commerce placed its weather and airway personnel under Aic Corps
control tor the duration. but the Post Oftice Department mitially opposed
the air arm’s use of airfields cither owned or operated by companies that
had just had their contracts canceled. As the Air Corps worked 1o ready
itselt for mail duty, the significance of this restriction became quite appar-
ent. ” Foulois pointed out the difficulty in a February 13 letter to Branch:

1] number o1 essentiad stanons are either owned and operated exclusively by

one of the compantes or concerns whose air tand contract has been annulled

by the Government, of are municipal tields at which all necessary taalities tor
successtul operation o) the are manl are owned o controlled by such air fine
companies. . AL many stations the ottice space and the Postal, Communica-

vons and Weather Service tacthties are provided under existing contract by an

arr ) company whose i manl contract was annuiled o
He asked Branch to seek Postmaster General Farlevs permission tor the
Alr Corps to negotiate directly with the companics in question tor the use
of these important fields and facilities.! Farley honored the request. since
strict compliance with the Post Office Department restriction would have
required the air arm to find suitable alternate landing tields which con-
tained adequate supplies of tuel as well as hangar and office space, and
establish its own terminal weather forecasting and reporting svstem. (The
Department of Commerce weather system did not, in itselt, provide cov-
erage for all of the airfields involved in the air mail route structure.) This
did not solve all of the Air Corps’ basing problems, for many of the
companies were, for obvious reasons, less than cager to assist the Army
flvers. However, in time, the Air Corps was able to establish workable,
though not completely adequate, arrangements all across the country.™

Between February t1 and 19 the officers and men assigned to air

. mail duty expended a tremendous effort preparing the torce to carry out
its new task. Plans called for ininally assuming fourteen of the airline™s
twenty-siv mail routes, using 200 pilots, 340 enlisted men, and 122 planes;
. Foulois would later add 50 more men and 26 additional planes. This small
air fleet needed to fly 41,000 miles daily to fulfill the meodified schedule.
AIr officers optimistically believed this would just be the beginning and
planned to expand the operation to encompass more of the original routes
by the end of February, Pilots and ground crews worked around the clock
configuring the planes for air mail duty and deploving them to their pre-
determined staging bases, Westover and Foulois wanted all aircraft and
personnel in place by February 16 to give flvers time to tamiliarize them-
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selves with their assigned routes. This was not alwavs possible due to the
time-consuming tashs of removing weapons, extra seats, and other detach-
able equipment; and installing tlight instruments, radios, and mail con-
tainers.”

Army planes as a rule carried no “blind flving™ instruments or ra-
dios, but these items were absolutely a must for air mail operations. Mili-
tary aviators prized lightness and maneuverability in their planes and
thought primarily in terms of combat operations in good weather during
davlight hours, when the enemy could be focated. Flyving the mail was
essentially a nighttime job requiring pilots to navigate across great
stretehes of the country in all kinds of weather with only the aid of the
Department of Commerce’s airway system. This government system in-
cluded lights and radio beacons spaced along the route structure. Foulois,
who had experimented with new flving instruments in his own plane over
the past few vears, ordered each mail plane equipped with a directional
evro, artificial horizon. and at least a radio receiver. This equipment
would enable the Army pilots to thyv at night and in bad weather, navigate
by radio beacons, and monitor weather broadeasts.™

Complving with Foualois” directive was no casy job. As of Febru-
ary 10 the Air Corps owned only 273 directional gyvros and 460 artificial
horizons, and very few of these were mounted in airplanes. Instead, the
poorly Tunded Air Corps was saving most of them tor use in tuture air-
craft. Further, at the start of operations the air arm had but 172 rado
transanilter-receivers, oo few to equip all of the mail planes for two-way
caommunications. These, like the Air Corps’ receiver sets, were neither
channcelized tor casy tuning (as were the airlines” radios) nor usable at
ranges preater than thirty miles. The commercial carriers’ high-powered
cquipment had nearly three times this range. Mechanics installed the in-
struments and radios as rapidly as they became available. tfrequently hav-
ing to first remove them from aircratt not assigned to air mail duty. In
their haste, the girmen often mounted the instruments in difficult-to-see
locations, using bailing wire to hold them in place. Lacking an adeouate
supply of vibration-dampening instrument panels, the mechanics installed
the sensitive directional gyros and artificial horizons on the solid panels
already in the planes where engine and aireraft vibrations soon rendered
them inoperative. Sometimes working around the clock, the ground crews
had the air mail fleet equipped in compliance with Foulois” directive and
the planes on their way to assigned operating locations prior to the Febru-
ary 19 start of actual mail carrying.=

The disposition of Air Corps instrument-tlving equipment prior to
February 10 provides a clear indication of the air arm’s existing state of
weather flving proficiency. The Air Corps had worked for vears develop-
ing instrument fiving and landing equipment and procedures, but due to
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fund shortages and the stress on davtime fair-weather combat operations,
the OCAU gave mstrument and night training relatively low priorities. All
student pHots received some instrument practice at the training center, but
little recurring trawning took place in the tactical units. In 1933 the OCAC
published its first instrument-training directive, requiring all tactical pilots
with low instrument-flving proficiency to take a ten-hour refresher
course. The order provided, however, that those who had already taken a
stmilar course or could demonstrate basic instrument skills, needed to ac-
complish ondy five hours of instrument flving per vear. In October 1933,
the Air Corps opened navigation schools at Langley Field, Virginia, and
Rockwell Field, Calitorma. to afford additional instrument training for a
limited number ot tactical pifots o better prepare them for the coast de-
fense mission, One class of thirtv-eight ofticers had completed the sin-
weeh program, and another, of fortv-one aviators, was in the middle of
the course when the President ordered the Air Corps o assumme responsi-
bitity for the air mail.

Still, weather-tlving proticiency staved extremely low, An incident in
September 1933 underscored the Air Corps” mability 1o operate under
nighttime adverse weather conditions. {ate in the evening, a squadron of
seven planes from Mitchel Field, New York, encountered tog over New
York Citv. The crews of three of the planes bailed out, and of the four
remaining aircraft only two suceesstully located and landed at their home
field. The other two ran low on fuel and made emergency landings at
civilian airports.®® L1, Col. Frank M. Andrews, writing about his own
unit, touched on the problems common to most tactical organizations in
February 1934

This statton has not a angle direcnonal esro o atihoal honzon, and never
has bad one as tar as 1 know Al recent praduates ot the Traming Center
AT EIVCTT, A You RDOW 0 Certain amount o tadutg i nsioumernt !l\mgJ but
have ot been able 1o keep up that traminge ettectinels swath this Group .~

On bebruary 16, three davs betore the Army planes began transport-
ing the mail, Foulois claimed in testimony before the House Post Office
Committee:

We have assigned to this work the most evperienced pifots i the Army A
Corps. We have had a great deal ot expenience i tiving at might, and i tHving
mr togs and bad weather, i bhind 1hang, and sn Viving under all other conde
Bons. We have not had the actual experience of thang over these scheduled
routes, but we teel that after three or four dass of prelinmnary Hving over
these routes we shall evpenience no ditticulty i mamtaiming the regular sched-
whes

In making this statement, Foulois was cither misinformed or was
secking to mislead the congressmen. Because the OCAC, in organizing the
operation had turned to tactical squadrons in which there were many one-
year Reserve officers, 140 of the approximately 262 pilots actually flving
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the mail had tess than two vears flying experience. The great majority of
these orficers were second licutenants; just 1 aviator above the rank of
first lieutenant flew any of the mail missions. Only 31 of the pilots had
more than ity hours of night thving, and merely 2 had that much instru-
ment time. The vast majority, 214, had less than twenty-five hours of
weather or simufated weather time to their credit.™" It was possible that
due to inadequate recordheeping Foulois did not know how poorly
trained his pilots actually were Tor the task at hand. Apparently, the De-
partment of Commerce had some inkling of the gravity ot the problem,
for The Washington Post reported on February 14
Fack of pdor expetience and sostrumenes tor mgehie aeed thead thone, both

Bighby important tactors i handhing the wir mal, may prevent the Arms trom

cvet sttecesstully carrang the ma! 1o the pomt ot ethacttoy madmtditicd b
i
cometcad asthines, Department of Commerce othaaly said todas

Besides lacking instrument traming and cquipment, the Air Corps did
not possess the kKinds of aireraft saitable for hauling heavy mail loads.
Pursuit, observation, and attack planes, used extensively because of their
availability and speed, could carry only between one hundred and five
hundred pounds of mail rather than the eighteen hundred 10 two thou-
sand pounds regulariy transported by the commercral aireratt. Mail
bags had to be crummed into vacant rear cockpits or stuffed around the
pilot in single-seat planes. The added weight trequently shitted the plane’s
center of gravity enough to make takeoff and landing quite difficult. Fur-
ther, most or the aircraft used by the Air Corps were open-cockpit
models, which were extremely uncomtortable on long-distance, cold-
weather flights. !

The air arm was thus entering the air mail business with extensive
disadsantages. tn raining and equipment for the job as well as familiarity
with air mail routes, the Army pilots were decidedly inferior to their air-
line counterparts. Commercial pilots averaged nine hundred flving hours
per year to the military aviators” two hundred. Flying the same routes
over and over, they were familiar with the terrain, weather conditions.
and available navigation aids. Air Corps pilots were fortunate if they were
able to scan their routes more than once before beginning actual mail
flights. Commercial mail planes were tailored for all-weather day and
night operations and provided for the comfort ot the normal two-pilot
cresw. More important, commercial aviators trained extensively in instru-
ment flving while Army pilots did not.™ As Maj. Clarence L. Tinker.
commander of the 17th Pursuit Group, explained:

There are no tadio beams or hights to show [the miluary aviator] where

the enerns oo 0 The Armmy prdor s used 1o fhang an formation, 1o bombing,

to hghnng stapaan the wir, to pursuir and attack. . . . I the weather is bad,

there 1s no object to sending an army plane up. In war we must see our objec-

tive.
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Shortly after Roosevelt issued his executive order, a number of indi-
viduals raised their voices to protest the untairness of the move and ques-
tion the Air Corps ability to il in for the commercial lines. On Febru-
ary 11, Charles AL Uindbergh, who worked as a technical adviser tor one
of the affected companies, released the text of his telegram to the Presi-
dent in which he attacked the cancellation order. This was the first sign of
a growing public debate on an issue that would soon take on bitter paru-
wan political overtones.™ The tollowing dav Will Rogers, humorist and
evperienced air traveler wrote:

1Y Jou are gomye 1o Jose some fine boss an these army thvers, who are
manvclousty tramed o ther hoe, but not in might cross-country tlsing inoran
amd snow

I trust an o ait hine, tor T hnow that the pilot has tlown that course hun
dreds of tumes He knowe it e the dark Neither coudd the mal prlots dothe
Aemy theersT stunts and ther dose tormation dhvany

1 do wish thes would prosecute the crooks, but. 0 0 1 hope they don't

<

stop evers andustts where they tind crookedness at the top

I-ddic Rickenbacker. World War 1 ace and airline executive, joined those

WL ROgees rght Bomonst aned gy
ton enthusiast showe with Sec o of
War Pattn kb Hurley expressed bis
apprehension over the Army s flyvang
the munl
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who questioned the military aviators” abilities to carry the mail, telling a
New York Linmes reporter on February 21: “Either they are going 1o pile
up ships all across the continent or they are not going 1o fly the mail on
shedule.™™

When the press gave wide coverage 1o such adverse comments, Air
Corps officers hknew they were on the spot, vet they reacted with enthusi-
asm to the challenge. Major Jones, commander of the castern sone, told
reporters on February 150 “We'll carry the mail—don™t worry about
that —unless an elephant drops on us, It it does, we'll cut it up and ship it
out as mail.” Colonel Arnold, western zone commander, responded to the
question of whether Air Corps aviators could match the <kills ot the air-
line pilots by saving of the commercial pilots: L ook them over. You'll
find that Y0 pereent ot them were trained in the Army"Y The Army avia-
tors may hasve known they did not have the same equipment and instru-
ment fhving experience as their airline counterparts, but they retused pub-
licly to admit they might have ditticulty with the task at hand.

Foulois did not want his pilots, in their enthusiasm to impress the
public with the Air Corps® abilities, to take unnecessary chances. On Feb-
ruary 11 he sent an order to the three zone commanders requiring pilots
to continue complving with peacetime flving regulations. This prohibited
the aviators trom taking of Y at night it the ceiling was fess than 1,000 feet
and required at least a S00-toot ceiling tor davtime operations. Foulois
tolowed this up with a radiogram on bebruary 16:

In conduct ot i mal operations, zone commanders wifl posern their op-
crations with aview to satepuarding hves and property at oll nmes, even at the
savtitice o mail service Betore deating any scheduled thp, caretal consder
ation will e viven o evpenence ot personnel, antabthiy o wircrate, mght
thome cquipmient, and blind tsoe equipmicat. Steps will be raken o mculaate
W personne! cnvaved inan mal opetanons wath the above poneple ™

Shortly atter this message was dispatched, the Washington mail oper-
ations headquarters got word that three Army pilots on air mail training
thights in the western zone had just died in crashes. Two of the victims,
Lis, Jean DL Grenier and Bdwin D White, Ir., had been flving a night
familiarization mission over the Chevenne-to-Salt Lake City run when
their A-12 attack plane crashed ina spowstorm. The other facality, Lt
James Yo Fastman, was flving a training mission on the Salt 1ake Citv-to-
Seattfe route when his twin-engine B-7 bomber ran into fog and crashed
during an attempted emergencey night landing at Jerome, 1daho. None of
the three otficers had been rated pilots tor more than a vear. Bad weather
and low instrument-flving proficiency were the primary causes of both
accidents. Fddie Rickenbacker immediately labeled the deaths “legalized
murder™ and predicted even higher casualties it the Armv went ahead
with its plans to carry the mail. ™
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Foulois™ reaction was to furnish his zone commanders more explicit
safety instructions on February 17:

Howeather conditions are uncertam, mstruct vour pilots they must stay on

the pround, even ot this anterraprs the man! schedutes tor several dins The

satery of plots, maih and planes v o mote importance than heepinge ot an

mail sehedules Dl these istructons into vour prlots daily until they thar

ouphlv anderstand the sateiy tusg policy of the A Corps e
In addition the Chiet of the Air Corps ordered instrument-training planes
and instructors sent to the three zone headguarters 1o give pilots more
instruction before the February 19 wart of mail service. This training
continued during three and a halt months of the operation, with instrue-
tors from the now defunct schools at Langley and Rockwell Fields moving
about the route stracture so that ] Air Corps mail pilots could benefit.
This. however, proved oo litde and too late to rapidly improve the foree's
instrament flyving proficiency. Because of poorly installed instruments and
their inexperience in bad-weather flving, most Air Corps pilots were loath
to trust their fate to the gauges, preferring instead 1o go fow in an attempt
“vatay in visual flving conditions. !

On February I8, Jones, Hickam, and Arnold contirmed that all air-
craft and personnel were in place and ready to begin operations. Even so,
some plancs were stifl betng fitted with radios and invtrements. 1 ogistics,
maintenance, and basing arrangements at numerous operating locations
continued in a makeshift state tor weeks afterward.* The officer organiz-
ing the unit at Port Columbus Airport in Columbus, Ohijo, complained
that a tfew days prior to the February 19 start date he had pilots, planes,
and maintenance men, “but no tools, supplies, or office equipment.* At
Byrd Field in Richmond, Virginia. the sole available oftfice space was in
the ladies restroom at the Richmond Air Transport and Sales Company
hangar. Furnished with a small coal stove and two fofding field desks, the
room became headguarters for three weeks. Through the rest of February,
various locations sutfered a shortage of shops, hangars, oftice space. sup-
plies. and tools. At places tike Chevenne and Chicago, planes had to be
left out in the open and worked on in subsero weather, ™

As the Air Corps stood by 1o take over the air mail service. Fddie
Rickenbacker and other airline officials prepared a parting publicity stunt
to show the public how efficient the commercial carriers were. Rushing a
new Douglas DC-2 aireratt to completion, the World War 1 ace and two
other pilots took oft from Calitornia on the evening of February 18, Car-
rying a partial load of mail, the plane raced castward. passing up some of
the regular air mail stops and staving barely ahead of a winter storm. It
arrived at Newark, New dersey, at ten in the morning on the nineteenth,
setling a new cross-country record of thirteen hours, four minutes, and
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twenty seconds. The trip appeared even more dramatic because immedi-
ately atter Rickenbacker arrived bad weather moved into the Newark
area, grounding the Air Corps betore it could get its first official mail
tlight airborne from the castern zone headquarters.™

Thus, very poor fiving weather heralded the shitt of the air mail
svstem tfrom commercial to Air Corps control. The storm that hit the east
spread snow, rain, and dense fog trom Ohio to Virginia and north into
New England., Nine inches of snow fell on New York City and fifteen
inches blanketed the Boston area. In the Rocky Mountains states, storms
and icy gales prevailed throughout the day, making air travel impossible.
Bitter temperatures, high winds, and snowstorms gripped the area cast of
the Mississippi River tar the rest of the month.* First it was equipment,
training, and organizational problems—now it was bad weather,

During the first day of mail operatons, cager Air Corps pilots re-
mained grounded along the castern seaboard, from Virginia north. Sev-
eral fhvers on the west coast took oftf, but severe weather halted them at
the Rockies, Airmen in the southern states transported mail on schedule,
and by evening Air Corps pilots were attempting to fly most of the routes
west of New York. One military aviator even managed to struggle through
to Newark with his load ot mail tfrom Cleveland. Flving in the open cock-
pit of an old B-6 bomber in subsero temperatures, he coaxed his charge
down sately despite a dead battery and a frosted instrument panel. This
tvpitied the spirited approach ot the aviators to their new job. Many
~scheduled runs were canceled and others flown fate the first day, but this
was not due to lack of tenacity on the part of the Army flvers.?

Persistent bad weather and a tremendous increase in mail volume
compounded problems during the first week ot Air Corps operations. The
covernment had introduced special cancellation stamps to show that the
air mail was carried by the air arm. As a result, philatelists deluged post
offices throughout the country with huge bundies of letters. This com-
pletely upset the original sorte rate plans based on the daily volume of
mail carried by the commercial airlines. To handle the huge increase, the
Air Corps added planes to supplement those originally scheduled. This, in
turn, exposed many more pilots to the dangers and discomtort of flving
in open cockpits during biting cold and stormy weather,®

Adr mail activities went more smoothly tor the next two days, but on
February 22 disaster struck. Possibly due to faulty navigation equipment,
Lt Durward O, Fowry straved nearly fifty miles oft course and died in a
nighttime, tog-shrouded crash not tar from Deshler. Ohio. Another Air
Corps pilot was Killed that same evening while on a training flight in
Texas. His engine quit at two hundred feet, and he and the plane plum-
meted to the ground. A third flver, Tt Harold [ Dietz. narrowly escaped
death as he lost his wav in fog and darkness on the mail run from Newark
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to Richmond. Afraid to rely on his flight instruments, he fractured his
skull in a crash-landing attempt. Before the night was over, one more pilot
became lost in a snowstorm near Fremont, Ohio, and bailed out. A fifth
flver made an emergeney landing at Woodland, Pennsylvania. On Febru-
ary 23 an Air Corps ofticer en route tfrom New York to Langley Field,
Virginia, to pick up an air mail plane, drowned when the plane in which
he was a passenger made a forced landing in the Atlantic. By now the
Army air arm had sutfered six fatalities and about a dozen crackups since
beginning familiarization flights a little more than a week before. The
press increased the Air Corps’ embarrassment by giving the various acci-
dents front-page coverage.™

Foulois knew this disastrous situation stemmed trom the continued
poor tlving weather and pilot overcagerness to accomplish the mission.
He ordered his sone commanders on February 24 to tighten up safety
restrictions:

Pilots will not be on theht duty more than a scheduled 8 hours in any 24

Yhour penod and shall have 24 comecutine hours” rehiet trom all duty i cach

Coedas penod. Only prlots of more than 2 sears” service i the A Corps will

be used onair mad operanons involvng mght thvng unless weather condinions

all along the route to be tlown are excellent Atter take-oft on @ mgeht air manl

tun no plot wall proceed on hus thght unless the tlight mstruments are working

satistactondy and he has receised proper reception on ins radio, Pilots on might

tutis witl not commence thehts mto yntavorable weather conditions nor will

they continue thehis into untasvorable weather condinens o
The directive also forbade tlights into known icing conditions and re-
quired station control officers to inspect all aircraft betore releasing them
tor thght.

The air mail issue had partsan pohucal overtones from the outset.
Republicans were unhappy over Rooseselt’s summary cancellation of air-
line contracts and disliked the interence that Hoovers Postmaster General
Brown had been engaged in illegal activity. The disasters of February 22
and 23 handed them an ideal opportunity to attack the President’s action
on the basis of the Air Corps” apparent inability to safely tly the mail.
Debating the air mail funding bill on February 24, Republican congress-
men repeited Rickenbacker's earlier charge of “legalized murder”™ They
stoutly condemned the administration’s decision to risk the Army flvers’
lives in what they termed inadequate and unsafe equipment. McSwain and
a few other Democrats detended the Air Corps, but most members of the
majority party were quite worried over the national reaction to the six
deaths.

The President also was disturbed by the turn of events. With the
Republicans making political hay and the press focusing on Air Corps’
accidents, he was on the spot. While publicly proclaiming continued con-
fidence in the air arm, he secretly ordered plans drawn for the swift re-
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turn of the air mail to the private operators. Apparently Roosevelt had
not considered the possibility of numerous deaths resulting from his Feb-
ruary 9 decision. He was dissatistied with the Air Corps' performance
but at present could do nothing without seeming to admit he had been
wrong in his original decision. He blamed Foulots for misleading him
about the Air Corps® capabilities, and willingly honored the air chief's
request to give a radio address aimed at blunting public criticism. ™

Foulois spoke over a Columbia Broadeasting System radio hookup
on the evening of February 27, He described the zone organization, route
structure. and instrument equipment used in the operation. and then talked
at length about flying safety. He cautioned his listeners that “the flying of
military aircraft designed primarily for combat purposes is recognized as
inherently hazardous under all conditions, and accidents increase when
flving activities are carried out on a large scale.” He pointed out that only
one of the six fatalities had taken place on a scheduled air mail run and
explained that “no attempt has been made by the Air Corps to maintain a
high percentage of mail schedules regardless of the hazards involved.”
Foulois reviewed his previous safety instructions “to give assurance to the
families of the pilots who are flving the air mail as well as the public at
large, that every possible precaution has been and is being taken in the
interest of their weltare.”™ Striking back at the critics, he asked the public
*to discount as untrue, unfair and unfounded recent accusations and
headline secking phrases which have reflected not only against the effi-
ciency of the Air Corps personnel, but also against the present administra-
tion.” He branded these derogatory statements as partisan propaganda
and praised the abilities and dedication of his flvers. According to
Foulois, the pilots were quickly learning their new duties, and mail opera-
tions would soon be running smoothly and efficiently. He warned, how-
cver, “that no matter how experienced a pilot may be, or how efficient
and modern his aircraft equipment, frequent accidents will still occur”*’

Despite the public criticism and poor living and working conditions
in the tield, the morale of Air Corps personnel remained high. Faced with
the nagging problems of expanded mail volume and bad weather, the pi-
lots and ground crewmen worked hard to prove the Air Corps could do
the job. The flvers complained of the poor instrumentation in their
planes, but this did not deter them from taking excessive chances (in vio-
lation of Foulois® safety instructions) to get the mail through. Over-
worked. constantly short of necessary supplies, and operating aircraft ill-
suited for the task at hand. the otficers and men of the air arm were out
to prove the critics wrong.™ The stresses endured by the pilots were tre-
mendous. As one tlver explained:

Picture an Army aviator flving at mght in subzero weather, He is flving in the
opent with a Miting wind passing him ar 100 miles an hour or more.  He s
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teviny fo tollaw aomap. He o g 1o oavgate s ships He s mving o

operate s tadios He must hane on o the controlss Hin necessanily heavs

clothmy and gloves Imp\gpcr i, He s saog ana ons cochpit wath hardls

k'll\\(lyh T To (v e,

Ground crewmen also suttered as they struggled to repair planes in the
open in cold and stormy weather, often without the proper tools or cloth-
ing, ™"

1 iving conditions tor the ofticers and men based at civilian flving
ficlds were frequentdy deplorable. Forced to subsist on the local economy,
they received no extra compensation tor the added expenses. Foulois won
aceeptance of 35 per diem trom postal otticials on February 10, but the
money was unavailable untl Congress acted. Meanwhile, officers and
men went into debt to buy tood and lodging, Enlisted men were particu-
larly hard pressed since sone of them made as little as 821 a month. The
tinancial strain compelled many men to sleep in hangars and prepare their
own meals as best they could. Ofticers oftentimies helped out with loans,
but on company grade pay there was usually little left over after the offi-
cers covered their own expenses, By the third week in March, numerous
troops were destitute. Foulois was not insensitive to their plight. In re-
sponse 1o congressional toatdraggme, he sought other wavs to secure per
diem funds. but the War Department refused to cooperate. When the
mones finally became avarlable on March 27, the air chiet and the General
Staff worked in concert 1o speed backpayments to the men in the field.®”

Uhratgh the kst week of February and the first week of March, the
Air Corps canceled more air mail sorties than it tlew, but no more pilots
lost their hives. With only minor crashes to report, the operations ceased
being front-page news, Foualois as well as others thought the worst was at
last over. The air chiet optimistically reported 1o a House Military Affairs
Subcommitice on NMarch 1 othat the Air Corps was as well fitted as the
commeryial alines to handle the mail.™

In a move to bolster the experience level of the air mail foree, the
War Department at Foulois’ request called tourteen tormer commercial
air mail pilots 1o active dutv on March R These men were Reserve offi-
cers whao had lost their jobs due to the cancellation order and had volun-
teered tor active duty, The Air Corps assigned them to their former
routes. By mid-April the air arm was emploving tifty such officers plus
five civilian airline pilots who had been out of work. At the time
Roosevelt canceled the contracts Air Corps ofticials had considered call-
ing up these specially qualitied Reserve officers, but neither the OCAC
nor the Reserve officer airline pilots were anxious to go forward with the
scheme.

On February 120 Foulois had begun a series of conferences with rep-
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resentatives of the Airline Pilots Association, but he did not seem sin-
cerely interested in instantly calling the commercial pilots to active duty.
He appreciated the administrations desire to offer jobs to men put out of
work by the President’s action, but a February 23 note from his office to
the General Statt explained the Air Corps already had sufficient pilots to
flv the mail. Perhaps pressure from Roosevelt after the accidents of Feb-
ruary 22-23 and the growing number of volunteers for active duty caused
Foulois to modity his position. He sent word to his zone commanders on
February 26 to start accepting applications at once. Colonel Hickam, cen-
tral zone commander, used the Reserve volunteers but objected to the pro-
gram. He pointed out to Foulois on March 15 that these individuals were
not as safe as Air Corps pilots because they were used to flying in aircraft
with the best instruments and radio equipment. The air chief never
thought the Air Corps needed the help of seasoned air mail pilots. Many
vears later, he rather cynically mentioned that the eleventh aviator to lose
his life in the operation was one of these experienced individuals.™

Foulois® February 27 speech and the Air Corps® better safety record
failed to placate congressional critics. Republicans continued to fault the
air arm for not affording consistent and accident-free service. House
Speaker Henry T, Rainey, a Democrat, joined this chorus on Febru-
ary 28, stating that Air Corps pilots were poorly trained. Other Demo-
crats increasingly insisted the air arm’s shortcomings were due to deficient
cquipment. MceSwain still defended the military flvers but sponsored a
resolution calling for the investigation of all War Department procure-
ment, espeaially that of the Air Corps. The House approved the resolu-
tion on March 2. Intent on shitting the blame for the current debacle
from the party and the administration, the Democrats probably hoped
and believed the investigation would reveal the culprits in the military
estabhishment who were responsible for the Air Corps™ inadequacies. Pas-
sage of MeSwain's resolution in no way slowed the efforts of such Repub-
lican stalwarts as Representatives Hamilton Fish, Jr., and Edith N.
Rogers, who continued to press for the immediate return of the air mail
service to the commercial airlines.™

On March 9 the Air Corps furnished its detractors a host of new
ammunition. Headlines in The Washingion Post told the story:
“"CRASHES KITT FOUR MORE FLYERS IN ARMY MAIL SERVICE,
TOTAL 107" The first fatal accident happened in the carly morning
hours near Cleveland, when a veteran pilot flew into the ground during a
snowstorm. A few hours later, a crewmember on a B-6 bomber died when
both of the plane’s engines failed and it smashed into the woods adjoining
the atrport at Davtona Beach, Florida, That night two more flvers died
when thetr aircraft crashed on takeott from Chevenne, Wyoming. Three
other Air Corps planes crash-landed in bad weather on the night of
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March 9-10, one cach in lowa, South Carolina, and Pennsvivania. The
air mail operation was again page one news.®

Republican members of Congress used the new rash of disasters to
apply more pressure on the President for rapid reversion to commercial
air mail operations. Representative Rogers asked for immediate consider-
ation ot a resolution to halt Air Corps mail activity. In the Senate the
Republican whip tfrom Ohio, Simeon D. Fess, renewed the charges of “le-
galized murder” Even some Democrats were hedging toward open advo-
cacy of a change in the present arrangement. Roosevelt was on the spot.
In light of the spate of recent accidents, he could no longer ignore the
rising tide of hostile public opinion and partisan political rhetoric.”

On March 10 the President acted. He ordered MacArthur and
Foulois to report to the White House in midmorning and administered the
two otticers a severe tongue lashing, Blaming Army officials for the ad-
verse publicity the administration was receiving trom the numerous acci-
dents, Roosevelt asked Foulois when the air mail killing was going 1o
stop. The air chiet responded: “Only when airplanes stop tlyving,
Mr. President.”™ Roosevelt showed MacArthur and Foulois a letter 1o
Secretary of War Dern he had just dictated and then dismissed them with
a curt wave of the hand.**

The letter set torth the President’s new polics, and his office
promptly released it to the press. In it Roosevelt acknowledged that per-
sistent bad weather blanketing the country had been a major contributing
factor in the ten air mail fatalities, but he went on to say:

[11he continuation of the deaths i the Army A Corps must stop

Mo alb know that tane ander the best of conditions v g detiite hazard,
but the rato of acadents has been tar too high duning the pasy three weeks,

Will vou theretore please issue immiediate orders 1o the Army Air Corps
stoppittg all carrving ot e mail, except on such routes, under such weather
vondinons and under such equipment and personnel conditions as will insire,
as far as the utmost care can provide, apainst constant recurrenee of  tagat
acadents.

FThiv exception inctudes ot course tull authonty to change or modify
whedutes *

The letter also explained that the present emergency would end as soon as
the necessary legislation could be enacted and new contracts obtained,
and Roosevelt let it be known that he was immediately seeking such legis-
lation. Clearly the Commander in Chief wanted to expedite the return of
the air mail to commercial airline hands.®

Roosevelt blamed Foulois and the Air Corps for his predicament and
desired to direct the public’s attention to the air arm’s responsibility. He
claimed his decision to cancel the contracts and turn the air mail over 10
the Army was based upon assurances given him that the Air Corps could
handle the job. When this turned out not to be true, he felt justified in
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diverting blame for the entire situation.® An article written by Elliout
Roosevelt tor The Bashingron Herald may have revealed his father's atti-
tude toward the Air Corps: “The Army failed 10 “deliver the goods® as a
commercial aviation organization because the Army Air Service was un-
dertrained, poorly equipped. and hamstrung with obsolete regulations and
ancient red tape”™™ The President took steps to see that he was not held
accountable for the flving equipment deticiencies. On March 10 he asked
Congress for an additional $10 milhon o purchase Army aireraft and
related aviation facilities. This action, coupled with his letter directing the
Air Corps to attempt onfy what military aviatien leaders determined were
safe flving operations, insulated the White House against charges of re-
sponsibility in the event of tuture disasters in the air mail operation,™

Foulois tried to comply immediately with instructions contained in
the President’s March 10 letter to Dern. His radiogram to zone com-
manders the same dayv advised them of Roosevehts stand and authorized
them to cancel any and all flights deemed necessary to prevent additional
accidents. On March 11 he ordered a temporary halt o all aic mail tlights
until safer schedules could be worked out. Previous to this, he and his
statt began a series of meetings with Post Otfice Department officials to
organize the new schedules. Postal otficials did not want to eliminate all
of the night missions, because without them there would be no special
advantage to shippig matl by air. Late on March 11, Foulois and Post
Office representatives wocked out a compromise which the air chiet be-
lieved could be put immediately into effect. It reduced the dailyv total
miles flown from J0,821 1o 25,628 and cut the number of night trips (cach
of which might involve more than one airplane) from 38 to 14,7

The Chiet of the Air Corps wrote MacArthur the next morning re-
questing approval of the new schedule. He assured the Chiet of Staff that
Air Corps planes and flving equipment were adequate, and added that he
had recently ordered zone commanders “to use only their most experi-
enced pilots on all trips.” Foulois asserted that the revised schedule elimi-
nated the most dangerous routes but cautioned that “operations during
the next two or three months, even over the routes which are planned to
be kept in operation, will stll be hazardous, and I expect some casuaities
to oceur.” The air chief realized he could not guarantee there would be no
deaths, although this was what Roosevelt appeared 1o want. Tryving to
mitigate the conflicting presidential demands that the Air Corps effi-
cientiv conduct air mail operations while avoiding additional tatalities,
Foulois advised the Chiet of Statf:

11 the proposed new schedule ot operations continues to result i casual

fies which dre consdered 1o he excessve, alb remammye mivhy mps <houdd be

cancelled  Tothis Larter action does not produce the desited resuln, then s
beheved that the opetation ot the it mal by the Army Aar Corps should be
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suspended, at least e the nacthern section of the couniny, until weather condi-

tons have ceared.

Secretary of War Dern approved the revised schedule on the twelfth,
but with such gualifications as to still hold Foulois responsible for any
Yurther tatalities. The sceretary sanctioned renewed operations if

the speainic mstinuctions of the President in s March 1o deter) . dre oh-

served mnoevery particular and decad. The commanders o the air mail zones

and local commuandees ot peosonned on ar maat dury will be directed by you to

wse wseny prevaunon and care toansure that no theghts are ordered or autho-

tized which will moany Wi depart from the speaitic instructings contmned

the Presidents directive.

Dern had conveniently covered himselt and the administration. The
choice was now up to Foulois.

The Chiet of the Air Corps resobved to leave operations suspended
for the tume being and took off on an inspection trip to satisty himself
that the air mail operation could be safely resumed. Before departing
Washingtoa he instructed his zone commanders 1o ensure that airplanes
used on future mail sorties were up to the job, and that only the most
experienced pilots tlew future night and hazardous day runs. He insisted
they recheck all planes tor proper installation ot radios and instruments
and make sure planes used tor night operations contained operable two-
way radios. Foulois then traseled to Michel Field, New York, and met
with Yones. From there he journceyved 1o Chicago 1o confer with Hickam
and Arnold. The zone commanders used the standdown period to comply
with the chiet’s instructions. Enlisted men busily reworked the original
hasty installation of fhght instruments, this time mounting the delicate
apparatus on vibration-proot instrument panels. They also overhauled a
number ot the planes and inspected radio equipment. As a result the Air
Corps eventually resuimed (lving the mail with equipment in better shape
than at the inception of operations in February, ?

Foulois was not happy with either the heavy public criticism heaped
on the Army air arm or the Roosevelt administratton’s apparent buck-
passing. Reflecting the feelings of his ofticers and men, he was humiliated
by what he considered to be the unjustified lack of contidence expressed
in the President’s March 10 letter. He realized pilot overcagerness had
contributed to the air arm™s recent poor satety record., but he believed the
chiet cause was unusually severe weather. While visiting Mitchel Field,
Foulois told members of the press that air mail fatalities had not been
excossive. He cited casualty statistios tor the past two tiscal yvears to prove
his point: For tiscal vears 1932 and 1933 the Air Corps had experienced
fifty and forty-sin flving accident deathe, while thus far in fiscal year 1934
there had been thirty-nine. " With permission from the War Department
and the President, he released a statement to counteract the public's criti-
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cism of the Air Corps’ safety record. The air chief avowed that the air
mail operation was a useful combat readiness test and asserted: “The haz-
ards involved in carrying the Air Mail are not, in my belief, as great as
those normally encountered annually by the Army combat pilots in the
normal performance of their duties.” ® However, only a reduced casualty
rate, rather than words, would silence those who assailed the Air Corps.

On March 17, Foulois notified Dern from Chicago that the Air
Corps would be ready to resume operations on March 19.7 Westover re-
faved the secretary™s response: " You are authorized 1o use your own judg-
ment in the matter, bearing in mind the general limitations of the Presi-
dent’s instructions and those issued by the Secretary of War supplemental
thereto.” ™ When Rooseveit received word of this he wrote Dern on
March 1R8: 1 cannot approve this order unless vou have received definite
assurances from responsible officers of the Air Corps that the mail can be
carried with the highest degree of safety”™ The President would condone
no more deaths. The day before, the Air Corps had recorded its eleventh
fatality when a recently activated Reserve ofticer erashed while on a train-
ing flight ncar Cheyenne. Thus the President wrote Dern:

bowash you would issue new instructions to the Air Corps, In these mstruc-
vons, please mahe 1t clear that, if onany route, o any day, the conditions ot
weather, personnel or equipment are such as 1o gine rise to any doubt as 1o the
satety of moving  the munls, that is from the standpomt ot human saters, the

matls shall not and witl not be carnied.

The secretary issued the directive on the evening of March 18, Foulois
responded with assurances that the Air Corps could carry the mail safely.
The administration therefore gave the Army air arm the green light for its
planned resumption on March 19.™ However, the President and the Sec-
retary of War had so ordered the ground rules rhat the Chiet of the Air
Corps alone would bear direct responsibility for any new disasters,

With improved weather and equipment as well as increased pilot ex-
perience and instrument-flving proficiency, the Air Corps did a much bet-
ter job of moving the mail after the March 10-18 interlude. Operating
just nine routes, or about forty percent of the milcage formerly flown by
the commercial air mail carriers, the Army air arm’s mission cancellation
rate decreased to almost half of what it had been prior to the standdown.
More important, the Air Corps suffered only one additional air mail fa-
tality between March 19 and the end of operations on June 1. Having no
deaths to report, the press lost interest. Aside trom the improved weather,
the continuing program of instrument training and the strictly enforced
safety regulations were perhaps the key reasons for this remarkable im-
provement.™!

In late March the administration took steps to speed the return of the
air mail to the commercial airlines. Since Congress had not as vet passed
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legislation establishing a new contracting system, Roosevelt and postal of-
ficials decided 10 let temporary three-month contracts. The government
advertised for bids on March 28. The commercial lines began taking over
the routes on Mayv 7 and by May 17 were operating all but one. The Air
Corps turned over the remaining run on June 1%

On Mayv 7, the last day the Air Corps was responsible tfor the coast-
to-coast route, the Army flvers replied in kind to Rickenbacker’s Febru-
ary 18-19 show of commercial aviation superiority. Using new Martin B-
10 bombers, military aviators flew from San Francisco to Newark in
approximately fourteen hours. This was not tar short of Rickenbacker's
record time, vetr the total distance had been 279 miles farther and the
Army flvers had made three additional stops Yor mail. The headlines an-
nouncing the May 7 accomplishment atforded the much-maligned offi-
cers and men of the Air Corps a moral victory,™

Foulois may have harbored mixed teelings as the operation came to a
close and fiving units reverted once more to control of the corps area
commanders. The Air Corps had endured twelve deaths and sixtyv-six
crashes while carrving the mail and had been the target of widespread
public and congressional eriticism. The air chief's charges had done well
after the temporary halt in March, but the overall record was not good.
The Air Corps” completion rate for scheduled sorties was 65,8 percent,
well below that of the commercial lines for the same months in previous
vears. The operating costs of seventy cents per mile flown almost doubled
the thirty-cight cents per mile of commercial air mail operations.™

Yet there had been benefits. Pilots gained valuable training and
instrument-flving experience which thev otherwise would have been de-
nied. As Foulois had emphasized. the operation proved to be an excellent
test of the Air Corps™ abilities and shortcomings. Hence, it helped air
leaders prepare the foree tor the future. Further, it kindled public and
government interest in the problems of the Army air arm and led to the
creation of two imvestigative bodies—the Baker Board and the Federal
Aviation Commission—whose work enhanced the organization and capa-
bilities of military aviation.™ Foulois overstated the positive results of the
air mail experience when he wrote in 19584 that “the President and Con-
gress were, in my opinon, forced to reverse the then existing policy of
starving National Military Preparedness, and divert some of the tax-
pavers” dollars to National Military Air Preparedness.™™ Congress appro-
priated no more for the Air Corps for fiscal 1935 than it had the vear
betore, but the mail operation did serve to point out to the administration
that an adequately prepared air arm required proper financial support.
Roosevelt did not again impound Air Corps funds, and from fiscal year
1936 on he requested and received sizable increases in Army air arm ap-

propriations.”
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The air mail experience vividly highlighted the deficiencies of the Air
Corps” instrument and night-training programs and produced a dramatic
change in the air arm™ attitude toward the need for all-weather capabili-
ties. in March 1934, the OCAC organized a course to teach pilots how to
make landings without outside visual references, using those trained in the
program as instrument-landing instructors at their home stations. The Air
Corps also purchased tracks and cquipment tor portable instrument-
landing ground stations, and bought more advanced aircratt thght instru-
ments. Starung in 1934, all new planes purchased came with 1wo-way ra-
dios. Betore the wir mail operation ended. Foulos ordered an additional
thirtv-five hours of instruction in instrument flving and navigation for
ciach training center student. Ino April 19350 he issued a directive greatly
increasing the amount of instrument and night traiming required tor all
Adr Corps pilots. Inthe past, fhvers in tactical anits needed to log no more
than tive to ten hours of instrument flving per sear and fifteen to twenty
hours of mght time. Now, they had to annually 1y twenty to thirey hours
on the gauges and acerue twentyv-fise to fortv-two hours in the air at
night.™

Foulois erred when he told Branch on February 9 that the Air Corps
could operate the naton’s air mail svstem, for the air arm lacked the
necessary night and instrument-fiving equipment and training. Yet these
deficiencies would have been less critical had the weather not turned and
remained extremely bad. ™ Postmaster General Farleyv seemed undisturbed
by the A Corps” mediocre showing, Ina May {8 speech he discounted
much of the politically motivated criticism directed at the tlvers and
praised Foulois and his men tor their determination and wilhingness 1o
handle the difficolt air mail task in the face of “perhaps the wordt and
most prolonged season of bad tlsving weather ever encountered in this
country.” Farlev went on to point out “that not a sigle pound ot mail
was lost during the time the Army has flown the mail ™ Untortunately
tor the A Corps, this was its only outstanding achicsement in the opera-

tion.
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CHAPTER VI

PROCUREMENT TROUBLES,
1933-1935

Hauling the air mail v not the Air Corps” only problem. In Febru-
ary 1934, Congress became keenly interested i apparent materiel short-
comings and began to pry into the methods used 1o secure new planes. All
purchases under the $7.5 mullion PWA grant were held in abevance as the
mvestigation progressed. Subcommuittee Number 3 of the House Military
Atfurs Committee conducted the probe. s intenim report i May con-
demned the manner in which the Air Corps attempted 1o expend the $7.8
nullion and accused Foulois of violating those sections ot the 1926 Air
Corps At dealing with quantits airgratt purchases. Fhe subcommittee
contended that competitine bidding must be used 1o pick contractors.!

Army aviators disagreed. They clammed negonated agreements be-
tween selected wirplane manutacturers and the War Department were not
only legal but better senved N Corps’ anterests, Mihtary aviators were
not completely opposed to competinon, but they desired to buy the best
planes avaifable at the most reasonable cost. Simce passage ot the 1926 act
they had exclusively used negotiated contracts tor the purchase ot all air-
cratt. This method enabled themy to keep fairly close control of prices,
and to select the manutacturer they thought best able to produce the types
of cquipment needed. Given the rapid stnides in aviation technology, Air
Corps officialy deemed 1 wise to rely on proven firme that had the capac-
its 1o produce advanced designs and turn them into functioning aircraft.
Assistant Secretary of War for Air Davison used the analogy of a man
choosing a surgeon for an operation. He argued that the prospective pa-
tient would not call for competitive bids from all interested practicing
physicians, but would go instead to the doctor he knew could best do the
job. Foulois judged competitive bidding acceptable for standardized items
such as boots and portatoces, but not for airplanes, which were in a contin-
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uing state of development.”

Air Corps officers presumed the competitive svstem would compel
them o award contracts to less credible companies that could come up
with aireratt designs but not turn them into tunctioning planes having the
desigriated pertormance characteristics. They further felt open competi-
tion would lead to steeper costs. Airplane manutacturers were aware the
Aidr Corps stressed quality over price and also knew what competing com-
paniey were capable of producing. Consequently, Army air arm officials
feared a tirm that konew it had the best plane available would submit it at
a higher bid price than could be arrived at under the negotiated system.
Fikewise, a purely negotiated system attorded air officers latitude in dis-
tributing contracts m such a way as o keep a number of qualified
companies m business durig an cconomic decline. thus buillding a more
acceptable base for expanded production in time of national emergency.®

The Air Corps Act of 1926 covered aireraft procurement in detail,
but it was not completely clear on the competitive bidding versus negoti-
ated contract issue. Portions of Section 10 of the act specifically required
aircratt design competitions, bat they alvo authorized the Secretary of
War to negotiate with the owner of the winning design tor quantity pro-
duction. Or if a satisfactory price could not be agreed upon, the secretary
could aliow other manutacturers (o bid on the production contract. Sec-
tion 10(k) sanctioned the purchase of experimental aircraft and designs
without competition. Section 10(g) permitted the Air Corps to buy air-
craft existing at the time of the act, as well as subsequent modiiications of
those planes, through direct negotiations with the producers. Section 10(1)
authorized the seerctary to award competitive contracts 1o “the lowest
responsible bidder that can satistactorily pertform the work or service re-
quired (o the best advantage of the Government,™ and specitied that such
contracts were not reviewable except by the President and tederal courts.?

Air Corps ottficials realized it was Congress” intent in writing the 1926
law to foster competitive procurement. However, they continually ignored
this intent and selectively applied only those provisions allowing negoti-
ated contracts. Atter The Judge Advocare General ruled in 1927 that the
Alr Corps did not have to buy ity planes and equipment solely under the
provisions of the act, officers tarned to AR §5-240 when necessary 1o jus-
tify negotiated quantity purchases. Based on an older law, this directive
permitted procurement without competition if the articles desired were
made by only one manufacturer and had no counterpart available from
other sources. This allowed the Air Corps to bypass the undesirable pro-
cedure of awarding production contracts to the winners of paper design
competitions. Instead, it could buy experimental planes under
Section 10(k) of the Air Corps Act, test them, and then negotiate the
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purchase of numbers of the most successful model calling them test air-
craft under 10(k), or make a large quantity buy using AR 5-240,

The Judge Advocate General rendered an opinion in 1929 that quan-
tity procurement under Section 10(Kk) was illegal unless based upon com-
petitive bidding. Even so, he went on approving all coutracts based on
10(K) and AR 5240 down to 1934, Each purchase agreement also re-
ceived the approval of the Sceerctary of War and the responsible assistant
secretary.” An Air Corps staft officer warned Foulois in May 1932 after
reviewing the Air Corps™ methods of buving planes: *1 teel we are skating
on exceedingly thin ice insofar as procurement of aircratt in quantity by
negotiation is concerned.™ But the air chief believed in the correctness
and legality of the existing system and could see no reason to alter a
method that had War Department sanction.”

Over the vears singe 1926, the Army air arm developed an intricate
procurement procedure. Purchase action got under wav with a directive
issucd by the Chiet of the Air Corps. Based on the recommendations of
various Air Corps agencies, the directive told the Materiel Division in
general terms what the chiet desired to buy. The division would next make
studies on the proposed plane, draw up a document containing the air-
craft’s desired characteristics, and send copies to selected companies
Judged competent to produce the aircratt. Other firms could request this
information tfrom the division. Manutacturers were given a specified
length of time to submit drawings and specifications for the proposed
aircraft, atter which the Materiel Division would select the one or two
that scemed most likely to meet or exceed the performance characteristics.
With the approval ot the Chiet of the Air Corps, the Materiel Division
would ofter the winning company or companies a cooperative contract to
build an experimental model of the plane. In these joint ventures, the Air
Corps supplied certain equipment and material while the manufacturer
shouldered all other development costs. During the experimental aircratt’s
construction, the air arm would negotitate its purchase from the producer,
contingent upon the plane’s passing the Materiel Division's flight test.

Other companies were always free to build and submit their own test
planes. However, they would have to cover the full cost of the venture
and had no guarantee the Air Corps would buv them. If tunds were avail-
able atter the successtul completion of the flight-test phase, the Chief of
the Air Corps would convene the Procurement Planning Board, composed
of the OCAC and Materiel Division officers, to consider quantity pro-
duction and the numbers to be bought. With the approval of the Assistant
Secrctary of War, Materiel Division officials would negotiate a quantity
aircratt purchase, obligating tunds previously allocated for this purpose in
the Air Corps budget ®

Air Corps officials believed companies developing acceptable aircraft
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should be rewarded, but they also wanted to curb excessive profits. As
corporate earnings from military aviation business soared in the late
1920s, the Air Corps started to closely monitor the manufacturers’ fi-
nances. Beginning around 1930, Materiel Division officers audited pro-
ducers’ costs for the experimental models before negotiating the quantity
purchase contracts. Using the manufacturer’s expenses for the test plane
as a gpauge, they would wsually add an estimated fifteen percent profit.
This became the Air Corps offering price per plane. At the end of the
production run the Materiel Division would again scrutinize the manufac-
turer’s books. Excessive profits as well as losses incurred through no tfault
of the contractor, were noted and applied in adjusting later contracts with
the same firm. In one instance even betore the full implementation of the
audit svstem, Air Corps officers pressured Consolidated Aircraft Corpo-
ration into selling the Air Corps fifty $6,000 planes for Sl each to make
up for huge profits on 1927-28 contracts.”

Foulois and his assistants labored to preserve the health of the na-
tion™s aircraft industry but opposed dealing with companties that could not
build what they designed. With the concurrence of The Judge Advocate
General, the Air Corps kept an “approved list™ of manufacturers deemed
able 1o produce acceptable planes, engines, and aircraft accessories. From
the list the Materiel Division sought to establish two supply sources for
every type of equipment used by the air arm, thus maintaining a stronger
industrial base for wartime expansion. During these times when funds
were so searce that just one producer could be given a quantity contract
for a particular type of plane, the Air Corps tried to negotiate a contract
for an experimental aircraft of the same type with another manufacturer.
Foulois, however, gave short shrift to companies that could merely design
planes. He insisted that firms receiving Air Corps business have proper
engincering stafts, sound financial backing, and the expertise to turn their
paper designs into functioning aireraft,'”

In carly December 1933, the OCAC prepared to spend the $7.5 mil-
lion in PWA funds allocated tor aircraft procurement. The General Staff
and Chiet of the Air Corps tinally agreed to use the money to purchase
thirty attack planes, fortv-six bombers, and twentyv-four pursuit aircraft,
complete with radios and spare engines and parts. Since PWA money was
supposed to be used to promptly put people back to work and because the
Air Corps wanted to immediately buy planes for its understrength tactical
squadrons, Foulois and his staft decided to negotiate the purchase of ad-
ditional numbers of the best existing aircraft rather than go through the
lengthy procedure of first contracting for new experimental models. They
selected the Northrop, Glenn . Martin, and Boeing companies respec-
tively to build the desired attack, bombardment, and pursuit aircraft.'

Assistant Secretary of War Woodring prevented the Air Corps from
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completing the plan. He believed in competitive contracting and had ap-
parently been concerned for some time over the failure to fully comply
with the 1926 Air Corps Act. When word circulated in the autumn that
PWA funds would soon be made available, his office received a number
of complaints trom airplane manufacturers of unfair exclusion from gov-
crnment business. Most of the complainants were small operators without
the means or experience to build acceptable combat planes. However, on
December 7. Burdette S, Wright, a representative of Curtiss-Wright Cor-
poration (a large and reputable aircraft firm) visited Woodring and criti-
cized Air Corps procurement policies. He had carlier been to see Foulois
and Westover and asked how the PWA funds would be spent, but they
retfused to give him any intormation. Wright and other corporation offi-
cials thought Foulois was prejudiced against their firm, and was seeking
to deny it a share of the PWA pie. The Curtiss-Wright spokesmen proba-
bly mentioned this to Woodring during their talk. Charging Foulois with
bias was hardly justifiable, for in fiscal vears 1931 through 1933 Curtiss-
Wright had received over $12.6 million in Air Corps business. Wright's
comments nevertheless must have had some effect on Woodring, for on
the afternoon of December 7 the assistant secretary informed the OCAC
that no negotiations tor new aircraft would be undertaken until he,
Woodring, gave his personal approval. He instructed the OCAC 1o resub-
mit it~ purchase proposal o his office for further review.'”

On December 8, Woodring resolved not to approve the OCAC re-
quest to buy planes through negotiated contracts. He arranged a confer-
ence for December 21 with OCAC officials to establish a svstem of com-
petitive bidding tor the PWA fund expenditure. Generals Foulois,
Westover, and Brig. Gen, Henry C. Pratt from the Materiel Division at-
tended the conterence. They were not pleased with Woodring's stand, con-
tending that competitive bidding might mean accepting untested and infe-
rior planes. They asserted that the Air Corps should not be put in the
position of having to accept bids on planes not previously approved by
the Army. The assistant secretary explained he had no intention of forcing
the purchase of inferior aircratt but felt that competition would vield
lower prices. He gave Foulois three days to submit a plan by which the air
arm could procure satisfactory planes through competitive bidding. "

Foulois and several assistants met the next day with Lt. Col. James
K. Crain, Woodring's executive officer. Together they tried to comply with
the assistant secretary's directive. The Air Corps officials told Crain that
the three manutacturers formerly picked tor PWA-funded contracts each
produced a plance superior to others of its kind. If the performance speci-
fications of these aircraft were used in invitations to bids, it would ex-
clude other bidders. Similarly, it minimum <pecifications were watered
down to let more firms compete, and these firms came in with the lowest
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bids, the Air Corps might be forced to buy less advanced planes. Foulois
and Crain eventually agreed in the end that: the Air Corps would accept
bids only on airplanes already tested and approved by the Army; con-
tracts would be awarded under Section 10(1) of the Air Corps Act, which
gave weight (o performance as well as to price: and the interval between
the invitation for bids and their opening would be fifteen days. Woodring
approved this plan without delay.™

Over the next several davs, Materiel Division officers hammered out
the details of the bid invitations, This necessitated reducing speed, range,
and load specifications so that at least two companies could bid on each
tvpe of aircrafi. Since there were very few modern bombers, attack, and
pursuit planes which had previously been approved by the Air Corps,
these reductions were extensive, In one instance the planners had to re-
duce the required speed for pursuit planes from 230 miles-per-hour (the
original Air Corps standard) to 176.5 miles-per-hour. Although Woodring
did not personally decrease aireraft performance requirements, his order
on competitive bidding did exactly that. To broaden competition, Air
Corps ofticials recommended that bids also be accepted on planes previ-
ously tested and approved by the Navy., Woodring approved this change
along with an OCAC proposal to extend the time between invitations and
bid openings from fifteen to twenty davs. Foulois and his staft may not
have liked the change to competitive contracting, but they did their best to
forge a workable system under Woodring's directive, '

On January 3 the assistant secretary told the OCAC to proceed with
the expenditure of the $7.5 million in PWA money under the new procure-
ment procedure. On the same day Woodring approved the use of a por-
tion of the $3 million recently released from impounded fiscal 1934 Air
Corps procurement funds in negotiated contracts for experimental air-
craft.”” [(n both instances he was seeking to strictly comply with the Air
Corps Act of 1928

Under . authority {ot the act] certain expenimental purchases are made from

the designer ot a specific tvpe ot dircralt without competition. Such purchases

are tew in number, tosever, and procurement of airplanes in quantity will be

made under the provisions of sub-paragraph (1) o1 Section 10 of the Act

dfter competitive idding and evaluation ot the airplanes submitted.’

Prodded by the War Department to get PWA-funded procurement
under way, the Air Corps issued invitations for bids soon after getting the
go-ahead from Woodring. Harold L. Ickes, director of the PWA, was
threatening to abandon projects not yet begun, and the General Staff
passed this negative encouragement on to Foulois. The contractors re-
sponded with their bids by the January 25-26 deadlines. Air Corps offi-
cials weighed the merits of cach one and declared the three companies
originally selected for negotiated contracts the winners. Foulois recom-
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mended Woodring immediately award the contracts, but the assistant sec-
retary delaved. The House Military Affairs Committee was beginning a
probe into War Department procurement, a Woodring responsibility. Per-
sonally involved in the investigation and finding the committee particu-
larly interested in aircraft purchasing procedures, the assistant secretary
was not about to make a decision that might place him in jeopardy.'®

There were several reasons for fresh congressional interest in Air
Corps procurement policies during February 1934, A federal grand jury in
Washington was investigating charges of collusion in sales of surplus gov-
crnment property and purchases of PWA-funded motor vehicles. This
served to arouse suspicion on Capitol Hill of a wider range of War De-
partment procurement wrongdoing. Coupled with this were revelations in
carly February before the House Naval Affairs Committee that aircraft
manutfacturers had reaped huge profits on government contracts. Rear
Adm. Ernest J. King, Chiet of the Burcau of Acronautics, reported to the
committee that one tirm garnered a fitty-percent profit on a $10 million
plane order, and had maintained a thirtv-six-percent profit level for seven
vears.

On February 6, William E. Boeing, chairman of the board of United
Aireraft and Transport and tfounder of Boeing Airplane Company, admit-
ted to Senator Black’s special committee investigating air mail contracts
that his companies had made big profits selling airplanes and engines to
the Armyv and Navy. Boeing mentioned that they kept a six-man lobby of
ex-military ofticers in Washington to seck government contracts. At this
time, Congressman MeSwain was about to open hearings betore the Mili-
tary Aftairs Committee on his Air Corps autonomy bill and on the War
Department proposal to authorize additional planes to equip the GHQ
Air Foree. The disclosures of undue profits and hints of misconduct in-
duced him to add aircraft procurement to the committee’s agcnda.”

Opening hearings on February 8, the House Military Affairs Com-
mittee called Billy Mitchell as its first witness. The ex-general told the
congressmen the Air Corps was in terrible shape because aircraft com-
panies had regularly overcharged and wurned out inferior planes. With his
characteristic flare for the dramatic, he labeled the major producers
“profiteers™ and accused the past two administrations of letting them
“plunder the Treasury.”™ Mitchells unverified charges reinforced the views
of some congressmen and heightened the committee’s interest in exploring
Air Corps procurement practices.™

On the ninth, McSwain called Woodring and General Pratt to explain
both the profits made by Air Corps contractors and the Army air arm’s
procurement methods. Pratt admitted there were a few examples in past
vears where large profits had been realized on Air Corps contracts, but he
pointed out that the OCAC instituted recovery action as soon as such
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situations were uncovered. Pratt could feel secure as he spoke, since Air
Corps audits confirmed that no company realized more than sixteen-
percent profit during the past three fiscal vears. The Materiel Division
chief next explained the pre-December procurement methods employed by
the Air Corps. Apparently for the first time, the committee learned that
the Army aviators had been relyving exclusively on negotiated rather than
competitive contracts.

McSwain, a great proponent of competitive bidding, was aghast. He
asked Pratt on what authority the air arm had sidestepped the 1926 Air
Corps Act. The general replied as best he could, citing Army Regula-
tions $-240 and the benefits of negotiated contracts. Committee members
were not pleased with the Air Corps’ methods. Forsaking the pending
bills, McSwain announced the committee would proceed with an investi-
gation of Army aviation procurement.”! After confronting the congress-
men. Pratt was so concerned that he wrote Foulois: “In my opinion we
will never be able to submit to the Military Affairs Committee or anybody
else a study on this subject which will properly justify our belief in the
utilization of negotiated contracts.”>> His assessment as it related to the
Military Affairs Committee was correct.

Woodring's testimony simply reintforced MeSwain's decision to inves-
tigate further. A week or so before, rumors had circulated that the War
Department, in order to aid certain contractors, had altered Air Corps
specifications for aircraft to be purchased with PWA funds. When the
assistant secretary outlined the competitive bidding system being used to
expend the $7.5 million, the congressmen confronted him at once with
charges that the new procedure had resulted in reduced aireraft perform-
ance criteria. Representative William F. (Frank) James and Paul J. Kvale
argued that the War Department had imposed the reductions on the air
arm and asserted that this would lead to the purchase of inferior planes.
Some Air Corps supporters on the committee branded Woodring’s revised
purchasing system as one more instance of inept War Department control
of military aviation and wanted to examine the situation more deeply. The
assistant secretary denied any part in altering the specifications, but this
failed to soothe the committee.™

MacArthur had taken steps in late January to convince the Military
Affairs Committee that the General Staft was responsible for neither the
existing condition of Air Corps aircratt nor changes in airplane perform-
ance requirements, He told committee members:

Up to the present the General Staff has had nothing whatvoever to do
with the planes that have been purchased. This is a matter that has been en-
tirely in the hands of the Assistant Secretary of War for Aviation, acting with
the immediate advice of the Chief of the Air Corps, Under the arrangement as
now set up the General Staff still has nothing to do with the actual purchase
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of planes, this being a funcgon ot the Air Corps under the superyision of the
Ascivtant Secretary of War,*
He explained that atter abandonment of the post of Assistant Secretary
tor Air, the General Staft, with the advice of the Chief of the Air Corps,
had acted only to determine the numbers and types of planes purchased.
He maintained:

I up untid the time this new arrangement went into ettect, any errors and
mistiahes have been made wn the procurement of Armny aircratt, they can be
dttnibuted only to the air clements themselves, winee the General Statt has had
nothing to do with such questions.

Statements have recentds appeared in the press ot heen made over the
tadio that the General Statt has forced the purchase ot slower 1\pc~“(h.ln
those desired. Such statements are fatlacious and without toundation

The comments made by congressmen during Woodring’s February 9 testi-
mony show that MacArthur's statements fell short of convincing some
members of the Military Attairs Committee.

Testimony by Pratt, Woodring, and Foulois before the House Appro-
priations Commitice on February 14 furnished further clues to the Mili-
tary Aftairs Committee that all aspects of Air Corps procurement needed
thorough review. The Chiet of the Materiel Division again described the
procedures for purchasing atrcraft prior 1o December, this time going into
greater detatl. Woodring recounted the changes he had made, but during
the course of his testimony, commitiee members expanded on the ease
with which aircraft company executives had gained access to him for dis-
cussions. This aroused the suspicion that the procurement changes and the
accompanving lowering of specifications might have been meant to give
selected inferior manutacturers a chance to win contracts.” Foulois® testi-
mony fuecled this suspicion. His poorly worded answers to subcommittee
chairman Ross A. Collins' guestions left the impression that Woodring
was directly responsible for the specification changes:

Mre Cotlins: But betore bids were invited on these three types of planes, with

those particular accomplishments as et in late November as a minimum, a
change was made, was there not?

General Foulon: Yes, s
Mr Collins: Who made that change?

General Fouloms: The change was made by the Assistant Secretary of War,

M Collins: Nowowill vou give us a copy of the papers, whether specifications
or whatever they mayv be called, that listed performance, as they were origi-
naliy drafted i vour oftice, also the same information after thev were altered
m the offiwe of the Asastant Secretary of War?

General Fouloss: Yes, sir. We will give vou all the documents. . . .
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Three weeks later Foulois explained to a subcommittee of the Military
Aftairs Committee that when he said the Assistant Secretary of War made
the change he was referring only 1o the change in procurement procedure.
His answer of “ves, ~ir™ 1o the other question was simply to signify the
documents would be delivered as requested. For the time being, however,
Woodring was in trouble. Reports appeared in the press that he might
soon resign.

Testimony by two aireraft firm executives betore the Military Affairs
Committee added to the evidence that something was wrong with Air
Corps procurement practices. On February 9, Reuben H. Fleet, president
of Consolidated Aircratt Corporation, explained how the Army air arm
torced his company to produce fitty $6,000 planes for S1apicce as a result
of the Air Corps™ decision that his firm had made excess profits on past
business, To secure additional orders, Consolidated had allowed the Air
Corps 1o fin prices in subsequent contracts, and thereby had suffered a
net loss of $250,000.

James Vo Martn, president of Martin Aircraft Company of New Jer-
sey, appeared on February 13 and charged the Air Corps and major air-
craft corporations with collusion: “Every contract is let secretly and con-
clusively in violation of law: no independent manutacturer is present at
conferences where planes are purchased.” He claimed the companies re-
ceiving all of the business had paid agents in the Air Corps, but when
asked could not come up with any names.™ Martin was something of a
crank. Because his name and that of his company resembled those of
respected aircraft manutfacturer Glenn L. Martin and his firm, James
Martin's words often got more attention than they deserved. In fact, his
company had never produced anvthing of worth to military aviation. It
lacked engineering talent and had a poor record in aircraft design and
development. For these reasons, and Martins penchant tor backdoor pol-
itics In his quest tor contracts, the Air Corps wanted nothing to do with
him or his company.®' Yet Martin's timely testimony impressed the
Military Affairs Committee members.

The Air Corps” poor carly showing in the air mail venture was the
final link in the chain of events that caused the Military Affairs Commit-
tee to seek. and the House to grant permission for, an expanded investiga-
tion of Air Corps procurement. On February 20, after three crewmem-
bers had already died, McSwain's committee approved and sent on to the
full House a resolution, dratted by the chairman, cailing for the probe.™
As introduced on the floor, House Resolution 275 called tor a broadened
inquiry into other tacets of the War Department’s business dealings, but
Air Corps procurement remained the central issue. The resolution stated
the investigation was required because
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alleganons and charges ot g serious nature have been made relanse o profi-
teening i mthtary wireratt and aircratt engines purchased by the War Depart-
ment; the feasing ot public property by the War Department 1o private con-
vertis under terms and condinons alleged 1o be contrary to public interest:
protiteerimy i the putchase of War Department propertv: the awarding of
contracts without compentine bidding, and methods of purchase ot mihtary
arcratt under which the aircratt purchased s imtenior i pertormance to the
milary ancratt of other world powers, and 1o reguirements ot national de-

fense

During the ten dayvs between the introduction of the resolution and its
cventual passage, Congressman William N, Rogers™ Military Aviation
Subcommittee pursued the Military Atfairs Committee’s review of Air
Corps procurement. On February 19 the subcommittee ordered Woodring
to hold up the PWA-tfunded contracts and to furnish copies of all specifi-
cations and bids bearing on the intended purchases. Rogers told reporters
the Military Attairs Committee was not satistied that the methods used to
select contractors for the §7.8 million aircraft purchase ensured open,
competitive bidding as specitied in the 1926 Air Corps Act. He and his
subcommittee volleagues detinitely believed deeper probing would turn up
proof of coltusion in Air Corps contracting. On February 21 he called
upon the War Department (o supply the names of all Army aviators who
had left the service or were on leaves of absence and had taken jobs with
aireraft manutacturers, This “fishing trip™ produced nothing. Evidence of
corruption and gratt were illusive. Yet, Rogers claimed on February 24
that the Air Corps’ negotiated procurement svstem-——probably operated
by some individual or group for personal gain—was the culprit in the air
mail disasters.™

Other congressmen also linked the air arm’ poor showing in the mail
operation with cquipment and procurement deficiencies. During the
March 2 debate on House Resolution 275, they constantly spoke of this
relationship. The numerous deaths and crashes of the past weeks could
not be dismissed lightly, Some Air Corps supporters blamed bad weather
instead ot inadequate aircratt, but a large bipartisan majority felt there
was ample evidence to the contrary to warrant an investigation. The
House adopted the resolution and four days later appropriated ten thou-
sand dollars 1o finance the probe.™

The procurement portion of the investigation fell to Congressman
Rogers™ Military Aviation Subcommittee (the Military Affairs Commit-
tee’s Subcommittee Number 2). Public hearings began on March 7 with
Woaodring testifving again. The previous davs HWashingron Post had com-
mented on Foulois” badly framed answers to questions put to him on
February 14 by Congressman Collins, claiming that the Chief of th. Air
Corps said Woodring had lowered the initial performance specifications
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drawn up for the PWA-funded purchases in order to ensure competitive
bidding. A second article in the March 7 edition said Foulois told the
Appropriations Committee that Curtiss-Wright and Consolidated Aircraft
officials pressured the assistant secretary to alter the specifications. This
was an outright distortion of what the air chief had said, but it interested
members of the subcommittee nonetheless.™

Facing the subcommittee on the seventh of March, Woodring was
quizzed on Foulois® remarks. The assistant secretary was on the defensive,
but he patiently reviewed his earlier testimony, explaining that he had
changed the procurement procedure in order to make the Army air arm
comply with the [926 Air Corps Act. He again denied responsibility for
altering aircraft performance criteria. He assured the members he had no
desire 1o dictate technical considerations but only wanted to institute com-
petitive bidding procedures. He therefore allowed the Air Corps to stipu-
late that bids could only be submitted on planes already approved by the
Army and the Navy. Subcommittee members argued that this provision
nullified competitive bidding. Tryving to shift the congressmen’s displeas-
ure away from himself and toward the Air Corps, Woodring said that he
agreed but he had felt compelled to accept the stipulation because Army
aviation officers had insisted that without it they would be compelled to
buy unsate planes. He admitied he had erred in this decision and had not
gone far enough to enforce competitive bidding. The assistant secretary
further advised the members that The Judge Advocate General had just
ruled invalid the invitations for bids sent out in January because they did
not inform the competing firms of the relative weight given price and
performance in the evaluation process. Woodring said he concurred com-
pletelyv in The Judge Advocate General's findings. The anxious assistant
secretary was doing all in his power to place himself in the subcommittee’s
good graces.

When queried about the air chiet’s February 14 remarks, Woodring
produced a message he had just received from Foulois which branded The
Bushington Post articles of March 6 and 7 as complete distortions of
what he had really said. Apparently Foulois did not grasp the implications
ot his responses to Collins' questions until Thae Washington Post reported
on them weeks later. Why he waited until the day after the initial article
to explain the matter to Woodring is a mystery.?®

Subcommittee members were shocked by the Foulois memorandum.
They apparently were looking for a whipping boy on whom to heap the
blame for the Air Corps' reputed poor condition, and Woodring had been
their prime candidate. His testimony and the arrival of the message from
Foulois caused them to reevaluate their position. The Chief of the Air
Corps rapidly replaced the Assistant Secretary of War as their most likely
prospect. The congressmen adamantly believed competitive bidding under
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the 1926 act would secure the best possible aircraft. Foulois, as they
knew, was a leading proponent of negotiated contracts. It did not occur
to the members that the time constraints imposed by the PWA would
make it impossible to buy better guality planes with a competitive system
than through direct negotiations.

After Woodring read the memorandum to the congressmen, they
voted 1o sead a clerk to search out Foulois and bring him in for a full
explanation, Subcommittee members put the same construction on the air
chiet™s February 14 restimony as had The HWastungion Post. So when
Foulois entered the hearing room an hour later, Rogers treated him as if
he were @ defendant being cross-cxamined in a court of law. The chair-
man read Foulois™ disputed testimony back to him very slowly, He fol-
lowed with i battery of biting questions concerning why Foulois had spo-
hen as he did it he had not meant to imply Woodring was responsible for
specification changes. Foulois was noticeably shaken by this reception.
Somewhat i tigued by the strain of the air mail operation and the nu-
merous appearances before congressional committees over the past few
weeks, he explinned the misinterpretation of his previous testimony and
corroborated Woaodrings contention that the assistant secretary had not
changed the speatications. ™

Subcommitice members then attacked the Air Corps’ use of negoti-
ated contracts and its Tanuary competitive bidding procedure. Congress-
man EFdward W, Goss argued that The Judge Advocate General had ren-
dered opinions in the past branding negotiated quantity purchases illegal.
Foulois anerily retorted:

You have indicated that he savsatodleral Tam not certam ot that crery

contract we have ever siened has gone to the fudee Advocate General, and has

cottie back evally sathioent s that the interpretation that the Judge Advocate
)
Ceeneral, el s depally approsing these contradts!

The air chief said he was no lawver and theretore did not think it was his
place to question the Tudge Advocate General of the Army; as long as
those contracts were declared legally sutticient, and they came back ready
1o be put in ettect, 1 saw nothing wrong with them.™ This explanation
tailed 1o satisty the subcommittee members. They believed the Air Corps
had violated the law and wanted to make certain it did not happen
again.*!

In succeeding weeks the Military Aviation Subcommittee concen-
trated on the isue of negotiated versus competitive contracts. 1t could
find no cvidence of collusion in the Air Corps’ past procurement activi-
ties, soinits quest for an explanation tor the Army air arm’s purportedly
deficient equipment, the subcommittee blamed the Air Corps’ contracting
system. Committee members did not try to find out if the planes were in
truth interiorn, Having been authorized by the House to investigate charges
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of corruption, profiteering, and procurement practices that led to the buy-
ing of second-rate aircraft, the members apparently telt they had to estab-
lish some duplicity or wrongdoing. The Air Corps’ support for negotiated
contracting, still evident in January despite Woodring's call for competi-
tive bidding, was all that was available to them.

The subcommittee went into executive session the day following
Foulois™ appearance and held no turther open hearings. Rogers called rep-
resentatives of the aircraft industry 1o testify during March and April.
The major airplane manufacturers were nearly unanimous in their support
tor negotiated contracting. Even Thomas A, Morgan, president of
Curtiss-Wright, while complaining over what he considered an inequitable
share of Air Corps business, generally endorsed the Army air arm’s re-
cently superseded procurement system. However, Burdette Wright, one of
Morgan's business associates, told the subcommittee he believed the Air
Corps had structured its January competition as to exclude Curtiss-
Wright. He explained his company had the best attack plane available but
could not bid on it because of the stipulation that alt aircraft submitted
must have been previously tested and approved by the Army or Navy.
Morgan backed him up in this assertion. Spokesmen for Bocing and
Douglas testified in support of the Air Corps’ negotiated contracting pro-
cedure, but executives of some of the smaller firms claimed the Air Corps
used this procurement svstem to discriminate against them. Subcommittee
members agreed with the latter view

The probe of the Air Corps altered the attitudes of subcommittee
members who in the past had championed the air arm. Congressman Goss
told an Army and Navy Journal reporter in April:

The mihtars commurtee, vou know, has alwavs been very much pro-Air Corps,

Now, howeser, | beheve that any proposal tor a separate department, a sepa-

rate budget, o any other separation would have ne chance. Many of the mem-

bers who have been sitting i the Rogers subcommittee have completels turned

atound i the nmncx.'“
Rogers clarified this new outlook, saving that the Air Corps had violated
procurement law and giving the Army aviators more authority was hardly
the proper remedy. ™ Subcommittee members who had previously favored
MeSwain’s February 2 bill (H.R. 7601), to establish an autonomous air
arm and promote the Chief ot the Air Corps to licutenant general op-
posed the legislation and branded Foulois the chiet offender in the air
arm’s illegal procurement actions.

As the closed-door investigation continued. the Air Corps could not
spend the $7.5 million in PWA money or the $3 million in formerly with-
held fiscal 1934 aircraft procurement funds. Woodring asked The Judge
Advocate General on February 23 if the January invitations for bids were
legal. Maj. Gen. Arthur W. Brown responded on March & that the ad-
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vertisements did not afford adequate competition because they failed to
say how the Air Corps would judge the entries. He also reaffirmed a 1929
judgment that quantity procurement under Section 10(k) was illegal with-
out competitive bidding.

With Congress probing into Army aviation procurement, The Judge
Advocate General was being tar more caretul in evaluating the legality of
Air Corps purchase agreements. He undoubtedly did not want his office
caught up in the investigation. Woodring sent word to Foulois on
March 10 that all bids had been thrown out, and the Air Corps would
have to readvertise. He suggested that the new bids drop the requirement
that aircraft must have been previously approved by the Army or Navy,
make minimum specifications as general as possible, and specify the rela-
tive weights of performance and cost in the evaluation process. Air Corps
offtcers disliked these recommendations, for they had originally hoped to
design for the competition ground rules that would let them buy from the
manufacturers of the best planes available—the firms Foulois had imitially
designated for negotiated contracts. *?

To iron out differences on the new invitations for bids, the Assistant
Secretary conferred on March 15 and 17 with Air Corps and Judge Advo-
cate General officials. Westover and Pratt represented the air arm and
presented various plans. Pratt first tried to convince Woodring that he
should authorize negotiated contracts in order to obtain the best planes at
a reasonable price in the shortest time. Woodring refused. Another pro-
posal called for limiting competition 10 aircraft the Air Corps could in-
spect and test before the bids opened. Though mildly receptive to the
idea, Woodring pointed out this would rule out all planes not actually in
being. Fearing that the Rogers Subcommittee would spurn any plan not
open to every prospective bidder, he took no action. Foulois wrote him on
April 14 1o protest The Judge Advocate Generals decision that advertise-
ments must specity the weights used 1o determine contract winners. The
air chiet contended this requirement would erase the discretion extended
by Section 10(t) of the Air Corps Act of 1926, and reduce to a mathemat-
ical formula the decision on what planes to buy. Foulois said The Judge
Advocate Generals opinion was wrong and he wanted Woodring to disre-
gard it.*"

Rogers worked to release a preliminary report of his group’s findings
in carly April in order to clear the way for the expenditure of the procure-
ment tunds. The congressman submitted a draft proposal to the subcom-
mittee on April 3 praising Woodring's efforts to foster competitive bid-
ding and accusing Foulois and other Air Corps officers of violating the
law. Rogers based his condemnation of the aviators on The Judge Advo-
cate Generals March § opinion. Members of the subcommittee were
strongly in favor of endorsing competitive bidding and taking the Army

164




PROCUREMENT TROUBLES, 1933-1935

air arm to task for its past reliance on negotiated contracts. At first,
however, they were reluctant to sign a document wholeheartedly endorsing
Woodring while accusing Foulois and some ot his subordinates of miscon-
duct. The subcommittee eventually worked out its ditferences on the re-
port and informed Woodring on April 19 that he could proceed with air-
craft purchases so long as there was open competition for contracts.

Rogers recenved added ammunition for the interim report from
Comptroller General John R. MceCarl. The subcommittee chairman had
requested MeCarls opinion on the January advertisements for bids. The
Comptroller Generals May 2 reply condemned them as well as the Air
Corps' past practice of negotiating quantity purchase orders. He ex-
plained that the Army aviators had been able to get away with using the
illegal negotiated method because the 1926 Air Corps Act had withdrawn
aircratt purchases from his jurisdiction by vesting in the Secretary of War
the tinal approval authority on all airplane contracts. McCarl agreed with
The Judge Advocate General™s opinion on the invitations for bids sent out
four months previous, asserting they did not specity on what basis the
competing planes would be judged and therefore restricted competition. ™

Subcommitice Number 3% report, made public on May 7, held only
one surprise. It fixed full responsibility for the Air Corps' procurement
syvstem on Foulois;

Your subcommuttee finds unammously that every action tiahen in connec-

tron wath this $7.200,0000 allotment by Assastant Secretary of War Woodning

was deemed by him required and tudly yustitied, while the actions of the Chiet

ot the \nr Corps, Mager General Benganun D2 Fouloss, are my our opamion and

n the opmton ot the Tudee Advocate General of the Army and the Comptrol-

ter General of the Umited States i clear violation ot existing law
Foulois was the spokesman tor institutionalized Air Corps procurement
views rooted in the mid-1920s." By attacking him the subcommittee was
damining these sviews, It was patently untair to condemn only this one
individual, but it served the members' purpose. Their aim was to inform
the Air Corps and War Department that the subcommittee would condone
no further restriction of open and equitable competition in quantity air-
craft contracting. From now on, the Air Corps would have to rely on
competitive bidding as provided in the Air Corps Act of 1926.

The Air Corps still did not consider its past actions illegal, but it had
to bend to the subcommittee’s will, It did not matter that some members
of Congress openly advocated negotiated contracting as the best means of
procuring quality aircraft, or that the major producers liked this
method.™" Powcr to decide *he issue rested in the hands of the eight mem-
bers of Subcommittee Number 3, and they considered a competitive sys-
tem mandatory under the law.

[t was curious that while one congressional committee was taking the
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Air Corps to task for negotiated contracting, another committee was ex-
onerating the Navy’s use of the same system. The procurement provisions
of the Air Corps Act applied to both services, and the Navy had contin-
ually sidestepped the restrictions on guantity aircraft purchases much as
the Air Corps had. The House Naval Affairs Committee began hearings
on aircratt profiteering in late January, and Navy officials immediately
revealed to committee members that they tavored and were using negoti-
ated contracts. Admiral King said the Navy opposed competitive bidding
on quantity buys. It relied instead on agreements with firms that had
created test models of planes the sea service desired. This “sole source™
buying of a specific piece of equipment was nearly identical to the Air
Corps’ methods. ™

After listening to many witnesses in open session, the committee re-
ported in March that “the policy pursued by the Navy Department since
the adoption of the Aircraft Procurement Act of 1926, is a practical and
prudent one, and should be followed until a better plan is proposed.” The
committee was favorably disposed toward competitive contracting but rec-
ognized “negotiated contracts are necessary until the aeronautical art be-
comes more stabilized.”™** The divergent opinions of Subcommittee Num-
ber 3 of the Military Affairs Committee and the Naval Affairs
Committee showed that the question of the legality of negotiated pur-
chases was a relative one.™

The Navy went ahead and spent its $7.5 million in PWA aircraft
funds through negotiated contracts. But by summer, at the Comptroller
General's insistence, 11 too was torced to adopt competitive bidding. The
Secretary of the Navy wanted new legislation clearly authorizing negoti-
ated quantity aircraft purchases. Until it could be passed, however, he
ordered the Navy to use open competition. Like the Army air arm, the
Navy wanted to keep the old negotiated system.

Once the Rogers subcommittee permitted the Air Corps to proceed
with aircraft procurement, the OCAC swiftly set up a system reasonably
acceptable 1o all concerned. New advertisements explained that bids
would be evaluated solely on performance characteristics (with no consid-
eration given to price) and spelled out minimum desirable performance
criteria. In addition, all competitors were required to submit a sample
airplanc. The assistant secretary had convinced Subcommittee Number 3
that the sample was necessary to limit bidding to bona fide manufac-
turers. Since the expenditure of PWA funds had to be expedited, the
May 4 advertisement for new bombers stipulated that bids would be
opened one month later. Woodring knew this tight deadline narrowed
competition to firms with planes in being, but he agreed this was neces-
sary in order to obtain aircraft meceting the Air Corps' needs without
undue delay. However, he directed the Air Corps to advertise for planes to

166




PROCUREMENT TROUBLES, 1933-1935

be bought with fiscal vear 1935 and 1936 funds far enough in advance so
manufacturers would have time to design and build their entries before
bids were opened. ™

With War Department approval the OCAC did not buy any pursuit
planes with the PWA money, applying the entire $7.5 million to bombers
and attack atrcraft. When bids for bombardment planes were opened in
June, the Air Corps announced that the Glenn L. Martin Company (its
original choice) was the only firm to submit a proposal. Consequently, it
received the contract. The Materiel Division sent out a call on May 28 for
bids on attack aircraft: these were opened on October 9. On the basis of
the Materiel Divisions evaluation, Woodring awarded the contract to the
Northrop Corporation (another of the three companies with which the Air
Corps had sought to negotiate in December).™

Subcommittee No. 3 continued the Air Corps probe bevond May,
but took no further action on the procurement issue apart from passing
on the acceptability of the advertisements for bomber and attack planes.
Instead, the subcommiittee turned its attention to Foulois and his sup-
posed misdeeds. Rogers released an additional report of findings in mid-
June which spoke of the air arm’s procurement law violations only in so
far as they contributed 1o the subcommittee’s case against the air chief ™

In late May 1934 Comptroller General McCarl replaced Subcommit-
tee No. 3 as the major antagonist to Air Corps procurement policy. He
wrote Secretary of War Dern that an Air Corps contract with the Boeing
Corporation for 111 P-26A aircraft, signed January 11, 1933, was illegal.
A« a result he would allow no further charges against appropriated funds
to complete the purchase until the War Department had made a full re-
port to his office. Apparently the political climate prompted McCarl to
take action on this old contract. The agreement with Boeing had been
made under AR §-240 rather than the Air Corps Act, thus preserving the
Comptroller General™s reviewing authority. Finally recognizing this fact,
McCarl was now exercising that authority. The Air Corps had originally
purchased a few of the P-26s for test purposes under section 10(k) of the
1926 act and then placed the quantity order on the basis of Boeing being
the sole manufacturer of a specific item that was not procurable from
other sources. Woodring, who did not favor the Air Corps® past methods
but thought they were legal, wrote to McCarl in July describing the proce-
dure used by the air arm and claiming there was nothing improper about
the contract. McCarl replied two weeks later asserting that competitive
contracting would be strictly applied in all aircraft contracting. He
refused 10 exempt the P-26 purchase from this requirement.®

Woodring then consulted The Judge Advocate General for an opin-
ion. General Brown replied in November that the Air Corps’ actions un-
der AR §-240 were legal but reccommended the assistant secretary seck the
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The P26 which fiqared i some

of Foulois™ procurement trouble This arcrate
represented a major bregh throggh n hahter ancratt design It marked the tstonc
Change from o wood and fabioe to an an metal monoplane fighter
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view of the Attorney General. Brown thought it unnecessary and absurd
for the War Department to advertise tor bids when seeking to purchase an
ttem produced by only one supplier. At Dern' request Attorney General
Homer S. Cummings rendered an opinion on January 12, 1935, Cum-
mings wrote that competition tor quantity purchases was required unless
there was a need tor immediate delivery or in cases in which competitive
bidding was impossible or impractical. This supported the War Depart-
ment position and caused the Comptroller General to reverse his stand on
the use of tunds for the 1933 contract.™

McCarl also protested the procedure used to purchase aircraft with
PWA funds. He wrote Dern in October objecting to the requirement that
competitors submit aircraft along with their bids. He claimed the stipula-
tion discriminated against companies not haviig models in production
and was theretore illegal. After an extensive exchange of correspondence
between December 1934 and February 1935, the Comptroller General
dropped his objections. Two actions prompted this change of heart:
Dern™ assurance that future advertisements would provide ample time for
all interested companies to construct a plane and Congressman McSwain’s
plea to MeCarl to allow the purchases to proceed.”

The Rogers subcommitice had contended that competitive bidding
was the single way to ensure the Air Corps would get the highest quality
aircraft. Two other investigative bodies disagreed. The Baker Board had
been appointed in 1934 by the Secretary of War to examine the condition
of the Air Corps and its performance in the air mail operation. The Fed-
cral Aviation Commission had been created by the Air Mail Act of
June 12, 1934, to investigate all facets of American aviation. Both bodies
concluded that negotiated guantity purchases were needed. The Baker
Board report, released in July, stated that “we are unanimously of the
opinion that it existing law does not authorize procurement by negotiated
contracts, in the discretion of the Secretary of War, immediate efforts
should be made to secure aimendments giving that authorit_\'."“z The Fed-
cral Aviation Commission’s report of January 1935 endorsed negotiated
contracting even more strongly: *We fird it impossible to accept the nor-
mal process of competitive bidding and award to the low bidder as being
caleulated to give the government the best value for its money.” The com-
mission recommended that the armed services be given the power to buy
the best aircraft available directly from its originator. The report asserted
that the 1926 law, as it concerned competitive bidding, was presently be-
ing too strictly enforced.®* Roosevelt, however, agreed with the construc-
tion placed on the act by the Rogers Subcommittee and wanted no
changes instituted that would reduce competition.™

Woodring was pleased with the results of the competitive system dur-
ing fiscal vears 1925-36, but the Air Corps was never completely satisfied.
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The assistant secretary credited the new bidding procedure with great ad-
vances in aircraft design and performance—assertions very hard 10 prove
or disprove. Air officers still liked the old negotiated system which al-
lowed them the latitude 1o force a contractor to modify his test aircraft to
make production models more acceptable to A Corps needs, and to
more closely control price. They were unhappy with the long leadtimes
imposed on quantity purchase< under the new system, for this reduced the
number of new planes immediately entering the inventory to offset large
attrition losses. Further, air officers scorned the requirement to write
lengthy justifications for every contract awarded to counter the protests
of the losing competitors. Yet for the time being the Air Corps was stuck
with competitive quantity procurement; Foulois and his subordinates
worked to make the best of the situation.*
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CHAPTER VII

THE CHIEF IN
TROUBLE, 1934-1935

Subcommittee No. 36 animosity toward General Foulois in the spring
of 1934 had its origins in the Air Corps’ purported use of illegal procure-
ment methods, but as the Rogers Subcommittee continued its probe it
reached the conclusion the Chief of the Air Corps was guilty of far more
than simply negotiating contracts. Foulois® ill-conceived testimony impli-
cating Woodring as the initiator of specification changes and the air
chief’s later denial that he had intended to give such an impression caused
the subcommittee to suspect the general's credibility. Foulois' assurances
to committee members on March 1 that the Air Corps was well fitted to
handle the air mail job.' coupled with renewed accidents and deaths one
week later, fed this wuspicion. Committee members reasoned the air chief
was intentionally tryving to mislead Congress and decided to look for addi-
tional evidence in his February 1 tesiimony before the House Military
Affairs Committec on the War Department's GHQ Air Forcee aircraft bill,

Foulois had appeared on that date at the short-notice request of
Chairman McSwain and had emploved his traditional approach of cam-
paigning for increased Air Corps autonomy by damning General Staff
control of military aviation. Just as in 1919 and in the early 1920s, the air
chiet lashed out, freely mixing opinion with fact. The committee was in
executive session when he arrived, and McSwain encouraged him to speak
his mind, telling Foulois: “This testimony which is being taken will be for
our information only. It will not be printed. We want to assure vou that
so far as lies within the power of this committee, you arc 1o be absolutely
protected in what vou say.” The air chief, pleased that his remarks would
not go bevond the committee and the War Department, cautioned his lis-
teners that “any statements [ make here are my own personal opinion.”
He then proceeded to criticize the General Staff on a number of specific
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issues.”

Foulois® open hostility toward the War Department had two immedi-
ate causes. The first of these was his bitterness over the General Staff’s
exclusion ot his office from the planning of the aircraft procurement pro-
ject sent to the PWA in 1933, Contrary to normal practice, the General
Staft had allowed the Air Corps almost no voice in arriving at the num-
bers and tvpes of planes to be purchased with PWA funds. Once the War
Plans Division finished its many revisions in carly June, the Assistant
Chiet of Staff, G-4, took over completely, even testifying before the PWA
on behalt of the desired allocation. The OCAC was allowed to suggest the
numbers of attack, bombardment, and pursuit planes 10 be purchased
with the meager $7.5 million ¢ventually tfurnished by the PWA, but only
after the General Statt had barred all other airplane tyvpes from the buy.
The War Department, however, still had the final say on aireraft num-
bers.’

The second and more immediate cause of his seething hostility was
the War Department’s wording ot its February 1 bill 10 {ill out the GHQ
Air Force. Two davs before, MacArthur had called Foulois in to work
with Drum on a legislative proposal to keep the existing 18:10 ratio in
Army and Navy aircraft.* The bill they came up with made no mention of
an exact number of planes. It did specity that enough be bought to equip
the GHQ Air Force. together with a twenty-five-percent reserve and such
other planes as were necessary tor national defense. The proposal pro-
vided: “That this program shall be carried out in such annual increments
as will preserve the air ratio between Army and Navy aviation.”™" MacAr-
thur approved the draft and told Foulois to present it informally to Con-
gressman McSwain, which he did on the evening of January 30. The next
night the Chiet of Staft called the air chiet in again, and showed him a
second bill that said nothing about maintaining the Army-Navy ratio.
This one had been written by the General Statt's legislative branch and
was the proposal MeSwain introduced on February 1 at War Department
request (H.R. 7553). Foulois was nettled that he had not been consulted
on the second bill. Although apparently not revealing his anger to MacAr-
thur, he stood ready 1o attack. His targets were the shortcomings of the
bill and General Staff duplicity in substituting it for the lanuary 30
dratt.”

Warmed by MeSwains encouragement on February 1, the Chief of
the Air Corps tald of the air arm’s efforts to build up military aviation
over the past twenty vears. In his view, “the main obstacle—the main
blocking clement—in the War Department has been the War Department
General Staff.”” He singled out the Drum Board report as the only step
taken by the General Staft in the previous two decades to strengthen the
air component, Foulois made it clear he was not attacking the integrity of
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War Department statt otticers, only their ignorance of military aviation.
Such individuals, he said, should not be in control of zirpower develop-
ment. The air chietf denounced the War Department’s bill for its vague-
ness, and related how the General staff had bypassed his office when
writing it. He recounted a conversation he had with an unnamed General
Statt ofticer a tew hours betore coming to the hearing room. The officer
told him that the War Department had deleted the ratio provision on pur-
pose, setting an upper rather than a lower limit on the number of aircraft
to deliberately make the bill fuszyv. He then asked angrily: “Who are they
trving to tool? You? Me? Or someone else?” He asserted that, with only
an upper limit, the General Staft would be free to buy as many or as few
planes as it wanted. He did not say so at the time, but Foulois also teared
the bill allowed only a total of two thousand aircraft rather than an addi-
tion of two thousand to the planes on hand. He brought out this point in
corrections to his testimony which he sent to the committee a short time
later.” The air chief was not alone in interpreting the poorly punctuated
legislative proposal in this way, for The New York Times expressed it in
those terms on February 2.°

The Chiet of the Air Corps ardently campaigned tor autonomy be-
fore MeSwain's committee. Faulting the General Staft as slow and unre-
sponsise to aviation needs, he argued for a separate budget and promo-
tion list for the Air Corps. He recounted tor the committee how his office
was ignored in PWA project planning and pointed out that this would
never have happened had there been an Assistant Secretary for Air
Foulois also deplored the arrangement that gave other segments of the
Army control of the pay for Reserve officers on extended active duty with
the Air Corps, and of ammunition, weapons, and radio equipment pro-
curement. He complained that others controlled these Air Corps resources
vet he was held responsible tor the outcome:

1s the Chiet of the A Corps that has the responatiliny tor bulding up

the A Corpy and he s not allowed 1o make recommendations, orat he does

ke recommendations, no attenton s pard to e, he s never calied in to

detend the requests tor amounts of mones. aither betore the Budget Director

or betare Congress: Yer when the money s altorted, s usually allotied re-

vardless of his own recommendations, and i the end he s harnessed with a

responsibility 1o eet the thing Jdone Y
Foulois, a poor extemporancous speaker, must have known that this state-
ment could be taken to mean he was forbidden to speak in support of the
Air Corps” direct appropriations—which in fact he was not. In the cor-
rected version of his testimony he amended the passage to read: “He is
never called i to defend. before the Director of Budget, or before Con-
gress, funds estimated for by other branches for Air Corps purposes.™'

While deenung the Drum Board report a positive step. the air chief
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said:
Fhere are a lot of things in there that 1 disagreed with: there are o o of

thies an there that 1agreed with an the ainterese ot harmony, and abso o the

tact that tive members of that board —and | was otten the mnnonty member

on fors ot thines that had o happen and that were discusaed

there were a preat many things that § was voted down on i handling the

pathiamientarny procedure o working up that report
This, like many of Foulois® other comments that day, was imprecise. He
had not meant to leave the impression that he disagreed with the workings
of the board or its report, but that is exactly what he had done.'”

I'he Chiet of the Air Corps™ hastily conceived testimony of Febru-
ary ) was replete with generalizations and personal opinions. His remarks
would become a wellspring of trouble for him when Subcommittee Num-
ber 2ok time to cheek them against other sources, and against the gen-
cral’s own written corrections furnished the Military Affairs Committee.
Foulos did not knowingly lie to the committee. He simply clung 1o his
approach of vears standing, stating the case against the General Statt in
the voorst possible terms, In doing so, he handed the Rogers Subcommit-
tee ruore alleged evidence to prove he was seeking o mislead Congress.

Betore making a detailed check of his February 1otestimony, Sub-
committee Number ¥ found other information pointing to Foulois’ mis-
conduct. Durning his March T appearance betore the Rogers Subcommit-
tee, the air chiet, in ceffect, admitted he had knowingly broken
procurement law. When Congressman Goss accused him ot violating
Army regulations requiring competitive buving with the Jfanuary 1934 1n-
vitations tor bids, Foulois responded testiby and without much tore-
thought: = That iy perfectly all right. | have overlooked the Army regula-
tions and broken them hundreds of times in the interest of the
Gosernment, and T will break them again.”' This statement did not cause
a stir at the time, tor the subcommittee had not vet decided to build a
case against the air chief. Once the members did make that decision, the
reply became one more picce of convenient supporting evidence.

Assertions by Curtiss-Wright exccutives in April before the subcom-
mittee attorded evidence that Foulois had acted unethically. Thomas A.
Morgan charged the Chief of the Air Corps with prejudice against
Curtiss-Wright, and with keeping Air Corps business away tfrom the Cur-
tiss Company (the aireraft manufacturing portion of the corporation): 1
think the record will show that Curtiss has not received an order for
planes from the Air Corps in about three vears, except when it went over
General Foulois® head.”™ As previously mentioned, Burdette S, Wright of
Curtiss-Wright claimed that Army aviators had purposely written the Jan-
uary bid invitations tor the PWA-funded aircratt purchase to exclude the
corporation from competition. "
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THE CHIEF IN TROUBLE, 1934-1935

When the subcommittee wrote its interim report in May, it was not
vet ready to press tor a full indictment of Foulois. 1t charged him only
with responsibility for the Air Corps® use of allegedly illegal procurement
procedures to buy planes with PWA funds. The report’s findings were
actually ridiculous. While praising the actions of Woodring, the man who
had approved the use of the January invitations, the subcommittee con-
demned his military functionary who had to carry out the procedure. No
doubt the members looked upon Foulois and his staft as the chief archi-
tects of the advertisements, but they overlooked completely the part
played by the assistant secretary’s office or by Woodring himself. In at-
tacking Foulois, the subcommittee was striking at the Air Corps’ deep
beliet in the worth of negotiated contracts. However, the vigor with which
the May report damned the air chief suggested that the eight subcommit-
tee members had, by this time, convinced themselves that Foulois was
guilty of much more than just leading an organization that wholly em-
braced negotiated contracting.

Quite naturally, Foulois was angered by the May 7 report. A few
dayxs later, he struck back in a public statement proclaiming his innocence.
He explained that the planes he had originally recommended for negoti-
ated purchase were “the best known models in existence.” In opting for
negotiation, he was following a procedure used by the Air Corps for
many vears, which “has always been approved by higher authority.”” The
statement recounted how Air Corps personnel had cooperated with the
assistant secretary, once he had chosen competitive bidding for the PWA-
funded purchase. It pointed out that Woodring had praised the way the
Army air arm had carried out his directive to institute competition.
Foulois concluded:

The smplication ot the press reports of the subcommittee findings is that

the A Corps otticers drew up these circular proposals in a manner known by

them to be dlegal. Thiv s erroneous and wholly unfair to me and the other

otticers of the Nt Corps who participated in this lranxaclinn.“

This plea did not dissuade the Rogers Subcommittee. It went ahead
with its investigation of Foulois, rechecking the air chiefs February 1 tes-
timony by calling senior Army officers to comment on his remarks, and
by contrasting them with Foulois® edited version. The Chief of the Air
Corps had written, expanded, and corrected his statement, for McSwain
had told him this was perfectly permissible. The revision changed nothing
of substance. Foulois merely modified some of his ambiguous comments
to clarify them and qualified the harsher words and phrases used to de-
scribe the General Staff's alleged ineptness in handling military aviation.
Notwithstanding, the subcommittee pounced on the revision as positive
proof the air chief was deliberately trying to mislead members of Con-
gress. '
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In May and early June, Rogers summoned the four generals who had
recently served with Foulois on the Drum board—Kilbourne, Gulick, Si-
monds, and Drum. They were 10 testify on the accuracy of the air chief’s
February 1 remarks and on his fitness to serve as Chief of the Air Corps.
From the nature of the questions put to these officers, it was clear the
subcommittee members had already reached a verdict on both issues. For
their part, the generals were predisposed to portray Foulois in rather neg-
ative terms. The pioneer aviator had openly advocated autonomy for the
Air Corps just at the time McSwain was fomenting concern in the War
Department with his bill to achieve this change. Further, Foulois had spo-
ken ill of the General Staff before Congress and had put the War Depart-
ment on the spot by failing to deliver on his assurances 1o postal officials
that the Air Corps could adequately handle domestic air mail service. For
these reasons and because of his past clashes with General Staff members
and his unyielding advocacy of Air Corps interests over those of the rest
of the Army, the four generals presented testimony most uncomplimen-
tary to Foulois."”

Simonds, Kilbourne, and Gulick appeared together before the sub-
committee. Rogers set the tempo of the proceedings by reading excerpts
from Foulois® February 1 testimony and asking the three officers to com-
ment. With encouragement from subcommitiee members, Simonds as-
serted there was no basis in fact for the air chief’s charges that General
Staff officers knew nothing about military aviation and were unresponsive
to Air Corps needs. Kilbourne voiced a like view. All three men were
shocked when told that Foulois said he had been hampered by parliamen-
tary proceuure during the Drum Board deliberations. Parliamentary pro-
cedure had not been used. Foulois had worked harmoniously within the

s group, disagreeing merely on a few minor points. They also denied that
the War Department’s bill, introduced on February 1, had been designed
to “fool anvone.”

. Twisting the air chief’s testimony, Congressman James told Gulick
that Foulois had contended he was never called upon to defend Air Corps
estimates before the Bureau of the Budget. Gulick commented that this
was “absolutely without foundation.” Committee members next asked
Kilbourne to assess Foulois based on the air chief’s February 1 remarks.
The Chief of the War Plans Division replied: “For a man to come up here
and make such statements as he has made 1o you, which are easily capable
of being refuted, it looks like he is crazy.” Kilbourne volunteered that
Foulois had been very uncooperative with the General Staff and was often ‘
not around when important matters needed his coordination.'® Without .
saying so, the three witnesses probably conveyed the impression that i
Foulois was unfit to continue as Chief of the Air Corps. |

General Drum's testimony on June S corroborated that of Simonds,
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Gulick, and Kilbourne. The Deputy Chief of Staff countered Foulois’
charge that the General Staft was the greatest obstacle to the advancement
of military aviation: “My opinion is that the War Department General
Staft has exerted special efforts to build up the Air Corps from the period
of the war to the present . . . | believe there had been preferential treat-
ment given to the Air Corps, nightly, and should have been.” He branded
the air chief™s comments on the General Staff “an inaccurate statement . .
. fwhich} does not represent the actual conditions.” Congressman Joseph
Lister Hill led the witness to exclaim that Foulois had been given every
chance 1o make his views known on Air Corps-related procurement of
such items as radios and armament, managed by other segments of the
Army. Drum did not mention that the air chief was never invited to speak
in support of appropriations for these items before the Bureau of the
Budget and Congress.

The Deputy Chief of Staft produced a letter from the War depart-
ment budget office, indicating Foulois was actively involved in planning
and defending his own budget. This, however, was irrelevant, for the
Chiet of the Air Corps had never made claims (o the contrary, save in the
case of the PWA aircraft project from which he was in fact excluded.
When asked why Foulois had given inaccurate information to the House
Military Attairs Committee or February 1, Drum offered that the air
chief was acting under the “conception that Congress could be persuaded
to bring about . . . a s¢paration of the Air Corps by leading them to
believe that the Air Corps was hamstrung and blocked by officials of the
War Department.” The Deputy Chief of Staff wound up his testimony
with a wholly unfavorable appraisal of Foulois:

My personal opinion s that be s not a it officer to be Chiet of the Air
Corpsand Feome to that opmion not only in view of these misrepresentations
that have been presented 1o me, but from the date of affairs in the Air
Corps. The management of the A Corps, in my mind, has demonstrated
that hie v not fa b Y
The subcommittee now had the opinions of four high-ranking officers
with which to refute Foulois® February  opinions.

The question remains: Why did the subcommittee single out Foulois
and build an extensive case against him? There were probably three chief
motivating factors. First, the subcommittee wanted 10 find some guilty
party to justity the undertaking of the procurement investigation. Second,
there was its Tirm conviction that negotiated contracts were iflegal. And
finally there was the embarrassment felt by some of the members who,
believing the Chief of the Air Corps’ assurances that the air arm coufd
carry the air mail. had made statements to that effect on the House floor.
Several of Foulois’ actions made him a sitting duck for the eager
congressien—advocacy of negotiated contracts: blunders in testimony
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Appropriations Committee on February 14, and Subcommittee Num-
ber 3 on March 7; and overoptimistic assurances regarding the Air
Corps’ abilities in the air mail operation.

Subcommittee members needed to find a guilty party. They began
their probe with charges of corruption in aircraft procurement swirling in
the press, and they realized they must uncover someone responsible for
the Air Corps’ alleged poor condition. lavestigations that turned up no
i misdeeds soon lose the publicity on which politicians flourish. When the
' members of Subcommittee Number 3 could find no collusion in aircraft
procurement, they shifted to the system the Air Corps used to buy planes.

But blaming the system for the air arm’s plight was no substitute for a
i guilty party. So Subcommittee Number 3 resolved that Foulois, by virtue
of his position as the leading advocate of the unacceptable practice of

negotiating contracts, would be its candidate.

Members of the Rogers Subcommittee were convinced that negotiated
aircraft contracts were illegal and resulted in the purchase of poor quality
planes. They were shocked to learn that the Air Corps used this unaccept-
able procedure and that Foulois championed it. Congressman Paul J.
Kvale of Minnesota claimed the procurement issue chilled his former
warm regard for the air chief: *The reason for the change of opinion was
solely in connection with the PW.A. $7,500,000 airplane procurement
program where it was developed that the General had been disregarding
the Air Corps Act of 1926."* Other members apparently felt the same
way, but this in itself was not enough to trigger an inquiry into other
possible wrongdoings by the Chief of the Air Corps.

It was Foulois® unfulfilled assurances on the air mail issue that led
the subcommittee to delve deeper into his activities. He had told the mem-
bers on March 1 that the Air Corps was properly trained and equipped to
carry the mail. Based upon these words, Congressmen Rogers and Hill
had defended the Army aviators against charges to the contrary on the
House floor. On the day after Foulois® appearance, Hill told the members

- of Congress:
The reason we had these deaths, gentlemen, was not due to any lack of
cquipment, was not due to any lack of training, but because the pilots ran

into that unusual, that extraordinary, cruel weather we had during those
nights.

k.
! before the House Military Affairs Committee on February 1, the House

I want to sav, further, that all this talk we have heard on the floor of the
House about tegalized murder is a tot of pohitical c\aptrap.:'
As the accidents continued, subcommittee members who had defended the
Air Corps were left out on a limb. They easily concluded that Foulois had
purposely lied to them about Air Corps capabilities. Angry over being
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made to look foolish and keen to find a scapegoat for the persisting air
mail debacle, Foulois was the obvious choice.

Evidently the air chief had given the subcommittee members some
grossly inaccurate data on March 1. Hill reported Foulois told him that
all pilots flying the air mail had a minimum of three years of active duty.
According to Rogers, the Chief of the Air Corps said under oath that
Army pilots carrying the mai! averaged fifty to sixty hours of night-flying
experience. The subcommittee checked the statistics on those pilots who
had died during the mail operation and found that the overwhelming ma-
jority of them had fewer night-flying hours than Foulois had claimed.®
Unhappy over being deceived, the members screened the air chief’s Febru-
ary | testimony for more lies. Once the process started, the subcommittee
latched onto every inconsistency, every biased opinion and overgeneraliza-
tion, and even the fact that Foulois had revised his testimony, as conclu-
sive proof he was seeking to mislead Congress.

Concern over the air chief’s deceptiveness, rather than his entangle-
ment in negotiated contracting, became the driving force behind the con-
tinued investigation. Subcommittee members who had previously sup-
ported Foulois and his hopes for air arm autonomy turned against this
individual whom they believed had practiced illegal procurement proce-
dures. and lied to them about the Air Corps® abilities and General Staff
treatment.”’ Congressman Kvale explained the change in the committee’s
perception:

General Foulois gave the [Miditary Affairs] committee the impression that
the General Statt and everyvbody outside of the Air Corps were doing every-
thing possible 1o imure the Air Corps.
We started out to investigate the General Staff and Mr. Woodring to tind
out why they had compelled General Foulois to purchase planes thirty to fifty
miles slower. 1 started out very strongly prejudiced against the Chief of Staff
and the General Staft and Mr. Woodring, figuring they had compelied him to
purchase planes thirey to fitty miles slower. After a few davs 1 came to the
conclusion that we were investigating the wrong people; that General Foulois
had lied 1o us—dehiberately lied to us”
Congressman Rogers put it this way: *General Foulois has had a splendid
record, a long record as a soldier of distinction. Every man on that com-
mittee was his friend until he came before us and lied and perjured him-
self time and time again."**

Subcommittee Number 3 issued a report of its findings on June 185,
charging Foulois with procurement violations, deliberately seeking to de-
ceive and mislead Congress, and mismanagement and inefficiency in the
air mail operation. The report accused the air chief of “deliberate, willful.
and intentional violations™ of procurement law. As evidence to support
this charge, it quoted Foulois® comment that he had broken Army regula-
tions in the past and would do so again.”® This was an utterly unjust
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statement of the air chief’s position. Neither Foulois nor his subordinates
believed they were doing anything illegal, and the subcommittee’s conten-
tion that negotiated quantity purchases violated the law was very much
opent to question. The report refrained from mentioning that in certain
cases AR 5-240 permitted purchases without competitive bidding, or that
The Judge Advocate General had cleared all contracts before they went
into effect. Likewise, it made no comment on the House Naval Affairs
Committee’s views on the 1926 act or on Woodring’s assertion before Sub-
committee Number 3 on June [4 that he did not think the Air Corps had
broken the law with its past practices. In summary, this section of the
report presented a weak case against Foulois.™

The report marshaled slightly better evidence to support the charge
that the Chiet of the Air Corps had sought 1o deceive and mislead, but
even here the subcommittee could not prove intent. To document their
case, the members placed portions of Foulois® February 1 testimony
alongside his later corrections. This paralleling proved the air chief had
subsequently sottened much of the belligerent language used 1o describe
how unsuitable General Staff control was.* Still, as General Simonds
pointed out months later, both columns of testimony conveved *the same
general impression.”™ Foulois had not changed the substance of the re-
marks, so the comparison was meaningless.

The opinionated, overgeneralized, and poorly worded comments
made by Foulois on February | were far more useful to the subcommit-
tee’s case. The report specifically mentioned his ¢laim that he had no con-
trol over Air Corps-related items administered by other War Department
agencies. Using portions of Drum’ June § testimony and copies of Gen-
eral Staft correspondence, the report showed that Foulois was afforded
ample opportunity to make recommendations on these items. Evidence in
the report verified that the Chief of the Air Corps was responsible for
formulating his own budget request and defending it before the Bureau of
the Budget and Congress, facts that Foulois had not contested except in
the case of the development of the PWA aircraft purchase program. But
neither Drum’s words nor the War Department documents refuted the air
chief’s contention that he was never called upon to defend requests before
the Budget Bureau or Congress for Air Corps-related items administered
by ather agencies. The report was on more solid ground when it attacked
Foulois’ comments on Drum Board procedures. The subcommittee turned
to the testimony of Kilbourne, Simonds, and Gulick to show that the
Drum Board had not used parliamentary procedure. and that Foulois had
not been voted down on a number of issues (as he had claimed).3®

To further confirm its charge that he had knowingly tried to deceive
the Rogers Committee, the report recounted Foulois' March | assurance

181




FOULOIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

that the Air Corps was adequately trained and equipped to handle the air
mail. 1t contested information on pilot night-flying experience he had
given the subcommittee with statistics on some of the fliers killed in the
operation. The report disclosed that none of the nine pilots named had
near the fifty to sixty hours of night experience that the Air Corps chief
asserted was the average for those engaged in mail activity.’! In this in-
stance Foulois had misled the subcommittee, but he could have done so
unknowingly tor the Air Corps had only recently started keeping track of
night-fiving time. Further, Foulois knew students did a good deal of night
flving at the training center, and regulations required all tactical pilots to
receive about twenty hours of night experience each vear. It was quite
likely the air chiet, tully believing the Air Corps was equal to the air mail
job. based his statement to the Rogers Subcommittee on the above consid-
crations without bothering 1o carefully check the forces’ actual night-
training experience. It was also possible that the subcommittee’s figures
for the dead pilots omitted the hours flown at night while students at the
training center.™ Writing in 1935, General Simonds perhaps expressed the
true nature of Foulois® misstatement: *1 do not believe, however, that it
was a case of willtul misrepresentation . . . 1 do not believe General
Foulois knew very closely what the true state of affairs was, although he
mayv have believed ke did."

The third charge leveled by Subcommittee Number 3, that of ineffi-
ciency and mismanagement in the air mail operation, was based in part
upon Foulois’ February 9 statement to Harllee Branch that the Air Corps
could be ready in ten days. The report declared that the air arm was ill
prepared for the venture and that Foulois made a grave mistake when he
told Branch otherwise. The subcommittee also denounced the air chief, as
well as his assistant, for not properly preparing for the welfare of Air
Corps personnel engaged in air mail work. The report cited the problems
of “per diem allowances, working conditions, and the availability of
hangars™ to support this charge. No doubt Foulois showed poor judg
ment in telling the Second Assistant Postmaster General the Air Corps
could operate the air mail system, but the charge of not looking after his
men’s welfare was absurd. Forces bevond his control dictated what facili-
ties could be used in the operation as weli as when per diem funds would
become available. Foulois struggled to gain extra money for the troops,
and he sought to keep his pilots from taking chances. The report may
have demonstrated that Foulois used bad judgment on February 9, but it
did not bear out the allegation of “mismanagement and inefficiency." ™

House Report 2060, which also charged Foulois with “gross miscon-
duct™ and “unreliability and dishonesty,” concluded by saying:

We tind it necessary to report that we are most firmiy convinced from the
evidence and records submitied that before any substantial progress in the up-
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buillding ot the morale and the mateniet of the Army Air Corps can be at-

tained: Mapor General Bemamin D2 Foulow must be relieved from his pos

ton as Chiret of the Aar Corps. We unammousdy recommend that the Secretary

o War tahe such action without delay.

Foulois reacted at once 1o news of the report. He angrily attacked the
subcommittee™s reliance on secret sessions and the manner in which it
quoted only extracts from the hearings in its report rather than publishing
the entire proceedings. In a statement released June 17 he explained:

I have no tear of the slnmate outcome ot any tar and impartial investiga-
10N O Iy GCiy, O TV SCTVICE 1 conncion \\Ilh my administration ot lh\‘
Army e Corpa, espeaially when all the tacts and conditions surrounding
Army A Corps athinrs are tully known.
I consider that the aceusanons Cdre most untair and unjust and 1 am
ready and willing at amy time o meel My accusers imoopen court. 6
The crux of the air chief™s rebuttal was that the eight subcommittee mem-
bers had tried him in secret. He now demanded every shred of evidence
supporting the subcommittee’s decision be brought into the open for pub-
lic scrutiny.

The secrecy shrouding the investigation was perplexing. In March,
Westover had been unable to get a copy of his own tesiimony from the
subcommittee. Yet at the end of that month, a reporter handed him a
transcript of the proceedings containing his as well as other individuals’
remarks. When members of the Baker Board requested copies of Foulois’
and Westover’s testimony, Rogers wrote the board that the subcommittee
was unanimous in opposing the release of any information gathered in
executive session. However, the congressmen seemed to have no qualms
about printing portions of Foulois® February 1 statements, which
McSwain had guaranteed were for committee use oniv.’

On June 18, in a verbal attack on Foulois on the House floor,
Rogers claimed the air chief had no right to criticize the subcommitte’s use
of closed hearings. He contended: “Major General Foulois himself came
before our committee and asked that they be kept secret and executive.” ™
This was a grave distortion. When the Chief of the Air Corps appeared
before Subcommitte Number 3 on March 7, he willingly testified in open
session, The only recorded instance of his having inquired if his remarks
would be open to the public was on February 1, before the full Military
Affairs Committee. On that occasion the committee had already been sit-
ting in executive session. There is no evidence that he asked the full com-
mittee to hear other witnesses in secret, or ever mentioned the subject of
executive proceedings to Subcommittee Number 3.

Rogers said something in his June 18 speech that he later regretted.
He told his fellow congressmen all of the evidence substantiating the
charges against Foulois was in the record: It is available to him, it is
available to anyone; and if our veracity is doubted, 1 am sure we will be
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glad to open them [sic] up to the world and let them see the nature of the
testimony.”™* The Chiet of the Air Corps responded at once by asking
Rogers for a complete transcript of the hearings, which Foulois believed
he must have 10 adequately refute the charges against him.*' After some
delay Rogers replied that it “was not my purpose to imply that testimony
given strictly in executive session with the understanding it would be held
in strict confidence would be made available to you or any other person at
this time.” The subcommittee chairman said he personally would be will-
ing to give Foulois the full transcript, but that the majority of subcommit-
tee members opposed doing 0. By going back on his June 18 pledge,
Rogers turnished the air chief and his press supporters with ammunition
for a counterattack.

Many of the nation™s leading newspapers and military and aviation
journals protested both the subcommittee’s findings and its secret
methods, An cditorial in the Hashington Evening Star gave the gist of this
Press Criticism:

Ihe House Subcommttee on Milirary Attars did not content atelt wath
merely makinge to the Sectetary of War a report ot ars tindigs, It ined -t it

can be walled atnal General Foulois, tound him gulny, and, acting as judge

and s, sentenced him 1o be dismssed. and called upon M Dern o carry

out the sentence. This appears, at best, 1o be g high-handed proceeding on the

part ot a subcomnurtee of a House comnuttee. - . . A tnal conducted behind

viosed doorss wath the prosecutors acting .h:hurh tudee wnd ary, o certainly

repurnant tooall ideas ot Ametwan justice.
The paper also asserted it did not appear that Foulois had actually vio-
lated any laws or regulations.* A number of editorials argued that a full
transeript of the subcommittee’s hearings should be made immediately
available to him. In commenting on the charges, U, S. Air Services went
overboard proclaiming Foulois® virtue: It is a savage attack on a man
who has worked tor the Air Corps the way Joan of Arc worked for
France. the chiet ditference between them being that the General has
smoked a pipe.” The editorial continued: “Call Gandhi a weli-dressed
man, call Grant garrulous, say that Lee loved not Virginia, but don't be
an ass and assert that Foulois i dishonent.”*

The subcommittee erred badly when it called Foulois® honesty into
question, The Chiet of the Air Corps was a man of integrity who had
never used his position for personal gain. Unlike some senior Air Corps
officers, who apparently did not believe small gifts or favors from aircraft
contractors compromised their honor, Foulois followed a strict policy of
accepting nothing from anvone while in otfice. He returned even trivial
items such as a picture of a B-10 bomber and a box of cigars because he
did not want to feel obligated to businessmen and politicians.

The Army and Navy Journal took the subcommitice to task for
charging the air chiel with dishonesty and called tor it to publicly apolo-
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gize to Foulois. The trade journal said there was a tremendous difference
between the accusation the eight congressmen had made and the charge of
dishonesty of expression they had probably intended to make.* Congress-
man Kvale acknowledged the subcommittee’s error in carly July, insisting
that by dishonesty the report meant only that Foulois had deliberately
sought to mislead the committee. He added that the subcommittee mem-
bers “have failed to uncover one single instance of any financial dishon-
esty on the part of any officer in the Air Corps. or in any of the transac-
tions jointly involving the corps and the aviation industry in procurement
atfairs.” Kvale also admitted that while the subcommitiee found that
Foulois had deliberately violated the law, he believed the air chief did so
“sincerely believing that he was acting in the best interests of the Air
Corps.™

On June 18, Rogers wrote to Roosevelt officially informing him of
the subcommittee’s report and asking the President to promptly remove
Foulois from the post of Chief of the Air Corps. Dern took charge of the
matter for the administration and, in accordance with normal War De-
partment practices, referred the report to the accused for comment. Sub-
committee members wanted the secretary to quickly carry out their
wishes, threatening to withhold action on all Air Corps-refated legislation
until he did. Bur Dern could not be hurried. During the next six weeks,
Foulois worked on his rebuttal and continued to seek the release of the
hearings transcript.®

The Chiet of the Air Corps was deeply disturbed by the subcommit-
tee report. He telt helpless 1o defend himself against charges based on
concealed evidence and testimony, He sincerely believed he could easily
clear his name if the basis for the subcommittee’s accusations were
brought out—but this Subcommittce Number 3 would not allow. Justifi-
ably angry, he wrote a statement for the press (never released) attacking
the subcommittee members for the “unethical™ wayv they had used his
February 1 testimony. He complained they had violated the pledge given
him that his statement would not be made public, unfairly attacked his
revisions, and printed just those portions of his remarks in the Junc re-
port that could be twisted to support the subcommittee’s contentions. He
could not understand how Rogers and his cohorts could deny him the
right to see the transeript of proccedings when they had broken their trust
and printed part of his executive session remarks.*

Foulois refuted the report’s charges in a written statement to the
Baker Board in carly July. The board, wrapping up its investigation, had
not concerned itself with the workings of the Rogers Subcommittee nor
the alleged wrongdoings of the Chict of the Air Corps. Foulois, however,
felt constrained to give his fellow board members his side of the story. He
realized he was a poor extemporancous speaker and told the board that
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the subcommittee had taken untair advantage ot this defect. Claiming he
had rever knowingly made false statements in his testimony, he evplained
that his “mental makeup as a flving man™ caused him to develop “a habit
of rapid speech, often unconnected and incoherent, and generally requir-
ing considerable verbal repetition on my part, in order that myv real
thoughts and ideas may be clearly and accurately expressed.” He also re-
viewed tor the board members the multitude of evidence, including the
recent findings of the House Naval Affairs Committee. to confirm the
legality of negotiated contracting.™

On August 10, Foulois submitted a statement on the subcommittee
report to the Secretary of War. The air chief began the paper by reviewing
his extensive correspondence of the past month and a halt with McSwain
and the cight subcommittee members, in which he had sought to <ecure a
transcript ot the hearings. Foulois told Dern how the subcommittee had
violated “the solemn promises™ given him concerning his February 1 tes-
tumony. He contrasted the methods and outcome of the Naval Aftairs
Commitrees procurement probe with those of the Rogers Subcommittee.
In an cttort to persuade the seeretary that the Chiet of the Air Corps was
now a cooperative member of the War Department team, and thus worth
saving, Foulois pointed to his “loval, sincere, and wholchearted support
and cooperation™ during the Baker Board investigation. In closing, he
attirmed that to prepare a proper detense, it was “absolutely essential™ he
be allowed to see the elusive hearing transeripts. He ashed Dern 1o sus-
pend action in the case until the subcommittee made its records available
to him.” Dern was probably not swaved by Foulois® efforts 1o portray
himself as a member of the War Department “team,” but he did believe in
the air chiet™s right 1o see the evidence used against him. Moreover, he had
little love tor MeSwain and his Military Affaire Committee.

The seeretary sent Foulois' statement and one of his own to Con-
egressman Rogers on August 21, Dern’s message criticized the subcommit-
tees methods, but did <o diplomatically:

A most ditticult problem now contronts me. the soletion ot which in
volves same of the tundamental precepts of vur svstem ot jurnisprudence embo-
dving many ot the mos sacred nghts of Amencan atizenship

Had the report of the commutee been conhined to an indiciment ot
charges against Maor General Foulos, the situation would have presented no
ditticulty. In such event | ocoutd have tollowed the regular procedure pre-
saribed tor the determimation ot such matters by reterning the case o a mil-
tary ribunal tor adiudication. Instead, howeser, the report is not hmited 1o
an mdictment, but in ettect finds the J\‘\'ll\}‘d guilty, fines the sentence, and
calls on the Secretars of War 1o evecute ll.“

Dern explained that if he now referred the case to a military tribunal “for
the determination of the precise matters which vour committee aiready
has adjudged.” it might look as though the secretary were questioning the
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subcommittee’s tindings. “Such a suggestion 1 desire most scrupulously o
. vl
avoid.

Detn claimied

had the report and recommendation of the commmnttee been based on a tull and

complete heannye wherem the conntunonal oehis o1 the accused were assured,

even thoueh the procedure was somewlar anusuad, © o swould have telt con

slmu:«;‘l to comph wath the mandare ot the commrtee. But such was not the

Cddse
He stressed that Foulois had appeared betore the subcommittee only as a
witness— not as a detendant —-and had been given po chance to hear or
veoss-examine those who testtied agamst him or to offer evidence in his
own detense. Nor had Foulois been permitted 1o be represented by coun-
sel at the hearings, “All of these rights are sacred (o every American citi-
sen and are guaranteed by the Constitution.”™ Dern wrote thar under the
prosent circumstances he could not i clear conscience act against the
Chiet of the A Corps:

Fotecl that the onlv siep now open toome s to tansnnt 1o the cominnttee the

partal statement ot Major Genetal Foulon to the end that the commutiee nn

cotsidet whether he should ot now be permtted 1o lune tull access o the

r\ldcn::- aramst timeand then appear before the commiatee o presene b de

tense
The secretary thus dumped the issue back into the subcommittee™s lap.

The members of Subcommittee Number 3 were very upset with
Dern’s statement and his interence that they had violated Foulois” conati-
tational rights, Rogers responded tor the group in Late September, reiter-
ating to reporters the subcommittee’s demand that Foulois must po. He
also said the members would formally consider the air chaet™s request for
access to all of the records in the investigation as soon as the lall clections
were over, He again clatmed he had alwavs favored givine the information
to Foulois, and believed the subcommittee would turn over to the air chief
whatever he wanted when it recomvened.™

Press reaction to Dern’s stand probably prompied Rogers accommo-
dating attitude. Fdnorial comment overwhelmingly supported the secre-
tarys position. This pleased Foulois, tor it put the subcommitiee on the
defensive. MacArthur told the subcommittee in December that ninety-
aine percent of the papers commenting on the issue agreed the air chief
should have access to all of the testimony and be allowed to defend him-
self betore the cight congressmen. The Chiel of Statt personally endorsed
this solution. Other events intereeded, however, and the subcommittee
never did release the documents to Foulois.

During MacArthur's December 7 appearance, he and the subcommit-
tee members aired their dittering perspectives on the Foulois case. The
congressmen defended their action, saving all the charges against the Air
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Corps Chiet came trom his own testimony, Countering, MacArthur con-
tended that Foulois had spoken to the subcommittee as a witness and not
as a defendant. In oft-the-record comments the previous June, the Chiet
of Statt had implied 1o the congressmen that he questioned Fouloiw® fir-
ness to command, possibly due 1o the air mail fiasco. But on Decem-
ber 7L MacArthur let the members know anvery certain terms that the air
chiet deserved to see all ot the evidence and be given a chance to properly
defend himselt betore Subcommittee Number 3: 1 can say very frankly
tor myselt. T am amazed that the committee did not call the man and
histen 1o nm and hear his evidence. T eannot underst.. .J 1t Congressman
Hill volunteered that the subcommittee had expected Dern to convene a
court of angquiry upon teceiving its June report. He said the congressmen
had merely been tunctioning as a grand jury and would not have been
offended it a resulting War Deparment investigation disagreed with the
subcomnuttees findings. MacArthur replied that he thought the secre-
tary s actron would have been difterent had the subcommittee not recom-
mended the pumishment i the case. He explained that it the subcommit-
tee wanted Dern to mvestigate Foulois, the secrctary would probably do
soat onee, it the members tarned over the evidence used 1o support the
orginal charges.™

MacArthurs icebreaking ofter ot 4 War Department probe, coupled
with other Yactors, caused the Seeretary of War, aftes comsulting with sub-
committee members on December 13, to order FPhe Inspector General to
look into the charges against Foulois, This was not an outright capitula-
tion on Dern’s part, tor the subcommitice promised to turn over its re-
cords to the mmvestigators, Perhaps the seeretary was influenced in his
deciston by subcommuttee hints 1o MacArthur on December 7 that some
Air Corps officers had voiced complaints against Foulois at the spring
hearings. Tikewise, the members may have revealed additional pieces of
evidence agamst the air chiet during the December 13 meeting which im-
pacted upon Dern. Then, too, the Rogers Subcommittee was probing
other facets of War Department business activity and desired an Inspector
General investigation of seven additional Army officers in December. This
may hanve inspired the secretary o dispose of the allegations facing
Foulois at the same time he was dealing with the charges against the other
men.™

Foulois liked neither Derns decision nor the way the investigation
progressed. On December 27, he wrote Col. Thorne Straver, the individ-
ual conducting the investigation, requesting that the cight subcommittee
members be required to sign their List of allegations against him. Straver
informed him the signatures were not needed since the Secretary of War
had ordered the probe. Foulois was suspicious when The Inspector Gen-
cral suddenly removed Straver from the case around January 20 and re-
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placed him with Col. Walter L., Reed. Strayer had earlier taken testimony
from Drum and Kilbourne and apparently had ruffled the Deputy Chief
of Staft™s feathers with his attitude. A coded message in Foulois® files
reveals Straver’s version of his removal: Drum had visited Congressman
MceSwain and asked him to put pressure on The Inspector General 1o
remove Straver {rom the case because the investigator appeared to be hos-
tile toward Drum and in support of Foulois’ position. McSwain then
phoned The Inspector General and threatened to call Straver before the
Military Affairs Committee it he were not replaced. Thereupon The In-
speaior General assigned Reed to carry out the investigation. Reed threw
out the testimony thus far taken and began anew. Foulois did not trust
the new investigator. During the four and a half months of the inquiry
Reed gave him the feeling that he was on trial before a court-martial.
Unnerved by the whole process and tearful of a War Department plot 1o
oust him, the Chief of the Air Corps defended himselt as best he could.™

Reed gathered statements from the four Army generals who had testi-
fied before Subcommittee Number 3—Drum, Gulick, Kilbourne, and
Simonds—~and allowed Foulois to see their comments and cross-examine
them by means of writien questions given the investigator. Drum repeated
much of what he had said before the Rogers Subcommittee, including the
claim that Foulois was unftit to be the Chief ot the Air Corps. His reasons
for reaching this conclusion were quite curious. To show the air chief’s
shortcomings as a strategic thinker, he mentioned Foulois® sponsorship of
the 1933 plans for the air defense of the United States. This was a poten-
tially valid point, but Drum spent most of his time attacking the Chief of
the Air Corps' lack of expertise in acronautical engineering, The deputy
chiet based this stand on Foulois® dearth of formal education, an entirely
madeguate gauge when applied to a man who had begun modifying and
repairing airplanes in 1909, Undoubtedly the main reason Drum judged
Foulois unacceptable was the latter™s sttt resistance to War Department
control: “My own personal opinion is that the Chiet of the Air Corps
should be of that type man that he can lead his Corps into a state of mind
whereby they Jovally support the policies of the Secretary of War and the
Chiel of Statt.”"!

Kilbourne went well bevond his May testimony, telling Reed: 1 agree
that General Foulois should be relieved.” He said Air Corps officers no
longer had confidence in their chief and that Foulois had never tried to
cooperate with the General Staff. He cited Foulois® anti-General Staff
testimony of February 1 and recalled how the OCAC had secretly dratfted
McSwain's February 2, 1934, bill to extend autonomy to the Air Corps.™

Simonds was much kinder 1o the Chief of the Air Corps, He faulted
Foulois for being too harsh in his February 1 criticism of the General
Staff and for frequently relying on biased opinions and thus distorting the
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facts. However, he did not think the air chief was intentionally trving to
be dishonest in his remarks to the Military Affairs Committiee and Sub-
committee Number 3. Simonds believed the air chiet was only giving his
views and seeking to win the committee over. Though not directly calling
for removal, Simonds told Reed “doubts have arisen in my mind™
whether Foulois is suited 1o the job.?

The charge of giving false and misleading information to Congress
was the prominent issue in Reed's investigation. Foulois could say he be-
lieved he was acting legally when he used negotiated contracting. He could
contend he was using his best judgment when he told Branch the Air
Corps could handle the air mail. But it would be far more difficult to
explain away his February 1 remarks on the General Staft's treatment of
the Army air arm,

Reviewing a copy of his testimony, Foulois realized how easily his
overgeneralizations and poorly worded, opinionated comments could be
misconstrued. He admitted this to Reed, but insisted he had neither inten-
tionally lied to the House Military Affairs Committee nor sought to ma-
lign the General Statt. He may have been sincere about his desire 1o be
honest with the committee, but his remark about the General Suaft is hard
to believe. As a general defense for the entire February 1 episode Foulois
claimed he had been ill and emotionally upset that day, and *[d]Juc to my
abnormal physical and mental condition, coupled with loss of my temper
on several occasions . . . [ undoubtediy, on several occasions, used words
which were incoherent, unrelated, and misleading.”™ Foulois made no
mention of his February 1 illness to the Baker Board or in other corre-
spondence prior to the beginning of the inspector general probe. His per-
sonal records do not show he was sick in Januvary or February 1934, Per-
haps his illness was the product of reflective thinking.

To bolster his case, the air chiet solicited testimonials in his behalf
from numerous congressmen and aircratt manutacturers. Many congress-
men and senators responded, among them the Speaker ot the House, the
chairman of the Senate Military Affairs Committee, and tour members of
the House Military Artairs Committee. Most of them told The Inspector
General that the printed record of Foulois' February 1 testimony con-
tained no evidence of false statements or willful intent to deceive. Aircraft
company executives wrote to attest to the Chiet of the Air Corps® techni-
cal abilities, counteracting Drum's assertions.*

By April 1935 the House Military Aftairs Committee had become
impatient with the slow pace of the investigation. It voted to give the
Secretary of War until Mav 1 to make a report. The committee threat-
ened to summon The Inspector General for an explanation ift Dern did
not comply, Committee members further implied they would sit on all
pending War Department fegislation 1o encourage the speedy conclusion
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of the probe. Reed had not completed his work by the congressional dead-
line, but he sent a partial report that temporarily placated McSwain and
the other committee members.™

A month and a half fater, on tune 14, Dern released The Inspector
General™s tinal report. According to the Secretary of War:

Fhe Inspector General tound swith regard 1o these alleganions, 1irst, that

the evidence adduced did nor estabhish that General Foulos violated esisting

Liws o the putchase of wirplanes and aireratt muterialss second, that there was

o canse tor censute in Genetal Foulon” opiional statements with regard to

the capaaity ot his corps 1oty the an manls and thind, General Foualois did

depart trom the ethios and stundards ot the service by making exageerated,

wittan, and msleadimg statements 1o Congressional conmttee ¢
In a letter 1o MeSwain, Secretary Dern expanded on the one area of con-
firmed guilt. He said Foulois had made statements on February |

which were not onby untare and minfeading 1o the comnuttee stselt but which

abvo senoushy retfected upon che mtegeny o s brother officers, and that

reneral, duniny s appearance betore vour commuttee, he evinced a lack of

team spint and o tendenes 1o make exaggerated and inevact Gatements.™
For these minor misdeeds, Dern sent Foulois a ltetter of reprimand.®

In the letter to the Chief of the Air Corps, the secretary listed the
specific portions of the February | testimony Reed had probed and the
findings in cach instance. On many of the issues the investigation con-
cluded that Foulois’ remarks, when placed in the proper context, repre-
sented the general’s opinions and were not necessarily exaggerated or mis-
feading. The Inspector General found only two instances when the air
chiet had made false or unjustitied statements deserving ot censure. One
was his charge that War Department officers were trving to deceive the
committee with their February 1 bill. The other was Foulois® vague state-
ments on his lack of opportunity 1o present Air Corps needs to the Direc-
tor of the Burcau of the Budget and Congress, Reed concluded that
Foulois® statements to the effect that the General Statff had hindered the
Army air arm were exaggerated and untair, but they “were largely expres-
sions of his own opinions or conclusions and were not, therefore of such
character that they may be properly classified as false.™

Both Foulois and the Rogers Subcommittee considered The Inspector
General's conclusions tantamount to an acquittal. The general was pleased
and relieved. He had spent a great deal of time over the past vear defend-
ing himself rather than running the Air Corps. He now thought the ordeal
was over. Rogers was livid, for he and other subcommittee members be-
lieved the aftair would end in Foulois® court-martial and the subcommit-
tee’s vindication. Roger’s June 15 remarks on the House tloor blasted
what he called the “slap on the wrist™ administered by Dern to a “liar and
perjurer.” Most of the members of the Military Affairs Committee were
also dissatisfied with the Secretary of War's refusal to remove Foulois. On
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June 19 the committee wrote Dern demanding to see The Inspector Gen-
cral’s report. Rogers told newsmen:

I am determined to go through with this fight because 1 know at is right. 11 i s

nevessary to go to the White House, T am an favor of doing that. Secretary

Dern has adnutted that General Foulois gave 1alse testmony o the committee,

and that should be reason enough 10 end s usefulness as head of the Air

Corps. ©

Full of vindictiveness, the subcommittee chairman did not abandon
his campaign to oust the air chief until Foulois announced in August that
he would retire in December, at the end of his four-yvear tour as Chief of
the Air Corps. Rogers’ attacks and the attitude of the Military Affairs
Committee, not pressure from within the War Department, spurred
Foulois to opt for retirement and to request terminal leave effective Sep-
tember 25, He had come to the conclusion that the committee members’
feeling toward him might jeopardize future Air Corps legislation. Frus-
trated and disheartened by the relentless pressure for his removal, Foulois
decided 1o depart quietly. He did not want to hinder the organization for
which he had fought so hard over the past two decades. What had begun
in carly 1934 as an investigation of Air Corps procurement procedures
came to a close in August 1935, amid vicious attacks on the Chief of the
Air Corps tfor the manner in which he had spoken about the General Staff
to members of the House Military Affairs Committec.
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CHAPTER VIII

ORGANIZATION, 1934-1935:
THE GHQ AIR FORCE

General Staftf-Air Corps relations were unsettled during the first
months of 1934, In addition to the War Department’s embarrassment over
air mail operations and tensions generated by Subcommittee No. 3% early
efforts to prove the Air Corps® alleged materiel shortcomings, the General
Staff was deeply concerned over what appeared to be a favorable atmo-
sphere in Congress in February and March toward autonomy for the
Army air arm.’

Foulois' remarks of February | on the inappropriateness of ground
officer control of military aviation initially fell on receptive ears. The
following day McSwain introduced his bill (H.R. 7601) to cut the Air
Corps free from the General Staff. For the next six weeks there were
rumors of growing support on Capitol Hill for such a reorganization. The
many crashes and deaths associated with air mail activities and the
charges of inferior aircraft led some congressmen to conclude that the
Army was Jdoing a poor job of administering its air component. Repre-
sentative Rogers reported: “Sentiment in the Congress for a separate air
force, largely independent of the War Department, is strong and is all the
time growing stronger."”

It was in this atmosphere and as a direct result of the Air Corps’
poor showing in the air mail operation that Secretary of War Dern re-
solved to appoint a special committee to study and report on the condi-
tion of the Army air arm. He told Roosevelt on March 11 that the group
would include the members of the Drum Board plus a few civilian author-
ities on aviation. Dern promptly asked Charles A. Lindbergh, Orville
Wright, and Clarence D. Chamberlin to take part in the probe. Lind-
bergh, who believed Roosevelt had no right to cancel the air mail con-
tracts and to use the Air Corps in the first place, refused the secretary’s
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President Wiison s Sec of War Newton

D Baker was selected to oy hair o group
catvened ta nyestigate the A Corps an
1934

request on principle. Wright declined due to poor health. With just ex-
Army officer Chamberlin at his disposal. Dern decided 10 delay the study
and invite five more civilians to join the committee. Newton D. Baker,
Wilsons Secretary of War, agreed to chair the enlarged group. He and the
other members were ready to begin work on April 17.°

Dern told the Baker Board they were being convened to conduct “a
constructive study and report upon the operations of the Army Air Corps
and the adeqguacy and efficiency of its technical tlying equipment and
training for the performance of its mission in peace and war."* He added:

It appears that the experience of the Army Air Corpaan carryving the mail
has raised doubts about the general efficiency of our Army Aar Force. These
doubts have been emphasized by the utterances of ¢ntics whose competence
the public cannot evaluate. Mans of our citizens are bewildered. They do not
Anow whether we have @ good military air force or not. It we have, the pubhe
aught to know it and be reassured. 11, on the other hand, we are deficient in
cquipment, personnel, or training, we want your best judgment a< to what
should be done (o bring us up to a satisfactory standard.”

The group immediately began hearings and compiled 4,283 pages of
testimony over the next two months. It devoted twenty-five days to taking
testimony from 105 witnesses, and also considered comments sent in by
over five hundred Air Corps officers. Members briefly reviewed the find-
ings of fourteen earlier military aviation investigations. They visited Air
Corps installations in Texas and Ohio to better grasp the air arm’s work-
ings and problems. Studving everything from procurement practices to
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training, equipment, policy, and relations with the General Staff, the
Baker Board conducted a very thorough probe.®

The General Staff, however, was quite careful to see that the investi-
gators did not reach faulty conclusions. It knew that military aviators
appearing before the board would surely press for autonomy and that
such a change had the support of some very vocal congressmen. Senior
staff officers theretfore organized the probe so as to ensure their views
would prevail. The very makeup of the board gave them a clear-cut ad-
vantage. Of the tive general officer members, Foulois alone was a flier.
Morcover, Chairman Baker had opposed greater air arm independence in
1919, and his attitude had not changed since. Of the other five civilian
members, only James H. (Jimmy) Doolittle could be regarded as a sup-
porter of the Air Corps’ view.

For added insurance the vice chairman, General Drum, appointed
Maj. Albert E. Brown of the General Staft 1o act as recorder and direct
the questioning of witnesses. Brown guided the testimony, asking leading
questions or switching the line of inquiry according to General Staff inter-
ests. He also set the agenda and with Drum won board agreement 1o use
the Morrow Board's conclusions and the Air Corps Act of 1926 as a
proper point of departure for the probe. This sidestepped the problem of
discussing in detail the findings of committees that had favored increased
air arm independence prior to [926. As a final guarantee that War De-
partment views would prevail, Drum saw 1o it that he, General Simonds,
and one civilian member would draft the board's final report.”

Brown argued for excluding the separate air force issue altogether,
since the question had not been included in the Secretary of War’s instruc-
tions to the board. When Foulois objected, Baker decided to allow discus-
sion on the subject. Brown thereupon called numerous ground officers to
testify on the correctness and military benefits of keeping the Air Corps
in its present status. The General Staff was prepared to organize the GHQ
Air Force along the lines recommended by the Drum Board. but that was
as far as it was willing to go. Kilbourne told his fellow members that the
War Department was about to bring the GHQ Air Force to life when
McSwain introduced his “disruptive™ bills and Subcommittee Number 3
commenced its investigation. He claimed that except for these
interferences and the air mail operation, the GHQ Air Force would now
exist. The General Staff aimed to undercut the proponents of air arm
independence/autonomy by committing itself completely to creating this
new force.®

The Baker Board gave Air Corps officers ample opportunity to air
their views, and the flyers rushed to campaign for control of their own
institutional destiny. In a unified effort the aviators testified before or
wrote letters to Baker's group, vigorously advocating freedom from War
Department control. Maj. Walter H. Frank from the OCAC expressed an
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attitude that the board found prevalent throughout the Air Corps. Frank
told the investigators that *the military mind of the ground officer tradi-
tionally had tied air operations down to the movement of ground
troops”—negating much of air power’s worth. The War Department had
inhibited the growth of military aviation, and to leave this vital military
element in the hands of those who did not understand it was foolish:

In the commercial world they do not select a civil engineer to perform their

surgival operations, nor do they select medical specialists 1o give them legal

advice. . .. Yet, the operation of a system which functions just like this s what

the Air Corps s subjected 10 under General Siaft procedure at this ume.”

Frank wanted independence for the Army air arm but was willing to ac-
cept a separate budget, scparate promotion list, and the removal of air
matters from General Staft control as a compromise. He told the board:
*“In the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps I think there is only one man
who has views to the contrary of these that I have expressed.”'" Other Air
Corps officers appearing before the Baker Board wholeheartedly endorsed
Frank's views,

Shor:ly after opening hearings, the board instructed The Adjutant
General to inform all Army aviators that it would consider any construc-
tive suggestions they might care to make. The response surprised and an-
gered the investigators. Apparently unknown to Foulois, Air Corps offi-
cers in the field organized a coordinated letter-writing campaign. The
flvers at Maxwell Field, Alabama, put together and signed a single letter
of response, and Maj. Follett Bradley. tfrom the OCAC, circulated it to
other Air Corps installations while on his air mail inspection trips. Those
bases not visited by Bradley got a telegram from the Maxwell Field offi-
cers. It contained the recommendations in the Maxwell letter and a re-
quest that other officers make similar replies to the board's request.!' The
letter made the following “constructive suggestions™ to the Baker Board:

Farst. that the Aar Corps be reorgamzed as a separate and independent
branch ot our national defense coequal with the other military services,

Second, that it be charged with the responsibility of providing for the air
detense of the mted States.

Third, that ot may or may not include naval avation.

Fourth, that 1t present ity requirements 1o Congress through the medium
of 4 separate budget.

Fatth, that in effecting this separate and independent arganization it i of

no vital moment whether it be accomplished through a separate Department of

Air or by reorganization of the War Department, provided the military head of

the Air Foree is made responsibie directly to lllc Secretary of War in the same

manner as is the Chief of Staft of the Army. -

As a result of the campaign, 516 Air Corps officers signed similar letters
and sent them to the board."

The board members were incensed at this apparent collusion. They
hastily ordered aviators to Washington to explain the group response but

196




ORGANIZATION: 1934-1935

could uncover no evidence ol pressure being applied to force flyers to join
in the campaign. Maj. Harvey Burwell,* one of those who had refused to
take part, informed the board that Foulois® OCAC staff had nothing to
do with the letter-writing scheme; instead, officers in the field “have an
honest unanimity of thought on that subject, that each one, individually, 1
believe, without pressure of any papers which have been prepared on it,
have honest convictions on that subject.”" The board, revealing the Gen-
cral Staff’™s strong intluence, refused to be swayed by the written pleas for
increased autonomy. The members believed the *“‘unanimity was influ-
enced by action of those formerly advocating complete separation™ and
claimed *“the manner in which these written opinions, generally identical
in expression, were gathered tends to support this belief and to weaken
greatly the effect of the testimony ™'*

General Foulois assumed an innocuous stance during the investiga-
tion. Realizing he was in trouble with Subcommittee Number 3 and that
he had enemies among the military members of the board, he denied any
knowledge of the letter-writing campaign and refrained from commenting
on the Air Corps™ quest tor autonomy. Perhaps he knew that nothing he
could say would influence the board to go against the General Staft’s
wishes. More likely he feared making his own situation worse and felt he
should be as cooperative as possible. The air chief asked the board to
recommend that the War Department continue to give the Air Corps
tunding priority until the five-vear program could be completed and ar-
gued for a unified GHQ Air Force exemipt from corps area control. But
apart from this, he bent to the views of the General Staff.'® The degree of
Foulows” surrender was evident in a July 10 written message he delivered
to the board:

The aeuation tor separaton of the Army Air Corps from the rest of the

Army will quickly subside provided prompt and adequate steps are taken to

build ap the Air Corps as now contemplated in the proposed recommendations

of this Commttee to the Secretary of War,

However, in order 1o insure that cach and every individual officer and
enlisted man n the Air Corps fully understands that the Air Corps shall re-

main an antegral part of the Army for sometime to come, this Committee

should clearly and unanimousdy recommend to the Seoretary of War is views

to such effect, with the hope that a positive and conclusive pronouncement

covering the question may also be made by the President.

Due to his troubles, or a decision to work only within the realm of the
possible, Foulots was accepting formation of a GHQ Air Force in lieu of

*Full name, Henry B. S, Burwell.
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autonomy. Most other Air Corps officers would soon follow suit.

As it related to organization and doctrine, the Baker Board report
issued in mid-July did little more than restate the Drum Board findings. It
concluded that military aviation was valuable in both offensive and defen-
sive operations, but could not replace other elements in the national de-
fense structure. The report claimed that within the present limits of tech-
nology, air power could not independently affect the outcome of war and
thus should stay an integral part of the Army. Maintaining that the Air
Corps, with its own Assistant Secretary for Air, “has virtually been inde-
pendent since its inception,™ the board was *“convinced that the time has
arrived for the Air Corps to become in all respects a homogencous part of
the Army, under General Staft control, and be subject to military coordi-
nation, study, influence, and operation.” The report lauded the principle
of “unity of command” and underscored that the board *is not greatly
impressed with the several imputations against the General Staff." After
all, “control is always repressive when misunderstood or inimical to per-
sonal interests.” However, it called for more Air Corps officers on the
General Staft, “with the object of more equitable representation and the
inculcation of a broader understanding.™'

The report recommended that a GHQ Air Force, consisting of all
combat units and thetr auxiliaries in the continental United States, be
formed at once. The GHQ Air Force commander—a suitable air officer—
was to report directly to the Chiet’ of Staft in peace and to the theater
commander in war. The board maintained this commander's jurisdiction
should extend to all questions related to his force's organization, mainte-
nance and operation of technical equipment, maneuvers, and unit train-
ing. Again reflecting the General Statt's touch, the report said “the air
ficlds and their maintenance outfits could remain under corps area com-
manders.” It suggested leaving procurement, supply, development of train-
ing doctrine, and Air Corps schools to the Chief of the Air Corps. Thus,
while championing unity of command, the Baker Board called tor a three-
way split in the control of the tactical portion of the Air Corps. The GHQ
Air Force commander would have operations and training; the corps area
commander, the installations and housckeeping torces; and the Chief of
the Air Corps, the administration of supply and procurement and the
development of doctrine. While the board did not explicitly prohibit the
Chief of the Air Corps from commanding the GHQ Air Force, the report
certainly implied this."

Besides recommending a GHQ Air Force, the Baker Board endorsed
the Drum Boards call for a force of 2,320 aircraft and the manpower
specificd in the Air Corps Act of 1926—*but not at the expense of the
rest of the Army.” It also advocated a number of improvements not men-
tioned in the 1933 study, such as increased instrument and night training;
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use of the provisions of the 1926 Air Corps Act which authorized tempo-
rary promotions tor officers to make rank commensurate with responsi-
biltites; a rise in flying hours per pilot to three hundred a vear; and the
removal of tactical training from control of the corps area commanders.™

The report did not pass judgment on the air mail operation. The
board was content to comment chat Air Corps equipment was suitable for
combat operations, but “not casily adaptable to air mail work.” Flvers
trained for military missions *could not be expected in the beginning to
perform . . . as efficiently as experienced air mail pilots.” Pointing out
that bad weather compounded the Air Corps’ problems, the report
praised the work of the Army aviators and added that the operation gave
the air arm an excellent readiness test.”!

The Baker Board report, reflecting the General Staff’s views on every
major issue, was signed by cach of the eleven members. Doolittle alone
mildly objected to the findings. He appended a reservation 1o the report
saving the nations future security depended on an adequate air force that
could best be developed it the air arm was orgarized as a separate service.
Although offering autonomy as an alternative, Doolittle agreed to accept
the report’s proposals since they represented the views of the full commit-
tee.””

The War Department was quite pleased with the report. [t undercut
the claims of airpower advocates and recommended more—not less—
General Statt control of military aviation. Its comprehensive program to
improve the Air Corps could be used to dissuade the recently formed
Federal Aviation Commission from tampering with the existing order. In
addition, the report offered an alternate to autonomy—the GHQ Air
Force. a combat organization that the aviators prized highly. This force
could carry out all the missions contemplated for an independent air arm,
Hencee, it was bound to placate most Air Corps® officers at least tempo-
rarily.”’ With Derns and Roosevelt's approval, the War Department
promptly began to put into cffect those board proposals not requiring
legislation. ™

Foulois was willing to accept the boards recommendations and
wanted OCAC personnel 1o be as helpful as possible to General Staff
planners preparing programs based on the proposals. Westover described
Foulois® position in a July memo to the Plans Division of the QCAC:

Creneral Foulois desires me to intform you that it s hus intention to have
the Aur Corps comply wholeheartedhy and efticiently i carrving out the rec-
ommendations of the Board, He considers that the Baker Board report consti-
tutes the tirst comprehensive outhine of War Department pohicy with respect to
nulitary aviation that the Air Corps has eser had. He. therefore. desires the
Air Corps to carry out such policy in a thoroughly cooperatine and sincere
endeavor in order that the greatest possible progress may be ;lc\‘(\n\pllxj:cd to-
ward upbuilding the Air Corps to meet the needs of pational defense.”
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The air chief’s cooperative attitude stemmed from both his troubles with
the Rogers Committee and from his desire 1o see the GHQ Air Foree
tinally brought to lite. Some Air Corps officers disagreed with him and
went on seeking freedom trom General Statt control. However, by virtue
of his position and personal intluence within the Army air arm, his acqui-
escence had a decided effect on the attitudes held by most Air Corps
officers toward the Baker Board recommendations.

While the General Staft and OCAC worked during fate summer (o
implement the recommendations, the Federal Aviation Commiission pre-
pared to launch its investigation of all phases of American aviation. After
passage of the A Ml Act in June, Roosevelt appointed Clark Howell,
cditor of the Arlunta Constitution, chairman of the five-member conmumis-
ston. Untainted by General Staft prejudices, these individuals commenced
at once to gather background intormation. Howell journeved abroad 1o
study the status of aviation and government administration ol acronautics
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in four leading European countries. Other members traveled throughout
the United States and the Caribbean on a similar mission. The five civil-
ians opened public hearings in late September, taking the testimony of 102
witnesses over the neat siv weekhs, The commission then went into execu-
tive session to hear 89 witnesses on issues relating to national defense.
Howell announced at the vutset of the probe that his group would con-
duct a completely independent study. He did, however, tell reporters the
commission would review the Baker Board report along with those of
other past imvestigations. In light of ambivalent public opinion on the
issue ol a separate air force and the favorable disposition of MceSwain and
some members of his committee toward one, the General Statt was deeply
conceried over Howell's independent stand.™

The War Department did not want the Federal Aviation Commission
to undo its Baker Board handiwork, and it took steps to present this from
happening. Secretary Dern appointed Kilbourne the single War Depart-
ment contact for the commission. Deputy Chief of Staff Drum in turn
directed that all personnel having business with the Howell group go
through the War Plans Division chief. This move was designed to foster
unity of opinion. Kilbourne believed the Federal Aviation Commission
would probably be the Tast committee reporting on military aeronautics in
the near fucure and that its recommendations would carry great weight
with Roosevelt and Congress. He deemed it imperative that the War De-
partment voice ity views as comvincingly as possible. MacArthur agreed,
and all General Staft agencies and the OCAC set about building a brief in
support of the Baker Board™ findings. In carly August, Kilbourne soucht
the Navy Department’s cooperation in establishing a common line of (o .-
mony. Farlier, Gen. George Van Horn Mosceley, a personal frier: % Ho-
well, attempted to convinee the commission chairman of the correctness
of the War Departments views of military aviation. The General Staff
was leaving nothing to chance.”

Fhe War Department statement submitted Lo the Federal Aviation
Commission in fate August was nothing more than a defense of the Baker
Board program. It explained that the Army had adopted the board's rec-
ommendations ot the July report and was putting them into effect: “The
conclusions of that Committee present fully the views of the War Depart-
ment.” The paper underscored the General Staft's opposition to any tur-
ther reorganization. [t said the War Department “sees no advantage in
any change and cannot surrender any functions to the control of another
ageney.” Freely quoting the Baker Board's recommendations throughout
the cighty-six-page statement, the General Statt held:

Unless the conclustons ot the War Department specidl committee [Baker

Board] on the broad questions of orgamizaton and utdizanion of Army avia

fron can be aceepted, it wilb Be necessary to present, e closed sesaion, vonsid
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cranions that must govern those responsible tor the nanonal detense but which
cannat be made pub)iu:"

The War Department went all out to control the testimony of Army
officers before the commission. MacArthur required them to review the
statement sent 1o the commission before appearing. He admonished those
testifying as War Department representatives to refrain from venturing
opinions contrary to the set policv in their official presentations.” After
Foulois™ office queried the General Staft on the right of witnesses to voice
their personal views, Kilbourne wrote that

it appears inevitable that, in guestions by the Commission, personal views wil
be asked and must be given. The only requirement, in case such opimion i at
vanance with the approval policy of the War Department, s that the witnesses

call attention o the tact, as well as the fact that these policies have been tor-

mulated atter consideration ot testimony from all avalable wurees.
Kilbourne likewise reviewed drafts of official testimony officers were to
present and called those who went to make official statements together
for a discussion betore they testified. The War Plans Division chief or one
of his assistants then sat in on all hearings in which Army officers spoke
before the commission.*!

The General Staff was not alone in its efforts to influence the Howell
Commission. A number of Air Corps officers, still clinging 1o the goal of
autonomy, did their best to win the commission’s support. One airpower
advocate took it upon himselt to try to sway Howell during his visit to
Great Britain. ™ Others strove to make their views known in testimony
before the commission. Foulois continued 1o maintain an innocuous
stance, but he allowed his OCAC subordinates to design presentations for
Westover and himself that affirmed the independent decisiveness of air
power and argued the need for aircraft in excess of the number recom-
mended by the Baker Board. The paper prepared for Foulois claimed the
United States and Japan were the only two major nations in which all
military aviation activities were not unified in one department. It asserted
that “the trend is definitely toward a unified Air Corps under a Minister
of Air” "

Kilbourne strenuously objected when he saw the drafts of Foulois®
and Westovers proposed presentations. He took the air chief to task for
letting his subordinates dwell on controversial questions and suggested
that Foulois rewrite his statement to delete the objectionable comments.
The Chief of the Air Corps complied, expunging all references to the
decisiveness of aviation and independence. The result was a bland presen-
tation on the noncontroversial needs of the Army air arm. Kilbourne pro-
tested remarks in Westover's paper which implied that long-range overseas
bombing missions were not only possible but probable. The Chief of the
War Plans Division contended the Assistant Chief of the Air Corps should
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emphasize in his testimony the tremendous difficulties inherent in such
operations.™ This Westover agreed to do, but he also told the commis-
sion:

With constantly increasing ranges, speeds, and carrving capacity, we must be

prepared o detend against, as well as retaliate in kind against, air attacks

taunched from great distances. There seems 1o be no doubt that it will only be

a matter of a few vears before operating ranges of 3,000 to 4,000 mules for

bombardment aireratt will be entirely rk:zuihlc“5
This statement called into question the conclusion of the Drum and Baker
Boards that the United States was invulnerable to air attack. In doing so
it advanced the Air Corps’ claim that an independent air mission existed,
which could be used as the rationale for a separate air force.

Some Air Corps officers openly advocated separation from General
Staft control before the commission, but many offered that they were
prepared to give the GHQ Air Force an extended trial betore asking for
turther changes. Those most adamantly against the present order were Air
Corps Tactical School instructors. The Howell Commission had invited
them to discuss the role of air power. and they cagerly jumped at the
chance 1o vent their views.'® The ACTS officers played upon the danger
of air attack on the United States and the need for a separate air force to
discharge the important air defense mission. Maj. Donald Wilson and
Capt. Harold L. George stressed the decisiveness of offensive air opera-
tions. They extolled air power as a new method of warfare that could
crush the enemy’s will to resist without first defeating his field forces or
occupving his territory. George warned that “so long as we have an air
force subordinate 1o and controlled by officers whose entire experience
has been had in ground warfare, we will find that the Air Force is consid-
ered only in connection with other branches of the ground Army.” To
prepare mifitary aviation for its proper otfensive and defensive missions,
George insisted it must be given independence from the rest of the Army.
His fellow instructors echoed George's views."

The Federal Aviation Commission was quite sympathetic to the needs
of military aviation. However, in the face of adamant Army and Navy
resistance to organizational change and in light of the findings of the
Baker Board, the commission decided not to recommend any immediate
institutional alterations. The members in their January 1935 report did
affirm that “aircrait have now passed far beyond their former position as
useful auxiliaries, and must in the future be considered and utilized as an
important means of exerting directly the will of the Commander in
Chief." Hinting that the commission favored increased Air Corps inde-
pendence but that it was deterred from advocating it by the War Depart-
ment’s plans to organize the GHQ Air Force, the report stated that “until
this solution has had an adequate trial we prefer to refrain from com-
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ment.” It explained:
We have no doubt that there will be a progressively greater measure of
independent action of aircraft in military operations as the capaciues of air-

craft increase. We interpret the present proposals [of the Baker Board] as a

step towards provision for such increased independence. ... Further steps

may in due course become necessary, s
This, the report said, may dictate “further organizational changes.” The
commission suggested that the GHQ Air Force experiment be fully carried
out to check its validity and called upon the Army and Navy to study
continuously “the emplovment of the air force as an independent striking
unit.” The report said the creation ot a separate air force did not seem to
be the required remedy for the current lack of coordination between the
War and Navy Departments, but it advised that “the whole problem of
military organization and inter-service relationships be made the subject
of extended examination by some appropriate agency in the near fu-
ture.”

So the commission, though recognizing the growing importance of
military aviation, could not bring itself to make recommendations con-
trary to those of the Baker Board. It mattered very little that Howell
wrote to the House Military Affairs Committee three months later advo-
cating a separate Department of Aviation.™ Air Corps officers were
pleased with the commission’s appreciation for the value of air power.
Still they were disappointed that its January report did not come out une-
quivocally in support of independence from the General Staff.

While the Federal Aviation Commission was carrving out its investi-
gation, the War Department was developing plans to bring the GHQ Air
Force to life. The General Staff gave the OCAC a major role in the plan-
ning, and ofticers of the two agencies worked fairly well together. In line
with carlier Air Corps thinking, they decided that cach GHQ Air Force
installation would have three types of units: combat squadrons, mobile
service squadrons, and a station complement. The service squadrons were
to travel with the combat units 1o forward arcas and take care of aircraft
maintenance and other support functions in the ficld. Station comple-
ments would contain those personnel necessary to operate the home bases,
irrespective of the location of combat and mobile service squadrons. This
would enable GHQ Air Force installations to be immediately available as
training bases when the fighting units deploved to forward combat areas.
This would trim mobilization time for follow-on Air Corps forces in the
cvent of war. Planners believed that service squadrons would make the
GHOQ Air Force more mobile and flexible.*!

The OCAC differed with the General Staff on but two principal
points. Foulois wanted station complements as well as GHQ Air Force
installations exempted from corps area control and given over to the
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GHQ Air Force commander like the combat and mobile service units. He
and his staft also lamely advocated making that commander responsible
to Chief of the Air Corps. The air chief wrote the General Staff in August
and again in November saying the Baker Board had meant for all GHQ
Air Force installations and personnel to be under the GHQ Air Force
commander. The War Department disagreed, contending that the board
had desired to create a highly mobile force unfettered by ground functions
or duties. Drum settled the matter in late September. He said corps area
commanders should have the same responsibilities under the new setup as
they had now, The War Department turned down “exempt status™ for
GHQ Air Foree bases when the new organization was formed in March
1935, but the issue was far from being permanently settled.*

T'he brief skirmish over the Chiet of the Air Corps’ right to supervise
the GHQ Air Force commander was due in part to Foulois® hurt feelings.
Newspapers had been implying that the proposed reorganization, exclud-
ing the air chiel from operational control, was an intentional slap in the
tface for Foulois, brought on by his apparent recent misdeeds.*' This was
untrue. Senior War Department officers had resolved in 1933 that the
Chiet of the Air Corps should not be responsible for GHQ Air Force
operations. Foulois realized the new arrangement would not appreciably
diminish his powers, vet press reports to the contrary disturbed him. He
and some of his staft otficers also feared that the Baker Board proposal
would result in a segmented, uncoordinated force. They thought it foolish
to vest in one officer responsibility for supply, procurement, and training
at Air Corps schools, while giving another officer tactical control over
combat units. Foulais' protested this arrangement, but to no avail.*

By JTanuary 1935 the General Staft and OCAC worked out the major
details ot the new organization. The GHQ Air Foree commander was to
establish his headquarters at Langley Field, Virginia, and exercise control
over the force through three tacnical wing commanders. The War Depart-
ment picked L Coll Frank M. Andrews to lead the GHQ Air Force. A
highly respected aviator, Andrews had served in the OCAC and as com-
mander of the Ist Pursuit Group betore coming to Washington in 1934 10
join the General Staft. The War Department ordered him to take over
tactical command of the Air Corps’ combat forces effective March 1. He
was furnished a small statt of officers and the enlisted force that had
previousty been constituted as the GHQ Air Foree headquarters squadron
at Bolling Field. A General Staft directive made Andrews directly respon-
sible to the Chief of Staff or theater commander for the GHQ Air Force's
cffectiveness an peace and war, but it gave him no authority over his
force’s installations, station complements, or procurement and supply.
Nevertheless, he did have complete control of Army combat aviation ex-
cept those observation units which did not belong to the GHQ Air Force.
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This in itself was a vast improvement, as far as Air Corps officers were
concerned, over the past system of segmented control under the corps
arca commanders. The War Department directed Andrews to conduct a
one-year test to find out if the new arrangement would work. His prelimi-
nary report was due on October 1, 1935.*

The GHQ Air Force was a compromise between the extreme posi-
tions of those airpower advocates who wanted to free the Air Corps com-
pletely from Army control and the conservative ground officers who de-
manded that military aviation be tied to the advance of the suiface forces.
Because the new organization was capable of independent air missions as
well as close support of ground troops, it offered something to both
groups. Army aviators praised it because it enabled both concentrated
emploviment of air power under a single Air Corps commander and stand-
ardized unit training, unhindered by the whims of the various corps area
commanders.

Foulois labeled the decision to create the GHQ Air Force “the most
important and forward looking single step ever taken 1o secure a military
unit of adequate striking power to insure to the United States a proper
defense in the air™ The General Staff also liked the decision. It pre-
served War Department authority over its air component and soothed the
restless aviators, It also provided a very useful tool for combat opera-
tions. A War Department press release in December 1934 described it as
*“the most important and evolutionary step toward modernization of the
forces of the United States that had been taken since the World War.™
MacArthur said of the new foree:

The GHO \ir Force voula be used as a great deadime tactor m nuss combat

and tor rapid remtorcement gt distan thicarened points, such as af outpostsn

Panama and Hawan, Tt could be used on independent missions o1 destruction

amed ar the vital arreties ot g n.nn\n.h
In his annual report for 1935, he used the existence of the new organiza-
tion to discourage further consideration of a separate air arm. saving the
GHOQ Air Force must be given at least five vears to fully develop.™

With the activation of this consolidated strike tforce on March 1,
1935, campaigning by Air Corps officers for service autonomy all but
ceased. This did not mean the aviators had put aside their long-held goal.
Rather, it indicated they believed the GHQ Air Force was a step in the
right direction and were now willing to give it a chance before renewing
the old struggle. Editorials favoring a separate air force continued to ap-
pear in aviation magazines, but senior Armyv flvers ceased to champion
this approach before Congress or in the media. When Congressman
MceSwain began hearings on a bill to create a separate Department of
Acronautics in April 1935, Generals Arnold and Westover and 1.t. Col.
Follett Bradley testified against the measure, saving they were satistied
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Ass't Sec of War Harry H Woodring
formatly presents the appointment as
Chiet of Statt to Gen Matn Craig

with the existing arrangement. Just one Air Corps officer, a captain, came
out betore the committee in favor of immediate independence.™ Other
factors, such as War Department approval of research and development
funds for a long-range bomber and the introduction of a special promo-
tion system, helped shape this new attitude. But creation of the GHQ Air
Force was far and away the leading cause. Foulois and other Air Corps
officers were genuinely enthusiastic about their new unified strike force
and wanted to prove its value as an instrument of national defense. !

Gen. Malin Craig, who replaced MacArthur as Chiet of Staff in Oc-
tober 1935, wanted to ensure the air arm’s cooperative attitude continued.
in November he wrote to Andrews and Acting Chief of the Air Corps
Westover, stressing his need for lovalty and cooperation from all echelons
of the Air Corps. Craig told the two air leaders that he expected their help
in keeping the Air Corps a satisfied part of the Army team. The new
Chict of Staft seemed more distrustful of the aviators and less under-
standing of military aviation than his dvnamic predecessor. This came
through in his note to Andrews: 1 shall expect that discussion or criti-
cism of the G.H.Q. Air Foree organization or operations be confined to
the military service, which should adjust within itself its ditferences with a
view to presenting a united front when we appeal 1o Congress for legisla-
tion or supporting appropriations.”*

Westover believed in proper channels of military authority. He mir-
rored Craig's attitude on loyalty and Army team spirit. With Foulois on
terminal leave, he now used his position as Acting Chief to insist that all
Air Corps officers refrain from giving their personal views to Congress or
to the public. In a letter to all commissioned personnel he said:

The Air Corps as g whole has sattered in the past nor alone trom a lack ot tull
understandimg of 1y many and vaned problems and trom delavs m the com-
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plenon of detinite approved programs for its development and equipment, but

abwo undoubtedls from the aggressive and enthusiastic eftorts of some ot s

personnel an seching remedial measures which have not pc\;rhup\ always been

directed along the proper line to attam the results desired.
He assured his fellow aviators that constructive criticism through channels
was welcomed, but he stressed that when higher authority round it neces-
sary to take no action or disapprove of recommendations

it should be understood by all concerned that such decisions are backed by

cogent reasons, the knowledge of which is vested in higher authoriy. o sach-

canes, iU s encumbent upon every member of the military establishment o con

form wholcheartediv to such deaisions Huonest ditterences ot opiion are

recognized but their expression o persons autade the nibitars servce shoutd be

;l\mdud‘“
Andrews’ reaction to Craig's letter is unrecorded. Since his attitude to-
ward military aviation resembled that of Foulois, it is doubttul that he
responded by ordering quiet obedience.™

Soon atter the GHQ Air Forees activation, Andrews discovered his
most scrious problem was the “divided responsibility and control inherent
in the . . . exempted status responsibility of Air Force stations.”" The
corps commanders controlled his installations and station complements
and exercised court-marnal jurisdiction over all ofticers and men who
were not part of his headquarters. The Chiet of the Air Corps’ authority
over supply, procurement, and tactics development confused the situation
even more. However, during Foulois® tenure the OCAC and Andrews’
statt worked together harmontousiy. Yet the three-wav division of power
made tor a perplexing work environment tor GHQ Air Foree unit com-
manders. In August, Andrews wrote the new Deputy Chief of Statt, Gen-
cral Simonds, asking that the control of corps area commanders be done
away with. Simonds was unsympathetic and intormed Andrews that the
Chict ot Statt opposed any immiediate radical departures trom the present
structure, ™

The air strike foree chief renewed his plea in his October GHQ Air
Force progress report. He explained that the basic concept of the GHQ
Air Force was gquite sound, but not the division of responsibility between
the commander of the force and the corps arca commanders. “lines of
demarcation are not clearly defined. . . . Such overlapping is definitely
intertering with GHQ Air Force operations and traming, and theretore,
makes it ditficult to determine and cstablish a proper organization based
upon sound operating principles.” Andrews again recommended that “all
Air Corps stations, at which GHQ Air Force units are garrison, be on an
exempted status, under command of the senior Air Corps flving officer
assigned to duty thereat.™ He argued: It is essential to sound planning
and legal jurisdiction that the Air Force Commander exercise complete
control, jurisdiction and command over all clements of the base, and not
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be dependent upon lateral coordination and cooperation.”™ Andrews re-
peated his call tor exempted status in a February 1936 GHQ Air Force
progress report.®

Six months before, he had won General Statt approval for a survey
of station complements to see it anyv changes were needed in the current
organization at the base level. The Browning Board, named after Col.
William S. Browning of The Inspector Generals Otffice who headed the
study, reported in January 1936 that it tavored ending the three-way split
of authority. The board recommended exempting GHQ Air Force installa-
tions trom corps arca control and putting the complete air organization
under the Chief of the Air Corps. In March and April Andrews requested
Craig grant exempted status as called for by the Browning Board report,
with the provision that the bases be placed under the commander of the
GHQ Air Force rather than the Chief of the Air Corps.®!

Andrews' request reflected the growing tensions between his organi-
zation and the OCAC once Westover had succeeded Foulois. Westover
believed a cleavage had devcloped within the Air Corps due to the division
of responsibility between his office and the GHQ Air Force. Maintaining
that the Browning report provided an excellent solution to the problem,
he advocated to the Chiet of Staff in April that he be given control over
the entire Army air arm. The War Department, however, sided with An-
drews and ordered that on July 1 the leader of the GHQ Air Force would
assume command of all permanent GHQ Air Foree stations and assigned
personnel. In August the General Staft allowed Andrews to abolish the
mobile service squadrons and provide flving units with their own mainte-
nance torce. At the same time, he changed the name of the stations' com-
plements to air base squadrons.®

Thus, in 1936 the General Staff brought an end to interference by
corps arca commanders in the atfairs of the Air Corps tactical units. This
had been a goal of Foulois and other Army flvers for many vears, but it
came to pass only after the aviation pioncer had retired. However, not
until 1939 did the War Department act to solve the other hindrance of air
arm unified control—its refusal to let the Chief of the Air Corps supervise
the GHQ Air Force.

Benjamin Foulois can probably be held partly responsible for this
turn of events. His demands for Air Corps priority in spending, his advo-
cacy of autonomy, and his stvle of leadership convinced the General Staff
in 1933 that he should not be permitted to command the GHQ Air Force.
Not until March 1, 1939, did the General Staff finally decide to eliminate
the division of responsibility and give the Chief of the Air Corps jurisdic-
tion over the air striking arm. Unfortunately for the Air Corps, in 1940
the War Department reversed itselt on this decision as well as its 1936
decision allowing GHQ Air Force bases exempted status. On the eve of
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World War 11, air arm installations and air base squadrons reverted 1o the
control of corps area commanders, and the three-way division of respon-
sibility for the air strike force was reinstated.
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CHAPTER IX
DOCTRINE, MISSION, AND
EMPLOYMENT CONCEPTS,

1934-1935

The War Department’s pre-Baker Board decision to create the GHQ
Air Force pleased Air Corps officers. The Army’s commitment to bring
the force to life meant that the air arm would be organized in peacetime
in accordance with wartime employment concepts. This would enable the
Air Corps to better prepare itselt to meet the threat of hostile invasion,
and. as airpower advocates realized, it also provided the air arm with a
unified strike torce that could conceivably be used in strategic bombing
aperations against the enemy.

In carly 1934 the General Staft acknowledged the advantages the
GHQ Air Force would provide in coast defense operations, but it contin-
ued to deny the decisiveness of air power in warfare. A February position
paper praised the GHQ Air Force's capacity to rapidly concentrate a
strong air armada in any threatened area of the nation and to furnish
valuable distant reconnaissance. It claimed the existence of this organiza-
tion, with its abilities to prevent strategic surprise and destrov much of the
enemy seaborne force betore it reached American beaches, would deter
hostile attacks on the United States. Asserting the importance of air su-
periority, the War Department paper maintained: “It is doubtful whether
an cnemy fleet convoving troop transports would approach our coasts
cven in the absence of the fleet unless the commander was reasonably sure
that he could sccure at least temporary control of the air.”™ But the paper
went on to say that, due to poor flving weather during half of cach
month, “the air force alone cannot be depended upon for coast defense.”
Instead, the General Staff insisted, this was a coordinated function of the
entire Army. Repeated was the War Department’s traditional stand on avi-
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aton's ability to independently influence the outcome of war: “Only by
defeat of the enemy’s armies can his morale be broken and vital areas
accupied, thus forcing him to consent to yield.” The ground generals still
viewed the air arm as an auxiliary, though a most useful one.' Their posi-
tion would not change down through World War 1.

A War Plans Division study in late spring 1934 fully examined the
question of how the GHQ Air Force should be employved. The General
Staft was preparing for September command post exercises in which a
paper unified air strike torce would take part for the first time. Before
the maneuvers began, 1t wanted to fill the doctrinal void on how this force
would be used in land warfare. On June 12 Kilbourne submitted a draft
statement listing four primary operations for the force: *Bombardment of
enemy ostablishments and installations bevond the range of artillery . . .
pursuit action to counter enemy air operations . . . long-range reconnais-
sance ... fand atack of] critical targets in the battle area.” Close air
support, which the War Department had so prized over the vears, wound
up behind the other three activities on the list. No doubt this pleased the
officers in the OCAC. Kilbourne's dratt followed established Air Corps
doctrine in naming bombardment aircraft as “the most important element
of the GHQ Air Force.” because they were capable of intlicting damage
on the enemivs Zone of Intericr—"which no other weapon can do.” Kil-
bourne suggested two ways for Army GHQ to use the wir force. It could
outline the campaign plans 1o the GHQ Air Force commander and “then
permit him to undertake such operations which he considers will best tur-
ther the objectives of the plan of campaign.”™ Or it could designate certain
objectives from time to time againsg which the air strike force would be
directed.

The War Plans Division chiet said that regardless of the method used,
the actual conduct of operations should be lett entirely to the GHQ Air
Force commander. Kilbourne tilted toward the second alternative as **nor-
mally the more satistactory method, probably the only method applicable
in decisive periods ot a campaign, and unless our Air Force is greatly
superior should be used throughout the campaign.” This would “insure
the cooperation ot the Air Force with the ground units™ and would make
certain that the air strike foree “will be directed against those objectives
which will further the operations of the ground forces and the general
plan of campaign.”™* Kilbourne's June 12 statement «till tied the GHQ Air
Force to the advance of the infantry, but it went turther than any pre-
vious General Statt paper toward accepting the Air Corps’ views on com-
bat employment.

Westover, the acting commander of the yet-to-be-activated GHQ Air
Force, responded 1o the War Plans Divisions proposal, recommending
what he and Foulois believed 1o be a better method of GHQ control over
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air operations. He suggested that the Army theater commander should
“outline the plan of the campaign to the G.H.Q. Air Force Commander,
calling tor his recommendations™ on how the force should be used “to
further the objectives of the plan of campaign.”™ Westover declared that
the Air Force commander could then come up with a proposal tor GHQ
approval or modification. He stressed that the GHQ should seek updated
proposals from the commander of the GHQ Air Foree as the combat
situation changed and rely on him 1o do all of the basic planning of air
operations throughout the campaign.’

MacArthur turther clarified the War Departments view on the issue
in August. He said there were really three wavs to use the GHQ Air
Force. The first was 1o assign the GHQ Air Foree a broad general mission
and give ity commander the fatitude 1o carry it out as he saw fit. This
approach would be used betore grouand troops came in contact and during
Julls in the campaign. The second was to assign the air strike toree com-
mander special missions against major objectives. This would be the pro-
cedure in the period between contact of opposing ground units and the
actual beginning of the battle. The Chief of Statt said that during periods
of ground combat the third means, that of emploving “the striking power
of the GLH.Q. Air Toree tor decisive attacks in conjunction with ground
forces.”™ would apply. This would be done by assignment ot specitic mis-
stons 1o the GUHLQ. Air Force Commander for execution under direct
control of GHQ. or by directing the G.H.Q. Air Force Commander to
support specific operations of an army in accordance with the instruction
of said armv’s commander.” MacArthur's contention that the third ap-
proach “ensures the maximum development of air power in battle™ made
it clear he would torbid the air arm to tree-lance once ground troops were
actively engaged.?

MacArthur stated that the situation, as developed for the September
command post exercise, required the GHQ Air Foree 1o be employed solely
under the second and third methods. As a result, Weatover was given little
treedom of action, causing some Air Corps bitterness. Air officers could
not understand why the directors of the exercise refused o use the GHQ
Air Foree to oppose the mock invasion and instead employved it merely for
close support of ground troops once the enemy was ashore. This served to
confirm the beliefs of airpower advocates that the General Staft neither
understood the full value of military aviation nor knew how (o employ it.
The aviators evidently did not realize that those running the exercise pur-
posely allowed the fictitious enemy to land in order to provide training
for all of the Army™ ficld forees.

Air Corps officers were not shy about voicing their views before the
Baker Board on the proper offensive and defensive uses of air power. Lt.
Col. John k. Curry, Air Corps Tactical School commandant, testified in
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May 1934 that the air arm’s chief mission in coast defense was to destroy
the enemy’s aviation by bombing his carriers and land-based flying instal-
lations. He reiterated the Air Corps® position on support of ground
troops, claiming the air strike force should be used to stop the flow of
men and materiel to the tront rather than in close air support: “As we all
know, that it all is lost you employ evervthing vou have, even cooks in
vour company, but our normal plan is that it {the air force] is not a field
weapon. 1t is a strategical weapon [that should be used) against a logisti-
cal air rarget.” Curry did not speak on the value of strategic bombing
operations. Arnold mentioned it, however, to prove the United States
needed a strong and well-organized air defense structure. He asserted that
once an air foree gained air superiority, it could “wreck havoe™ by demol-
ishing industnial centers, transportation facilities, and water suprlies.
Such strategic air operations could destrov a peoples’ morale and “cause
them to conclude that it will be cheaper to pay than to fight.”

Other Air Corps officers made similar statements, but the Army avi-
ators did not speak with one voice on the existing threat and the advan-
tages of strategic bombing. One flver summed up tor the board the plight
of those advocating this type of wartare: “We might take a 2,000-pound
bomb to Furope, but that i all. We would have to come back and get
another one.”" The state of rechnology simply did not support the argu-
ments that the United States was in imminent danger or that strategic
bombing could win wars,

This lack of airpower credibility, together with General Statt influ-
ence, had tis effect on the Baker Board. lis Julv 1934 report concluded
that military aviation was not a decisive weapon and that the nation need
not fear attacks tfrom the sky, The report admitted that air power was an
important tactor in wartare but went to great lengths to point oul s
“vital limitations and inherent weaknesses.” Restating time-honored War
Department views, the report faulted military aviation for its inability to
take and hold territory, its need for good weather, the inability of existing
aireraft to strike distant targets with Large loads ot ordnance, and the
airplanes lack of staving power. The board claimed the United States was
safe from air attacks launched from overseas bases and that aviation
alone could not stave oft air strikes on the American homeland:

Lo dare no tvpe o arplane has been developed capable ot crosang the
Aelartee or Pacitic wath g efteane Joad, atachme successtully our vt
arcds, and teturminye toars bases

The “anr amvasion o the United States™ and the “ain detense ot the
Eoted Stares™ are concepnions of those whoe tad to reahize the mherent himia
trons ol aviation and o consider ocean barners Aatcratt i sathicient numbers
to threaten senous damage can be brousht aeatnst ty onh i comungetion with
s torces o with Land torces which musi_be met by torees denticab i natute
and cqually capable ot prolonged ctiont
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Foulois” aviators were undeterred by the Baker Board's doctrinal pro-
nouncements. They spoke betore the Federal Aviation Commission of the
importance of air superiority as well as the decisiveness of strategic bomb-
ing. The Air Corps Tactical School proceeded to preach that offensive air
operations offered the most direct avenue to victory, The ACTS faculty
taught its 1934-35 class that “loss of morale in the civilian population is
decisive™ in war and that air power alone could directly aftect this key
tactor. The instructors plaved down the advantages of population bomb-
mg because international sentiment opposed this method and because air
otticers believed destruction of an adversarys industrial base, raw mate-
rials, transportation system, and energy supplies would be a more effi-
cient way to induce peace. The ACTSS “Air Foree™ text was a bit uncer-
tain whether the foe’s air force should be wiped out betore launching a
campaign against his cconomy, but it eventually resolved that it the hostile
air arm o was a threat it must first be neutralized. The text nevertheless
made 1t clear there were no air missions more important than these two in
bringing about the enemyv s deteat. Responding to the Baker Board report,
it denied that the air arm was just an auxihiary. Oftensive air action would
obviate the need o seize or hold portions of an enemy™s territory. lgnor-
mg technologreal limitanons, the ACTS faculty maintained “the air force
should be the principal arm in future wartare™ for it alone could directly
attack “the roots of a nations power.”™”

ACTS course matenals in 1934-35 devoted tar less space 1o defensive
operatons than to strategic bombardment. The “Air Force™ text men-
tioned ground toree support and coast deiense as GHQ Air Foree tasks
but placed them below counterair operations and strategie bombardment
i s list of missions.” This arrangement of priorities was not in line with
War Department policy, tor the General Staft sl asserted in 1934 that
the main tuncoion of the Air corps was “to operate as an arm of the
mobile Army.” The War Department deented all other air activities sec-
ondary, including coast defense. The General Staft’s written statement o
the Federal Aviation Commission in August 1933 did not even mention
strategic hombardment i its list of Air Corps missions. "

The Air Corps Lactical School's obsession for oftfensive operations
against the enemy s heartland did not mean the Air Corps had lost interest
1 it coast detense mission. Army tlvers still believed that the GHQ Air
Forces toremaost tash at the outbreak of war was to defeat the foe’s air
torce betore it could unleash attacks on America’s economic structure.
Lhey said this called tor the GHQ Air Foree to be a highly mobile strike
force. Only then could it be swiftly deploved 1o any arca of the United
States of its possessions at the first threat of invasion."!

In Juby 1934, at Foulois' request, Arnold led a squadron of B-10s
trom Washmeton, D.C. 10 Alaska to test and demonstrate the air arm’'s

216




CONCEPTS, 1934-1935

capacity to rapidly move units to distant areas. Ten planes took part in
the 8.290-mile round-trip exercise. The force lifted oft Bolling Field on
July 19 and touched down at Fairbanks on July 24, compiling a total 25§
I 2 hours tlving time while covering about 4,000 miles. After mapping
parts of Alaska tfrom the air, the squadron began its return trip, and on
August 17 flew the 990 miles from Juneau to Scattle nonstop. Just one
minor accident marred the operation. During activities in Alaska, an en-
gine failed on one of the planes and the pilot ditched his craft in Cook
Inlet near Anchorage. The sturdy B-10 was towed ashore, quickly re-
paired, and returned 1o duty. Foulois was well pleased with the mobility
exercise. '

Soon after the GHQ Air Force came into existence in March 1935,
Andrews and his statt began to sort out their thinking on coast defense.
Relving on the three phases of emplovment in MacArthur's policy letter of
January 1932 as o guide, the planners asserted that during the first, or
independent emplovment. phase the GHQ Air Force would attack enemy
aireraft carriers and landing ficlds to neutralize the hostile air threat.
Nead, it would assault the adversary's other naval torees and chokepoints
in hiv lines of communications, In accord with traditional Air Corps
thinking, the GHQ Air Foree leadership claimed strategic bombing of the
enemy s war industries would also be part ot the tirst phase ot coastal atr
defense operations. !’

Advocating distant strategic operations in the name of coast defense
was absurd, unless both the enemy and his industrial facilities were lo-
cated in Canada or Mexico, which was highly unlikely, Existing aircraft
were incapable of mounting powertul long-range raids. Furthermore, un-
dertaking strategic bombings in the tirst phase of operations would vio-
late the Air Corps' own frequently voiced principle of concentrated
cmplovment —at a time when the GHQ Air Foree would need all of its
resources to prevent an imvasion toree from landing in the United States.
However, this linking of strategic and defensive missions serves to point
out that the Army aviators were not satistied with a purely defensive war-
time role. Thev believed in the importance of defending the nation against
hostile air attack and invasion, but at the same time they were convineed
that the doctrine of oftensive bombardment was the proper way to bring a
war 1o a speedy and decisive conclusion.

MacArthur and his staff held a different view. They thought the
GHQ Air Foree would be a valuable tool for immediate use in an emer-
geney, and they conceded that in land campaigns and coast defense activi-
ties “there would undoubtedly be occasions . . . when air operations be-
vond the immediate theatres of land and sea forces will be desirable.”™"
But the Chiet of Staft remained unconvinced by the aviators' assertions
that strategic bombing was decisive. He remarked in his annual report for
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1935 that “so far as tactical and strategic doctrine is concerned, there exist
two great fields for Air Force employment; one fully demonstrated and
proved, the other conjectural”™ In the proven category, MacArthur put
those tasks involving direct cooperation with the ground forces: close air
support, interdiction, observation, reconnaissance, transportation, and air
cover. He said “the more conjectural use of the Air Force involves its
employment against unarmed centers of population and industry,” and
affirmed that “the sentiment of this country . . . will alwavs repudiate and
forbid the unprovoked initiation of this kind of war by our own forces.”
Even so, he judged the GHQ Air Force suitably organized to efficiently
carry out strategic bombing if needed to safeguard the nation.'*

The War Department’s formal commitment to establish the GHQ Air
Force quickened the Army-Navy debate in 1934 over which service would
have primary respounsibility tor aerial coast defense. The Navy stepped up
its campaign to gain control of all overwater military air activity. The Air
Corps and the General Staff continued to claim Army dominion over
coast defense activities and all combar air operations originating from
land. Adm. William H. Standley, Chiet of Naval Operations, spoke quite
firmly to the Baker Board: Uniess Air Corps pilots were acting under
Navy control, “they have no business doing bombing at sea.” He claimed
that overwater air patrols were the job of the sea service and that the
GHQ Air Foree™s bomber fleet should conduct no strikes out at sea unless
directed 1o do so by the Navy.'®

Standley had rescinded Pratt’s naval air operating policy of Novem-
ber 1930 and replaced it with a more expansive aviation policy statement
in May 1934, Among the naval air functions set forth in this new docu-
ment were: “Provision of timely information of the approach of an en-
emy in sea arcas both of the continenital United States and of overseas
possessions™ and “protection of commerce on the high seas, in coastal
zones and in sea lanes.” Naval air units based ashore now had as one of
their missions the “operation of aircraft for protection of commerce in
coastal zones and sca lanes, by mceans of patrol and scouting over the sea
and offensive action connected therewith."'”

Admiral King, Chiet of the Burcau of Acronautics, stirred Air Corps
concern in carly 1934 when he advocated the building of a large force of
long-range patrol planes. These *patrol-bombing-torpedo seaplanes™
could work with the fleet, but their principal usefulness lay elsewhere.
According to King, such aircraft would make possible “powerful striking
forces™ that could be used “as protective patrol and scouting units along
our coasts and at our outlying bases.”'"® He warned the General Board
that although “such planes and their emplovment fit directly into the
Navy's mission, . . . unless the Navy takes advantage of this force, there
is no question but that the Army, already realizing the tremendous possi-
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bilities of such a force and its appeal to popular imagination, will beat the
Navy to its development.” The consequences would be scrious, for “a
highly important naval force with untold future possibilities may pass par-
tially or totally from under naval control.” Admiral King pleaded for vo-
cal Navy support for his proposal. He believed a well-organized and
“properly publicized™ Navy air patrol force *will go a long ways in main-
taining the control of air operations over the sea in naval hands.”'” The
burcau chiet kept the issue alive through 1934, but he received only mild
Navy Department support. The aircraft in question were toa costly 10
purchase in the quantities King desired (approximately six hundred). Yet
the Navy did make plans for both a smaller buy and the expansion of naval
aviation facilities ashore. "

Air Corps officers feared the Navy was bent on stealing the coastal
air defense mission. In early 1934, Foulois pressed the General Staff to
support the air arm’s claims to responsibility for overwater reconnaissance
activities. He argued that GHQ Air Force distant patrol operations were
essential to prevent the enemy from making air attacks on the United
States. While unaware of King's plans for a large force of long-range
patrol planes, Foulois and other Air Corps officials were suspicious of the
Navvs carlier decision to buy additional medium-range, shore-based pa-
trol aircratt with fiscal 1935 money. In May 1934 they protested the pro-
posed purchase to MacArthur, asserting that it would supply the sea serv-
ice with planes that duplicated a portion of the Air Corps’ coast defense
function. Thus the purchase would violate the MacArthur-Pratt agree-
ment. Foulois and his cohorts would have been outraged had they known
of King's struggle to secure a large force of long-range flving boats.
OCAC officials also worried over possible Navy-Coast Guard collusion
that might jeopardize the Air Corps mission. They even went so far as to
suggest to the Chief of Staff that he arrange tor the Air Corps to absorb
Coast Guard aviation and communications nets in time of war. Justifiably
concerned over the sea service's ambitions, the Army aviators wanted the
War Department to thwart the Navy's efforts to assume control of aerial
coast defense operations. ™!

The General Staff opposed the Navv's purported encroachment on
the coast defense mission, but it did not want the Air Corps to intensify
the conflict. The War Department banned publication of an article
Foulois had written titled *Air Power in Defense of Qur Sea Frontier,”
because of its inflammatory statements on long-range, antifleet air opera-
tions. It also worked to secure a clear division of air responsibilities be-
tween the two services. The War Department concluded that the Air
Corps’ right to reconnaissance and combat operations at extreme dis-
tances from the shore, sanctioned in MacArthur’s policy letter of Janu-
ary 3, 1933, was the root of the Navy Department’s refusal to formalize
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the MacArthur-Pratt agreement. It therefore set about redefining the
limits of the GHQ Air Foree’s coast defense duties in a manner acceptable
to the sea service.™
During discussions in August 1934, Kilbourne and Drum tried 1o get
naval officials to agree that patrol of coastal shipping lanes and other
Navy air functions not related to flect operations were secondary mis-
stons. The General Staft officers further wanted the sea service 1o accept
the findings of the Drum and Baker Boards as they related to the use of
the GHQ Air Force in coast defense. In exchange, the War Department
willingly acknowledged that the Navy had paramount responsibility for
locating the enemyv and reporting on his approach to American shores.
Kilbourne and Drum assented to the use ot both land-based and carrier-
borne naval aircraft for such reconnaissance activity, Navy Department
leaders eventually agreed to accept the Drum and Baker reports as the
basis for GHQ Air Force air defense emplovment, but they refused to
reclassify the sea service’s close-to-shore air functions as secondary.™
The General Staft submitted a dratt of the Army-Navy agreement to
the Joint Board. After making some minor changes, the senior service
representatives signed it on September 26 and sent it to the Secretaries of
War and Navy for final approval. MacArthur issued it as 1 War Depart-
ment policy statement on Octeber 17,7 Titled *Doctrines for the Employ-
ment ot the G.H.Q. Air Foree,™ the agreement guoted statements from
the Baker and Drum reports denving the Army air arm’'s abilities to inde-
pendently protect the Umted States from hostile attack. Bowing to the
Navy's wishes, it stated that the “organization of the G.H.Q. Air Force
within the Army does not contravene any of the existing policies relating
to the primary and secondary tunctions of the Army and Nawvy." This
prevented the Air Corps from seizing the sea service's antisubmarine and
antisurface raider missions in coastal waters. The Joint Board paper con-
tained the essentials of the MacArthur-Pratt agreement, but with qualifi-
cations asserting the Navy's right to control overwater operations if the
fleet were present:
The Army s responsible tor the direct detense ot the coast. This responsi-
bility and the possibility that naval strategy may demand the presence of the

tHleet i another theater, require that jomt plans for coastal frontier defense be
drawn without countmg upon the assintance ot the fleet.

When the fleet, as distinguished tram local naval detfense torees, is strate-
vically present and free 1o act, paramount interest 1N operations al sea rests
with the Navs. It the GLHLQ. Aar Foree joins in such aperations, 1t will be in
conjunction with and under the temporary command ot the naval commander.
In the absence of the fleet, the primary responsibilits of securing information
ot hostile Hleet movements rests with Nasal Distnict forees supplemented by
Army Air Corps umits. However, in either situation the G.H.Q. Air Force
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retamns the responsibility for such reconnaissance as is essential 1o its combat

cl’liclunc_\.::

The agreement listed the three phases of Army air arm employment
in coast defense operations that, under MacArthur’s January 1933 policy
letter, were to be undertaken in the absence of the tleet. But no longer
was there a permissive phase allowing Army aviation to operate to the
limit of s range. Instead, the explanation of the first phase called for
“the conduct of reconnaissance over the sea approaches to the coast and

. the attack ot enemy clements,” While not drawing a definite line
bevond which GHQ Air Foree operations would be torbidden, the paper
implied that Army air activity would be kept close to the shore. In two
instances the agreement casually mentioned that GHQ Air Foree “oper-
ates along the coast.™"

The Joint Board paper achieved very little. It was so vaguely worded
and tull of qualitving conditions that it failed to clearly define air defense
responsibilities. Morcover, the paper did not deter the Air Corps or the
Navy from seeking to expand the scope of its coast defense responsibili-
ties. Army aviators may have been dismayed by the implied restriction on
the distance trom the shore the GHQ Air Foree was to operate, but they
retused to pubhicly acknowledge this limitation and continued to claim
responsibility for overwater air operations within the cruising radius of
Army aireraft,s The Navy went on asserting the right to control all air
combat and reconnaissance bevond the coastline. In its report to the Fed-
eral Aviation Commission, the Navy Department argued the Army should
cease training pilots and procuring planes tor overwater operations. The
report maintained that the sea service should be made strong enough to
protect the United States and its possessions without assistance from
Army aviation. Calling long-range. shore-based patrol aircraft “an indis-
pensable part of the Navy's Air Component,”™ it insisted the Navy needed
more of these aircratt and tields from which 1o operate them. Then it
could properly discharge its mission of patroiling and protecting Amer-
ica’s sea approaches. The Navy held that the GHQ Air Force should per-
form solely those functions that *will enable the Army to protect the
continental and overseas possessions of the United States from an enemy
engaged in land-warfare.” ™

The General Statt was pleased with the Joint Board agreement. War
Department ofticers had gotten the Navy to admit coast defense was an
Army mission. In cxchange the General Staft sacriticed the Air Corps’
right to distant overwater operations. Restricting the air arm to close-in
tasks, accepting the sea service’s paramount interest in anti-invasion oper-
ations when the fleet was present, and giving naval aviation the responsi-
bility for coast detense reconnaissance held an additional advantage for
the War Department. These limitations drew the GHQ Air Force's combat
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responsibilities into line with what the General Staff regarded as the air
arm’s primary function—support of the mobile army.™

During 1935 Air Corps officers continued to fret over the Navy's
drive to assume a greater share of the coastal air defense mission. Reports
circulated 0 the fall that Standley was planning 1o build a big, land-based
air strike force, composed of King's proposed long-range, patrol-
bombing-torpedo seaplanes, The news prompted Andrews to ask the new
Chief of Staft, General Malin Craig, to do what he could to head off this
program.™ The GHQ Air Force chief had only sketchy details on the
Navy's intentions, In fact King and Standley were acting 1o forestall what
they thought was an Air Corps incursion into a purely Navy mission. As
the Chiet of the Bureau of Acronautics saw it, GHQ Air Force operations
bevond the immediate vicinity of the coastline were unwarranted. The
Navy, with its patrol-bombing planes and other resources, had sole re-
sponsibility for protecting the sea and air approaches to the United States
and ity possessions. !

King and his Navy associates were signaling their intent to take
charge of all overwater operations, a move that would put an end to the
Air Corps” only politically acceptable semi-independent mission. Army
aviators were not going to take this lving down. Andrews resolved 1n 1936
to treat the naval threat as a challenge: “When it comes to a tinal show-
down on this function of air defense, the air branch of our National De-
tense which has the most airplanes, with best pertformance, best trained
crews, and the proper base set-up, is going to have the strongest argu-
ments to get this Air Defense.”™ He worked to perfect the GHQ Air
Force accordingly.

The Armyv and Navy attempted to turther define coast defense re-
sponsibilities and air missions in a 1935 update of the otficial pamphlet,
“Joint Action of the Armyv and the Navy.”™ The revision stated that the
chiet role of the Army air component was “to operate as an arm of the
mobile Army, both in the conduct of air operations over the land in sup-
port of land operations and in the conduct of air operations over the sea
n direet defense of the coast.”™ The two services thus acknowledged the
importance of the Air Corps” coastal air defense mission by raising it
from ity previoushy designated secondary status. The pamphlet named op-
crations in support of the fleet as the primary mission for the naval air
arm. '’ The new agreement produced only a slight erosion of the Navy's
position, for the sea service defined “direct defense of the coast™ to mean
close-in defense. The Navwvs fong-range scaplanes, having the primary
function of supporting the fleet, could still be used for coast defense op-
crations bevond this close-in area.

In addition the Joint Board document reiterated the September 1934
coast defense agreement, and tried to establish a clean-cut division of air
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defense responsibilties. It charged the Navy with patrolling the coastal
zone and accepted that service’s dominance in operations against enemy
forces still outside of “Defensive Coastal Areas.” The Army was to repel
actual autacks against land frontiers and would take over anti-invasion
activities when it became apparent that the enemy force meant to attack
“a shore objective.” To muddy the issue the pamphlet said: “In operations
within a Defense Coastal Area, paramount interest will be vested in the
Army, except when it is apparent that the objective of the enemy force is
shipping within the Coastal Zone.”

The document went on to say that when the fleet was on hand the
Navy would run all operations at sea. GHQ Air Force units joining in the
action were to tall under naval control. It the fleet were not present and
“enemy forees approach close enough to threaten or launch a direct at-
tack against our territory . . . paramount interest shifts to the Army and
the function of the Navy is to support the Army.”" Under this setup the
Navy would still have charge of defensive actions bevond the *Defensive
Coastal Areas™ even if the fleet were absent—if it was not certain the
cnemy planned to assault land positions. However, another section of the
pamphlet implied that the Army could carry out overwater air operations
in the event the fleet was absent and stated that coast defense plans
should be based on the assumption that naval surface forces would not be
available. ™

The Joint Board's division of responsibilities was far too ambiguous
to furnish a workable air detense program. With *“paramount interest™
shifting back and forth and neither service cager to simplify the arrange-
ment for fear of further sacrificing its own institutional interests, the
American air defense system remained confused through December 1941.
Both the Navy and the Air Corps believed they were capable of indepen-
dently protecting the nation and its possessions from hostile attack. In
truth, neither could do the job alone. Both assumed the other would ¢o-
operate if the need arose. Yet neither took steps to define how this coop-
cration would be carried out. Consequently, the United States paid the
price in Hawaii in 194) for the ambiguity the military services created in
1938."

After adopting the September 1934 Jeint Board agreement on GHQ
Air Force employment. the General Staff attempted to create an air doc-
trine statement that would be acceptable to the entire Army. The War
Department realized the existing regulations on Air Corps employment
were completely outdated and had resolved shortly after acceptance of the
Drum Board report to revise them. The General Staff was chiefly con-
cerned with Training Regulations (TR) 440-15: Employvment of the Air
Forces of the Army, for the current (1926) edition was not consistent with
MacArthur’s policy letter of January 3, 1933, and the Drum report.
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However, the comvening of the Baker Board and the Navv's reluctance to
formalize the MacArthur-Pratt agreement delaved the revision. ™

After listening 1o Air Corps witnesses before the Pederal Aviation
Commission, Kilbourne became convinced that War Department air doc-
trine was contused. He suggested to Drum that the War Plans Division
draw up and virculate a draft doctrinal statement which could be used as
a departure point for creating a single coherent air doctrine. Following
MacArthur's approval, on December 21, 1934, Kilbourne sent copies of
the dratt, “Doctrines of the Army Air Corps,™ to the other General Staff
divisions and to the Air Corps.¥ In the cover letter he said this was a very
rough outhine and asked for comments and criticisms. Kilhourne ex-
pl;lincdi

[he desire v o prepare a study that wall eventually present o the servigee

the adopted prnaples tor the unlization ot air power and the dodnmes that

should povern st personnel Thes [is bemg done] wath g view to [ereating] o

broader anderstandinye of the Vit Corps” place e the scheme o national de

tense and inoeapectation of doine away with the misconceptions and anter

branch premudices that hase prevented the Army from reaching & common un

dersanding and presenting a united trong on the subiedt "
The War Plans Division chiet hoped 1o have the statement of doctrine in
final torm by March 1. 1935, <o it could bhe issued to the service on the
dav the GHQ Asr Foree came into being. He planned to then use it as the
basis for revising the outdated regulations, ™

“Doctrines of the Army Air Corps™ (ried to chart a middle course
between the traditional Army conception of aviation as only an auviliary
and the claims of independent decisiveness voiced by airpower advocates.
I'he paper said military aviaton was very important in modern warfare
but claimed that military operations could best be carried out if aviation
remained an integral part of the Army. [t maintained:

the GHOQ A Foree will meet the demdands tor the apphcation of air power

bevond the sphere of mtluence of suttace torges, thus ensuning (o us the ad

vantaees of g powertul stnkang toree tor independent ar operations, withow

the disadvantages inherent 1ooan orgamization in which the aviation s g
(!
separate department

The War Plans Division paper admitted that military aviation acting alone
could control “weak and poorly organized peoples.™ But air power's abil-
ity to break the will of a well-organized nation has never been demon-
strated and is not aceepted by members of the armed services of this na-
ton.” To win wars a nation must occupy the enemyv's territory, a task that
could be “greatly assisted™ by military aviation.™

The paper spelled out MacArthur's three methods for controlling the
operations of the GHQ Air Forcee and enumerated the following combat
missions Tor that force: (1) Operations bevond the sphere of intluence of
ground forces. (2) Operations in immediate support of the ground forces
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in campaign. (3) Operations in defense of the coast and/or land frontiers.
(4 Operations in defense of rear areas.”™ By placing independent opera-
tions ahead of ground support, Kilbourne was either seeking to placate
the aviators or was acknowledging the importance of this mission.

*Air Doctrines of the Army Air Corps™ stated that the destruction of
enemy aviation was the primary objective in operations bevond the range
of ground troops, but it also listed lines of communications and troop
concentrations, enemy munitions tactories, retineries, powerplants, and
other utilities as acceptable targets. The paper called for long-range recon-
naissance and mentioned attacks on population centers in reprisal for sim-
ilar enemy action.*” By advancing this target list, the War Plans Division
was all but endorsing the Air Corps™ concept of strategic bombardment.
This was quite a departure tor a branch of the General Staff.

T'he draft doctrinal statement took a more conservative stance toward
the ground support and coast defense missions. While including enemy
aviation, lines of communications, supply areas, and troop concentrations
as acceptable ground support targets, it alvo called for attacks on hostile
forces in fronthine positions, something the Army aviators had persistently
opposed. Likewise, the statement reatfirmed that “success on the battle-
ficld . . . was the decisive factor in war™ The paper’s position on coastal
air detense was tor the most part a rehash ot the September Joint Board
agreement. It lett distant overwater reconnaissance to the Navy and con-
ceded the sea service™s dominant interest in combat operations bevond the
couast, 1f the fleet were present and free to act. The draft pointed out,
however, that in the absence ot the fleet. the Army would be in charge of
anti-invasion operations. The War Plans Division paper turther said that
the Air Corps should “in periods of positive threat,” {1y surveillance out
to a distance cqual to twelve hours steaming time for the hostile fleet.
Also, it allowed the Army to assume “paramount interest™ in overwater
reconnaissance opposite a threatened land area it the Army commander in
that arca judged the Navy to be incapable of properly performing that
function. '

While permitting the GHQ Air Foree to venture farther out 1o sea
than had been the apparent intent of the September Joint Board agree-
ment, the paper still stressed ¢lose-in operations:

In veneral, the vloser the enemiv approaches the coast, the more tavorable i

the sitwation tor the attack by the General Headguatters A Force. Wath re

spect to tads trom the seas sarvedlance should normaliv be letr 1o Naval s

Tt torges
However, the draft did call tor immediate GHQ Air Force reconnaissance
and combat operations against a hostile carrier force if the enemy at-
tempted air raids with shipborne aviation. ™

Foulois and most OCAC officers were not displeased with the War
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Plans Division draft. The Chief of the Air Corps circulated it for com-
ment within his office and asked the Air Corps Tactical School for its
views. Nevertheless, he was not disposed to accept any radical alierations
of what appeared to be a reasonable compromise doctrine. Perhaps this
attitude could be traced to his troubles with Subcommittee Number 3 and
the impending investigation by The lmspector General. Stll, some air-
power advocates wanted to use the opening provided by Kilbourne to
press for War Department acceptance ot their points of view. One such
individual, 1. Col. Walter R, Weaver, prepared a paper that stressed the
importance of destroving the enemy™s air resources and morale, and that
completely eliminated support of ground forees as an air arm mission.*

An ACTS study criticized parts of the December 21 draft. The tacti-
cal school paper said the absence of a united Army position on air policy
matters stemmed from prejudices held by the older branches that were

occasioned by a natural psychiological reaction against a new method of war-

tare that disturbed nme-worn ideas and theories 0 L and challenged the

dominant position in wartare that ground torces have enjosed since the dawn

at hl\lOY)_J
Sent to the OCAC on January 31, 1935, the study debated the contention
in Kilbourne's draft that air power could not bring about a decision in
war and contended that the GHQ Air Force could best support Army
tield torces by defeating the enemy™s air arm. It demanded that all refer-
ences to use of the air strike foree in direct support of troops in contact
be deleted. After all, neutralization of the foe’ air force would make it
impossible tor hostile ground units to concentrate for combat.

The ACTS went on to attack the War Plans Division paper for its
murkiness on coast defense operations, [t declared that the GHQ Air
Force should be charged with all offshore aenal reconnaissance and be
authorized to control all counterinvasion operations in the absence of the
fieet. The study affirmed that counter-air torce activities comprised the
major mission of the GHQ Air Force, but cautioned:

Thiso it must be reabized, s fonhv] apphicable tor that pentod of tme during
which the radius of achion of airgeatt s less than that required o reach sital
stratepical objectives i ather parts of the world from U nited States ternitory,

. There v no omtention anvwhere i these comments of not comveving the
thought the prncipal and all smportant misson ot air power, when its equip-

ment permits, s the attack o those vital objectives it a nation’s ecanomic

structure which wall tend to paraly e that nation's abihiy to wage war and thus
contnibute directly to . L the divintegration of the hostile wall o rcn\lfu
The ACTS for the first time in vears had aligned its doctrine with techno-
logical reality. 1n doing <o, it had taken a position less hostile to the War
Plans Division paper than would have otherwise been the case.

The OCAC reviewed the tactical school study but integrated few of

its proposals in the Air Corps’ response to the General Seaff. Foulois
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made but minor changes to Kilbourne™s December 21 draft. to accent
shieghtly the importance of air power. He submitted it on February 27
along with a proposal that it be used as the basis tor revising TR 440-15.
Fhe General Statt was very responsive 10 Foulois' suggestion and circu-
lated his paper tor comment. Brig. Gen. John H. Hughes, Assistant
Chiet of Statt, G-3, was impressed both with the Chiet of the Air Corps’
suggestion on the training regulations and his changes in the original
dratt, Andrews was also enthusiastic. Other General Staft divisions sug-
gested minor revisions that caused the proposed directive™s final form to
stress the air arm’s responsibility to the overall Army mission. As it was
published, however, TR 44015 varied little trom the OCACN original re-
vision of the Kilbourne dratt. The War Department completed work on
the air cmplovment directive in April. But to avoid problems with the
Navy, it delayved releasing it untit atter the Joint Board completed the
revision of Joint Action of the Army and the Navy in September. ™

The new TR 440-15 came into etffect on October 15, 1935, piving the
Army air arm an updated doctrine to match its new combat organization,
Reflecting the OCACs desires, the regulation no longer mentioned de-
tense of rear arcas as a GHQ Air Foree mission. Revealing the input of
General Staft ground officers, it explained that “air operations bevond
the sphere of influence of the ground torces are undertaken in further-
ance of the Army Strategical Plan.” TR 440-15 contained no other
changes of substance save in the realm of coast defense. The directive did
not try o sort out the GHQ Air Foree's responsibilities trom those of the
Navy. It simply stated that aerial coast defense operations would be based
on the recently completed Joint Action of the Armyv and the Navy.™

The upshot of Kilbourne's work in December 1934 was a formal air
doctrine acceptable to both ground and air officers. Very few statements
in TR 440-15 offended airpower advocates. No doubt some objected to
the way the directive continued to tie military aviation to ground foree
actions and to deny the decisiveness of the air weapon. But according to
Major Follert Bradles, a leading advocate in 1934 of Air Corps indepen-
dence from General Staft control, TR 340-15 “spelled out for the first
time an Air Doctrine to which most Air Corps ofticers could subseribe.™
The 1935 regulations remained in force until 1940.°

The year 1935 was a banner one tor the Air Corps. Not only did the
air arm receive a new doctrine and a combat air organization, it also
tested its first aircraft capable of strategic bombing operations. Aviators
wanted long-range bombers to bolster coast detense and to conduct stra-
tegic air wartare. They had convineed the General Staft of the bomber's
primacy, but until the development of the B-17 prototype in 1935 the
flvers lacked an adequate instrument for distant destruction of the encmy
fleet and for strategic bombardment. The Air Corps believed in the im-

229




FOUT OIS AND T'HE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

portance of both of these missions. Coastal air defense, however, was
more in accord with national policy, and the War Department was reticent
about air attacks on the enemy’s economy. Hence, the aviators used the
nation’s air defense needs as the rationale in arguing for long-range
bombers.

Very much in favor of long-range aircratt development, Foulois set
about sclling the mildly receptive Genere! Staft on the idea. Air Corps
officers were enthustastic over the design and performance advances in-
corporated in the B-100 In March 1933 the air chief sent a questionnaire
to his pilots seehing their recommendations on future bomber develop-
ment. Responses were quite varied, but the trend ran distinetly toward
large. four-engine aircraft capable of carrving large bombloads over great
distances at high altitude and able to attack both sea and land targets. In
July the Materiel Division began a feasibitity study to see how far a four-
engine plane could carry 2,000 pounds of ordnance. The result showed
that a range of 5,000 miles at a speed of 200 miles per hour was quite
possible. Foulois accordingly submitted Project A (a request to procure
such a plane) to the War Department in December. ™

The Chiet of the Air Corps explained that money was available for
the project since the administration had recently released $3 million of
previously withdrawn procurement tunds., He and Westover dwelt on the
defensive features of the new plane. In notes to the General Staff, they
said the aireraft could instantiy reinforce either coast as well as Panama,
Hawaii, and Alaska. Fouloiv was surprised 1o find that the War Depart-
ment tentatively approved $609,300 tor long-range bomber development
on December 19 and in February 1934 accepted the proposed project “in
principle.” With MacArthurs approval, in May the Secretary of War au-
thorized the Air Corps 1o proceed with the purchase.™

Though not overly enthusiastic about the proposal, the General Staff
was willing to allow the Air Corps 1o develop the plane. Kilbourne could
see no need for an aircraft with a 5.000-mile range. He thought it might
be more practical to use the money to buy a large number of the existing
type of bombers, stationing them in Hawaii, Panama, and on both coasts
of the continental United States. He maintained that reconnaissance
planes of 1,000-1,500 miles range were the air arm's greatest present need.
If this reconnaissance requirement was alrecady being taken care of, how-
ever, he was willing to endorse the Air Corps' proposal “purely for its
general value in the development of aviation possibilities in military
planes."™

MacArthur was relatively open minded on the long-range bomber is-
suc, but events in Washington during carly 1934 may have influenced his
decision to go forward with the project.”* Rumors were circulating that
the General Staff had badly managed its air resources. In light of this and
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MceSwain's threats to sponsor air autonomy legislation, Subcommittee
Number 3% investigation, and the Army air arm’s poor showing in the air
mail operations, the Chiet of Staft was probably reluctant to take any
step that could be construed as a curb on military aviation development.

Foulois had initially hoped to negotiate contracts with the Boeing and
Glenn T, Martin companies tor the construction of two prototvpe air-
cratt. The General Staft approved this course of action. A change in the
program became necessary, however, when the two manufacturers in-
formed the Air Corps in June that the development cost tor each plane
would be well above the $609,300 available tor the whole project. Foulois
decided it would be best to have a design competition between the two
firms, with the Air Corps paving cach producer $75,000 tor his work. The
company producing the winmng design would be awarded a contract to
build an experimental plane. The War Department agreed. Boeing was the
eventual winner and started constructing its XB-15 bomber in [935.%

The plane did not 1y until 1937 and subsequent flight tests showed it
Wi too farge for engines available at the time. Project A was nonetheless
very beneticial. It produced advances in aeronautical technology that en-
abled the United States to build excellent heavy bombers during World
War 11 More immediate, Boeing's work to develop a four-engine aircraft
with increased range and bomb load cenabled that company in 1935 10
produce the prototype for the B-17.5

Project A was kept secret from the public as was the follow-on pro-
gram authorized by the War Department in October 1935 Project D
called tor deseloping a plane that could carry 2,400 pounds of ordnance
R.000 miles or a 10,000- 10 12,000-pound bombload 2,000 miles. The re-
sulting Douglas XB-19 was not completed until 1941, but the General
Staff™ aceeptance of the project lent encouragement to airpower advo-
cates.

During June 1934 the Air Corps distributed invitations for bids on a
quantity order tor new bombers. The circalar gave the competitors until
August 19235 10 deliver a sample plane for testing. It specitied the follow-
ing pertormance criteria: 2,000-pound bombload: minimum top speed of
200 miles-per-hour, 250 miles-per-hour desired; 1,020-mile range required,
2.200 miles desired. The OCAC anticipated an order for up to 220 planes
for the winning firm. Three companies responded to the Air Corps invita-
tion. The Glenn L. Martun Company entered the B-12, a revised version
ot ats B-100 The Douglas Aireratt Company submitted a newly designed
plane, the XB-18, powered by two engines like the Martin entry. Only the
Bocing Airplane Company departed from this conventional approach by
building a large. four-engine aircraft,™

The Boeing 299 (later designated the XB-17) impressed both the press
and Air Corps officials. In August 1935 it flew the 2,100 miles from Seat-
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tle to Dayton nonstop at an average speed of 232 miles-per-hour. The feat
clearly demonstrated that the Boeing entry far outclassed its two competi-
tors. Besides tremendous speed, the XB-17 could carry 2.500 pounds ot
bombs 2,260 miles and could artack closer targets with up to 9.000
pounds of ordnance. Army aviators were overjoved at the prospect of
purchasing a plane that would make strategic bombing a reahty. Even
before the competition was complete, Foulois and his statf decided thev
wanted this plane. Its higher costs would mean fewer aircraft could be
purchased, but air officers were more than ready to make this tradeotf
The air chief made his views known to the War Department on Octo-
ber 1. He said if the aircraft evaluation board picked the XB-1~. he
wanted to buy sixty-five of the planes with fiscal 1936 funds, 4 portion ot
which had already been earmarked for other aircraft.™ The OCAC virwed
the purchase of the XB-17 as a logical step in the development o1 the
Army air arm

in that it will serve as the most powerful offensive bombardment weapon that

can be obtained at this time, and serve to train crews and the Air Corps tor

the adoption of the $,000 mile Project A ship which 15 visualized as the back-

bone of a fighting air force.
Foulois and his subordinates were no longer interested 1n long-range am-
phibian planes. They saw the future of the Air Corps in land-based heavy
bombers."*
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A fatal accident upset the Air Corps’ procurement plans just as the
Materiel Division was about to conclude the evaluation of the XB-17 and
two other planes. Boeing’s chief test pilot and two Army flyers had un-
knowingly tried to take off in the XB-17 on October 30 with the gust
locks still engaged on the elevators and rudder. The plane became air-
borne and then went into a steep climb, stalling at about 300 feet above
the ground. One military flyer died in the crash tha: totally destroyed the
only existing copy of the Boeing bomber. Even though an investigation
proved the pilot was at fault, the Air Corps was forced to exciude the
XB-17 from the competition because the accident had occurred before
completion of the formal evaluation. Consequently, the Douglas XB-18
was declared the winner, and the Army air arm ordered ninety of these
areraft ™’

Disturbed over the disqualificaton, Air Corps leaders quickly took
steps 1o secure at least a few XB-17s. Andrews was a prime mover in this
action. He wrote Westover the dav of the accident to point out that the air
arm could, by designating the plane as experimental, still make a small
quantry buy under Section 10(k) of the 1926 Air Corps Act. The GHQ
Air Force commander wanted no fewer than thirteen of these advanced
hombers so he could form at least one combat squadron.® The Acting
Chiet of the Air Corps took up the issue with Woodring and the General
Statt. He stressed that “it would be a serious set-back to aviation progress
i, ds a4 result of this unfortunate accident, the remarkabie aeronautical
Jdevetopment should be lost to the War Department.”® In December the

War Department approved the purchase of thirteen planes under Section
1Ok
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In many respects, the future looked bright for the Air Corps at the
close of 1935, 1t had an ongoing program of long-range bomber develop-
ment and would soon receive its first B-17s. 1t appeared that in short
order the Air Corps would have the tools to both carry out strategic air
warfare and bolster its claim to the coastal air defense mission. However,
this proved to be an illusion. Under General Craig’s leadership, the Gen-
eral Staft was reluctant to buy additional B-17s. As of September 1939,
the Air Corps still owned only thirteen of the planes. Morcover, Craig
undermined the Army air arm’s claim to distant overwater operations. He
made a personal agreement with the Chiet of Naval Operations in 1938,
limiting the Air Corps to operational flights of no more than one hundred
miles from the shore. This killed one of the chief reasons for having the
long-range bomber. MacArthur’s successor seemingly disregarded the dis-
tant air operations and coast defense activities set forth in TR 440-15 as
he worked to attach the air arm more firmly to its third mission, support
of the Army field forces.”

Doctrinally, the Air Corps at the end of 1935 was well on its way to
forging the offensive employment congepts with which it would fight
World War 1. Air officers believed at the conclusion of the Foulois years
that the aim in war was the destruction of the enemy’s will. This could
best pe accomplished by deteating the adversary’s air foree and destroying
the vaal elements within his nation through a well-coordinated strategic
bombing campaign. Army aviators were unsure of the role of pursuit avi-
ation. Most of them tended to agree that the vastly increased range and
speed of the modern bomber rendered existing pursuit planes unacceptable
tor escort duty and inadequate tor air defense. Some Air Corps officers
proposed developing large, fast, multiplace fighters for bomber protec-
tion, while others held that the bombers could get through to their targets
unescorted.

By the end of 1935, the Air Corps actical School had not come out
unequivocally in favor of precision, high-altitude, dayvlight bombing. The
school did lean heavily in that direction, however. Generally, the Army air
arm rejected the Douhet-Mitchell theory of area bombing and sought in-
stead 1o strike specitic industrial and military targets whose destruction
would bear directly on the enemy’s capacity to wage war. Advances in
bombsight design during the carly 1930 by the Norden and Sperry com-
panies, along with persistent public hostility to the concept ot indiscrimi-
nate terror bombing, facilitated this approach. So, too, did the Air Corps’
appreciation that 1t would not have many bombers available at the start
of the nest war, Precision bombing promised tremendous results even
when done by a tairly small foree; effective arca saturation raids required
a huge fleet of bombers™

The first halt of the 1930« had viclded a unified strike force, a rea-
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sonably well-defined doctrine for its offensive use, and the beginnings of
a vehicle to carry out that doctrine. The age was not so kind 10 the Army
aviators in terms of manpower and numbers of aircraft—vital ingredients
it the Air Corps was to become an effective offensive and detensive force.

Dougltas Asrorate o neacy designed
bomber B 18A
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CHAPTER X

FUNDS, AIRCRAFT, PERSONNEL,
AND BASES, 1934-1935

For a number ot vears the Air Corps had been slowly building up its
aircraft strength, but beginning in fiscal 1933 this trend reversed. During
cach of the next four years, the government tailed to provide sufficient
funds to replace aireraft fosses, and, as a result, the Air Corps’ inventory
shrank from a high of 1,646 planes in July 1932 to 855 in June 1936. In
June 1934, the Army air arm possessed approximately 1,300 aircraft of
which less than one-third were combat tvpes. Due to the long procure-
ment jead umes required by Assistant Secretary of War Woodring as part
of his new competitive contracting system, the Air Corps received just
fortv-one new planes during fiscal 1935, This was the smallest number
since passage of the 1926 Air Corps Act, producing a net aircraft decrease
of 223 By December 1934 most tactical squadrons were operating with
less than fifty percent of authorized aircraft strength.

Both the OCAC and the General Staff were concerned over the
shrinking force structure and attempted to remedy the situation with the
fiscal 1935 budget. Foulois requested the War Department to ask for
cnaugh moneyv to immediately fill out the Air Corps to 1,800 planes and
submitted an estimate for $36 million to cover the cost of the proposed
purchase. The General Staff was in the process of preparing a request for
$314 million to fund military activities—$90 million more than the Presi-
dent had made available in the current fiscal vear. It was theretore willing
to mclude a large portion of the funds needed to complete the Air Corps’
tive-vear program, since the money would not have to come at the ex-
pense of the other arms. As a result, the War Department asked for $34
million tor the Air Corps in its budget request. In September 1933, the
Director of the Burcau of the Budget returned the War Department’s esti-
mate and demanded it be cut to $248 million. This forced the General
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Staft to limit the Air Corps to $25.5 million, a figure that would not buy
enough planes to make up for predicted losses through attrition. The Bu-
reau of the Budget later slashed this inadequate amount another $1 mil-
lion.”

Congress approved the administration’s initial military spending
package. It did not, however, fully honor Roosevelt’s March 1934
request—at the height of the air mail fiasco—to give the Air Corps an
additional $10 million. Congress voted only half that amount, providing
the air arm a total of around $30 million for fiscal 1935, Apparently the
legislators™ budget decisions were not atfected by the Air Corps’ poor
showing in the air mail operation or by Foulois® explanation of the five
year program’s current status. Nor were they swayed by MacArthur’s
statement during the appropriations hearings that Congress was chiefly
responsible for the Air Corps’ plane shortage. The Chief of Staft had
taken the congressmen to task for creating the expansion program with
the 1926 Air Corps Act and then not coming up with the money to carry
it out. He argued that by relying year after vear on the spending ceilings
set by the Bureau of the Budget, the lawmakers had been delinquent in
their duties. Due to continually rising prices and the need to spend most
of its procurement dollars on more expensive combat planes, the Air
Corps could let contracts for merely 215 planes in fiscal vear 1935.°

The War Departments commitment to expand the number of planes
in the Army inventory, as signaled in the February 1, 1934 bill to equip
the GHQ Air Force, faltered during the turmoil of the next few months.
MacArthur urged a new five-vear expansion program betore the House
Military Aftairs Committee in February, but it soon became obvious that
the General Staff desired simply to complete the old one. As War Depart-
ment officials tackled the 1936 budget in April 1934, they told Foulois to
base Air Corps preliminary estimates on what would be necessary to at-
tain the 1LROO serviceable aircraft called for in the 1926 act. In May the
Army announced a program to spend $50 million over three vears for new
plancs, and MacArthur admitted a short time later in his 1934 annual
report that the air arm desparately needed more aircraft. The War De-
partment, however, was thinking in terms of 1,800 machines as specified
in the 1926 act rather than the tremendous increases referred to in the
February bifl.?

The Baker Board report stimulated the General Staff to seek more
aircratt for the Air Corps. As it had on most other issues, the Baker
group endorsed the Drum Board's conclusion that the Army had to have
2,320 plancs and decried the current shortages. The July 1934 report
noted the Drum Board's recommendation that the number of aircraft not
be increased above 1,800 at the expense of the other combat arms, but it
called for going ahcad with the 2,320-plane program. The War Depart-
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ment was anxious to adopt all of the Baker Board recommendations. This
would prove it was responsive to the air arm's needs and thereby undercut
criticism by members of Congress and by Army flvers testifving before
the Federal Aviation Commission. MacArthur suggested that a three-vear
program be set up at once to give the Air Corps a total of 2,320 planes.
Underlining the urgeney of the matter, Dern asked Roosevelt to support
MacArthur's plans.”

During the summer of 1934 the General Statt and the OCAC worked
together on the three-vear program. Prior to the Chiet of Staff’s decision
to stretch the increase over three vears, Foulois had proposed that the
War Department include 1,000 new aircratt in its 1936 appropriations re-
quest. Ever cager to rapidly flesh out the air fleet, he reasoned that this
would tulfill the Baker Board recommendation in one shot. The General
Staft was hesitant. The Director of the Budget had already told MacAr-
thur that 1936 War Department estimates were to be kept very low, The
Chiet of Staff eventually ordered Foulois to prepare a study on what
should be bought annually 1o reach a total of 2,320 planes in three years.
The air chiet responded on August 24 with a plan based on the distribu-
tion of aircraft types recommended by the Drum Board. Spreading the
buy as MacArthur desired, the plan called for procuring about 800 planes
a vear with S00 of them to be replacements for obsolete and worn-out
machines,

I'he General Statft liked the proposal but held off implementing it in
the coming tiscal vear for fear the administration and Congress would
retfuse to provide the needed funds. Further, MacArthur wanted 1o make
sure the War Department purchase program balanced the needs of all
combat arms. He did not want big increases for the Air Corps at the
expense of the rest of the Army. In January 1935 the General Staff
dratted fegislation covering the three-vear 2,320-aircraft program, but the
War Department did not send the bill to Congress until 1936, The delay
dismaved Foulois and his subordinates.®

Convineed that the three-vear program should be put into effect at
once, Foulois forwarded a preliminary estimate tor the fiscal 1936 budget
containing enough money to buy 800 planes. The General Staff tentatively
approved the estimate in late 1934, making it part of an enlarged fund
request sent to the Burcau of the Budget in defiance of early instructions
to hold down costs, The budget bureau reacted by making large cuts
throughout the Army estimate and authorizing the War Department to
ask for only 547 planes. The administration had thus shaved $6 million
from the Air Corps’ request, paring it to $48 million. This amount was
still a steep increase over the $30 million appropriated for the current
vear.

Congress did not tamper with Roosevelt’s fund request for military
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aviation, appropriating just what the Bureau of the Budget had approved.
However, the lawmakers departed from their set pattern ot accepting the
administration™ overall ceiling on defense spending. After MacArthur
told them how the Bureau of the Budget had slashed the War Depart-
ment's original requests, the congressmen voted to restore funds for more
manpower and equipment modernization in the nonflying branches. The
resulting improvement in the Armyv’s matenal condition made the War
Department more sympathetic 1o the three-vear aireraft expansion pro-
gram. Untortunately, because of higher production c¢osts and the Air
Corps-General Statt decision to buy greater numbers of larger and more
expensive bombers, the funds tor airplane procurement in fiscal 1936 once
again did not cover losses due to attrition.”

By mid-1935 the Air Corps’ declining resources quickened the con-
cern of air officers. Instead of being equipped with 980 aircraft—as called
tor by the Drum Board—the GHQ Air Force had only about 450, of
which fewer than 175 were relatively modern. In May the Chiet of the Air
Corps urged the General Staft to institute the three-vear program as soon
as possible. He and his staft regarded the situation as very serious and
wanted the Secretary of War informed in the hope that some special
action might be taken at once.”

Foulois did not realize it, but MacArthur, Dern, and Woodring were
already sold on the need tor extra funds to buy additional planes. When it
appeared that more PWA money might be made available to the War
Department in 1935-36, MacArthur went before the House Military Af-
fairs Committee in February and, to the delight of MceSwain, asked for
around $90 million to procure aircratt. Congress, however, forbade fur-
ther spending of PWA money for military hardware. Undeterred, Assist-
ant Secretary of War Woodring appeared before the Rogers Aviation Sub-
committee on Mav 7 and appealed for an immediate supplemental
appropriation of $30 million for new planes. He had just returned from
surveving Air Corps resources and was quite taken with the airceraft situa-
tion. The next day, Woodring conferred with Andrews on GHQ Air Force
shortages. While the two men were talking, Rogers phoned to say his
subcommittee was impressed with the assistant secretary’s presentation.
He added that, with the full committee’s approval, he and Woodring
would sce Roosevelt about releasing the desired funds from the unex-
pended portion of the fiscal 1935 PWA appropriation. ™'

After some delay, the House Military Affairs Committee took up the
question in mid-June. At the insistence of McSwain and members of the
Rogers Subcommittee, the commitiee called War Department officials for
their views a few weeks later. Dern, MacArthur, Woodring, and Westover
testitied on the Air Corps® current deficiency in planes, pointing out the
procurement appropriation for fiscal 1936 would not cover expected
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losses. The four officials fully endorsed a proposal before the committee
to release an extra $40 million tor aircraft purchases. The War Depart-
ment presentation convinced the congressmen to seek the additional
funds. Since the fiscal 1935 PWA money was no longer available, the
committee members agreed that the quickest way to secure the funds was
to win Roosevelts support for a supplemental appropriation. The com-
mittee appointed Rogers and three other members to present the issue to
the President. Rogers wrote to Roosevelt on July 23, but the Chief Exec-
utive refused to act. The project accordingly came to nothing, and the Air
Corps was lett to do the best it could with shrinking resources. In OQctober
Andrews complained to the Chief of Staft that the GHQ Air Foree was
down 10 346 planes of which only 168 were standard combat types.'

MacArthurs support for the proposed $40 million supplemental ap-
propriation did not represent a dramatic shift in his attitude toward mili-
tary aviation. The Chiet of Swatt had for vears appreciated the need for
an adequate air component but had persistently retfused to build up the
Air Corps at the expense of the other arms. He also believed manpower
was more important than equipment and opposed purchases that might
require offsetting reductions in personnel. Notwithstanding, by 1935 the
Army’S situation had changed. Congress not onfyv approved funds for ad-
ditional Army equipment as part of the fiscal 1934 PWA program and
turnished more modernization tunds in the 1936 regular appropriation,
but it also authorized additional manpower.

With these basic needs in the process of being fulfilled, MacArthur
felt less constrained on the issuc of aircraft increases. Further, he knew
the extra $40 million in Air Corps funds would not result in reductions in
the programs of the other arms. With Congress more willing to spend
money tor defense, the Chief of Staff and his War Department subordi-
nates apparently believed it was now also safe to sponsor the legislation
for a continuing aircraft expansion program. In his 1935 annual report
MacArthur proposed that Congress act without delay to strengthen the
Air Corps. Calling for a continuing program to buy eight hundred planes
a year, he now claimed the nation needed a balanced force of twentv-five
hundred aircraft. '

Secretary of War Dern went even further. He recommended in his
1935 report to Roosevelt that the government immediately begin a five-
vear expansion program to purchase eight hundred planes of all tvpes
annually. This, he said, would make available by 1941 a force of three
thousand combat aircraft of modern design, plus a considerable number
of trainers and transports. Dern insisted: *A sound preparedness policy
... dictates that we should at least equip ourselves with enough of the
most modern fighting planes 1o repel an invader at the outbreak of hostil-
itics. At present our air force is far short of its reasonable requirements.”
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He pointed out that he had endorsed a three-yvear expansion program as a
result of the Baker Board report, but now believed o program ot longer
duration was in order.' Foulois, persona non grata on Capitol Hill and
out of tavor with many semor General Stalt otficers, was delighted over
this newtound War Department support tor the Air Corps.,

Until s death in 1936, Dern worked hard to win additional tunds
for aircratt procurement and to gain congressional aceeptance of his ex-
pansion plan. In June 1936, Congress passed a bill authorizing an increase
i atreraft strength 1o 2,220, but over Dern™s protests the administration
retused to allow the Air Corps enough money in s fiscal 1937 appropria-
tions request to begin the buildup. In succeeding vears. however,
Roosevelt paid more attention 1o the Army's aviation needs. Even so, not
until the eve of World War 1 did the government provide enough money
to equip the Air Corps with the number of planes called for by the Baker
Board in 1934

While 1934 and 1935 mayv have been difficult vears tor aircraft pro-
curement, they did usher in some improvement in the Air Corps”™ person-
nel situation. In mid-1934 the air arm was «till about 350 ofticers short of
the 1,630 specitied in the Air Corps Act of 1926, However, the War De-
partment appropriations bill passed tor fiscal 1933 indirectly helped the
air arm make slight gains in commissioned strength, It required the Army
to have no more than 11,750 officers with commissioning dates prior (o
June 1, 1934, By continuing the 12,000-officer ceiling it had imposed in
the past, the law lett room tor 250 new second licutenants. Since West
Point vielded 100 few graduates 1o il all of these vacancies, the Air
Corps was again able to grant Regular commissions to a tew Reserve offi-
cers and enlisted men who had completed pilot training. After holding
examinations in the spring of 1935, and with War Department approval,
the Air Corps commissioned 42 such individuals in July. Foulois was
pleased with Congress’ action and the resulting officer increase for the
Army air arm.” He had written Senator Morris Sheppard, chairman of
the Senate Military Affairs Commirttee, in March 1934 explaining that:

the vhortage of Regular ofticers can only be overcome through an imcrease m

the present authorzed total commusaoned strength ot the Regular Arm, ot

through separarme trom the Actve Tist of the Armv enough Regular Army

olficers 1o provide vacancies 1or Second Licutenants of the A\ ('nrp\.l"
The air chiet may have not been instrumental in getting Congress 1o jnsert
the 11,7580-officer restriction in the 1938 appropriations bill, but he cer-
tainly backed that move.

The 1936 appropriations act benefited the Air Corps and the Army as
a whole by raising enlisted strength to 165,000, Since 1930 the War De-
partment had pressed for a minimum force of 14,000 ofticers and 165.000
men, and MacArthur had campaigned vigorously over the past vears for
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the increases. While the Roosevelt administration continued to oppose
personnel increases in 1934, and torbade the War Department to make
them part of the formal appropriations request tor fiscal 1936, MacAr-
thur argued for the toree enlargement betore the House and Senate Ap-
propriattons Committees. The lawmakers, more willing than in the past to
disregard the President’s wishes on military tunding and showing tresh
interest in a4 sound national detense system, responded 1o the Chief ot
Statt’s plea by voting funds for 165,000 enlisted men. This provided an
merease ol nearly 47,000 troops, of which the Air Corps received 1,442,
AN result, the air arm surpassed the enlisted levels set in the 1926 act,
having nearly 16,000 troops assigned during Fiscal 19367

For the Air Corps, however, the enlisted shortage had never been as
avute a problem as fow officer strength. One wayv to partiatly retiese the
Regular ofticer pinch was to put more Reserve officers on extended active
duty, Since 1921, Foulois had annually urged the General Statt 1o seek
appropriations (o maintain 830 active duty Reserve pilots, but imited
funds continued to prevent more than about halt” that number from serv-
g with the Air Corps cach vear. A< a result, the Air Corps chiet spon-
sored a plan o mid-July 1933 that would furnish additional pilots without
cvpanding the number of active Reserve oftficers. He proposed that in-
stead of commisstoning new pilots upon their graduation from the train-
e center, they could be assigned to ractical units in flving cader status
for one vear, after which they could serve an extra vear as Resenve ofti-
cers. Since cadet pay o was far loswer than that of second heutenants, this
would give the Air Corps twice the number of Reserve aviators with only
a shight increase mocost. Inaddinon, the plan would enable the anzen-
soldiers 1o hecome better tactical pilots betore therr active duty period
ended, enhancing their value to the Air Corps, Following General Statt
approval, Foulois implemented the program in February 19347

The OCAC wanted the authority and money to keep Reserve ofticers
on active duty bevond the two vears specitied in the 1926 Air Corps Act.
I'he Baker Board endorsed this view an mid-1934. The General Staff
agreed that inorder (o get a proper return on their traiming, three vears
should be the minimum active duty tour tor Reserve pilots. The War De-
partment was also willing to support the OCACN request for more Re-
serves to partially offset Regular ofticer shortages, but only it they could
be had at no cost 1o the rest of the Army. Congress finally acted on the
Reserve issue in June 1926, authorizing the War Department to call a
mavimum of 1,350 Reserve ofticers to active duty with the Air Corps for
five vears. But the lawmakers were less free with appropriations to sup-
port this toree: they provided just enough money in fiscal 1937 to Keep
300 Reserve ofticers on extended active duty, '

In 1934-35 Foulois was interested in securing additional Reserve pi-
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lots, but his chief personnel concern was the continuing scarcity of Regu-
lar officers. The Air Corps had neither the seasoned leaders nor the com-
missioned strength to il out all of the tactical units formed over the past
few vears, and this put an undue strain on individuals assigned 1o those
units. Reserve officers and aviation cadets were only of marginal value.
By law, they could not be charged with responsibility tor property or
funds, and their limited experience kept them from filling technical and
administrative positions.

Some Air Corps officers considered it foolish to maintain the large
overhead required to keep ail of the understrength units in being. Foulois
disagreed. He sull held—as he had at the time he became Chiet of the Air
Corps—that the way 1o alleviate a portion of the shortage and leadership
problem was (o pare dhie number of aviators in service schools and on
detached duty, He told the Baker Board in 1934 that he desired his sveteran
flvers to man the tactical units and had theretore asked the General Staft
many times to trim the number of Air Corps otticers assigned to the
Army school system. The air chiet was perturbed over the War Depart-
ment™s fack of cooperation. He complained 1o the board that the General
Statt’s response was 1o detail more tlyvers to service schools, Agitated by
Foulois® comments, Drum detended the school svatem and detached duty
as important o meeting the Armyvs needs. He reminded Foulois that the
Alr Corps belonged 1o the Army and pointed out that aviators had 10
complere Command and General Staff School to mike them cligible tor
General Staft duty.™

The Air Corps chiet™s thinking on the school program was at odds
with that of many ot his subordinates who cagerly sought additional pro-
tesstonal tramning. Yet, in light of the Air Corps” shortage of experienced
aviators, Foulon” position was understandable. By 1935 combat squad-
rons in the United States averaged tewer than three Regular officers cach.
A 19X report revealed that out of 4 total foree of 1,305 Regular officers,
147 thvers were currently attending either i service school or civilian uni-
versity, v hile 42 others were on detached duty with the Reserve torees.,
Fhe air chiet placed the pressing needs of the Air Corps above the desires
ol his aviators and worked, mosthy without success, to prevent large num-
bers of them from gaining assignments to Army school billets, He did not
appear to realize that he might be depriving Air Corps officers of admin-
wtrative and managerial skils of future benelit to the air arm.”!

During the GHQ Air Force's tiest vear of operation, the officer defi-
it was very real. tables of organizanion called tor 1,245 pilots, but An-
drews found only 257 Regular ofticers on hand when he organized his
command in February 1935 Counting Reserve pilots and a few more Reg-
ular ofticers fater removed from other activities by Foulois, the torce
numbered 885 pilots upon its activation, The GHQ Air Foree grew 1o 623
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flvers by October, but in the next eight months it gained just 17 more.
Andrews struggled to build up the Regular component of his organization
and asked that priority be given it when making officer assignments. By
June 1936 the GHQ Air Force had 409 of the Air Corps’ 1,350 Regular
officers. This represented some improvement, but it also indicated that a
high percentage of the air arm™ officers was still being allocated to non-
tactical functions,”

Congress finally acted in August 1938 1o bring the Air Corps to its
authorized strength of 1,650 officers. After having considered similar leg-
islation over the past two vears, the lawmakers voted to give the Secretary
of War authority to grant Regular commissions to fifty training center
graduates a vear tor the next ten vears. Since the new statute supplied no
funds, the War Department had to defer the program’s start until fiscal
1937. The General Statt supported the new law because it did not require
the War Department to withhold commissions from West Point graduates
in order 1o make vacancies available 1o the citizen-aviators.’

The 1934-35 period not only witnessed a moderate rise in the number
of Air Corps personnel, but it also brought changes that materially af-
fected the members of the air arm. Overriding Roosevelt’s veto in March
1934, Congress restored one-third of the fifteen-percent pay cut of the
previous vear and ended the freeze on pay raises associated with promo-
tions. he liwmakers restored another one-third on July 1, 1934, and one
vear later the President completely ended the ecconomy measure, making
service members again cligible for longevity pay boosts. Though grateful
for these actions, senior War Department officials <till groused that mili-
tary pay was much 100 fow.™*

Eyven more important to Air Corps officers was the sunnier promo-
tion outlook during the last two vears of Foulois™ term ot office. Sympa-
thetic congressmen had for vears sponsored bills calling for a separate
promotion list for the Army air arm. Foulois and his fellow aviators were
persistent advocates of such fegisfation. The air chief had proposed a pro-
motion system apart from the rest of the Army on many occasions hefore
congressional committees, In carly 1934 he allowed the OCAC to secretly
dratt legislation tor MeSwain containing this provision. The War Depart-
ment stoutly resisted the 1934 bill as e had carlier ones, and by fuly 1934
Foulois was sure that a separate promotion svstem was out of the ques-
tion. A board of Air Corps officers looking into the issue had reported
that the opposition of the other service arms would stave off congres-
sional acceptance of the measure. Moreover, the persistence of the OCAC
to get a separate promotion bill would likely rule out better promotion
laws tor the whole Armiv, Perhaps swaved by his troubles with Subcom-
mittee Number 2, Foulois decided 1o honor MacArthur's wishes and
present a common front on behalf of a promaotion proposal being readied
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by the General St

Ihe Baker Board™ recommendations also plaved a part in the air
chiet™s changed attitude toward a separate promotion list. The board
noted that the rank of Air Corps officers was generally inconsistent with
their assigned daves, Tt called upon the War Department 1o remedy the
situation by implemenung the sections of the Air Corps Act which pro-
vided for temporary promouons, and in domng <o tointerpret these
provisions as widely as possible so that a great number of officers might
profit. The report also noted the promotion stagnation existing throughout
the Army and advocated immediate action o speed promotions. The
Federal Avianon Comnussion tully endorsed these iwo recommendations
when it met a few months fater. The War Department adopted the Baker
report as s anvianon pohey and was thus committed to the temporary
promotion proposal as well as the previously established Army policy of
seeking promoton rehel Foulos had resisted the use of the temporary
promotion provistons of the 1926 act because mequities could anse. Now
he felr o might be best for the air arm to give the expanded temporary
system, as advocated by the Baker Board, a ey ™

OCAC officials had never used the temporary promotion authority
contained in the A Corps Act because they believed it would benetit
only a few officers while creating dissatistaction among the remainder.
Fhe wording of the act seemed oo narrow . Hosard officers could be
advanced solely af the Chaet of the A Corps certitied  there were no
officers of permancent rank avalable for the duty requiring the higher rank.
Further, the act eacluded from temporary promotion those otficer serving
with the General Staft or the OCAC. for i speatfied that nereased rank
could go only 1o officers assigned to flving commands and  schools,

commanders of Key air statons, and to the stdts of the commanders of

troops Aar Corps officials feared this would drive quabitied ofticers away
trom OCAC and General Staft asagnments Accordimgly, the Cluet of the
Ar Corps recommended i 1926 that no use be made of the promotion
provisions of the Jaw. The Assistant Scerctary of War for Air made an
informal agreement 1o that cffect with the House and Senate Military
Attairs Committees. The OCAC reviewed this 1926 deciaon i fater vears,
but up to the time of the Baker Board hearings, it opposed using tempaorary
promotions.

After lengthy hagehing berween the General Statt and the OCAC over
which duty assignments would be cligible tor temporary promotions, the
War Department put the new svstem into effect i carly 19350 The OCAC
developed new tables of organization specitving the appropriate rank tor
cach position of responsibility throughout the \ir Corps, It then recom-
mended that remporary promotions be extended ondy o the more impor-
tant command and staft posts. General Hughes, Assistant Chietl of Statt,
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G-30 wanted an even narrower application of the system. but the War De-

partment carried it down to the lowest tactical fevels, promoting 616 of
the Air Corps™ 1,333 Regular ofticers. GHQ Air Foree personnel bene-
fited most trom the program. Iwo of the three wing commanders became
1 brigadier generals while the third ok the rank of colonel. The post of

{ Commanding General, GHQ Air Foree, became a major general™s billet.,

icutenant Colonel Andrews, however, took over the position as a briga-
F dier general because the A Corps Act restricted temporary promotion to
3 two grades above o person’s permanent rank.”

A opinion of The Judge Advocate General inmid-lanuary 1933
cined admunistration of the temporary promotion procedure. The 1926 act
required the Chiet of the Air Corpe to certify that no ofticers of applica-

ble permanent rank were available o il a given post before temporary
promotion could be authorized tor a lower ranking ofticer. The word
“ivaidlable™ had troubled the OCAC since the acts passage. The Judge
Advocate General gave the word avery broad constiuction, interpreting it
to mean protessionally guaiiticd and administratively available. The deci-
ston permitted the Air Corps to apply the temporary svstem without has-
g st to resort (o numerous personned transters, and 1t freed the air
arm tfrom the requircment to put officers in posts for which they were not
qualitied. Thiv eave the Chiet of the Air Corps wide latitude in designat-

. By Gee Frank A1 Andrews o
matert from Lt Colonel to hecome

Commanding Gerery GHEY A barce
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ing those who, by virtue of their jobs, were eligible tor promotion.™

While Foulois was willing to give the new system a try and to work
with the War Department in support of new promotion legislation, in
carfy 1935 some Air Corps ofticers wanted to go on fighting for a sepa-
rate promotion hist. The War Department was in the process of drafting
it Army-wide promotion proposal when MceSwain introduced a bill on
January 21 calling for a separate Air Corps promotion system. Realizing
that NMcSwain®s offering, it passed, would probably ruin chances for the
Army bill, the professional associations of the other combat arms sent
resolutions to the House Military Affairs Committee condemning the
chatrman’s fegislative proposal. Army ground ofticers suspected the Air
Corps was baching the NMeSwain bill, but this was not the case. Some
OCAC officers suggested that the air arm work for the measure’s passage,
but Foulois steadfasthy refused, In Mayv he wrote MacArthur, who had
just found out that the OCAC had seeretly drafted a similar bill for
MceSwain in 1934, Foulois said he was squarely behind the Army's promo-
tion measure and wanted nothing to do with the Military Aftairs Commit-
tee chairman’s proposal. The air chief™s stand apparently stemmed tfrom
his ongoing troubles and his carlier conclusion that separate promotion
legislation stood no chance of passage. He also realized that the Armys
bill held the prospect of at least some reliet from the Air Corps’ promo-
tion drought. ™

T'he Senate began hearings on the War Department™s hill in carly Feb-
ruary and passed (6 about siv weeks later. The House Military Affairs
Committee held oft considering it until nid-June, awaiting the outcome
of The Inspector Generals insestigation of Foulois. The Tower chamber
finally passed the measure in carly August. The new law raised the per-
centages of promotion list officers authorized in the grades of major
through colonel. 1t also provided tor advancement to first licutenant after
three vears service and to captain at the completion of ten years of active
duty, Field grade hikes depended on specitied yvears of commissioned serv-
ice and a vacant slot. An officer was cligible for promotion to major after
fifteen vears, to licutenant colonel after twenty, and to colonel upon com-
pletion of twenty-siv years of commissioned service. The statute provided
for the following changes in the percentages of the ticld grade officer

foree:
Grade Old law New law
Major 16.5 28
[icutenant Colonel i3
Colonel 4.5 6
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The higher percentiles translated into 158 additional colonels, 364 more
licutenant colonels, and 890 additional majors.

The law also authorized retirement, with the approval of the Presi-
dent, anyv time after completion of fifteen vears service. Under the old
statute, ofticers were required 1o serve thirty vears to apply for presiden-
tial approval tor retirement and needed forty vears” service to retire with-
out the Chiet Executive’s consent. The August law delighted the War De-
partment; the statute ganve immediate advancement to nearly half of all
Army ofticers below the rank of colonel, and brought the remainder eight
vears closer to promotion. ™!

Although Atr Corps officers benefited tfrom the act, they fared worse
than ground officers because as a group they occupied lower positions on
the single promotion hist. Only eight Air Corps licutenant colonels, thirty-
two majors, and fortyv-one captains were high enough on the list 1o be
promoted at once. The law permitted 6 pereent of all Army line officers
to hold the rank of colonel, but merely 1.2 percent of all aviators held
that grade as of late August 1933 Loss than 4 percent were licutenant
colonels compared 1o 9 pereent throughout the service. A shimpy 7 per-
cent were majors as opposed 1o 285 pereent of all Army officers. Air
Corps second and first ieutenants, however, protited tremendousdy trom
the act. Based on yvears of service, more than 230 of them were promoted
at once to the next higher prade. ™

Congressman MoeSwain was annoved that the new law resulted in
barely twelve percent of all Air Corps officers holding field grade rank
when the overall Army average was torty percent. He therefore intro-
duced a hill on August 14 that called for the Secretary of War to right the
imbalance. The secretary was 1o make such temporary promotions as
would be necessary, based on seniority, to place five percent of the Air
Corps officers in the grade of colonel, cight percent in the grade of lieu-
tenant colonel, and cighteen percent in the rank of major. The bill pro-
vided that the promoted otficers would hold the temporary rank until
they were advanced to it permanently under the Army promotion law.
McSwain said this would give the Air Corps a little over thirty-percent
field graders, which was still less than in any other Army branch. The
OCAC did not support the proposal. Congress, having recently passed the
Army promotion bill, was cool to the Military Affairs Committee chair-
man’s request for another law .’

During the spring and summer of 1935, numerous Air Corps officers
began to express distaste for the temporary promotion procedure growing
out of the Baker Board recommendations. As a result, Foulois set to work
secking to have the program abolished. Fyven those who had benefited
from the system complained that it was untair. Arnold claimed it was
destroying morale: other senior aviators agreed. Officers in important
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posts that were not on the approved list for temporary promotions were
extremely dismaved when other ofticers, some junior to them on the pro-
motion list, received advancements of up to two grades. Likewise, officers
getting the temporary promotions were upset when individuals of higher
permanent rank arrived in the units they commanded, for it meant they
would have to surrender their temporary promotions as well as their lead-
ership positions. Since officers in the OCAC were ineligible for temporary
promotions, they were nearly unanimous in their opposition to the sys-
tem. ™

Foulois had doubts about the program trom the start. In August he
recommended the General Statt end all temporary promotions, except for
that o the GHQ Air Force commander, eftective October 1. The air chief
explained that if the War Department disagreed with this proposal, he
favored, as an alternate solution, limiting the program o positions of
cqual or greater importance to that of wing commander. The G-1 division
ot the General Statt reached a similar conclusion in August. It recom-
mended that only the commanders of the GHQ Air Foree and the combat
air wings be eligible for temporary promotion. Regardless of these pro-
posals, the General Staft did nothing to change the svstem until mid-1936.
At that time Congress passed a law broadening the categories for tempo-
rary promotion and providing that advancement be made in order of sen-
iority,

Adopting the temporary promotion procedures of the Air Corps Act
was just one of the many Baker Board recommendations acted upon by
the War Department during 1934-350 Like that of the Drum Board before
it, the board’s July 1934 report had also called for the development of
adequate GHQ Air Force airfields in all strategic areas of the United
States. This prompted the General Statt 1o direct a special board of offi-
cers 1o study the air arm’s basing needs for a suitable air defense. Foulois
and his statt had been advocating the creation of air bases in the nation’s
vital zones since July 1932, when the air chief had won the Harbor De-
fense Boards endorsement of the OCACY proposal on frontier air de-
fense. Air Corps officers behieved quite strongly in strategically located air
installations. They deemed them essential to keep a hostile power from
successtully invading the United states or carrving out bombing attacks on
the economic fabric of the nation. In response to the Drum report and at
the behest of the War Department, the OCAC began a preliminary survey
of strategic arcas in the spring of 1934, The aim was 1o find out what
civilian fields were presently available for Air Corps use in an emergency
and what other fields might be needed. The aviators seemed to be in no
hurry to complete this task, and had madc very little progress by the time
the Baker Board rendered its report.™

249

{
[
1




Ll o SR et e atnsa SRt e, oo S

FOUL OIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

After the General Staft created an airdrome board in August in re-
sponse to the Baker Board recommendations, the Air Corps slacked off
on its own basing survey. Foulois and his statt reasoned that it would be
best to suspend judgment on the issue until the airdrome board completed
its more detailed probe. This stance displeased the War Department, for
there were clear signs that Congress would study Air Corps needs for
strategically located bases in early 1935, Since the airdrome board was not
expected to finish its work before June, the General Statt needed the Air
Corps'survey to prepare iself to deal with the forthcoming congressional
acton.

In a December 21 memo to Foulois, Kilbourne enitivized the QOCACY
inaction. Five days later, the General Staft ordered the Air Corps to ren-
der a report by January 10 showing the availability of suitable civilian
airtields and the need tor additional tfacilities in the nation's strategic
trontier arcas. The OCAC complied. forwarding a paper that reviewed
the airdromes sitnated in the seven strategic zones designated in the Drum
report. It stressed, in accord with Kilbourne's opinion, that New England
should receive the first priority in air base construction. The report was a
bit skimpy and, as an OCAC saft officer admitted in an accompanying
memo. it had been prepared rather hurriedly.™

Air Corps footdragging on the landing-field survey did not signify
that the aviators had lost interest in setting up bases in strategic trontier
arcas. OCAC officials testitving betore the Federal Aviation Commission
in November 1934, recommended that three large installations with exten-
sive facilities be constructed on cach coast and that additional ones be
built in Alaska, Panama, Hawan, and the Philippines. Congressman
James M Wilcon (Democrat—Florida) had been weighing the Air Corps’
air defense needs for some time and was impressed with the air arm’s
continuing stand on airfield development. In mid-November he took it
upon himself to organize the National Air Frontier Defense Association, a
pressure group to support the OCACS proposal befare the Federal Avia-
tion Commission. In December he proposed a bill for the construction of
a number of frontier defense air bases. Wilcox probably coordinated his
activities with OCAC officials, for James Fechet, Foulois® predecessor as
Chiel of the Air Corps, helped the congressman form the association and
worked closely with him on the air base question.™

By making the Baker Board report its air policy, the War Department
was committed to the building of air installations within the nation’s stra-
tegic trontier zones. Even o, the General Staff did not want Congress to
pass an cxpensive base construction bill. Kilbourne attended the first
meeting of the National Air Frontier Defense Association and pledged to
the many influential businessmen and politicians present that the War De-
partment approved of the group’s goals. However, he cautioned them not
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to campaign for increases in the Air Corps that might come at the expense
ol the rest of the Army. He also ashed that site selection tor future air
bases be left to the War Department. ™

Wilcon introduced his bill (H.R. 4130) on January 17, 1935, The
proposal called tor building ten “frontier defense bases,™ cach ot which
was 1o be capable of normally accommodating one wing of 132 aircraft.
All of the new bases were to have numerous landing ticlds and servicing
facilities so that 1,000 planes could operate from cach of the ten new in-
stallations in times of emergency. The bill authorized the Secretary of War
to select the sites of tiwe new bases, but it required that one be located in
cach of the tollowing regions: New England. the Southeastern Atlantic
States, along the Gulf of Mexico, Southern California. Northern Califor-
nia. the Pacific Northwest, the Great Lakes arca, Panama. and the Rocky
Mountuin area. (Wilcox did not perceive the Rocky Mountain base as a
deterrent to future [ndian uprisings, but as a backup for the West Coast
installations.) His bill set a ceiling of $19 milhon per base and authorized
190 million for the total package. ™

The War Department did not like Wilcoxs bill. The General Staff
favored immediate construction ot one small Air Corps station in New
EFungland, Alaska, the Southeast, and in the Pacitic Northwest, but it did
not want farge sums of money spent to build the mammoth bases called
tor by Wilcon. Kilbourne informed MacArthur that some auxiliary land-
tnng ticlds around the permanent stations could be developed through local
interest and nidative. He maintained any additional tacilities needed
could be built atter the outhreak of war.

Reacting to the Wilcox bill, the War Plans Division, the airdrome
board, and the OCAC jointly drafted a substitute proposal. 1t omitted all
mention ot appropriation of funds and gave the Secretary of War permis-
sive authority (o establish new bases as needed. The War Department bill
required that at least one base be located in the Northeast, Southeast,
Northwest, Great akes, Gult of Mexico, and Rocky Mountains regions
as well as in Alaska. Fach new installation was to accommodate a mini-
mum ot one threessquadron group.*' Foulois supported the bill, but he

- cmphasized to the General Statt that “to create new stations without cre-
ating additional equipment, units and personnel theretor would have the
eftect of turther weakening, if not destroving, our already over skeleton-
ized Air Corps tactical units.™*

Kilbourne convinced Wilcox and the House Military Affairs Commit-
tee members to substitute the new bill for the original one. The bill be-
came faw on August 12, 1935 Besides the above provisions, it allowed
the Secretary of War to build depots and intermediate supporting bases in
rear arcas and to enfarge existing Air Corps stations. The War Depart-
ment now had the authority to construct a complete network of installa-

tJ
[




FOULOIS AND THE U.S. ARMY AIR CORPS

tions for the new GHQ Air Foree, but at its own request, it had no money
to carry out this task. ¥’

During the hearings on the War Department bill, very sensitive infor-
mation was released to the press which caused a stir with the Canadian
government. Kilbourne had told the House Military Affairs Committee in
secret session on April 28 that the United States must prepare itself to
repel @ possible attack tfrom the north. So as not to upset relations with
Canada, he said he had used “camoutlaged™ wording in the bill, calling
for “intermediate stations™ when the General Staft meant bases along the
Canadian border. The day before. Andrews had made simifar remarks
betore the committee, implying that Canada could be a potential enemy in
a future war. Through oversight both officers’ remarks were released to
the press. The embarrassing situation elicited a greater response from
Roosevelt than trom the Canadian government. The President swittly cen-
sured the committee, He announced publicly that Kilbourne's and An-
drews' statements did not represent official policy and that the United
States held only warniest regards for its neighbor to the north. Canadian
authorities noted the two ofticers” remarks, but seemed unrutfied by the
General Stafts desire to strengthen American air defenses in the north. ™

With passage of the hill in August, the War Department appeared
anxious to get base construction under way in the strategically most im-
portant regions. The airdrome board reported on August 26 that the
GHQ Air Foree immediately required one base cach in New England and
the Pacitic Northwest, an air depot in the Rocky Mountains area. and
two small air stations near Miami, Flonda, from which long-range recon-
naissance aircratt could operate. A few davs carlier, the War Department
appointed 4 new special committee to do a study, based on the airdrome
board's findings, to determine what tacilities were needed in cach strategic
area and to arrange a priority list for new construction. . Col. John D.
Reardan, the Air Corps™ ofticer who had chaired the previous board, was
designated to head the new group.,

The special committee reported in December that the Army could not
attord to instantly buld big installations with numerous auxiliary fields in
all of the strategic zones. The report recommended that the War Depart-
ment act at once to set up one small ainstallation in New England, the
Northwest, and Florida as a nucleus for larger bases to be established in
the tuture. The General Statt was willing to pursue this course, but the
administration would not request the necessary funds. As a result, by the
end of 1936 the GHQ Air Force still Tacked strategic bases in many of the
nation’s vital arcas from which to operate against a hostile toree.**

Using the Baker Board report as its guide, the War Department. in
cooperation with the OCAC, achicved a number of other improvements
in 1934-35 that were beneticial to the Air Corps. The General Staff raised
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"he number of aviators on the General Staff from five to nine, and it
required all West Point cadets 1o receive at least twenty hours of flying
cvperience to help acquaint them with the capabilities and problems of
military aviation. The War Department revitalized the all-but-defunct Air
Corps Board by ordering Foulois to assign officers to that body perma-
nently. The board had been established vears before to study and report
on any subjects referred to it by the Chiet of the Air Corps. Collocated
with the Air Corps Tactical School, in the past it had relied upon the
temporary services of taculty members on the infrequent occasions the air
chiet had assigned it projects. The War Deparunent also encouraged the
Air Corps 1o rewrite its training regulations to include greater annual re-
quirements tor night, instrument, and navigation training. Wholly in ac-
cord with Foulois™ desires, the Army likewise secured funds that enabled
Air Corps pilots 1o flv an average of three hundred hours per vear and
allowed the GHQ Air Foree to conduct fimited exercises throughout the
United States.

Foulois backed all these changes and did his best 1o help the General
Statt achieve them. Indirectly he was responsible for this tlurry of War
Department retorm, for had he not volunteered the air arm for mail duty
there would have been no Baker Board. And without this board's recom-
mendation, it is doubttul that the War Department would have taken the
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initiative (o sponsor or would have accepted the numerous beneticial
changes. Due to his continuing troubles with Subcommittee Number 3,
however, Foulois plaved a reduced part in bringing the Baker Board pro-
posals to truition. Defending himself tor the better part ot a vear against
the subcommittee charges consumed a great deal ot his me. This compel-
led him to rely more heavily on his subordinates tor decistonmaking and
the day-to-day administration of the Air Corps. His personal predicament
also made him more amenable 1o General Staft views and caused the
OCAC (o become 4 more compliant junior partner in General Staft-Air
Corps discussions of air matters. Yet, Foulois did not cease working
tor the Air Corps’ material interests during his last sear in oftice. He
continued to argue tor icreased funding with which to expand the air
arm’s dwindling aircraft resources. Fyven when on terminal leave in the
fall of 1935, he made a number of speeches in support ot air preparedness
and ook time to write a magazine article highhghting the need to
drengthen the GHQ Air Foree.” As in the previous three vears, Foulois
spent his last year as Air Corps chiet working to complete the initial five-
vear expansion program. Blame for his tailure could not be attributed to
fach of etfort or to War Department hostility to aviation. It lay at the
door of the administration and Congress, who were unwilling to supply
the funds needed to equip the Air Corps with cighteen hundred service-
able aireratt.

When Foulois gquietly retired in late December 1933, he passed tfrom
the scene almost annoticed. During his three months of terminal leave, he
rarely mterfered with the workings of the OCAC and generally allowed
Westover o direct the affairs of the Air Corps. Oncee the aviation pioneer
announced his impending departure, Congressman Rogers stopped
hounding himy and the press lost interest. Perhaps Foulois considered
Westover oo anvious o please the General Statt, for betore leaving of-
fice he tried to have Hap Arnold designated his replacement. The com-
mander of the west coast wing was an excellent administrator, a diplo-
matic vet dynamic airpower advocate, and the Air Corpy™ semor active
pitot. In Foulois” eves he was the right man for the job. The War Depare-
ment, however, rejected his recommendation and elevated Westover in-
stead. Arnold got the Assistant Chiefs post.™

Although Foulois could be proud of the Army air arm’s progress
during his four vears at the helm and must have been pleased by the
complimentary articles appearing in military and aviation journals after
his August announcement of retirement, he left office full of bitterness.,
He declined Westovers offer of a tarewell party, and on December 31,
1935, <igned out of the Air Corps without ceremony.™ Upset over his
treatment at the hands of the Rogers Subcommittee and embittered by the
low regard senior General Staft members had tor him, Foulois would
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later complain: 1 was sick of the system that would allow a man to be
vilitied publicly when his only crime was dedication to the cause of air
power.” ™ The man who had flown with the Wright brothers and had just
led the Air Corps through a period of tremendous transition was once

again a private ctizen.
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CHAPTER Xl

AN AGE OF TRANSITION

The vears 193135 were formative in the deselopment of military avi-
ation. Prior 1o that period the Air Corps had no specific mission or
clearly detmed doctrine. Tt was not organized tor uniticd employment or
trained tor all-weather operations, and its wood and tabric aircraft were
incapatble of tranveling great distances with large ordnance loads. By 1936
all ot this had changed. The Army air arm was now charged with the
responsibility: for coastal air defense, organized into a GHQ Air Forcee,
committed to ottensive strategic bombardment operations as the most di-
Fect abeUe to Victory i war, and possessed tor the first nime a poweriul
planc that could bomb distant targets. These and other changes during the
tirst halt ot the 1930 strengthened the Air Corps as i@ combat toree and
better prepared 1t to meet the challenges of World War 11,

General Foulois plased an inscrumental part i this transition. As
Chiet of the Air Corps, he set the tempo tor the Army air arm’s efforts
and led its campaign tor change. No doctrinal innovator, he tirmly be-
lieved e the importance of miluary aviation and worked to place it in a
position of prominence i the nation’s detense structure. He persistently
campaigned to free the A Corps from General Statt control until mid-
1934, when his problems with Subcommittee Number 2 required him to
temper his advocacy. He supplied the continuing pressure on the War De-
partment which resulted in formation of a coherent air defense emplov-
ment doctrine and the creation of the GHQ Air Foree. Foulois struggled
throughout his tour as air chiet to complete the manpower and wireraft
eoals of the five-vear expansion progam. He badgered the General Staft
to provide the Air Corps with the necessary tunds, and trequently com-
plained 1o Congress over what he considered ground officer neglect of
military aviation needs. He encouraged the War Department to approve
long-range bomber development and stressed the need for frontier defense
bases. He also pressed the General Statt 1o aceept the Air Corps’ offen-
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sive emplovment concepts, thus stimulating the War Department to write
a more aceeptable version of TR 440-18,

During his first two and one-halt vears as Chiet” of the Air Corps
Foulois lacked tact in dealing with the General Staff. Reflecting the view
dominant in the Air Corps, he continually emphasized the importance of
military aviation and made demands tor increased aircraft strength that
were inconsistent with existing defense needs and cconomic reality. His
avid campaigning for an extensive coast defense organization and the -
mediate creation of the GHQ Air Foree did nothing to endear him to
senior General Staff officers. He further irritated them by running 1o con-
gressional military committees with his gripes against the War Depart-
ment, speaking openly in behalf of Air Coips autonomy. The General
Statt was probably quite pleased 10 see ity nemesis attacked by Subcom-
mittee Number 3,

Ihe Rogers Subcommittee’s treatment of Foulois was entirely unfair,
but it caused a striking change in his attitude and actions toward the Gen-
eral Staft. The Subcommittee used Foulois as a scapegoat, blaming him
for both the supposed materiel shortcomings arising trom the Air Corps’
practice of negotiating aireratt purchases and the air arm’s poor showing
in the air mail operation. The congressmen were certain he had knowingly
lied to them and developed a case against him based upon his February 1
comments on General Statt control ot aviation. Foulois had prefaced his
remarks that day by saving he was giving his personal opinons, but s
haste to find him guilty, the subcommittee did not consider this. The air
chiet's poor speaking ability and harsh ¢riticism of the General Staff made
it casy tor the congressmen to misinterpret his remarks. Foulois had
meant to persuade the Military Affairs Committee that the General Staff
was inhibiting the deselopment of military wiation and that the Air
Caorps cansequently deserved autonomy, but he had not intended to delib-
crately lie to the congressmen.

Foulois was shaken by the subcommitiee’s indictment and The In-
spector General's investigation which tfotllowed. He also knew that
Roosevelt was displeased with him over the air mail fiasco and that he
had few triends on the General Staff. Hence he became a much more
cooperative War Department team member. No [onger did he openly ad-
vocate autonomy or tahe an extreme stand on General Staft-Air Corps
issues. During his last vear and a half in office the air chiet supported
compromise solutions, using his position and intluence to spread quictude
throughout the Air Corps.

Senior General Staft otficers did not care for Foulois, but they were
not insensitive to the need tor a viable air arm. However, thev approached
the subject from a different perspective from that of the aviators. While
Foulois and his subordinates insisted that military aviation was a new and
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decisive military foree in oftfensive and detensive operations and theretore
shoutd be piven priority, War Department otticials were intent upon build-
ing o halanced combat toree of which the air arm was but one compo-
nent. The General Staft salued the support mihtary aviation could pro-
vide to the ground army, but was not comvineed that the atr arm could be
decisive when acting alone. wo key principles gutded the War Depart-
ments aviation policy during the fiest halt of the 1930s: do not allow the
At Corps greater treedom trom General Statt controly and do not allow
I To increase s resources at the expense of the rest of the Army.

The War Department went 1o great lengths 1o carry out the tirsg of
these principles. It systematically opposed all congresaional proposals call-
ing for any degree of autonomy tor military aviation, and it so rigged the
Bither Board imvestigation that 1t was tmpossible tor that body 1o reach
conclusions contrary to the outlook of the General Statt. By wholly em-
bracing the Baker report, War Department ofticials abso tried to deter the
Federal Aviation Commission from proposing unaceeptable changes. The
General Statt believed that an independent Air Corps would neglect air
support of the ground forces and would gain greater aviation appropria-
tons at the expense of the other army components, Accordingly, it was
adamant e opposing any such organizational change.

The War Department believed that, since passage of the 1926 Air
Corps Acdt, it had been more than generous to the Army air arm. The
General Statt wanted no further sacrifice by the other combat branches
tor the benetit of military aviation. By the carly 1930s, the Air Corps was
receining twettty percent of the Arnin s funds tor military activities. the
Five-vear expansion program had boosted the air components strength—
though not up 1o the proposed levels —while the surtace torces deteno-
rated. Roosevelts budget restrictions during the depression vears aceentu-
ated the mbalance. Quite naturally, MacArthur, Kitbourne, and other
responsible War Department feaders, believing that wars were il ulni-
mately won on the ground by the infantry, desired to improve the lot of
the surtace torees betore pumping more monev into the Air Corps for
additional expansion. The General Statt officers realized the air arm was
understrength: they also were aware it was in better shape than any other

. segitent ot the Army.

Foulon and other aviators denied the need e a balanced combat
toree. They argued that the Air Corps alone, it properly organized and
cquipped, could present an attack on the United States, Moreover, by
193435 many air officers were comvineed that the shortest path to vie-
tory was o destroy the enemy's cconomy and warmaking capacity
through a coordinated strategic bombing campaign. As a result, they
viewed the General Staft™s refusal 1o spend more than taenty percent of
the budget on military aviation as proot of the War Department s lack of
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proper coneern for air power. Foulois stressed time and again during his
tour sears as A Corps Chiet that completion ot the five-vear program
deserved priority i the Armvs budget.

Fhe bulk of General Statt-Adr Corps disagreements between 1931 and
1935 flowed trom different perspectives on the place of military aviation
in the detense ssstem. Neither the aviators nor the ground officers
erasped the others viewpoint. The General Statt resisted change because
the exinting arrangements hept the wir arm subservient to the needs ot the
ground torces. Foulois and his tellow aviators tought tor change because
they belicved the present order did not adequately provide tor air power
nor perimt its proper use. Thus the air chiel constantly showered pro-
posals oo the General Statt to create the GHQ A Foree, 1o torge a
strong coast detense toree with an established doctrine of employvment, to
attain tinndial autonoms, and o achieve a number ot other alterations.,
After the Chiet ot the Air Carps o1 congressional airpower proponents
generated enough pressure on aspecitic issue, the War Department would
review ity position. Bargaining would then usually ensue between the Air
Corps and the General Statt, with compromise frequently the outcome.

Lhe creation of the GHQ Air Force was a prime oxample ot this
mterplay. The War Department had tirst aceepted the need tor such o
torce i 1923 when it adopted the findings ot the Dassiter Board. Yet
reluctance o aeeept change caused the issue to languish unal the carly
19308, The General Statt agreed that the GHQ Ar fForee would be
tormed 1o time of war, but 1t refused 1o sanction the removal ot tacteal
air units from the control of corps area commanders in peacetime. During
[932-33, Foulois l'L‘PC&llCdI_\ raised the Air Foree issue, undcr\guring the
necessity of having the air component organized under accepted warume
concepts. Byventually the General Staft reexamined it stand in light or
current detense needs, and i the fall of 1933 qereed 1o form a GHQ Air
Force. Delaved by the events ot earlv 1934, atter reendorsement of the
unitied air strike toree by the Baker Board the War Department moved to
bring the new umit to hite. The eventual sofution was a compromise, for
the step was taken to deter the aviators from persisting in their campaign
for autonomy and, as finally instituted, the corps arca commanders con-
tinued to controb tactical air installations and station complements,

I he General Statfs endorsement of the Air Corpy coast defense mis-
sion and the development ot an air defense emplovment doctrine are other
examples of the bargaming compromise procedure. Atter MacArthur and
Pratt rcached their 1931 agreement, the War Department was in no hurry
to expand upon the Air Corps’” new responsibilities. Action came only
atter Foulois prodded the General Statt with the 1932 Harbor Defense
Board-approved air defense plan. After months ot bargaining, MacAr-
thur issued a policy letter on the subject on January 3, 1933, While not
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aiving the aviators all they had asked tor, the Chiet of Statt did approve
independent air action during the tirst phase of counterinvasion opera-
tions and sanctioned long-range reconnaissance activities.

Ihere were many other instances during 1931-35 in which the War
Departinent was jarred from its initial stand by Air Corps persistence and
congresstonal pressure and eventually resolved issues through compro-
mise. The activities of the Drom Board stemmied trom a General Staft-Air
Corps disagreement oser air defense emplovment coneepts and the num-
ber ot planes needed tor national defense. The War Department’s guick
acceptance of all of the Baker Board tindings was prompted by a desire 10
conpromise away the Air Corps’ gquest for addivonal change. The Gen-
cral Statt’s approvad of the long-range bomber development program was
another case in point. [t came at a time when the Air Corps was pressing
the issue and the War Departiment was being accused by congressmen of
doing too littde tor aviation development. The 1938 revision of TR 340-15
also grew out of General Stattf-Air Corps interplay, 1t was an attempt to
bargain away current differences on air employment doctrine. By applving
prossure on various specitic issues, Foulois and the Air Corps were thus
able to win numerous concessions which served the air arm’s interests.,
Although the aviators rarely swung the War Department completely to
their point ot view, the bargaining compromise procedure certainly
helped the Aiv Corps.

FThe conclusion that in the tiest halt ot the 1920 the General Statf
wis composed of reactionaries, who were unconcerned with the needs of
military asiation and sought to stvmie its broader applications, iv unac-
ceptable. Both MacArthur and Kitbourne valued air power. They wanted
to see it espiind but not to the detriment of the rest ot the Army. They
beticved the Air Corps™ pringipal mission was to support the land toree,
but by {935 they were willing to admit that strategic bombing operations
could be of value. At tumes Foulois did not have 1o Jobby very hard be-
fore the General Statt was willing to readjust ity position, In 1935, when
it seemed that Congress had become more generous with detense funds.
MacArthur recommended a new aireraft exvpansion program. The vear
betore he attirmed that the GHQ Atr Force would as a rule be emploved
independently 1 both offensive and detensive operations before ground
troaps became engaged in battle. The general aceeptance of strategic bom-
bardment in Kithournes draft air doctrine of December 1934 was one
more example ot the relatively open-mindedness of these two prominent
Wir Department officers.

In the 19204 the General Statt mayv have misunderstood the worth
and flenibility of Army avianon and, during the post-1938 period, Malin
Craig evidentiy worked to draw the Air Corps closer to its ground support
tash. But the vears MacArthur and Kilbourne served in the War Depart-
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hagr g

ment were a different story. The General Staft cooperated—if at times :
reluctantly—with the aviators in defining the air arm’s mission in broader |
terms and 1n improving air POwer resources.

Neither Hoover nor Roosevelt did much to benefit the Air Corps
during the Foulois years, Unconcerned over the threat of hostile invasion, ;
both Presidents wanted to keep detfense costs down. Consequently, the
entire Army suffered from inadequate appropriations. Small reliet” came
when Roosevelt refeased PWA funds to the Army in fiscal 1934, but not
until fiscal 1936 did the Air Corps get ats first real boost under the New
Deal. Hoover and his successor were not swaved by the claims of air-
power advocates nor were they interested in strategic air doctrine. Both
men reredted any midiary reoreamzanoen that might increase defense Costs,

Unul 19335, members of Congress generally tollowed the administra-
ton’s lead my detense tunding and organization. McSwain and a few other
congressional wirpower advocates frequently raised the specter of auton-
omy tor the Air Corps, Although they lacked the needed support to ac-
complish this change, they tfrightened the General Staff. MacArthur and
Foulow mught expound at length on the needs of the ground forces and air
arm duning congressional hearings, but the lawmakers consistently voted

for what the President wanted. In 1935 however, Congress temporarily
ceased acting as a4 rubber stamp. Against the wishes of Roosevelt, it ap-
propriated tunds to expand the enlisted strength of the Army to 165,000,
It also passed the new promotion law, the Wilcon Frontier Detense Bill,
and legislation authorizing the Seeretary of War 1o commission 30 train
g center graduates a vear tor the nest ten vears, In 1936 the legisfators
authorized the e Corps to expand to 2,320 wircraft and to keep 1,350
Reserve otticers on active duty for five vears, Nevertheless, Congress
proved fess willing to come up with the money to immediately carry out
all of these Air Corps-related projects.

During the Foulois vears the Navy blocked the Army air arm'’s bid
tor universal acceptance ot its coast defense responsibilities. The sea sery-
ice objected to the A Corps® claim that it necessarily had to operate far
out to sea to pravent hosnle air attack and invasion, In fact the Navy did
not want the Army aviators flving bevond the coasts at all, uniess they
were under the control of the naval detense force commander. Tt seemed
quite clear by 1934-38 that the Navy was seeking complete control of the
overwater coastal air detense task, thus depriving the Air Corps of ity
only publicly aceeptable semi-independent mission.

The sea service™s actions worried the Army aviators. So did the War
Department’s post-1933 absence of support for the GHQ Air Foree™s re-
sponsibility tor distant overwater operations. The coastal air defense mis-
ston was not a front to enable the Air Corps 1o pertfect its strategic bomb-
ing force, Army aviators fully aceepted the coast defense mission in its
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own right and did not want to lose this important task to the Navy. Un-
fortunately, the issue of responsibility for overwater counterair operations
remained muddled down to the time the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor
in 1941,

By the early 1930« the Air Corps had become committed to a unique
approach to air defense. Recent aeronautical advances had vielded
bombers so speedy that it seemed pursuit interceptors were no longer use-
ful. The Air Corps theretore adopted the bomber as its primary air de-
fense weapon. Air ofticers believed bombers could render the enemy’s
aviation striking power impotent by hitting his carriers, land-based air-
fields, support installations, and aviation-related industries. Far different
than the method used by the British in 1940, this approach dovetailed
nicely with the Air Corps’ strategic bombing doctrine. Even so, it seems
doubttul that B-17« cmploving high altitude bombing techniques could
have defeated a determined carrierborne air assault on the United States
OF its possessions as Army aviators asserted.

By 1935 Air Corps officers had suspended their struggle for freedom
from the General Staftf and had set to work forming and perfecting the
GHQ Air Force. The War Department’s new TR 340-15 gave the unified
air strike force a temporarily acceptable doctrine, and the B-17 otfered
the flyvers a vehicle which they thought would make strategic bombing a
reality and reintoree their claim to responsibility tor distant overwater
coast detense operations. Foulois and his assactates were pleased that
Armny aviators now were receiving inereased instrument and night-flving
training and that the Army arr arm for the first tme had the money o
mahe three hundred thing hours per vear available 1o every pilot. Air
Corps leaders were likewise heartened that the new organizational ar-
rangement khept corps arca commanders from meddling in the tactical
traming program. The aviators were concerned over the dwindling num-
her ot aircraft in the imventors, but they could be cheered by the War
Departments endorsement of an expanded procurement program. In most
cvery wan the Air Corps of Late 1938 was a vast improvement over what it
had been tive vears previous. The air arm’s strategic bombardment doc-
trine would undergo minor revisions and clarifications in the future, but
in most respects the changes in doctrine, organization, and aircraft capa-
bilities brought about between 1931 and 1933 laid the groundwork for the
World War 1 Army air etfort,

General Benjamin Foulois, untairly maligned by the Rogers Subcom-
mittee and disliked by General Statt members, plaved a key role in bring-
ing about these changes, tor he supplied the pressure that started the
negotiation compromise process. Foulois was not a dvnamic leader like
Mitchedl, Moreover, his preference for flving and dealing direetly with his
peaple and their problems, his disdain for office routine, and his short-
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comings as a public speaker made him only a fair administrator. Sincerely
believing that the nation’s security required a strong air arm, he did an
eveellent job, however, of representing Air Corps” interests before the War
Department and Congress. Foulois made mistakes in judgment during his
tenure as Chiet of the Air Corps, as in the decision that his organization
could operate the air mail svstem, but such errors were usually the result
ot his deep convictions on the worth of military aviation. The vears 1931-
1935 were a tme of progress Yor the Air Corps, and Foulois deserves a

preat deal of the credit for this.
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Bibliographic Note

Primary source material on the Air Corps during the early 19305 s
abundant but reguires digging to sort out what is pertinent, The Foulois
Papers in the Manuscript Division, Dibrary of Congress, offer a wealth
of information about both the Army Air Corps und General Foulois.
Other collections i the Manusernipt Division, as noted below, are of less
value tor the 1931-35 period, although the Andrews Papers are quite
cood on the organization ot the General Headguarters Air Foree. Per-
sonal papers in the Albert b Simpson Historicat Research Center at
Manwell Air Foree Base, Alabama, are well cataloged, but offer ittle of
vialue Tor the peniod covered by this study. However, the center does
contiin a number of documents on the Air Corps and the Air Corps
Tactical School, as well ac extremedy important intersicws of  Foulois.
The Roosevelt Papers in the Franklin DL Roosevelt Tibrary, Hyde Park,
New York, have httle of substance on the Air Corps between 1931 and
1935, The Operational Archives, Naval Historical Division, Washington,
D.C.oprovides usetuf material on the Nave s views, particularly on the
coast detense e, i it Records of the Generad Board. The collections
at the A Foree Academy Library are ot marginal value tor this period.

Lhe National Archives contins a tremendous amount of Air Corps-
refated marerial, but it frequentiy requires paging through namerous
documents to locate one or two that are applicable to 1931 33 military
aviation histors, Phis is especially true when dealing with The Adjutant
Generals Records (Record Group 4070 The War Plans Division Numer-
ical Fide (Record Group 165) contins o preat deal of material on the
At Corps, and at s well indesed tor casy use. WEPD numbers 888 and
79X are particualarly valuable. The Army A Forces Central Decimal
File tRecord Group 18) i loaded with sigmiticant documents but is not
as well indesed. Tt uses The Adjatant General's numbering ssstem and,
while this s somewhat hefptul, it <Gl requires the researcher to check a
multitude ot entry numbers and to page through numerous inapplicable
documents to focate pertinent ones. The most fruitful indes numbers in
this file are 0320 31128 3219, 3335 and 452,10 The most helplrul en-
tries withm The Adijutant General’s Biles (Record Group 407) include
20,2, 3820 45200 and SRO. Record Group 2850 Records ot the Joint
Board, s partcularly disappointing, tor it holds few documents refating
to the 1931 35 years, Record Group 72, Burcau of Acronautics Corre-
spondence, is valuable for the Navy's outlookh on aviation matters,
General Records of the Navy Department, Office of the Secretary (Re-
cord Group 80 iy less usetul from the aviation standpoint. Record
Group 233 includes some of the transeripts of the 1934 secret hearings
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of Subcommttee Number 3 of the House Military Attairs Committee as
well as subcommiittee correspondence. However, the rescarcher needs o
secure clearance trom the Clerk of the House to view these documents—
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