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Foreword

Air forces in general, and the US Air Force in particular, place great value
on the technical proficiency of their officer corps. This penchant has a very
understandable basis—the raw capabilities in air, in space, and now in cyber-
space emanate from machines, and very complex machines at that. Thus, to
be without cutting-edge technology and leaders who grasp both the potenti-
alities and limitations of such technology would be to place oneself at a severe
disadvantage. Emerging developments such as remotely piloted aircraft, arti-
ficial intelligence, and almost instantaneous global communications networks
have accelerated this proclivity over the last two decades.

James Harold “Jimmy” Doolittle would seem to be a poster child for the
technologically proficient Air Force leader—and in many respects he was. In
1922, while still a young officer, he made Americas first coast-to-coast flight
of less than 24 hours, a feat made possible by a number of technical modifica-
tions he made to his De Havilland DH-4B aircraft. As a master’s student at
MIT, his investigations into the relationship of in-flight acceleration, or “g-
loading,” on aircraft structures provided valuable data not only to the Army
Air Service, but also to the wider aviation community. His 1925 studies of the
effects of wind velocity gradients on aircraft performance earned him one of
the nation’s first doctorate degrees in aeronautical sciences. And the technical
modifications he had made to the B-25B Mitchell bomber enabled the 18
April 1942 raid on Japan that made Doolittle, then a lieutenant colonel, a na-
tional hero.

The genius of the present study, however, is to look behind the legend to
discover the commander whose leadership of the “Mighty Eighth” Air Force
as the American instrument of the Combined Bomber Offensive against Ger-
many has been largely obscured by his daring raid launched from the deck of
the USS Hornet. The author, Lt Col Benjamin Bishop, concludes that while
Doolittle’s technological knowledge was important in his command of the
Eighth Air Force, his moral qualities of courage, boldness, and humility were
vital. This finding confirms an oft-stated truth that character is the great arbi-
ter of military leadership, and it is one the Air Force would do well to heed.
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Abstract

This study evaluates Jimmy Doolittle’s performance as an operational air
commander. As one of the most well-known Airmen of the twentieth century,
Doolittle is the subject of a significant number of books and articles. Despite
their many virtues, these efforts have largely overlooked a very important
portion of his life—his command of the Eighth Air Force. This study seeks to
fill that gap. It draws upon multiple sources, including the mature body of
biographical literature, archival documents, and Doolittle’s personal and mil-
itary records.

The study reveals that in January 1944, prior to his assumption of com-
mand of the Eighth Air Force, Doolittle lacked the administrative skills and
bureaucratic experience typical of most senior officers. His legendary raid on
Tokyo had, however, demonstrated his technical expertise, courage, and
strong personal leadership. In evaluating Doolittle’s operational effectiveness
as Eighth Air Force commander, the study assesses his efforts to gain air su-
periority in Western Europe, manage aircrew rotation, and improve the ef-
fectiveness of bombing in close proximity to friendly forces. It concludes that
Doolittle’s aggressive, yet mature, command demeanor placed effectiveness
above efficiency and extracted the “highest profit” from his forces in their ef-
fort to defeat the enemy. The evaluation progresses with an appraisal of
Doolittle’s influence on tactical and technical innovation. In this arena, he
had mixed success innovating technically, but his tactical initiatives signifi-
cantly enhanced the air offensive against Germany. The final portion of the
study explores Doolittle’s leadership, examining his command environment,
his leadership approach, and the measures he took to sustain the morale of his
command. The analysis reveals that Doolittle adroitly managed his force’s mo-
rale, while remaining steadfast in his determination to defeat the Luftwaffe.

The overall conclusion is that behind Jimmy Doolittle’s daring and dashing
facade was a measure of humility that fostered his growth as a general officer.
Although his technical expertise forged trails in aviation history, it was
Doolittle’s moral qualities that most significantly hastened the demise of the
Luftwaffe. This finding suggests that while it is indeed prudent to foster the
technical education of future senior leaders, it is even more important to nur-
ture leaders of courage, boldness, and humility.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

James Harold “Jimmy” Doolittle was one of the most influential Airmen of
the twentieth century. He is the only individual to have been awarded both
the Medal of Honor and the Presidential Medal of Freedom, America’s high-
est military and civilian honors, respectively. His accomplishments include
pioneering instrument flight, setting multiple aviation speed records, and
leading the daring raid on Tokyo that bears his name. Doolittle, however, led
more than airstrikes in World War II. Following his “thirty seconds over To-
kyo,” this reserve officer rose in less than two years from lieutenant colonel to
lieutenant general and commanded one of the largest air armadas ever as-
sembled—the Eighth Air Force.! As leader of the “Mighty Eighth,” Doolittle
oversaw the most extensive bombing campaign ever conducted. Historians
have treated his performance in command favorably, and he is widely consid-
ered to have been an “outstanding combat leader” But it is important to note
that this glowing reputation had already been established by the time Doo-
little took command of the Eighth Air Force. For example, in 1943, in the first
of many Doolittle biographies, Carl Mann claimed, “this is the man of sim-
plicity and courage” whose men attest that they “will go any place he wants to
lead . .. any time!™

This feeling was not, however, universal in the Army Air Forces (AAF) at
the opening of World War II. Some officers resented the fact he had left the
service for a high-paying civilian position during the interwar period to
“feather his nest”* Others viewed his years as a world-renowned air racer as
inadequate preparation for the responsibilities of higher command.’ Further-
more, there was a strong impression among his peers that Doolittle’s meteoric
rise in rank in World War II was due to his close personal relationship with
Gen Henry “Hap” Arnold. As one of Arnold’s favorites, Doolittle was per-
ceived by some as enjoying special privileges.® Finally, although the raid on
Tokyo was a significant accomplishment, it did not necessarily reflect an apti-
tude to command at the operational level of war.” Gen Dwight Eisenhower
was initially unimpressed with Doolittle and only reluctantly accepted him as
a subordinate after being pressured by Generals Arnold and George Mar-
shall.® According to one recent historian, Eisenhower’s reservations proved
justified, because early in the African campaign, Doolittle’s Twelfth Air Force
“lacked experience and exhibited an indiscriminate appetite for targets”
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Which of these perceptions of Doolittle as a senior-level commander is
more accurate? Has history perhaps been too kind in its treatment of his com-
mand efficacy? In short, just how effective was Jimmy Doolittle as commander
of the Eighth Air Force in World War II?

This question is relevant because the academic community has largely
overlooked Doolittle’s performance as a wartime commanding general. As
Richard Davis observed in 1993, “Doolittle badly needs a good biography.
The current works on him range in quality from execrable to acceptable In
2001, Phillip Meilinger observed, “We have yet to see a serious study that
looks closely at his career and its effect on American airpower. . .. No one has
addressed the issue of Doolittle’s beliefs on the proper employment of air-
power”!! How is it that historians and biographers have neglected the com-
mander of the largest air force in history? One reason is that Doolittle’s other
legendary accomplishments, both in and out of uniform, have drawn schol-
arly attention away from his pivotal role in the Combined Bomber Offensive
(CBO). Most scholarly work on Doolittle’s influence on World War II centers
on the daring raid he led on Tokyo. Another reason is that most of the aca-
demic review of the US portion of the CBO has concentrated at the tactical
and strategic levels of war, thus ignoring Doolittle’s important intermediate
command role. Richard Davis and David Mets have each written seminal
studies of Doolittle’s superior, Carl Spaatz.'? Likewise, countless narratives il-
lustrate daring accounts of the men who flew bombing missions in the Eighth
Air Force.” This is not an uncommon occurrence in the historical study of
war. As Harold Winton observes in his account of Army commanders in the
Battle of the Bulge, “there seems to be a human fascination with military his-
tory written at two levels: the very top and the very bottom.”**

The few studies examining Doolittle’s performance as an operational com-
mander are limited by a reliance on subjective accounts and a natural bias
toward this charismatic figure. Lowell Thomas and Edward Jablonski’s 1976
biography is based largely on the source these men considered “most reliable,
and often most objective,” Doolittle himself."” The general’s most prolific biog-
rapher, Carroll “C. V” Glines, has published numerous accounts of Doolittle’s
life, including the coauthored memoir, I Could Never Be So Lucky Again.
While entertaining and thoughtful, the memoir, published in 1991, is an ac-
count of World War II events penned four decades after they occurred. Hence,
the autobiography “does not offer a frank appraisal of Doolittle’s effectiveness
as a combat commander.”'® Carl von Clausewitz himself cautioned against
relying upon autobiographies for critical analysis. The Prussian military theo-
rist noted that memoirs “treat such matters pretty broadly, or, perhaps delib-
erately with something less than candor"’
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Dik Daso’s more recent Doolittle: Aerospace Visionary is a concise, well-
researched treatment, but it fails to challenge the conventional wisdom re-
garding Doolittle’s command performance found elsewhere in the literature.
Joanna Doolittle Hobbes, the general’s granddaughter, has provided the latest
addition to the literature, Doolittle: Master of the Calculated Risk. Although
this enjoyable book provides noteworthy insight into his personal life, it is
understandably biased in favor of its subject.

In sum, there currently exists no critical assessment of Jimmy Doolittle’s
performance as Eighth Air Force commander in World War II. This study
seeks to fill that gap.

Examining Doolittle’s command also provides a unique opportunity to
study the effectiveness of an officer who had an unconventional military ca-
reer. Doolittle’s ascent to the rank of lieutenant general, which included time
spent in academia and industry, defied the conventional path of officer develop-
ment. Instead of gaining a professional military education, he pursued engi-
neering degrees, including a doctor of science from the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology."® Furthermore, he commanded a numbered air force with vir-
tually no military staff experience. While his peers were gaining valuable ex-
perience in the military bureaucracy, Doolittle flew in air races and lived on a
comfortable income as an employee of Shell Petroleum Corporation. Thus, by
conventional standards, Doolittle was not, in January of 1944, prepared to
command the world’s largest concentration of airpower. Or was he? Answer-
ing this question has significant relevance to the preparation of Air Force
leaders for future command.

This study critically analyzes Jimmy Doolittle’s performance as the com-
mander of Eighth Air Force in World War II. Clausewitz defines critical anal-
ysis as the “application of theoretical truths to actual events”" The present
work emulates Clausewitz’s guidance by constructing an analytical frame-
work with which to assess Doolittle’s performance. According to Clausewitz,
the first step in this process is the discovery and interpretation of evidence
regarding the event. These facts are then traced back to causal factors. Finally,
the commander must be evaluated according to how well he or she applied
the available means to achieve the desired end.” To be useful, this evaluation
must account for Doolittle’s perspective at the time of his command.? Clause-
witz contends that although complete objectivity is unattainable, attempting
to reach it induces necessary humility to the process of criticism.

Clausewitz further argued that critical assessment should evaluate a com-
mander’s possession of an enigmatic trait referred to as “genius.” In On War, he
submits that this “harmonious combination of elements” is comprised of two
components: “intellect and temperament.”** Building on Clausewitz’s insights,
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this study examines Doolittle’s intellectual capacity and temperament for air
command by evaluating three categories of performance: operational effec-
tiveness, technical and tactical innovation, and leadership.

One measure of an operational commander’s aptitude is the effective ap-
plication of resources. Gen Douglas MacArthur famously remarked, “There is
no substitute for victory.”’? Harry Yarger similarly averred, “Efficiency is sub-
ordinate to effectiveness in strategy”** These two dicta reflect the imperative
for an operational-level commander to achieve the assigned mission. This
study uses MacArthur’s observation in assessing this factor. This is not to dis-
miss the importance of efficiency in military operations. The British theorist
J. E. C. Fuller valued efficiency and placed it at the epicenter of his military
theory. In his treatise, The Foundations of the Science of War, Fuller argues that
all resources used in war should be expended at “the highest profit”* Yarger
also acknowledged the value of efficiency, stating that “good strategy is both
effective and efficient” ¢ In that spirit, this study addresses both operational
effectiveness and efliciency with an emphasis on the former.

Innovation is another essential activity of operational-level command. Of-
ten considered primarily an intellectual skill, effective innovation requires a
moral strength as well. Like any command decision, innovation involves the
risk of making a wrong decision. Innovation also requires eschewing the pre-
vailing wisdom. As Stephen Peter Rosen has observed, “The lack of precedent
makes wartime innovation risky, and with the risk often comes a justified
aversion.”” This study evaluates Jimmy Doolittle’s aptitude as an operational in-
novator by addressing five issues: specific problems the Eighth Air Force en-
countered while Doolittle was in command, how he perceived and defined
those problems, what actions (if any) he took to resolve the problems, the results
of his actions, and any adverse, unintended consequences of his innovations.

Doolittle’s leadership is the final area evaluated. Lord Moran defined mili-
tary leadership as “the capacity to frame plans which will succeed and the
faculty of persuading others to carry them out in the face of death”*® The
evaluation of Doolittle’s operational effectiveness described above addresses
the first half of Lord Moran’s injunction. This portion of the study explores
Doolittle’s persuasiveness. Leadership is often considered the ability to moti-
vate others to accomplish the mission, which is obviously an important facet.
However, motivation is a skill that affects emotional feelings. In contrast, per-
suasion’s role in leadership appeals to people’s reason. This investigation as-
sesses Doolittle’s ability to persuade both his subordinates and his superiors as
to the value of his policies.

The following chapter is a historical narrative of Jimmy Doolittle’s life lead-
ing up to his assumption of command of the Eighth Air Force. This account
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draws largely upon the mature secondary literature that investigates his life
and the raid on Tokyo. This assessment includes a review of his leadership
experiences before 1944. It also addresses what he missed by not attending
either the Command and General Staff School of the Army War College or
the Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS). This chapter answers the question,
based on what we know about Doolittle prior to 1944, of what are reasonable
expectations of his performance as commander of the Eighth Air Force Europe.

Chapter 3 assesses Doolittle’s operational effectiveness and whether or not
he made the best possible use of the resources allocated to him, given his
command environment. It begins by discerning what is similar and different
about commanding the Eighth Air Force compared with Doolittle’s previous
leadership roles and then addresses questions regarding his effectiveness at
the operational level of war. What was Doolittle’s approach to achieve air su-
periority over Western Europe? What role did he play in changing the length
of bomber crew tours? How did he adjust to the mission of close air support?

Next, chapter 4 investigates Doolittle’s tactical and technical innovation in
the Combined Bomber Offensive. How influential was he in shaping the tacti-
cal employment of the Eighth Air Force? How pivotal was his role in changing
the tactical use of escort fighters in early 1944? What was Doolittle’s function
in the implementation of technological advances? How well did he blend
technical and tactical innovation in his attempt to improve the effectiveness
of radar bombing?

The penultimate chapter examines Doolittle’s performance in leading the
men and women of the Eighth Air Force. This analysis begins by examining
his command environment and leadership style. It then assesses how he coped
with a decline in aircrew morale. Did any decisions regarding the innovative
and efficient use of airpower hinder his ability to lead his men? How well did
he sustain the Eighth’s military spirit?

The concluding chapter synthesizes the answers to the above questions,
drawing appropriate conclusions regarding Jimmy Doolittle’s effectiveness as
a numbered air force commander and discusses the implications of these
findings for contemporary and future Air Force leaders.

Evidence for this investigation comes from numerous sources. The Air
Force Historical Research Agency (AFHRA) files provided intimate insight
into the operations of the Eighth Air Force from the perspective of 1944. The
AFHRA also houses many of Doolittle’s recorded oral histories, which offer
insight into his perception of events. However, the earliest of these interviews
dates back only to 1968, almost 25 years removed from the events themselves.
The large collection of correspondence housed in his personal papers that
reside in the Doolittle Library at the University of Texas at Dallas offsets this
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disadvantage. The Library of Congress also holds manuscript collections and
official documents giving the perspectives of Doolittle’s supervisors and peers,
including the personal papers of Generals Arnold and Spaatz. These resources
include officer assessment reports, correspondence, interviews, and person-
nel records. Finally, the National Personnel Records Center at St. Louis houses
Doolittle’s military records, which provide official insights into his profes-
sional career.

Clausewitz wisely asserts, “If a critic wishes to distribute praise or blame,
he must put himself exactly in the position of the commander”” Hence, we
must attempt to get inside the mind of Jimmy Doolittle. This requires us to
look back at his life prior to arriving in England in January 1944.
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Chapter 2

The Shaping of a Commander

Through summarizing Jimmy Doolittle’s life prior to his command of the
Eighth Air Force—including the formative experiences in his childhood
and early armed forces career, his time in commercial industry as an em-
ployee of Shell Oil, and his experiences early in World War II—we can better
establish a reasonable expectation of his performance as commander of the
Mighty Eighth.

Early Life and Career

James Harold Doolittle was born 14 December 1896 near San Francisco,
California. He was the only child of Rosa Shepard, a stern disciplinarian, and
Frank Henry Doolittle, a carpenter described by his son as a “loner in spirit.”!
Shortly after Jimmy’s birth, his father left for the Alaskan frontier. Rosa and
her son joined Frank two years later, and the boy spent his formative years in
the isolated mining town of Nome, Alaska. Under the tutelage of his father,
Jimmy acquired a skill for carpentry and design.? Frank also sparked a yearn-
ing for travel and exploration by taking his 11-year-old son on a trip to Cali-
fornia. The younger Doolittle later recalled that the trip to the “outside”
changed his perspective “right then and there™

Nome’s frontier environment fostered a competitive spirit that Doolittle
carried throughout his life.* Smaller than his peers, he battled bullying with
an aggressive onslaught of punches. He gained a reputation as a daring brawler
by besting older and bigger boys. He also excelled in gymnastics and spent
hours practicing aerial stunts, developing a keen sense of balance and coordi-
nation.” He continued his athletic endeavors after Rosa moved him back to
California in 1908 without Frank, winning the amateur boxing championship
of the Pacific Coast in 1912 and earning money by entering professional tour-
naments.® He later competed as a member of the University of California
School of Mines boxing team and gymnastics club.”

The rough boxer met a refined woman in California who changed his life—
Josephine Daniels. In stark contrast to Jimmy, “Joe” grew up in a cultured
family from Louisiana and was a top student. Not surprisingly, Doolittle’s
rough reputation did not please her family. Undeterred, he used his earnings
from professional boxing to court her. His persistence paid off, and they were
married on Christmas Eve 1917. Throughout their 71-year marriage, Joe’s
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measured, disciplined, and friendly demeanor grounded Jimmy’s desire for
independence and adventure.® His love for Joe inspired him to seek stability
in his life and obtain the means to support his new bride.

Following a failed venture to Alaska in search of employment with his fa-
ther, Doolittle enrolled in a junior college and later transferred to the Univer-
sity of California. After completing three years toward a degree in mining
engineering, the gravity of World War I drew him to an Army recruiter’s of-
fice. He elected to join the aviation branch because working with “mechanical
things” appealed to him more than “the idea of going into the trenches.”
Doolittle entered the army as a “flying cadet” and began pilot training at
Rockwell Field on San Diego’s North Island. He graduated from flight school
on 5 March 1918 and received his commission as a second lieutenant in the
Signal Reserve, Aviation Section. After advanced flight instruction at Gerstner
Field, Louisiana, he returned to California to serve as a combat and gunnery
instructor at Ream Field, an auxiliary airport south of Rockwell.' Doolittle
petitioned his commander for a transfer to the contested skies over France, but
his pleas were denied. He served the rest of World War I training other pilots
for combat.

Doolittle excelled as a young fighter pilot. His superior balance gained as a
tumbler and his quick reflexes developed from boxing provided an advantage
in aerial combat."" His competitive spirit enhanced these skills. Aware that
inept flying would undermine his credibility, he practiced tirelessly. He later
reflected that he “perfected [his] flying skills” during this period.'* Doolittle’s
reputation as a capable pilot quickly spread and made an impression on two
fellow lieutenants who figured significantly later in his career—Ira C. Eaker
and Carl “Tooey” Spaatz.”

Doolittle did not limit his quest for aerial credibility to the cockpit. Given
his small stature and experience as a gymnast, he decided to experiment with
wing-walking. Slow, tentative step by slow, tentative step, he developed the
ability to cling to the aircraft wings during flight. He reasoned it would be
simple to progress from riding on the aircraft wing to its axle and bet a fellow
instructor that he could ride between the aircraft wheels during a landing."*
His bet paid off in the form of five dollars and increased respect from his
peers. Doolittle’s supervisors, however, did not condone his daring exploits.
The stunt garnered the attention of the new district supervisor, Col Henry
“Hap” Arnold.” Despite these aerial antics, Arnold recognized the younger
manss talent as an aviator and rated him as “an exceptionally fine instructor
and pilot” who possessed “good judgment with quick thinking'¢

In July 1919 the Army Signal Corps assigned Doolittle to Kelly Field near
San Antonio, Texas, where he was promptly confined to post for “stunting” a
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de Havilland DH-4."7 His time at Kelly, however, was brief; in October he
joined Flight A of the 90th Aero Squadron at Eagle Pass on the Rio Grande.'®
The “Dicemen” had the tedious task of patrolling the Mexican border. Doo-
little introduced some excitement into the missions by flying between two
narrowly spaced pylons supporting the Pecos River High Bridge." Although
he carefully surveyed the bridge prior to the stunt, once again, a commander
did not approve of his daring spirit. Accordingly, his efficiency report reflected
the performance of an above-average pilot with “one serious drawback,” an
“inclination to occasionally use poor judgment; i.e. take exceptional and un-
necessary risks in flying”?

In 1922 Doolittle focused his penchant for daring aerial endeavors onto a
feat that advanced the aviation community. He obtained approval from the
chief of the Air Service, Gen Mason M. Patrick, to attempt a cross-country
flight in less than 24 hours. As with many of his earlier “stunts,” Doolittle
planned the mission methodically. First, he developed technical modifica-
tions to enhance the range of his DH-4 aircraft. As a recent graduate of the Air
Service Mechanics School, he understood the complex workings of aircraft
engines and systems. He visited the Air Service test facility at McCook Field
in Dayton, Ohio, where he consulted engineers on his proposed modifica-
tions. Returning from Dayton, he presented the ground crew at Kelly his
plans to modify his DH-4B’s front seat with an additional 240-gallon fuel tank
and a 24-gallon oil tank. To accommodate the new fuel configurations, he
added a slight camber to the upper wing and streamlined the bottom of the
aircraft. He also installed a lifting body on the landing gear to reduce drag.
Other modifications included additional support ribs, tighter stitching, a cus-
tomized coating, and varnish to strengthen the wings.?' Doolittle acquired a
new flight instrument being tested at McCook, a turn-and-bank indicator.
Finally, he designed the first “pilot dehydration tube” to accommodate his
personal needs for the long flights.”> Based on engine data from test flights,
Doolittle calculated he could safely fly for 13 hours without landing for fuel.

Doolittle also prepared himself for the mission. He trained vigorously, fly-
ing from Kelly Field to both San Diego and Florida to familiarize himself with
the route.”” During these flights, he documented terrain details and aircraft
performance in his notebook. He considered pilot fatigue his biggest obstacle.
Consequently, he planned his flight from east to west, into prevailing winds,
because the westerly route offered him three additional hours of daylight.
Doolittle also arranged for a plane from Rockwell Field to escort him into
California and help him remain alert during the last hours of the mission.
Finally, he prepared himself physically with regular exercise and “abstinence
from all injurious habits”*

11



THE SHAPING OF A COMMANDER

By 6 August 1922, Doolittle’s extensive technical, physical, and mental
preparation had given him “implicit confidence” in his ability to fly coast-to-
coast in less than 24 hours. However, an error of “overconfidence” delayed his
mission for nearly a month.” His preparation failed to account for the haz-
ards of taking off from Pablo Beach, Florida, in darkness. As a crowd watched,
Doolittles DH-4 roared toward the rising tide at 9:40 p.m. EST, but a wave
caught the wheels, causing the aircraft to crash. He emerged from the wrecked
aircraft unharmed but humbled.*

With permission for a second attempt granted by General Patrick, a deter-
mined Doolittle refurbished the aircraft. At 9:52 p.m. EST on 4 September 1922,
with lanterns to guide the takeoff roll, he safely departed from Pablo Beach.
After an “uneventful flight” of 10 hours and five minutes, Doolittle landed at
Kelly Field at 6:57 a.m. CST. After fueling, maintenance work, and a large break-
fast, he climbed into the airplane and departed at 8:07 a.m. CST for the second
leg of his flight.?” He joined with two Rockwell-based aircraft over Yuma, Ari-
zona, who followed him in for a formation landing at Rockwell Field. The entire
trip covered 2,163 miles with an elapsed time of 22 hours, 30 minutes.”

Doolittle’s daring cross-country flight had a profound effect on both the
aviation industry and his career. First, as he concluded in his official report,
the flight demonstrated the feasibility of conducting long-range flights. He
noted that both the Liberty engines and a pilot in “good physical condition,”
could endure the demands of such a flight.” Doolittle’s successful flight also
demonstrated the attributes of thorough, innovative planning and solid phys-
ical endurance. His accomplishment garnered praise from his superiors and
peers alike, and he was later awarded a Distinguished Flying Cross for the
achievement.”® The experience gained from planning this feat would serve
him well when he later led a mission that would change the landscape of
World War II.

Doolittle’s next assignment took him to McCook Field in Dayton and the
Air School of Applications to attend a one-year course in engineering.*' His
transcontinental flight caused him to miss the first week of class, but he
quickly caught up and mastered the essentials of aeronautical engineering.*
He learned new methods to reduce aerodynamic drag, increase engine effi-
ciency, and enhance airborne equipment.” The course encouraged Doolittle
to test his knowledge on a fleet of modern aircraft. McCook Field was pilots’
heaven. During his tenure there, Doolittle added nine different types of aircraft
to his flying experience.* His superiors recognized Doolittle’s competence as a
test pilot and rated him as “one of the four best students” in the school.*

His achievements at McCook Field provided Doolittle the opportunity to
continue his technical education at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
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(MIT). MIT accepted him into its engineering program after the University of
California granted him a bachelor of arts degree for his three years of under-
graduate studies and subsequent coursework at McCook.*® The Army granted
him two years of detached service from McCook to pursue his studies. The
Doolittles moved to Cambridge, and he enrolled at MIT in the fall of 1923. To
maintain his flying currency, he periodically returned to Dayton.”

At MIT, Doolittle investigated a problem that plagued aircraft in the mid-
1920s—structural failure. His master’s thesis, “Wing Loads as Determined by
the Accelerometer,” and the subsequent paper he submitted to the National
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics (NACA), labeled Report No. 203: Ac-
celerations in Flight, advanced the understanding of structural effects of in-
flight acceleration, also known as “g-loading” and measured in g,s (i.e., one g
equals the normal force of gravity on a stationary object). Doolittle derived an
equation to determine the maximum theoretical load an aircraft could achieve
in flight. To test his hypothesis, he flew a Fokker Pursuit PW-7 biplane through
a series of maneuvers and collected data with a new instrument called an ac-
celerometer.?® His tests were cut short, however, when he discovered stress
fractures in the wings, which he had nearly ripped off the airplane. Neverthe-
less, he had collected sufficient data to confirm his predictions.” Based on
these results, he concluded that pursuit aircraft could exceed 12 g,s in a dive
recovery. Because aircraft were designed to withstand only 8.5 g,s, Doolittle
concluded, “It is obvious that any of the modern pursuit planes can be failed
in a vertical dive if the stick is pulled back rapidly enough and the elevators
are effective”*” Consequently, he recommended a new design standard of 12
g be adopted to increase safety in pursuit aircraft. He also documented the
physiological influence of acceleration forces. He discovered pilots could tol-
erate high g-loads for short periods of time. He rightly observed, however,
that “accelerations of the order of 4.5 gs, continued for any length of time,
result in a complete loss of faculties”* The Air Corps recognized that his tests
obtained “scientific data of great and permanent importance” and awarded
Doolittle a second Distinguished Flying Cross in 1929.*> MIT also approved
his work and awarded him with a master of science degree in 1924, a year
ahead of schedule.

Doolittle used his remaining year at MIT to pursue doctoral studies. His
dissertation investigated the effects of wind on flight characteristics. Many
experienced pilots claimed it was easier to fly into the wind than away from it;
others disagreed, claiming there was no difference. To address this divergence,
Doolittle conducted 292 flights in four types of aircraft. He concluded that
“theory and experiment indicate that neither wind velocity nor wind velocity
gradient exert an influence on airplane performance in straight level flight*
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In other words, the latter opinion was correct. Following an initial rejection
for modifications, his research was accepted. In June 1925, MIT awarded
Doolittle one of the first doctor of science degrees in aeronautical sciences.

After Doolittle returned to McCook Field, he was selected to compete in
the 1925 Schneider Cup seaplane race.* The Air Service provided a Curtiss
R3C racing aircraft equipped with the most advanced technology of the time,
including a 610-horsepower (hp) Curtiss V-1400 engine. During the race,
Doolittle employed the innovative technique of climbing during straight-
aways and using steep, descending turns around the pylons. Using this
method, he won the race and set a new seaplane record with an average speed
of 232.573 miles per hour (mph). However, he was not satisfied that he had
extracted the maximum performance from the R3C. Therefore, after making
some technical modifications, he flew the course again the following day and
broke his own record with an average speed of 245.713 mph.*

Winning the Schneider Cup enhanced Doolittle’s reputation as a capable
and daring aviator. General Patrick dispatched a letter of commendation
lauding the race as “one of the most able demonstrations I have ever wit-
nessed.”*® New York Times editorials commented on the irony of an Army pi-
lot beating two naval aviators in a seaplane race.”” Billy Mitchell believed that
the media coverage of Doolittle’s success at the Schneider Cup overshadowed
his own court-martial proceedings. Jimmy Doolittle was becoming a household
name.* C. M. Keyes, president of Curtiss-Wright Aircraft Company, recognized
that Doolittle’s growing international fame would make him an ideal salesman
for the new Curtiss P-1 Hawk pursuit plane. Keyes convinced the Air Service to
release Doolittle from service to demonstrate the capabilities of the P-1 in South
America. In the spring of 1926, he boarded a ship for Santiago, Chile.*’

Doolittle arrived in Chile on 23 May 1926 and engaged in preflight festivi-
ties at the officers’ club of El Bosque, the military airport near Santiago.”* Em-
boldened by a “delightful, powerful drink called a pisco sour;” he attempted to
“make character” with his Chilean colleagues by demonstrating a feat of gym-
nastic prowess on a window ledge.” The ledge gave way, and he fell two sto-
ries, breaking both ankles. Dreading the reception he would receive from his
colleagues at McCook and his corporate sponsors at Curtiss, Doolittle consid-
ered his options. “Embarrassment overcame pain,” and he convinced the doc-
tors to cut his casts to below the knees so he could control the rudder pedals
with a set of newly fashioned bootstraps.”> Doggedly determined, Doolittle
was carried to the aircraft and flew aerial demonstrations in Chile, Bolivia,
and Argentina. The flights accomplished their intended effect, and Curtiss
sold several Hawks in South America.”
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Although his accident in Chile resulted in a “50% loss of flexion” in both
ankles, Doolittle was returned to flying status at McCook Field after six
months of recuperation in Walter Reed General Hospital.** At McCook he
continued his duties as a test pilot and avid flier. His extensive experience fly-
ing in the Dayton area and acute powers of observation gave him confidence
navigating in poor weather. He later recalled that while flying around Mc-
Cook, “T knew instantly where I was, even if I could only see relatively a few
feet ahead.” His commander, however, rebuked Doolittle for flying in “weather
that no one else would fly in”>* His efficiency report of 30 July 1928 reflects
“Satisfactory” performance and an officer whose “heart is only in flying and
consequently, engineering assignments are not very desirable.”*

Ironically, Doolittle’s penchant for flying in adverse weather provided him
an opportunity to achieve one of the biggest engineering advances in aviation
history. In January 1926, Harry F. Guggenheim encouraged his father, Daniel,
to establish a fund for the promotion of aeronautics. The endowment spurred
many of aviation’s early achievements, including Charles Lindbergh’s historic
solo crossing of the Atlantic in 1927.7 Although flight operations were com-
monplace in the late 1920s, inclement weather limited pilots who predomi-
nantly flew “by the seat of their pants.” Harry Guggenheim established the Full
Flight Laboratory to “encourage perfection of control in a fog . . . [and] finance
a study of and a solution to fog flying” The fund’s vice president, Emory S.
“Jerry” Land, a Navy captain, selected Doolittle to head the laboratory. Land
justified his selection by noting that Doolittle possessed “a technical education
that has given him a distinct advantage in the development of new equipment.”*®

In the fall of 1928, Doolittle moved to Mitchel Field on Long Island, New
York. His charge was to develop the technology and flying techniques re-
quired to take off and land aircraft in the blind. After initial testing, he con-
cluded that instrument flying required three types of accurate information:
altitude, heading, and aircraft attitude. To solve the problem of altitude, Doo-
little tested a new device that “was an order of magnitude more accurate than
earlier altimeters.””® He sketched a diagram of an instrument to solve the latter
two problems. The drawing provided the inspiration for the Sperry Gyro-
scope Company to build the first artificial horizon and the directional gyro-
scope.® The design of these instruments set the standard in aviation.

To achieve the goal of making a blind landing, Doolittle also required new
ground equipment. The team installed fan and homing beacons on the air-
field. The former caused an instrument rod to vibrate when the aircraft flew
past the airfield boundary, providing a measure of distance. Another cockpit
instrument used the beacons to display course information via two vibrating
rods. With practice, Doolittle became adept at discerning his position relative
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to an inbound course. To conduct a blind landing, he approached Mitchel
Field at 200 feet, as indicated by his new altimeter. When he passed the outer
edges of the field, he retarded the throttle and began a steady descent toward
the ground until he landed. After methodically practicing the maneuver,
Doolittle found that he “made better landings this way than . . . [visually]
without the instrumentation.”®!

On 24 September 1929, with Lt Benjamin Kelsey in the front seat as a safety
observer, Doolittle took off, flew a set course, and landed safely while under an
instrument hood. Guggenheim witnessed the 15-minute flight and declared it
history’s first “blind flight”%* Doolittle considered his participation in the early
blind-flying experiments his “most significant contribution to aviation.” As
Dik Daso observed, by developing blind flight, Doolittle had “applied science
to modify technology in a successful effort to solve a practical problem.”**

After the success of the blind-flying experiments, fiscal reality forced Doo-
little to consider his future. The modest pay of a first lieutenant made it diffi-
cult to support both his ailing mother and his mother-in-law. He could earn
three times his military pay working for a civilian company as a test pilot.
Thus, primarily for monetary reasons, he resigned his regular commission
and joined Shell Oil as chief of its aviation division. Doolittle maintained his
connection to the Air Service by applying for a reserve commission in the
Specialist-Reserve. He was promptly accepted into the reserves as a major,
bypassing the rank of captain.®

Civilian Life

Doolittle left the Army Air Service on 15 February 1930. The next day, he
loaded his family into a $25,000 Lockheed Vega provided by Shell for his
travel. Overloaded with baggage, the aircraft failed to get airborne and crashed
into a snow bank. The startled family emerged from the wreck unhurt; how-
ever, a headline in the local paper, “Doolittle’s First Civilian Hop in 12 Years
Fails; Ex-Army Pilot Crashes in Snow Before Start,” stung his pride. Again,
overconfidence had led to a life-threatening mishap. Doolittle reported to his
first day of work as a civilian “a very humble individual”*

The primary reason Shell Oil hired the celebrity pilot was to bask in his
fame. In the 1930s, the best place to promote one’s employer as an aviator was
on the racing circuit. Doolittle entered the 1931 inaugural Bendix cross-
country air race with a new Laird Super Solution airplane. The course began
in Burbank, California, and terminated in Cleveland, Ohio. The race offered a
first-place prize of $7,500 and an additional $2,500 bonus to anyone who set
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a new transcontinental record by continuing to New York. It was just the sort
of challenge Doolittle savored.

Shortly after midnight on 4 September 1931, seven pilots departed Bur-
bank. Among those competing was Capt Ira Eaker, a promising young Army
officer who had continued Doolittle’s instrument research. Nine hours, 10
minutes, and 21 seconds after Doolittle departed Burbank, he landed in
Cleveland.®” Unsure of his victory, he refueled his aircraft and continued to
New York, despite poor weather conditions, arriving there 11 hours and 11
minutes after his early morning takeoft from Burbank. That day, Doolittle
secured another significant footnote in the history of aviation by becoming
the first man to traverse the continent in less than 12 hours. His work was not,
however, complete. He returned to Cleveland to rejoin Joe and their two sons.
He then called his supervisor, Shell vice president Alexander Fraser, who in-
vited him to a celebration of his latest feat. Never one to turn down a party,
Doolittle flew the Super Solution to St. Louis that evening. As Daso remarked,
through these feats of aviation endurance, “Doolittle was demonstrating the
practicality of air travel”®®

Doolittle turned to another contest of speed to accomplish his next avia-
tion milestone. He entered the 1932 Thompson Trophy race, flying the notori-
ous Gee Bee Super Sportster R1 racer. At the time Doolittle arrived at Bowles
airport, near Springfield, Massachusetts, the R1 had already killed one pilot,
and another lay in the hospital severely injured. Indeed, the aircraft was built
for speed, not safety. Doolittle’s engineering eye surveyed the 18-foot-long
racer with small, stubby wings and a 750-hp Wasp engine.® Although he
“didn’t trust this little monster,” he was confident he could safely harness its
immense power.”” He described flying the unstable aircraft as “like balancing
... an ice cream cone on the tip of your finger””! Nevertheless, his carefully
managing the temperamental airplane paid dividends. In the Thompson race
trials, Doolittle set a new world speed record of 309.040 mph. Although flying
cautiously, he easily won the Thompson race with a more modest perfor-
mance of 252.686 mph, still a race record.” Doolittle later reflected that he
flew the R1 because “it was the fastest airplane in the world at the time” He
acknowledged, however, that the R1 was the “most dangerous airplane” he
ever flew, and it “had a profound effect” on his thinking.”? Consequently, the
leading race pilot of his day made a decision that may have saved his life—he
retired from air racing.

Finished with racing, Doolittle used his position at Shell Oil to advocate
production of high-octane aviation fuel. One-hundred-octane fuel signifi-
cantly increased engine performance, and he felt that producing such fuel
would benefit Shell and the armed forces. But Shell faced “a chicken or the egg
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dilemma.” Aircraft were not designed to use high-octane aviation fuel because
it was not then affordable. Oil companies did not produce the fuel because so
few aircraft used it.”* Because aviation fuel was not Shell’s primary source of
revenue and the company faced the fiscal realities of the Great Depression,
some employees condemned the proposed investment as “Doolittle’s million-
dollar blunder””> Similarly, some senior military officials considered the de-
velopment of high-octane fuel unnecessary. In May 1936, Doolittle used his
reserve status to conduct a study “on the availability of 100 octane gasoline to
meet needs of Army and Navy in war.””¢ The cumulative effects of Doolittle’s
academic credentials, McCook Field test data, and personal connections
convinced Shell executives to invest in the refineries necessary to produce
100-octane aviation fuel in large, affordable quantities. In November 1936, an
Army committee followed suit and recommended the adoption of 100-octane
fuel for combat aircraft. As demand increased, so did production. By 1938,
Shell was producing 100-octane fuel at a cost of 17.5 cents per gallon—only 2.5
cents more than traditional 87-octane fuel.”” The investment paid off hand-
somely for Shell Oil and for Allied pilots fighting the German Luftwaffe several
years later.

His duties at Shell also provided an opportunity to foresee the impending
war in Europe. Because Shell was a global company, Doolittle maintained
close contact with European aviation industries, making annual visits to Eu-
rope to meet with aviation leaders.”® During a trip to Germany in 1939, he
observed a significant change in the aircraft industry. On 28 July he penned
an entry in his personal notebook that income tax in Germany was 35 percent
and that, although luxury items were cheap, food and other necessities were
expensive. He speculated that everyone in Germany “spends their dough ands
[sic] keeps it in circulation.”” The following day he noted “wood piled up over
areas several acres in extent. . .. Von Wunce [his German escort] advised they
were for paper and textiles but looked like they might be used for trenches®
On 10 August he also noted, “Germany 340,000 tons of aviation gasoline. In
1939 imported 110,000-120,000 tons. In 1940 a new 600,000 (£40,000) ton
[sic] going in 1940.”*! Doolittle concluded from these observations that Ger-
many was mobilizing for war.

When he returned to the United States, Doolittle contacted his friend Hap
Arnold. Since first meeting at Rockwell Field, Arnold and Doolittle had main-
tained a close relationship. Their correspondence clearly indicates their mu-
tual fondness.® This visit with Doolittle’s former commander, however, was
much more serious. Doolittle told Arnold of his belief that war with Germany
was inevitable and asked to return to active duty.** Arnold agreed and soon
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issued orders directing Major Doolittle to report to active duty for a period of
one year.* He would serve for more than six.

Early World War II Career

General Arnold recognized that Doolittle had acquired unique skills and
put him to work coordinating industrial support for the expanding Army Air
Forces (AAF).* Following an assignment to Indianapolis, he moved to De-
troit to oversee the transition of the Motor City’s industrial production from
cars to aircraft. Doolittle described the job as managing a “shotgun wedding
between the aviation and automobile industry.”*® The car manufacturers were
not interested in building aircraft, and the aviation industry did not want to
encourage new competition. Doolittle employed his technical expertise, per-
sonal charisma, and tact to mediate between the two communities. He found
the dynamics fascinating and remarked that his time in Detroit “was the most
interesting period of my career”® His efficiency report for this period re-
marked, “most energetic and resourceful in accomplishing a project, even to
the point of disregarding regulations and following the usual channels of mil-
itary authority”®

On 2 January 1942, Doolittle reported to Washington as a new lieutenant
colonel for duties as the director of operational requirements on General Ar-
nold’s staff. Arnold had him evaluate the Martin B-26 Marauder medium
bomber, which had developed a reputation as a dangerous aircraft. After a
series of flight tests and stability demonstrations, Doolittle concluded that the
plane was safe; the problem was training. He recommended continued pro-
duction of the B-26, with new training to prepare its pilots.* Pleased with the
results, Arnold gave Doolittle the assignment that would immortalize him as
a national hero—the raid on Tokyo.

The famous “Doolittle Raid” originated in the Oval Office. After the “day of
infamy” attack on Pearl Harbor, Pres. Franklin D. Roosevelt pressed his joint
chiefs for a plan to bomb the Japanese homeland to raise national morale.”
The idea of launching an Army medium-range bomber from an aircraft car-
rier did not come from Doolittle but from a Navy submarine captain named
Francis Low. Low raised the idea with his boss, ADM Ernest King, chief of
naval operations, who directed him to contact CAPT Donald Duncan, a vet-
eran naval aviator. On 17 January 1942, Duncan and King met with General
Arnold, and the idea was put into motion. Arnold tapped Doolittle to plan the
mission and train the aircrew for the raid. To expedite the process, he granted
Doolittle “first priority on anything you need to get the job done™!
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Doolittle faced significant technical challenges in planning the Tokyo raid.
The Army and Navy agreed early on that the North American B-25B Mitchell
bomber was the best aircraft for the mission because it provided the optimal
combination of range and short-takeoff performance.”? Additionally, its 67.5-
foot wingspan enabled it to be launched from an aircraft carrier.”> However,
the typical range of a B-25 was only 1,300 statute miles. The mission required
the aircraft to fly more than 2,400 statute miles.”* Unlike Doolittle’s transcon-
tinental flights, there would be no opportunity to refuel. He had to make sig-
nificant design modifications to the aircraft.

As he had done 20 years prior, Doolittle traveled to Dayton to confer with
engineers regarding his plans to extend the plane’s range. They agreed on sev-
eral design changes. First, he decided to install three additional fuel tanks,
increasing the B-25’s fuel load from 696 to 1,141 gallons.” To reduce weight,
he removed radio equipment, the sensitive Norden bombsight, and the rear-
facing machine guns. He also installed cameras to document the historic
raid.”® He calculated that the improvements extended the range of the B-25 to
2,400 statute miles flying at 5,000 feet. In January 1942, he sent 24 B-25Bs to
Minneapolis, Minnesota, for modification according to these requirements.*’

With the technical modifications under way, Doolittle turned his attention
to selecting aircrew. His first task was to identify the squadrons with the most
experience flying the B-25. The answer was the 17th Bomb Group, consisting
of the 34th, 37th, and 95th Bomb Squadrons and the associated 89th Recon-
naissance Squadron, all stationed in Pendleton, Oregon.”® Doolittle queried
the units for volunteers interested in an unspecified, dangerous mission. Be-
cause every crew member volunteered, Doolittle asked the commanders for a
list of the most-qualified personnel. He then chose the 89th Reconnaissance
Squadron commander, Maj John A. “Jack” Hilger, to serve as his deputy.”
Interestingly, he did not select the 17th Group commander, a full colonel who
outranked him, to participate in the mission.'® Because Doolittle had yet to
be designated to lead the raid, he eliminated any potential competition for
that assignment. He was determined to lead the raid himself and eventually
gained Arnold’s permission to do so.'"

The airplanes and crews arrived at the Valparaiso Bombing and Gunnery
Base, now Eglin Air Force Base, near Fort Walton Beach, Florida, between 17
February and 3 March.!*” Because the mission’s primary objectives were po-
litical rather than tactical, Doolittle elected a low-altitude attack with incendi-
ary bombs. To conserve fuel, he planned for the aircraft to take off and fly
individually to their targets. Therefore, the crews immediately began practicing
overwater navigation, night flying, and low-altitude bombing. The Navy dis-
patched LT Henry L. “Hank” Miller to instruct the pilots on carrier operations.
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The pilots meticulously practiced the delicate art of taking off with a heavily
laden B-25 at a nearby auxiliary field.'”® To minimize the takeoff roll, they
coaxed their aircraft into the air “almost in a stall”'**

The pilots had little time to perfect these complex maneuvers. On 25
March, the airplanes were flown to Sacramento Air Depot for final inspection
and then to Alameda Naval Air Station near San Francisco. Once the aircraft
were loaded onto the USS Hornet, the carrier left port on 2 April. Only after
they were under way did Doolittle reveal the true nature of the mission to the
enthusiastic crews. He allowed crews to select their own targets but provided
specific instructions not to bomb the emperor’s palace.'® He also ordered the
crews to land in China, as planned, and not divert to Russia. Both directives
underscored the political significance of the raid.

In the early morning of 18 April 1942, Japanese picket boats intercepted
the carrier fleet.' Before the Hornet left harbor, Doolittle and ADM William
E “Bull” Halsey had discussed the possibility of premature discovery and de-
cided the aircraft would launch if there were even a remote chance of success.
Doolittle’s mission required the element of surprise, and Halsey needed the
deck clear to launch fighters in the event of an enemy attack. The launch had
been planned for that evening, and the B-25s were 250 miles farther from
their targets than planned when they climbed into the air. From that distance,
there was no guarantee they could reach landing fields in China.'” Fifteen
other crews followed Doolittle with full knowledge they might not survive.
Doolittle reached Tokyo, released four 500-pound bombs, and flew on toward
China. A providential tailwind allowed him to reach the mainland. He could
not, however, acquire the radio beacon intended to guide him to the landing
field. Out of gas, he ordered his crew to bail out.

As Doolittle collected his thoughts in China, he assessed the mission as a
tactical failure. He assumed every aircraft on the mission was probably lost.
He was right. One crew disobeyed orders and diverted to Russia. The other 15
crews had bailed out of their aircraft. The 16 bombers, intended for delivery
to the Tenth Air Force in China, were a total loss.'® In Washington, however,
Arnold quickly recognized the mission’s strategic success despite its tactical
failure. As word of the raid spread, the nation rejoiced with the first good
news of the war. Additionally, stung by the unforeseen attack, Japanese air
defenses retrenched to defend the homeland, setting in motion events that
would eventually lead to the decisive Battle of Midway.'*”

Doolittle was uniquely qualified to lead the raid on Tokyo. The mission
drew on his technical expertise in aviation, developed as a trained engineer,
test pilot, and transcontinental flyer. He rapidly formulated a technical plan
and acquired the necessary resources. Additionally, Doolittle understood the
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political ramifications of the mission. He knew the president’s intent was to
send a political message, not to achieve tactical destruction. As Daso ob-
served, Doolittle’s mission eschewed “almost every accepted doctrinal idea
for bombardment openly held by the [Army Air Forces]”!'° That was perhaps,
in part, because Doolittle left the Army for Shell and never attended the Air
Corps Tactical School where strategic bombing doctrine was formulated and
taught. For whatever reason, Doolittle’s plan fulfilled President Roosevelt’s vi-
sion for retribution against the Japanese homeland. He had clearly trained his
men well to accomplish the mission. Interestingly, no crew member on the
Tokyo raid, including Doolittle himself, had any prior combat experience.'"!
Finally, Doolittle exhibited a great deal of personal courage and sound leader-
ship during the raid. He was aware of the personal risk incurred by taking off
from the Hornet. He did not hesitate and, more importantly, the crews that
followed him did not either. The great significance of the mission and Doo-
little’s inspired leadership created a bond between the aircrew members that
survived for decades. Seventy years later, the few surviving raiders meet an-
nually to commemorate their historic mission.'"

While still in China, Doolittle received the news that he had been pro-
moted to brigadier general, bypassing the grade of colonel. He also received
orders directing him to “proceed on or about May 5, 1942, from Chungking,
China, to Washington, D.C., by the most expeditious method, reporting upon
arrival to the Commanding General, Army Air Forces, for instructions"
When Doolittle arrived in Washington, President Roosevelt personally pre-
sented him the Medal of Honor under the watchful eyes of Generals Arnold
and Marshall and his wife Joe. Doolittle later recollected that “I believe that
General Arnold gave me more credit than was due, and I believe General
Marshall gave me more credit than was due, as a result primarily of the Tokyo
raid”'* Despite this modesty, Doolittle’s accomplishments thrust him into the
ranks of the Army’s senior leaders.

Searching for a job commensurate with Doolittle’s new rank, Arnold sub-
mitted his name to Gen Douglas MacArthur for command of the Fifth Air
Force in the Pacific. MacArthur, however, chose Gen George C. Kenney. Doo-
little was assigned instead to command the newly formed Twelfth Air Force
under Gen Dwight Eisenhower. The Twelfth was created to support Opera-
tion Torch—the invasion of North Africa. Ike was reluctant to accept the un-
proven “wild stunt pilot” as an air commander.'”® He requested instead Carl
Spaatz, Walter H. Frank, or Ira Eaker."'® Arnold and Marshall responded by
insisting Doolittle was qualified for the position; Ike was stuck with him.!"’

Eisenhower had good reasons for his doubts. Doolittle did not have the
credentials of a typical flag officer in 1942. When he took charge of the nascent
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Twelfth Air Force, he had not commanded “anything bigger than about a
flight”"'® While his peers gained valuable command experience during the
1930s, Doolittle was increasing profits for Shell Oil. Additionally, Doolittle
possessed no military staff experience and lacked the professional military
education that his fellow career officers had received. He never attended the
Army’s Command and General Staff School, which prepared middle-grade
officers for staff assignments to corps and division levels. Hence, Doolittle
never received formal training in Army combined arms tactics, command
and staff functions, or duties of a general staff at the corps level.""* Missing the
Army War College prevented him from receiving instruction in the practice
of high-level command.'® Finally, because he did not attend the Air Corps
Tactical School, Doolittle never received explicit instruction in the industrial
web theory that provided the doctrinal foundation for the strategic bombing
campaign against Germany.'*! He would have to learn a great deal on the job.

Doolittle assumed command of the Twelfth Air Force on 23 September
1942 and acted quickly to acquaint himself with the duties of leading a num-
bered air force.'** Unlike his previous command, which consisted of 16 B-25s,
initial plans for the Twelfth Air Force included two heavy-bombardment
groups, two P-38 fighter groups, two British Spitfire groups, one troop-carrier
group, one light-bombardment group, and three medium-bombardment
groups.'” He later observed, “I was a brand new Air Force Commander . .. so
there were a great many things I had to learn, and I endeavored to learn them
very rapidly”'** Doolittle relied heavily on his staff during these stressful
weeks, especially his director of staff, a young colonel named Hoyt S. Vanden-
berg. Doolittle later recalled that a competent leader utilizes his staff as a
“two-way street” to direct and receive advice.'”” Indeed, he commented in a
letter to Arnold that “I have the best staff, the best commands and the smooth-
est-running organization in the Air Force'*®

Based on advice from Doolittle and Spaatz, Eisenhower decided the Twelfth
Air Force would be built around a core cadre of aircrews provided from the
Eighth Air Force. Indeed, much to Eaker’s dismay, the Twelfth cost valuable
combat experience and resources drawn away from the strategic bombing ef-
forts in Europe. Nevertheless, the majority of the Twelfth Air Force’s commands
were activated in the United States and shipped to England."” Consequently, as
the Allied force prepared for the invasion of North Africa, Doolittle advised
Eisenhower on 4 October that his Airmen were inadequately trained to sup-
port the attacking forces. He mitigated this risk by committing his best-
trained crews to the invasion effort and subsequently training additional
crews in Africa.'?
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Doolittle’s efforts to prepare his newly born air force were complicated by
the disorganized command structure under which Operation Torch was
planned. Contrary to airpower doctrine, Allied air forces were organized dur-
ing Torch as two separate air commands. These commands were divided ac-
cording to nationality, operational roles, and the projected division of ground
forces into the US 5th and the British 1st Armies.'"” Doolittle’s Twelfth Air
Force would support the former, and the Eastern Air Command (EAC) under
Air Marshal Sir William Welsh would assist the latter."*® The EAC possessed
definite plans to aid the 1st Army in seizing Algiers after the Torch landings.
Although the Twelfth was three times the size of the EAC, the Torch concept
of operations provided Doolittle no corresponding guidance beyond sup-
porting the attack on Bizerte. Ten days prior to the invasion, this ambiguity
led Spaatz to question “what, when, and where” the Twelfth was to do in Af-
rica after the landing."!

Although the Torch landings provided the Allies a viable foothold in North
Africa, offensive momentum subsequently stagnated over the winter of 1942
43. The inefficient employment of airpower did not help the cause. Indeed,
the early operations of Doolittle’s command were plagued by poor communi-
cations and inadequate coordination between his units and the ground forces
they supported. Furthermore, his command had no organic intelligence capa-
bility and relied exclusively on the British for critical information.** At the
end of 1942, the Twelfth Air Force was struggling to maintain its combat
strength. Doolittle reported that his entire striking force consisted of 270 air-
craft, a mission-capable rate of only 48 percent.'** The Twelfth Air Force had
failed to achieve air superiority or institute a system to provide effective air
support to ground forces.

Despite the slow progress of air efforts in Africa, Ike recognized Doolittle’s
potential as a commanding general. As 1942 came to a close, Doolittle was
nominated for promotion to major general. Eisenhower approved, saying the
promotion was “fully justified and I recommend it to be accomplished at
once”"* On his efficiency report, Eisenhower ranked Doolittle sixth among
18 air commanders. The evaluation described Doolittle as “impulsive, dash-
ing, keen and energetic. Is gaining essential experience in requirements of
position involving high rank and in my opinion will develop marked in value
as an Air Force commander”"*® In other words, Doolittle’s efforts had earned
Ike’s confidence, but the young general still had much to learn.

The indecisive air campaign of 1942-43 indicated that the Army Air Forces
also had much to learn about the organization of airpower. On 3 December,
Eisenhower appointed his favorite air general, Carl Spaatz, as acting deputy
commander in chief for air of the Allied forces in North Africa. Spaatz’s duties
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were to coordinate air operations between the Twelfth Air Force and the
EAC." His experience as a seasoned general provided the new command a
much-needed level of administrative expertise; however, his influence was
limited by a lack of command authority."”” Deliberations during the Casa-
blanca conference restructured the Allied command organization. The Allied
commanders consolidated all the air forces in the Mediterranean theater un-
der one commander. The Allied leaders agreed that Eisenhower’s deputy, Air
Chief Marshal Arthur Tedder, would command all air assets in the theater as
head of the Mediterranean Air Command."*® Furthermore, a single airman
under Tedder would command all aircraft in the Northwest African cam-
paign. These changes did not, however, occur overnight. Between 5 January
and 18 February 1943, the Allied command hierarchy underwent several re-
structurings. The first placed Spaatz in command of both the Twelfth and the
EAC as commander of the Allied Air Force.'* On 30 January, the Allied Sup-
port Command was added to Spaatz’s organization."*® On 18 February, this
arrangement was abandoned, and Spaatz emerged as commander of the
newly formed Northwest African Air Forces (NAAF).'*! This structure ren-
dered the Twelfth an air force in “name only.”'** With his beloved Twelfth ef-
fectively gone, Doolittle was reassigned as the commander of the Northwest
African Strategic Air Force under Spaatz.

Doolittle considered the reassignment a demotion and began to doubt his
future as an air commander. On 5 February 1943, he sent two letters to Joe:
one handwritten and one typed. In the former, he referred to the latter as a
“short report of my downfall”'** The typed letter explained that he was “losing
the major part of my command” but that he felt “no resentment over the
change, only a very keen disappointment that I have failed my gang” He
blamed his failure on a lack of political awareness and noted, “Now I at least
appreciate the power of politics, realize that it must be moulded in one’s favor
and understand that in some instances, nothing can be done about it by the
individual involved”'** Interestingly, the handwritten note said, “I think Low-
ell [Thomas] will want to see the letter as its contents will have an effect on his
book™* Lowell Thomas was his biographer. Doolittle was apparently already
concerned that his performance in North Africa would detract from his legacy.

Disappointed in the limited reach of his new duties, Doolittle resorted to
his skills as a pilot to inspire his men. Between 9 and 17 February, he flew six
combat missions with the groups under his command."*® These accounted for
more than a quarter of the combat sorties he flew during the entire war.'’
Doolittle would show up unannounced to serve as a copilot.'*® He also in-
sisted on flying every aircraft in his command. These feats of personal bravery
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inspired his men and helped maintain the morale of his units during the harsh
battles of 1943.

Doolittle gradually learned the art of higher-echelon command, and his
superiors recognized his progress. Despite its name, the Northwest African
Strategic Air Forces did not conduct a strategic bombardment campaign. In-
stead, it interdicted the Axis flow of logistics and supplies."* As 1943 pro-
gressed, Doolittle’s forces slowly gained air superiority in northern Africa and
conducted a moderately successful interdiction campaign against German
supply lines. His confidence began to grow. On 4 April he wrote Joe, “T've let
both him [Arnold] and Gen Marshall, who had confidence in me, down here
but we are doing better now and am going to vindicate their confidence in me
yet.”** The following day, his forces conducted a successful raid that claimed
48 enemy kills in the air and 100 aircraft destroyed on the ground. On 6 April,
Doolittle was awarded the Silver Star for the mission’s success.’”! Spaatz sent
Doolittle a letter on 13 June commending his command’s role in obtaining the
surrender of the Italian islands of Pantelleria and Lampedusa.’** In Doolittle’s
efficiency report of 26 July 1943, Spaatz commented that he was “competent,
industrious, ambitious, and an outstanding leader of fighting men.”*** On 6
August 1943, Eisenhower awarded Doolittle the Distinguished Service
Medal.’”* In a personal letter accompanying the award, Ike noted, “You have
shown the greatest degree of improvement of any of the senior United States
officers in my command.”*** Arnold also recognized the performance and ex-
pressed further confidence in Doolittle by selecting him to command the
newly formed Fifteenth Air Force.

The Fifteenth Air Force was activated on 1 November 1943 in the Lycée
Carnot campus in Tunis, Tunisia.”*® Its mission was to conduct strategic
bombing against southern Germany. The Fifteenth would attack German tar-
gets beyond the reach of the England-based Eighth Air Force using B-17s
based near Foggia, Italy. The force collected for this mission consisted of 11
combat groups and more than 20,000 men."”” As the commander of yet an-
other new air force, Doolittle’s first order of business was to deploy his forces
to Italy. This proved to be no small task. Italian airfields were not designed to
support four-engine bombers, and poor weather hindered efforts to ready the
fields. Thus, all of the B-17s were not transferred until the end of December.'*®

As Doolittle’s forces were arriving in place, he received word that his com-
mand in the Mediterranean would be brief. During a November meeting in
Cairo, President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill agreed that Eisen-
hower would become the supreme commander of the Allied Expeditionary
Forces on 1 January 1944. Tedder would continue to serve as his deputy and
follow him to Europe. Ike selected Spaatz to command the newly formed US
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Strategic Air Forces in Europe (USSTAF). This placed him in command of the
Eighth and Fifteenth Air Forces. Spaatz recommended that Doolittle replace
Eaker as the commander of the Eighth Air Force and the latter be moved to
Italy to take the position vacated by Tedder—command of the Mediterranean
Allied Air Forces. Spaatz considered his proposal a promotion for Eaker and
believed his diplomatic skills and command experience would serve him well
in the position.” Arnold, however, had additional motives for reassigning
Eaker. The chief had become dissatisfied with what he saw as poor progress of
the Eighth Air Force’s strategic bombing efforts in the fall of 1943.'%° Allied
forces had failed to achieve air superiority over Europe, and the Eighth Air
Force’s attrition rate remained alarmingly high. Arnold believed that fresh
faces in the Eighth would bring new ideas with which to fight the Luftwaffe.'®!
The December reorganization provided Arnold an opportunity to infuse new
blood into the Mighty Eighth without casting a shadow over himself, Eaker,
or the AAF efforts in Europe.'®* Thus, on 18 December Arnold notified Eaker
of his new assignment by official cable. Eaker considered the reassignment a
firing. Though artfully disguised, it was.'*® Ea