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Foreword

The Strategic Air War Against Germany and Japan is part of a
continuing series of historical volumes produced by the Office of Air
Force History in direct support of Project Warrior. Since its
beginnings in 1982, Project Warrior has captured the imagination of
Air Force people around the world and reawakened a keener
appreciation of our fundamental purpose as a Service: to deter war,
but to be prepared to fight and win should deterrence fail.

Military history helps provide a realistic perspective on warfare.
Through the study of past events, we gain insight into the capabilities
of armed forces and, most importantly, a sound knowledge of the
policies, strategies, tactics, doctrine, leadership, and weapons that have
produced success in battle. Each of us, in broadening our knowledge of
air power’s past, helps to maintain the most effective Air Force
possible, now and in the future.

LARRY D. WELCH, General, USAF
Chief of Staff
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Preface

The history of American air power is very short indeed. Military
and naval histories span thousands of years. Military aviation history
is encompassed in the lifetime of a single individual. The birth of
powered flight is coincident with my own. In 1912 I got my first
glimpse of an airplane. I was standing on the fairgrounds of the annual
carnival in Manila, Philippine Islands, when a biplane beat its slow
pace across the sky. An aged Filipino standing nearby said, in
astonishment, “Muy grande pollo!?” or “Very large chicken!” As a boy
of nine I was in full agreement.

I mention this only to make a point. Military conflict on land and
sea has been exhaustively reported and analyzed for centuries. The
processes are well understood. The general principles have been
distilled and tested. The experience and history of air war are in their
infancy. They are measured in a few decades, actually in the span of
my own lifetime. There has been only one major conflict involving
application of air power on a grand scale. And yet that air experience
has had a profound impact upon war, and upon nations in competition
and conflict short of major war. The impact of space power has no
history at all, but that impact may be even greater than the impact of
atmospheric air power. There is dispute over the relative merits of
historical experience and of abstract logic in the development of
effective combat forces. Military aviation strategists must make the
best of very limited historical experience and derive requirements
based upon logic and forecast.

This book seeks to recount the air experience and development
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before World War II, to describe the objectives, plans and effects of
strategic air warfare in Europe and in the Pacific, and to offer
criticism, opinion, and lessons of that great conflict.

In retrospect I find that I have been singularly fortunate in my
associations and assignments. I have been associated with many great
men and have been in position to observe great events. In the decade
before World War 11, I had a priceless opportunity to work with Bob
Olds, Harold Lee George, Ken Walker, Don Wilson, and Muir
“Santy” Fairchild, under the guidance, inspiration, and benign
protection of the Commandant of the Air Corps Tactical School at
Maxwell Field, Col. John F. Curry. My associates also included Ira C.
Eaker, who combined great ability as a staff executive with superlative
leadership as Commanding General of the Eighth Air Force in
England. I worked under that superb airman, Carl “Tooey” Spaatz,
Commanding General, United States Strategic Air Forces in Europe. I
was caught up in the dedication and driving spirit of Henry H. “Hap”
Arnold, Commanding General, U.S. Army Air Forces, Air Member of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Commanding General, Twentieth Air
Force. And I had the special privilege of working for the greatest
soldier of our day, and perhaps of any day, a man of superb integrity
and highest character: Army Chief of Staff Gen. George Catlett
Marshall.

The observations contained in this book constitute a memoir, with
all the shortcomings of faulty memory, bias, personal viewpoint,
personal experience, and inadequate research that are implied in the
term. They lead to speculation on probable results of alternative
actions or conditions, and that speculation is likewise suspect because
it reflects personal judgment. But the compendium may lead others to
derive lessons and conclusions which fit into a broader mosaic.
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This work does not, of course, aspire to the dignity of “history.”
Participants are notoriously poor historical observers. Participation
induces bias. But there should be some limited value to the viewpoint
of participants—if their opinions are properly screened to eliminate
prejudice. After all, there is some virtue in the observation of the poet
who wrote:

The experts sit in serried rows

And fill the Plaza Toros full.

But only one there is who knows
And he’s the one who fights the bull.

These memoirs will not earn the “bull’s ear,” but the perspective
is that of an aged matador.

Haywood S. Hansell, Jr.
Hilton Head, South Carolina
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Chapter 1

Integrating Strategy,
Air Doctrines, and War Plans

World War II witnessed the first full application of strategic air
power in war. At this writing, in fact, World War II has provided the
only such full-scale application. Because that great effort was unique,
it should be worth analytical examination, not only in terms of actions
and effects, but more particularly in terms of objectives, strategic
plans, and results of operations designed to achieve these ends. A brief
review of the development of U.S. strategic air doctrines and their
nature at the outbreak of American participation in World War II
should serve as a useful prelude to discussion of the strategic air war
itself. *

Air Pioneers

Airplanes were used, of course, in World War 1, although on a
very limited scale. But even with the limited use and, for the most part,
inconclusive results of air operations, proponents of air power began to
appear. One of the most notable of these early proponents of the
virtually untried air weapon was Lt. Gen. Jan C. Smuts, who headed a

*For a more detailed account of the origin and development of U.S. strategic air doctrine,
see my The Air Plan That Defeated Hitler (Atlanta, Ga., 1972).
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commission established by the British Cabinet to investigate the dual
problems of air organization and home defense. The commission came
into being largely as a result of popular dissatisfaction with the ability
of the air defenses to deal with German Zeppelin and Gotha bombing
attacks against London. The report, submitted to the British Prime
Minister on August 17, 1917, stated:

It is important for the winning of the war that we should not only
secure air predominance, but secure it on a very large scale; and
having secured it in this war, we should make every effort and
sacrifice to maintain it for the future. Air supremacy may in the
long run become as important a factor in the defense of the Empire
as sea supremacy.

Smuts himself said in submitting the report of his commission:

The day may not be far off when aerial operations, with their
devastation of enemy lands and destruction of industrial and
populous centers on a vast scale, may become the principal
operations of war, to which the older forms of military and naval
operations may become secondary and subordinate.

These were strong words regarding the potential of the new air
weapon, coming as early as 1917. Smuts was a ground soldier
speaking, not as one wedded to an historic art, but as a farsighted
statesman. He was characterized by Air Marshal Sir John C. Slessor,
Royal Air Force (RAF), in his memoir, The Central Blue, as “one of
the greatest men of our time—of all times.” Significantly, the report of
Smuts’s committee led to the establishment of the Air Ministry in
December 1917 and the Royal Air Force in April 1918. Then, of
course, there was Maj. Gen. Hugh M. Trenchard (later Marshal of the
Royal Air Force Viscount Trenchard), who fended off attacks on the
fledgling RAF by the other services and postulated advanced notions
concerning the possibilities of the air arm.

Support for what we call today ‘“‘strategic bombardment” came
from other directions as well. For example, as early as 1916 the Italian
aircraft manufacturer Count Giovanni B. Caproni proposed to destroy
German and Austrian naval vessels by bomber attack against fleet
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bases. In January 1917, he argued that his large triplane bombers, if
built in sufficient numbers, could destroy Austria’s factories, thus
ending the war with Italy’s main opponent. In October 1917, Caproni,
in collaboration with his friend Lt. Col. Giulio Douhet of the Italian
Army, prepared a “Memorandum on the ‘Air War’ for the U.S. Air
Service,” in which he suggested that mass attacks made at night by
long-range Allied bombers against industrial targets deep within
Germany and Austria could definitely overwhelm the enemy by
substantially reducing his war production at the same time that Allied
production was increasing.

More must be said about Douhet. Actually, he had begun to write
about military aviation as early as 1909. During World War I, he was
imprisoned for a year (1916-1917) for criticizing Italy’s wartime
military policy. But Douhet, like Brig. Gen. William “Billy”’ Mitchell
of the U.S. Army Air Service, whose career was parallel, became more
influential in the post-World War I period. Douhet’s wartime court-
martial was expunged in 1920, and he was promoted to general officer
rank in 1921. He completed his first serious treatise on military
aviation—I! Dominio dell’ Aria, or The Command of the Air—in
October 1921. In this essay, he proved to be a strong proponent of
strategic air warfare. In essence, he advocated creation of an
independent air force made up of a fleet of bombers, to be accompa-
nied by “battle planes”—bombers equipped with many guns to fight
off hostile pursuit planes en route to strategic targets. This bomber
force would win command of the air by attacking enemy aircraft
factories and flying facilities and would destroy the enemy’s will to
resist by bombing his population centers.

Soon after the end of World War I, airpower concepts were deeply
influenced by two other military strategists. One was the great British
military historian Capt. B. H. Liddell Hart. In his book Paris, Liddell
Hart pointed out that Germany had surrendered when her armies
were still powerful and her borders were still intact. The military
power to wage war was still there but the civilian “will to resist”—to
continue the struggle—had collapsed. Liddell Hart contended that
prosecution of war is a product of two fundamental factors: military
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capability and political will to resist or persist. Either or both can be
undermined, with resultant national defeat.

The other military strategist was Billy Mitchell. In the post-World
War I period he was the most outspoken proponent of air power in our
own country. The story of his advocacy of an independent air force
and his insight into the potential of the air weapon has been told and
retold and does not need repeating here. During the war, Mitchell had
been exposed to ideas of other air pioneers, notably Trenchard,
Douhet, and Caproni. He came out of the war convinced that an air
force had a mission independent from the other services and, to be
effective, air power should be concentrated in the hands of airmen.
The extent to which Smuts, Trenchard, Caproni, and Douhet
influenced Mitchell is speculative, but in the post-World War I period
his espousal of a principal role—a war-winning role—for air power is
indisputable.

Mitchell’s ideas concerning air power came cascading in a stream
of publications and public statements. So wide-ranging were his views,
it is difficult to pin them down in one brief quotation. Perhaps,
however, the principal thrust of his arguments was summed up in his
statement before the House Committee on Military Affairs in 1926,
when he declared:

There has never been anything that . . . has changed war the way
the advent of air power has. The method of prosecuting a war in the
old days was to get at the vital centers of the country in order to
paralyze the resistance. This meant the centers of production, the
centers of population, the agricultural districts, the animal industry,
communications—anything that tended to keep up war. Now in
order to keep the enemy out of that, armies were spread in front of
those places and protected them by their flesh and blood. You had
men killing there, sometimes for years before these vital centers
were reached. It led to the theory that the hostile army in the field
was the main objective, which it was. Once having been conquered,
the vital centers could be gotten at . . . In the future, we will strike,
in case of armed conflict, when all other means of settling disputes
have failed, to go straight to the vital centers, the industrial centers,
through the use of an air force and hit them. That is the modern
theory of making war.
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War Department Doctrine

While Mitchell advanced ideas on the potential of air power far in
excess of the capabilities of the air weapon of his day, the Army
General Staff continued to be nourished on the time-honored concepts
of warfare, which proclaimed the infantry was the “Queen of Battle.”
Within the War Department, the two decades after World War I were
a period of conflict between the traditionally minded Army members
of the General Staff and a new breed within the Army, the upstart
airmen of the Army Air Corps. The conflict concerned both the place
within the Army for the new air arm and, more specifically, the role of
air power. Gen. John J. Pershing, recently returned from Europe as
head of the victorious American Expeditionary Force and Chief of
Staff of the Army in the early 1920s, threw the weight of his
considerable personal prestige against air power. In fact, airmen might
have been squelched into oblivion if the American public had not
shown an interest in aviation. Public clamor was at least partially
responsible for forcing the government to convene a series of military
and presidential boards and commissions to inquire into the role and
organization of aviation. The reports of these various investigative
agencies played no small role in keeping the question of military
aviation alive,.

With one exception, the report of the Lampert Committee, which
in many respects endorsed Mitchell’s ideas, the reports reflected a
general consensus that the air arm could serve a useful purpose as an
adjunct to the Army and Navy. However, there was no place for a
separate air force in the military establishment, and certainly there was
no separate air mission. The prevailing view was summed up in the
July 1934 report of the Baker Board, perhaps the best known of the
various boards. It contended: “Our national defense policy contem-
plates aggression against no nation; it is based entirely upon the
defense of our homeland and our overseas possessions, including
protection of our sea and airborne commerce.” The purpose of the
Army was “to hold an invader while the citizen forces are being
mobilized. . . . The idea that aviation can replace any of the other
elements of our armed forces is found, on analysis, to be erroneous.
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Since ground forces alone are capable of occupying territory, the
Army with its own air forces remains the ultimate decisive factor in
war.”

Jimmy Doolittle, a member of the Baker Board and an experi-
enced Army aviator, filed a minority dissent. He said, “I believe that
the future security of our Nation is dependent upon an adequate air
force. This is true at the present time and will become increasingly
important as the science of aviation advances and the airplane lends
itself more and more to the art of warfare.” He maintained that a
separate air arm was needed for the proper development and
employment of military aviation.

The issues between the advocates of air power and older services
were clearly drawn. The Army and Navy would only acknowledge the
airplane as a useful auxiliary to the surface forces in the battle to
defeat the enemy. Smuts, Caproni, Douhet, and Mitchell advanced
ideas and concepts that embraced a war-winning potential for air
power and advocated air attacks against “the vital centers, the
industrial centers, the centers of population of the enemy nation,” in
order to destroy the capability and the will of the enemy to continue
the war.

But these visionary concepts of the air pioneers lacked specifics.
How does one go about destroying or paralyzing these vital centers?
Are cities really the best targets? Are there other targets? How should
air power be controlled and employed? What effect is intended and
expected? In short, what strategic and tactical doctrines were needed
to accomplish the ends?

To my knowledge, the Army Air Corps had no official body of
doctrine in the early 1930s. It was a part of the Army. What little
guidance the Air Corps received for the conduct of its operations was
contained in training regulations issued by the War Department. But
these instructions could scarcely be called doctrines for the employ-
ment of air power. While other branches of the Army had boards—the
Infantry Board, the Cavalry Board, the Artillery Board—the Air
Corps had none at the time. In the absence of similar Air Corps
agencies, the Chief of the Air Corps relied upon the Air Corps Tactical
School as a center for producing concepts of airpower employment. So
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in reality, the teachings of Air Corps Tactical School, as far as airmen
were concerned, were the accepted doctrines of the Air Corps and
served as guidance for forming strategic air plans. These American air
doctrines and concepts of air strategy were evolved at the Tactical
School in the 1930s.

Air Doctrine and Strategic Principles

The Air Corps Tactical School was established at Langley Field,
Virginia, in 1920. Beginning as a Field Officers’ School, it did not
expand its scope of instruction and stress airpower employment until
the end of the decade. Then, the school was blessed with a group of
gifted leaders and independent thinkers—Robert Olds, Kenneth
Walker, Harold Lee George, Donald Wilson, Muir “Santy” Fair-
child—names honored by the Air War College, Air Command and
Staff College, Air Force Academy, and throughout the modern Air
Force. But there was another stalwart leader who has received less
recognition, though he should be listed among the best. This was John
F. Curry, Commandant of the Air Corps Tactical School from 1931 to
1935, a period when the principal texts were prepared for Air Warfare
and Principles of Air Force Employment. Much of the basic strategy
of American air power was developed under his regime. At a time
when the War Department was threatening dire punishment from
above, Curry protected the freedom of his faculty. He made possible
the development of doctrines of air power which formed the basis for
the creation of the Army Air Forces (AAF) and its employment in
World War II. Under his leadership the school bridged the transition
from broad generalities of pioneering air prophets to more pragmatic
application of air power in attainment of specific objectives.

The early visionaries and proponents had made great claims for
air power. Their strategic concepts all depended upon one basic
tactical concept accepted by the Tactical School as a fundamental
doctrine: bombers could reach their targets and destroy them. The
strategic airpower doctrine fashioned at the school rested on five
fundamental aphorisms:

1. Modern great powers rely on major industrial and economic
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systems for production of weapons and supplies for their armed forces,
and for manufacture of products and provision of services to sustain
life in a highly industrialized society. Disruption or paralysis of these
systems undermines both the enemy’s capability and will to fight.

2. Such major systems contain critical points whose destruction
will break down these systems, and bombs can be delivered with
adequate accuracy to do this.

3. Massed air strike forces can penetrate air defenses without
unacceptable losses and destroy selected targets.

4. Proper selection of vital targets in the industrial/economic/
social structure of a modern industrialized nation, and their subse-
quent destruction by air attack, can lead to fatal weakening of an
industrialized enemy nation and to victory through air power.

5. If enemy resistance still pérsists after successful paralysis of
selected target systems, it may be necessary as a last resort to apply
direct force upon the sources of enemy national will by attacking
cities. In this event, it is preferable to render the cities untenable rather
than indiscriminately to destroy structures and people.

Since this philosophy had not been demonstrated in war, it was
not universally accepted even in the Air Corps. There was little
argument that nations needed industrial systems or that bombs could
paralyze such systems. But the third premise (“the bombers will
always get through”) was vigorously protested by the pursuit people.
However in 1932, when these concepts were first advanced, bombers
rode the crest of technological achievement. They were just about as
fast as the current fighters. Having the enormous advantage of the
initiative, they could pick the time, place, altitude, and route of attack.
Moreover, they could capitalize on the principle of mass, concentrat-
ing at the critical point. Defending pursuit planes possessed no such
advantage. This was before the day of radar or even an observer corps.
This still left one variable: Could the bombs be properly placed and, if
so, how large a force was necessary to reasonably assure getting the
requisite number of hits on the target? We worked up tables of
probability based on peacetime, daylight, visual bombing practice.
These served as a guide in selecting the size force that would assure the
desired bomb hits and destruction.

10
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Accepting these basic tactical precepts and doctrine, the Air
Corps Tactical School turned to the problem of formulating strategic
doctrines for the support of national policy with air power. National
policy could vary within wide limits, and it was not feasible to cover
all purposes and situations. The school concentrated its efforts on
describing principles and doctrines involved in war with one or more
modern, major powers. It accepted as the national strategic purpose
the crushing of enemy opposition to the extent necessary for support
or attainment of the nation’s goals and aims. The school claimed that
air power could break down the enemy’s “will to resist” and
“capability to fight” by:

1. Destroying organic industrial systems in the enemy interior
that provided for the enemy’s armed forces in the field.

2. Paralyzing the organic industrial, economic, and civic systems
that maintained the life of the enemy nation itself. (Some of these
systems supported both the capability to fight and to sustain a modern
social and political structure.)

3. Attacking the people themselves, especially those concentrated
in the cities. (The school considered this method an undesirable
stratagem, one to be adopted only as a last resort.) The school
recognized a fourth obligation of air power: the defense of one’s own
sources of power.

This was not, of course, the sole employment of air power. The
flexibility of the air force enabled it to operate in parallel with or in
support of the surface forces, and there would be occasions when this
was the best employment. Still, the school believed the methods listed
above constituted the unique contribution of strategic air power to the
winning of wars. This line of reasoning ran directly counter to official
War Department doctrine, which asserted the Air Corps had no
mission beyond that of the army. The army alone could conquer and
hold territory, the only way to win wars. To do this, the army would
first have to defeat the enemy army, and the function of the Army Air
Corps should be to support the army in this endeavor. The Tactical
School did not deny the need of the army for air support. But it
insisted there was another and vital function of air power—the waging
of strategic air warfare beyond the scope of the battlefield.

11
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Development of principles of strategic air warfare simply had to
embrace offense and to consider basing of offensive air forces within
range of foreign nations. But the War Department, reflecting national
policy, strictly forbade any teaching other than defense of our borders.
The school sought to overcome these limitations in two ways. If we
were embroiled in a war involving major European nations, we could
anticipate having allies who could furnish bases for our air forces. And
official policy notwithstanding, strict adherence to defense would not
win wars. The school therefore undertook to formulate doctrine for
the air offensive against modern industrialized nations. In this regard,
it introduced a subtle but very significant variation from the doctrines
of Douhet and Mitchell. The latter advocated destruction of factories
and industrial centers and population centers. The school favored
destruction or paralysis of national organic systems on which many
factories and numerous people depended, but also accepted the need
for destroying a few highly important factories.

What were those critical organic systems whose destruction would
paralyze a modern state? Being strictly forbidden to examine foreign
countries, the Tactical School proposed to analyze the industrial might
of America. An analysis of our own industrial, economic, and social
complex and its vulnerability to air attack would serve for the
development of doctrines and principles of air employment anywhere.
Furthermore, the analysis would accord with national military policy,
inasmuch as air defense was first priority and we needed to know what
was most vulnerable to enemy air attack in order to plan defenses.

It soon became apparent that the very heart of our industrial
system was the electric power system. Practically all our industrial and
economic functions were totally dependent upon it. Then in order of
importance were these systems: transportation, chiefly our railroads;
fuel, including fuel-refining and distribution; food distribution and
preservation; and steel manufacturing, the manufacturing process
being vital to both the war-making capacity of the state, and to the
operation of the economic and industrial functions of the state itself.
In addition, there were a number of highly concentrated manufactur-
ing factories whose destruction would add a crippling blow. Among
these plants were electric generator, transformer, switch gear, and

12
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motor manufacturing; locomotive manufacturing; shipbuilding; alumi-
num and magnesium.

Viewing this concept, as applied to our own nation, the Tactical
School concluded:

Loss of any of these systems would be a crippling blow. Loss of
several or all of them would bring national paralysis. As to repair of
this devastation, it would seem obvious that any air force worthy of
the name should be able to destroy faster than replacement could be
effected. . . . The airplane gives us a weapon which can immediately
reach the internal organization of an enemy nation, within range,
and therefore bring about the defeat of that nation. The fundamen-
tal innovation lies in the fact that whole nations now lie within the
combat zone.

As to strategic air intelligence, the school deemed it vital to
planning and operations of strategic air warfare. It should be collected
in time of peace and cover the economic, industrial, and social
structure of potential enemies. On the question of counter-air force
operations the school was moot. It was agreed that the “bombers
could get through,” but penetration of strong enemy defenses might
prove intolerably costly. Defeat of the enemy air defense force might
be necessary to assure the air offensive’s success against the interior
targets, and in any case would greatly increase the air attack’s
effectiveness. If so, the best method would entail air attack of enemy
bases, enemy aircraft and engine factories, enemy sources of aviation
fuel, and attrition through air combat attendant upon these missions.

The Tactical School took a look at one of our most troublesome
problems—direct attack against enemy centers of population (the
cities). Others, including Douhet, had advocated direct attack on
cities. The school opposed the concept which was generally described
as an attack on enemy morale. The idea of killing thousands of men,
women, and children was basically repugnant to American mores.
And from a more pragmatic point of view, people did not make good
targets for the high-explosive bomb, the principal weapon of the air
offensive. People can scatter, be evacuated, or be protected in shelters.
On the other hand, the cities were control points in the complex fabric

13
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of the industrial structure—the management centers and focal points
of management communications. If their evacuation could be forced,
the industrial structure would suffer a serious blow. Dropping high-
explosive bombs on selected focal points might destroy vital civic
systems, render the cities untenable, and force their evacuation. A
study of New York revealed that a very small number of hits on a few
sensitive spots could cause collapse of the life-sustaining vital systems.
These points included such sensitive elements as water supply conduits
and pumping stations; railroads that literally carried the daily
requirements of food; highway bridges and tunnels; and terminal
facilities of the river and harbor barge system that served as a vast
distribution switchyard for distribution of goods and food. This
seemed a far better application of air power than scattering bombs in
urban areas.

The school sought to sponsor another doctrine, one dealing with
the tactical need for and provision of escort fighters to protect the
bombers. Here it was unsuccessful, running into the adamant opposi-
tion of the Pursuit Section and the Pursuit Board. With plausible
reasoning, the fighter experts asserted that a fighter with the range to
accompany bombers would be so large and heavy that short-range
interceptors could easily outfly and outfight them. Progress toward
developing a long-range fighter was the two-place PB-2 produced by
the Consolidated Aircraft Company. But the rear gunner was merely
an unnecessary burden with little firepower. Very fast and maneuver-
able for its day and with relatively long range, the aircraft might have
been developed into an effective escort fighter. However, the idea for
its tactical employment was fuzzy, and there was no charismatic
leader to support its doctrine. It is tragic that this was so, for the lack
of long-range fighters nearly halted the air offensive in 1943. Seeking
the only avenue open to them, the bombers increased armament and
massed defensive firepower from tight formations.

In putting forth the preceding arguments, airmen at the school
contended that, in seeking the ends of strategic air warfare in pursuit
of national goals, offensive air forces could be used in several ways.
They could be used as the primary war-winning force, supported or
followed by land and sea forces, as suggested by Air Marshal Smuts.
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Or they could function as a collateral force, coequal with land or sea
forces, operating against separate but related objectives. In either
event, the strategic air forces would have to have strategic intelligence
peculiar to their own needs. To be effective in the pursuit of these two
air strategies, air power demanded concentration of effort and unified
command and control by an airman at the highest echelon of
command. The very flexibility of air forces made possible diversion of
the strategic element to a third role—support of land or sea force
objectives. This could occur when there was a dearth of vital enemy
industrial targets, the existence of an immediate national emergency,
or the overriding authority of superior command. Hence strategic
forces could be shifted to a support role. Still, if air forces were
designed and structured solely for the role of supporting land or sea
forces, they would be incapable of fighting effectively in a strategic
war.

Besides the specific doctrines of air employment, the Air Corps
Tactical School accepted and adapted the War Department Principles
of War to air power. The most important were:

The Objective Determine clearly what you want to accomplish
and stick to it.

The Offensive Only offensive action against the enemy will
produce victory.

Mass Concentrate the maximum possible effort to-
ward attainment of the main objective. Do not
permit the effort to be diverted from the
principal purpose.

Economy of The converse of the principle of mass. In all

Force other operations use as little force as possible in
order to concentrate mass on the principal
effort.

Security Unless the base of power is defended and

secure, it will be very difficult to sustain the
strategic offensive and to continue to prosecute
the war.

The Tactical School devised a form, the Air Estimate of the
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Situation for Strategic Air Warfare, to assist in determining the
optimum application of offensive strategic air power. The form’s
rationale was fairly simple, the most significant considerations being:
lefine clearly the purpose, the goal—what you want to accomplish;
consider the obstacles and opportunities in the broad situation; list the
actions (tasks) which, if successfully accomplished, would attain the
purpose, in order of desired priority; consider the force needed to carry
out each task; consider the capability of your own forces and
determine which of the tasks come within your capability; consider the
risks and possible losses of each task; select the tasks that will achieve
your purpose most effectively without unacceptable risk and loss, and
which come within your capability; prepare a plan to fulfill the
selected tasks. We used this form in preparing all the strategic war
plans. “Purpose” was the keynote: select targets that contribute most
to the purpose. The rationale also underscored the principle of
“Capacity of the Force.” That is, do not attempt tasks beyond your
capability. Keep your operations within the capability of the forces
available. It is far better to destroy a few vital targets completely than
to attack many targets inconclusively.

Though airmen at the Tactical School were slowly evolving a
concrete body of doctrine for the employment of strategic air forces,
the Army Air Corps had neither the organization nor the forces
required to implement it. The closest the Air Corps came to achieve
either in the 1930s was the establishment of General Headquarters Air
Force (GHQ Air Force) and the appearance of the B-17 bomber.

The GHQ Air Force

In 1934 the Baker Board, while rejecting the concept of indepen-
dent strategic air warfare, did recommend the creation of a consolidat-
ed, centrally controlled air strike force, the GHQ Air Force. GHQ
would be the General Headquarters of the Army command in the
field, and during wartime the Commander of the GHQ Air Force
would be directly subject to the GHQ Commander. When the United
States was not engaged in war, the GHQ Air Force Commander was
responsible to the U.S. Army Chief of Staff. In keeping with the Baker
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Board recommendations, the GHQ Air Force was activated in March
1935.

There were three views as to the purpose of the GHQ Air Force.
One view saw it as GHQ Aviation Reserve. This was a role advocated
for Army aviation after World War 1. Parts of the GHQ Air Force
would be apportioned out and attached to field armies and corps as the
situation demanded. A second view saw the GHQ Air Force as a
cohesive air-striking force to be employed as a unit in furtherance of
the Army mission. Still a third view—one held by airmen—was that it
was a unified striking force available for use beyond the sphere of
activity of the Army as well as in support of the Army. In other words,
airmen viewed the GHQ Air Force as an air force with missions of its
own. The first Commanding General of the GHQ Air Force, Maj.
Gen. Frank M. Andrews, felt no doubt about the issue and left no
doubt in the minds of his associates. To General Andrews, the GHQ
Air Force was an instrument of air power.

Actually, however, as the War Department underwent a series of
reorganizations after 1939 in the face of the growing possibilities of
U.S. involvement in World War II, the concept of a GHQ went out
the window and with it the GHQ Air Force. The GHQ Air Force was
too short lived to leave any outstanding legacy of air doctrine. But it
had demonstrated in several dramatic flights that the bomber had
superb flexibility and could quickly be deployed to remote bases.
Significantly, despite the fight of airmen for acceptance of airpower
theories, as late as 1939 the War Department was still saying: “The
mission of the air component of the Army is to perform effectively the
air operations devolving upon the Army in its assigned functions in the
national defense. . . . Air operations beyond the sphere of action of the
surface forces are undertaken in furtherance of the strategic plan of the
commander of the field force.”

American Strategic Air Doctrine

The Army Air Corps had no official basis on which to promulgate
air doctrine. It was a part of the U.S. Army and doctrine was issued by
the War Department for all branches of the Army. Nevertheless, by
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the 1930s the teachings and texts of the Air Corps Tactical School
were accepted as doctrine within the Air Corps. The Army Air Corps
considered that strategic air warfare embraced five optional categories:

1. a. Direct attack on enemy armed forces, including air forces
on the ground and in the air; on concentration of troops; on naval and
maritime elements; and on logistics in the combat zone.

b. Local air defense of friendly military forces and bases.

2. a. Indirect air attack of enemy armed forces by destroying the
industrial elements which supplied and supported the enemy armed
forces. Target objectives included industrial systems that made war
production possible, such as:

(1) Electric power systems (generating stations, transform-
er and switching stations, dams and penstocks).

(2) Natural fuel, refining, and transfer systems; synthetic
fuel production systems; transportation systems (rail, highway, canal,
sea).

(3) Special factories and arsenals (aircraft and aircraft
engine, tank, weapons, and ammunition factories; major interior
depots; rubber production facilities).

(4) Basic war-supporting materials (steel plants, aluminum
and magnesium plants).

b. Local interior air defense of friendly forces and installa-
tions vital to munitions manufacture.

3. Direct air attack on the economic and social systems and
structure of the enemy state, including destruction or neutralization of
major supporting systems (electric power, communication, basic
economic industrial production, water supply, industrial and econom-
ic transportation, food-handling, food-production, food preservation
and distribution, and management control).

a. Many of the national industrial systems and economic
systems supported the enemy capability to sustain the armed forces
and the ability to continue to fight. These were also vital to the
continued operation of the state itself as a modern industrialized
society—systems bolstering the political will to resist of the enemy
nation.

b. Industrial and economic systems of the national state body
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were likened to the vital organic systems that give life and activity to
the human body. Electric power was the heart, without whose
continued function all directed activity is paralyzed. Transportation
was the system of arteries carrying energy to the vital organs. Fuel
systems were the metabolic functions that translate sources of energy
to muscular action. Communications were the nervous system. All
served the brain, the source of political decision. All were vital to the
civil as well as to the military capabilities of the enemy state. Their
paralysis undermine both the military capability of the enemy state
and the social and political “will to resist.” They were pertinent to both
2 and 3 above.

4. Direct air attack on enemy social centers, including cities and
factory worker dwelling areas.

5. Strategic air defense of one’s own urban, industrial, economic,
and base areas.

Within the constraints imposed on them, the airmen were
thinking more and more about sustained, high-altitude bombing of
selected industrial targets and supporting systems in order to attain
national goals in war. Yet that was just the beginning, the expression
of an abstract concept. To think and plan in practical terms, it was
necessary to consider: What were our national goals and purposes, and
what were the threats to those goals? Who were our potential enemies,
and where in their industrial and social structure lay the weak links?
How vulnerable were these targets? What measures would the enemy
probably take to protect them? How far were they from our air bases?
What new air bases would have to be acquired?

The problem was vastly complicated for it presumed knowledge
about a nation which that nation naturally tried to hide. Much of the
value of the bombing offensive, should there be one, would of necessity
rest on intelligence data and the conclusions planners gleaned from it.
In truth these specific questions were beyond the competence of the
Tactical School. Strategic air intelligence on major world powers
would demand an intelligence organization and analytical competence
of considerable scope and complexity.
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Strategic Air Intelligence

In 1940 the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps had an
Information Division dealing chiefly with public relations, but the Air
Corps had no Strategic Intelligence Division. Military intelligence was
the province of G-2 of the U.S. Army General Staff and its
prerogatives were jealously guarded.

A simple example is illustrative. As a new member of the
Information Division in 1940, I undertook to promote inquiries I
thought might be useful. Japan was not yet at war with the West but
she was aligned with Germany and Italy, and Nazi Germany was
actively engaged in war on her Western Front. It seemed likely the
war would spread and Japan would extend her operations in China
and the China Sea. If we should be drawn in, we might find the coast
of China blockaded by Japanese naval power and inaccessible to us. In
that case, if we wanted to support China and establish air bases there
for attack of Japan, we would have to approach from India and
Burma. I prepared a draft paper proposing that U.S. Army engineers
be sent to survey the Burma Road and report upon the possibilities of
maintaining military logistic communications.

I took the draft paper to my friend and classmate Capt. Andral
Bratton, Far East desk, G-2. He enthusiastically endorsed the
proposal and asked to keep the draft memorandum for discussion with
his associates. In due course it came back to me through portentous
channels. Brig. Gen. Sherman Miles, G-2 of the War Department, had
sent it to the Deputy Chief of Staff, Maj. Gen. William Bryden, with a
complaint that the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps had no business
intruding in such matters. The Deputy Chief had passed the complaint
to the Chief of the Air Corps with the comment that if the officers of
the Information Division had no more useful occupation for their
energies than this, he was prepared to disband the Information
Division and transfer its personnel to G2 where their talents could be
directed to some useful purpose. Even General Arnold was miffed—
and when he was miffed people soon found out about it. Doubtless he
was embarrassed to be called down about an incident of which he had
no knowledge. In sending the correspondence down to the Informa-
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tion Division, he penned the comment, “I am inclined to agree with
General Bryden.” The incident passed, but it served to slam shut the
door connecting the Air Corps Information Division and G-2.

Not long thereafter the relationship—or lack of it—surfaced
again. General Arnold had an informal conversation with Lt. Col
Truman Smith, recently returned from Berlin as the Assistant Military
Attaché. Smith furnished General Arnold many details of the
Luftwaffe and German aircraft production of which Arnold was
ignorant. The general demanded to know why such information had
not been passed to him previously. Obviously it was of vital
importance to the Air Corps. He was informed that these and
numerous other facts were reported to G-2. General Arnold went to
General Miles, G-2, and posed the same question. He was advised that
intelligence of this nature was restricted to members of the War
Department General Staff (WDGS), and Arnold as Chief of the Air
Corps was not a member of the General Staff and hence was not on the
distribution list.

Arnold went directly to Chief of Staff Gen. George C. Marshall
and requested authority to set up an air intelligence system with
Assistant Military Attachés for Air at U.S. embassies abroad. General
Marshall approved the request. Next, Col. Ira Eaker, Arnold’s
Executive Officer, sent for Maj. Thomas D. White and me. He
described General Marshall’s authorization, and said General Arnold
directed us to get on with it. Tommy White was a gifted intellectual
and a highly qualified Air Corps officer. Having extensive experience
abroad, he was fluent in Chinese and French. He was also a recent
graduate of the Air Corps Tactical School and the Army Command
and Staff School at Fort Leavenworth.

After discussing the scope of the problem facing us, we divided
the program into two broad parts: foreign collection, and strategic
analyses. As Chief of the Air Intelligence Section, Tommy organized a
system of Assistant Military Attachés for Air and the collection of
information through them. He selected the attachés, brought them to
Washington for orientation and instruction, and sent them abroad. He
also arranged the channels for communication, which provided that
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G-2 of the War Department General Staff should have copies of all
pertinent reports.

I undertook the area of strategic air intelligence and analysis. I set
up three subsections, or branches: one devoted to foreign air forces,
including size, composition, equipment, disposition, tactical doctrine,
and proficiency; another dealing with airports and air bases through-
out the world, together with maps and weather data; and a third
engaging in economic-industrial-social analysis of major foreign
powers, culminating in analysis and description of vital and vulnerable
systems and, finally, target selection and preparation of target folders.

This latter activity involved a completely new venture. The
Army’s G-2 gave us no help whatsoever. On the contrary, we ran into
vigorous opposition to the collection and analysis of such information
on the grounds that it did not relate to the proper role of military
intelligence. We had to proceed on our own, pioneering in one of the
most difficult, critical, and challenging areas in the field of intelli-
gence. We knew correct collection and analysis was vital to the success
of the strategic air effort. Moreover, miscalculations of any significant
magnitude could completely discredit the concept. I believed foreign
industrial analysis and targeting was the sine qua non of strategic air
warfare. Without such intelligence and analysis there could be no
rational planning for the application of air power. Douhet’s statement
to the effect that the selection of objectives and targets was the essence
of air strategy was patently true.

Our approach to industrial analysis as a basis for targeting was
not started from scratch. At the Tactical School we had laid out the
methodology and, since we had no foreign intelligence, we used the
industrial structure of the United States as a working model. It was an
abstract exercise lacking in practical results, but it did help to focus
attention on the importance of certain systems and factories: electric
power; rail transportation; fuel; basic materials such as steel; food
supplies and processing; water supplies; and armaments and aircraft
factories.

In view of the world situation, the Strategic Air Intelligence
Section naturally concentrated on the Axis powers. It was slow and
tedious work, but ultimately we made a lot of headway with Germany
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and Italy. Japan, however, was a different story. The Japanese had
established and maintained a curtain of secrecy that we found
absolutely impenetrable. There were not even any recent maps
available,

The rising concern in the United States about Hitler’s Germany
was of great value to us in our work. It led a number of gifted men to
enter the service and contribute their special talents. Also, it made
available modest sums of money for hiring civilian experts. We were
fortunate to hire Dr. James T. Lowe, a specialist in diplomatic history
and international relations. Another civilian-turned-military was Maj.
Malcolm Moss, a man of broad experience in international business
who had traveled extensively. We were also fortunate in enlisting the
services of a man with a doctorate in industrial economics and one
who was an expert in oil.

Our initial inquiries into the industrial-economic structure of
Hitler’s Germany focused attention on: electric power, as well as
electric switching, transmission, and distribution systems, and sources
of fuel; steel production, including sources and movement of raw
material; petroleum production, distribution, and products, and
synthetic processes; the aircraft industry, taking in engine and aircraft
manufacturing plants and aluminum production; and transportation,
the most prominent components being the railway, canal, and highway
networks. Our analyses also encompassed Germany’s nonferrous
metal supply, machine tool production, and food processing and
distribution.

Malcolm Moss made a particularly valuable suggestion with
regard to the electric power system in Germany. He knew the electric
power generating and distribution system of Germany was relatively
new and had been built with capital borrowed largely from the United
States. He also knew American banks did not lend large sums of
money for capital equipment without carefully investigating the
proposed structures. He suggested we inquire of the great international
banks, particularly in New York, if they had drawings and specifica-
tions of German electric plants and systems. The results were fruitful
and rewarding. Using these sources, together with scientific journals
and trade magazines, we put together a comprehensive target study on
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the German electric power system and electric distribution system. It
was even possible to prepare target folders, aiming points, and bomb
sizes.

We also made substantial progress on information about petro-
leum and synthetic oil plants, partially through the same sources, in
part from the oil industries, and to a degree through individuals.
Fortunately, our civilian oil expert had worked in Germany, in the
Rumanian fields at Ploesti, and in the Middle East. It was through his
knowledge and analysis that we recognized the extreme importance
and vulnerability of the German synthetic oil plants, and the related
importance of the Ploesti refineries. Thus we were able to prepare
target folders, aiming points, and bomb sizes for these target systems.
In addition, we made an analysis of the German steel industry and its
sources of raw materials. We were less successful in our analysis of
German transportation, partly because of the extent of the rail and
canal systems. But enough was discovered to place the transportation
system high on the priority list of desirable targets.

Later in 1941, I had a chance to go to England as an observer. The
express purpose of my visit was to explore British intelligence, in
response to a generous invitation by the Royal Air Force, and bring
home what I could. At the same time, I took a hard look at possible air
base construction sites in England, since by this time British and
American military leaders had met in Washington in what became
known as the ABC Conferences. We knew if we should become
involved in the war, we would probably be allied with Britain against
Germany and that the bomber offensive, if we ever launched one,
would probably be from bases in Britain.

My relations with the RAF and the Air Ministry were extremely
gratifying. I spent much of my time with Gp. Capt. A. C. H. “Bobby”
Sharp, and I was literally welcomed into the inner chamber of RAF
intelligence. I had brought along digests of our own intelligence and
was made more comfortable by the discovery that we had much to
offer. On balance, we were better informed than the British on
German electric power, petroleum, and synthetic products. The RAF
was better informed on Germany aircraft and engine production, the
German Air Force, and German transportation.
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At the end of my visit I found myself happily loaded down with
priceless gifts of intelligence. The burden was formidable. There was
nearly a ton of it. Most of this was in the form of “target folders”
rather than analysis of target systems, but it was very valuable and
most gratefully received. I wondered how to get it back to the United
States, since it was, for the most part, classified secret. In the end I was
able to have it shipped back by air in an American bomber.

Planning for War

Immediately after my return to Washington in July 1941 I was
transferred from the Strategic Air Intelligence Section, A-2, to the
new Air War Plans Division. Thus I again came under Lt. Col Harold
L. George and Lt. Col. Kenneth N. Walker. Until the division was
enlarged, the task of organizing our efforts to meet the broad
assignment of developing “overall plans for the control of the activities
of the Army Air Forces” fell upon the three of us. In this crucial state
of affairs, it was a formidable assignment embracing such questions as
size, composition, equipment, disposition, and organization of the air
forces. And these in turn invoked the need to adopt the optimum
concept for the wartime employment of these forces. Moreover, it was
axiomatic that employment must make its maximum contribution in
support of overall national policy.

At the time, national policy was very difficult to define. Nowhere
was it clearly and neatly described. It was apparent that President
Franklin D. Roosevelt viewed the possibility of a Nazi victory with
deep concern. For six months after the fall of France, Britain had
stood alone. With the German attack on Russia in June 1941, Britain
gained a breathing spell, but it seemed likely the Soviets would be
defeated. If so, the whole might of the victorious German Wehrmacht
would then be turned against Britain. Furthermore, the vast industrial
complex of Europe would be available for the production of muni-
tions, including the creation of massive German air forces. The
prospect was ominous to say the least. President Roosevelt seemed to
favor American intervention before the collapse of Britain should
make it a lost venture.
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The United States as a whole was nowhere near such a mood.
Most Americans seemed to cling to the hope that we could save the
remnants of freedom and democracy in Europe by providing material
aid to Britain. They were even willing to extend such aid to Soviet
Russia in the belief a surviving Communist regime was a much lesser
threat than a triumphant Nazi Germany. They were willing to extend
our naval screen far out into the Atlantic and to prepare for active
defense of the entire Western Hemisphere. But they were not ready to
take the step of active participation in the war in Europe. Roosevelt
had to retreat from his semi-belligerent policies on several occasions
when it was clear that most of the American people were not willing to
go so far. His Far Eastern policies caused little public concern. The
American people simply could not believe Japan would challenge the
United States in open warfare.

Until American policy firmed considerably, the best we could do
for guidance was to determine in broad terms the general characteris-
tics of the force requirements America seemed most likely to need. For
those characteristics, we naturally turned back to lengthy discussions
we had had on the subject back at the Air Corps Tactical School. We
had reasoned that armed forces, as instruments for the furtherance of
national policy, might be called upon to perform in three ways. One
was the active acquisition of foreign territory. This would place
primary reliance on land armies, and this objective seemed remote.
However, taking temporary military action abroad in support of our
national interest seemed increasingly probable. If so, chief dependence
might be on the air force, or it might rest upon land armies, with naval
and air forces operating in support roles. The possibility that
aggressive action by forces unfriendly to the United States might
compel us to take some action to protect our national interests and to
force a halt upon the aggressor seemed a distinct possibility and
received careful consideration. Air power might play the dominant
role here. The third possibility, national and hemispheric defense,
would require primary reliance upon air power for air defense and
might call upon air power to repel any invasion.

Three dictators hostile to the United States were driving toward
domination of important parts of the world. They threatened com-
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pletely to upset the balance of power and with it world peace. Adolph
Hitler and Benito Mussolini had completed the conquest of much of
Europe and the Balkans and were verging on the conquest of western
Russia and North Africa. England might either fall or be forced into a
humiliating accommodation. On the other side of the world the
Japanese warlords were tearing China and Southeast Asia apart.
Meanwhile a fourth dictator, Joseph Stalin, though hardly a friend of
America, was a most valuable asset in resisting Hitler. And it seemed
likely he too would be overwhelmed.

Strategic Guidelines

If in mid-1941 there were no firm national policies on which to
structure our national defense, there were at least certain strategic
guidelines. In September 1940 the Tripartite Pact had brought Japan
openly into the Axis camp. At about the same time, the unexpected
collapse of France, followed by the epic Battle of Britain, had opened
the eyes of many American political and military leaders to the
possibility of a world dominated by Hitler in the West and by Japan in
the East. As a result, the President decided to offer material aid from
the “arsenal of democracy” to those fighting the Axis. Also, after
consultation with the Secretaries of War, Navy, and State, the
President concluded that some formal military staff conversations
with the British were in order. There followed a series of secret joint
meetings in Washington at the end of January 1941, conferences
known to history as ABC-1.*

The British personnel attending were Rear Adm. Roger M.
Bellairs and Rear Adm. Victor H. Danckwerts, representing the Royal
Navy; Maj. Gen. Edwin L. Morris, representing the British Army; and
Air Vice Marshal John C. Slessor, representing the Royal Air Force.
The United States personnel attending were Rear Adm. Robert L.
Ghormley, Rear Adm. Richmond K. Turner, Capt. Alan G. Kirk, and

*ABC-1 is the short title for the report of these British-American joint meetings. Starting
on January 29 and ending on March 29, 1941, representatives of the two staffs held fourteen
sessions and discussed military and naval strategy, joint operations, geographical responsibilities,
force structure, command arrangements, and limited operational plans.
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Capt. DeWitt C. Ramsey, all of the U.S. Navy, and Col. Omar T.
Pfeiffer, U.S. Marine Corps. Lt. Gen. Stanley D. Embick, Brig. Gen.
Sherman Miles, and Brig. Gen. Leonard T. Gerow represented the
U.S. Army, and Col. Joseph T. McNarney, from the War Plans
Division of the General Staff, represented the Army Air Corps.
Although there were “rated” air officers of the United States present,
there was no official representative of United States air power in a
position corresponding to that of the RAF representative.

On an informal basis the Plans Division and Intelligence Division
of the Office of Chief of the Air Corps cooperated very closely with
Air Vice Marshal John Slessor and members of his staff and with
Colonel McNarney. One of the most vital and fruitful developments of
this informal relationship was a detailed exploration of the potential
air base capacity of the United Kingdom, a capacity found to be
several times greater than air planners in the United States had
anticipated.

Our informal plans for possible deployment of the U.S. Army Air
Forces to England had been predicated upon and limited by an
analysis of existing airports. After making allowance for RAF
requirements for air bases, it appeared the remainder would drastically
restrict American air force deployment. Group Captain Sharp, who
was in Washington on logistic matters at this time, produced a survey
of suitable sites in England on which air bases could be built. It
completely revolutionized our ideas of the potential capacity for
accommodating U.S. air units. This discovery had an immense effect
upon the dimensions of the air offensive that might be sustained from
Britain and the potential scope of American air participation. The
results that might be obtained from such an air offensive became a
major aspect of combined offensive strategy.

The agreements and conclusions reached by the ABC-1 conferees
were furnished to Roosevelt and Churchill in March 1941. The results
of these conversations on the subsequent strategic developments of the
war were profound. As a consequence, the U.S. Air Force owes an
immense debt to Sir John Slessor and Colonel McNarney. The salient
features of these conversations, predicated on the contingency the
United States might be compelled to participate in the war, included
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these points: Since the Atlantic-European area was deemed to be the
decisive theater, the primary effort would be exerted there. Offensive
measures in the European area would embrace a sustained air
offensive against military power, supplemented by air offensives on
other enemy regions contributing to that power. Italy would be
eliminated early on. Raids and minor offensives would be conducted
initially against the Continent. Support would be given to all neutrals
and belligerents who opposed the Axis. Forces would be built up for
an eventual offensive on Germany, and positions from which the
offensive could be launched would be captured.

This agreement was incorporated with the war plans being
prepared by the War and Navy Departments, and on May 14, 1941,
the Joint Army and Navy Board approved the war plan known as
Rainbow No. 5.* It was subsequently approved by the Secretaries of
War and the Navy. When the Air War Plans Division of the Air Staff
came into being in July 1941, it found itself in solid accord with the
ABC conversations and with Rainbow No. 5, the overall war plan
envisioning Great Britain and the United States standing against
Germany, Italy, and Japan.

War in Europe

As Hitler’s armies cut their paths of victory through Europe, a
mounting wave of apprehension engulfed the Roosevelt administration
in Washington. Programs for expansion of the armed forces were
presented to a reluctant Congress. One such program called for
expansion of the Army Air Corps to fifty-four groups. It was
presented to Gen. George C. Marshall, Chief of Staff, early in 1940.
On conclusion of the presentation by Capt. Laurence S. Kuter,
General Marshall asked a penetrating question: “Why is this a fifty-
four group program? Why not fifty-six, or sixty-four?’ As usual,

*In 1939 American war planners adopted the term “Rainbow” to describe a series of plans
outlining the broad national strategic goals of the United States. They called the plans Rainbow
because earlier war plans, written in the 1920s and 1930s, had been labeled with colors ““orange,”
“red,” etc. The single-color plans had anticipated wars against a single nation. By 1941 the
conquests by Germany, Japan, and Italy had altered the assumptions of all previous American
war planning.
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General Marshall had gone directly to the root of the problem. What
purpose was to be sought? What was the objective? Did it require fifty-
four groups to attain that objective? Why? What was the strategic
plan?

When the next opportunity arose for presentation of a major
program, General Marshall’s lesson was remembered. The planners
asked themselves what was expected to be achieved with the force?
What was the purpose?

Concern over Hitler’s aggressive acquisitions in Europe produced
other reactions in America. In June 1941 Secretary of War Henry L.
Stimson, acting on General Marshall’s recommendation, established
the Army Air Forces. General Arnold, Chief of the Army Air Force,
was permitted to set up a staff for the AAF resembling the War
Department General Staff but at a lower level. It included Personnel,
Intelligence, Operations and Training, Materiel, and Air War Plans
Divisions. Lt. Col. Harold George at the time commanded the 2d
Bombardment Group containing all the B-17s of the AAF (all
thirteen of them). He was reassigned to Washington to organize and
operate the Air War Plans Division of the Air Staff, arriving on July
14.

The next major force-structuring effort grew out of a new
presidential inquiry. On July 9, 1941—some two weeks after Hitler
had mounted his massive attack on Russia—Roosevelt asked the
Secretaries of War and Navy to prepare an estimate of “the overall
production requirements required to defeat our potential enemies.”
There was as usual a short deadline for a reply. Because the Joint
Army and Navy Board could not agree upon an operational strategy,
the War and Navy Departments each put together its needs separately.
The burden of writing the War Department’s response fell upon the
War Plans Division of the WDGS. That division proposed to estimate
air requirements, coordinate them with ground requirements, and
append the air details to its report as Annex 2, Air Requirements.
Colonel George, Chief of the fledgling Air War Plans Division, asked
that his division be allowed to prepare the Air Annex. General Arnold
made the necessary arrangements.

The War Plans Group of the infant Air War Plans Division

30



STRATEGY, DOCTRINE, AND PLANS

consisted of two people: Lt. Col. Kenneth N. Walker as Chief of the
Group, and myself, Chief of the European Branch—two chiefs and no
Indians at all. Harold George devoted his full time to the project, and
that made three. He succeeded in having Larry Kuter, on duty with
G-3 of the General Staff, temporarily assigned to the division. The
four of us were faced with the task of preparing a strategic air plan for
conducting war on a worldwide scale, and determining the forces to
carry out such a plan. We would be constrained only by the physical
capability of the United States to produce the recommended forces.

In this latter regard, we had the benefit of advice and counsel from
the supply people at Dayton, with Maj. Max F. Schneider serving as a
priceless liaison. By the time we got authority to proceed, there were
just seven days left for submission of the plan and report. We had one
definite asset going for us: We had spent years together as instructors
in Bombardment and Air Force at the Air Corps Tactical School. We
embraced a common concept of air warfare and we spoke a common
language. Then, too, I had spent the past year as head of the Strategic
Air Intelligence Section of the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps,
amassing and analyzing economic and industrial intelligence on the
Axis powers. That intelligence now proved invaluable.

Harking back to General Marshall’s comments as well as to our
own teachings, we realized the first requirement for our plan was a
statement of purpose—a strategic objective. What should the air force
try to achieve? What was the overall purpose? That was the
fundamental keystone to plans, requirements, and operations. But that
purpose was not only missing from our instructions; it was exceedingly
hard to define.

The President’s letter had called for defeat of our potential enemies.
This was important guidance. Although he did not specify who our
potential enemies were, there could be little doubt they were the Axis
powers. His call for defeat cleared the air of any compromise objective,
such as containment or deterrence. And we had two other significant
guidelines. In passing the air requirement responsibility to the Air Staff,
Brig. Gen. Leonard T. Gerow, Chief of the War Plans Division, had
stipulated that the provisions of joint British-American conversations
(ABC-1) and the U.S. current war plan (Rainbow No. 5) should be
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followed. The ABC-1 report called for strategic offensive operations
against the European Axis powers as a maximum effort and strategic
defensive operations in the Far East, with minimum diversion of forces
from the main effort. It said: Offensive measures in the European area
will include a sustained air offensive against German military power,
supplemented by air offensives against other regions under enemy
control which contribute to that power.

But what should be the relationship of air power to the
achievement of the national purpose and to land and naval forces? Air
forces were flexible, but special types of aircraft were best suited to
specific roles, and the selection and provision of aircraft would depend
upon the major role to be assumed by air power. Even in defeating the
European Axis powers there was a wide range of strategic air purposes
to be weighed:

a. Should the “sustained air offensive against German military
power” seek to crush the war-making capability of the Third Reich by
air warfare alone? If so, it would be necessary to destroy not only the
industrial structure supporting the German armed forces, but the
industrial and economic structure upholding the state itself.

b. Or should the “sustained air offensive” seek to undermine the
war-making capability of Germany and pave the way for invasion of
the Continent, with subsequent strategic air operations weakening
Germany’s willingness and capability to fight, in a continuing strategic
air effort coordinated with the land campaign?

c. Or should the sustained air offensive seek only to guarantee
the success of the invasion, and devote its entire strength to the
support and success of the land operations, which would become the
sole reliance for final victory?

d. And what were the requirements for home defense?

The targets, the types and number of aircraft, and the organiza-
tion of the air forces would vary with each of these options. Selection
of a basic overall strategy was the sine qua non of air planning. And
the problem was further compounded by the knowledge that the plan
would have to pass through the gauntlet of the War Department
General Staff, culminating in a presentation to General Marshall. If he
did not approve, the whole scheme would simply be discarded.
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Marshall was himself a farsighted, broad-minded leader who had
shown strong support for air power. But many Army officers still
adhered to the official statement of Army doctrine: the sole mission of
the Army Air Forces was the furtherance of the mission of the mobile
army.

We knew a strategy oriented solely to invasion and air support of
ground warfare in Europe involved troublesome prospects, including
long and perhaps disastrous delays. We knew the War Plans Division
had concluded it would take two years to build a merchant marine
capable of transporting and supplying the necessary ground forces.
And it would take another six months to prepare them for invasion.
An air offensive could be launched in half the time. Furthermore, the
War Plans Division was frank in admitting that Hitler’s seasoned war
machine would have to be seriously weakened before we could hope to
defeat the German Wehrmacht on the ground. In any event, the
German air forces would have to be defeated before an invasion could
be undertaken. There was general agreement that a successful air
offensive, which would include defeat of the Luftwaffe, must precede
any invasion. There was less unanimity as to what other purposes the
air offensive should try to accomplish.

We wrestled as a group with this fundamental problem. The final
solution was a statement of objective and a plan leaning heavily
toward victory through air power. But it provided for air support of an
invasion, and afterwards combined operations on the Continent if the
air offensive should prove inconclusive. If the air offensive succeeded
in destroying the German ability to support the war or in bringing
about capitulation, so much the better. The closer the air offensive
came to finality, the greater the ease and less the cost of invasion.

In the Air Plan we described the overall objective of the air
mission in essentially these terms:

a. To wage a sustained air offensive against German military
power, supplemented by air offensives against other regions under
enemy control which contribute toward that power (ABC-1).

b. To support a final offensive, if it becomes necessary to invade
the Continent.
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c¢. In addition, to conduct effective air operations in connection
with hemisphere defense and a strategic defensive in the Far East.

d. The basic concept on which this plan is based lies in the
application of air power for the breakdown of the industrial and
economic structure of Germany. This conception involves the selec-
tion of a system of objectives vital to the continued German war effort
and to the means of livelihood of the German people, and tenaciously
concentrating all bombing toward the destruction of those objectives.
The most effective manner of conducting such a decisive offensive is
by the destruction of precise objectives, at least initially. As German
morale begins to crack, area bombing of civil concentrations may be
effective.

e. It is improbable that a land invasion can be carried out against
Germany proper within the next three years. If the air offensive is
successful, a land offensive may not be necessary.

In the plan we acknowledged that the German Air Force,
especially the German fighter force, would have to be defeated before
an invasion could be contemplated. And such a defeat might also be
necessary to the prosecution of the air offensive itself. Hence defeat of
the German Air Force was accorded first priority among air objectives
(‘an intermediate objective of overriding importance”), to take prece-
dence over the primary air objectives themselves.

As for primary objectives, the plan called for destruction and
disruption of:

a. Electric power. Disruption of a major portion of the German
electric power system.

(1) Nearly all industry—civil as well as military—finds its
roots in electric power. The German electric power system, the second
largest in the world, was greatly expanded for this war. Even so, it is
operating at a fifty-percent greater rate than that of Great Britain. It is
vital to the German war effort and is highly important to civil life.

(2) The electric power system might be likened to the neuro-
muscular system of the human body. Disruption would vitiate
controlled action. It is estimated that destruction of fifty targets would
bring about collapse.

b. Transportation. The German transportation system is carrying
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an extremely heavy load, divided about as follows: seventy-two percent
of German transportation is carried out by the railroads, twenty-five
percent by canals and waterways, and three percent by long-haul
truckage. The transportation system bears the same relationship to the
German corporate body as the bloodstream to the human body.
Without a free flow of transportation, raw materials could not reach
processing plants, manufactured parts and supplies could not reach
factories and assembly plants, and finished products could not reach
consumers, whether they be armed forces or civilian institutions.
Forty-one targets, consisting of marshaling yards, bridges, canal locks,
and inland harbors are set up for the accomplishment of this objective.
c. Petroleum and synthetic oil.

(1) German military vehicles and transportation, the German
Air Force, the German Navy, and (a large block of) German industry
are dependent upon petroleum products.

(2) The blockade has cut off external sources, other than
Rumania, leaving the Reich heavily dependent upon a group of
synthetic oil plants. Twenty-seven synthetic plants plus the refineries
at Ploesti in Rumania are set up to accomplish this objective.

In summary, the plan called for destruction of these target

systems and targets:
German Air Force 18 airplane assembly plants
6 aluminum plants
6 magnesium plants

Electric power 50 generating plants and
switching systems
Transportation 47 marshaling yards, bridges,
and locks
Synthetic petroleum 27 synthetic plants
Total 154 targets

How many planes?>—How many people?

Bombing requirements for the destruction of each target, includ-
ing repeat attacks to prevent restoration, were computed, using target
dimensions and characteristics and tables of bombing probability.
Force requirements were based on providing ninety-percent probabili-
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ty of obtaining the number of hits to destroy each target. Accuracy
was degraded by a factor of two and one-fourth to take care of
bombing accuracy under combat conditions. Allowances were made
for aborts and losses. Based on weather records, the monthly rate of
operations from British bases was taken at five. Finally, the total of
bomber sorties was computed, and the number of bombers needed to
accomplish the entire task in six months at the rate of five missions a
month was determined. The key element in the entire plan was the
proviso that the full bomber force should devote its entire strength to
these targets for six months after it had reached maturity. Invasion
would follow if necessary. Requirements for hemispheric defense were
also estimated. The allowances for the defensive measures needed in
the Far East were skimpy, to say the least. It was presumed the U.S.
Navy would be the primary agency for this requirement.

The air plan specified that the offensive be conducted chiefly from
bases in England, using B-17s and B-24s, and from bases in Northern
Ireland and the vicinity of Cairo, Egypt, using future long-range
bombers (B—29s). But the plan covered a contingency that bordered on
disaster. Hitler’s armies were slashing into Russia and would soon
approach the gates of Moscow. If Russia should be defeated, Hitler
could rebuild his air forces using all the resources of Europe. He could
then mass his forces for a final assault on Britain, and Britain might
also succumb. If so, the British air bases would no longer be available.
To meet this contingency, the plan envisioned the development and
production of 44 groups of 4,000-mile bombers (B-36s)—to press the
war from bases in the Western Hemisphere. Still the strategic plan
presumed British bases would in fact continue to be available. If these
air operations against industrial targets were not conclusive, the plan
suggested direct attack on cities as a last resort. But we never accepted
attack on civilian populations as the main method of air warfare. We
provided for air support of an invasion of France if the air offensive
should not be conclusive after 6 months of undiluted effort. The air
plan afforded massive additional tactical air forces for air support of
an invasion and for subsequent combined operations on the Continent.
Actually the Tactical and Air Defense Air Forces and Strategic Air
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Forces were approximately equal in numbers: 12,000 first-line and unit
reserve aircraft in each.

To pursue this strategy, the plan (Air War Plans Division I, or
AWPD-1) called for some 61,800 aircraft (including 37,000 trainers),
as well as 180,000 officers and 1,985,000 enlisted personnel—a total of
2,165,000 men and women. The scope of the air proposal was simply
staggering. The personnel strength of the Army Air Forces in 1940
stood at about 51,000. The plan proposed an expansion to 2,165,000 in
3 years, a 42—fold increase. The aircraft inventory in 1940 was about
6,000, about half of these were obsolescent combat aircraft and the rest
trainers. The plan proposed a 10-fold increase in 3 years. Further-
more, it called for production capacity to replace the combat elements
of the force (about 26,000 combat aircraft) every 5 months. The heavy
bomber component called for nearly 11,000 4—engine bombers.
Combat replacements would require 770 4—engine bombers per month
for the air offensive against Germany alone, and 416 fighters. The
Army Air Forces had received 61 4-engine bombers in 1940. Shortly
before that, the War Department had told the Congress that the Army
needed no 4—engine bombers at all.

Although strategic air operations could begin on a limited scale
about twelve months after the outbreak of war, it was not expected
that the air offensive would be in place at full strength in England until
about eighteen months after M—day. Thus, the full six months of
strategic air warfare would end about twenty-four months after the
outbreak of war. The invasion force should be positioned by that time.
There would ensue a period of two or three months during which the
strategic air forces could be applied in direct assault preparatory for
invasion, and the ground forces could make final preparations for
amphibious invasion, if by that time it were still necessary to storm the
coast of France. (See charts on page 117.) Even if effective German
resistance were broken by the air offensive, an occupying force would
be needed. It would keep order, support an interim government, and
ensure adherence to peace terms. The opposition to such an occupying
force might be considerable, but the enemy capacity for massive,
organized resistance should be broken by that time.
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The plan was completed and submitted to the War Plans Division,
WDGS, before General Arnold returned from Argentia, Newfound-
land, where he had gone with President Roosevelt and General
Marshall to meet with Prime Minister Churchill and his staff. The
plan had been checked with Robert A. Lovett, Assistant Secretary of
War for Air, at literally the eleventh hour. As a document it was not
impressive-looking—pages typed and mimeographed; pen-and-ink
corrections; charts black and white, hastily prepared and crudely
pasted together. Finally, the entire War Plans document (including
AWPD-1) was bundled off to the Government Printing Office.

The Air War Plans Division Plan No. 1 (AWPD-1) stipulated

these total force requirements:
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TOTAL AIR FORCE GROUPS REQUIRED

Heavy bombers (B—17, B—24) 47
Very heavy bombers (B—29, B—32) 24
Very long—range bombers (B—36)* 44
Fighters 54
Others (Primarily for support of ground forces) 82
TOTAL 251

TOTAL MILITARY AIRCRAFT PRODUCTION REQUIRED
(Including unit equipment and initial reserves)

Strategic Forces

Bombers, Heavy 9,775
Heavy (B—17/24) 3,995
Very heavy (B—29/32) 2,040
Very long—range (B—36) 3,740

Fighters (escort) 2,000

TOTAL 11,775

Tactical and Air Defense Forces

Bombers Medium, Light, and Dive 3,244

Fighters 6,748

Reconnaissance Aircraft 1,917
TOTAL 11,909

Transports 1,064

TOTAL
TOTAL COMBAT AND OPERATIONAL AIRCRAFT 24,748
Trainers 37,051

TOTAL 37,051

TOTAL MILITARY AIRCRAFT 61,799

TOTAL MILITARY PERSONNEL REQUIRED 2,118,625

Once war had begun, it would be necessary to replace the combat units (Total Combat
and Operational Aircraft 24,748) every 5 months to account for combat attrition. This
‘would require production of approximately 59,400 combat aircraft per year.

*The B—36s were required in case Britain would collapse.
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The plan became Annex 2, Air Requirements, of the War Department
report, which became “The Victory Program.” But the Joint Army
and Navy Board, in forwarding the full report, took scant notice of the
air plan. The board said: “Naval and air forces may prevent wars from
being lost, and by weakening enemy strength may contribute greatly to
victory. . . . It should be recognized as an almost invariable rule that
only land armies can finally win wars.”

Finally on August 30 we faced the crucial test. General Marshall;
W. Averell Harriman, the President’s representative to Russia;
General Arnold; Lt. Col. Muir S. Fairchild; several members of the
General Staff; William S. Knudsen of General Motors, Inc., and other
officials from war production listened to the presentation. There were
questions and some expressions of dissent. Reserving his comment
until all others had been heard, General Marshall said: “I think the
plan has merit. I should like the Secretary and Assistant Secretaries to
hear it.” That statement by General Marshall to General Arnold
marked a crucial turning point in the evolution of American air power.
This was the moment of conception of the United States Air Force.
General Marshall was its godfather. He could so easily have said: “The
proposal is totally out of keeping with the program for the rest of the
Army. Cut it in half!” Instead he said: “I think the plan has merit.” It
was a magnificent decision and a typical example of his towering
character.

Briefed on September 1 with General Marshall present, Secretary
of War Stimson showed a gratifying appreciation of the strategic
concept. General Marshall offered encouraging comments. At last
Stimson turned to Colonel George and said: “General Marshall and I
like the plan. I want you gentlemen to be prepared to present it to the
President.” A tentative date for the meeting and intensive preparations
for the presentation were under way, when Pearl Harbor threw all
arrangements into disarray. Loss of the opportunity to brief the
President on the detailed plans for strategic air warfare was a cruel
disappointment. It is quite likely Roosevelt’s quick intelligence would
have prompted him to make detailed inquiries, and perhaps he would
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have embraced the scheme with the same comprehension that
characterized the reactions of Marshall and Stimson. Missing that
presentation, the President never fully grasped the war-winning
potential of air power.

Nonetheless, AWPD-1 became the basic blueprint for the cre-
ation of the Army Air Forces and the conduct of the air war. As part
of The Victory Program it was approved for production. Since the
production quantities were derived expressly from the plan of
operations, approval for production clearly implied approval of the
scheme of operations. In the absence of other guidance, AWPD-1
became the accepted and authoritative statement of air strategy until
issuance of AWPD—42 a year later. Still, AWPD-1 was never formally
endorsed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. After the Pearl Harbor attack,
the Air War Plans Division hastened to amend AWPD-1. One
principal change was more air forces for the Pacific to help compen-
sate for the loss of U.S. capital ships. Another was to add a large
number of air transports, since it was apparent a heavy burden of
overseas communications would have to be met by air. The new
estimate was called AWPD—4, but it was not much different from
AWPD-1.
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BOMB DAMAGE TO THE BALL BEARING FACTORIES at
Schweinfurt, Germany. In attacking this vital industry, the AAF
attempted to slow down the wheels of the German war machine.
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Chapter II

Planning the Strategic
Air War for Europe

The Japanese aircraft that destroyed the U.S. Navy’s battleline at
Pear] Harbor on the morning of December 7, 1941, produced
reverberations that extended far beyond the Pacific. The attack roused
an apathetic America into a fury of resentment, resulting in a tidal
wave of emotion that swept over the carefully reasoned plans which
had been prepared to meet a war emergency. This wave of emotion
affected civilians and military alike. America had watched the
progress of the war in Europe and Far East with bemused and pacific
apprehension. Suddenly, after Pearl Harbor, there was a call for
action, and the call riveted attention on the Pacific and Far East—
upon the Japanese—not upon Hitler and his Nazis.

U.S. military planners had not been idle after the outbreak of war
in Europe. Despite the pacifists prevailing in the country, the
possibility of the United States being drawn into the conflict was very
real. The plans devised in a calmer and more logical atmosphere
specified that the initial effort be launched against Axis Europe. The
war against Japan would be restricted to the strategic defensive
pending the defeat of Hitler. Then, and only then, would America
transfer her might to the Pacific and defeat the Japanese. During the
defensive phase in the Pacific, the U.S. fleet would seek out and defeat
the Japanese fleet if the opportunity occurred. However, the primary
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effort and the priority of resources would be concentrated on crushing
Hitler. ‘

With the loss of the battleships on December 7, meeting the
Japanese fleet on the high seas would have to be postponed. Even so,
emotions were running high and reversal of the “Europe first” strategy
and early assumption of the offensive against Japan appeared proba-
ble. The order of priority in building and deploying our forces was
likely to veer in that direction.

Following the sneak attack, the Germans damaged their cause by
promptly declaring war against the United States. Still, this act did not
stem the tide of opinion that demanded instant retaliation against
Japan in the Pacific. It was not the Germans who had attacked us—it
was the Japanese. The U.S. Navy understandingly welcomed this
public surge toward reprisal. For over a generation the Navy had
looked toward the day when it could sweep the Pacific Ocean of the
Japanese. Now it had been seriously depleted of capital ships and
patriotic men who manned them. Add to this the affront to the pride
of an organization that had built the world’s greatest fighting machine
at sea. The logic of a “Europe first” strategy seemed surely to be
overcome by the surging waves of emotion.

Almost immediately after Pearl Harbor, Prime Minister Churchill
announced his intention to come to America to join President
Roosevelt for consultations between the new Allies on combined grand
strategy. He may have sensed the American impulse to turn west
against Japan rather than east against Axis Europe in the new
situation. He announced he would bring his military staff, the Chiefs
of Staff Committee. It consisted of the Chief of the Imperial General
Staff, Sir Alan F. Brooke; the First Sea Lord, Sir Dudley Pound; and
the Chief of the Air Staff of the Royal Air Force, Air Chief Marshal
Sir Charles F. A. Portal. They would be supported by the members of
the British Joint Plans Committee and Joint Intelligence Committee.

We viewed this approaching visit with alarm and some misgiving.
The British interservice staff organization was competent and experi-
enced. As yet, we had no similar committee organizations prepared to
confer with the British. Moreover, our plans and desires were in
complete disarray as a result of Pearl Harbor.
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The President met this situation by appointing the U.S. Joint
Chiefs of Staff Committee. Initially, it was to consist of the Chief of
Staff of the Army and the Chief of Naval Operations. On the initiative
of General Marshall, the President accepted General Arnold, AAF
Chief, on the committee. This would satisfy Churchill’s suggestion
that there be an American “opposite member” to the Chief of the Air
Staff of the Royal Air Force. But Roosevelt issued no formal directive
defining General Arnold’s position. At the meetings, held between
December 22, 1941, and January 14, 1942, Arnold remained in the
background, speaking only on technical air matters.

Adm. William D. Leahy, U.S. Ambassador to France, had
recently returned to become the President’s personal Chief of Staff.
Initially he attended the meetings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Committee to keep Roosevelt informed of the committee’s proceedings
and discussions. Thus, he had much the same role as that of Lt. Gen.
Sir Hastings L. Ismay, Churchill’s military assistant, who attended the
meetings of the British Chiefs of Staff Committee.

The new “Joint Chiefs of Staff”” set up supporting committees.
Chief among them were Joint Plans, Joint Strategic, Joint Intelligence,
and Joint Logistics.

Joint Strategic Planning

The Joint Strategic Committee and the Joint Intelligence Commit-
tee supported the Joint Chiefs of Staff through the Joint Plans
Committee, which initially consisted of Rear Adm. Richmond K.
Turner, USN (Chairman); Col. Thomas T. Handy, USA; and Col.
Harold L. George, USAAF. Colonel George assumed command of the
Air Corps Ferrying Command in April 1942 (redesignated Air
Transport Command in June 1942). Maj. Gen. Carl Spaatz then
became the Air member, with Col. Howard A. Craig serving as his
deputy.

The functions of the Joint Strategic Committee were described in
these terms:

To prepare such strategical estimates, studies, and plans as may be
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directed by the Joint Staff planners, and to initiate such studies as
the committee may deem appropriate.

The estimates and studies produced by the Joint US Intelli-
gence Committee and the Joint US Strategic Committee should
represent the considered, composite convictions of each committee.
In their studies and deliberations preliminary to committee conclu-
sions, it is intended that the members of these committees should
present their individual views regarding the matter under consider-
ation. When higher authority has reached a decision or had issued a
directive, the committee concerned will be guided accordingly.

The original membership of the Joint Strategic Committee
included:

Capt. Oliver M. Read, USN

Col. Ray T. Maddocks, USA

Capt. Bertram J. Rodgers, USN

Lt. Col. Jesmond D. Balmer, USA
Capt. Forrest P. Sherman, USN

Lt. Col. Albert C. Wedemeyer, USA
Maj. Homer L. Litzenberg, Jr., USMC
Maj. Haywood S. Hansell, Jr.,, USAAF

On a Friday morning, I received orders reassigning me immedi-
ately from the Army Air Forces, where I was Chief of the European
Branch of the Air War Plans Division, to the War Department
General Staff Corps. I was ordered to report to the Joint Strategic
Committee at its new offices on Monday morning. As a member of
this committee, I found myself in the midst of the massive machinery
which was trying to deal with problems of worldwide proportions. I
was told that my loyalties in my new job were to be devoted to the
Joint Chiefs of Staffs and that I must divest myself of service
allegiances and all prejudices relating to one branch of the military
service.

There were only four offices for the eight members of the
committee. Each office had a large double desk at which two officers,
of different services, sat. Each desk had one “in” basket, one “out”
basket, and one “hold” basket. Every effort was made to force us into
concerted action and to divorce us from service loyalties. We were a
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group of strangers, four from the War Department and four from the
Navy Department. The senior officer was Navy Captain Read. He
acted as chairman initially, but alternated with Colonel Maddocks at
the Army’s insistence.

The military beliefs of the various members of the Joint Strategic
Committee were as different as the members themselves, reflecting the
divergent backgrounds of the individuals and their training. Of the
eight committee members, I was unfortunately the only graduate of
the Air Corps Tactical School, though the school had graduated many
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps officers. I, for one, was familiar with
Air Corps doctrine which taught that wars, once entered upon, should
be won in the sense that victory should make possible the attainment
of national war aims and that victory involved overcoming the
enemy’s “will to resist” and capability to continue the fight, while
preserving one’s own. That end could be sought by:

1. Providing security for one’s own sources of power.

2. Defeating the enemy’s forces in battle.

3. Destroying (or cutting off) the war-supporting industrial structure
supplying the instruments with which the enemy fought.

4. Destroying or debilitating the industrial systems supporting both the
war-supporting and the civil-social, life-supporting vitality of the enemy
State.

5. As a last resort, destroying great numbers of the enemy people or
depriving them of the means to support themselves, particularly the masses
dwelling in the cities.

Of these options, air power might be employed to achieve 1, 3, 4, and
5, or to assist the Army and Navy in achieving 2 or 3. This Air Corps
concept obviously was not unanimously adopted by the committee. In
fact, there was no unanimity—no common ground—on which the
members of the Joint Strategic Committee might move in unison
toward recommending a joint overall strategy for the conduct of the
war.

With the exception of Colonel Wedemeyer, the members of the
Joint Strategic Committee were unaware of the Air Corps’ views on air
power and certainly were not ready to accept them. The Army
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members considered that victory could come only through invasion of
the enemy’s territory and defeat of the enemy’s army. The Navy was
prepared to go along with this view, with the clear understanding that
invasion could not possibly be considered until the Navy had defeated
the enemy navy and secured the lines of communication. Thereafter,
the Navy was ready to support the amphibious assault and protect the
lines of communication—Ileaving the rest to the Army, supported by
the air forces. As the Air Corps member, I contended the enemy could
best be defeated by strategic air power. The Joint Strategic Committee
was treading in troubled waters. The potential of strategic air power to
be the decisive element in achieving victory continued to be disputed
until the end of the war.

We were just getting acquainted when we received our first
directive from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. As the meeting was called to
order, a burly Marine captain entered, bearing a locked and sealed
briefcase. He wore side arms and an armed guard accompanied him.
With much ceremony, he removed a message from his briefcase and
received a signed receipt. The message was from the Joint Chiefs of
Staff by way of the Joint Plans Committee. It was a masterpiece of
directness and simplicity asking in effect: “What should be the
strategic concept of the conduct of the war?” Making no reference to
previous plans or policies and making no effort to influence our views,
the message left the field wide open. This was typical of the open-
mindedness of General Marshall. Unfortunately, however, the direc-
tive furnished no statement of national purpose or national objective
of the war to serve as guidance for our formidable task. Nor did we, as
the Joint Strategic Committee, seek to interpret national attitudes and
statements of policy to serve as guidance. At our first meeting,
however, we did agree upon a sensible first step: we called upon the
Joint Intelligence Committee for a presentation of the world intelli-
gence situation.

The Joint Intelligence Committee presentation was gloomy in-
deed. All of Western Europe had become a German citadel, and
Hitler’s armies were at the gates of Moscow. The Germans had
suffered a rebuff, but this was attributed as much to the winter
weather as to Russian counterattack. The Joint Intelligence Commit-
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tee estimated that Russian resistance would collapse within three
months after fighting resumed in the spring. That would be in about
six months. The Japanese were pressing relentlessly onward with no
sign of weakening. Corregidor in the Philippines might hold out for a
while, but it would simply be bypassed. The Joint Intelligence
Committee estimated that the Germans and Japanese might join
hands in the vicinity of Karachi, India, within the year. Taking note of
these facts, opinions, and predictions, we sought to evaluate them. In
our deliberations, the great question marks were the Russian Army
and the capability of Britain to hold out.

The Russian Army gave no reason for optimism. Little was
known of it, but that knowledge was hardly encouraging. Stalin had
killed off great numbers of the professional military in the purges of
the 1930s. Thereafter, the Russians had instituted the commissar
system, whereby every military commander had a Party member at his
elbow. This new Russian Army had not fared well against the very
small adversary of Finland in 1939 and 1940. Rumor indicated the
Communists had then abandoned the commissar system. Later,
however, we learned this was not true. The Soviets were extremely
secretive and treated their Allies as potential enemies.

The great Russian Army had permitted itself to suffer the
disastrous effects of surprise the previous summer when Hitler had
unleashed 163 divisions against them on June 22, 1941. How the
Germans could amass 163 divisions on the Russian border without
alerting the Russians to their danger remains a mystery. Actually
Stalin had been warned, both by the British and by his own agents.
The summer campaign of 1941 by the Germans had produced one of
the wonders of military history. Using bold tactics of wide envelop-
ment and deep penetration by Gen. Heinz Guderian’s armored forces,
closely supported by the Luftwaffe, the Germans cut out huge chunks
of Russia. By following up with foot soldiers moving forward at an
amazing pace, the Germans simply ingested over a million Russian
prisoners at a rate which surely taxed the prisoner-of-war facilities to
the utmost.

In the winter of 1941-1942, the hope of continued Russian
resistance on any major scale seemed dim indeed. If Russian resistance
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faded away, what then? Numerous Germans would be released for
redeployment against the British. The British had preserved their
security through the Battle of Britain. But it was problematical that
Britain could succeed a second time. With the European industry
available for producing new armaments, the deficiencies leading to the
defeat of the Luftwaffe in the Battle of Britain could be corrected.
Heavier bombers and longer-range escort fighters might accomplish
what the He-111 bombers and the Me-109 fighters failed to do. The
submarine campaign might be extended until it did indeed starve
Britain into submission or accommodation. Then all would be lost,
and America would face either the extension of German power into
South America, or the prospect of an uneasy peace subjecting the vast
resources and markets of Europe to German exploitation. But what
could be done about it? More specifically, what could the United
States do about it?

The Victory Program* had shown it would take two years to raise
the armies and build ships to transport them to Europe for massive
combined invasion of Fortress Europe, even if the British were able to
survive and persist. Two years seemed quite hopeless.

We had been spared the agony of deciding whether to go to war.
The Japanese had made that decision for us. But the Joint Strategic
Committee would have been well advised to preface its deliberations
with a determination of national purpose and national military
objectives. The first was, unfortunately, ignored. The latter was
commonly agreed to be “victory over our enemies.” The victory must
be so convincing as to permit our statesmen and political leaders to set
whatever course was best for the postwar world.

The committee faced two options in terms of national grand
strategy: (1) strategic offensive against Axis Europe and strategic
defensive against Japan; (2) strategic defensive of the Western
Hemisphere and strategic offensive against Japan. The committee

*The response by the Secretaries of War and Navy to the President’s letter of July 9, asking
for “estimates of production required to defeat our potential enemies” was called The Victory
Program, of which AWPD-1 was Annex II. After Pearl Harbor only the Air Plan, AWPD-1,
remained feasible to accomplish in the new situation.
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further faced several options in terms of military force application,
whether there should be primary emphasis on invasion, or sea
blockade, or strategic air attack, or a combination of the three. Earlier,
Roosevelt and Churchill had clearly favored a joint offensive in
Europe ss a first priority. But this was before the catastrophe of Pearl
Harbor and the proximate defeat of Soviet Russia. At this point, the
Joint Strategic Committee felt free to make a new military appraisal.
In fact, the committee looked upon this as a requirement in view of the
directive from the Joint Chiefs.

The direction most of the members of the committee would favor
soon became evident. If the salvation of Europe was hopeless, then it
would be stupid to waste resources on a doomed venture and leave the
Japanese undisturbed while they consolidated their expanding areas of
conquest. In short, insofar as grand strategy was concerned, the
majority of the committee tended toward option (2)—strategic
defensive of the Western Hemisphere and strategic offensive against
Japan, abandoning Europe as hopelessly lost. As to military force
application, the Navy wanted primary emphasis on defense of the
Western Hemisphere by the Navy and gaining naval domination of the
Pacific. Ultimately, this meant gaining sea superiority in the critical
areas vital to Japan and finally supporting an invasion. Army members
stoutly contended that invasion, whether in Europe or Japan, was the
decisive maneuver for victory.

I was the proponent of air power as the chief instrument of
victory. Although my interests included air defense and air support of
surface operations, they centered on strategic air warfare. And I was
not prepared to write off Europe as already lost. There were many
principal ways to apply air power. (We do not need to go into them
here as they pertained to the air war against Germany. They are
described elsewhere.) The significant point was that a Nazi victory in
Europe would create a condition wherein we could not sustain a
prosperous life in peace. Acknowledging this, authorities at the very
highest levels had already approved the offensive against Germany as
our main effort. To this end, our first military effort was an air
offensive, as described in AWPD-1. Regardless of how black the
picture looked, we simply had to do our utmost to save Europe to save
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ourselves. In defense of my position, therefore, I briefed the committee
in detail on the air plan, which proposed first priority on a sustained
and unremitting air bombardment of Germany from English bases.

The purpose of the air offensive was (1) to debilitate the German
war machine through destruction of war industries and undermine the
“will to resist” of the German state by selective bombing, (2) topple
the German state if possible, and (3) prepare for support of an
invasion, if that should be necessary. More specifically, AWPD-1
called for the operation of 1,060 medium bombers (B-25s and B-26s),
3,740 heavy and very heavy bombers (B-17s, B-24s, and B-29s), and
2,000 fighters against Germany from bases in England, Northern
Ireland, and Egypt. In addition, 3,740 very-long-range bombers
(B-36s) would operate from bases in the Western Hemisphere. There
would be 6 months of intensive and undiluted bombardment of 154
selected industrial targets:

German Air Force 30
German electric power system 50
German petroleum system 27
German transportation system _47

154

The primary air objectives were described in some detail with regard
to Axis Europe; they were less definitive as to Japan.

Days and nights of bitter but earnest arguments ensued within the
committee. The weight of committee sentiment and conviction
gravitated steadily to the Pacific. Committee members had spent their
professional lives studying military history, and most were inclined to
accept a strict interpretation of the Joint Army and Navy Board’s
precept expressed in September 1941, in The Victory Program: “Naval
and air power may prevent wars from being lost and, by weakening
enemy strength, may greatly contribute to victory. By themselves,
however, naval and air forces seldom, if ever, win important wars. It
should be recognized as an almost invariable rule that only land
armies can finally win wars.” Invasion of Europe by land armies
before the collapse of Russia appeared a very remote possibility.
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Growing impatient, the Joint Chiefs of Staff sent a message
demanding an answer to their question. Colonel Wedemeyer and I
favored a grand strategy of Axis Europe first, even though the
prospects of victory in Europe looked very grim indeed. A head count
showed that nearly all our committee members, three-fourths in fact,
were for abandoning Europe as beyond salvation and for constructing
a defense of the Western Hemisphere and an offense against Japan as
soon as forces, especially naval ones, could be provided. They were
ready to acknowledge the loss of Europe and Britain as a hopeless
cause and assume the offensive against Japan at the earliest possible
time, culminating in the invasion and conquest of the Japanese home
islands.

I was motivated by a number of convictions to turn our maximum
effort to the defeat of Hitler. A year’s study as head of the Strategic
Air Intelligence Section of A-2 led me to a firm belief that Germany
was susceptible to defeat from the air. I had estimated and evaluated
the force requirements to achieve this aim. I knew the air offensive
would not have to be delayed two years; it could begin in the near
future and reach massive proportions in a little over a year and a half if
it were accorded top priority. I knew base areas could be furnished in
Britain. And a tour in England as an observer of the war convinced me
Britain would fight and go on fighting so long as there was one ray of
hope. We could supply that ray.

I also felt that victory over Hitler was essential to America’s
future well-being. Failure to preserve Europe could produce a
situation in which a Nazi-dominated Europe could become too strong
for our economic competition or our military security. This was not so
for the Far East. Failure to thwart Emperor Hirohito of Japan would
lead to discomfort but not disaster. Colonel Wedemeyer also believed
that we should do everything in our power to defeat Hitler and save
Europe. He, too, felt that a Europe dominated and exploited by Hitler
could prove to be a disaster for the future of America.

Together we persuaded our associates. The recommended grand
strategy sent to the Joint Chiefs through the Joint Plans Committee
envisioned a strategic offensive against Axis Europe as the maximum
national effort until Nazi Germany was decisively defeated. Concur-
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rently, there would be strategic defensive operations in the Pacific with
the least diversion of available forces from the main thrust against
Hitler. An all-out strategic offensive would be launched against Japan
immediately after Hitler’s defeat. The initial mode of offensive
operations against Axis Europe would be through a combined
strategic air offensive by the Royal Air Force and the U.S. Army Air
Forces from bases in England. It would be directed against the
German Air Force and the war-making and civic-sustaining resources
of the German state. Preparations for an invasion of the Continent and
sustained and combined air and surface warfare would be provided.
Massive tactical air forces to support ground operations would be
made ready in time. The proponents of strategic air warfare hoped an
invasion would not be needed, but Allied grand strategy could not be
pinned to that hope alone.

This grand strategy was accepted by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff
and was formally accepted by the Combined Chiefs of Staff on
December 31, 1941. The agreement contained the following para-
graph:

The essential features of the American-British Strategy as
adopted by the Combined Chiefs of Staff on December 31, 1941,
based on the principle that only the minimum of force necessary for
the safeguarding of vital interests in other theaters should be
diverted from operation against Germany, were:

(a) The realization of the victory programs of armaments,
which first and foremost requires the security of the main areas of
war industry.

(b) The maintenance of essential communications.
(c) Closing and tightening the ring around Germany.

(d) Wearing down and undermining German resistance by air
bombardment, blockade, subversive activities, and propaganda.

(e) The continuous development of offensive action against
Germany.

() Maintaining only such positions in the Eastern theater as
will safeguard vital interests and deny to Japan access to raw
materials vital to her continuous war effort while we are concentrat-
ing on defeat of Germany.

54



PLANNING THE WAR FOR EUROPE

It is interesting to note that the Combined Chiefs of Staff
recognized that defensive security of the sources of power, the main
areas of population, and war industry, must be ensured before any
~ offensive operations could be sustained.

One would expect this would settle the dichotomy over early
offensive against Japan, but this was not so. The U.S. Navy was not
content with a defensive role and demanded the acceptance of a
“limited active defense” against Japan, with forces assigned for this
purpose. Specifically, Navy officials wanted a U.S. Army strategic air
force assigned to support naval forces in the South Pacific. The crux of
the disagreement focused on communications between Hawaii and
Australia. I demurred against furnishing a strategic air force to the
Pacific which would compete with requirements for Europe. Nonethe-
less, the other committee members agreed with the Navy’s contention
that the line of communication to Australia through New Zealand was
vital to the war effort, and there must be provided a mobile air force of
long-range aircraft to operate with the mobile naval surface forces.
The idea was appealing and had merit—if we had forces to support it.

I agreed that the area was important but could not agree that a
long-range air force should be provided for operations in that area.
Actually, we had no long-range air forces at all. The Eighth Air Force
was to be organized for deployment to England at the earliest possible
moment. But it was not even in existence. We were short of long-range
bombers and trained crews, and we were straining to form such an air
force for the air offensive against Axis Europe. To set up another long-
range air force for operations in the South Pacific would dilute our
sparse resources beyond recognition. This was the first of many
efforts—some of them all too successful—to divert long-range bomb-
ers from their agreed first priority job: the attack on Germany.

The request by the Navy for creation of an Army Air Forces
strategic air force to be deployed to the South Pacific to operate under
naval command was approved by the majority of the members of the
Joint Strategic Committee. This was, I suspect, the first “split-paper”
submitted to the Joint Chiefs, and they were not pleased. Delivering an
official admonition to our committee to be recorded on the personal
record of each member, they directed us to reconvene and come up

55



STRATEGIC AIR WAR

with an agreed recommendation. General Arnold called me in and
gave me a “‘personal admonition” to go on my record.

We reconvened in continuous session. Colonel Wedemeyer, who
had always inclined to a “Europe first” strategy, recognized the
danger in setting up a competing demand for a strategic air force in the
South Pacific. He joined me and we worked as a team. Little by little
the others came around—the Navy members most reluctantly.
Finally, we came to agreement on the need for concentrating forces for
the chief effort against Axis Europe with a minimum of diversion
elsewhere. We submitted our unanimous findings, which were accept-
ed. I rather thougnt General Arnold would remove the record of my
personal admonition, since I had won my point, and I am sure he
would have if he had thought of it. But apparently it did not occur to
him.

I do not think it wise to make too much of these incidents. I doubt
if the Joint Chiefs would have endorsed the recommendation first
favored by the majority of our committee—abandoning Europe as
irrevocably lost and turning our energies to defeat of Japan. But it is
possible they might have. President Roosevelt and Prime Minister
Churchill would certainly have overridden any recommendation to
that effect. Yet, if Germany had not declared war on the United States
so promptly, the President would have had to face alone the wave of
anger against Japan. I think it quite possible that, under those
circumstances, our main effort might have been in the Pacific. The
incidents have, I think, two points of significance.

First, if Germany’s declaration of war against the United States
had been omitted entirely or had been delayed, Churchill would have
found it difficult to arrange for immediate conversations on British-
American grand strategy on a worldwide basis. And it would have
been difficult for him to bring the Chiefs of Staff Committee and their
supporting committees with him. Since there would have been no
immediate need for a U.S. air member to balance the Chief of Staff of
the Royal Air Force, it is quite likely the initial composition of the
U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff (if such a committee were appointed at all)
would have embraced only the Chief of Staff of the Army and the
Chief of Naval Operations, together with the President’s personal
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Chief of Staff. Without air membership, the U.S. Joint Chiefs in their
deliberations on grand strategy would have embraced the argument
that Britain could not be saved by surface warfare, and they would
probably have endorsed the decision to abandon support of Britain as
infeasible and to make defeat of Japan the primary American military
objective.

Second, the Navy never really abandoned its adherence to the
concept that equal priority should go to the war in the Pacific—to the
defeat of Japan. By the time the final plans for invasion of the Japanese
home islands were approved in 1945, the Navy had completed an
enormous armada in the Pacific, including 10 new battleships and 13
rebuilt old ones and 109 aircraft carriers of assorted sizes. Nearly all of
these ships had been committed or laid down in 1942 and 1943. They
had enjoyed equal priority with the needs and demands of the Army
and the Army Air Forces for new armaments, even though these
resources were destined for the secondary, defensive effort in the
Pacific, not to the principal offensive against Axis Europe. The
enormous carrier force was equipped with multiple aircraft comple-
ments and combat crews for each carrier. These, too, shared equally in
resources with the Army Air Forces, which were committed to the top
priority strategic effort against Axis Europe. No one will deny the
magnificent performance of these forces in the Pacific. But their
production schedule was not in accord with the agreed joint strategy,
and it competed with and jeopardized the buildup of forces for the
chief effort.

My tenure with the Joint Strategic Committee was not long. In
May, Maj. Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower asked me to head an air plans
office in the European Theater of Operations, and in June I went to
England where he promoted me to brigadier general. My replacement
on the Joint Strategic Committee was Col. Earle E. “Pat” Partridge. I
went from that job to command a wing and an air division in Eighth
Air Force.

AWPD-42

In August 1942 the President again asked for an estimate
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involving aircraft. He wanted to know the number of military
airplanes that should be produced in 1943 to attain air supremacy. I
was temporarily called back from England to direct preparation of a
new air plan (AWPD-42). Air War Plans Division-1 (AWPD-1),
written in September 1941, had been a “contingency plan,” in case we
should go to war. But AWPD-42 was essentially a “requirements”
plan specifying munitions, bases, and air needs to carry out an agreed
strategy. This time the requirements would include aircraft for our
allies as well as ourselves, since we continued to want the wherewithal
to conduct significant air operations. AWPD-42 retained the basic
structure of AWPD-1. The defeat of Germany remained the first
priority and the air offensive against Japan was still deferred.
Unchanged was the primary strategic purpose of undermining and
destroying the capability and will of Germany to wage war. This
would be done by destroying the war-supporting industries and
economic systems upon which the war-sustaining and political econo-
my depended.
The air operations contemplated for 1943 and 1944 were:

1. An air offensive against Axis Europe to:
a. Defeat the German Air Force.
b. Destroy the sources of German submarine construction.
¢. Undermine the German war-making capacity.

2. Air support of an Allied land offensive in Northwest Africa.

3. Air support of Allied nations’ land operations to retain the Middle
East.

4. Air support of surface operations in the Japanese Theater to regain
base areas for a final offensive against Japan proper, including:
a. Land operations from India through China, reopening the
Burma Road.
b. Amphibious operations from the South and Southwest Pacific
toward the Philippine Islands.

5. Hemispheric defense, including antisubmarine patrol.

The air objectives were described as primary and intermediate,
with overriding priority given to the intermediate ones:
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(German) Fighter aircraft assembly plants
Bomber aircraft assembly plants
Aero engine assembly plants

The primary ones were:

(German) Submarine yards
Transportation targets (rail and canal in Germany)
Electric power system
Synthetic oil plants
Aluminum plants
Synthetic rubber plants

When inaugurated, the strategic offensive against Japan would
resemble that for Germany. It would seek to undermine and destroy
the capability and will of the Japanese people to wage war by
destroying the industries and systems upon which the war industries
and the civilian economy relied.

In comparison with operations and priorities called for in
AWPD-1, worldwide operations revealed by 1942 some weakening of
resolve to keep the maximum possible air strength directed toward the
primary strategic air offensive, the destruction of the vital elements of
Germany. Northwest Africa was drawing off air forces to support land
operations. Land operations in the Middle East were likewise diverting
air elements. And surface operations to regain base areas in the Far
East, as distinct from operations for a strictly defensive purpose, were
also absorbing air power. By necessity, all these absorbed air forces
could have been employed in the primary strategic effort, the air
offensive against Germany. Yet the latter had not even started in any
meaningful sense, and the delay would be further extended if these
diversions continued to grow.

As for the air offensive against Japan, it was too early to give
anything more than general guidance in terms of objectives and
targets. Nevertheless, AWPD-42 recognized that the strategic air
offensive against Japan would follow the defeat of Germany, and
proposed the following targets:
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Aircraft engine plants
Submarine yards

Naval and commercial bases
Alumina and aluminum plants
Iron and steel

Oil

Chemical plants

Rubber factories

There were two striking omissions from this list: the Japanese
electric power system and the transportation system (including
shipping, harbor and repair facilities, inland seas transportation routes
and waterways, and railroads). The omission of the electric power
system stemmed from the cursory analysis by A-2. This fostered the
general belief that electric power was produced in a multiplicity of
small hydroelectric generating plants which would render the system
as a whole practically invulnerable to attack. The analysis had not
been made in depth and did not include the distribution system.
However, there was ample time for a further detailed examination, and
failure to conduct it was a costly error.

The total approved aircraft production requirements for the Army
Air Forces, the U.S. Navy, and our allies came to 127,000, of which
85,300 would go to the Army Air Forces.

Distressing Diversions

The first threat to the air offensive against Germany came
distressingly soon. Prime Minister Churchill vigorously advocated an
invasion of North Africa. It would have to be supported with heavy
bombers at the expense of the air offensive against Germany. The
American Joint Chiefs took the position that an invasion of North
Africa was militarily unwise. As General Marshall pointed out, it was
a tangential thrust, at right angles to the proper axis of attack—the
assault of Germany itself. The North African invasion would swallow
up vast military resources at the expense of the principal effort, while
doing very little toward defeating the Reich in Europe. General
Arnold vigorously supported this position with special stress on the
cost to the strategic air offensive against interior Germany. Adm.
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Ernest J. King, Chief of Naval Operations, believed the margin of
priority of Germany over Japan was very small and any diversion of
resources away from Germany should go to the Pacific, not to the
Mediterranean.

President Roosevelt weighed both the military arguments against
diversion to North Africa and the political arguments calling for some
visible evidence of military success. The air offensive against Germany
was not well enough understood to meet political demands, nor were
its true dimensions really grasped by the President. Invasion of France
was out of the question in 1942 and probably in 1943. At this point
(mid-1942), both the British and the Americans had only a string of
stinging defeats—except for the defensive Battle of Britain—to show
for their war efforts. Churchill was coming under increasing political
attack at home, and his possible political defeat would be a dreadful
disaster. The Prime Minister’s arguments for operations in North
Africa and the Mediterranean had two longer range objectives: freeing
the sea lanes through the Mediterranean to India and Australia, and
adoption of a main thrust toward Germany by way of the Balkans and
the “soft underbelly.” Such a push would run interference against the
Russian drive that might engulf all of Western Europe. The President
agreed to the North African venture.

The Air War against Axis Europe

The problems of grand strategy plagued Brig. Gen. Ira C. Eaker
from the day in February 1942, when he and his small advanced staff
of six people landed in England and set up the VIII Bomber
Command, Eighth Air Force. Eaker lacked a clear, authoritative,
written statement of purpose. What was the VIII Bomber Command
expected to accomplish? What was the grand objective? Where did
that grand objective fit into the scheme of international purposes? Did
American air power have an independent but coordinate task to
accomplish, or was it a supporting element, paving the way for and
assisting the decisive campaigns of the ground forces? What was to be
the relationship between VIII Bomber Command and RAF Bomber
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Command, and between VIII Bomber Command and the U.S. Theater
Commander?

Eaker himself understood well enough the objective General
Arnold had in mind, from the latter’s verbal instructions. But he had
no written directive or letter of instructions describing his purpose and
giving him the authority to pursue it. The VIII Bomber Command
Commander had been a supporter and disciple of Billy Mitchell. He
had attended the Air Corps Tactical School, where Mitchell’s broad
concepts had been translated into specific concepts and principles. He
had also been thoroughly briefed on AWPD-1, the plan for the
development of the Army Air Forces and their operations in the
European Theater. As mentioned earlier, that plan expressed the
objective of U.S. Army Air Forces in a war against the European Axis
Powers in these terms: “To conduct a sustained and unremitting air
offensive against Germany and Italy to destroy their will and
capability to continue the war and to make an invasion either
unnecessary or feasible without excessive cost.” The primary targets
were listed as the disruption of Germany’s electric power system,
transportation system, and petroleum system. The German Air Force,
especially the German fighter force, might make it excessively
expensive to make deep penetration to reach these primary targets.
Hence, the German fighter force was described as an intermediate
objective and given an “overriding priority,” even higher than the
primary targets whose destruction was expected to cripple the German
state and its ability to continue the war. Neutralization of the German
fighter force would have the added value of being absolutely essential
to any consideration of invasion. To accomplish this aim, AWPD-1
specified building Eighth Air Force to 10 groups of medium bombers
(850 B-25s and B-26s), 20 groups of heavy bombers (1,360 B-17/
B-24s) based in England, 12 groups of very heavy bombers (816
B-29s) based in Northern Ireland, and 10 groups of fighters (1,300
P-47s and P-38s) based in England—a total of 4,328 aircraft,
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including unit reserves.* Clearly this was a concept of air power
coordinate with any other forces, land or sea, and designed to have a
war-winning role in Allied grand strategy. Obviously the Eighth Air
Force would have to establish and maintain its individual identity and
integrity if it was to perform such a role.

Eaker subscribed to this concept wholeheartedly and he never
swerved from it. But AWPD-1 had been prepared before Pearl
Harbor and had been approved by the President solely as part of the
Victory Program, as a guide for production. When the Joint Chiefs of
Staff organization was created in late December 1941, the Chiefs
refused to approve AWPD-1 as a basis for strategic operations. The
Navy particularly objected, saying the plan dealt with matters
important to the Navy, but that Navy officers had not participated in
its development. Furthermore, Pearl Harbor had radically changed
the situation.

On January 13, 1942, the Joint Chiefs did approve dispatching a
bomber force to England to join with RAF Bomber Command in
attacks on the European Axis. On January 27 the Combined Chiefs
agreed that the first two U.S. heavy bomber groups available were to
be assigned to an American bomber command in the British Isles, to
“operate independently in cooperation with the British Bomber
Command.”

Arnold probably had no authority to issue Eaker a “Letter of
Instructions” to prepare to implement AWPD-1. Had Arnold made
an issue of it at the time he most likely would have lost. What he may
have told Eaker in private has not been disclosed, but there was no

*The number of groups and aircraft were later described in AWPD—42 (August 1942) as:
heavy bombers, 42 (2,016); medium bombers, 15 (960); fighters, 25 (2,500). Unit reserves would
boost these totals an estimated additional 50 percent: 3,024 heavy bombers, 1,440 medium
bombers, and 3,750 fighters in the theater. These changes reflected the decision to rely upon the
continued security of bases in England. (AWPD-1 provided for the substitution of B-17s and
B-24s for the B-36s in order to meet the contingency of the loss of England as a base area.) In
AWPD-42 the B-29s were also replaced with B-17s and B-24s, since these bombers had
adequate range to reach the targets in Germany, and the long-range B-29s, when they became
available, would be needed in the Pacific. It also reflected the transfer of fighters from the air
defenses of the Western Hemisphere. (Most of these fighters were transferred to the Tactical Air
Forces, where they became excellent fighter-bombers). The total number of aircraft to be based
in England became 8,214, including unit reserves.
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need to explain intentions. Arnold, Spaatz, and Eaker had worked
together for twenty years to develop air power. They understood each
other. Probably Arnold was wise in waiting until he had deployed this
massive force to England before raising the issue of grand strategy. As
it was, officially he told Eaker to go to England to study RAF Bomber
Command operations and to prepare the way for reception of U.S.
bomber units.

When Eaker arrived in England in early February 1942, he
reported to the Commanding General, U.S. Army Forces in British
Isles, Maj. Gen. James E. Chaney, an Air Corps officer. Chaney had
received no special instructions regarding Eaker and proposed to
quarter Eaker in his theater headquarters, staffed chiefly by ground
officers, and to exercise command over him like all other U.S. Army
elements in England. Eaker needed all his tact and ingenuity to avoid
being absorbed. He succeeded in evading this fate by seeking
headquarters near RAF Bomber Command, thirty miles outside
London, in order to carry out his instructions from Arnold.

But there Eaker encountered his second major problem. Air
Marshal Sir Arthur Harris, Commander in Chief, RAF Bomber
Command, was the soul of hospitality, but he was bent upon having
the American bombers join Bomber Command in night operations
against German cities. This threatened the absorption of VIII Bomber
Command into RAF Bomber Command and the abandonment of the
American strategic air concept of selective target destruction, which
required daylight operations so as to distinguish and attack specific
targets. It was here Eaker displayed his remarkable talent for
“amicable disagreement.” He and Harris became and remained fast
friends. But Eaker steadfastly refused to accept Harris’ urgent
recommendations and appeals.

When Generals Eisenhower and Spaatz arrived in England on
June 24, 1942, to be the U.S. European Theater Commander and the
Commanding General, Eighth Air Force, respectively, each carried a
“Letter of Instructions.” Spaatz had received verbal instructions from
Arnold and the letter, signed by Arnold, was brief, dealing exclusively
with channels of communication. Eisenhower’s letter, more detailed,
constituted the real directive under which all U.S. Army units in
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England, including the AAF, were to operate in the United Kingdom.
All air units initially based there were to be integrated into the Eighth
Air Force. General Spaatz, as commander, was to have his own
headquarters and staff, and provision was to be made for bomber,
fighter, ground-air support, and air service commands. Eisenhower’s
letter talked about strategic control of AAF operations vested in the
British government and expressed through Air Chief Marshal Portal,
RAF, as agreed by the Combined Chiefs of Staff. It was assumed the
instructions to Eisenhower meant general strategic directives on
purposes and broad objectives. His instructions did not include
designation of targets or tactical control of operations. The broad
objective for the AAF in the European Theater of Operations was
described in the letter. It was to gain air supremacy over western
continental Europe in preparation for and support of a combined land,
sea, and air movement across the channel into continental Europe.

The letter made no mention of a place for air power in grand
strategy and gave no strategic objective or list of strategic targets save
for gaining air superiority to prepare for and support an invasion of
the Continent. Nor were there any instructions to Eisenhower to offer
support for a strategic air offensive. No authority for strategic air
decisions was specially vested in General Spaatz as Commander of the
Eighth Air Force. As executive agent of the Combined Chiefs of Staff,
Air Chief Marshal Portal exercised broad strategic direction. Final
authority rested with General Eisenhower as theater commander,
commanding all U.S. Army forces in the European Theater of
Operations.

Spaatz and Eaker had no overriding authority or responsibility for
directing the strategic air offensive of the Eighth Air Force, except as
they were able to assume such authority by persuasion. Fortunately
they were both able, persuasive commanders, but their freedom of
action was limited and could be withdrawn at the discretion of the
theater commander. Thus the prospects for an effective American
strategic air offensive seemed dim, even if the forces promised for
England should arrive on schedule and should not be diverted. When
Eisenhower departed the European Theater to become commander in
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MAJ. GEN. HENRY H. ARNOLD. Chief of the AAF, (center)
meets with his staff to plan war strategy, ca. fall 1941. Staff
members include: (left to right) Col. Edgar P. Sorenson; Lt. Col.
Harold L. George; Brig. Gen. Carl Spaatz, Chief of Staff; Maj.
Haywood S. Hansell, Jr.; Brig. Gen. Martin F. Scanlon; and Lt.
Col. Arthur W. Vanaman.

AAF COL. STANLEY T. WRAY, Commander, 91st Bomb
Group; Maj. Gen. George E. Stratemeyer, Chief of Air Staff,
Headquarters, AAF; and Brig. Gen. Hansell, Commander, 1st
Bomb Wing, attend a dedication ceremony at Bassingbourn,
England, in April 1943.
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BRIG. GEN.
HANSELL listens
to Maj. Gen. Fol-
lett Bradley, AAF
Air Inspector, dur-
ing a visit to 305th
Bomb Group,
Chelveston, Eng-
land, on May 21,
1943,

BRITISH AIR CHIEF MARSHAL SIR ARTHUR HARRIS
(left) meets with Lt. Gen. Frank M. Andrews, Commanding
General of U.S. Forces in the European Theater, and Maj. Gen.
Ira C. Eaker, Commanding General, Eighth Air Force, on March
25, 1943.
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chief of the forces invading North Africa, he took Spaatz with him—
and more than half of Eaker’s bombers as well.

Late in 1942, Maj. Gen. Muir S. Fairchild was a member of the
prestigious Strategic Survey Committee of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that
supplanted the Joint Strategic Committee. The committee was charged
with examining the progress of and recommending changes in the
grand strategy that had been formulated by the Joint Strategic
Committee. General Fairchild was disturbed by attacks being made on
the air strategy proposed in AWPD—-42. He discovered that the Joint
Intelligence Committee, containing no air member, was challenging
the validity of the basic strategic airpower contention. Specifically, the
committee questioned the effect on the outcome of the war of the
destruction of industrial targets. Fairchild therefore proposed that a
group of top U.S. industrial leaders be assembled to assess the impact
of destruction of selected targets upon industrial production. His idea
was to look at the primary targets listed in AWPD-42 and assess the
impact of their destruction. He also proposed to list industrial targets,
in priority, whose destruction would contribute most to the collapse of
the German capability and willingness to continue the war.

During the first week of December 1942, General Arnold
(without reference to the Air War Plans Division) sent Fairchild’s
draft proposal to Col. Byron E. Gates, head of the Office of
Management Control. Arnold’s memorandum read:

Have the group of operations analysts under your control
prepare and submit to me a report analyzing the rate of progressive
deterioration that could be anticipated in the German war effort as
a result of the increasing air operations we are prepared to employ
against its sustaining sources. This study should result in as
accurate an estimate as can be arrived at as to the date [emphasis
added] when the deterioration will have progressed to a point to
permit successful invasion of Western Europe.
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The emphasis upon invasion is significant, and was a source of
some confusion to the Committee of Operations Analysts.

Meantime, the issue of incorporating U.S. bombers into RAF
night operations continued to boil. The issue was not confined to RAF
Bomber Command. Although Air Marshal Harris did not personally
refer the matter to the British Air Ministry, the latter took strong
opposition to General Eaker’s daylight operational concept. Eaker was
caught between two millstones. Over his bitter protest he had lost his
most experienced and effective bomber groups to the North African
campaign. Then the very people who had robbed him were castigating
him unmercifully for failing to undertake effective air operations
against Germany. Unfortunately, the criticism was just as caustic
from the United States as from the Air Ministry. Whereupon that
most powerful and persuasive personality, Winston Churchill, Prime
Minister of England, entered the fray.

In early 1943, at the Casablanca Conference of the Allied heads of
State and the Combined Chiefs of Staff, Churchill protested the Eighth
Air Force daylight bombing at a luncheon with the President. He
secured Roosevelt’s tentative agreement that the Eighth should be
directed to abandon the American air strategy of selective target
attacks and join RAF Bomber Command in night operations against
German cities. When General Arnold learned of it, he sent for Ira
Eaker, now a major general and Eighth Air Force Commander since
Spaatz departed to join General Eisenhower in the Mediterranean
Theater. Arnold explained the situation. Eaker for once lost his
customary aplomb. He told General Arnold that if he, Arnold, was
prepared to abandon his objective and adopt an air strategy that could
neither paralyze Germany’s war-making industry nor make feasible an
invasion, he, Eaker, wanted no part of it, and Arnold could find
another air commander. Arnold grinned and said he had anticipated
such a response and had arranged a meeting between Eaker and
Churchill two days hence, to see if the Eighth Air Force Commander
could dissuade the Prime Minister.
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Eaker sequestered himself with his aide, Captain James Parton,
and prepared his argument. He knew that Churchill preferred brevity;
like most high officials he had neither time nor patience to wade
through lengthy documents. The first draft of the digested arguments
prepared by the two totaled some twenty-three pages. Eaker then
called upon his skill of exposition, a natural talent sharpened by a year
of law at Columbia University. The final draft consisted of eight
simple, declarative assertions, filling half a page.

On the occasion of his momentous meeting with Prime Minister
Churchill, General Eaker said he understood that the Prime Minister
was always willing to weigh both sides of an issue, and he had
prepared a brief paper. Churchill read the statements slowly and with
evident relish at their pithy clarity. Eaker then had the opportunity to
explain and expand his arguments. He raised no criticism of night
bombing by the RAF, but argued that it would fit in with the daylight
bombing by the Eighth Air Force to provide continuous pressure.
“We’ll bomb the devils day and night and give them no rest.” At the
conclusion of the meeting Churchill said:

Young man, you have not yet convinced me you are right, but
you have persuaded me that you should have further opportunity to
prove your contention. How fortuitous it would be if we could, as
you say, “bomb the devils around the clock.” When I see your
President at lunch today, I shall tell him that I withdraw my
suggestion that U.S. bombers join the RAF in night bombing, and
that I now recommend that our joint day and night bombing be
continued for a time.

It was, I believe, one of the most critical decisions of the war. If
Prime Minister Churchill’s recommendation had stood, if Eaker’s
argument had not been persuasive, the results would have entailed:

a. Standing down the Eighth Air Force for modifying equipment
and retraining. The B-17s and B-24s would need to be shielded
against exposing exhaust and supercharger turbine light for night
operations. That would have been quite difficult because they used
exhaust gas turbines to drive their superchargers and the light would
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have been quite prominent at night. Most of the guns and gunners
would require removal, since they would be relatively useless at night.

b. The navigators would need training for higher expertise in
celestial navigation.

c. The bombardiers would require retraining for night bombing.

d. The bombardment aircraft would need British navigation and
position equipment (Gee and Oboe) pending refinement and provision
of American H2X radar bombing equipment.

e. Provision would have to be made for night landing of large
forces and for prevention of collision in congested air space being used
by both forces.

But most important of all, it would have entailed abandonment of
American grand strategy and a radical change in air strategy.
Americans were convinced that solely by destruction of selected vital
target systems could German war-making and war-sustaining capabili-
ty be wrecked. Certainly the German Air Force could not be
eliminated by night bombing; hence there could be no invasion. And
the night attack of German cities might prove insufficient to cause
German capitulation, as seemed probable in the view of American air
strategists. If so, victory in Europe might elude the Allies, and the
objectives of grand strategy would probably be lost entirely if this
change in air strategy were adopted. It is even likely American
strategic air priority would have shifted to the Pacific.

It was, in my opinion, the crucial turning point in the conduct of
the war in Europe. Its outcome hung upon the convictions and the
persuasiveness of Ira Eaker. He gambled his career that this was one of
“the things that can be changed and should be changed,” and ultimate
success proved his wisdom. It was a testimonial to Eaker’s forthright
and courageous support of strategic purpose and objective. He
succeeded in persuading the Prime Minister to reverse himself on a
position that Churchill had emphatically endorsed and had committed
himself to the President. Eaker’s gift for “amicable disagreement and
persuasion” never stood him in greater service. And in the process he
earned the admiration and respect of the Prime Minister. It was a
magnificent achievement.
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The Casablanca Directive

The Casablanca Conference of January 1943 brought forth
another signal accomplishment: the Casablanca Directive for the
prosecution of the Combined Bomber Offensive (CBO). It ranks, I
think, with AWPD-1 and AWPD-42 as one of the finest air
documents of the entire war. While Eaker’s hand was discernible in its
formulation, the document itself appears to have been fathered by a
greatly gifted British airman, Air Vice Marshal Sir John Slessor,
Assistant Chief of Air Staff for Policy. Eaker and Jack Slessor were
close friends, and they shared a common view of air power. It was
Slessor who had provided for “a sustained air offensive against
Germany” as a key element in the joint strategy of the American-
British Conference (ABC-1) agreed upon in February of 1941. Eaker
had kept Slessor abreast of American strategic thinking. Slessor was
thoroughly familiar with AWPD-1 and AWPD-42 and the objectives
expressed in both American plans. He was thoroughly familiar with
the target systems of each, the tactics proposed, and results expected.
Eaker and Slessor were eye to eye in terms of airpower’s contribution
to victory and the place of strategic air power in grand strategy.
Slessor said American plans and objectives had great merit, though
they may have been somewhat optimistic in some respects.

Slessor’s document, “The Casablanca Directive,” specified vigor-
ous prosecution by both British and American air forces toward a
common grand strategic objective, optimizing the special strength and
capabilities of each air force toward that common goal. As described
in the directive, the ultimate objective of British and American
strategic air forces was: ‘“The progressive destruction and dislocation
of the German military, industrial and economic system, and the
undermining of the morale of the German people to a point where
their capacity for armed resistance is fatally weakened.” Pending
preparation and approval of a plan for the Combined Bomber
Offensive, the Casablanca Directive called for destruction or neutral-
ization of:

a. German submarine construction yards.
b. The German aircraft industry.
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c. German transportation.
d. German oil plants.
e. Other targets of war industry.

These targets were taken directly out of AWPD-1 and AWPD-42,
with one important omission: German electric power. That target,
however, could be included in “other targets of war industry.”

The directive endorsed both American and British grand strategy
for air power, and recognized both RAF doctrine and experience and
American tactical doctrine. The Eighth Air Force and RAF Bomber
Command could operate as coordinate members of a team progressing
toward a common destination, without being literally tied together.
RAF Bomber Command was free to continue its chosen air strategy
using the bombers designed for that method; the Eighth Air Force was
free to pursue its doctrine of destruction of selective targets by daylight
bombing, using day bombers and fighters. Together they would
contribute toward an agreed grand objective, the “fatal weakening” of
Nazi Germany. The Combined Chiefs and the President and the
Prime Minister approved the directive. At one stroke air grand
strategy had been accepted and approved. Air power would take its
place with land power and sea power.

No agreement was reached concerning an invasion of northern
France, which the British opposed; but neither was there agreement
against it; and the Casablanca Directive made no mention of it. The
objective of the air forces was not directed to attainment of air
superiority over European beaches and support of an invasion. It
focused upon dislocation and disruption of the German state, and its
capability and willingness to continue the war. If the German state
was “fatally weakened,” it was going to fall. It might or might not take
a push in the form of an invasion to cause it to topple, provided the
strategic air forces were built up on schedule and were fully employed
without dilution or diversion from the intermediate objective and the
primary targets for six months at full strength. Final decision on
invasion of northern France was postponed. In the meantime, tactical
air forces would be built up to support such an invasion. Eaker’s cup
was surely running over.

73



STRATEGIC AIR WAR

From Policy to Operational Plans

At General Arnold’s suggestion, and with Air Chief Marshal
Portal’s endorsement, a joint U.S. Army Air Forces-RAF team was
set up in Eaker’s headquarters in 1943 to prepare a plan for carrying
out the Casablanca Directive. The team consisted of members of
Eaker’s staff, the two B-17 wing commanders of the Eighth Air Force
(Brig. Gen. Frederick L. Anderson and myself), representatives of the
Air Ministry and RAF Bomber Command, and a representative from
the British Ministry of Economic Warfare. I was chairman of the
planning team. '

Col. Charles P. Cabell, who had been one of Arnold’s special
advisors, arrived at General Eaker’s headquarters on March 23, 1943,
carrying the list of potential target systems prepared by the Committee
of Operations Analysts. General Eaker then turned to the planning
team to prepare the strategic plan of operations and select the target
systems which would come within the capability of Eighth Air Force
while contributing most to the accomplishment of the objective, after
considering the scheduled growth of the force and the potential
combat losses. The operational plan would also set up a proposed time
schedule.

To direct this planning team, I had been called in from my 1st
Bombardment Wing Headquarters. General Frederick Anderson was
brought in from the 4th Bombardment Wing and, at General Eaker’s
request, Air Chief Marshal Sir Charles Portal furnished the very able
Air Commodore Sidney O. Bufton, RAF, Director of Bomber
Operations at the Air Ministry. Sidney Bufton was a most valuable
addition to the planning team. He had been, and continued to be, an
important contributor to the bomber offensive. Gp. Capt. Arthur
Morley, RAF, was also a member, as were Maj. Richard Hughes (one
of the original members of the Strategic Air Intelligence Section), Lt.
Col. John S. Hardy, and Lt. Col. Arthur C. “Sailor”’ Agan, Jr, all
from General Eaker’s staff. Colonel Cabell also participated. Even
though the team set up by General Eaker bore no official designation,
it might be called the CBO Planning Team, seeing that it produced the
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plan for the Combined Bomber Offensive from the United Kingdom
and the Mediterranean.

The plan would differ from AWPD-1 and AWPD-42 in one
important respect. The former were “Requirement Plans,” designed to
prescribe what should be accomplished and what was needed. The
plan for the CBO was a “Capability Plan.” Its purpose was to
prescribe what should be done to achieve an objective with forces
already committed to production.

The salient features of the plan were as follows:

I.  Objective: The Casablanca Directive.

II.  Primary Target Systems: The report of the Committee of
Operations Analysts has concluded that the destruction and continued
neutralization of some sixty targets, among nineteen target systems, listed in
priority, will gravely impair and might paralyze the western Axis war effort.
The priority list of the nineteen target systems is: German aircraft industry,
with first priority on fighter aircraft, including assembly plants and engine
factories; ball bearings; petroleum; grinding wheels; nonferrous metals;
synthetic rubber and tires; submarine construction yards and bases; military
motor transport; general transportation systems; coking plants; steel; ma-
chine tools; electric power; electric equipment; optical precision instruments;
chemicals; food production; nitrogen and the chemical industry; antitank
machinery and antiaircraft machinery. There are several combinations among
the industries studied that might achieve this result. From the systems
suggested by the Committee of Operations Analysts, six systems comprising
seventy-six precision targets have been selected: German aircraft industry;
submarine construction yards and bases; ball bearings; oil; synthetic rubber
and tires; military transport vehicles.

III.  Intermediate Objective—German Air Force: The German fight-
er strength in Western Europe is being augmented. If the growth of the
German fighter strength is not arrested quickly, it could become literally
impossible to carry out the destruction planned for the strategic air offensive,
and thus to create the conditions necessary for ultimate decisive action by our
combined forces on the continent. Hence, the successful prosecution of the air
offensive against the principal objective is dependent upon a prior (or
simultaneous) offensive against the German fighter strength.

IV. Integrated RAF-United States Army Air Force Offensive: The
combined efforts of the entire United States and British bomber forces could

75



STRATEGIC AIR WAR

produce the results required to achieve the mission prescribed for this theater.
Fortunately, the capabilities of the two forces are entirely complementary.

The tremendous and ever-increasing striking power of the RAF bombing
is designed to so destroy German material living conditions and economic
facilities as to undermine the willingness and ability of the German worker to
continue the war.

It is considered that the most effective results from strategic bombing
will be obtained by directing the combined day-and-night effort of the United
States and British bomber forces to all-out attacks against targets which are
mutually complementary in undermining a limited number of selected
objective systems.

V. General Plan of Operations: The plan of operations is divided
into four phases. The depth of penetration, the number of targets available,
and the capacity of the bombing forces increases successively with each
phase.

VI.  Forces Required:*

First Phase—800 U.S. heavy bombers on hand by July. Depth of
penetration—generally limited to range of escort fighters. (There is one
notable exception—the ball-bearing factory at Schweinfurt.)

Second Phase—1,192 U.S. heavy bombers on hand by October. Depth of
penetration—400 miles from bases in England.

Third Phase—1,746 U.S. heavy bombers on hand by January 1944.
Depth of penetration—500 miles.

Fourth Phase—2,702 U.S. heavy bombers on hand by June 1944, Depth
of penetration limited only by operating radius of action of bomber aircraft.

If the forces required as set forth above are made available on the dates
indicated, it will be possible to carry out the mission prescribed in the
Casablanca Conference. If those forces are not made available, then that
mission is not attainable in mid—1944.

In view of the ability of adequate and properly used air power to impair
the industrial source of the enemy’s military strength, only the most vital
considerations should be permitted to delay or divert the application of an
adequate air striking force to this task.

Upon completion, the CBO plan was presented to General Eaker
and, after considerable discussion, he approved it. It was later given to

the new European Theater Commander, Lt. Gen. Frank M. Andrews,
and he also concurred. Meanwhile, the RAF members of the

*Actually, this was a reflection of the total number of aircraft scheduled for delivery.
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committee made similar presentations to Air Chief Marshal Sir
Charles F. A. Portal, Chief of the Air Staff of the Royal Air Force.
General Eaker took the plan to Washington and personally turned
it over to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on April 20, 1943. In a masterful
briefing made without reference to written matter, he won their
approval and personal commendation for his performance.

Change in the Casablanca Directive

After the plan for the Combined Bomber Offensive was referred to
General Andrews, and apparently after General Eaker left for
Washington, a sentence was added to the Casablanca Directive. The
source of the change is not clear, but it seems likely to have been added
by Air Chief Marshal Portal. This new sentence read: “This is
constructed as meaning so weakened as to permit combined operations
on the Continent.” The original Casablanca Directive, approved by
the Combined Chiefs of Staff, President Roosevelt, and Prime Minister
Churchill, did not include this sentence. It is hard to believe that the
approved directive could have been altered without their knowledge.
But there is no proof that their concurrence was either sought or
received.

Unaware of the change, the planning team that developed the
CBO plan used the original Casablanca Directive as the air objective.
Quoting from the plan circulated to the Combined Chiefs of Staff on
May 15, 1943:

1. Problem: To provide a plan to accomplish, by a combined
U.S.-British air offensive, the “progressive destruction and disloca-
tion of the German Military, industrial, and economic system, and
the undermining of the morale of the German people to a point
where their capacity for armed resistance is fatally weakened;” as
directed by the Combined Chiefs of Staff at Casablanca.

No reference is made to any amendment or appendix to the directive.
However, the plan transmitted on April 15, 1943, by Air Chief
Marshal Portal to General Arnold, Commanding General, AAF, has
this quotation:
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1. The Mission: The mission of the U.S. and British bomber
forces, as prescribed by the Combined Chiefs of Staff at Casablanca,
is as follows:

To conduct a joint U.S.-British air offensive to accomplish the
progressive destruction and dislocation of the German military,
industrial, and economic system and the undermining of the morale
of the German people to a point where their capacity for armed
resistance is fatally weakened. This is constructed as meaning so
weakened as to permit initiation of final combined operations on the
Continent [emphasis added].

Air Chief Marshal Portal may have added the sentence after
discussions with his associates on the Chiefs of Staff Committee. The
addition may have been meant to win support for the strategic air
offensive from the Army and Navy members, whose principal interest
was in surface warfare. Or it may have reflected General Arnold’s
known concern for support of a cross-channel strategy, which General
Marshall strongly endorsed. The invasion, tentatively scheduled for
mid-summer 1944, was on the agenda for the upcoming Trident
meeting in Washington.

Whatever the cause, the added sentence cast doubt upon the real
intention of the Casablanca Directive. If the sentence had said: “This
is constructed as including so weakened as to permit initiation of final
combined operations on the Continent,” it would have been more
palatable to the airmen. As it was, three basic interpretations of the
Casablanca Directive were now in evidence.

For instance, RAF Bomber Command considered the ‘“undermin-
ing of the morale of the German people” as the significant clause
leading to the “point where their capacity for armed resistance is
fatally weakened.” This did not necessarily entail killing large
numbers of people. It did entail depriving them of homes, heat, light,
water, urban transportation, and perhaps food. Homeless, hungry
workers and civilian employees, they reasoned, do not produce
munitions and, like soldiers who are wounded, are a greater impedi-
ment to the state at war than dead ones. Also, factories deprived of
workers and utilities as a byproduct of urban bombing are useless as
sources of combat munitions. Finally, there was the added hope that
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civilians might become so discouraged as to lose their willingness to
support the war.

In contrast, the U.S. Strategic Air Forces looked upon “the
progressive destruction and dislocation of the German military,
industrial, and economic system” as the path to the “fatal weakening,”
and believed it could best be done by destroying selected targets in
Germany. “Fatal weakening” meant the impending collapse of the
entire German state, not simply a breach in the coastal defenses of
France. A structure that has been “fatally weakened” is doomed to
collapse.

The differences between British and American airmen were not so
deep as might appear on the surface. The responsible air commanders
generally agreed on the suitability of the strategic objective to be
attained. The debate was over method and was related more to
operational equipment and capability and survivability than to the
need for “fatal weakening” per se. It will be recalled that at first the
RAF was committed to the doctrine of daylight, precision attacks, but
the bombers available to carry out the mission could not withstand the
Luftwaffe’s determined attacks. Hence the heavy British Stirlings and
Lancasters, which sacrificed armament for bomb-carrying capacity,
switched to night area type bombing. Indeed, the British were so sure
bombers could not survive German fighter attacks by day that they
repeatedly tried to convince the Americans that the basic doctrine of
high altitude, precision bombing in daylight would fail.

On their part, the American planners felt they had fully measured
the compelling desirability of precision bombing against the dangers
inherent in daylight attack. As indicated earlier, they believed survival
was possible through heavy defensive firepower and proper concentra-
tion of bomber formation flying. They knew it was risky, but
destruction of selected vital targets through precision bombing was so
important that the risk, as well as the reduced bombload caused by
heavy armament, was regarded as acceptable. Effectiveness of the
bomber offensive should be measured against the impact upon the
German national war machine, not simply in terms of bomber losses.

Top-level soldiers and sailors of both nations—and to a large
degree the President and Prime Minister as well—considered the chief
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purpose of the Combined Bomber Offensive to be something quite
different from that envisioned by the airmen. To them the real goal of
the bombing offensive was making possible an invasion of the
Continent. In their view, the “fatal weakening” meant the destruction
and dislocation of the German military system which would ordinarily
oppose the invasion. “This is construed as meaning so weakened as to
permit initiation of final combined operations on the Continent.”

From the standpoint of the airmen, the added sentence to the
Casablanca Directive would have been more acceptable had it read:
“This is construed as including so weakened as to permit initiation of
final combined operations on the Continent.” They believed the
primary objective was “the progressive destruction and dislocation of
the German military, industrial, and economic system, and the
undermining of the morale of the German people to the point where
their capacity for armed resistance is fatally weakened.” That purpose
encompassed destruction of targets in Germany, not softening up
beach defenses and restricting military movements in France.

After the Joint Chiefs of Staff accepted General Eaker’s plan and
the Combined Chiefs of Staff approved it at the Trident Conference on
May 18, 1943, Sir Charles Portal, acting as executive agent for the
Combined Chiefs, issued a directive to proceed with the Combined
Bomber Offensive. The Eighth Air Force by day and the RAF Bomber
Command by night were thus launched upon their parallel and
coordinate efforts, to cause the fatal weakening of the willingness and
capability of the German people to pursue the war. The Combined
Bomber Offensive (code name Pointblank) was under way.

The two strands of strategic thought—decisive weakening of
interior Germany by air power, and air preparation for decisive air-
ground operations on the Continent—clashed with each other due to
the restriction in timing. Originally, the plans had specified six months
of air offensive before direct preparation for invasion. However, the
campaign in North Africa and the Mediterranean (opposed by the
Joint Chiefs on military grounds) delayed by about four months the
crucial assault on the German air forces from bases in England. This
telescoped by a like time interval the period between the completion of
the offensive against the intermediate objective (defeat of the German
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Air Force) and the readiness of the ground forces for invasion. The
four months of air attack of the primary objectives (the industrial and
economic targets in Germany) were postponed until after the invasion.

The dichotomy in strategic concepts for the prosecution of
Pointblank came to a head about ten months after Trident, when
General Eisenhower as Supreme Commander, Allied Expeditionary
Forces, demanded concentration of the strategic air forces upon
targets in France to prepare for the invasion. This was right after the
crippling of the German air forces in the last week of February 1944,
but before the main assault upon the targets in interior Germany could
be carried out in force.

The Casablanca Conference had brought another blessing to
General Eaker and the Eighth Air Force. General Marshall selected
Lt. Gen. Frank M. Andrews, former Commanding General of the
GHQ Air Force and an Air Corps officer, as European Theater
Commander, replacing General Eisenhower who had moved to North
Africa.

Andrews was the number one airpower leader and advocate of his
day. Perhaps the most skillful pilot in the Air Corps, he was also the
leading senior air strategist as well. His experience was broad. He had
been the first GHQ Air Force Commander in 1935 and had organized
and trained that pioneering element of American air power. In 1939 he
had been selected by General Marshall to be G-3 of the War
Department General Staff, the first airman to head a major WDGS
division. Eaker hailed his arrival in England with joy. But joy turned
to tragedy when Andrews was killed as his bomber crashed against a
mountain in Iceland where he was making an inspection of American
forces. At the same time, Eaker was flying back to London from
Washington.

Andrew’s replacement as European Theater Commander was Lt.
Gen. Jacob L. Devers, an Army ground officer. It is doubtful if any
other officer in any guise, with or without pilot’s wings, could have
equaled Devers’ contribution to the Eighth Air Force. He quickly
absorbed and embraced Eaker’s strategic airpower concepts and
backed them to the limit of his authority. Eaker and Devers became a
unified command team whose binding elements were dedication to
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strategic purpose and friendship born of mutual admiration and
respect.
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Chapter III

Execution and Evaluation

During the early period, when bomber units of the Eighth were
finding themselves and tempering their quality in the heat of combat,
success or failure hung upon the human factor that had to sustain the
greatest strain of all-—the morale of the combat crews. The cutoff in
the promised flow of additional units in the buildup of the bomber
force and the absence of replacements for groups already at war,
caused by the diversion of heavy bombers to the Mediterranean
Theater, placed an almost intolerable strain on the morale of the
crews. The morning after each mission saw the number at the
breakfast table dwindle. By March 1943 the crews of the initial groups
were at less than half strength. Each mission was costing between five
and six percent in combat casualties, and missions were running at the
rate of five per month. Because the force was so small, each mission
was a “maximum effort.”

At coffee tables and in mess halls and reading rooms, the crews
developed a new and morbid game. Graphs were plotted, replotted,
discussed, and examined. The graphs were of two kinds. The less
sophisticated type of curve was plotted with the ordinate as percentage
of strength remaining, and the abscissa as an expression of time in
months. When the straight line crossed the abscissa, in about three
months, everyone would be gone. It did little good for the mathemati-
cians among the crews to spot the fallacy in this simple forecast and to
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BOMB LOADING AT AN 8TH AIR FORCE BASE IN
ENGLAND—1943. (Courtesy USAF Art Collection)
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show the line was really a curve, and there would actually be twenty
percent left after three more months, instead of none. Like most
mathematical approaches, this icy logic was of more interest to
academicians than to aircraft combat crews, and at best it was of little
comfort. The “combat tour” of twenty-five missions was held out as
an element of hope, but the chances of completing a combat tour if the
combat units still did not get replacements were about one in five
(about twenty percent), and this was not encouraging.

The importance of promptly replacing combat losses is clearly
illustrated in these survival expectations. If replacements had been
promptly made, the chance of survival of each crew would have been
forty-four percent at the end of four months instead of twenty-seven,
and the chances of surviving a full twenty-five missions would have
been nearly two in five. Fortunately, the forces did begin to increase
and the replacements to flow about the middle of the year.

Schweinfurt-Regensberg Raids

Toward the end of June 1943, Brig. Gen. Frederick L. Anderson,
who had been a member of the planning team for the Combined
Bomber Offensive, moved up from 4th Bombardment Wing
Commander to command the VIII Bomber Command. He and Eaker
at once went to work preparing for the first assault upon the ball-
bearing factories at Schweinfurt and the Me-109 assembly plant at
Regensburg. The plan for the Combined Bomber Offensive had called
for the deep penetration of Germany to reach Schweinfurt as soon as it
would be possible to launch a force of 300 bombers. The ball-bearing
factories were so vital to Germany’s prosecution of the war and so
concentrated as a target that it was resolved to attack them as early as
possible, even before long-range fighters were available, lest the
Germans sense their vulnerability and disperse the factories. The story
of the two missions against Schweinfurt has been ably told. One of the
best descriptions is that by Thomas M. Coffey in Decision Over
Schweinfurt. The mission was daring and innovative. The objective
was sound, as attested by Albert Speer, German Minister of Muni-
tions, who said: “In those days, we anxiously asked ourselves how
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soon the enemy would realize that he could paralyze the production of
thousands of armaments plants merely by destroying five or six
relatively small (ball-bearing factories) targets.” He was asked after
the war what would have happened if there had been concerted and
continuous attacks on the ball-bearing industry. He replied: “Arma-
ments production would have been critically weakened after two
months and after four months would have been brought completely to
a standstill.”

This strategic objective was obviously well chosen. The stakes
were very high and the cost was heavy. Weather destroyed the
coordination of the attacks, and German fighters took their toll. Two
targets in close proximity were chosen: the 1st Bombardment Wing
attacked the ball-bearing factories at Schweinfurt; the 3d Wing
attacked the Me—109 factory at Regensburg and then flew on to bases
in North Africa. Of the 230 bombers of the 1st Bombardment Wing
that took off for Schweinfurt on August 17, 1943, led by Brig. Gen.
Robert B. Williams, 34 did not return—a loss rate of 15 percent. The
3d Wing, led by Col. Curtis E. LeMay, suffered even more. Of the 146
bombers that had taken off for Regensburg, only 122 reached the
landing bases in North Africa, a loss rate of 16%2 percent. The
bombing had been good but the bombs used against Schweinfurt had
not been heavy enough. Though the buildings were destroyed, the
heavy machinery survived. Restoration of these factories became the
No. 1 priority of Albert Speer’s ministry. In the next 2 months, just as
the available supply of bearings was approaching exhaustion, the
factories commenced to recover production. The attacks on Schwein-
furt were repeated on October 14, with 291 Flying Fortresses
dispatched on the mission. Sixty did not return, a loss rate of 2012
percent. While the bombing was good and the destruction extensive,
no air force could continue attacks with such loss ratios. The ball-
bearing factories were again rebuilt, but it was a close call for the
Germans. To keep producing, single factories were sending individual
motorcycle messengers to Schweinfurt to bring back dispatch cases of
bearings.

These events are well known. Who can speculate on the anxiety
and anguish of Eaker and Anderson which were pitted against their

86



54,628
EINFURT BALL BRARING INDUSTRY
1/£,10.43,

APFROXIMATE BOTB FLOT

* Position of well defined 1
- Areas of heavy cc trr
+ Approximate location of fire
{2 Target areas
" Areas in which incendiar- 1
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BRIG. GEN. HANSELL, Commanding General, 1st Bomb
Wing, (left) greets Col. Curtis E. LeMay, Commander of the
Wing’s 305th Bomb Group, beside a Boeing B-17.

A SEVERED JU-88 AT BRUNSWICK, GERMANY, testifies
to the AAF’s determination to break the back of the German Air
Force.
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EIGHTH AIR FORCE BOMBERS strike a ball-bearing factory
at Stuttgart.

THREE AMERICAN OBSERVERS examine the twisted ruins
of the Kugelfischer ball-bearing works at Schweinfurt, bombed
repeatedly by Allied forces.
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determination to perform these vital missions? If the first mission
called for courage, the second added iron will. Only the prospect of
assuring victory, shortening the war, and saving thousands—perhaps
hundreds of thousands—of lives bolstered the will of the commanders,
at a cost which would have overwhelmed men of lesser caliber than
Eaker and Anderson.

The Schweinfurt missions had indeed been costly, too costly to
pursue at that rate of combat losses. The escort fighters, whose
assistance had been predicted, were sorely needed. Penetration of
German air space had to be limited until long-range fighters could be
provided. The solution came in the form of droppable auxiliary tanks.
Why no one had thought of this earlier defies explanation. The
Germans had used this device to extend the range of the Me-109 in
the Spanish civil war. But the technical solution was not as simple as
would first appear. The tanks had to be pressurized to force the
gasoline up to the engine carburetor. And the logistic problem of
providing tanks in adequate quantity at the last minute was formidable
also. A thousand fighters using two tanks each and operating five
missions a month would expend ten thousand tanks monthly. It really
was not possible to provide such quantities from English resources,
and that many tanks took up a lot of transatlantic shipping space. But
by the end of September 1943, P-47 fighters with drop tanks escorted
bombers all the way from bases in Britain to a target in Germany—
Emden. By October they were reaching Munster. By November the
record of the Thunderbolts stood at 273 for a loss of 73. The toll of
American bombers lost dropped correspondingly. The range of escort
improved with the arrival of P-51s in October, and by March 1944 it
extended to a radius of 850 miles from base. The bomber offensive was
revitalized.

Reorganizing U.S. Strategic Air Force for the Combined Bomber
Offensive

General Arnold, in a discussion with Air Chief Marshal Portal

during the Quadrant Conference at Quebec in August 1943, ques-
tioned the feasibility of getting maximum operational use out of
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bombers stationed in England, in view of the winter weather. Air
Marshal Portal agreed and pointed out the desirability of operating
from Italy, especially in view of the proximity of two great German
fighter factories near Vienna. Together these plants were estimated to
be assembling about sixty percent of German fighter production and
could be reached from Italian bases. Portal expressed again his deep
concern over the mounting strength of the German fighter force. This
decision to base major strategic air forces in Italy was made after the
decision to invade Italy, and was not one of the reasons for making the
invasion.

On October 9, 1943, General Arnold submitted to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff a plan for splitting U.S. air power in the Mediterranean by
creating two air forces. One, the Fifteenth, would be a strategic air
force, to be employed in the Combined Bomber Offensive. The other,
the Twelfth, would be a tactical air force and would keep on
supporting surface operations in the Mediterranean. The six groups of
heavy bombers currently assigned to the Twelfth would be transferred
to the Fifteenth, and would be augmented by fifteen additional groups
diverted from the buildup of the Eighth.

The Combined Chiefs of Staff approved this plan on October 22,
after consultation with General Eisenhower. General Spaatz was
named Commander of the U.S. Army Air Forces in the Mediterranean
Theater, and Maj. Gen. James H. Doolittle was named Commander of
the Fifteenth Air Force. General Doolittle continued to serve as
Commander in Chief of the Northwest African Strategic Air Force.
Initially, the Fifteenth included two groups of B-25 and three of B-26
medium bombers.

Headquartered at Foggia in Italy, the Fifteenth was programmed
to consist of twenty-one heavy bombardment groups, seven fighter
groups, and one reconnaissance group by March 31, 1944. It was to
remain under the control of the Mediterranean commander but would
operate in furtherance of the Combined Bomber Offensive. It would be
available on an emergency basis to support the surface forces in the
Mediterranean.

This arrangement left much to be desired as to coordinating the
participation of the Fifteenth Air Force in the Combined Bomber
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Offensive. The problem was resolved at the Sextant Conference in
Cairo in December 1943. After some debate, coupled with polite
dissent on the part of the British, General Arnold succeeded in
creating the Europe-wide U.S. strategic air command for which he had
striven so long. The Fifteenth and Eighth Air Forces were linked in
the U.S. Strategic Air Forces in Europe under the command of
General Spaatz. At the same time, General Eisenhower was chosen to
command the Allied Expeditionary Forces for the invasion of France.
He elected to take with him General Doolittle, whom he had come to
trust and admire, to command the Eighth Air Force, which would
support the invasion. Also, Mediterranean Allied Air Forces was
formed, under the command of Lt. Gen. Ira C. Eaker.

General Spaatz set up Headquarters of the U.S. Strategic Air
Forces on January 1, 1944, in London, exercising command jurisdic-
tion over the Eighth and Fifteenth Air Forces. General Eaker assumed
command of the Mediterranean Allied Air Forces, headquartered in
Italy. Maj. Gen. Nathan F. Twining relieved General Doolittle as
Fifteenth Air Force Commander. Maj. Gen. Frederick L. Anderson
moved from Commanding General, VIII Bomber Command, to
become Deputy Commander for Operations for General Spaatz; Maj.
Gen. Hugh J. Knerr became Deputy Commander for Administration.
General Eisenhower established Supreme Headquarters Allied Expe-
ditionary Forces (SHAEF) in London.

The commander of the Allied tactical air forces for the invasion
had already been designated at the Quadrant Conference in Quebec.
He was Air Chief Marshal Sir Trafford L. Leigh-Mallory, who had
commanded No. 12 Group of RAF Fighter Command in the Battle of
Britain, and had succeeded Air Vice Marshal Keith R. Park as
Commander of No. 11 Group after the battle. He had eventually
become Air Officer Commanding in Chief, RAF Fighter Command.
His previous experience had been related to Army cooperation. He
was unfamiliar with broad strategic air warfare, and he had never had
the benefit of service at high levels of the Air Ministry or on matters
involving the various committees serving the British Chiefs of Staff
Committee.
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The Air Offensive against the German Air Force

With the arrival of General Spaatz, intensive preparations were
undertaken for an all-out offensive against the German Air Force,
including the aircraft and engine factories, in furtherance of Point-
blank. Though weather continued to frustrate intentions, there were
three successful radar bombing attacks against the I. G. Farbenindus-
trie chemical works at Ludwigshafen, which presented a good
radarscope return. There was one fleeting opportunity for visual
bombing on the German aircraft and engine factories, and the Eighth
seized upon it.

On January 11, the forecast indicated a brief break in the clouds
over central Germany. The Eighth sent a major force against high-
priority targets of the German aircraft industry. Three divisions,
comprising 663 B—17s and B-24s, were dispatched to the following
targets: FW-190 fighter production at Oschersleben; JU-88 (multi-
purpose aircraft) production at Halberstadt; and Me-109 fighter parts
and assembly plants at Brunswick. The weather, bad at the bases, did
not clear as expected en route, and two of the air divisions were given
recall orders. Fighter escort was furnished but it was difficult to carry
out. In the Eighth Air Force, there was just one group of P-51s that
could cover at the target. Only the 1st Bombardment Division and one
combat wing of the 3rd Bombardment Division went on to the targets.
One hundred thirty-nine bombers attacked Oschersleben, 52 bombers
attacked Halberstadt, and 47 bombers attacked the Brunswick targets.

The P-51 group put up a magnificent fight but was badly
outnumbered by defending German fighters. The 1st Bombardment
Division lost 34 bombers. Total losses were 60 bombers, no fighters.
But the bombing had been good, considering the heavy fighting, and
the results were creditable. The formations attacking Oschersleben put
51 percent of their bombs within 1,000 feet of the aiming point for an
average radial error of about 1,000 feet and a circular error probable
(CEP) of about 930 feet. The two groups bombing Brunswick did
much better, placing 73 and 74 percent of their bombs within 1,000
feet of the aiming point, for an average CEP of 750 feet. Photo
reconnaissance showed very extensive damage.
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By a strange quirk of irony the Fifteenth Air Force was even more
hampered by winter weather than the Eighth. It had been confidently
expected that weather would be more favorable for the bomber
offensive from Mediterranean bases than from English ones. In the
winter of 1943-1944 the reverse was true. The Fifteenth did get off to
an auspicious start. On November 2, the second day after its creation,
the Fifteenth launched a successful attack against the very important
Messerschmitt plants at Wiener Neustadt, near Vienna, that were
turning out many Me-109 fighters. Production dropped from 218 in
October to 80 in November and to 30 in December. Foul weather
prevented any followup.

The opportunity to deal a crushing blow to the German Air Force
required about a week of visual bombing weather. General Spaatz was
especially anxious to find three days of clear weather over central
Germany. But bad weather persisted, and the plan prepared for
execution in January continued to be postponed. This produced an
interesting aberration in logic.

The diversion of heavy bombers by the Joint Chiefs of Staff away
from the Eighth Air Force had left the Eighth far short of its
requirements in the CBO. The force was not large enough to strike
telling blows during the periods of good weather. But those same
Chiefs of Staff who had weakened the Eighth expressed dissatisfaction
with its performance in the fall of 1943 on the ground that it had not
achieved its “overriding intermediate objective’‘—the defeat of the
German Air Force.

With the passage of time, the cross-channel invasion (Overlord)
loomed closer and closer on the horizon. Overlord simply could not be
undertaken if the German Air Force continued to be a strong and
vigorous menace. American ground planners in particular grew
increasingly insistent that the German Air Force be removed as a
significant threat. Many wanted to drop all the primary target systems
of Pointblank and leave only one—the intermediate objective. This
would then call for the defeat of the German Air Force, not simply as
a matter of overriding priority, but of sole priority.
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Change in Pointblank Directive by the Combined Chiefs of Staff
(February 1944)

There were more and more insistent demands for a change in the
Pointblank directive. Eaker and Spaatz opposed this change, asserting
that the German Air Force was already in top priority, but that the
war would not end with a successful lodgment in Normandy. The
contribution of the Combined Bomber Offensive went far beyond the
defeat of the German fighter force; it included the disruption of the
whole supporting structure of the German state.

The problem was temporarily resolved on February 13, 1944,
when the Combined Chiefs of Staff issued a new directive for the
Combined Bomber Offensive. The new objective was stated as:

The progressive destruction and dislocation of the German military,
industrial, and economic systems, the disruption of vital elements of
lines of communication and the material reduction of German air
combat strength, by the successful prosecution of the combined
bomber offensive from all convenient bases.

The priorities of primary target systems were revised. First
priority was German single-engine and twin-engine airframe and
component production, and Axis-controlled ball-bearing production.
Second priority was installations supporting the German Air Force.
Other target systems in their order of priority were:

a. Crossbow targets (V-1 German missile installations).

b. Berlin and other industrial areas, to be attacked by RAF
Bomber Command and U.S. Strategic Air Forces in Europe (by
radar), whenever weather or tactical conditions proved suitable for
such activities but not for operations against the primary objectives.

¢. Targets in southeast Europe (cities, transportation, and other
suitable objectives in the Balkans and in satellite countries). These
would be attacked by the Mediterranean Allied Air Forces supported
by the Fifteenth Air Force, whenever weather or tactical conditions
prevented operations against Pointblank objectives or in support of
important land operations in Italy.

The guidance stipulated for the conduct of combined operations
was: “Mutually supporting attacks by the Strategic Air Forces of both
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nations pursued with relentless determination against the same target
areas or systems, so far as tactical conditions allow.”

In this restatement of the objectives of the Combined Bomber
Offensive, reference was made again to destruction and dislocation of
the German military, industrial, and economic system. But the
original primary targets were not listed. Undermining of morale and
the fatal weakening of German willingness and ability to fight had
been dropped. Defeat of the German Air Force had been emphasized.
Although reference to specified industrial target systems as primary
targets had been deleted, those primary targets had not been
specifically canceled. An invitation had been offered to use Pointblank
forces for attacks against cities and transportation and other suitable
targets in the Balkans, or for the support of ground operations in the
Mediterranean Theater. A new element of significance had been
added: “disruption of vital lines of communication.” Vital to what?
The German industrial and economic system? Or to the movement of
German forces and supplies? Was this concept introduced at the
request of General Eisenhower who embraced the transportation plan
with such single-minded determination?

What had happened to oil, synthetic rubber and tires, and motor
transport vehicles? Presumably the submarine yards and bases had
intentionally been dropped. The submarine building yards were no
longer a principal concern. The submarines had been defeated or their
menace reduced. Their omission was not surprising. The position may
well be taken that the reference to “other targets” should be construed
as new or additional targets and not an indication that the previously
prescribed primary targets were not still in high priority. It seems
inconceivable anyone would have suggested deletion of oil and rubber.

Actually, this was apparently the interpretation placed on the new
directives by the operating heads, Spaatz and Harris. Both U.S.
Strategic Air Forces and Bomber Command kept oil in high priority.
Transportation (communications) appeared with increasing frequency
in the operations that followed. Neither Spaatz nor Eaker nor Harris
objected to putting German fighters at the top of the list. As a matter
of fact, they had been there all along. This change in directive almost
surely stemmed from the Joint Staff—coming up from the Joint War
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Plans Team for Europe through the Joint Plans Committee and the
Combined Plans Committee to the Joint and Combined Chiefs of
Staff. It was certainly a departure in tone from the concepts put
forward in the earlier plans stemming from the War Plans Division of
the Air Staff.

Big Week

In the last week of February 1944 the long-awaited opportunity to
strike a lethal blow at the German Air Force finally arrived. The
forecast pointed to a week of visual bombing weather over Germany.
On the 20th of February, the Fifteenth Air Force found itself
committed to local operations in support of the ground forces in the
Mediterranean, from which General Spaatz could not extricate it. So
the Eighth, assisted by fighters of the Ninth, launched the attack.

The mounting of this mission, ushering in Big Week and
culminating in a mortal blow to the German Air Force, involved one
of the crucial command decisions of the war. The plans had been
prepared and the orders issued earlier. Envisioned was an all-out
assault of 3 successive days on the German fighter factories. The
forces and their commanders anxiously awaited the predicted break in
the weather. February weather, often bad, was at its notorious worst in
1944. The night before the proposed assault found the skies solid and
the icing conditions severe. Throughout the night, weather aircraft
ascended and returned, bearing reports of the cloud and icing
conditions: ceiling 500 feet, tops of clouds 12,000 feet, heavy icing. It
would be necessary to start takeoffs before dawn because