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ABSTRACT

When Franklin D. Roosevelt entered the White House in
1933, the leaders of the Army Air Corps wanted to create an
independent air force. Using Billy Mitchell's tactics of
public confrontation, exploitation of the Air Corps' poor
condition and unproven claims about air power, these
officers only antgan;zed the people who could grant them
independence.

After 1934, Oscar Westover, H.H. "Hap" Arnold, Frank
Andrews and a number of other Air Corps officers started a
concerted effort to promote themselves as "team players" who
had given up Mitchell's methods. With demonstrations, like
long range flights to South America, they proved the
efficiency of the Air Corps. By 1941, these officers had
convinced Roosevelt, Congress and the General Staff that
they could fulfill their claims. This trust was
demonstrated in Roosevelt's Air Corps expansion programs and
the BArmy's war plans.

After the war in Europe substantiated the ability of
land-based airplanes to force unprotected naval forces to
withdraw, Roosevelt and his military advisors placed
increasing emphasis on the role of the Air Corps. While
preparing to invade Europe, American bombers would destroy
Nazi Germany's ability to resist. In the Pacific, the
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United States would fight a defensive war until Germany was
defeated.

For two decades, the Army had believed that the
Philippines could not withstand a Japanese invasion and made
little effort to fortify the Islands. The Luftwaffe's
defeat of the Royal Navy at Norway and Crete caused a
reassessment. Placing its faith in advanced technology to
compensate for Japan's military preponderance in the Far
East, the Army reinforced the Philippines with long-range
bombers. Confident that the Army Air Force could defend the
Philippines, American civilian and military leaders expected
the Philippine based bombers to cut off Japan's sea
communications. Also, they planned to take advantage of the
long standing Japanese fear of air attacks burning their
wooden cities. Threatened with the destruction of their
cities, the Japanese would have been forced to accept

American demands. However, it was not an idle threat.
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INTRODUCTION

In writing about an air force not at war, I tried to
step outside the traditional boundaries of military histo-
ry. Avoiding a detailed discussion of tactics, organization
and weapons development, I have emphasized the political
growth of the officers who built the air force with which
the United States fought the Second World War.

When Franklin D. Roosevelt became President of the
United States of America in 1933, he inherited a factious
group of airmen in the Army Air Corps. Convinced that air
power held the key to modern warfare, these aviators
incessant'v claimed that their airplanes could sink any
battleship, bring a quick victory on the battlefield or
force an enemy to surrender before the armies met on the
battlefield. But when the Army failed to heed their claims,
they, led by General William "Billy" Mitchell, concluded
that separating the air force from the Army was the only
solution. Hoping to rally public opinion and force the
government to respond, these men had been a problem to the
three previous Republican Administrations.

By using public confrontations, constantly bemoaning
the poor condition of the air arm, and making unproven
claims about air power, Mitchell and his followers only
antagonized the General Staff of the United States Army, the
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people who could grant them independence. This antagonism
turned to distrust; the General Staff started to ignore
anything the Army Air Corps said. Even after Mitchell was
court-martialed and left the Army, other air officers were
using his tactics when Roosevelt took office. During
Roosevelt's first term, however, a change occurred in the
Army Air Corps. Men with the same conviction about the
importance of air power but with extraordinary political
acumen took command. Together, Oscar Westover, Henry
H. "Hap" Arnold, and Frank M. Andrews launched a concerted
effort to convince the General Staff and the Roosevelt
Administration that the Army Air Corps had given up the
caustic, separatist attitudes of Billy Mitchell. By
presenting themselves as "team players,” these men reduced
the animosity of their superiors, and no longer blinded by
rage, the General Staff started listening to what the Army
Air Corps had to say. With spectacular, long-range flights
and other examples of efficiency, they proved that the Army
Air Corps could deliver what it promised. As a result, the
Roosevelt Administration and the General Staff more readily
accepted the claims of the air power advocates.

Then, beginning in 1939, the war in Europe further
substantiated many of the claims about air power, especially
the claim that land-based airplanes could force unprotected
naval forces to withdraw. The Roosevelt Administration,
convinced of their trustworthiness and efficiency, gave the

Army Air Corps an important role in carrying out America's
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foreign policy. For twenty years, the Army had considered
the Philippines indefensible, but on the eve of American
entry into World War II, the Army Air Corps was given the
task of defending the Islands with its long-range bombers.
Confident that the Army Air Corps could fulfill the task,
Roosevelt and his military advisors believed the long-range
bombers could effectively blockade Japan. Almost as an
afterthought, the bombers were expected to deter further
Japanese expansion by playing upon Japan's long standing and
well known fear of having its cities burned by enemy
bombers. However, this would not have been an idle threat.
The Army Air Corps made every effort to rush the necessary
incendiary bombs to the Philippines for use if a war broke
out.

I reject the "back door to war" theory of Charles A.
Beard and Charles C. Tansill and the other revisionist
historians. I agree with the internationalist that Roose-
velt wanted to avoid a war in the Far East because it would
divert supplies from the European war. However, I cannot
ascribe to the argument put forth by Herbert Feis in The

Road to Pearl Harbor that Japanese aggression alone account-

ed for the war. William Appleman Williams' The Tragedy of

American Diplomacy has convinced me that the United States

and Japan were intent upon establishing economic hegemony in
the Far East. The result was a test of wills. Throughout
the 1930s, the Japanese won. Since the Japanese navy

dominated the Far East, the United States lacked the
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military and naval power to force its will upon the Japan-—
ese. It could do little more than threaten nonrecognition,
trade embargoes and move the United States Fleet closer to
Japan. American air power promised to change the balance of
power. Five years before the United States exploded its
first atomic bomb at Alamogordo, New Mexico, the concept of
using superior American technology to deter a enemy had
taken root in American foreign policy.

While conducting my research for this dissertation, I
discovered that I had a misconception about Franklin
D. Roosevelt. Misled by the knowledge of Roosevelt's love
affair with the sea and ships, I had thought that he lacked
an appreciation for the importance of air power before the
Munich Crisis in 1938. John F. Shiner holds that opinion.
He notes that as Assistant Secretary of the Navy Roosevelt
had opposed the creation of a separate air arm. "When
Roosevelt did concern himself with defense issues, his
interest focused on his o0ld love-~the Navy. As Billy
Mitchell said in 1935 after seeing the President's desk
covered with naval mementos: 'I wish I could have seen one
airplane in that collection.' Those who believed FDR would
intervene in the Army air arm's behalf were victims of their
own wishful thinking."l To my surprise and pleasure, I
found that Roosevelt possessed an appreciation for the

potential of air power while he was President Woodrow

ljonn F. Shiner, PFoulois and the U.S. Army Air Corps,
1931-1935 (Washington, D.C.: Office of Air Force History,
United States Air Force, 1983), p. 81.
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Wilson's Assistant Secretary of the Navy. Also, Roosevelt's
view of air power was influenced by Billy Mitchell in the
early 1930s. However, I found the pragmatic side of
Franklin Roosevelt in his willingness to see the potential
of air power while demanding proof of its feasibility. Once
the Army Air Corps proved the feasibility, Roosevelt quickly
turned to it as a solution for diplomatic and military
problems. Furthermore, I discovered the reason behind
Roosevelt's change from a man wanting to ban bombers and
aerial bombardment into a man willing to bomb civilian

populations.
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CHAPTER I

THE BILLY MITCHELL YEARS

"Join the Army Air Service," exhorted a recruiting
poster in 1918, "...Be an American Eagle!" The illustration
showed a sleek, powerful American bald eagle subduing a
mangy eagle of Imperial Germany. Behind them, American
planes on their way to fight the Huns darkened a brilliant
sunrise.l

Using a bald eagle to represent the air force became
common, but the poster was significant because it appealed
to a number of assumptions held by Americans during the
First World War. Its clashing eagles symbolized the super-
iority of BAmerican democracy over German autocracy, and the
image of skies blackened by a vast fleet of American-built
aircraft reflected Americans' belief in their industrial
capabilities. Yet, the poster also displayed what would
become a dominant theme in twentieth century American
military planning: fighting a war with machines rather than
great numbers of troops.

The American preference for fighting with machines

became apparent immediately. In June 1917, the Aircraft

liillustrated in Ezra Bowen, Knights of the Air, The
Epic of Flight (Alexandria, Virginia: Time Life Books,
1980), p. 146.
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Production Board created an ambitious plan for placing 4500
airplanes, 5000 pilots and 50,000 mechanics on the Western
Front within a year. The Board said that its plan would
allow the United States to win air superiority, "and with
that we hope to become an immediate, decisive factor in
ending the war." Congress enthusiastically appropriated
$640 million on July 24, 1917, for the Army Air Service to
implement the production plan.

Ironically, Americans' conceptions of how they would
fight to make the world safe for democracy were just the
opposite of how they actually fought the war. Although many
Americans flew over the Western Front, American-built planes
never filled the skies over the Western Front. Beset by a
wide variety of problems, the American aircraft industry
failed to fulfill the Aircraft Production Board's expecta-
tions, and only 696 American-built airplanes reached the
Front before the Armistice. The American fliers had to use
French or British airplanes. In contrast, millions of
American doughboys reached the Western Front. American
manpower, not American technology or industrial power, made
the difference in 1918.2

Even if the skies over Europe had been darkened by
American planes, disagreements over how to use the new

weapons would have hindered their use. President Woodrow

2Wesley Frank Craven and James Lea Cate, eds., The Army
Air Force in World War II, 6 vols. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1948-1955), vol. 2: Plans and Early Opera-
tions, January 1939 to August 1942, pp. 5-10.
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Wilson would have objected to using American planes to
attack civilians. When the war broke out in 1914, Wilson
tried to convince the Germans not to bomb Allied cities;
but, as with his attempts to stop the Germans from using
submarines, he failed. Desperately seeking a way to win the
war, the Germans refused to let either their submarines or
aircraft go unused. They launched air raids against England
with Zeppelins and Gotha bombers. Although the air raids
did little real damage, public opinion forced the British
government to defend England from the German air raiders,
and the air arms of the British Army and Navy were joined
together into the Royal Air Force in April 1918. To
retaliate for the German air raids, the RAF placed General
Hugh Trenchard in command of a strategic bombing force, the
Independent Air Force, to carry the air war deep into
Germany. Hoping to coordinate the aerial assault on
Germany, the British convinced the French to join an
Inter-Allied Independent Air Force, and the American Army
Air Service planned to participate also. Once the Germans
learned of the IAF, they tried to forestall the Allied
bombing campaign by announcing that future bombing would be
limited to the battle zone, but the Allies refused to
recognize the deescalation and continued their prepara-
tions.3

Early contact with the British helped to shape the way

3LLee Kennett, A History of Strategic Bombing (New
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1982), p. 60-61; Craven and
Cate, Plans and Early Operations, p. 15.
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American airmen prepared to fight. Major William "Billy"
Mitchell visited Trenchard in May 1917, and the British
commander's ideas on strategic bombing influenced him. When
promoted to brigadier general and placed in command of the
Army Air Service for the First Army Group in France,
Mitchell put into practice Trenchard's teachings and used
his airplanes as an offensive weapon behind the German
lines. During the attack on the St. Mihiel salient in
September 1918, General Mitchell successfully led a combined
force of 1,500 American, British, French, Italian and
Portuguese aircraft against the Germans. Later, with fewer
planes at his disposal, Mitchell commanded the American air
assault during the Meuse-Argonne offensive with equal
success. On October 9, 1918, Mitchell concentrated over 350
American and French aircraft to attack German troops massing
for a counterattack. In the Air Service's most significant
attack of the war, Mitchell's planes overwhelmed the German
air defenses and disrupted the counterattack. The
Associated Press, reporting on the October 9 attack, claimed
that the bombing squadrons of "this air fleet probably
represent the first definite American unit of major
importance in the independent air forces which are being
built up by the Entente powers. This navy of the air is to
be expanded until no part of Germany is safe from the rain
of bombs....The work of the independent force is bombing
munitions works, factories, cities, and other important

centers far behind the German lines. It has been promised
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that eventually Berlin itself will know what an air raid
means, and the whole great project is a direct answer to the
German air attacks on helpless and unfortified British,
French, and Belgian cities."4

Political leaders back in the United States, however,
opposed the use of aerial bombardment. On November 8,
Secretary of War Newton D. Baker ordered Chief of Staff
General Peyton March to inform the Army Air Service that the
United States would not take part in any plans for the
"promiscuous bombing upon industry, commerce, or population,
in enemy countries disassociated from obvious.military needs
to be served by such action."® Baker showed that the United
States government remained consistent in its views on the
conduct of war. Refusing to condone unrestricted submarine
warfare, the United States government also refused to
approve the aerial bombardment of civilian populations. The
Armistice ended the Inter-Allied Independent Air Force and
prevented an open breach between the American military
leaders in France and the political leaders at home over the
tactical conduct of the war. Throughout the nineteen
twenties and thirties, America's political leaders continued
to reject the idea of bombing civilian targets, but many
Americans came to believe that strategic bombing would

prevent any future war or end it quickly.

4craven and cate, pp. 12-15.

Salfred F. Hurley, Billy Mitchell: Crusader for Air
Power (New York: Franklin Watts, Inc., 1964), p. 37.
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While playing an important role, air power did not
decide the outcome of the World War. The inability of
airplanes to take or hold ground caused military men to
adhere to one of two different ideas on how to employ air
power in warfare. One group wanted airplanes to provide
support for the ground forces and control the airspace above
the armies. The other group believed that using airplanes
to bomb strategic targets would cripple an enemy's ability
to wage war. During the interwar years, the European
nations developed their air forces to perform one of these
two missions. France, Russia and Nazi Germany developed
their air forces to support their traditionally large
armies, but the Italians and British adopted the doctrine of
strategic bombing. The terrible casualties of the World War
made politicians in Italy and Great Britain receptive to the
strategic bombing doctrine. Realizing that modern industri-
al systems made possible the recent war of attrition, the
proponents of strategic bombing concluded that bombing an
enemy's cities and factories could disrupt the production of
war materiel needed to sustain a war of attrition. Further-
more, they believed that bombing the capital of an enemy
nation would paralyze that nation and make it incapable of
conducting a war. The resulting deaths of many civilians,
advocates of strategic bombing explained, would be justified
in the long run. A quick, successful air campaign would
mean fewer casualties than a drawn out war of attrition.

The threat of air attacks on cities and industry would deter



7
any future wars. Taking great comfort in these assurances,
the politicians in Italy and Great Britain readily accepted
the concept of strategic bombing.® Underlying the theories
of those advocating air raids on an enemy's capital was the
experience of 1918, when Kaiser William II abdicated in the
face of street disorders and a naval mutiny. This experi-
ence apparently influenced American and British planning
during the Second World War. The Allies expected the German
people to force Adolph Hitler to abdicate and create a
liberal government as they had in 1918.

In the United States, different political considera-
tions hindered the acceptance of strategic bombing as a
doctrine. Disillusioned by the World War, the United States
returned to its traditional defenses, the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans, and reduced its Army and Navy to & size just
large enough to repel an invasion. Choosing to stay out of
European affairs, America refused to join the collective
security of the League of Nations. But Americans willingly
participated in international disarmament efforts at the
Washington Arms Conference of 1921-1922, the disarmament
talks at Geneva and London, and signed the Briand-Kellog
Pact of 1928. Since strategic bombing is offensive in
nature, the adoption of strategic bombing as a military
doctrine met resistance from government officials preferring

defense and disarmament.

6robin Higham, Air Power: A Concise History, London:
Macdonald, 1972), pp. 68-69.
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Within the United States Army, two views on the employ-
ment of air power developed. The General Staff viewed the
Air Service as the servant of the ground forces, and they
opposed the adoption of an air force based on a doctrine of
strategic bombing. With Billy Mitchell as their spokesman,
the supporters of strategic bombing looked to the wartime,
long-range flights made by Italian Caproni bombers and Major
General Hugh Trenchard'’s planned raids on Germany with
bombers of the Independent Air Force as examples to follow.
Because the General Staff had the final say as to which
doctrine would be adopted, the supporters of strategic
bombing started seeking independence in order to implement
their ideas. The movement to create a separate air force
like the RAF gained momentum when Mitchell and the other
fliers returned home.

Mitchell expected to be given command of the Air
Service upon his return from France in 1919, but Major
General C.T. Menoher, who had no aviation experience, was
named the Chief of the Air Service. Mitchell became the
Assistant Chief, and undaunted, he launched a campaign to
promote the cause of air power. Iggoring the prevailing
antiwar sentiment, he advised the nation to put its "defense
money and effort into active offensive equipment designed
directly to defeat the enemy." Then, to the displeasure of
the Navy, he claimed that surface ships were helpless
against aircraft unless protected by their own aircraft. He

urged the nation to stop wasting its money on battleships
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and spend it wisely for airplanes. Like his European
counterparts, Mitchell asserted that airplanes could end
wars of attrition. By using air power to attack what he
called "vital centers," Mitchell claimed that an enemy could
be paralyzed and defeated without having to destroy his army
first.”

Mitchell expected people to adopt his ideas and became
upset when they did not. The Navy exacerbated his anger by
refusing to let him use surrendered German battleships for
bombing tests. When Henry H. "Hap" Arnold met with Mitchell
in E1 Paso on the Fourth of July, he noticed an "under-
current of angry impatience" in Mitchell. "He seemed,"
Arnold wrote later, "to brush aside the possibility that a
lot of people still might not understand his theories, and
he could not be convinced that air power was not being
blocked by deliberate and well-organized enemies." Mitchell
blamed admirals "unable to face the fact that sea power was
done for," old-fashioned generals, and profiteers building
battleships for blocking him. Mitchell's main concern that
summer, Arnold recalled, seemed "to be to show them--with
activities like the trans-continental air race, the Border

Patrol, the Forest Fire Patrol, and now a mass flight to

7H.H. Arnold, Global Mission (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1949), p. 91; William Mitchell, Winged Defense:
The Development and Possibilites of Modern Air Power-Econom-—
ic and Military (New York and London: G. P. Putnam's Sons,
1925; third printing, 1926), pp. 101-102; Russell F. Weig-
ley, The American Way of War: A History of United States
Military Strategy and Policy, The Wars of the United States
(New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1977), pp. 234-235.




10
Alaska and a mass flight around the world--and above all, to
sink those damned battleships!"

Statements by Admiral William S. Benson, Chief of Naval
Operations, finally goaded Mitchell into action. Assistant
Secretary of War Crowell headed a board studying the various
forms of air forces, and Admiral Benson told one of the
Board members that he could not "conceive of any use the
fleet will ever have for aircraft." He also told Crowell
that the Navy "doesn't need airplanes." Then on August 1,
1919, Admiral Benson issued a secret order abolishing the
Navy's Aviation Division. Somehow, Mitchell got a copy of
that order and told the Senate Military Affairs Committee on
September 12, 1919, that the Navy did not have a separate
bureau of aviation. Unaware of the order, Assistant
Secretary of the Navy Franklin D. Roosevelt came to the
defense of the Navy. Mitchell's comments, said Roosevelt.
showed that he "“knew absolutely nothing about the organiza-
tion of the Navy Department." Mitchell embarrassed Roose-
velt by reading the order to the Committee.8

Mitchell was the best known, but he was not the only
Army flier to attack publicly the Navy and General Staff.
Benjamin D. Foulois, also launched public attacks on the
opponents of air power. While advocating a separate air arm

before the Senate Military Affairs Committee on October 16,

8arnold, Global Mission, pp. 95-97; Thomas M. Coffee,
Hap: The Story of the U. S. Air Force and the Man Who Built
It, General Henry H. "Hap" Arnold (New York: Viking Press,
1982), pp. 102-103.
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Foulois accused the General Staff of being "reactionary" and
lacking interest in aerial research and development.
Turning his ire toward the Navy, he complained that the Navy
had upset the Army's wartime logistics by taking away
priorities for engine and aircraft procurement. Then, he
disclosed for the first time in public how the Navy had
negotiated independently with the Italians to buy a large
number of Caproni bombers already purchased by the Army. 1In
closing, Foulois denounced Roosevelt's earlier claim that
"not only the Navy Department officially, but the entire
naval service, is absolutely opposéd to the creation of
another branch of national defense." He challenged Roose-
velt's testimony and criticized him personally by stating
that "our naval authorities at home" had hampered the
development of the Army Air Service in France.?
While both Mitchell and Foulois attacked Franklin
D. Roosevelt, they were not conspiring. Mitchell had been
subordinate to Foulois during the war, and their relation-
ship had been strained. In 1919, Foulois had been made
subordinate to Mitchell and the situation became worse. The
antagonism between the two became so great that, in spite of
having adjacent offices, they never spoke. Clearly, anti-
Navy feelings were about the only thing that Mitchell and

Foulois could agree upon. They lumped together anyone

9Benjamin D. Foulois with C.V. Glines, From the Wright
Brothers to the Astronauts: The Memoirs of Major General
Benjamin D. Foulois (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,
1968), pp. 186-188.
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connected with the Navy into a monolithic enemy, and their
narrow view blinded them to the fact that Roosevelt felt
differently about the role of aviation than did most of the
admirals. Chairman of the Senate Military Affairs Committee
James Wadsworth, Jr. asked Roosevelt if aviation could
become the principal factor in the Army or Navy. IExhibiting
greater foresight than Admiral Benson, Roosevelt answered,

It might conceivably, in the Navy, become the

principal factor. I don't know whether the Chief

of Naval Operations will agree with me, but I

might say that later on, in the future, aviation

might make surface ships practically impossible to

be used as an Arm.

Twenty-two years later, on the eve of America's entry into
World War II, President Roosevelt believed that bombers had
made that possiblity come true.

Mitchell's efforts in 1919 to separate the Air Service
from the Army through Congressional legislation failed. The
National Defense Act of 1920 left the General Staff in
control of the Air Service. Furthermore, the General Staff
retained control over promotions, which gave it a tighter
rein over the airmen. Even though the National Defense Act
recognized the Air Service as a combat arm of the Army, put
flyers in command of tactical units, and authorized flight
pay at fifty per cent of base pay, the hopes of those

wanting a separate air force were crushed. Bitter over the

turn of events, Mitchell and his followers refused to accept

10poulois and Glines, Memoirs, pp. 185-186; Arnold,
p. 97.
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an inferior status for Army aviation quietly.ll

In magazine articles, books, and lectures, Mitchell
made sensational claims that airplanes could do anything.
Specifically, Mitchell pressed his claim that airplanes
could sink battleships. The Navy replied by saying that
Mitchell's claims were unproven, but they refused to let
Mitchell test his theories on the surrendered German battle-
ships. Two summers after Mitchell had spoken to Arnold in
El Paso, the Navy, under pressure from Congress, gave the
Air Service permission to conduct bombing tests.

Given wide press coverage, the tests took on a circus
atmosphere as both sides made wild claims. Former Secretary
of the Navy Josephus Daniels bragged that he could stand
bareheaded on the bridge of any battleship while it was
being bombed and be safe. Daniels regretted that the planes
could not attack under real combat conditions to f£ind out
how quickly they would be shot down. When the Army flyers
heard Daniels' boast, they begged Mitchell to have the Navy
shoot back. Fortunately, cooler heads prevailed, and nobody

was on board the Ostfriesland when the Air Service sank it

on July 20, 1921. However, the airplane versus battleship
question remained unsettled. The Joint Army and Navy Board
report on the bombing tests stated that airplanes were
valuable auxiliaries, but it concluded that the battleship

was "still the backbone of the fleet and the bulwark of the

llpussell F. Weigley, History of the United States Army
(New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1967), pp. 396-400;
Craven and Cate, p. 24.
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nation's sea defense." The Air Service sank three more
obsolete American battleships over the next two years, but
the official results remained the same.l2

The refusal of the Joint Army and Navy Board to accept
the results of the battleship tests frustrated the Army Air
Service, but the failure of the Joint Board to provide
sufficient funds for equipment left the Air Service in a
very poor condition. The situation became so bad that Chief
of the Air Service Mason M, Patrick, who opposed the
creation of a separate air force, pointed out the shortage
of personnel and the unsafe equipment in his annual report
for 1922, In response, the General Staff created the
Lassiter Board in March 1923, to investigate the situation.
The Lassiter Board recommended a ten-year expansion program
and agreed with Patrick's suggestion to mass most of the Air
Service's offensive aircraft into a strike force under one
general headquarters rather than individual ground
commanders. The Secretary of War approved the Lassiter
Board's report, but opposition from the Joint Army and Navy
Board prevented the report from being sent to Congress for
action. After four years of hard work, Mitchell had little
to show. He became very depressed. "Air power," he told
Arnold, "doesn't seem to be getting anywhere at all." He
had interested the American public, but the leaders in

Washington with the power to do something would not listen

12pArnold, p. 102-105.
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to him.13
In an unsuccessful effort to calm him, the Army sent
Mitchell to the Orient after the September 1923, battleship
tests. Alarmed by what he saw on his tour of Hawaii, Guam,
the Philippines, Japan, China, India, Java, and Singapore,
Mitchell returned in July 1924, more vituperative than
ever. He filed a 323 page report in October 1924, which
noted Japan's interest in air power. Judging the Japanese
to have the second most powerful air force in the world, he
warned of the virtual absence of American air power in the
Orient. The Army and Navy officers he had spoken to had
been ignorant of and indifferent to the disparity between
Japanese and American air power. Believing that the United
States and Japan would eventually go to war over control of
the Pacific, he made his famous prediction that Japan would
start that war with an air attack on Pearl Harbor. When the
War Department ignored his report, Mitchell took his message
elsewhere.l4
Secretary of War John Weeks had tried to muzzle
Mitchell in 1923, by ordering the vocal aviator to submit
all of his articles to the War Department for clearance
before publication, but Mitchell soon found a way to get
around Weeks' order. At the ceremonies for the Army fliers,

who had just completed the first around-the-world flight,

13craven and cate, pp. 25-26; Arnold, p. 111.

ldcraven and cate, p. 27; Weigley, The American Way of
War, pp. 230-231.
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Mitchell saw that President Coolidge seemed interested in
aviation. So, he went over Weeks' head and asked Coolidge
for permission to write a new series of articles. Unaware
of the content of the articles, Coolidge granted Mitchell
permission but stipulated that the articles could be
published only with the approval of his superiors.
Interpreting Coolidge's stipulation to mean his direct
superior, the Chief of the Air Service, Mitchell submitted
his articles for publication without showing them to the
General Staff. Later, the Chief of the Air Service denied
having given Mitchell his permission, but it was too late.

The Saturday Evening Post ran the articles from December

1924, through the following March.l>

As always, Mitchell continued to blast the Navy in the
articles. "How Should We Organize Our National Air Power,"
the second article, included six photographs of the Ost-
friesland being sunk. 1In the same issue as Mitchell's third
article, the Post ran a cartoon showing Uncle Sam as an
ostrich with his head stuck in the sand. "I don't see
anything in the air," UncielSam said as airplanes flew
overhead. Although the cartoon was not part of Mitchell's
article, it fit. With a circulation of more than two and a

half million, the Saturday Evening Post gave Mitchell's

articles a large audience. However, the Post allowed
Secretary of the Navy Curtis D. Wilbur to state the Navy's

case. In an article titled "A Balanced Navy," Wilbur warned

15Hurley, Billy Mitchell, pp. 79-80 and 92-93.
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against placing too much emphasis on one type of weapon. He
stated that the fundamental naval policy of the United
States was to maintain a Navy strong enough to support the
nation's policies, commerce, and overseas possessions.
"Only a Navy-—a well balanced Navy--with its surface and
subsurface vessels and its aircraft and aircraft carriers,
can accomplish this," he wrote. So, the effect of Mitch-
ell's articles was tempered, but he was not.l6

When Mitchell again carried his campaign to congres-
sional hearings that spring, he expanded his attacks to
include the War Department with"the Navy and General Staff.
Mitchell charged them with opposing improvements in the air
force, not listening to suggestions by air officers, and
trying to control the public testimony of air officers with
veiled threats. This time, the War Department did more to
silence Mitchell. When his tour as Assistant Chief of the
Air Service ended in March 1925, Secretary Weeks (with the
approval of Coolidge) refused to reappoint him to the
position. So, Mitchell reverted to his permanent rank of
colonel and was sent to Texas as the Aviation Officer for
the Eighth Corps Area.l”

Undeterred, Mitchell continued to press the cause of

air power through public attacks on the Navy, General Staff,

16william Mitchell, "How Should We Organize Our
National Air Power?" Saturday Evening Post, March 14, 1925,
pp. 6-7; Mitchell, "American Leadership in Aeronautics,"
p. 18, Cartoon, p. 20, and Curtis D. Wilbur, "A Balanced
Navy," p. 10, Saturday Evening Post, January 10, 1925.

17qurley, pp. 97-98; Caven and Cate, p. 27.
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and War Department, but in September he finally went too
far. When the Navy dirigible Shenandoah crashed during a
thunderstorm, Mitchell released a nine page statement to the
press on September 5, 1925. Remembering how public pressure
had forced the British government to create the RAF, he
tried to form the same type of pressure by blaming the crash
on "the incompetency, criminal negligence, and almost
treasonable administration of the National Defense by the
Navy and War Departments.” The Army responded by court-
martialing Mitchell. Coolidge himself drew up the charges.
Aware of the seriousness of Mitchell's charges, the Secre-
taries of War and the Navy asked President Coolidge on
September 10 to form a committee to study national de-
fense.l8

A year earlier, Coolidge had escaped being tarnished in
the Teapot Dome scandal by appointing a special counsel to
prosecute the accused; Similarly, he toock much of the
political threat out of the Mitchell court-martial by
quickly naming Dwight W. Morrow to head a committee to study
military aviation in the United States. Together, Coolidge
and Morrow chose committeemen who had the confidence of the
American people and Congress. Then, Coolidge took another
step to lessen the impact of the court-martial by directing

the Morrow Board to produce its report by the end of

181ronically, the first of the series of articles that
Mitchell published in the Saturday Evening Post was printed
along side one about the Shenandoah. Stanford E. Moses,
"Life on the Shenandoah," Saturday Evening Post, December
20, 1924, p. 5; Hurley, pp. 101-102; Craven and Cate, p. 28.
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November, about the time Mitchell's court-martial would be
finished. Coolidge knew that the existence of the Morrow
Board would counter any claims that the government was
unconcerned about American military aviation.l1®
The Morrow Board allowed Mitchell to testify, but he
squandered the opportunity. Rather than presenting a
spirited defense, he just read his recently published book,

Winged Defense, to the Board. He continued to read his book

until Board member Senator Hiram Bingham, a former air
officer and supporter of air power, reminded Mitchell that
each member had a copy of the book. "I'm trying,” Mitchell
snapped back "to make a point!"™ With that remark Mitchell
lost his chance to influence the Board. The Morrow Board
released its report on December 3, 1925. Opposing the
creation of a separate air arm, the Board said that air
power had not "demonstrated its value for independent opera-
tions," and it recommended only superficial changes. A t
his court-martial, Mitchell staged a better show. He often
put the prosecution on the defensive. Airmen from across
the United States came to Mitchell's defense. Hap Arnold,
Carl Spaatz, Herbert Dargue, Robert 0lds, and cthers sat
through the trial. 1In a show of support, they directly
quoted Mitchell when they were on the stand. However, the

court found Mitchell guilty on the seventeenth and issued a

19gur1 Noggle, Teapot Dome: Oil and Politics in the
1920's (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1962;
reprint ed., New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1965), p. 175;
Hurley, p. 101-102.
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harsh sentence. It suspended him from duty for five years,
which forced his early resignation from the Army.20

Angered by the trial, Arnold and Dargue tried to keep
up the fight by contacting friends on Capitol Hill and
writing letters, but the War Department frowned upon their
actions. Quickly, both were called in to answer for their
"irregular" correspondence concerning changes in the status
of the Air Service. Dargue received a reprimand, but Arnold
found himself "exiled" to Fort Riley, Kansas. The Army had
taken care of its internal critics.2l

Mitchell's court-martial aroused a great deal of public
interest and spawned a host of bills in Congress to create a
separate air force. But public interest and support for the
legislation in Congress withered away when Congress passed
the Air Corps Act on July 2, 1926. The law changed the néme
of the Air Service to the Air Corps, created an Assistant
Secretary of War for Air and authorized a five~year program
to expand the Air Corps to 20,000 officers and men and 1800
serviceable aircraft. 1In reality, however, the Air Corps
Act changed little more than the name of the Air Service.
The new organization remained inferior to the Infantry, and
the effectiveness of the Assistant Secretary of War for Air
was limited by the Secretary of War. Its authorization of
men and planes meant little because funds were not made

available to carry out the expansion. The Coolidge and

20arno1d, pp. 119-121; Craven and Cate, pp. 27-28.

21prnold, pp. 121-122.
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Hoover Administrations emphasized economy, small government,
small military establishments, and disarmament. Coolidge
succinctly explained his unwillingness to spend tax money on
the military by asking: "Who's gonna fight us?" Congress
agreed with both administrations--or at least followed the
wishes of its constituents--and never appropriated enough
funds to fulfill the Air Corps Act. Still, the passage of
the Army Air Corps Act did not end all agitation. From 1926
to 1933, twenty-nine bills were introduced into Congress to
give aviation a greater freedom, but none of the proposed
legislation reached the floor. More importantly, nobody in
the Air Corps stepped forward to take Billy Mitchell's place
as the champion of air power.22
The Depression increased the Hoover Administration's
unwillingness to spend money on the Army Air Corps. Hoping
to stabilize his budget for the next few years, Secretary of
War Patrick J. Hurley cut the Department's estimates in the
fall of 1930 for the fiscal year 1932 by $20 million, with
the bulk coming out of the Air Corps' budget. However,
Hoover's Bureau of the Budget refused to accept the scaled
down estimates and instructed Hurley to make even furtiher
cuts from the Air Corps. In an effort to come up with the
additional budget cuts, Hurley started looking at cutting

back on the cost of airplanes.

22craven and Cate, pp. 28-29; Edwin H. Rutkowsky, The
Politics of Military Aviation Procurement, 1926-1934: A
Study in the Political Assertion of Consensual Values
(Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1966), pp. 20,
59-61.
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Mass production would lower the price, but building
military airplanes by mass production techniques is very
difficult. To take full advantage of the cost savings of
mass production, the article being produced must be stand-
ardized, but unlike an automobile assembly line, an airplane
production line requires a great deal of flexibility. If a
new improvement is presented to an automobile manufacturer,
it can be added to the next year's model. Then, the
advertisements for that model can emphasize the improve-
ment. But when an aircraft manufacturer is presented with
an improvement, he wants to incorporate it immediately.
Even a slight improvement that adds one or two miles per
hour to an airplane's speed could save a military pilot's
life. Obviously, military aviators want the most up to date
aircraft possible, but once an airplane has gone into
production, any change increases the final cost of produc-
tion. Increased production costs means that fewer planes
can be purchased, especially when budgets are fixed. So,
clashes are bound to occur between fliers wanting the most
up to date aircraft and budget officers wanting to buy the
most planes their fixed budget allows.

Secretary Hurley found himself in quite a dilemma. He
had to cut the Air Corps budget just when its five-year
expansion program was supposed to be finished. Congress had
failed to provide enough funds to complete the expansion,
but the War Department would have been blamed for the

failure. So, the War Department opted to purchase the most
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planes instead of improved planes. Chief of the Air Corps
Major General James F. Fechet objected loudly. He told the
House Subcommittee on Military Appropriations that the
attempt to stabilize the costs of the Air Corps with lower
priced, standardized aircraft left it with inferior air-
craft. He tried to explain that aircraft improved so much
every year that by the time production of a standard model
started it was obsolescent, but his complaints were ignor-
ed. As a result, the Air Corps received planes that were
new but lacking the recent improvements available on
commercial airplanes.23

The study of air power doctrines in the United States
progressed as slowly as aircraft procurement and develop-
ment. The Air Corps Tactical School at Maxwell Field,
Alabama, served as the Air Corps' center for doctrinal
development, but without the guidance of a strategic bombing
advocate, the study of strategic bombing languished.
Dominated by the General Staff, the Tactical School worked
only on air defense and ground support. The influence of
the General Staff was demonstrated in a 1928 Tactical School
paper titled "The Doctrine of the Air Force" which stated
that, regardless of how decisive the air force's operations
were or how indirect the support, the air force "always
supports the ground forces." Chief of the Air Corps Major

General James E. Fechet rejected the paper because it

2330hn W. Killigrew, The Impact of the Great Depression
on the Army (New York: Garland Publishing, 1979), pp.
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suggested that the air force was an auxiliary of the ground
forces. Worried about the Tactical School's submissiveness,
Fechet reminded them air power had removed the necessity "of
ground forces ever coming in contact."24

Feeling that he could best promote the cause of
aviation as a civilian, PFechet retired from the service on
December 19, 1931, ten years before he reached the age

limit. As his farewell act, Fechet told the New York Times

that America's great wealth made it the most hated nation in
the world, and he said that its wealth was virtually
unprotected. Unless the nation prepared to meet the
impending trouble, Fechet warned, "our fool's paradise"
would soon be lost. Upon leaving the service, Fechet
started a campaign to shape public opinion with denuncia-
tions and scare tactics. Speaking to the L' Enfant Chapter
of the Daughters of the American Revolution on January 20,
1932, Fechet warned that the United States had fallen too
far behind other nations in air defense. To scare his
audience, he claimed that the major cities of the United
States could be leveled in twenty-four hours by air at-
tacks.25

Brigadier General Benjamin D. Foulois replaced Fechet
as Chief of the Army Air Corps, and he readily entered a

struggle between the House Subcommittee on Military Appro-

2430hn F. Shiner, Foulois and the U.S. Army Air Corps,
1931-1935 (Washington, D.C.: Office of Air Force History,
United States Air Force, 1983), pp. 43-45.

25New York Times, January 2 and 21, 1932.
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priations and the General Staff over budget cuts. The
General Staff proposed keeping personnel while cutting back
on materiel, but Representative Ross Collins, believing that
the decisive element in a future war would be weapons and
machines rather than men, opposed their plans. Foulois
sided with Collins and told the Subcommittee that "it would
be a splendid thing if additional expense would be put in
materiel, meaning heavy bombers, rather than into person-
nel." Through the strenuous efforts of Chief of Staff
General Douglas MacArthur, the General Staff succeeded in
keeping its personnel oriented army, but Foulois had
demonstrated that he would continue to antagonize the
General Staff like his predecessor.26

Foulois used his new position to attack publicly any
opponent of air power. In late January 1932, Representative
Charles Martin of Washington, a former Assistant Chief of
Staff, told reporters that the Air Corps personnel were the
most extravagant and unruly group of men in the world. He
criticized the flyers for going up several times in an
airplane, then calling the planes flaming coffins in an
effort to get more money for airplanes. "If we had followed
Mitchell's program," Martin said, "we would bankrupt the
government. Those fellows have no sense of economy."
Foulois went before the House Committee on Expenditures in

the Executive Departments on February 4 to give testimony

26Killigrew, Impact of the Great Depression on the
Army, pp. V-5-7, 21.
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for creating a Department of Defense, and he used the
opportunity to attack publicly Representative Martin, who
sat on the Committee. Foulois enlivened the session by
saying that Martin's remarks showed a "pitiful lack of
knowledge regarding the administration and operation of the
Army Air Corps" and were an "unwarranted public criticism of
a body of men who...are not exceeded in efficiency today by
any other branch of the United States army."

During the ensuing questioning, Representative Schafer
mentioned a magazine article in which Fechet had claimed
that Congress was killing national defense units by inade-
quate appropriations. "I am going to insist that we call
General Fechet," stated Schafer, "and see who is paying him
to carry on this propaganda--the airplane builders or who."
Foulois came to Fechet's defense and, in a statement that
could have easily been attributed to Billy Mitchell, told
the committee that it was the duty of any soldier to point
out defects in the national defense system. Though enemies,
Foulois and Mitchell used the same method to press the cause
of air power: public confrontation.27

Despite being the Chief of the Air Corps, Foulois had
little direct control over the air arm. For organizational
purposes, the Army had divided the United States into areas,
and operational control over the tactical units belonged to

the Corps Area commanders. Still, his control over aircraft

27Foulois, pp. 221-224; Shiner, Foulois and the
U.S. Army Air Corps, pp. 76-78; New York Times, February 5,
1932.
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procurement, equipment dispersal, personnel assignments,
writing of regulations for aircraft operation and training,
and expenditure of Air Corps funds gave him a great deal of
power to supervise each tactical unit. However, Foulois
left the actual running of the Air Corps to his staff. He
concerned himself with getting the General Staff and the
Navy to recognize the Air Corps as the agency primarily
responsible for coastal defense. The agency charged with
coastal defense would be assured of funding, and Foulois'
concentration on securing that duty was a matter of practi-
cality.

Development of air force doctrine fell to the Assistant
Chief of the Air Corps, Brigadier General Oscar Westover.
Under his direction, the Air Corps Tactical School began
formulating a specifically American view on the employment
of strategic bombing. Since 1919, Westover had opposed the
separation of the air force from the Army and believed that
officers who advocated independence were insubordinate. But
he strongly advocated the development of air power. At his
insistence, Captain George C. Kenney and a civilian at the
Air Corps Tactical School translated Giulio Douhet's work
into English. Arguing that air power would be the decisive
factor in any future war, Douhet reduced the role of the
army and navy to preventing a surface invasion while the air
force destroyed the enemy's industrial capability and
morale. Douhet felt that the nation whose air force

finished its work first would win. Foulois approved the
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translation and had it distributed widely through the Air
Corps. He also gave copies to the House Committee on
Military Affairs.

Billy Mitchell continued writing to Air Corps officers
after he left the Army in 1926, and he tried to press his
arguments on them. By this time he had started to echo
Douhet. He too began preaching that the bombing of an
enemy's industrial and population centers would bring about
a quick victory. However, his efforts had little impact on
the formulation of air power doctrines at the Tactical
School. Neither did the translated writings of Douhet.

Independently of Douhet and Mitchell, the Air Corps
Tactical School had developed its own doctrine of strategic
bombing. Its textbook on bombardment for the 1933-34 class
stated that bombardment could "shatter a nation's will to
resist; it can destroy the economical and industrial
structures which make possible the very existence of modern
civilization." It also noted the defensive role of bombard-
ment in preventing the establishment of enemy airfields
close enough to strike American industry. Unlike Douhet and
Mitchell, the Air Corps Tactical School did not advocate the
bombing of population centers.28 So, by the early 1930s,
the influence of Billy Mitchell on the Air Corps had started
to decline.

Within the Air Corps, the emphasis turned increasingly

28roulois, p. 225; Shiner, pp. 41-48; Weigly, The
American Way of War, pp. 234-236.
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toward long-range bombers. The Air Corps Tactical School
allowed the study of attack (or ground support) aviation to
languish. Also, pursuit aviation, which had been the
dominant branch of the air arm during the 1920s, lost its
position during the first five years of the 1930s. Claire
Chennault continued to champion pursuit aviation, but he had
little influence. The trend toward long-range bombardment
was reversed only by the need for ground support aircraft in
North Africa and long-range fighter escorts over Europe.Z29

The Air Corps and the General Staff held differing
views on the decisiveness of strategic bombing and the
importance of ground support, but they agreed on the
importance of Army control over coastal defense. For over a
century the Army had been charged with coastal defense, and
the Navy had been recognized as the nation's first line of
defense. The dividing line between their areas of responsi-
bility had been determined by the range of the Army's
coastal artillery, but the advent of airplanes forced a
reconsideration of where the dividing line rested. The Army
wanted its jurisdiction extended to the range of the Army's

planes, but the Navy refused to surrender its traditional

297homas H. Greer, The Development of Air Doctrine in
the Army Air Arm, 1917-1941 (Maxwell Air Force Base,
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tute, Air University, 1955; reprint ed., Washington, D.C.:
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pp. 52-57 and 66-67. Even though Chennault advocated a
strong pursuit arm, he too believed in the importance of
bombardment planes. In an article for the Infantry Journal,
he wrote about the importance of bombardment. Major Claire
L. Chennault, "“Some Facts about Bombardment Aviation," XLII
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domain. The dispute dragged on from the sinking of the

Ostfriesland until President Hoover took interest. He

wanted to avoid the expense of two services duplicating a
single function and encouraged Chief of Staff Douglas
MacArthur to settle the matter. In January 1931, MacArthur
and Chief of Naval Operations Admiral William V. Pratt
signed an agreement recognizing the Army as primarily
responsible for coastal defense. The Navy would have
absolute freedom of action without having to worry about
coastal defense. But Naval officers were never happy with
the arrangement and wanted to control all aviation over the
water. Soon after Pratt retired, the Navy renounced the
MacArthur-Pratt agreement, and the dispute started up
again. Despite the personal attention Foulois gave to the
problem, the dispute continued until the Japanese attacked
Pearl Harbor.30

Within a few months of the MacArthur-Pratt Agreement,
however, the Air Corps embarrassed itself in the public

eye. Given an old freighter, the Mount Shasta, the Air

Corps intended to use the ship for routine target practice
and made no effort to publicize it. Unfortunately for the

Air Corps, the press found out about the Mount Shasta and

played up the bombing practice until it appeared to be as

important as the Ostfriesland sinking. Not expecting so

much publicity, the Air Corps failed to carefully plan the

bémbing exercises. On BAugust 11, 1931, the Air Corps

30ghiner, pp. 52-54, 72; Craven and Cate, pp. 30, 62.
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bombers, led by Major Herbert Dargue, failed to £ind the
ship anchored only fifty-five miles out. Three days later,
Dargue found the freighter, but he used bombs that were too
small. The Air Corps bombers set the ship on fire, but it
was sunk by a Coast Guard cutter. Hanson Baldwin, an
Annapolis graduate who was a military affairs correspondent

for the New York Times, wrote that the test showed the

"inefficiency of land-based pilots over water." He pointed
out that flying over water was something that naval fliers
did regularly.

The poor showing inspired little confidence in the Air
Corps' ability to defend the coastline. On August 26, Hap
Arnold told Carl Spaatz that he could not "help but feel
that it will have a very detrimental effect on this newly
assigned Coast Defense project." He also showed other
officers cartoons that ridiculed the Air Corps. Yet, the

Mount Shasta farce made Air Corps officers realize that many

of the problems faced by the Air Corps resulted from their
own mistakes. Lieutenant Colonel Frank M. Andrews, execu-
tive officer of the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps in
Washington, D.C., told Hap Arnold that his office had issued
instructions that no publicity was to be given to the
bombing, "but it was reversed higher up." Obviously vexed,
he admitted that what originally had been a target more
interesting than a circle on the ground had let the Navy
"have a good laugh at us." But what bothered the OCAC most,

Andrews explained, was "the possibility that something is



32
wrong with our training and our ability to attack targets at
sea."

Andrews realized that the Air Corps had to do more than
just make claims. It had to substantiate its claims to win
support. "What we have got to do," he told Arnold ten days
later, "is to get down a proper system of training in
navigation and bombardment, improve our equipment, and keep
out of the limelight for a while until we know exactly what
we can do." Unfortunately, Andrews was not in a position to
put his suggestions into effect. The Air Corps opened an
over—-water navigation school in April 1932, but it provided
no formal training in over-water navigation for the tactical
units. So, most Air Corps pilots had little navigation
training. #ore importantly, however, the Air Corps failed
to stay out of the limelight and soon found itself in a

situation more embarrassing than the Mount Shasta fiasco.3l

Thus, before Franklin D. Roosevelt was elected Presi-
dent of the United States, a few officers in the Air Corps
realized that the method of public confrontation used by
Billy Mitchell, James Fechet and Benjamin Foulois was
inappropriate for winning support from the public, govern-
ment and military. They knew that the Air Corps had to
prove itself deserving of support by fulfilling its claims.

Within a year of Roosevelt's inauguration, these officers

3lghiner, p. 56-59; Andrews to Arnold, August 17 and
27, 1931, Frank M. Andrews Papers, General Correspondence,
Box 1, Personal Correspondence, "A" 1930-1942, Library of
Congress, Washington, D.C.
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rose to positions from where they could carry out their

ideas.



CHAPTER II
THE ARMY AIR CORPS AND THE NEW DEAL

The Democratic party held its 1932 convention at
Chicago and chose Franklin D. Roosevelt as its presidential
candidate. Customarily, the candidate waited for official
notification before accepting the nomination, but Roosevelt,
physically, flew in the face of tradition. Without waiting,
he boarded a trimotor airplane on July 2 and flew into
strong headwinds to the Convention to make his acceptance
speech. Roosevelt told the Convention that his flight from
Albany to Chicago symbolized a breaking of traditions, and
he promised the American people a new deal. His bumpy
flight also foreshadowed the rough and bumpy development of
the Army Air Corps during his presidency.l

During his presidential campaign, Roosevelt had
different experiences with aircraft manufacturers. 1In
Seattle, Roosevelt ran into open political partisanship at
the Boeing Aircraft Company. They refused to let him enter
the factory to address their employees, but Boeing allowed
Republicans inside. Back on the East Coast, however,

Roosevelt found himself courted by R.H. Fleet, president of

lyames MacGregor Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and the
Fox, 1882-1940, (New York: Harcort, Brace & World, Inc.,
1956), p. 139.

34



35
Consolidated Aircraft Corporation; T.P. Wright, vice-presi-
dent of Curtiss Aeroplane and Motor Corporation; and
L.D. Bell, president of the Aero Club of Buffalo. They
cabled Roosevelt from Buffalo, New York, on October 15 to
remind him that thousands of skilled aircraft workmen were
unemployed. Arguing that seventy-five cents out of every
dollar spent on airplanes went to skilled labor, they
suggested that Roosevelt come out for spending money on
aircraft because it would be "more effective in relieving
distress than other forms of public building” and a "great
factor toward guaranteeing peace and national security."
The three men told Roosevelt that his flight to the Chicago
convention had made a "hit with airminded people." They
promised that Roosevelt would win thousands of votes in
Buffalo and across the nation if he would announce his
support of aviation.

Fleet tried to cover his bets by sending President
Hoover a letter similar to the telegram for Roosevelt. He
sent General Foulois copies of his messages to Roosevelt and
Hoover. Fleet confided to General Foulois his plan to get
Roosevelt's commitment to support the aeronautical industry,
"and then perhaps Hoover would fall in line." Foulois noted
with interest the efforts of the aircraft manufacturers in
Buffalo, but he wisely declined any comment on Fleet's
plans. The Chief of the Air Corps explained to Fleet that
he could not comment because it was a matter "outside of my

official province." Foulois fully understood that military
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men should stay out of politics, and he had enough sense to
know that whatever he said could be used against him later.?

Roosevelt's election on November 8, 1932, ended the
partisan political struggle for the presidency but started
an internal political struggle for control of air power
policy. Freely approaching their Commander in Chief, the
Army and Navy involved Roosevelt in their rivalry from the
very start. Impressed by Roosevelt's flight to Chicago,
both services told the press on Election Day that they
expected Roosevelt to make full use of their airplanes. The
Navy bragged about having several large cabin planes that
the President and his council could use. The Army replied
that its "land" planes were superior to Navy planes. Trying
to outdo the Navy, Army flyers emphasized that they would
have a trimotored, metal transport plane ready for the
President when he took office on March 4, 1933. "He ought,"
said a naval official, "to use the navy one time and the
army the next." An Army man replied that Roosevelt "should
use army equipment all the time unless he flies out over the
ocean." Then, a civilian further clouded the issue by
suggesting that Roosevelt use the Ford trimotor belonging to

the Department of Commerce and "avoid any fights."3 Amid

2coffee, Hap, p. 172; Telegram from R.H. Fleet to
Roosevelt, October 15, 1932, Fleet to Hoover, October 18,
1932, Fleet to PFoulois, October 18, 1932, and Foulois to
Fleet, October 19, 1932, Benjamin F. Foulois Papers,
Correspondence, Box 5, File Number 3, 1931-1935, Library of
Congress, Washington, D.C. '

3New York Times, November 9, 1932.
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the Depression and bank holidays, the incoming President had
more important considerations than how he would travel,
and Roosevelt solved the tit for tat squabble in a way that
neither side expected. He traveled by car or train.

The Air Corps could not be blamed for overestimating
President Roosevelt's commitment to aviation. In February
1932, the press was still reporting that the new Administra-
tion would be more airminded than the o0ld because both
Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt preferred flying to any other
form of transportation. However, people returning from
visits with Roosevelt at Warm Springs warned against
expecting too much. They reported that neither Roosevelt or
James Farley, the incoming Postmaster General, seemed
impressed by claims that the air transportation industry
needed air mail lines where there was no mail to survive.
Nor were Roosevelt and Farley convinced by the claims of
Edward P. Warner, editor of Aviation magazine, that survival
of the aviation industry depended upon military purchases.
Fiscally conservative and wanting cuts in military expendi-

tures, the New York Times stated that increased military

spending was unnecessary because "the naval arm is strong
and capable, and army aviation lags a bit, but is efficient
with new squadrons authorized." Roosevelt soon showed that
he agreed with the Times. In his campaign speeches,
Roosevelt had promised to cut federal spending by twenty-

five percent. "I regard," Roosevelt said at Pittsburgh in

October 1932, "reduction in Federal spending as one of the
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most important issues of this campaign." To the surprise of
the Air Corps, Roosevelt carried out his pledge by cutting
back on military expenditures.?

During the celebrated "Hundred Days" from March 9 to
June 16, Roosevelt asked for and Congress passed the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, Civilian Conservation Corps,
Federal Emergency Relief Act, Tennessee Valley Authority,
Home Owners Refinancing Act, Farm Credit Act, and the
National Industrial Recovery Act with $3.3 billion for the
Public Works Administration. Roosevelt realized that his
New Deal programs would be expensive; he warned Congress on
March 10 that the federal government would have a deficit of
more than a billion dollars unless immediate action was
taken. "Too often in recent history," Roosevelt said,
"liberal governments have been wrecked on rocks of loose
fiscal policy." To contain the projected deficit, he asked
Congress for the power to make economies within the govern-
ment, and Congress gave it to him.® President Roosevelt
knew that spending tax dollars on defense would provide
relief, and the cable from the East Coast aircraft manufac-
turers told him that laborers would receive most of the
benefits from increased aircraft purchases. Nevertheless,

Roosevelt refused to support a military increase that might

4New York Times, February 19, March 5 and 6, 1933;
William E. Leuchtenburg, Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New
Deal, 1932-1940, The New American Nation Series, ed. by
Henry Steele Commager and Richard B. Morris (New York: Harp-
er & Row, 1963), p. 11l.

SBurns, The Lion and the Fox, pp. 166-171.
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wreck his liberal programs.

Congress passed the War Department appropriations bill
for the 1934 fiscal year on March 4, 1933, and most of the
Army took cuts. Through hard work, the Air Corps had
managed to get almost all the funds it requested, but those
efforts went for naught. In April, Roosevelt carried out
his campaign pledge and ordered the War Department to cut
$144 million from its 1934 budget. He also started talking
about furloughing 3,000 to 4,000 Army officers and cutting
flight pay.

Roosevelt's plans for economy caused great concern in
both the Army and Navy £lying services. Since he had not
specified which officers would be released, the fliers
feared that reductions in personnel would come from their
ranks. Acting without the approval of the General Staff,
General Foulois and his staff argued before Congress that
funding for the Air Corps should be increased rather than
decreased. Their actions upset the General Staff because
extra funds for the Air Corps meant reduced funds for the
rest of the Army.6

The General Staff also tried to prevent the cuts, and
at a White House meeting Chief of Staff MacArthur angered
the President with his arguments. MacArthur said that, when
the United States lost the next war, "and an American boy,
lying in the mud with an enemy bayonet through his belly and

an enemy foot on his dying throat spat out his last curse,"

6shiner, pp. 113-117; New York Times, May 7, 1933.
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he "wanted the name not to be MacArthur but Roosevelt."
"You must not," Roosevelt replied lividly, "talk that way to
the President!" MacArthur apologized and offered his
resignation, but Roosevelt, showing remarkable self-control,
refused to accept it. "Don't be foolish," Roosevelt told
him, "you and the budget get together on this." As they
left the White House, Secretary of War George Dern told
MacArthur that he had saved the Army, but MacArthur just
vomited on the White House steps.

MacArthur quickly got over his illness, and he con-
tinued to protest loudly about the proposed cuts. Again, he
threatened to resign if the cuts were not put back. The
Administration compromised and restored nearly half the
cuts, but appropriations for the Air Corps were reduced from
$26 million to $12 million.”

Despite the budget cuts, the supporters of air power
had hopes for improvement under Roosevelt because of his
connections with Billy Mitchell. 1In July 1931, Mitchell met
Roosevelt and became convinced that Roosevelt recognized the
increased importance of aviation. Mitchell supported
Roosevelt for the Democratic nomination and helped in the
presidential campaign. Mitchell and his supporters assumed
that Roosevelt would name Mitchell to f£ill the post of

Assistant Secretary of War for Air. However, when Roosevelt

7Douglas MacArthur, Reminiscences (New York: McGraw
Hill Book Co., 1964), pp. 100-101; Robert Dallek, Franklin
D, Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 1932-1945 (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1979), p. 36; Shiner,
p. 115.
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delayed in filling the post, rumors circulated that he never
would £fill it. The hopes of Mitchell and his supporters

fell when the New York Times reported on April 9, 1933, that

Roosevelt would cut the Assistant Secretaries for Air in the
Army and Navy.8

Since the Assistant Secretary for Air gave the Army
fliers direct contact with Congress, the War Department
wanted to abolish the post. The War Department got its
chance when the Director of the Bureau of the Budget asked
Secretary of War George B. Dern on May 23 for recommenda-
tions on what money saving changes could be made in the War
Department. Dern turned the matter over to General Mac-
Arthur, and the General Staff recommended only that the
office of the Assistant Secretary of War for Air be abolish-
ed. The Administration accepted MacArthur's recommendation
and announced the abolition of the Assistant Secretaryship
in June.9

By cutting the Air Corps' budget and abolishing the
Assistant Secretary of War for Air, the General Staff
significantly increased its control over the Air Corps.
Major Carl Spaatz expressed the dismay felt throughout the
Air Corps. "As was anticipated," he complained to Hap
Arnold, "the War Department is hot on the trail of the Air

Corps since the buffer (Assistant Secretary for Air) has

8Hurley, pPp. 122-126; New York Times, March 25; April
9, 1933.

9Killigrew, Impact of the Great Depression, pp. IV-
13-14; New York Times, June 8, 1933.
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been removed."10

The rest of the Army also felt dismay over the budget
cuts. It must have appeared that Roosevelt was cutting the
military budget in a blind disregard for national defense.
That was not the case. His cuts in military spending were
matched by his effort to reach an international arms
reduction at the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation
of Armaments. Better known as the Geneva Disarmament
Conference, the League of Nations-sponsored conference had
opened in February 1932, with hopes of reaching a world wide
arms agreement. Although neither were members of the League
of Nations, both the United States and the Soviet Union had
sent representatives to the conference.

The Conference made great efforts to place limitations
on military aircraft. In November 1932, Stanley Baldwin
expressed the Conference's concern with aircraft before the
House of Commons. He said that a failure to abolish bombing
planes would mean the end of European civilization. The
fear Baldwin and others expressed over bombers during the
interwar years reflected their perception of the horrors an
air attack would bring. They envisioned the first wave of
bombers dropping explosives on cities to drive civilians
into underground shelters. Then, more airplanes would sweep
overhead spraying poison gas. The gas, heavier than air,

would seep into the basements and shelters and f£ind the

10car1 Spaatz to Hap Arnold, September 29, 1933, Carl
Spaatz Papers, Diaries, Box 6, August 3-October 3, 1933,
Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.
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people hiding there. Very small children would be helpless
because there were noé gas masks their size. The image of
thousands, perhaps millions, of people hideously choking to
death in shelters while buildings toppled by high explosive
and incendiary bombs crushed and burned to death those
people on the surface approached that of the modern fear of
nuclear war, with its instantaneous incineration and
subsequent nuclear winter. Yet, their fear of not having
bombers outweighed their fear of air raids.

France proposed placing all bombing planes under the
control of the League of Nations for use as an international
police force; but, as if the ghost of the Versailles Treaty
had arisen, the United States refused to allow its military
forces to be used in any European squabble and rejected the
French proposal. Operating under the popular assumption
that c¢ivilian planes could be converted into bombers
overnight by simply adding machine guns and bomb racks, the
French then suggested placing all civilian aviation under
League supervision. This proposal was rejected also. Great
Britain proposed outlawing all bombing planes except those
used for police actions. Because the Royal Air Force had
been used successfully in Iraq as a police force, the
British were unwilling to give up the right to use bombers
in policing their Empire. They apparently felt differently
about bombs that fell on their homes than those which fell
in their territories. President Hoover suggested doing away

with entire categories of arms. He proposed ending all
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military aviation except naval observation planes, but his
proposal was rejected too. So in spite of all their fears
and efforts, no agreement had been reached by the time
Adolph Hitler and Roosevelt came to power.ll

Hitler cared little for disarmament and demanded parity
in armaments. Roosevelt, however, worked hard at trying to
achieve a reduction in offensive armaments through the
Geneva Disarmament Conference. As the President-elect,
Roosevelt asked Under Secretary of State William Phillips on
April 27 for the Soviet delegate's definition of "an
aggressor nation." Phillips reported that on February 6,
1933, Maxim Litvinov had defined an aggressor nation as one
that declared war; invaded without a declaration of war;
used bombardment by land, sea or air; crossed frontiers
without permission or infringed on that permission when
granted; or conducted a naval blockade.l2

Once he had been inaugurated, Roosevelt became involved
personally with the disarmament efforts. Meeting with Dr.
Hjalmar Schacht, president of the Reichbank, on May 6, 1933,

Roosevelt expressed his ideas on reducing offensive arma-

llgennett, Strategic Bombing, pp. 68-70. For an
example of how people expected a war would be conducted see
Hanson W. Baldwin, "If War Should Again Assail the World,"
New York Times Magazine, June 4, 1932, pp. 8-9. Also, see
the photograph of Parisians being taught how to use gas
masks by the Prefect of Police in the same day's photograph
section of the New York Times.

12yjll1iam Phillips to Assistant Secretary to the
President Marvin H. McIntyre, April 28, 1933, in Edgar
B. Nixon, ed. FPranklin D. Roosevlet and Foreign Affairs, 4
vols. (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Belknap Press, 1969),
vol. 1: January 1933-February 1934 , p. 91.
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ments. Explaining that the United States regarded Germany
as the only possible obstacle to a disarmament treaty,
Roosevelt insisted on the status quo in land armaments for
Germany. But he promised that the United States would
support any effort to bring the offensive armaments of all
other nations down to Germany's level. Roosevalt reiterated
his idea of limiting offensive weapons during a White House
press conference four days later. "If you remove the
weapons of offense and thereby strengthen the weapons of de-
fense," he said off the record, "you give security to every
nation." He named gas, airplanes and tanks as the offensive
weapons that render defensive weapons ineffective.l3

On May 16, President Roosevelt made public his ideas
about limiting offensive weapons in a message to the leaders
of all nations represented at the Disarmament Conference and
the World Monetary and Economic Conference, better known as
the London Economic Conference. He blamed the need for
armaments on two causes: either governments desired to
enlarge their territories at the expense of another nation,
or they feared being invaded. Believing that "only a small
minority of Governments or of peoples" wanted expansion,
Roosevelt said that the "overwhelming majority of peoples"
kept excessive armaments out of fear of aggression. Their

fear, he continued, came about because fixed fortifications

13Memorandum from Roosevelt to Secretary of State
Cordell Hull, May 6, 1933, and Presidental Press Conference,
May 10, 1933, in Nixon, FDR and Foreign Affairs, vol. 1,
pp. 91 and 107-109.
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were vulnerable to attack by airplanes, heavy mobile
artillery, tanks and gas. "If all nations will agree wholly
to eliminate from possession and use the weapons which make
possible a successful attack," he reasoned, "defenses
automatically will become impregnable, and the frontiers and
independence of every nation will become secure." Roosevelt
proposed that the ultimate objective of the Disarmament
Conference should be the complete elimination of all
offensive weapons.l4

The War Plans Division of the General Staff opposed the
President's plans for abolishing bombers. While not
favoring an independent air force, the WPD recognized the
value of aerial bombardment. On May 3, Brigadier General
Charles Kilbourne, chief of the WPD, prepared a memorandum
for the American Delegation at Geneva stating that the
abolition of bombing planes would be a real sacrifice for
the United States. Explaining that the Army's bombers "were
primarily valuable in defense of our overseas possessions
and coasts," Kilbourne said he could see "very little
possibility" of the United States fighting an offensive
war. MacArthur approved the memorandum on the sixth and
sent it to the State Department. Clearly at odds with the
Army, President Roosevelt ignored their wishes. When the
British proposed in late May to limit the United States to

only 500 military and naval aircraft as part of a

l4Roosevelt to the Heads of Nations Represented at the
London and Geneva Conferences, May 16, 1933, in Nixon,
vol. 1, pp. 125-128.
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disarmament plan, Roosevelt approved it without consulting
the Army or Navy. Then, on May 28, a member of the American
Delegation told the Geneva Conference that the United States
government wanted an absolute abolition of bombing. The
only way to make it effective, he said, would be to capital-
ize on "the growing conviction that bombing from the air is
a crime."15

Even as he attempted to reach a disarmament agreement
in Geneva, Roosevelt received warnings about Germany and
Japan. Samuel Fuller, the president of the American Bemberg
Corporation, often sent Roosevelt reports about his visits
to Germany. On May 27, Fuller warned Roosevelt that Hitler
would cause a war someday. Roosevelt sent Fuller's warning
to the State Department, which replied with a memorandum
from Ambassador Joseph C. Grew warning that the United
States was inferior to Japan in land forces, about equal in
naval forces, but "probably potentially superior in the
air."16

Concerned by these warnings, President Roosevelt
decided to build up America's naval forces. Knowing that

the Navy had fallen well below the limitations placed on it

15Memorandum from Brigadier General Charles Kilbourne
to Lieutenant Colonel George V. Strong with the American
Delegation at Geneva, May 3, 1933, Record Group 165, WPD,
599-169, National Archives, Washington, D.C.; William
Phillips to Roosevelt, May 27, 1933, in Nixon, vol. 1,
pp. 185-186; New York Times, May 28, 1933.

l6Memorandum from Roosevelt to Cordell Hull, May 27,
1933, Memorandum from Hull to Roosevelt, May 27, 1933, in
Nixon, vol. 1, pp. 172-176.
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by the Washington Treaty of 1921 and the London Treaty of
1930, Roosevelt authorized in June the expenditure of $238
million in PWA funds for thirty-two new ships. Hailing it
as a measure to aid the economy, Roosevelt said that his
ship building program would employ people all across the
nation.l7

Already suspicious, the United States rejected in June
a proposal from the Japanese Delegation at Geneva to abolish
aircraft carriers while allowing an increase in Japan's
naval strength. On June 29, Secretary of the Navy Swanson
announced that the United States would "maintain the navy in
sufficient strength to guard the continental and overseas
possessions of the United States...create, maintain and
operate a navy second to none and in conformity with treaty
provisions...provide great radius of action in all classes
of fighting ships...[and] develop national aviation primari-
ly for operations with the fleet." Swanson's declaration
was directed at Japan, and they understood it immediately.

New York Times correspondent Hugh Byas reported from Tokyo

that Swanson's statement directly confronted the Japanese.
His reference to guarding overseas possessions meant the
Philippines, and Japan presented the only threat to the
islands. Also, a navy second to none with a great radius of
action would be needed in a war with Japan. Byas added that

if "national aviation is developed primarily to give wings

l7Rrobert Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American
Foreign Policy, p. 75.
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to the shells of that fleet, the inflammable wooden cities
along the coast in which Japan's industry is concentrated
may be menaced with risks greater than those 6f earth-
quakes." The Japanese would not be indifferent to any
improvement of American naval aircraft, he warned.l8 The
only American planes capable of reaching Japan's cities were
those launched from aircraft carriers; Japan's willingness
to abolish that threat made sense. More important, the
public mention of threatening to burn Japanese cities
appeared seven years before the attack on Pearl Harbor.
Eventually, that threat became part of America's foreign
policy.

In addition to upsetting the Japanese, Roosevelt's
naval expansion program evoked protests at home. When
Reverend Malcolm E. Peabody protested to him about the naval
expansion, Roosevelt explained how Great Britain, the
United States and Japan had agreed to a naval ratio of
ten:ten:seven, respectively. Although the British and
Japanese had built up to the treaty limits, the United
States had not built enough ships to keep up with the
Japanese's smaller ratio. He assured Peabody that the new
building program would just keep the United States even with
the Japanese and not come close to the British. "I am not,"

he wrote, "concerned about the latter, but I am about the

18New York Times, August 20, 1933.
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first."19

Convinced that the Army would receive PWA funds too,
the General Staff instructed the Air Corps to draw up
estimates for completing the five-year expansion program.
To the Army's surprise, Roosevelt gave the Air Corps only
$7.5 million in PWA funds, the same amount given to the
Naval Air Service. After much effort, Secretary of War Dern
convinced the President to release another $3 million from
impounded Air Corps funds. This total of $10.5 million
provided the Air Corps with just enough money to replace the
planes it lost to normal attrition and left it short of the
1800 planes authorized in the Air Corps Act.20 Most people,
therefore, thought Roosevelt was prejudiced in favor of
battleships. They were wrong. He opposed offensive
weapons. From his days as the Assistant Secretary of the
Navy, Roosevelt viewed the Navy as America's first line of
defense. And as he told Reverend Peabody, building up the
Navy was a defensive measure against the only naval threat
facing the United States: Japan.

Budget cuts and President Roosevelt's determination to
reduce offensive weapons put the Air Corps in a precarious
position. Lacking a specific purpose for existing, the Air
Corps was susceptible to additional budget cuts. Therefore,

General Foulois' efforts at getting the General Staff to

19Rcosevelt to Malcolm E. Peabody, August 19, 1933, in
Nixon, vol. 1, p. 370.

20ghiner, pp. 118-123.
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recognize the Air Corps as the agency primarily responsible
for coastal defense became increasingly important. The
MacArthur-Pratt agreement of 1931 had given the Air Corps
responsibility for coastal air defense, but the General
staff failed to give the Air Corps directions on how it
should carry out that mission. So, Foulois pressured the
General Staff to formulate a policy, and in January 1933,
General MacArthur finally issued a directive detailing the
Air Corps' duties. Titled "Employment of Army Aviation in
Coast Defense," this directive divided the Air Corps'
mission into three phases. First, the Air Corps would
operate "to the limit of the radius of action of the
airplanes" to find and destroy approaching enemy vessels and
forces. Second, when the enemy came within range of the
ground defenses, the Air Corps would assist them with
continued observation and offensive operations. Third, if
the enemy made a successful landing on American shores, the
Air Corps would provide ground support. Foulois got his
policy but at the cost of making a powerful enemy on the
General Staff. General Kilbourne, chief of the War Plans
Division, supported the Air Corps and appreciated the
military value of airplanes, but he was a stickler for team
spirit. By endlessly demanding that the General Staff
formulate a policy, Foulois convinced Kilbourne that he

lacked team spirit.Z2l

2lcraven and Cate, pp. 63-64; Shiner, pp. 59-65;
Foulois, p. 227.



52
With a definite policy as a guideline, Foulois planned
extensive maneuvers for May 1933. Placing Westover 1in
command, Foulois wanted him to prove thatrthe Air Corps
could defend either coast by quickly concentrating its
airplanes on the West Coast and to show the need for long-
range aircraft which could conduct operations against enemy
fleets far from American shores. The maneuvers had just
started when the need for officers to administer the
Civilian Conservation Corps forced their cancelation.Z22
Despite the early end, the combined fighter and bomber
operations that were conducted influenced Westover. The
newly arrived Martin B-10's, a monoplane with a top speed of
more than two hundred miles per hour, outran the Air Corps'’
P-12 biplane fighters. Westover realized that any intercep-
tor would need to be faster than the bomber, but he believed
that fighters could not operate efficiently or safely at
such high speeds. Westover concluded, therefore, that
fighters could not stop bombers flying in close formation
from reaching their target without fighter escort. Since
Foulois had left the formulation of doctrine to him,
Westover influenced the Air Corps Tactical School with his
beliefs. In the following years, the Tactical School
started moving toward the policy of daylight strategic
bombing that the Army Air Forces practiced in World War II.
However, Foulois had not given up the idea using the

airplane for offensive duties. He recognized the strong

22poulois, p. 227: Arnold, pp. 140-141.
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antiwar feelings in America and realized that efforts to
secure an offensive role for the Air Corps would be a waste
of time. When his air staff complained that the General
Staff would not give the Air Corps the bombers it requested,
Foulois advised them to stop asking the General Staff for
bombers to conduct offensive operations. He told them to
ask for bombers to carry out defensive operations and espec-
ially bombers to reinforce the Hawaiian Islands. Unconcern-
ed about the language used in papers sent to the General
Staff, Foulois only wanted bombers with longer range and
greater bomb loads.

In July 1933, the Air Corps Materiel Division reported
that an airplane capable of carrying a one-tcon bomb load
5000 miles at a speed of 200 miles per hour was feasible.
On the basis of that report, the Air Corps asked the General
Staff in December for a plane of those specifications.
Taking his advice, Foulois' air staff justified the request
by pointing out that the bomber could reinforce Hawaii and
Panama. Their argument worked. On May 16, 1934, the
General Staff authorized the Air Corps to negotiate con-
tracts for an experimental aircraft, named "Project A." The
General Staff required the experimental plane to be able to
destroy "distant land or naval targets" and "reinforce
Hawaii, Panama, and Alaska without the use of intermediate
servicing facilities." Boeing won the contract and the
airplane it produced was designated the XB-15. Completed in

1937, the XB-15 proved to be too underpowered for use in
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combat, but Boeing gained valuable experience that it used
to develop the highly successful B-17.23

While the Air Corps was working out the proposal for
Project A, the Geneva Disarmament Conference collapsed
without reaching an agreement on arms reduction. In October
1933, Germany withdrew from the Conference and the League of
Nations. The other delegates stayed on in Geneva until the
spring of 1934, but the conference was effectively over.
France announced a return to its traditional methods of
security: armaments and alliances.Z24

In the fall of 1933, President Roosevelt became
convinced that the leaders of Germany and Japan were
preventing arms reductions. From Germany, Ambassador
William E. Dodd reported that more than half of Germany was
liberal at heart and opposed arbitrary and minority govern-
ment, but they "dared not speak out." Walter Lippmann told
the President during the first week of November that "about
8 per cent of the population of the entire world, i.e.,
Germany and Japan, is able, because of imperialistic
attitude, to prevent peaceful guarantees and armament
reductions on the part of the other 92 per cent of the
world." The influence of these two men on the President
became apparent when he spoke at the Woodrow Wilson Founda-
tion Dinner on December 28, 1933. Roosevelt enunciated his

belief that the "blame for the danger to world peace lies

23craven and Cate, pp. 64-66; Foulois, pp. 227-230.

24gennett, pp. 70-71.
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not in the world population but in the political leaders of
that population." Echoing Lippmann, he estimated that at
least ninety percent of the world's population would be
willing to reduce armaments if all nations would do so.
Without mentioning Germany or Japan, Roosevelt said that the
ninety percent would not disarm because they feared the ten
percent would follow their leaders in seeking territorial
expansion. "If," he continued, "that 10% of the world
population can be persuaded by the other 90% to do their own
thinking and not be so finely led, we will have practical
peace, permanent peace, real peace throughout the world."
Again, he called on the world to eliminate every offensive
weapon and have international inspections to assure that no
new offensive weapons would be built.Z25

After ten months in office, Roosevelt had little to
show for his efforts to disarm the world. His attempt to
lead the way by reducing America's offensive armaments had
failed, but he believed that his budget cutting had not
seriously hampered Army or Navy aviation. On January 11,
1934, six Navy seaplanes flew from San Francisco to Pearl
Harbor, breaking the record for a mass flight. The command-
er of the flight told reporters that it demonstrated the
possibility of sending any number of squadrons to Hawaii in

a time of national emergency. Assistant Secretary of the

25yjilliam E. Dodd to Roosevelt, October 13, 1933, Dodd
to Roosevelt, October 28, 1933, Roosevelt to Dodd, November
13, 1933, and Speech by Roosevelt at the Woodrow Wilson
Foundation Dinner, December 28, 1933, in Nixon, vol. 1,
pp. 424-425, 442-443, 484-485 and 558-563.
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Navy, Colonel Henry L. Roosevelt, claimed that the £1light
was "in no sense a stunt." He said they "did an extraordin-
ary thing in a routine way" with unaltered service planes.
The Navy proved it could reinforce Hawaii while the Army was
still secretly considering the long-range, Project A
bomber. Roosevelt and Japan grasped the meaning of the
flight. The President congratulated the Navy fliers, and a
spokesman for the Japanese Navy Office said the flight
showed the increased powers placed in the hands of men. "It
remains," said the spokesman, "to be seen whether these
powers will be used beneficently or destructively."

The annual report of the National Advisory Committee
for Aeronautics, the forerunner of the National Air and
Space Administration, made Roosevelt feel more confident
about American aviation. The NACA report boasted that
aeronautical development in the United States had equaled or
surpassed that of any other country. Roosevelt concurred
with the NACA. When he submitted the report to Congress,
Roosevelt said that fundamental research in aeronautics was
"essential to the national defense" and "to the future of
air transportation."26

Roosevelt soon discovered, however, that the Air Corps
was poorly equipped and inadequately trained. He was
presented evidence on February 9 that President Hoover's
Postmaster General had misused his authority to make air

mail contracts. By altering the competitive bidding

26New York Times, January 12, 13 and 24, 1934.
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procedures to prevent smaller airlines from receiving
contracts, three large holding companies had created a
monopoly on the profitable air mail carrying business.
Roosevelt prepared to cancel the contracts. He had Assis-
tant Postmaster Harllee Branch ask General Foulois if the
Air Corps could carry the air mail. Unaware that Roosevelt
meant to take immediate action, Foulois said that the Air
Corps could be ready in "about a week or ten days."
Informed of Foulois' statement, President Roosevelt can-
celled the air mail contracts that day, and he ordered the
Air Corps to start carrying the mail as of February 19. FDR
wanted to use the Air Corps to further his domestic polic-
ies. The Air Corps would become a trust buster to insure
fair competition, just as the Tennessee Valley Authority did
with the utilities holding companies. A few years later,
Roosevelt would use the Army air arm to futher his foreign
policies.

When he spoke to Branch, Foulois knew that the Air
Corps was unprepared to fly the mail. The air mail had to
be flown at night, and the commercial carriers had cargo
planes designed for the work. Also, the commercial pilots
were trained to fly on instruments in darkness or bad
weather. The Air Corps had few cargo planes, and the Army
pilots had not been trained to fly on instruments. Never-
theless, Foulois thought that the Air Corps' bombers and
observation planes could carry the mail, and he believed

that the Air Corps could use this opportunity as a training
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exercise. He also felt obligated to say yes to a request
from his Commander in Chief. Furthermore, Foulois saw an
opportunity to win support for the Air Cérps through public
pressure. Later, he remembered thinking that any problems
encountered "would focus national attention on the Air Corps
and maybe we would then get the funds we needed for expan-

sion...." Like Billy Mitchell after the Shenandoah crash,

Foulcis felt that the way to get changes would be through
the use of a bludgeon.Z27

Along with the air carriers, Will Rogers, Captain Eddie
Rickenbacker and Charles Lindbergh denounced the President's
decision, but Roosevelt refused to rescind the order. So,
before the airlines relinquished air mail operations to the
Army, they insulted the Roosevelt Administration with a
publicity stunt. Flying a special Douglas DC-2 transport
plane, Rickenbacker, who worked for one of the airlines, and
two other airline pilots carried a partial load of mail from
California to Newark, New Jersey. Leaving on the evening of
February 18, Rickenbacker set a new, cross-country speed
record. Adding to the insult, a storm that had chased
Rickenbacker across the country forced the Air Corps to
cancel its East Coast mail flights on the first day of

operations.?28

27ghiner, pp. 125-127; Foulois, pp. 236-237.

28Norman E. Borden, Jr., Air Mail Emergency, 1934: An
Account of Seventy-Eight Tense Days in the Winter of 1934
When the Army Flew the United States Mail (Freeport, Maine:
Bond Wheelwright Co., 1968), pp. 14-20; Shiner, pp. 134-137.
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Given command of the air mail operations, Westover set
up his headquarters in Salt Lake City and divided the air
mail routes into three zones. Designed for combat rather
than carrying cargo, the Army's planes were poorly suited
for their new assignment. The War Department's earlier
decision to standardize its aircraft meant that the Army
planes lacked the night flying instruments and the radio
navigation equipment found on the more modern commercial
planes. Added to the Air Corps' difficulties, the winter of
1234 was one of the worst in American history. Aware of
these deficiencies and knowing that the younger pilots would
fly under suicidal conditions in their eagerness to carry
the mail, Foulois gave orders to sacrifice delivery rather
than pilots. But a number of pilots died in crashes
anyway. Rickenbacker called the deaths "legalized murder,"
and Republicans in Congress used the deaths to attack the
Roosevelt Administration.2°
In the field, the Air Corps commanders willingly
accepted their new assignment but complained about the way
it had been given to them. Major C.L. Tinker, commander of
the Seventeenth Pursuit Group, explained to reporters that
Army and commercial pilots had different training for their
different tasks, and he complained that the Air Corps had
not had enough time to retrain its pilots. In Salt Lake
City, Westover bhlamed the deaths on a lack of equipment and

unfamiliarity with the routes rather than a lack of experi-

29Foulois, pp. 241-245; Shiner, pp. 135-137.
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ence. "When you consider how the Jjob was dumped in our
laps," he continued, "how little warning we had, how little
time for preparation, the men have done exceptionally well,
particularly with our present equipment." Air Corps pilots
in the New York area resented statements that sending them
on air mail flights amounted to legalized murder. Eager to
carry out their assignment, they promised to "drag those
mail sacks" once they got organized. Air Corps spokesmen in
Washington, understandably, made no mention of how little
time the Air Corps had to prepare for carrying the mail.
The Chief of the Air Corps had been responsible for having
only ten days to prepare.30

Like Billy Mitchell, General Foulois felt that the best
way to win increased support for the Air Corps was to rally
public opinion. Foulois hoped the air mail problems would
force the government to make changes in *+he Air Corps. To
publicize the changes he desired, Foulois contacted Russell

Owen, a sympathetic aviation writer for the New York Times.

After conferring with Foulois, Owen reported in his paper on
March 2, that proponents of a separate air force saw the air
mail operations as an opportunity to attain their objec-
tive. Rather than divulging that Foulois was his source,
Owen referred to him as unnamed "Air Corps officers" 1in
Washington. Owen said the unnamed officers exhibited
suppressed jubilation over getting their first "man's size

job." However, their excitement was mixed with a desire to

3CNew York Times, February 24 and 26, 1934.
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show the poor condition of the Air Corps' equipment.
Claiming that the United States needed airplanes capable of
intercepting enemy bombers, aircraft carriers or battleships
far out to sea, they complained that not enough had been
done to produce those planes. The officers hoped that the
air mail problems would prove the need to place the aviation
industry under government supervision and stimulate the
design of faster aircraft with longer range. If given these
planes, they promised to form an almost impenetrable barrier
around the United States. Admitting an inability to find
their objectives in difficult weather like low fog or
clouds, they assured Owen that carrying the mail was
training the Air Corps to carry out their mission. "Given
training in flying the air mail," Owen wrote, "over moun-
tains and through all sorts of weather, by means of instru-
ments, these pilots would be able successfully to ride
through any conditions and meet the enemy." Nine days
later, Owen revealed in a second article that Foulois was
his source. Reusing several direct quotations attributed to
"Air Corps officers" in his first article, Owen attributed
the comments to Foulois. Whether or not Foulois wanted to
be identified, his plan for playing up the bad aspects of
the air mail duties to get better planes for the Air Corps

became public knowledge.3l

3lNew York Times, March 2, and March 11, 1934. I am
not suggesting that Foulois had callously risked the lives
of his men to win independence or appropriations for better
aircraft. He always showed great concern for the safety of
his men.
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Despite Foulois' efforts to reduce the risks involved
in flying the mail, more Army fliers died in crashes. As a
result, public pressure forced President Roosevelt to act.
He ordered the Post Office to draw up new commercial air
mail contracts, and he took the Air Corps off air mail
duty. On March 10, after giving Foulois the worst tongue
lashing of his career, Roosevelt asked Congress for an
additional $10 million to buy more Army airplanes and
improve facilities.32
Obviously, Foulois had forced President Roosevelt to
spend more money on the Air Corps by arousing public
pressure. Only ten months before, Roosevelt had proposed
the abolition of military airplanes because they were
offensive weapons, had approved a British plan to limit the
United States to only five hundred Army and Navy planes and
grudgingly had approved the spending of PWA funds on the Air
Corps. But political necessity was not the only factor
motivating him. German rearmament, Japanese aggression in
Manchuria and the collapse of the Geneva Disarmament
Convention had convinced Roosevelt before the air mail
fiasco that his policy of disarmament by example had
failed. With the New Deal moving toward increased govern-
ment spending as a way out of the Depression, he had little
reason to continue reducing expenditures on aircraft for the
Army and Navy. Furthermore, Roosevelt had demonstrated a

willingness to increase spending on aircraft before he

32ghiner, p. 1%0-148; Foulois, pp. 253-258.
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cancelled the air mail contracts. In January, he gave his
full support to the Vinson-Trammell bill, which proposed the
construction of one hundred new ships and more than one
thousand new airplanes for the Navy over a five-year
period. These additional ships and planes would have
increased the Navy only to the limits set for it by the
Washington Treaty of 1922 and the London Naval Treaty of
1930. However, adverse public reaction and threats from
isolationists in Congress to hamper his domestic programs
forced Roosevelt to back away from naval expansion.
Congress approved the Vinson Naval Parity Act in March, but
without Presidential support for the measure, Congress
appropriated only enough funds to replace overaged ships.33

A more important change occurred among the junior
officers of the Air Corps as a result of the air mail
episode. They learned the right and wrong way to press
their case. While on air mail duty, Captain Ira Eaker saw
that the mail had been delivered with little trouble or
delay in California, and he wondered why the higher author-
ities had not publicized what the Air Corps had been doing
well. Keeping a scrap book with newspaper clippings about
the Air Corps, Eaker noticed that the Air Corps had managed
to keep everything derogatory out of the newspapers in

California. Only the Los Angles Times, whose owner had stock

in an airline that had its mail contract canceled, attacked

the Air Corps. Eaker concluded that the favorable press was

33pallek, p. 75.
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the result of personal contact with aviation editors, and he
suggested that the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps use
the public relations techniques employéd by the airlines.34

A meeting with an editor further impressed upon Eaker
the need to make personal contacts on newspapers. When
Eaker offered him an Air Corps press release, the editor
refused to take it. He said that he had no confidence in
the Army's ability to carry the mail, and he refused to
print propaganda. Whereupon Eaker told him that his mail
route carried more mail than the commercial companies had
carried before the Army took over. The information changed
the editor's mind about using the press release, and he
asked Eaker why the Air Corps did not "let somebody know
this?" Eaker realized the importance of having spoken to
the editor personally. If the press release had been sent
through the mail, the editor would have thrown it away
without reading it. But by meeting with the editor, Eaker
had been able to correct his misconceptions and win his
support.

Eaker told Hap Arnold about the meeting, and Arnold
said that he could not tell whether the truth about the Air
Corps was being kept out of the newspapers by politics or by
propaganda. Although the Air Corps had flown over 138,000
pounds of mail through Salt Lake City, Arnold doubted that

anyone outside of his staff knew it. "I have talked the

34paker to Colonel Walter R. Weaver, March 14, 1934,
Ira C. Eaker Papers, Correspondence, Box 3, 1934 Air Mail
File, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.
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matter over with the Chief of Air Corps," Arnold informed
Eaker, "expecting that something would be done there but to
date they have not used or not been able to get published
the data which they and they alone have available."35

Foulois could have gotten Arnold's information printed

in the New York Times through his connection with Russell

Owen. Yet, rather than proclaiming the Air Corps' achieve-
ments, Foulois denounced the poor condition of its equipment
in an effort to force Roosevelt to give the Air Corps more
funds. Of course Foulois did not intend or expect the death
of his pilots. He, unlike Eaker and Arnold, simply did not
understand the proper method for advertizing the Air Corps'
needs. Like Billy Mitchell, Foulois presented the negative
side of the Air Corps to the press to show what was needed.
Eaker on the other hand understood that the Air Corps had to
use its personal contacts to present a positive picture to
advance the cause of air power. Eaker wanted to project a
"see what we can do" and "just think what we will be able to
do with more support" attitude, and Foulois took the
negative approach of "we cannot do anything unless we have
better equipment." It was a subtle difference, but it would
have a profound effect in future perceptions of the Air
Corps.

The Navy already used the approach advocated by Eaker.

Meeting with the press on the last day of March, Chief of

35Faker to Arnold, April 5, 1934, and Arnold to Eaker,
April 6, 1934, Eaker Papers, Correspondence, Box 3, 1934 Air
Mail File.
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Naval Operations Admiral William H. Standley discussed the
tactical maneuvers conducted by the Fleet in January. He
praised the Naval Air Service for making more than 1,000
flights in two days without a single casualty. Then, taking
a dig at the Army, Standley said that an "excellent idea of
the flying efficiency of the navy can be derived from the
fact that approximately 80 per cent of the total aircraft
operating strength of the fleet was engaged in the exercises
and without a single actual casualty."” He felt that the
official reports were gratifying to all interested in the
national defense of the United States.
After years of practice, the Office of the Chief of the
Air Corps knew how to handle attacks from the Navy, and it
released a photograph of the U.S.S. Lexington taken by an

Air Corps photographer. Published in the New York Times,

the photograph showed the U.S.S. Lexington shortly after
being caught and "sunk" by Army bombers. The caption
read: "THEORETICALLY SUNK IN THE CANAL WAR GAME: THE
AIRCRAFT CARRIER LEXINGTON."36

While the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps continu-
ed its traditional policy of embarrassing the Navy, Hap
Arnold started presenting the Air Corps along the lines
suggested by Eaker. On that same day that the Times ran the
Air Corps' photograph of the Lexington, Arnold admitted to
the press that the Air Corps had lacked enough planes

equipped with blind-flying instruments and radios to meet

36New York Times, April 1 and May 6, 1934.
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the mail requirements, but he said that the problems experi-
enced by the Air Corps had brought attention to the defi-
ciency and funds were provided for the necessary equipment.
While not advocating the continuation of Army air mail
operations, he declared that the experience had improved the
egquipment and the capabilities of the Air Corps. He claimed
that the Air Corps had learned more while flying the mail
than it had on any single project since the World War.
Budget cuts had forced the Air Corps to limit £flying time,
and the detailing of officers to the Civilian Conservation
Corps had kept Army pilots from flying at all. Explaining
that pilots cannot be taught to fly on the ground, Arnold
admitted that the Army's pilots had become inefficient. But
in flying the mail, the Army pilots had become efficient
flyers by logging thousands of hours in good and bad
weather. He bragged, furthermore, that the Air Corps had
"shown a remarkable economy of operation" while flying the
mail.37

Unlike Foulois, Arnold used his access to the press to
promote the achievements of the Air Corps. Although he
mentioned the deficiencies of the Air Corps like Foulois,
Arnold pointed out what the Air Corps could do with proper
funding. Army pilots then backed up Arnold's words with
actions. Still fuming over Rickenbacker's flying the last
commercial transcontinental air mail in record time, several

pilots wanted to show the world what the Air Corps could do

37New York Times, April 1, May 6 and 7, 1934.
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with their new B-10 bombers. On May 7, Lieutenant Ellwood
Quesada flew a B-10 from Oakland to Newark only forty—-nine
minutes short of Rickenbacker's record. However, the Air
Corps pilots let it be known that Rickenbacker had made
three fewer stops and had flown 279 miles fewer on his
flight.38

The negative approach used by Foulois and his predeces-
sors had its greatest effect on the General Staff. In 1934,
Brigadier General Kilbourne complained that for "many years
the General Staff of the Army has suffered a feeling of
disgust amounting at times to nausea over statements
publicly made by General William Mitchell and those who
followed his lead." He believed that Mitchell and his
followers made unsubstantiated claims about the effective-
ness of air power to get preferential treatment over the
other arms. The War Plans Division felt that zealots in the
Air Corps "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 instinc-
tively close their minds to perfectly legitimate and honest
claims" made by the Air Corps.39

Hap Arnold recognized the problems caused by the
tactics used by Mitchell and his followers. In his memoirs,
Arnold said that the War Department did not profit from the

Mitchell period. Members of the War Department, he wrote,

38Foulois, p. 259; New York Times, May 8, 1934.

39ghiner, p. 51.
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...seemed to set their mouths tighter, draw more

into their shell, and if anything, take even a

narrower point of view of aviation as an offensive

power in warfare. Our Navy, on the contrary, made

a study of the entire affair and of all the

incidents relating thereto, and became air-minded

in a big way. They even went out of their way to

find new means of using aircraft in naval

operations.

Although the War Department as a whole failed to
profit, many of his supporters profited from the Mitchell
period. These supporters took Mitchell's teachings to
heart, but a few took away much more. These few learned the
lesson of how not to press their cause. For them, Billy
Mitchell became a dual symbol of the right message but the
wrong presentation. Hap Arnold was one who learned the
lesson well. When finally recalled from "exile," he put

that lesson to practice.

40prnold, p. 122,



CHAPTER III
A NEW ARMY AIR ARM

General Foulois soon discovered that the air mail
fiasco had marked only the beginning of his troubles in
1934. When people saw the poor condition of the Air Corps'
equipment, they wanted to know what had happened to their
tax dollars. In February, the House Military Affairs
Committee began investigating aircraft purchases and found
hints of improprieties.

As written, the Air Corps Act of 1926 embodied the
Congressional desire for competitive bidding. The purchase
procedure called for the Air Corps to test aircraft sub-
mitted by manufacturers and purchase the best design. Then,
the manufacturer submitting the lowest bid received the
contract to build the plane. Often, the contract would not
be given to the company that designed the plane. Looking
askance at airplanes built by the lowest bidder, the Air
Corps felt that negotiated contracts provided better
aircraft. Using loopholes, the Air Corps ignored the infght
of the law and purchased aircraft through negotiation. 1In
1929, the Army Judge Advocate General reversed an earlier
ruling and declared illegal the method used to skirt the

law, but he and the Secretary of War continued to approve

70
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all purchases of aircraft through negotiated contracts.
Despite the new ruling and warnings from his staff in 1932,
Foulois continued to purchase airplanes through subterfuge.

Trouble came in December 1933, when Foulois prepared to
purchase aircraft with the $7.5 million in PWA funds
released by President Roosevelt. Hoping to spend the PWA
money quickly to create jobs, Foulois purchased more planes
of the types already on order. Rather than going through
the lengthy competitive bidding process, he negotiated
contracts with Northrop, Glenn L. Martin, and Boeing to
increase their existing aircraft orders. As to be expected,
the other aircraft manufacturers felt cheated and complained
to Assistant Secretary of War Harry H. Woodring. Himself a
staunch believer in competitive bidding, Woodring rejected
the negotiated contracts and told Foulois to write up a new
proposal based on competitive bidding.

Woodring did not order a change in the aircraft
specifications. However, to allow at least two companies to
make bids, the Air Corps significantly lowered the speed,
range and load specifications in its new proposal. Woodring
approved the new plan, and the Air Corps declared the
original three winners of the negotiated contracts as the
winners of the competitive bids. Woodring did not approve
the new contracts. He had become the target of a federal
grand jury looking into Army purchases of motor vehicles and
disposal of surplus materiel. The grand jury found him

innocent of wrongdoing, but the investigation had caught the
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attention of Congress. Cautiously, Woodring decided to
defer approval of the new contracts. William E. Boeing,
chairman of the board of United Aircraft and Transport, made
matters worse when he testified before a Senate committee
investigating air mail contracts. Boeing bragged that his
companies had profited greatly from airplane and engine
sales to the Army and Navy. The House Military Affairs
Committee, chaired by Representative John J. McSwain, began
an investigation into Air Corps purchases in February.
Another believer in competitive bidding, McSwain was shocked
to discover that the Air Corps had evaded the law. Upon
learning that the Air Corps had lowered its original
specifications, the Committee suspected that the specifi-
cations had been changed to grant special favors. Already
skeptical of the Assistant Secretary, they questioned the
ease with which the aircraft manufacturers had convinced
Woodring to reject the original Air Corps proposal.

The Military Affairs Committee had no reason to suspect
Foulois when they called him to testify on Februzary 14.
Relations between Foulois and the Committee always had been
cordial, and the Chief of the Air Corps went to Capitol Hill
with no misgivings. However, relations between Foulois and
the Committee soon deteriorated. Asked who was responsible
for the changes in the specifications, Foulois left the
impression that Woodring had specifically ordered the
changes. Foulois compounded the problem by promising to

provide all the documents pertinent to the proposal.
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Misunderstanding, the Committee thought that he had papers
proving that Woodring ordered the changes.

Responding to the deaths of Air Corps pilots flying the
mail, the Military Affairs Committee created a subcommittee,
chaired by William N. Rogers, to conduct a deeper investiga-
tion of the Air Corps' methods of procuring aircraft.
Woodring told the Subcommittee that he had intended to
insure competitive bidding and denied ordering the changes
in aircraft specifications. Foulois tried to correct the
problem by saying that Woodring had not changed the specifi-
cations. After further investigation, the Subcommittee
found no sign of collusion, but the Committeemen showed
hostility toward Foulois. On March 1, Foulois promised the
Rogers Subcommittee that the Air Corps could £fly the mail;
and he blamed the deaths on the weather. Accepting Foulois'
assurances, Rogers and other committeemen defended the Air
Corps on the House floor. To their great embarrassment,
more Army pilots died. Convinced that Foulois had tried to
dupe them, the Rogers Subcommittee unanimously charged him
with violating the Air Corps Act.l

When the War Department failed to act upon its charges,
the Rogers Subcommittee put direct pressure on Secretary of
War Dern. In June, the Subcommittee unanimously recommended
that the Secretary of War immediately replace Foulois as

Chief of the Air Corps. While praising the Air Corps

lghiner, pp. 150-166; New York Times, April 4, May 8,
1934.
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fliers, the Subcommittee accused Foulois of dishonesty,
gross misconduct, inefficiency, inaccuracy, unreliability,
incompetency, and mismanagement. These charges brought
forth expressions of indignation from Foulois' many associ-
ates, especially over the charge of dishonesty. Everyone
acquainted with Foulois admired his honesty. It was well
known that Foulois refused small gifts from businessmen or
politicians to protect his integrity. To his credit, Secre-
tary Dern refused to act too hastily, and the White House
refused to act without his recommendation.?2 Roosevelt had
every reason to dump Foulois, who had publicly embarrassed
him years before. Also, he could have used Foulois as the
scapegoat for the air mail trouble. The Rogers Subcommit-
tee's recommendation had given Roosevelt an opportunity to
get even with Foulois while appearing to follow the wishes
of Congress. That he did not use the opportunity indicates
Roosevelt's self-restraint.

Undeterred, the Rogers Subcommittee continued pushing
for the General's removal, and Dern ordered the Inspector
General to conduct an investigation. In June 1935, the
Inspector General reported that he had found nothing wrong
in Foulois' claim that the Air Corps could fly the mail.
Nor did he find any improprieties in aircraft purchases.

However, the Inspector General reprimanded Foulois for

2New York Times, June 18 and 19, 1934. For examples of
Foulois turning down small gifts see his letters to Glen
Martin, August 28, 1934, and Congressman A.C. Willford,
February 23, 1934, Foulois Papers, Correspondence, File 3,
1931-1935.
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making unfair and misleading statements about the General
Staff before the Military Affairs Committee. Foulois wanted
to drop the matter, but Rogers complained on the House floor
that the reprimand was little more than a "slap on the
wrist." Rogers' persistence convinced Foulois that the Air
Corps would suffer. Rather than see the Air Corps hurt,
Foulois chose to leave the Air Corps. In September, he went
on terminal leave and retired at the end of the year.3

Like Billy Mitchell, Foulois had been forced to retire
from the Army. Foulois had done nothing to justify his
being forced to retire, but his departure placed officers
with different ideas on how to promote the Air Corps into
positions of authority. These new officers also received
the organization and the airplane with which they carried
out their ideas.

After the passage of the Air Corps Act, the supporters
of a separate air force continued their efforts. They
introduced into Congress a number of bills to create a
separate air force over the following years, but none made
it out of committee. Thus, by 1933, many Air Corps officers
had concluded that independence was unachievable. Turning
to a more realistic goal, they sought to deny local ground
commanders control over offensive aviation. By gathering

all the offensive tactical units under a single commander,

3Shiner, pp. 188-192., For detailed information on the
procurement provisions of the Air Corps Act of 1926 and
Foulois' dealings with Congress see, Edwin H. Rutkowski,
Politics of Military Aviation Procurement.




76
the organization would be the unified striking force the
airmen envisioned. Concurrently, the General Staff decided
that the fulfillment of the MacArthur-Pratt agreement
required a unified air arm for coastal defense. To chose a
workable plan for unifying the offensive units, the General
Staff created a review board, headed by Major General Hugh
A. Drum. The Drum Board recommended the creation of a
General Headquarters Air Force with 1,800 airplanes under
one commander, and MacArthur approved the recommendations on
October 12. Keeping the recommendations secret, the General
Staff did nothing to implement the recommendations until the
following January.4

Unaware of the General Staff's plans, advocates of an
independent air force continued attacking the General
Sstaff. Retired General Fechet wrote a series of virulent

articles for the Washington Herald that elicited a strong

response from General Kilbourne. In a memorandum for the
Deputy Chief of Staff, Kilbourne said that Fechet had
renewed "the effort to get results through frightening
people by referring to bombers making attacks 'devastatingly
disastrous to national defense....'" He bitterly denounced
this type of article for causing a "false indoctrination of
members of our Air Corps" and misleading "the uninstructed
civilian."” Also, he explained that Fechet's attack on the
cost of the Navy was "the type of public statement that has

embittered the Navy to a degree threatening cooperation

4craven and Cate, pp. 29-30; Shiner, pp. 94-99.
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between the services."3
In the end, Fechet only stirred up bad feelings. On
January 31, 1934, the Army sent a bill to the House Military
Affairs Committee creating the GHQ Air Force, but not
because of Fechet's articles. Rather, Chairman McSwain's
announcement that his Committee would consider once again
creating an independent air arm forced the General Staff
into action. McSwain introduced the Army's bill on February
1 and called Foulois to testify. Still on good terms with
Congress, Foulois attacked the General Staff for being the
"main obstacle" to the growth of the air force. Although
willing to accept the GHQ Air Force if necessary, Foulois
said that the ultimate solution for national defense was a
separate air force. Much to the General Staff's surprise,
McSwain introduced a bill calling for independence the next
day. When asked by the General Staff, Foulois pleaded
ignorance about the bill, but a few months later, the
General Staff discovered that Foulois had lied. The Office
of the Chief of the Air Corps had drafted the McSwain bill.
The General Staff opposed McSwain's bill, and Foulois' claim
that the General Staff had hindered the growth of the air
arm angered General Kilbourne as much as Fechet's articles
had. 1In a twelve-page memorandum to the Chief of Staff,
Kilbourne admitted that there had been conflicts.

Nevertheless, he protested that the WPD had supported the

SMemorandum from Kilbourne to Deputy Chief of Staff,
November 17, 1933, RG 165, WPD, 888-81.
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Air Corps "whenever such support could logically be extend-
ed." The BAir Corps, he concluded, had little reason to
complain because it had been "accorded a greater latitude
than has any other arm or service."6
McSwain's bill and Foulois' testimony upset Secretary
of War Dern also. 1In a letter to McSwain, Dern rejected the
idea of independence for the Air Corps. Denying the ability
of airplanes alone to defeat an enemy or protect the coasts
of the United States, Dern stated that a fleet "can operate
at night, in fog, and in weather when airplanes are help-
less, if not indeed chained to the ground." Unconvinced and
resentful, McSwain continued his efforts to separate the Air
Corps from the General Staff, but the air mail fiasco
sidetracked him.
Public uproar over the air mail episode forced both the
War Department and the White House into action. In March
1934, Secretary Dern named Newton D. Baker to chair a board
studying the Air Corps. As Wilson's Secretary of War, Baker
had opposed a separate air force. Nonetheless, the General
Staff feared the influence of Foulois and McSwain upon the
board and packed it with opponents of independence.
Ignoring pleas from Air Corps pilots, the Baker Board
rejected independence or increased autonomy for the Air

Corps. Too many of Foulois' enemies sat on the Board for

bshiner, pp. 94-99; Brigadier General Kilbourne,
"General Staff Supervision of the Air Corps," February 19,
1934, Foulois Papers, Subject File, Box 16, Administration-
C, General Staff Supervision of the Air Corps.
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him to have any influence. Furthermore, his trouble with
the Rogers Subcommittee forced him to support the General
Staff's proposal for the GHQ Air Force.’

The General Staff voiced legitimate complaints about
the Air Corps to the Baker Board. While testifying on May
22, General Kilbourne cited an air defense plan presented
the day before as evidence of the problems caused by the Air
Corps. Kilbourne complained that the plan was unrealist-
ically expensive and tactically faulty. More importantly,
it failed to provide "a defense dependable in all kinds of
weather." Despite personal requests and warnings, he said,
the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps submitted "over and
over again" this type of unworkable plan. As a result, his
small staff in the WPD was prevented from doing constructive
work. He attributed the problems between the General Staff
and the Air Corps to the influence of men like to Foulois
and Fechet. The attitude of the Air Corps and its advo-
cates, "who write articles for the press indicating the Navy
to be obsolescent," made it difficult for the General Staff
to discuss controversial matters with the Navy. Further-
more, they indoctrinated the "rank and file of the Air
Corps...with this idea of unfair treatment and soaked them
with the idea of standing together against the Army instead

of for the Army, as the Navy aviators stand together for the

7shiner, pp. 94-100 and 193-198.
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Navy."8 Kilbourne's testimony demonstrated how the continu-
ous attacks launched by the advocates of air power had
embittered the General Staff. As a result, they refused to
listen to any proposals coming from the Office of the Chief
of the Air Corps. In turn, the fliers attacked the General
Staff for not listening, further angering the General
Sstaff. To break the cycle, Kilbourne wanted to foster an
esprit de corps throughout the Army, but that sense of
teamwork could grow only when men of a like mind took
command of the Air Corps.

The final report of the Baker Board read like something
written by the General Staff. Rejecting a separate air
force, the report approved the General Staff's proposal for
a GHQ Air Force. Armed with this report, the General Staff
announced the creation of the GHQ Air Force on July 27.
Just because the Baker Board supported the General Staff did
not make its report worthless. Explaining why the Board
rejected a separate air force, the report presented a
realistic appraisal of the limitations and inherent weak-
nesses of air power: airplanes could not capture or hold
territory; their bases needed protection from land, air and
sea attacks; and airplanes depended "on at least fairly good
weather" to conduct operations. Furthermore, the warnings

of air attacks on America were unjustified because current

8Memorandum from Kilbourne to Foulois, "Remarks of
General Kilbourne before Board Investigating Air Matters,"
Foulois Papers, Subject File, Box 28, Statements and
Recomendations, Baker Board, "Air Corps Relations with War
Department General Staff," S & R-g.
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airplanes lacked the range to cross the ocean, successfully
attack America's "vital areas," and return home. Most
significantly, the report stated that: "Aviation is so
expensive a weapcon that no nation can afford to base its
organization and supply thereof on visionary approaches but
rather on proven facts and possibilities."9

In explaining the reasons for rejecting an separate air
force, the Baker Board clearly stated the prerequisites for
independence. Fortunately, some Air Corps officers under-
stood that using negative publicity campaigns would not
provide the "proven facts and possibilities" required by the
Baker Board. They saw, as Frank Andrews did after the Mount
Shasta fiasco, that the Air Corps had to demonstrate what it
could do before people would accept the possibilities.

Public opinion also forced Roosevelt to start his own
investigation of American aviation. In June he appointed

Clark Howell, editor of the Atlanta Constitution and a

strong supporter of aviation, chairman of the Federal
Aviation Commission. To prepare for the investigation,
Howell crossed the Atlantic to study the administration of
aviation in Europe, and the other four members of the
Commission gathered information in the United States and the

Caribbean.l0 while the Commission made its preliminary

9New York Times, July 28, 1934. The text of the War
Department Special Committee on Army Air Corps' (the
official title of the Baker Board) final report is printed
in the New York Times, July 23, 1934.

10ghiner, pp. 199-201.
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investigation, Foulois put the time to good use. He
selected Hap Arnold to organize and command a flight of
bombers from Washington, D.C., to Alaska and back. Offi-
cially, Foulois said the flight would demonstrate how
rapidly the Air Corps could move its units to remote arecs.
But in reality, he wanted to redeem his and the Air Corps'
reputation with a spectacular flight.

At Wright Field, Dayton, Ohio, Arnold received ten new
Martin B-10 bombers for the 8,290 mile round trip. Major
Hugh Knerr, normally in charge of developing bombardment,
was assigned as his executive officer for the flight. With
new planes and an experienced aide, Arnold began a month of
careful preparation before leading the ten bombers from
Wright Field to Washington, D.C., on July 17. During that
month, Air Corps officers courted Congressional interest by
boasting to investigating committees that the new bombers
were faster than pursuit planes. Also, the Air Corps
arranged for Arnold to address a national radio audience and
for live radio reports covering the departure from Washing-
ton. When a flight of Navy patrol planes started a "rou-
tine" flight from San Diego to Alaska and back on the same
day that Arnold left Dayton, the Air Corps heightened public
interest by making the two flights seem like an off-field
continuation of the Army-Navy football game.ll

Arnold's bombers put on a colorful show for the

llarnold, pp. 145-146; New York Times, July 18 and
August 21, 1934.
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residents of Washington, D.C. Instead of the olive drab
fuselage and yellow wings of the Air Corps' tactical
aircraft, his planes sported light blue fuselages with

yellow wings. Suitably impressed, the New York Times

reported that the planes arrived in Washington with "their
bodies and wings glistening in the sunshine...exactly on
schedule. The flight had been made with the precision of a
railroad train."l2 After the air mail fiasco, this praise
meant a great deal.

Soon, a flight of ten bombers to Alaska became so
common that it received no notice outside air force reports;
but, in 1934, that was not the case. Special enough to
warrant nation-wide radio hook-ups, the flight to Alaska
offered a golden opportunity for the Air Corps to redeem
itself or dig a deeper grave if it failed. Fortunately, the
flight was a great success. Only one mishap occurred during
the entire trip. When one of his two engines failed, a
pilot ditched his B-10 in Cook's Bay, Anchorage. But Air
Corps mechanics recovered the plane from forty feet of
water, repaired it and put it back into service in time to
join the return flight to Washington, D.C. All ten of the
B-10s returned to Bolling Field on August 20 on schedule

again. Climbing out of their planes, the fourteen officers

121n February, Foulois had approved the blue and yellow
color scheme to simplify logistics. The repainting of all
tactical aircraft took some time, and many Air Corps planes
still carried the duller markings for months afterward.
Dana Bell, Air Force Colors, 2 vols. (Carrollton, Texas:
Squadron/Signal Publications, 1979), vol. 1, 1926-1942,
p. 23; New York Times, July 19, 1934.
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and nineteen enlisted men were greeted by a large crowd.
Secretary Dern congratulated Arnold for demonstrating "the
skill and daring of our army and its fliers and the thor-
oughness of their training."13

The Alaska flight recouped some of the Air Corps' lost
prestige, but it did nothing to ease Foulois' predicament.
He had purchased the B-10s through negotiated contracts, and
he had hoped the flight would vindicate his actions. Unfor-
tunately, the Rogers Subcommittee wanted to oust him.
Nothing changed their minds.l4 For the Air Corps, however,
the flight provided a guide to follow. In the years to
come, they conducted a number of meticulously planned
flights, proving the Air Corps' abilities and efficiency.

Meeting in late September, the Howell Commission took
little notice of the Alaska flight. As with the Baker
Board, the General Staff acted to insure the Howell Commis-
sion's support for the GHQ Air Force. The General Staff
gave the Commission a written statement strongly supporting
the new organization, and it tried to control the testimony
of the Air Corps officers by making them submit their
statements for examination. Foulois' statement, actually
written by his subordinates, proclaimed the decisiveness of
air power and called for an autonomous air force. After the

General Staff objected, he watered it down. Assistant Chief

13arnold, p. 146; Shiner, pp. 216-217; New York Times,
August 21, 1934.

l4roulois, pp. 270-271.
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of the Air Corps Westover also watered down his prepared
statement. Yet, he denounced the claim of the Drum and
Baker Boards that the United States was invulnerable to air
attack. Other officers refused to submit; they continued to
press the claims for air power. Officers from the Air Corps
Tactical School, especially Major Donald Wilson and Captain
Harold L. George, adamantly professed the ability of air-
planes to crush the enemy's will to resist before the land
armies came into contact. For the air force to be properly
prepared for war, said Captain George, it had to be separat-
ed from the ground forces.ld

Free from any restrictions, the civilians testifying
before the Howell Commission made Wilson and George sound
tame. Billy Mitchell again called for an independent air
force and told the Commission that he wanted the United
States to acquire fifty airships to make possible the
"annihilation of Japan." Igor Sikorsky claimed that warlike
Japanese fliers would cheerfully make a one-way flight to
get the chance to drop bombs on New York City...or more
probably poison gas!l6

The remarks by Mitchell and Sikorsky angered the
Japanese press and threatened the future of the Washington
and London Treaties. The London Treaty would expire in
December 1936, unless Great Britain, Japan, and the United

States agreed to extend its provisions in 1935. The

15ghiner, pp. 200-201.

16New York Times, October 7 and 30, 1934.
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Washington Treaty would expire in 1936, if one of the three
signatories repudiated it by the end of December 1934.
Irreconcilable differences between the three signatories put
the future of both treaties in doubt. Feeling slighted by
the 5:5:3 tonnage ratio, Japan demanded parity. Great
Britain wanted to keep the same ratio but cut back on
battleships and heavy cruisers while increasing the allowed
tonnage for light cruisers. American interests in the
Pacific required the long-range capabilities of heavy
cruisers, and the United States feared that giving the
Japanese parity would spark a new arms race.l7
As the December deadline for the Washington Treaty
approached, the United States, Great Britain and Japan sent
negotiators to London to discuss the extension of the naval
treaties. On October 5, Roosevelt told Norman H. Davis, the
American negotiator, to extend the treaties and obtain
further naval limitations if possible. The President
emphasized that he would not approve a treaty allowing
larger navies. Later that day, Roosevelt told reporters
that the United States hoped to carry on the progressive
reduction in naval armaments started in the Washington and
London Treaties. Mitchell's talk of annihilating Japan had
upset Roosevelt. He knew that Mitchell's volatile remarks
would enable the Japanese to justify abandoning the treaty
ratios, effectively ending any hope of arms reduction. "Of

course," he complained, "things are not in the least bit

17palilek, pp. 87-88.



87
helped--this is off the record entirely--by the kind of
statement that was made by our old friend Billy Mitchell the
other day....Billy Mitchell would be a much more useful
person to this country if he would not talk that way."18

But Roosevelt soon discovered that the Japanese had
already decided to end the treaties. Secretary of the Navy
Claude A. Swanson informed him on November 28, 1934, that
the Japanese Cabinet had recommended increased appropria-
tions for national defense. Realizing that any chance for
reduction in naval armaments was gone, Roosevelt prepared
for an arms race. In a December 17 memorandum, Roosevelt
instructed Swanson to look confidentially into producing new
long-range ships should the Washington and London Treaties
be discarded. "At the same time," Roosevelt wrote, "I
should like to have a study made of the possibility of
establishing one or two very large air bases in the Philip~-
pines, with a smaller base in Guam, and still smaller bases
in the Midway-Hawaiian chain and in the Aleutian chain of
Islands."1l9 Roosevelt wanted the capacity to extend
Bmerican naval and air power across the Pacific Ocean.

While Roosevelt looked into trans-oceanic defenses,
supporters of air power sought the construction of new air-

fields to guard BAmerica's borders. In November 1934,

18Rroosevelt to Norman H. Davis, October 5, 1934, and
Press Conference on October 5, 1934, in Nixon, FDR and
Foreign Affairs, vol. 2, March 1934-August 1935, pp. 225-229.

l9Memorandum from Roosevelt to Swanson, December 17,
1934, in Nixon, vol. 2, pp. 322-323.
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General Fechet and Florida Congressman James M. Wilcox
created the National Air Frontier Defense Association to
lobby for those air bases. On January 17, 1935, Wilcox
introduced a bill for ten new air bases. The War Depart-
ment, fearing that Wilcox's bill would reduce appropriations
for the rest of the Army, proposed a less ambitious
construction program of six air bases. Both Wilcox and the
War Department agreed, however, that one air base had to be
placed in Alaska. Wilcox told the House Military Affairs
Committee that an "Oriental country” could seize mineral
rich Alaska, and he warned the Committee that "Alaska is
closer to Japan than it is to the United States."20
Billy Mitchell thought more along the lines of Presi-
dent Roosevelt. On February 11, he told the Committee on
Patents that the Manufactures Aircraft Association had
impeded progress in civil and military aviation through a
monopoly over patents. Then, he took the opportunity to
warn America once again about Japan. "If Japan seizes
Alaska," he told the committee, "éhe can bomb New York in
twenty hours. We know they have ships designed for that
purpose. We have got to have planes that can fly to the
Midway Islands, to Japan and back."2l

The Army and civilian supporters of the air base

20New York Times, February 12, 1935; Shiner, pp. 250-

251.

2lNew York Times, February 12, 1935. For a Ffull, if
implausible, discussion of Mitchell's ideas about the patent
monopoly, see Emile Gauvreau, The Wild Blue Yonder: Sons of
the Prophet Carry On (New York: E.P. Dutton Co., Inc. 1944).
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proposals thought of aircraft as merely an extension of
coastal artillery. Besides embodying the current isolation-
ist view of remaining behind coastal defenses, their plans
to build a number of air bases around the frontiers of the
continental United States differed from nineteenth century
harbor fortifications only in the range of the weapons.
Basically, they saw the airplane as a long-range cannon.
Unknowingly, they were attempting to make a new weapon fit
0ld concepts instead of formulating new concepts to fully
utilize the potential of the new weapon.

As Roosevelt's memorandum to Secretary Swanson and Mit-
chell's testimony before the Committee on Patents showed,
both thought of air power as more than weapon for static de-
fense. They wanted to project American air power into the
Pacific through Midway Island, even as others only sought to
defend the United States with a ring of airfields. Realiz-
ing the mobile and destructive nature of modern warfare,
Roosevelt saw the importance of taking the war to the enemy
and not letting the enemy bring the war to the United
States. Since Japan was the most likely enemy in a Pacific
war, Roosevelt wanted the two weapons best suited for
carrying a war to Japanese shores: long-range ships and
airplanes.

Japan denounced the Washington Treaty in December, and
rumors dquickly spread that President Roosevelt had decided
to ask Congress for increased national defense funds. He

first tried to convince the world of America's peaceful
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intentions in his annual message to Congress on January 4,
1935. He said there was "no ground for apprehension that
our relations with any nation will be otherwise than
peaceful." Three days later, Roosevelt asked Congress to
increase the Army's budget for military spending by more
than $48 million, with almost half to go to the Air Corps.
He also wanted the Navy to receive more than $16 million for
aircraft.22

The Japanese objected to plans for placing an American
air base in the Pacific. On February 8, the House Military
Affairs considered the construction of an air base in
Hawaii. Afterward, Chairman McSwain told the press that it
was only a defensive measure, but the Japanese protested
that a Hawaiian air base would be a direct threat to
Japan.23 President Roosevelt knew that the Japanese would
object strenuously if the United States put large air bases
in the Philippines, as he had suggested to Secretary
Swanson.

The Japanese had good reason to worry about American
air power in the Pacific. It threatened their sea communi-
cations. In 1930, Billy Mitchell had stated in his book,
Skyways, that Great Britain and Japan depended upon overseas
commerce. Any breakdown in their trade routes would be

their downfall. "Air power," he wrote, "is entirely capable

22Roosevelt to the Congress, January 4, 1935, in Nixon,
vol. 2, p. 334; New York Times, January 1 and 8, 1935.

23New York Times, February 9 and 10, 1935.
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of breaking down these lines of communications by sinking
the ships and causing the evacuation of the ports...." On
February 3, 1935, Edwin L. James refined Mitchell's argu-
ment. Writing about the post-Washington Treaty strengths of
the British, Japanese and American fleets for the New York
Times, James pointed out that strategic parity did not
necessarily mean parity in tonnage or guns. For Japan,
parity depended on fuel rather than ships. In peacetime,
the Japanese home islands produced only half the oil
consumed by the Navy. Wartime usage of o0il would multiply,
making the Japanese even more dependent upon imported oil.
He suggested that Great Britain, the Dutch East Indies and
the United States, the three countries most affected by
Japanese expansion, could stop the Japanese by cutting off
their foreign o0il supply and waiting only six months for the
Japanese Navy to run out of fuel. "It is this factor,"
wrote James, "which constitutes the weakest point in the
naval strategy of the Japanese."24 Understandably, the
proximity of American aircraft worried Japan. In early
1935, American planes stationed in the Philippines, Guam,
Midway, Hawaii and the Aleutians could have cut Japan's sea
communications.

From Europe, Roosevelt received more distressing news.

Hitler had made Anschluss with Austria his primary foreign

24Mitchell, Skyways: A Book on Modern Aeronautics
(Philadelphia and London: J.B. Lippincott, 1930), pp. 257-
258; Edwin L. James, "Oil Is the Weak Point in Tokyo's
Strategy," New York Times, February 3, 1935, 4, p. 3.
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policy, but Mussolini, fearing a powerful nation on his
northern border, opposed the German unification. In January
1935, he and the French signed a consultative pact, promis-
ing to discuss joint action if Hitler threatened the
independence of Austria. Hitler continued to push the
issue, and on February 2, Mussolini told Ambassador Breckin-
ridge Long that war with Germany appeared imminent.
Reporting the conversation to President Roosevelt, Long
suggested that:

you might consider giving instructions to somebody

that a good equipment for your diplomatic and

consular officers in Europe would be gas masks,

because when it comes it will come over night and

come from the air. There will be no long drawn

out mobilization. I am serious about the gas

masks .25
Like the Europeans, Long feared aerial gas attacks. Since
the Germans were not supposed to have an air force, only
American diplomats in Germany should have needed masks.
However, the Germans secretly had kept a small air force
disguised as flying clubs, and Long's warning suggests that
he knew about the German air force. Soon, the Germans let
the whole world know about its air force.

Adolf Hitler became Chancellor of Germany on January
30, 1933, and three days later he put Herman Goering in

charge of all c¢ivil aviation and air raid protection.

Goering, commander of the Richthofen Squadron at the end of

25Raymond J. Sontag, A Broken World, 1919-1939, The
Rise of Modern Europe, ed. by William L. Langer, (New
York: Harper and Row, 1971), pp. 280-285; Breckinridge Long
to Roosevelt, February 3, 1935, in Nixon, vol. 2, pp. 386-
387.




93
the First World War, placed all flying club members into
uniform, and the German air force became an open secret. 1In
March 1935, the Nazis threw off the mask and officially
announced the existence of an air force, the Luftwaffe.
Goering, its commander, publicly denounced the Versailles
Treaty on March 16 and boasted that he would build the
Luftwaffe into the world's strongest air force.26

The announcement of the Luftwaffe coincided with the
establishment of the GHQ Air Force. When the Howell
Commission submitted its final report to President Roose-
velt, it too supported the General Staff's plan for a GHQ
Air Force. Armed with favorable reports from a military and
a civilian investigation, the General Staff hammered out the
details for the GHQ Air Force. Although people continued
referring to all Army aviation as the Air Corps, the General
Staff essentially split the Air Corps into two organiza-
tions: the Air Corps and the GHQ Air Force. Foulois, as
Chief of the Air Corps, controlled supply, procurement and
training at the Air Corps Schools. Lieutenant Colonel Frank
M. Andrews, as commander of the GHQ Air Force, controlled
the tactical units with the temporary rank of general. To
maintain its contrcl over the GHQ Air Force, the General
Staff made Andrews report directly to the Chief of Staff
rather than the Chief of the Air Corps. Emphasizing the
separation, the General Staff physically separated the two

branches. Andrews set up his administrative headquarters at

26craven and Cate, pp. 86-87; Arnold, p. 148.
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Langley Field, Virginia. The tactical units, divided into
three wings, established headquarters at Langley Field,
Barksdale Field (Bossier City, Louisiana), and March Field
(Riverside, California): Looking on the GHQ Air Force as an
experiment, the General Staff gave it a trial period of one
year.

Becoming operational on March 1, 1935, this new
organizational scheme had a number of inherent flaws. The
local ground commander retained control over the airfields.
To get anything done at the airfield, the Air Corps needed
the approval of the ground commander. Also, the split
command fostered internal dissension within the Army Air
Corps as each branch tried to impose its will upon the
other.27 Nevertheless, after more than fifteen years of
acrimonious debate, advocates of a separate air arm and
advocates of ground-support aviation had compromised.
Advocates of strategic air power finally had a strike force
capable of carrying out strategic missions. Yet, that
strike force remained under the General Staff's control.
Despite giving neither group all that it wanted, the GHQ Air
Force satisfied both enough to stop their vicious fighting.
The airmen demonstrated their pleasure with the new organiz-
ation when Representative McSwain introduced another bill to

create a Department of Aeronautics in April 1935. Telling

27shiner, pp. 203-207; Craven and Cate, pp. 31-32; New
York Times, December 27, 1934. To avoid confusion, I shall
try to refer to all Army aviation as the Army Air Corps, the
combat section as the GHQ Air Force, and the supply and
training section as the Air Corps.
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Congress that they opposed McSwain's bill, Westover, Arnold,
and Lieutenant Colonel Follett Bradley expressed satisfac-
tion with the new arrangement.28
To mark the operational debut of the GHQ Air Force, the
Office of the Chief of the Air Corps planned a spectacular,
long-distance flight. On February 25, the Air Corps
announced that ten bombers would demonstrate the mobility of
Army planes and show the need for air defenses in the
Pacific. The plans called for the planes to fly from March
Field to Washington, D.C., and on to Miami. After refuel-
ing, the planes would then fly over 900 miles of water to
Panama. All previous mass flights to Panama had taken the
time consuming route along the Gulf of Mexico. A spokesman
said that the 2,129 mile flight from Washington to Panama
would take only eleven hours of flying time. The Air Corps
had high hopes for the flight. "I believe it very essen-—
tial," Major Carl Spaatz told Hap Arnold, "that a flight of
this nature take place in order to bolster up the Air
Corps."29
On March 1, the officers at Langley Field confidently
told reporters that the GHQ Air Force would prove that
coastal air defenses should be entrusted to the Army Air

Corps. They also promised that the Panama flight would

28prnold, pp. 148-149; Shiner, pp. 207-208; Craven and
Cate believe the airmen compromised on the new organization
for a long-range bomber program, pp. 66-67.

29New York Times, February 26, 1935; Carl Spaatz to
Arnold, February 5, 1935, Spaatz Papers, Diaries, Box 7,
January 2-August 27, 1935.
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prove the ability of land planes to fly over water with the
same precision as the Navy flying boats. General Andrews,
however, decided to cancel the flight. After wresting
control of the flight from Foulois, Andrews discovered that
the pilots and planes were not prepared for such a flight.
Until both were ready, he told Arnold, "“the political
effects of anything unfavorable happening now--not on our
personal fortunes but on the future role of the GHQ Air
Force in National Defense--are such that no chances must be
taken on its happening."30

Finally, the Army Air Corps had an officer in a
position of authority who realized that public and political
support would not come from demonstrating the poor condition
of the Air Corps. The cancellation of the Panama flight
showed a knowledge of how to conduct a successful political
and publicity campaign to win increased support for the air
force. Andrews understood that support from the government,
War Department and American people would come by proving
that trust, and thereby funds, could be placed in the Army
Air Corps. Furthermore, Andrews' careful check of the
preparations and efforts to get control of the flight
indicated that he did not trust Foulois' planning ability.
After the air mail fiasco, Andrews had every reason to be
wary.

Andrews recognized that the antagonistic attitude of

30New York Times, March 2 and 3, 1935; Andrews to
Arnold, March 23, 1935, Andrews Papers, General Correspond-
ence, Box 1, Personal Correspondence, "A" 1935-1937.
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his men toward the General Staff had hurt the Air Corps. To
remedy the problem, he started an education campaign within
the GHQ Air Force. Telling his officers and men tc submerge
their personal feelings for the "good of the Air Corps,"
Andrews said that the War Department genuinely wanted the
GHQ Air Force toc succeed because it wanted to keep coastal
air defense under Army control. Addressing the problem of
niggardly Congressional funding, Andrews said that Congress
had wanted to do something for air defense, but it had
lacked confidence in the previous Air Corps set up. Now, he
assured his men, Congress planned to appropriate money to
see what the GHQ Air Force could do. Finally, Andrews
emphasized the need for unified action and thoroughly
prepared maneuvers to get favorable publicity. He insisted
that the public must not be confused with differing pro-
nouncements. To achieve this unified action, Andrews
ordered the various units to share all information with each
other.31

Andrews' education campaign worked. By submerging
animosities and showing that the Army Air Corps could
deliver what it promised, Andrews helped win the trust and
support of the War Department, the President, the Congress
and the American people. During the last six months before
the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, the confidence in the

abilities of the Army Air Corps to deliver what it promised

3lvNotes on Propaganda Talk," March 12, 1935, Andrews
Papers, Official Papers, Box 9, GHQ Air Force Directives,
1930-1937.
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greatly influenced America's military and civilian leaders.
By cancelling the Panama flight, General Andrews
deprived the GHQ Air Force of the opportunity to celebrate
its creation with a publicity stunt. But Andrews planned on

following his advice to Hap Arnold after the Mount Shasta

farce. As commander of the GHQ Air Force, Andrews improved
navigation and bombardment, procured better equipment, and
kept the GHQ Air Force "out of the limelight" until he knew
its limitations. When Andrews demonstrated his strike
force, he left nothing to chance.32

In March 1935, Pan American Air Lines announced its
pPlans to establish a transpacific airline from San Francisco
to Manila with stops at Honolulu, Midway, Wake and Guam.
These plans to extend American commercial aviation across
the Pacific dovetailed with the directions Roosevelt had
given Secretary of the Navy Swanson three months earlier.
Pan American had aided American foreign policy since its
formation in 1922, and the Roosevelt Administration support-
ed the transpacific air route. Postmaster General Farley
predicted that Congress would provide funds for companies
making transoceanic flights. The United States Navy granted
Pan American permission to use Wake Island for a landing
field, and the Federal Communications Commission considered
Pan American's request for radio stations along the Pacific

air route.

32pndrews to Arnold, August 27, 1931, and March 23,
1935, Andrews Papers, General Correspondence, Box 1,
Personal Correspondence, "A" 1930-42.
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To justify giving Pan American access to landing
facilities at Wake Island, the Navy stressed the commercial
aspects of the transpacific air route. Secretary Swanson
promised that Pan American had not received a monopoly on
the landing facilities. However, the commercial aspects
failed to disguise the military potential. The Washington
Treaty prohibited the building of fortifications or naval
bases at Midway, Wake or Guam, but Navy officials claimed
that they were commercial landing fields. Not fooled, the
Japanese Navy complained that the air bases could easily be
transformed into naval air bases. As such, they threatened
Japan's mandated islands. Admiral Nobsmasa Suetsugu, the
former commander of the Japanese Fleet, explained that the
mandated islands formed Japan's first line of marine de-
fense. "Should they be occupied by an enemy," he stated,
"they would at once endanger our defense. The islands are
natural aircraft 'carriers,' affording enemy squadrons ideal
places from which to operate."33
The Japanese knew that air bases on these islands
threatened sea communications with their mandated islands,
but they harbored a deeper fear. "Most of All Japan Fears
an Air Attack" proclaimed the title of an article published

by the New York Times Magazine in August 1935. The author,

Hugh Byas, recounted how fires had burned most of Tokyo and

had killed over 71,000 people during the earthquake of

33New York Times, March 12, 14 and 15, 1935. For
details of the formation of Pan American and its relation-
ship to Bmerican foreign policy, see Arnold, pp. 114-115.
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1923. Their homes constructed of wood and paper, the
Japanese worried constantly about fire. They responded to
shouts of "fire" more quickly than any other cry for help.
Modern brick buildings and fire departments had reduced the
threat from normal fires, Byas explained, but air attacks
offered new threats. 1If, he wrote, "Japan is ever engaged
in war with a power of any military standing the enemy will
find in those cities a target such as no other country in
the world offers."” The Japanese realized that Soviet
bombers could reach Tokyo with ease. General Vassily
Bluecher, the Soviet commander in the Far East, stated that
"three tons of bombs can destroy Tokyo as completely as the
earthquake did." American aircraft carriers presented an
equal threat. A Japanese naval writer claimed that only ten
per cent of the U.S.S. Saratoga's bombers could do as much
damage to Tokyo as did the great earthquake.34
Six years before the Pearl Harbor attack created
overwhelming hatred for the Japanese in the United States,
soldiers and military write:s described the fire bombing of
Japanese cities. Although they grossly underestimated the
number of aircraft needed to burn Tokyo, Russians, Japanese
and Americans saw the Japanese cities as military targets.
During the Second World War, racial hatred shaped American
military policy toward Japan, but the idea of burning down

Tokyo, a city like none in Europe, had entrenched itself

34gugh Byas, "Most of All Japan Fears an Air Attack,"
New York Times Magazine, Rugust 4, 1935, pp. 6-7.
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firmly in military thought before the Pearl Harbor attack
created a desire for revenge.

Secretary of State Cordell Hull and President Roosevelt
knew of Japan's fears, and they worried about the effect of
the Pan American route on relations with Japan. On April
16, Hull suggested that Juan T. Trippe, the president of Pan
American, invite the Japanese to join the venture with their
own air route from Japan to Guam. Hoping that the Japanese
would reconsider their denunciation of the Washington
Treaty, Roosevelt told Hull that "this is a good sugges-—
tion," and he approved it the next day. Roosevelt's
willingness to accommodate the Japanese influenced his
policy toward the Philippines. On April 22, Secretary
Swanson suggested designating naval reservations in the
Philippines before they became independent in 1946.
Roosevelt rejected the suggestion. The President believed
that Japan would interpret such a move as contrary America's
stated desire to extend the Washington Treaty. Roosevelt
also rejected the proposal for military reasons. He
considered a military-naval base in the Manila-Subic Bay
area a liability. "It is well known" he told Swanson, "that
this area could not be defended over a long period of time
against an army attacking it from the land side."35

Nevertheless, President Roosevelt remained interested

in establishing airfields across the Pacific. On April 2,

35Memorandum from Hull to Roosevelt, April 16, 1935,
and Memorandum from Roosevelt to Swanson, May 3, 1935, in
Nixon, vol. 2, pp. 495-496.
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1935, a small party of soldiers and civilians secretly
occupied Baker, Howland and Jarvis Islands in the central
Pacific to gather information and prepare landing fields.
As protection, the Roosevelt Administration prepared a cover
story. 1If the press discovered the expeditions, the Post
Office Department would claim that they were part of an
effort to expand air mail service across the Pacific. The
Commerce Department informed Roosevelt of the operation and
the cover story on April 8, and Secretary Swanson gave him
copies of the landing parties' log books on May 28. Two
days later, Roosevelt told Swanson that he was "greatly
interested" in the expeditions and instructed Swanson to
keep him informed of the "progress of the men landed on
these Islands." The President wanted to colonize those
islands for at least a year, even if the personnel had to be
replaced every three months.36
While Roosevelt quietly projected American aviation
into the Pacific, the Army became invclved in an interna-
tional incident. Through his involvement, the President
demonstrated his support for General Andrews. At a secret
session of the House Military Affairs Committee about the
Army's air base bill, General Andrews warned that an enemy
could use Newfoundland, St. Pierre, Niquelon, Bermuda, the
Bahamas, Jamaica, Trinidad, British Honduras or the Lesser

Antilles to launch air attacks on the United States. As a

36Memorandum from Roosevelt to Swanson, May 30, 1935,
and footnote number 1 in Nixon, vol. 2, p. 523.
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precaution, Andrews recommended keeping these potential
bases under surveillance. Should a base be discovered,
Andrews recommended either bombing or occupying it. Whether
he understood it or not, Andrews had advocated preemptive
strikes on the territories of other nations. Much to the
General's surprise, the Committee published his secret
testimony. He quickly stated that he had spoken only of an
"abstract military study with no concrete political thought
or reference.” Coming to Andrews' aid, President Roosevelt
warned Chairman McSwain that any further publication of
secret testimony would force him to allow future testimony
"only after approval by me." McSwain listened to the
President. Calling it a mistake, McSwain took full respon-
sibility for the publication. 1In a public apology, he
praised Andrews as an efficient, patriotic and honorable
officer.37

Saved from further embarrassment by Roosevelt's
intervention, General Andrews proceeded with his plans to
prove the capabilities of the GHQ Air Force. His obsoles-
cent aircraft, however, limited Andrews' efforts. When
asked to send bombers and attack planes to an Army demon-
stration, Andrews had to send old B-6s and A-8s. The slow
B-6s worried him. "People," Andrews said sarcastically to

Westover, "are getting so they laugh nowadays when a ship

37New York Times, April 24, 28, 29, 30, and May 2,
1935.
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goes thundering by at 90 miles per hour."38 vyet even as
Andrews proceeded with obsolete airplanes, the first B-17
neared completion at the Boeing plant in Seattle. With this
plane, Andrews ended the laughter.

Despite tight security, the press learned that Boeing
had built a new bomber. Newspapers carried reports of a
giant "mystery" bomber with a non-stop range of 6000 miles,
a two ton bomb load and a top speed of 230 miles per hour.
Calling it the "deadliest air weapon in the world," the
press mistakenly reported the still secret B-15. Pressed by
reporters, War Department officials confirmed that Boeing
had constructed an "aerial battle cruiser." They expected
Boeing to enter the plane, designated the Boeing 299, in Air
Corps' open competition in August. Excited about the new
bomber, officials hailed it as the most formidable aerial
defense weapon ever offered to the United States.

Boeing mechanics rolled the highly polished airplane
out of its hanger for public view on July 17. Upon seeing
the five gun turrets on the bomber, Dick Williams of the

Seattle Times nicknamed it a "Flying Fortress." Boeing

copyrighted the name, and it stuck with the bomber through-
out the Second World War. However, the Air Corps soon
adapted the nickname to lessen opposition to the purchase of
long-range bombers. The Air Corps referred to the plane as

a mobile fort, capable of roaming the skies in defense of

38andrews to Westover, May 28, 1935, Andrews Papers,
General Correspondence, Box 7, Personal Correspondence,
Westover, 1935-1938.
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Bmerica's coasts.3?

Prospects for the Army Air Corps appeared bright in the
summer of 1935. In addition to the Flying Fortress,
Congress and the President seemed ready to provide more
funds. The House Military Affairs Committee and the General
Staff asked Congress for an additional $40 million to
purchase 600 to 800 new planes. Representative Rogers, who
spoke to the President on July 24, announced that Roosevelt
supported the increased purchases. Congress also passed the
Wilcox air base bill, but FDR warned that few funds from the
PWA would be provided to implement the bill.40

General Andrews boosted morale in the Army Air Corps on
August 24. Using a B-12 with its wheels exchanged for
pontoons, he broke three world seaplane records and almost
broke a fourth. The Army Air Corps did not fly seaplanes,
and the press wondered why Andrews wanted to break seaplane
records. Because coastal air defense duties required flying
considerable distances out to sea, explained a GHQ Air Force
spokesman, Andrews' flight prepared Army fliers for that
duty. The press saw through that weak excuse and reported

that Andrews wanted to improve morale by setting an unusual

39%peter M. Bowers, Fortress in the Sky (Granada Hills,
California: Sentry Books, 1967), pp. 9-27; New York Times,
July 6, 1935. To see how excited Air Corps flyers were
about the new B-15 and B-17, see letters from Spaatz to
Arnold, February 5, 1935, and McClelland to Spaatz, March 6,
1935, Spaatz Papers, Diaries, Box 7, January 2-August 27,
1935.

40The New York Times, June 6; July 17, 24, 25, 30, 31;
and August 10, 1935.
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aviation record.4l

Since he had cancelled the Panama flight, Andrews felt
obligated to do something spectacular, but he realized the
need for success. He showed brilliance in choosing to set a
seaplane record. First, Andrews knew that Charles Lindbergh
owned the previous record, increasing the importance of a
successful attempt. Second, he knew that his B-12 could £fly
more than forty miles per hour faster than Lindbergh's
plane. Therefore, even with pontoons slowing him down, he
had plenty of speed. Third, by flying the plane himself,
Andrews drew attention to himself; not that he sought
glory. Rather, Andrews realized that critics would blame
him, not the GHQ Air Force, for failure.

Looking to Andrews' flight with pride, Army airmen
waited for the results of the bomber competition with great
anticipation. The four-engine Boeing bomber made its two
competitors, twin engine bombers entered by the Martin and
Douglas companies, appear archaic. The Boeing enhanced this
appearance by flying from Seattle to Wright Field with an
average ground speed of 233 miles per hour, a remarkable
achievement for the time. After winning every phase of the
competition, Boeing's luck ran out on October 30. The
bomber crashed on take off and burned, killing two test
pilots. Although clearly superior to its two competitors,
the Air Corps judges disqualified the Boeing bomber for not

completing the competition. On that technicality, Douglas

4lNew York Times, August 20 and 25, 1935.
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won the competition and an order for one hundred
thirty-three Douglas B-18s. Development costs for the
Boeing 299 came out of company pockets, and Boeing expected
to recover its expenses with an Army contract. The loss of
the plane almost ruined Boeing, but a small order from the
Army Air Corps saved the company. Determined to purchase
the bomber, the Air Corps ordered thirteen for test models.
Boeing contracted to deliver the thirteen planes, redesig-
nated the ¥B-17, within ten months. Although small, the
order kept Boeing in the bomber business.?%2

As he waited for the arrival of his new B-18s and
¥B-17s, Andrews used the planes on hand to impress the War
Department and American public. At a demonstration for the
Command and General Staff School at Fort Leavenworth, he
watched three B-6 bombers accurately hit a target from 8000
feet. The demonstration impressed the ground officers.
Andrews overheard one say, "You can't tell me that the Air
Corps can't hit anything from bombers."43 Andrews knew that
hitting an undefended target from 8000 feet was not diffi-
cult, but the ground officers seemed unconcerned by the
altitude from which the bombs fell. The accuracy impressed
the spectators. Andrews noted the importance of showing

people accurate bombing, and he employed it whenever

42powers, Fortress in the Sky, pp. 10 and 31-37; New
York Times, August 21, 1935,

43andrews to Arnold, October 23, 1935, Andrews Papers,
General Correspondence, Box 1, Personal Correspondence, "A"
1935-1937.
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possible.

On November 7, Andrews' men impressed a much larger
audience. Fourteen Army planes from Mitchel Field on Long
Island flew down the Hudson River toward lower Manhattan.
Continuing around the tip of Manhattan and up the East
River, the planes filled the sky with a smoke screen. High
winds quickly dissipated the smoke, but a GHQ Air Force
spokesman claimed that the exercise had proved the feasibil-
ity of concealing other planes from the guns of ground
forces. The exercise also served as a publicity stunt. To
insure wide exposure, Army planes carried newsreel photo-
graphers to record the event. The newsreels played in movie
theaters across the nation.44

On October 2, 1935, a major change occurred on the
General Staff with important implications for the Army Air
Corps. Malin Craig replaced MacArthur as the Chief of
Staff. Feeling that the General Staff had been too concern-
ed with theory, Craig tried to make the Army a combat ready
force. With his limited funds, Chief of Staff Craig empha-
sized the replacement of the Army's World War vintage
weapons. Research and development lost priority. He wanted
to arm his troops with new, if not the most modern, weap-
ons. Craig's outlook put him at odds with the GHQ Air Force
over aircraft procurement. As Chief of Staff, he wanted the
most airplanes for the dollar, but the Air Corps sought the

best airplanes for the dollar. Hence, Craig opposed the

44New York Times, November 7, 1935.
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purchase of one four-engined B-17 when two B-18s could be
bought for the same price. To reach the authorized goal of
2320 airplanes, Craig pressured the GHQ Air Force to accept
more B-18s. Andrews opposed the purchase of anything but
the best planes, and he believed the B-17 to be the best
airplane available. 1In defiance of the Chief of Staff and
the War Department, Andrews campaigned for more B-17s.43

General Craig supported the Army Air Corps, but he
opposed the creation of a separate air force. He believed
that the Army Air Corps, used as a strategic weapon, would
influence national defense policies. Craig promised to
provide enough aircraft to bring the Army Air Corps up to
its authorized level. To fulfill his promise, Craig
demanded of Oscar Westover the "loyal support and hearty
cooperation," not only of "those in direct authority in the
Air Corps and in the G.H.Q. Air Force," but the entire air
arm. Since Westover would replace Foulois as the Chief of
the Air Corps in December, Craig made Westover responsible
for the "leadership and direction of the Air Corps." Craig
wanted to see "constructive action," and he ordered Westover
to proceed before Foulois retired.46

Himself a team player, Westover rejected the methods

45weigley, History of the United States Army, pp. 415-
416; Andrews to Arnold, November 23, 1935, Andrews Papers,
General Correspondence, Box 1, Personal Correspondence, "A"
1935-1937.

46Memorandum from Craig to Westover, November 6,
1935, Foulois Papers, Subject File, Box 16, Administration,
Policy of Air Corps (General O. Westover--1935).
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used by Mitchell and Foulois. Westover wanted his subordin-
ates to stop attacking the opponents of air power. He also
hoped to create a unified front that could zZuccessfully win
the support of the General Staff, War Department and
Congress. Armed with Craig's order to take command,
Westover implemented his ideas on winning increased support
for the Army Air Corps. In a directive, which he ordered
disseminated throughout the Air Corps, Westover denounced
the methods of confrontation and intrigue practiced by
Mitchell and Foulois. Without mentioning Mitchell and
Foulois by name, he said that most of the Air Corps' prob-
lems stemmed "from the aggressive and enthusiastic effo