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PREFACE

This is the fourth in a series of research studies—historical works that were not
published for various reasons. Yet, the material contained therein was deemed to be of
enduring value to Air Force members and scholars. These were minimally edited and printed
in a limited edition to reach a small audience that may find them useful. We invite readers
to provide feedback to the Air Force History and Museums Program.

The author, contract historian William S. Hanable, president of Research North, based
in Westport, Washington, completed the final draft manuscript two years ago, in December
1996. Through a series of case studies, spanning a period of more than fifty years, he
examines in detail the development and employment of land-based air power in maritime
operations. Although the emphasis is on World War 11, modern examples of land-based air
power, through the end of the Cold War, are also examined.

His conclusions are that historically land-based air forces seldom received priority in
operations against maritime targets, nor—despite their demonstrated achievements in the
crucible of battle—have the land-based forces been "optimally organized, equipped, and
trained for air-sea warfare when hostilities began.” Nonetheless, over the period covered in
this volume, land-based air power has clearly transformed the nature of naval warfare. The
influence of that change in the years ahead remains to be seen.

Jacob Neufeld, General Editor
August 1998






Table of Contents

Preface . . i
Chapter |
INTrodUCiON . . . . .o 1
NOTES . . . 9
Chapter II
The Battle of the Atlantic . ... ......... .. ... . . . . . . . . . 11
Organizing Land-based Aerial Forces for the Battle . ............... 11
The Trans-Atlantic Sea Lane Campaign . .. ...................... 13
Combating Surface Raiders .. .......... .. .. .. . . . .. 26
ArCHIC CONVOYS . . ottt e e e e 28
NOTES . . e e 37

Chapter 111

Coastal and Mediterranean Operations . . .. ... ... ... 41
Coastal Operations . . . ... . i e e 41
The Battle of Dunkirk, May-June 1940 . ............. .. .. ....... 43
Coastal Campaign Part Il . ....... ... ... ... .. . . . . ... 49
The Mediterranean Maritime Air Campaign .. ................... 51
NOTES . . . e 63
Chapter IV
The North Pacific .. ....... ... . . . e e 67
Preparing for War . .. ... ... .. . . . . 67
Aleutian Invasion and Recapture ... ............ . .. ... 70
Attacking Northern Japan .. ......... . .. .. . . .. 80
NOTES . . e 85
Chapter V
Indian Ocean and Southwest Pacific Operations .. ...................... 91
The Sinking of the Prince of Wales and the Repulse ... ............. 91
The Southwest Pacific .. ........ ... ... .. . . . . . .. 95
NOTES . . . e 111
Chapter VI
The Falklands War . . . ... ... 117
Great Britain Ordersa Fleet ... ..... ... ... ... . . .. .. ... ... ... 117
First Contest of Arms . . . . . ... 121
Contesting the Invasion Fleet ... ...... ... ... ... ... .......... 129
Terminal Events . . ... ... . 136
NOTES . . . 139

Chapter VII
The Tanker War . . . . .. . 143
NOTES . . . e 157



Chapter VIII

Cold War Applications .. ... ... . . 161
Soviet Land-Based Maritime Aerial Forces . . .. .................. 161
American Land-Based Maritime Aerial Forces ................... 167
NOTES . . . e 175

Chapter IX
Reflections . . ... .. . 179
Bibliographic ESsay . . .. ... .. 183

Vi



CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Historians have written much about naval aviation in general and carrier aviation in
particular. But they have said relatively little about the role of land-based aerial forces
employed in maritime operations. Proponents of various air doctrines have acknowledged,
discussed, and even trumpeted that usage since Louis Blériot flew across the English
Channel in 1909. Long overdue for synthesis and historical analysis, it is the subject of this
book.

Many factors affected maritime applications of land-based aerial forces between the
first air war that began in 1914 and the world's last major conflict, the Gulf War, that ended
in 1991. They included inter-service rivalry, evolving doctrine, aircrew skills, available
aircraft and related technology, operational requirements, and the nature of targets. The
beliefs and concerns of strong personalities also played an important role. The case studies
in this book address each of these influences as they affected the employment of land-based
aircraft in maritime operations. Understanding them is important. Certainly, between 1918
and the present, as events unfolded the threat or application of land-based air power has to
some degree influenced nearly every naval plan and action.

Land-based aerial forces for the purpose of these case studies are defined as heavier-
than-air and lighter-than-air craft operating from land bases. They include amphibian planes,
float planes, and flying boats (each sometimes called sea planes) operating from shore bases.
They do not include aircraft on wheels or skids launched from vessels, or sea planes operating
with tender support. In many of the case studies presented, however, land and sea-based
aerial forces cooperated and, in certain cases, it is not always possible to entirely segregate
one from the other.

These case studies also treat numerous issues common to the employment of land-
based aerial forces in maritime operations. World War 11 campaigns include the Battle of the
Atlantic (1939-1943); European Coastal and Mediterranean Operations (1940-1943); North
Pacific Operations (1942-1945); and Southwest Pacific Operations (1941-1945). Post World
War Il case studies presented include operations in the Falklands War (1982); the Iran-lraq
War (1980-1988), and the Cold War (1947-1991).

The Battle of the Atlantic may be the most significant instance of land-based air power
applied to maritime operations. These aircraft became a vital element protecting convoys
between North America and Britain that ensured Britain continued in the war. Strictly
interpreted, Arctic convoys were not a part of the Battle of the Atlantic. | have included them
in this section because of the impact the Arctic convoys destined for the Soviet Union had on
resources allocated to the Battle of the Atlantic.

Allied and Axis air power disrupted Mediterranean naval operations and supply
convoys. It interdicted supply convoys and hampered operations of naval combatants. Axis
air power in Europe, which was entirely land-based, attacked Allied convoys in the
Mediterranean that supplied forces operating in North Africa and on Malta, and restricted
operations of Allied surface combatants during the first years of the war.

Application of land-based air power to North Pacific maritime operations was solely
an Allied activity. Although occurring in a near-forgotten and ultimately a strategically
unimportant theater, in this theater Allied army and navy land-based aircraft opposed an
invading fleet, interdicted supply convoys, threatened enemy naval combatant operations, and
struck at coastal shipping. These operations encountered many of the difficulties and
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opportunities that occurred in more important theaters. They also highlighted the importance
of air power even in what has been described as the worst flying environment in the world.

World War Il application of land-based air power in maritime operations in other
Pacific theaters ranged from the sinking of the Royal Navy's Prince of Wales and Repulse in
early December 1941 to the aerial mining of Japanese home waters in 1945. In the years
between 1941 and 1945, American and Japanese land-based aerial forces played important
roles in attacking naval combatants and merchant shipping. The need to protect or secure
bases for land-based air power also impelled several of the Pacific campaigns.

Post-World War Il employment of aircraft operating from land bases in maritime
operations never again occurred on so large a scale as it did between 1939 and 1945. The only
possible exception was the Cold War, which became a near half-century-long worldwide
minuet between two superpowers. During that dance, American and Soviet air and naval
forces conducted training, reconnaissance, and “presence” missions that frequently exposed
aircrews to warlike conditions. While the Cold War continued, other nations applied land-
based air power in several "hot" wars. These ranged from suppression of insurrections to full-
blown conflicts that involved coalitions of nations.

These smaller hot wars again showed the effectiveness of land-based air forces in
interdicting water supply routes. The Falklands War of 1982 involved the first intensive use
of new technologies in employment of land-based aircraft in naval combat. The advances
included vertical take off and landing (VSTOL) aircraft, air and surfaced launched missiles,
and satellite reconnaissance.

Cold War dimensions of the use of land-based aerial forces in maritime operations
became worldwide as the Soviet Union developed a blue-water navy in the 1970s. Real-world
maritime electronic intelligence collection, reconnaissance and patrol, and simulated strikes
against naval forces became daily endeavors for land-based air forces of NATO and the Soviet
Union. Aerial refueling, pioneered prior to World War 11, became an integral part of these
post-World War 11 air operations. So too did the use of air-based command and control. Large
land planes again proved to be effective over-water platforms for such functions. The
technological evolution and military effects of these activities significantly influenced events
in the Cold War.

Almost eighty years elapsed between this most recent instance of land-based aerial
forces affecting maritime operations and World War 1 (1914-1918), the world's first air war.
Fragile, guy-wired and fabric-covered aircraft developed quickly into more aerodynamic
instruments of destruction. Opposing aviators passed almost immediately from exchanging
rude gestures to exchanging machine gun bursts and to bombarding enemy forces ashore and
afloat. By the time the first air war ended, combat aircraft went to sea on and took off from
ships. Combat aircraft also took off from land bases for aerial reconnaissance of ocean waters,
searching for enemy ships and submarines, and for strikes against them when found.

Organizing for aerial warfare came quickly after Blériot's cross-channel flight and
spurred development of military and naval aviation organizations. In 1912, Britain
established the Naval Wing of the Royal Flying Corps. That same year France established
the Aviation Maritime and the German and United States navies purchased their first
aircraft. Italy in 1913 established the Aeronautica delia Regia Marina.

When World War | began in the summer of 1914, the major belligerents possessed air



arms.” Most people involved believed at the outset of the war that aerial forces would be
employed in land and naval combat in similar fashion. Aircraft would locate enemy forces and
direct the fire of army artillery and naval guns. "Spotting" for artillery and naval guns via
aircraft seemed very promising. So too did aerial strikes with bombs and torpedoes. Both
functions depended for success on improved communications and weapons technology.?

British, French, and German naval exercises in 1913 supported theories about
potential employment of aircraft in maritime operations. Observation aircraft could extend
a fleet's horizon from twelve to sixty miles. Tests indicated that aviators might be able to
locate submerged submarines and mines as well as surface ships. Wartime operations proved
that aviators could spot submerged submarines and mines at shallow depths only in
relatively calm and clear waters. War experience also showed that five miles was the average
distance at which aviators could see and identify a surfaced submarine. Lookouts on surfaced
submarines usually spotted aircraft before being seen.?

The potential of air power, even in 1914, raised issues that became significant in
determining the missions of aerial forces. Writing in that year, Rear Admiral Paul Behncke,
deputy chief of Germany's naval staff, urged that the German Navy's Zeppelins bomb London.
Like some strategic air power advocates to follow, he suggested that bombing civilian
population centers would spread panic and break the enemy's will to resist. Implicit in his
suggestion was a strategic bombardment mission that would compete with the mission that
employed land-based aerial forces in maritime operations.*

The competition for air resources between strategic and tactical missions became
obvious in 1918. By then, advances in technology had made long-range strategic bombing
missions feasible. When the British Admiralty developed a requirement for 1,180 aircraft for
antisubmarine warfare (ASW) in 1918, only 557 aircraft were made available, largely because
the Royal Air Force’'s new Independent Air Force, assigned a long-range bombing mission,
claimed priority in aircraft allocation.’

Throughout the war, aircraft were employed effectively against submarines, in
reconnaissance, and in strikes against minor enemy naval forces and merchant shipping.
Aerial strikes against major combatants were limited and unsuccessful. Even the German
cruiser Goeben, grounded in the Dardanelles in January 1918, survived six days of air attack.
During that episode, British aircraft flew more than 200 sorties against the ship, dropped
fifteen tons of bombs, but struck the cruiser only twice. Those bombs that did hit the ship
caused only minor damage.® Britain began using non-rigid lighter-than-air craft (blimps) for
antisubmarine patrols in 1915. In 1916, shore-based Austrian sea planes operating over the
clear waters of the Adriatic Sea bombed the French submarine Foucault. When the bombs
forced the submarine to the surface, its crew scuttled the boat.

In 1917, shore-based British flying boats began patrols over the North Sea. They
proved effective in forcing German U-boats en route to operational areas to stay submerged
and exhaust their batteries. By the last six months of the war (February-November 1918),
the Allies had an average of 310 (mostly British and American) aircraft available each day
for antisubmarine patrol in waters off the United Kingdom.

"On the side of the Central Powers this included the Austro-Hungarian Empire and
Germany. On the side of the Triple Entente (later the Allies) this included Britain,
France, and Russia. Nations that would later join the conflict such as Turkey on the side
of the Central Powers and Italy, Japan, and the United States on the Allied side also
developed aerial forces.



The Allies also used aircraft over American waters for antisubmarine work. When U-
boats attacked coastal shipping off America's Atlantic coast in the spring of 1918, sea and air
ASW patrols began immediately. The air patrols claimed no U-boat sinkings, but on August
14, 1918, aircraft and sub chasers forced U117 to submerge before the U-boat could attack
a passing tanker.

The U-boats' vulnerability to air attack prevented most attempts to torpedo ships in
air-escorted convoys. During the last year of the war, U-boats made more and more attacks
at night when they were less likely to be spotted from the air. From May to July 1918, a
significant number of U-boat operations also moved farther away from land, where they
might be outside the range of aerial ASW escorts and patrols.” During the year, German
submarines sank only two ships sailing in convoys escorted by both aircraft and surface
ships.®

Aircraft also proved effective in strikes on enemy light naval forces. One of the most
dramatic examples of air power as a new dimension of sea power occurred in the summer of
1917. On August 11, German sea planes flying from a naval air station on Borkum Island at
the mouth of the Elbe River put a flotilla of British coastal motor boats out of action. The sea
planes sank three of the six craft, which were en route to attack German minesweepers, and
badly damaged the remaining three. The surviving boats drifted or were towed into neutral
Dutch territory.®

By 1917 aircraft had also improved enough to deliver larger bombs and torpedoes.
German single-engine Gotha biplanes used torpedoes to sink several ships in the English
Channel that year. In the Mediterranean, an RAF Handley-Page twin-engine bomber sank
the Turkish destroyer Yadighair-1-Milet. This was the largest warship to be sunk by air
attack during World War 1.%°

These increasing uses of aerial forces in maritime operations led to over water air-to-
air combat. Armament, flying skill, and luck influenced the result of aerial combat between
sea planes, but the superior performance of land planes unencumbered by floats or pontoons
usually determined the outcome of aerial combat with land planes. Consequently, land planes
increasingly became involved in maritime operations, which aggravated competition between
army and navy air arms for scarce airframes and power plants.*

When World War | ended in November of 1918, air and sea power advocates knew
that aircraft had added a new dimension to naval warfare. They also knew that air power,
to be effective, had to be within range of enemy fleets. To that end, aircraft could be carried
on and launched from ships, or long-range land planes, lighter-than-air craft, or sea planes
could be based on land, at the ocean’s edge. All of these alternatives were realities by 1918.

During the next two decades military theorists argued about the relationship of air
power and sea power. Others disputed the merits of strategic versus tactical applications of
air power. Attempts to implement the emergent doctrines resulted in the acquisition and
allocation of various aircraft among military services. Doctrinal decisions and their outcomes
influenced the capability and readiness of land-based aerial forces for maritime operations
in another war.

Land-based aerial forces capable of maritime strike operations often became involved
in the tension between advocates of “air power” as a decisive force alone and vested tactical
air interests of ground and naval forces. Within the air power communities of nations such
as Germany, Great Britain, and the United States, decision makers most often gave maritime
operations low priority in comparison with strategic bombing.

Strategic air power advocates argued for procurement of large, long-range heavy
bombers, and that these aerial forces had to be concentrated to be effective. They further
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claimed that concentrated, unescorted bombers could be effectively employed in destroying
an enemy's will and ability to make war. For most, this meant precision daylight bombing
of enemy production and utility centers rather than attacking enemy air, ground, and naval
forces. These arguments became particularly vocal among the military in Britain and the
United States.

National air forces evolved in differing fashions between World War | and World War
I1, based on national threat assessments, economic capabilities, and military preferences.
Service doctrines took into account geographic position and perceived threats and national
capabilities. The development of these doctrines occurred as newly-formed air arms struggled
to establish their identities and missions in the face of opposition from tradition-bound
proponents of ground and sea forces. The air arms and independent air forces often defined
threats, capabilities, and doctrines in different ways. In all nations that developed significant
air forces between World War | and World War 11, these struggles influenced the disposition
and capability of land-based aerial forces to participate in maritime operations. This was of
particular importance in Britain, Germany, Japan, and the United States.

In Great Britain, the RAF embraced strategic bombardment, while its leaders
continued to argue with naval authorities over the ability of aircraft to destroy battleships.
Neither the RAF nor Royal Navy encouraged joint exercises or joint planning. Britain's First
Sea Lord and Chief of Naval Staff between 1933 and 1938 said of the air danger, immediately
after his appointment, "All rubbish. What we want are battleships."*

Despite parochial attitudes and the Royal Navy's confidence in its armor and
antiaircraft weapons, during the interwar years British admirals in the Mediterranean found
themselves worrying about Italian air attacks. When Britain and Italy clashed over the
latter's adventures in Abyssinia in 1935, Britain's Mediterranean fleet withdrew from the
island of Malta to Alexandria, Egypt. Intelligence reports warned that the Italians
contemplated attacking the British fleet in the western Mediterranean with aircraft based
in Italy and Libya."

After the Abyssinian crisis faded, the Royal Navy again discounted the threat of land
or sea-based air power. Naval officials relied on thickened armor and new antiaircraft guns
for defense of their ships. Gunnery trials with eighty-mile-per-hour radio-controlled target
drones that took no evasive action convinced the Royal Navy's leaders that they were
navigating on the right course. Few, if any, British naval officers carefully evaluated the role
or potential threat of land-based aircraft employed in maritime operations.*

At the same time, RAF leaders ashore gave maritime aerial operations little attention
or priority. In 1936, Group Captain Arthur Harris (later Air Chief Marshal and Commander-
in-Chief, RAF Bomber Command) said that reconnaissance of enemy naval bases was the
only way to locate opposing naval forces. Flying aircraft over the sea was, he said, a waste
of time. Moreover, according to Harris, the Air Staff reserved the right to withdraw aircraft
from naval support at any time for the RAF's primary mission of strategic bombing.™

In the United States, post-World War | development of land-based aerial forces that
could engage in maritime operations became involved in a three-way struggle among
proponents of different approaches to organizing air arms. Participants in the debate included
air power advocates for either an independent air force, or an Army air force that controlled
all aviation, and those who did not advocate major organizational change. The latter did want
better allocation of resources to, and integration of, aerial forces into ground and naval
strategies and tactics.



In 1919, the Joint Board of Aeronautics™ declared that Army aviation should support
all phases of ground warfare, while naval aviation should use carrier and land-based aircraft
to support all phases of a naval campaign. Land-based naval aviation, according to the board,
would be needed particularly for convoy escort, reconnaissance, and attacks on enemy naval
bases. Both Army and Navy aviation, the joint staff concluded, would need to cooperate in
coastal defense.*

Some air power advocates, most notably Brigadier General William “Billy” Mitchell,
opposed such a division of labor. They argued that air power, a new and important dimension
of warfare, all by itself would prove an effective substitute for sea power. Appointed to the
position of Assistant Chief of the Army Air Service after his return from France, Mitchell
became an outspoken air power advocate. He asserted in articles, books, and speeches that
air power could and should replace sea power as the principal means of defending the United
States.

In July 1921 Mitchell tested his theories in bombings of surrendered German
warships. Flying low, and after a number of bomb runs, Mitchell's bombers sank the
anchored destroyer G-102, cruiser Frankfurt, and battleship Ostfriesland. Navy officials
complained that Mitchell’s airplanes did not pause between bombing runs to allow damage
assessment. They also said that bombing tethered ships was hardly a realistic test. But the
sinkings, followed by similar results in bombings of the obsolete American battleships
Alabama, New Jersey, and Virginia in 1921 and 1923, provided support for Mitchell's
arguments. After the tests, Mitchell said that an air force could establish air superiority over
a fleet, neutralize its antiaircraft guns, and then sink combatants and auxiliary vessels. Air
power alone, he pronounced, could defeat any fleet threatening America."’ In the
United States, airmen advocated long-range bombers as the best means to destroy an enemy
fleet threatening American coasts. The Air Corps, they claimed, could replace the Navy as
America's first line of defense. The air doctrine taught at the Air Corps Tactical School in the
1930s acknowledged that:

Aviation alone cannot protect our merchant marine or our troop movements by sea,

but it can unaided accomplish the other functions of sea power -- defense of the nation

against waterborne invasion and reduction or elimination of enemy merchant
shipping.*®

More traditional military and naval thinkers did not, of course, agree with so
optimistic an assessment. A “Joint Action of the Army and Navy” (the paperwork format for
inter-service agreements at the time) in 1934 defined the Air Corps role as that of an arm
of the Army. The Air Corps’ purpose was to support land operations and directly defend the
American coast. A 1931 agreement between General Douglas MacArthur, Army Chief of Staff,
and Admiral William V. Pratt, the Chief of Naval Operations, had limited the Army Air
Corps to operations no further than 100 miles from the coast. The Navy was to operate
aircraft from carriers and land bases for operations farther out to sea and to protect shipping
even within the 100-mile zone. After MacArthur and Pratt retired, the agreement was
abrogated in the mid-1930s. A situation followed in which the Army Air Corps had little
interest in using its land-based aircraft for any maritime operations and the Navy was
prohibited from operating land-based aircraft.'®

Air Corps thinking diverged from published doctrine by the late 1930s. Air Corps
Tactical School training emphasized an air force's strategic role. The B-17, accepted for Air

“The Joint Board of Aeronautics was a subcommittee of the Army-Navy Joint Board.



Corps use in 1937, was justified and authorized for its role in coast defense. Tactical exercises
conducted with the Norden bombsight, adopted in 1933, suggested that high altitude bombing
could hit moving ships as well as stationary targets. Air Corps leaders, however, came to see
the B-17 and the Norden bombsight as the principal tools of daylight offensive strategic
bombardment. As a result, at the end of the inter-war period, the Army Air Corps had long-
range aircraft capable of operating at great distances over the oceans but little interest in or
preparation for maritime operations.?

Germany, a continental power, emerged from World War | with no overseas colonies
and surrounded by potentially hostile nations. German air planners, hidden in the army staff,
faced defense challenges different from those of maritime nations. No oceans, or even narrow
seas such as the English Channel, protected most German borders from its likeliest
opponents, the other continental powers of Europe. German forces had to be prepared for
immediate land combat in the event of war. As a result, Germany gave priority to creating
a tactical air force ready for land warfare.”

German efforts to rebuild an air force became public only after 1933 when Adolf Hitler
became chancellor and head of the German armed forces. In 1935 published German doctrine
said that the Luftwaffe's tasks were air superiority, support of the army and navy, attacks
on enemy industry, and interdiction. At the same time, lectures at the German Air War
College at Gatow nearly all addressed strategic application of air power, while the German
aircraft industry proved slow to develop long-range heavy bombers. Nevertheless, by 1938 the
Luftwaffe had grown to a force of 15,000 officers and 370,000 enlisted personnel operating
a large number of fighters, dive bombers, and medium bombers.?

In the 1930s, air power doctrine also evolved in the island nation of Japan. By this
time the Japanese Navy had long since determined that the United States was its most likely
opponent. Because the Washington Naval Treaty of 1922 limited Japan's tonnage in aircraft
carriers, the Japanese Navy turned to land-based aircraft for fleet protection and naval air
strikes. Admiral Issoruku Yamamoto, while chief of the Technical Bureau of Naval Aviation
in the 1930s, decided the Navy should develop long-range, land-based medium bombers.*

The Japanese naval air arm had reorganized in 1921 with the assistance of RAF
experts. The Japanese army air arm focused solely on tactical support of army ground forces.
The Japanese navy air arm focused on fleet support, coastal defense, convoy protection, and
sea and antisubmarine patrols. By the time Japan's carrier aircraft attacked Pearl Harbor
in December 1941, Japan had about 2,700 army and navy aircraft. About 3,500 pilots, 50
percent of whom had combat experience, flew army planes and 2,500 pilots, 10 percent of
whom had combat experience, flew navy planes.*

Japan trained only about 100 naval pilots each year in the 1930s. Their rigorous five-
year training program included advanced study of flight and aircraft design as well as
extended flight training. Enlisted pilots arrived at their squadrons with as much as 100 hours
of solo time while officer pilots might have twice that number of hours.?

Pre-World War Il Japanese naval strategy envisioned the Japanese fleet destroying
the American fleet in a single engagement, similar to Admiral Heikachiro Togo's victory over
the Russian Fleet in 1904 at the Battle of Tsushima Strait. As the American fleet steamed
west, Japanese air, destroyer, and submarine attacks were to weaken their opponent’s
initially stronger navy. By the late 1930s, this "Zengen Sakusen" or slashing strategy
depended on carrier-launched air strikes and land-launched air strikes from bases in the
Mandate Marshall, Caroline, and Mariana Islands.*

Commander Minoru Genda, an experienced Japanese naval aviator who would later
plan the Pearl Harbor attack, studied at the Japanese Naval War College in 1936. While
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there, he wrote:

Naval power should be mainly divided into the surface force, the land-based
air force and the submarine force....Naval land-based air forces will be made up with
two and more land-based flotillas, which, in turn, will consist of two or three air
groups, and each air group will comprise thirty-six Type 96 land-based medium
bombers and the same number of carrier fighters.*’

More traditional naval thinkers reacted in Japan to Genda's proposals as their
counterparts in Britain and the United States might have. They attacked his ideas and
guestioned his mental competence. Japan, however, came to the end of the 1930s well
prepared to use land-based aircraft for naval purposes.®

When World War Il began in September 1939, most belligerents that would use land-
based aerial forces at sea found themselves ill-prepared. In Britain, the RAF reserved to itself
the use of land-based aircraft. But the RAF was unabashedly devoted to strategic bombing.
In Germany, the Luftwaffe reserved to itself all aircraft. Although doctrinally committed to
support naval operations, the Luftwaffe was ill-equipped for long-range over-water operations.
In Japan, the Army air arm was devoted exclusively to army support while the Navy air arm
was well equipped, organized, and trained for use of both carrier and land-based aircraft in
maritime operations. In the United States, the Army air arm was organized and equipped
to use its land-based aircraft in maritime operations, but had little inclination to do so. Fiat
limited the Navy air arm to operation of carrier aircraft and sea planes. The demands of war
would reveal flaws in all of these forces.
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CHAPTER 11
THE BATTLE OF THE ATLANTIC

The Battle of the Atlantic, usually defined as the total fight for Atlantic sea lanes
between 1939 and 1945, stretched from the Antarctic to the Arctic Ocean, and from Europe's
western edge to America's eastern rim. Germany lost that battle. The Luftwaffe’s failure to
support the Kriegsmarine caused the defeat according to some participants and some
historians.* As Admiral Karl Donitz, Flag Officer, U-boats, wrote to Hitler when he withdrew
his submarines from the North Atlantic convoy routes at the end of 1943:

it is simply incomprehensible that the Germans fought the war at sea without air
reconnaissance or a naval air force, as if—in the 20th century, the century of
flight—aircraft did not exist.?

Doénitz underscored that point while reviewing the U-boat war for Germany's senior naval
commanders in June 1943. The crisis, he said, had occurred because Germany had built a
strong submarine force but not developed a matching maritime air capability. This
astounding conclusion came from a man who, as late as August 1942, proclaimed "The
U—-boat has no more to fear from aircraft than a mole from a crow.™

Despite what Donitz believed to be inadequate maritime air support, Germany came
close to winning the battle. Only a combination of increasingly strong Allied air and naval
forces, newly-developed superior technology and weapons, and the incomparable contribution
of signals intelligence overcame Nazi interdiction of Allied sea lines of communication. Fifty
years later analysts argued over the significance of land-based air power in the battle. This
chapter examines three phases of the Battle of the Atlantic: the contest for control of trans-
Atlantic sea lanes, Allied air efforts to combat German surface raiders, and Arctic convoy
battles.

Organizing Land-Based Aerial Forces for the Battle

Each belligerent in the Battle of the Atlantic organized and engaged its land-based
aerial forces in maritime operations differently. In each case, inter-service struggles for
control of air power, rather than efficiency, governed the organizational schemes.

Command of the German aircraft used in reconnaissance and combat over the sea
reflected the outcome of several years' jockeying between the Luftwaffe and the
Kriegsmarine. Hermann Goring, Luftwaffe Commander-in-Chief (C-in-C), enjoyed Hitler's
personal confidence while Admiral Erich Raeder, Kreigsmarine C-in-C did not. This
preordained the outcome of the competition.

In January of 1939 Hitler created the position of "General of the Luftwaffe with the
Commander-in-Chief of the Kreigsmarine." This officer, reporting directly t