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Personal views or opinions expressed or implied in this

publication are not to be construed as carrying official

sanction of the Department of the Air Force or the Air
University.
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This study was written by Mr, Robert T. Finney of the USAF
Historical Division, Research Studics Institute, Air Unrversity,
Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama.

Like other Historical Davision studes, it is subject to revision,

and additional information or suggested corrections will be
welcomed.
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The air experience of World War I demonstrated, among other things, the
need for officers tramed mn the employment of milnary aircraft. Hence, in
1920, concurrently with the recogmtion of the Air Service as a combatant arm
of the Army, the professional education of air officers was provided for by
the creation of the new arm’s own special and general schools Among the
schools established was the Air Service Field Officers’ School at Langley Feld,
Vigimia  This school was subsequently redesignated Air Service Tactical
School (1922), and later Air Corps Tactical School (1926), In 1931 the
schoo! was moved from Langley to Maxwell Field, Alabama,

Throughout the decades between woild wars, the Tactical School served as
the highest educational establishment within the ar arm. Its basic rmssion
was 10 tram am officers (and selected officers of the other arms and services)
in the strategy, tactics, and techniques of airpower. Although the school never
lost sight of this function, 1n its considerations of employment of the air
weapan 1t was confronted by the hard fact that, unhke the other arms and
services, 1t had no long precedent or body of doctrine on which to base instruc-
tion. Therefore, the school became inextricably involved in developing air
doctrine.

In 1929 the Tactical School adopted as its motto; Proficimus More Irretent:.
(We Make Progress Unhindered by Custom). It was singularly appropriate.
For the record of airpower in World War I was one of promise rather than
solid achievement, and the Air Corps Tactical School was more concerned
with the promise than with the limited record, with tomorrow than with yes-
terday, Indeed, the impact of airpower on future wars became the very heart
of the instruction given at the school. Admittedly, much of what was taught
was based only on theory, but the significance of the Tactical School lies
primanly in the fact that it forged an integrated body of concepts for the
employment of airpower It was in its extra-legal role as the doctrinal center
for the Air Corps that the school made its most valuable contribution, not
only to the air arm, but to the nation.

vi
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CHAPTER 1|

Early Military Education

Development of Military Educational System,
1802-1914

The United States government has always been
concerned with the professional education of its
military men. At the conclusion of the Revolu-
tionary War, Maj. Gen. Henry Lee commented
that “a2 government is the murderer of its citizens
which sends them to the field uninformed and un-
taught, where they are to meet men of the same
age and strength, mechanized by education and
discipline for battie.”* Other Revolutionary War
figures who remembered wividly the weaknesses
and inefliciencies of an army without trained offi-
cers went beyond Lee’s general condemnation. In
the pertod immediately following the war, Wash-
ington, Hamilton, Knox, and Pickering all urged
the establishment of a military academy to provide
a hard core of professionally trained officers to
command in any future emergency.? Washington,
in particular, writing just before his death, sup-
ported a proposal to establish an academy

The Establishment of an Institution of this kind on a
respectable and extensive basis has ever been considered
by men an Object of primary mportance to this country;
and while T was 10 the Chair of Government I omutted
no proper opportunity of recommending 1t m my pub-
lic Speeches and other ways, to the attention of the
Legislature 3
Shortly thereafter, James McHenry, Secretary of
War, also recommended the founding of a mulitary
academy, argung, m part, that “no sentiment 1s
more just than ths, that in proportion as the cir-
cumstances of a pzople are opposed to the main-
tenance of a large mulitary force, it is important
that as much perfection as possible be given to that
which may at any time exist.”t

This early interest m the professional educa-

tion of mulitary lcaders resulted in the opening
of the United States Military Academy at West
Point on 4 July 1802, Thus established, the policy
of having the government provide professional
military tramning was strengthened and broadened
m the following years. The United States Naval
Academy was founded at Annapolis in 1845, and
m 1876, the Coast Guard Academy was estab-
lished in New London, Connecticut.

The three academies, whose graduates were to
constitute the backbone of the military establish-
ment, provided the basic professional education
for officers of the various services. But while the
Military Academy would furnish the Army with
the nucleus of the officer corps required in an
emergency, the Army very soon felt a need for
specialized training of all officers—Academy
graduates and nongraduates alike. As early as
April 1824 an Artillery School of Practice was
established at Fortress Monroe, Virginia, where
newly commissioned second lieutenants receiwved
a year of practical and theoretical training. At first
the student body was made up of those West
Pomt graduates who upon graduation were as-
signed to the Artillery, but later the course was
changed so as to give advanced training to experi-
enced officers ® Although the school underwent
numerous changes, it set the pattern for future
schools m other arms. In 1827 an informat In-
fantry School of Practice was established at Jeff-
erson Barracks, but advanced training for the
various arms did not gain momentum until the
last two decades of the nineteenth century. Then,
in rapid succession, came the Infantry and Cav-
alry School at Fort Leavenworth in 1881 and
the Cavalry and Light Artillery School at Fort
Riley in 1887. By 1904 there were seven special
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schools for officers of the arms and services: the
Artillery School, the Engineer School, the Schoot
of Submarine Defense, the School of Application
for Cavalry and Field Artillery, the Army Medical
School, the Signal School, and the Infantry and
Cavalry School.

At the turn of the century the Army felt the
need for even more advanced training for its offi-
cers, What was needed was an educational system
within the service which would go beyond Acad-
emy and special school traimng in the fields of
command and staff duties and provide an oppor-
tunaty for senior officers to retire temporarily from
the pressing demands of staff and command du-~
ties to consider the serious problems of the nature
of war, American theortes and doctrines of war-
fare, and the whole broad question of American
national defense. These needs for advanced edu-
cation of officers were filled in 1901 by the crea-
tion of the General Service and Staff College at
Fort Leavenworth and the Army War College in
Washington, D. C. The former underwent nu-
merous redesignations, becoming eventually the
Command and General Staff School This school
served, in substance, as the steppingstone between
the special schools and the War College, the cap-
stone in the Army’s educational system, where
courses in military stretegy prevailed and where
new ideas were tested for the General Staff Hence,
by the beginning of the twentieth century provi-
sion had been made not only for the education
of Army officers on a graduate level but also for
their specialized training and education in the arms
and services.

When the Army acquired its first airplane in
1909, it took the first step in the development of
yet another arm of the service, For several years,
however, Army aviation remained as an adjunct
to the Signal Corps. From the creation of the Aero-
nautical Division of the Signal Corps in 1907 (re-
designated the Aviation Section in 1914) until
the entry of the United States into World War I,
the formal professional training provided for aic
officers was in mo way comparable to that fur-
nished officers of other arms and services, such as
infantry, cavalry, artillery, and signal. In 1911 a
flying school was established at College Park,
Maryland, and continued in operation until near
the end of 1912, In January 1913 a second flying
school was opened at North Island, San Diego,
California. By 1914 this schocl was offering not

only pilot training but also ground-school in-
struction in various subjects, such as mappmng,
navigation, aeronautical engmeerng, meterclogy,
topography, and iniernal combustion engines. In-
structors and students at the College Park and
San Diego schools were intensely interested in
the military possibilities of the airplane. They,
together with interested civibans and civihian
agencies, went far beyond the scope of the formal
school curriculum by experimenting with~—among
other things—machine guns on airplanes, com-
munications equipment for amcraft, bomb sights
and bombing, aerial photography, and coopera-
tion with the infantry. Nevertheless, formal
training continued to stress the techmcal aspects
of flyng and maintenance. Because of the very
newness of the airplane the curriculum at the
flying schools could not include, as the courses of
study at the older schools did for their various
weapons, instruction in the tactics, techmgues,
and employment of the aix weapon.®

The Impact of World War I

After the outbreak of war in Europe in 1914,
nothing substantial was done toward increasing
the size of the Aviation Section or broadening
the scope of tramning given to aviation personnel
When the Umted States entered the war in 1917,
time would not permit the establishment of a com-
prehensive educational system for air officers.
Indeed, there were not enough people, within the
Army or without, with adequate knowledge of
miltary aviation to inaugurate a full-blown edu-
cational system for aviation personnel. Under
the circumstances, the military had to improvise
and, to a considerable extent, to depend on the
Allies for advanced training of the Air Service.

Experiments in the United States between 1911
and 1916 indicated that American airmen foresaw
that the airplane would be not merely a means of
collecting intelligence information, but that it
would be a weapon of war. When the United
States entered the conflict in April 1917, war ex-
perience had proved the point. By that time, in
fact, certain principles for the employment of air-
power already had been well established by the
Allies: 1) aerial superiority was prerequisite to
successful air operations; 2) the only truly ef-
fective means of establishing and maintaining con-
trol of the air was through a determined offensive
against the hostile air force; 3) when air attacks,
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both against hostile air forees and vital rear areas,
were carried out in depth, enemy reconnaissance
and pursuit action against friendly front lines de-
creased, 4) lmuting the air services to reconnais-
sance and observation failed fo utilize to full ad-
vantage military aircraft which could take the
war to the enemy by bombing and strafing; and
3) in bactle the air arm was more effective if con-
centrated under a single command,

Lt Col. (later Brig. Gen) William Mitchell,
who arrived 1n Paris shortly after the United States
entered the war and who was, at the time, the
rankig Ametican air officer m Europe, was im-
pressed with the theories held by Allied air officers.
Echoes of their 1deas on the employment of air-
power began to dot Mitchell’s drary: “The only
real defense against aircraft ts other aircraft”;?
agam, “a very significant thing to me was that we
could cross the lines of these contending armies
in a few minutes i our arrplanes whereas the
armies have been locked in the struggle, immov-
able, powerless to advance, for three years. . ,
They get nowhere, as far as ending the war is con-
cerned.” By observing and actually experiencing
German bombing attacks, Mitchell learned to re-
spect the effects which bombardment could have
on material and morale, and he came to belicve
firmly that “airplane bombing . . will have a great
effect on all the operations, if efficiently carried
out.” In May 1917, on a visit to Maj. Gen, Hugh
M. Trenchard, Mitchell was profoundly impressed
with the Royal Flyng Corps commander’s ad-
vanced ideas on airpower, especially with the view
that “an airplane is an offensive and not a de-
fensive weapon” and with the ideas of behind-the-
line bombardment and a unified air command,

Although the Amertcan Arr Service did not play
a major role in World War I, Mitchell was able
to give convincing demonstrations of the effective-
ness of the mass employment of military aviation,
The American Air Service learned at Chéteau-
Thierry in July 1918 the first real lesson in the use
of organized air units; it was a severe and costly
lesson. Flying, for the most part, defensive mis-
sions agamst a numerically superior ememy air
force cost the Americans a substantial portion of
theirr meager force Nevertheless, the campaign
served to confirm many of Mitchell’s carlier ba-
liefs, He saw at firsthand the necessity for aerral
superionty; he realized that “spreading out or dis-
seminating our air force in small detachments

spelled entire defeat for us.””¢ He came to see that
engagmg enemy air units as far as possible from
the front and threatening vital rear areas forced
the enemy to concentrate his purswit in the threat-
ened sector; thus, enemy air action at the front
against Allied observation planes and against the
infantry was reduced and Allied air forces were
enabled to coneentrate their own air strength.?

In only two battles of the war—Saint-Mihiel
and the Meuse-Argonne—was Mitchell able to test
with a sizable force the theories he had formed
on the basis of what he had learned from the Al-
lies and from the American experience at Chateau-
Theerry. In September 1918 the Americans were
given the task of eliminating the Saint-Mihiel
salient. Elevated to the positton of Air Service
Commander, First Army, mn the reorgamzation
following Chateau-Thierry and given the responsi-
bility for the air phase of the battle, Mitchell per-
suaded Allied high commanders to permit himi to
bring together under his control the Jargest air
force yet assembled, totaling 1,481 aircraft, mostly
American and French, but including units of all
the Allies.1?

Perhaps the most important consideration that
prompted Mitchell to request such a large force
was his awareness of the necessity for aeral su-
periority. His plan was to assemble a force as large
as that of the Germans and to strike first, thus
wresting the initiative from the enemy. In order
that the plan might not be divulged the force was
assembled without decreasing air action in other
sectors and without any preliminary air attacks
m the assault area. Surprise seems to have been
achieved, the enemy initially had only 295 aircraft
available to oppose the First Army’s 1,481 and
Mitchell quickly won aerial superiority, When on
the batile’s third day (14 September) German
aircraft began to appear m increasing numbers,
Allied pursuit turned almost exclusively to aerial
combat, maintaining effective local control of the
air for the last two days of the ground advance,
Moreover, the vigorous offensive of the Allied air
force forced the enemy dirmen to remain on the
defensive.

In addition to maintaining control of the air,
the air force, divided fato two air brigades, struck
alternately at the right and left flanks of the salient
and at communications and supplies in the en-
emy’s rear, Pursuit pilots trained in aerial combat
applied themselves, especially during the first two
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days of the battle, to long-range visual reconnais-
sance and strafing. Although inclement weather
hampered daylight bomber operatiens, every day
missions were dispatched, forcing enemy air on
the defensive and drawing it away from the front
lines, so that Allied observation operated almost
unopposed near the fromt. Taking advantage of
the beiter night weather, British, French, and
Ttalian bombers attacked command posts near the
front, and pomts along the ral Iine over which
the enemy was bringing up reserves

The air battle at Saint-Mihiel was costly to the
Allied arr units but it paid large dividends. While
the German armies were largely denied the ad-
vantages of aerial reconnaissance and observation,
and suffered at the hands of Allied aircraft, the
American mfantry “was kept informed of develop-
ments practically hourly” and was relatively im-
mune from attacks by hostile awrcraft.!? The road
attacks had blocked the enemy’s primcipal avenues
of escape and had increased considerable the num-
ber of prisoners taken (over 15,000) and the
materiel captured when Allied infantry finally
pinched off the salient. The success attending the
employment of so large and heterogeneous a force
demonstrated the vahdity of Mitchell’s contention
that the air force should, and could, be massed
under one commander for successful operations
and set the pattern for Air Service operations for
the last two months of the war,

Although never again able to mass as larpe a
force as he had at Samt-Mihiel, Mitchell employed
the same principle of concentration during the
more extended Meuse-Argonne offensive, 26 Sep-
tember to 11 November. Thus, when the German
air service struck at the Americans on the flanks
of the Meuse-Argonne salient to “make our in-
fantry msist on splitting up our purswt aviation so
as to give Jocal protection everywhere,” Mitchell
refused “to spread a thin veneer of airplanes all
along the front through which the enemy air could
break easily at any point with a large group forma-~
tion.”1? Throughout this Jast Allied operation,
Mitchell's pursuits remazined on the offensive,
searching out and attacking hostile arcraft and
awrdromes, mamntaining local air superiority, and
continuing their strafing attack; bombers worked
Jargely on communications and troop and supply
concentrations.

The operations of the Auwr Service, AEF were
almost entirely tactical, but if the war had lasted

7
L

for a few more months the Amerncans almost cet-
tainly would have participated m 2 projected
strategic air war against Germany. German
bombing of London and creation by the British
m October 1917 of a striking force designed spe-
cifically for strategic attacks against Germany
had indicated an awareness of the strategic po-
tertralities of the arr weapon. Moreover, in No-
vember 1917 Lt. Col. E. S Gorrell of the Ameri-
can Air Service had prepared an amazingly com-
prehensive plan for “strategical bomb dropping”
(defined as bomb-dropping agamnst “commercial
centers”) against Germany.’® Although the Gor-
rell plan was never implemented, before the end
of the war the Bntish had established an independ-
ent aix force within the RAF for such operations.
Of perhaps greater significance was the fact that
plans were on foot to create an Allied strategic
air force, but the war ended before such a force
conld be set up.

Although observation undoubtedly remained
the dominant role for aviation throughout World
War I, the air combat of that war and the limited
bombardment operations were portents to Mitchell
and the rank and file of the flying personnel.
Mitchell, through the medium of both the written
and spoken word, argued ceaselessly in the post-
war period for recognition of the principles which,
in hus opmion, had been cleatly demonstrated
during the war: the awr force should be an inde-
pendent arm; there was an independent air mis-
sion} air units should be commanded by airmen;
airpower to be effective had to be concentrated;
and bombardmeni was the most important ele-
ment of the air force. Other airmen, although
expressing themselves in somewhat milder terms—
and tones—recognized that airpower should be
centrahzed under an air commander and that air-
power did have an independent mission.

Establishment of Schools for Air Officers

The introduction of the air weapon in World
‘War I and the faith of airmen in its future led to
endless squabbles m the postwar period. The
Army tecogmzed that the Air Service would play
a nseful role m future warfare, but how was the
air weapon to be fitted into the over-all structure
of national defense? Could aviation best serve the
interests of the nation as an entirely separate, inde-
pendent branch of the military establishment, or
should it remam integral to the Army and the
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Navy? The question of the orgamzation of the
awr arm became inexiricably mterwoven with the
question of its employment. The two defied casy
solution. Although bitterly opposing any proposal
to establish an independent air arm, the War De-
partment General Staff (WDGS), which provided
the key spokesmen for the ground arm’s position,
gracefully acceded to the creation of the Air Serv-
ice as a combatant arm of the Army 1n the Army
Reorgamzation Act of 1920 *

In keeping with the long precedent of profes-
sional education for the arms and services, the
Air Service formulated plans for its own educa-
tional system. An early plan called for an Air
Service academy, which the Director of Air Sery-
1ce suggested would be the best way to obtain the
300 or 400 officers who would have to be replaced
annually in the Army’s air arm.t Although the
suggestion does not seem to have been pushed, it
clearly indicates that mmmediately after the war
the Awr Service not only considered itself a per-
manent member of the military establishment but
that 1t considered itself such a specialized arm that
there was “no way of training officers, even m
part, for the Air Service, except in the A Service
wself, 18

In addition to an Air Academy the Air Service
sensed the need for its own service school. Al-
though juntor officers learned the fundamentals of
drll, disciphne, routine, and subordinate admin-
istrative and staff work through experience, and
although they could acquire technical knowledge
through specialized training, there was stil] a need
for mdoctrinating officers m the duties of squadron
and higher air unit commanders and in the tactical
cmployment of military aviation, Accordingly, in
October 1919 the Director of Air Service sought
permission to establish an Army Air Service
School of Application at Langley Field, Virginua,
to develop and standardize the instruction and
tramng of officers m the tactics and techniques of
the Air Service.l® It was contemplated that any
officer of the Air Service might be detailed as a
student and that graduation from the school would
be prerequisite fo assignment of an officer to com-
mand of “larger units, or to higher staff work,” All
students were to have completed piot training (or
balloon and airship prlot traming) and to have

*The legality of the Air Service before 1920 rested on a se-
ties of executrve orders, dating from May 1918.

had at least one year’s service with an Air Service
organization.

Academucally, the proposed course of study was
to be divided 1nto three departments: the Depzrt-
ment of Military Art (Tactical); the Department
of Aeronautical Engmeering (Technical), and
the Department of Administration (Administra-
tive). Of the three, the Department of Military
Art would be the most important and would be al-
lotted 600 of the scheduled 1,200 hours of in-
struction, the remaining 600 hours would be di-
vided equally between the other two departments
That the curriculum would emphasize Air Service
mattels was reflected in the fact that of the 600
hours allotted to the Tactical Department, 250
were to be devoted to tactics of air fighting, The
other 350 hours would be divided among scven
courses: Tactics of Other Arms (Including Navies)
and Combmed Tactics of All Arms would each
have 100 hours, 50 hours were to be devoted to
“Miltary History and Strategy and Methods of
Liaison,” 30 hours each to Conduct of War and
Troops in Campaign, and 20 hours each to Weap-
ons and Munitions of War and to Current Mili-
fary Events. The 300 hours devoted to the Tech-
nical Department were to be divided between
courses in Aircraft Construction (85 hours), Air-
craft Accessories (70 hours), Power and Its
Transnmussion (80 hours), Navigation (50 hours),
and Meteorology (15 hours). These courses were
not designed to produce specialists in the felds
covered but were to qualify squadron and balloon
commanders and Air Service officers of higher
commands for their duties The 300 hours i the
Admmistrative Department were to be divided
between Admimistration (150 hours), Elements
of Law, International Law, and Military Appli-
cation of Principles of Law (50 hours gach) 17

On 25 February 1920 the War Department au-
thorized the establishment of 11 special service
schools for the Air Service, mcluding the Air
Service School, Langley Freld, Virginia. The field
officers course of the Air Service School* followed
In organization and purposes the previous year’s
recommendations of the Director of the Air
Service 18 The letter of authorization for the course
stipulated: “mnstruction which will fit the gradu-
ates thereof for the performance of duties that

*Other courses at the Arr Service School were 1) “an An-
ship School,” 2) an enlisted men’s aetial and photography
course, and 3) an enlisted men’s balloon-mechanics course
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devolve upon officers of the Air Service as such,
reducing the instruction in the tactics of other arms
and in combined tactics to that necessary to gual-
ify an Air Service officer to function as an Air
Service officer.”*?

Air Service Field Officers’ School,
Langley Field

Shortly after the authorization of the Air Serv-
ice schools, the field officers course became the
Air Service Field Officers’ School. In July Maj.
Thomas DeW. Milling was ordered to Langley to
organize this school, which was to open that fall.*®
The task was formidable. Not only was equipment
lacking, but officers with Air Service experience
who would be suitable as instructors were scarce.
Finally, 17 officers, in addition to Milling, were
made available, Nine of them were designated
as instructors: Majs. Frederick L. Martin and
Davenport Johnson; Capts. Joseph T. McNamey,
Gerald E. Brower, John H. Jouett (for lecture
purposes only), Harry C. Drayton, and Clearton
H. Reynolds; Ist Lt. Ralph B. Bagby; and 2d Lt.
Jacob M. Woodard (school armament officer).
Eight were designated as students: Maj. Leo A,
Walton, Capts. Thomas J. Hanley, Jr., and Louis
R. Kmght, and 1st Lts. Thomas N. Blackburn,
Chester P. Dorland, Arthur E. Easterbrook, Edwin
J. House, and Walter R, Lawson. In making these
assignments of staff and students the Chief of Air
Service notified the commandant of the school
that the services of these officers were to be used in
the manner the school commander deemed most
appropriate, and some of the officers assigned as
students actually became instructors and vice
versa. For example, Hanley served as an instructor
rather than as a student, and Reynolds became a
student instead of am instructor.* Apparently
neither Dorland nor House attended this session,
their places being taken by Lieutenant Bagby, who
originally was assigned as an instructor, and Ist

*Some members of the faculty apparently doubled as in-
structors and students, for Hanley, Johnson, McNarney, and
are listed as 1921 graduates of the school.
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Lientenant Clayton Bissell. Bagby resigned from
the Army on 10 May 1921 and was not included
among the graduates of that year.? Although not
assigned initially Maj. Wiliam C. Sherman, who
served as Millng’s assistant, was an important
addition to the faculty.

During the summer a program of instruction
was prepared and received War Department ap-
proval. Pressed for time and hampered by the
limited Air Service precedent and doctrine, n-
structors were unable to prepare in detail the
various courses scheduled; nevertheless, the school
opened on 1 November 1920 22

Although plannéd on a pinc-months basis, the
first session was cut short. In the spring of 1921
both faculty and students were absorbed by the
First Provisional Air Brigade which had been or-
ganized under Brig. Gen. William Mitchell to
carry out bombing experiments against ex-German
war vessels. School authorities felt that their work
under Mitchell was excellent practice and that
the course in Combined Aerial Tactics and Staff
Duties was much more practical than the ordinary
course would have been, but the exercise caused
the suspension of all class work until the following
October; consequently, the school opened for its
second session without adequate preparation
having been made.*3

Although courses were not completely rounded
out during the first two years, the school made a
creditable record. Lectures were given in the ma-
jority of the subjects scheduled: Observation, Pur-
suit, Bombardment, and Attack, Troops m Cam-
paign and Tactics, and Staff Duties in the Tactical
Department; Navigation and Metérology, Com-
munications, Photography, Armament; and Engi-
neering in the Technical Department; and His-
tory of Air Service, Army Regulations, Hygene
and Sanitation, Field Service Regulations, and
Law in the Admimstrative Department.?* Equally
important, Major Milling and his associates by the
end of the second year had established a sound
administrative and instructional system that was
to provide the basis for the future expansion of
the school.
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CHAPTER 11

The Air Corps Tactical School at Langley Field

Establishment of the Air Service
Tactical School

The Field Officers’ School had been established
to prepare senior officers for higher Air Service
command duty, but it soon became apparent that
there was a shortage of field grade officers in the
Air Service.* In fact, in 1921 the Chief of Air
Service, noting the shortage, had reminded Major
Milling that, although the name of the school at
Langley imphed that only field officers would at-
tend, junior officers had been and would continuc
fo be sent to the school.? Moreover, in the spring
of 1922 it was evident fo a board charged with
the work of reorganizing the Army school system
that the Air Service Field Officers’ School was per-
forming functions that m the other arms and serv-
ices were handled by two or more schools. Be-
cause the only other schools provided for the Air
Service were designed to give technical training
only, the board felt that every arr officer, regard-
less of rank, should be given an opportunity to
attend the school at Langley. Hence, in November
1922 the name of the school was officially changed
to the Air Service Tactical School (ASTS) and
in 19.:26, when the Air Service became the Air
Corps, to the Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS).2

In the summer of 1922 the scope of the school
was broadened to cover the tactics and techniques
both of the Air Service and of the other branches
of the Army and the Navy.® The course was still
to last 9 months and was to consist of 1,345 hours
of instruction, divided among 20 subjects. Sev-
eral new courses were added to its curriculum:
Combat Orders, Staft Duties, Supply, Antiaircraft
Defense, and Employment with Associated Unuts, 4

*See below, p 11

That air tactics and techniques were to be empha-
sized was evidenced by the fact that 160 hours of
Instruction were to be devoted to each of the fol-
lowing subjects, Observation, Bombardment, and
Pursnit (60 hours were allotied to Attack Avia-
tion); 136 hours were to be given to Combined
Air Tactics; 76 hours were scheduled for Aero-
nautical Engineering; and 200 hours were desig-
nated for Employment with Associated Units, de-
scribed as “a study of the employment of units to
which squadrons or groups of the Air Service are
attached.” The time schedule for other subjects
mcluded Armament and Gunnery, 60 hours; Sup-
ply, 60 hours; Navigation, 40 hours; Meteorology,
40 hours; Organization of the Army, 36 hours;
Balloons and Airships, 36 hours; Staff Duties, 30
hours; Photography, 24 hours; Combat Orders,
24 hours; and Antiaircraft Defense, 12 hours.

In the summer of 1923 the program of instruc-
tion underwent several alterations. One change
was the inclusion of a course in practical flying
(126 hrs.). This had not been included in the
curriculum mitially, for all students were to be
trained pilots. It was discovered, however, that
officers had got out of touch with flying and its
peculiar demands and that students were far from
satisfactory as pilots. It was also felt that the actual
flying of and familiarty with the various types of
service planes were necessary in producing a “pol-
shed” Air Service officer. The new course required
each student to fly not less than two afternoons
per week.’ The practical flying course hecame
increasingly important as the school developed,
for many of the school’s problems were solved in
the air.

Other alterations involved fhe reduction of the
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total number of hours in the program of instruction
to 845 and the addition of two new courses, Al-
though all courses were shortened to some degree,
the teduction was made largely by shortening the
Employment of Associated Units from 200 to 48
hours, Combined Arms from 136 fo 54, Bombard-
ment from 160 to 56, Pursuit from 160 to 84,
and Observation from 160 to 118; Stable Manage-
ment (25 hours) was elimnated, The two new
courses added were the History of the Aur Service
(9 hrs.) and Military Map Reading and Sketching
(24 hrs,).

The school organization and methods of in-
struction were developed during the first few
years. In accordance with Army regulations, the
commanding officer of the base on which the
school was located automatically became com-
mandant, a principle which was followed through-
out the school’s history, both at Langley and at
Maxwell Field to which the school moved in the
summer of 1931.7 Maj. William N, Hensley, Jr.,
who assumed command of Langley Field on 17
Apnl 1920, became the first commandant of the
school. For all practical purposes, however, direc-
tion of school affairs at first fell to the “Officer, in
Charge ™ Major Milling headed the school under
this designation until the 1923-1924 session, when
his title became assistant commandant. During
this same penod Milling’s immediate assistant,
Maj. William C. Sherman, was designated as “*As-
sistant to the Officer in Charge” but when Milling
became assistant commandant, Capt. Earl L.
Naiden, who replaced Sherman, became director
of instruction. As such, Naiden’s tasks consisted
of “coordinating the instruction of the school as
well as adjusting the courses with those of the
General Service School at Fort Leavenworth, and
in preparation of Air Service officers for attend-
ance at that school.”® This particular position
within the faculty remained in force while the
school was at Langley. After the move to Max-
well Field there was a slight curriculum readjust-
ment which was accompanied by the consolidation
of the duties of the assistant commandant and the
director of instruction and the appointment of a
director for each department * Another mmor ad-
ministrative change occurred in 1923 when the
school adjutant became the school secretary. Al-
though both the faculty and curriculum expanded,
the basic administrative organization of the school
rembined the same: the commandant served m the
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dual role of post commander and head of the
school; the assistant commandant was responsible
for the smooth functioning of the Academuc De-
partment of the school, m performing his duties
the assistant commandant was assisted by the sec-
retary, the director of mstruction, the directors of
the departments,{ and the vanious instructors

Instruction was both theoretical and practical.
Normally, morning periods were devoted to class-
room instruction, consisting of lectures, confer-
ences, and illustrative problems. The method of
instruction in most subjects folowed a definite
pattern. During classroom conferences, instructors
described the principles of the subject and their
applications, study assignments from the text
having been previously given. After several con-
ferences an illustrative problem was worked in
class. In the Bombardment course, for example,
after lectures and conferences on characteristics
of bombardment aircraft and the employment of
bombardment aviation, each student would be
designated a group commander and would be or-
dered to attack a certain objective with his group.
After taking mnto consideration the theoretical op-
position imposed by enemy antiaircrait artillery
and pursuit aviation, the nature of the objective,
support by friendly aircraft (pursuvit and perhaps
attack), and such other factors as reconnaissance
reports and the results desired, each student made
his basic decisions for the attack and produced
the over-all plan, This plan included the time and
general method of attack, bombs and fuzes to be
used, type of formation and routes to be flown,
direction and altitude of attack, method of
bombing, and zll other details necessary for the
proper executon of the mission. Almost
all courses culminated in one or more examina-
tions, called “map problems,” in which students
were given a sitmation and each worked out his
solution alone Subjects that did not lend them-
selves to map problems ended m regular
examinations °

In general, the afternoons were reserved for
flying and the practical apphcation, insofar as pos-
sible, of classroom theories of air tactics and
techniques.

Although the parsimony of Congress retarded
the development of the Air Service in general in
the period immediately after World War I, in

*See below, p 21.
4Begmmung with the 1934-35 sesston of school
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some respects the physical plant of the school at
Langley rather quickly reached a satisfactory
state. A library, which had been established with
the founding of the school, grew steadily, For
example, during the 1922-23 school year, 1,983
new books and pamphlets were added; by the same
year the subscription list to pertodicals had been
increased to 31, ncluding foreign and domestic
magazines covermg both technical and general
Air Service information.1® Major Naiden, assistant
commandant, reporting in 1926 on the progress
of the library, recommended “that the present
generous policy towards the library be continued.”
He noted that more use was being made of the
library each year, and he considered that fact
alone as good evidence of both its value and
growth.'! From the first year, maps and certain
other classroom equipment had been made avail-
able to the school.’2 By 1926 Major Naiden could
report that the miscellaneous equipment of the
school was in a satisfactory condition and suffi-
cient to meet most needs,18

Nevertheless, throughout its stay at Langley
Field the school labored under various handicaps.
Quarters were inadequate for the number of offi-
cers assigned; a building specifically designed for
the school was needed.* Nor were there ever
enough airplanes available to demonstrate as
thoroughly as school authorities desired the prin-
ciples m techniques being taught. More serious,
however, than the physical shortcomings at Lang-
ley were the lack of an adequate staff and the very
limited amount of Air Service precedent and doc-
trine Adequate funds and labor could provide
the physical foundation, but only time, experience,
and careful study by dedicated men could add
the intellectual superstructure 14

Air Corps Board af Langley

The problem of maintaining an adequate staff
was agpravated by the fact that faculty members
were burdened with additional post duties and
were frequently called upon to serve on various
boards and committees. One particular board
which diverted the attention of a portion of the
faculty should be mentioned. In 1922 there had

*Before 1930, Langley Field personnel and equipment were
housed prierpally in temporary buldmgs Permanent struc-
tures consisted of officer’s quarters, the admimistration buid-
ings, boat house, balloon hangar, two brick arrplane hangars
(constructed m 1918), and a fow miscellancous small burld:ngs,
Many commusioned officers of the hugher grades were on co-
mutation and lived in the adioimung communty. (Hast Lang-
ley Fld , Inception to 1 Mar 1935)

been established at Langley Field an Air Service
Board which was to consider such subjects as
mught be referred to 1t by the Chuef of Air Service
and “to onginate and submit . . . recommenda-
tions looking to the improvement of the Air Serv-
rce.”15 Tts membership was to consist of the com-
mandant and assistant commandant of the Air
Service Tactical School and from two to five other
officers, at least one of whom would be relieved
of all duties other than those pertaming to the
board. Despite the provision for personnel, the
board continually suffered from the lack of am
adequate staff In 1924 the commandant of the
school, although recognizing that the board, when
propetly organized and operating, could be of
great assistance to both the Auir Service at large
and to the school in particular, reported that since
no officer had been assigned as a working mem-
ber, the board had not as yet functioned.18

Although the board had “working members”
n 1925,* it still was not handling the service
problems for which it had been cstablished. To
the contrary, Maj. Oscar Westover, commandant
of the school, reported that he, Major Milling, as-
sistant commandant, and Major Naiden, director
of mstruction, had functioned throughout the year
as members of the Air Service Board, personally
Ieviewing, correcting, and criticizing correspond-
ence courses prepared by the working members.
Indeed, despite its broad directive and the original
ntent, the Air Service Board (redesignated Air
Corps Board in 1926) throughout its existence
at Langley Field functioned only as an auxiliary
of the Tactical School, handling correspondence
courses, 17

Staff and Faculty, 1920-19371

In addition to the extra-curricular duties which
absorbed much of the time of the officers, the prob-
lem of obtaining and maintaining an adequate
staff of competent instructors was further compli-

- cated by the fact that air officers with combat ex-
pericnce were limited in number, and few could
be made available to serve as instructors.} A
further handicap was the fact that during the first
three years there was a rapid turnover of in-
structor personnel. For example, of the original
staff, only three (Milling, Sherman, and Me-
Narney} were on hand during the second year.

*Available records do not give the names of these “working
members
tFor a complete hst of the staff and faculty sec Appendix 2.
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To make matters worse, no policy had been set
for filling vacancies. Moreover, although as early
as 1923 a director of instruction was appomted
for the primary purpose of coordmating the vari-
ous courses, the incumbent of that office was
forced to serve in the dual role of instructor and
director.

For several reasons the Tactical School espe-
cially needed competent instructors. In the first
place, it was the most advanced Air Corps school.
Thus, courses in all aspects of the air arm—tech-
nical, tactical, and administrative—were included
in the school curriculum. Secondly, ACTS served
within the Army’s educatiopal system as an Air
Corps preparatory school for the Command and
General Staff School. Finally, school authorities,
mindful of the prejudice against the Air Corps in
numerous other branches of the Army and keenly
aware of the lack of appreciation of the poten-
tialities of airpower on the part of the rank and
file of ground officers, were determined that be-
fore Air Corps officers attended the Command
and General Staff School, they should be well
trained in and thorougly familiar with all aspects
of their own arm.

In June 1924 Tactical School authorities recom-
mended to the Chief of Air Service that specific
steps be taken to clirinate many of the instructor
personnel problems. Instructors should be as-
signed for at least two years, and longer if pos-
sible. There should be an overlap of at least four
months between the arrival of a newly appointed
instructor and the departure of his predecessor.
Perhaps of more importance was the recommen-
dation that there be established a policy of drawing
future instructors from graduates of ASTS and the
General Service Schools; at least one graduate of
the latter should be ordered to the Tactical School
every year. It was believed that such a policy
would eventually result in uniform instruction and
close coordination with the other branches.!8

In August the Office of the Chief of Air Service
approved the school recommendations with only
minor Teservations, Imstructors would be drawn
from graduates of the ASTS or the General Service
Schools; officers assigned to the school would, in
the future, be ordered to report “sometime” prior
to the departure of their predecessors; and officers
ordered to duty at the school would be allowed to
remain for “extended tours of duty.”*® This policy

tended to stabilize the Tactical Schaol, giving it
direction and contimmty.

The shortage of instructors, however, continued
to plague the school. In 1925 Major Naiden, di-
rector of instruction, noted that many desirable
undertakings had to be foregone because of this
gituation, which he considered the school's greatest
weakness. Not only did the staff remamn small but
the handful of instructors continued to be called
on to perform duties outside the school. School
officials granted that much of this extracurriculay
work was beneficial because it kept instructors
abreast of the latest technical developments and
air force thinking, but as long as there was only
one instructor available for each course, such
added duties not only hampered the prepara-
tion of classroom presentations, but if such duty
occurred during the school year, it caused a short-
ening of the course given by the instructor in-
volved. Moreover, as interest in the military use
of aviation grew and as literature representing
every shade of civilian and military opinion on
the subject increased, it became increasingly diffi-
cult for the smaH staff at the school to keep up
with all, or even an acceptable part, of what was
being written and seid on the subject mn which
they as individuals and the school in general were
vitally interested. As late as 1930, Maj. Walter
H. Frank, assistant commandant, in requesting
the assignment of additional instructors, noted
that although the library had been considerably
enlarged, making available a large amount of avi-
ation data, an “untold amount” of research re-
mained to be done before the school would derive
any benefit from 1t.%%

1t was fortunate for the school and for the air
arm that the staff and faculty, though small in
number, were composed for the most part of far-
sighted, capable men who were convinced that the
advent of the military airplane had revolutionized
the art of war, Throughout the nineteen-twenties
officers mn Tesponsible posts at the school were for
the most part veterans of World War I, and their
combat experience influenced them in teaching the
tactics and techniques of the various classes of
aviation. With only the experience of the war to
serve as a gude with too little time to give to new
thoughts and ideas in the preparation of the
courses, they used, during the early years of the
school, the air operations of World War I as illus-
trations of the employment of airpower. Their
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dependence upon World War I was, however, an
expedient, intended to serve only untl time could
be found to analyze and evaluate the arr experience
of that war and from the premises thus established
to theorize on the probable impact of airpower on
the nature of future war. For instructors at the
Tactical School were convinced (as were airmen
in general), that airpower would be 2 vitally ym-
portant element in future conflicts, and their great-
est achievement at the school was the sifting and
selection—and sometimes conceiving—of 1deas on
the crucial 1ssue of the employment of airpower in
war. The list of wmstructors at the Tactical School
during its years at Langley included the following
names of officers who were in later years substan-
tial contributors to air thought in the period be-
tween wars and as air leaders during World War
.
Brig Gen.* Thomas DeW Miliing, Assistant Comman-
dant, 1920-1925
Gen Joseph T. McNarney, Instrucior, 1920-1925
Maz). Gen Davenport Johnson, Instructor, 1920-1921;
1926-1928
Brig. Gen. Thomas J Hanley, Ir, Instruetor, 1920-1921
Brig Gen. EBarl L, Naiden, Director of Instruction,
1923-1925; Assistant Commandant, 1925-1926
Maj Gen, Oscar Westover, Commandant, 1924-1926
Lt Gen Lews H. Brereton, Instructor, 1924-1925
Ma Gen Edwmn T. House, Secretary, 1925-1929
Ma) Gen Walter H. Frank, Assistant Commandant,
1926-1930
Maj Gen Clayton Bussell, Instructor, 1926-1931
Gen George C Kenney, Instructor, 1927-1911
Brig Gen. Robert C Candee, Instructor, 1928-1932
Ma; Gen Robert Olds, Instructor, 1928-1931
Brig Gen Kenneth N, Walker, Instructor, 1929-1933
Maj Gen. Charles C. Chauncey, Instructor, 1929-1930

Maj Gen Follett Bradley, Director of Instruction,
1929-1931

Students, 1920-1931

During the early years of the school the student
body, like the faculty, was small. Only seven stu-
dents were graduated the first year + Classes for
the next several years were only slightly larger: 12
were graduvated in the 1922 class, 17 m 1923, 14 in
1924, 13 m 1925, and 16 in 1926. The small num-
ber m each class was due m part to the fact that
the Air Service itself was small and in part to the
lack of an adequate staff to care for more students.

*Rank given is the highast rank achieved

tAlthongh only seven students completed the course, four of
the 1nstructors, Milling, Hanley, Johnson, and McNarney, were
awarded certificates  Hence, the hst of graduatas for the first
year includes 11 names See Appendix 3 for graduates by vear.

In 1924 Major Milling recommended that smce it
was difficult to obtam an adequate number of com-
petent mstructors for the school, the ¢lasses should
be held to a maximum of 25 students.®!

Following the limited expansion of the air arm
after the creation of the Air Corps in 1926, classes
at the school became somewhat larger although the
faculty was not appreciably mcreased, There were
20 graduates m 1927, 24 1 1928, 24 in 1929, 31
in 1930, and 39 11 1931, In all, 217 officers com-
pleted the course while the school was at Langley.

Although the school at first was called “Feld
Officers’ School,” field grade officers never pre-
dominated, In the first four gradusting classes
ranks ranged from one lieutenant colonel mn 1923-
24 10 a liberal sprinkling of first lieutenants. Of
the first 50 graduates, less than one-fourth were
of field grade: 1 lieutenant colonel and 10 majors,
compared with 27 captains and 12 first Lheutenants,
In 1924 the Office of the Chief of Air Service ap-
proved a recommendation from schoal authorities
that student officers be selected from field officer
grade pilots of average age, rank, and experience,
but because of the relatively few field grade officers
in the air arm, company grade officers continued
to predominate, Nevertheless, thergafter greater
care was taken in selecting students, and in 1925
Major Naiden reported:

The students of last year's class were for all practical
purposes of umiform rank, age, and experience. They
were easy to handle and worked well together ‘The un-
desirable clement of overly keen competition was practi-
cally eliminated, notwithstanding the fact that the students
as a whole applied themselves dil:gently All of these
things resulted mn a class of very high morale, something
which should be striven for at all costs Tt is therefore
recommended that in the future every effort be made to
send classes here of a similar nature to the past one.22

The standard of admisston established for air
arm officers applied equally to officers of other
branches who attended ASTS. Although the first
three classes were composed solely of Air Service
officers, an infantry officer attended the 1923-
1924 class. Only A Service officers were present
for the 1924-1925 session, but in his annual report
for that year Ma). Oscar Westover, commandant,
indorsed a suggestion that officers from other
branches be detailed to the school the following
year. He cautioned, however, that such officers
should be of approximately the same age, rank,
and experience of Awr Service students and that
they should be placed on flying status while at
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the school, because of the nature of the instruction.
This recommendation was eventually approved.®®

There were two particular reasons for desiring
the presence of officers of other branches. As early
as 1921 the Chief of Air Service had expressed the
desire to invite Tepresentatives of other arms to
attend the school as a practical means of dissemi-
nating Air Service doctrine throughout the Army
and also as a means of bringmg about 2 better vn-
derstanding and closer spuit of cooperation be-
tween the Air Service and other arms.?* School
authorities agreed, and it was that thought which
lay behind Major Westover’s recommendation in
1925. In 1927 Major Frank, assistant comman-
dant, pointed out that attendance of officers of
other arms might also serve the useful function of
destroying prejudices that existed against the Air
Corps.2"

One officer each from the Cavalry, Field Ar-
tillery, Coast Artillery, Infantry, and Signal Corps
and three Marine Corps officers aftended the 1926-
1927 session. Thereafter, the other arms and
services werc reprosented in each class.

Curriculum Changes

For the first few years of the school so little
material was avatlable, indeed so little was known
on the subject of the military application of air-
power, that a considerable amount of time was
spent on ground tactics, techniques, and strategy.
In fact, the courses in the various phases and types
of aviation were concerned primarily with the con-
tribution that aviation could make to the ground
campaign. The first textbook for air subjects was
written in 1921 by Maj. William C. Sherman and
was issued in mimeographed form by the office of
the Chief of Air Service as Training Regulations
440-15, Air Tactics. This text consisted of s1x
sections, Characteristics of Aircraft, Fundamental
Doctrine of the Air Service, Observation, Attack,
Bombardment, and Pursuit Aviation. Although at
many points revealing the author’s far-ranging
concepts of the proper employment of airpower,
the text’s main emphasis was on the human ele-
ment in war and the morzle and psychological ef-
fect of airpower on surface troops.2¢

By the mid-nineteen-twenties considerable prog-
ress had been made in the development of courses
in air tactics. The progress was due m part to the
appointment in 1923 of a director of instruction.
Capt. Earl L. Naiden, who was assigned to this

position immediately following his graduation
from the Command and General Staff School in
1923, was able to effect a greater coordmation of
the courses than had theretofore been possible.
Naiden also devoted much tune to consideration of
the mission of the Tactical School and the means
by whnch it could best meet its responsibilities. He
soon decided that the courses in Aceronautical En-
gineering and Admimstration which absorbed time
and energy of both the faculty and students, were
hindering the development of courses dealing with
the tactics and techniques of the various classes of
aviation.27 At the close of the 1923-1924 session,
he recommended that the technical subjects in-
cluded in the curriculum be considerably short-
ened and the time thus gained be applied to the
tactical courses. He maintained that the Tactical
School should consider students proficient in the
technical aspects of aviation when they arrived and
that in that field they should be given only brief
refresher courses, sufficient to cover only the gen-
eral principles and to take care of any relation
that existed between the technical and tactical as-
pects of aviation In May 1925 the school received
War Department approval of changes in the cur-
riculum which were designed to place greater em-
phasis on the tactical subjects, and Aeronautical
Engineering was dropped from the curriculum.*®

Increased emphasis on air matters was made
possible, m part, by the steady accumulation of
information on the military use of airpower. In
the summer of 1923 instructors for the first time
were permitted to devote themselves to the prep-
aration of their courses for the following fall, in-
stead of engaging 1n other duties such as attending
exercises. Thus, from 1923 on, faculty members
during the summer lull reworked their lectures in
the light of new ideas and technical developments
and prepared texts for their respective courses.
By 1924 printed texts, far more explicit on tactics,
technigues, and employment than those first used,
were available for the Pursmit, Bombardment, At-
tack, Observation, and Combined Arms sections.?®

As the courses m air matters became more fully
developed, not only was the curniculum shifted to
permit more time to be devoted to them, but a
constant effort was made to present every subject,
including ground subjects, from “an air pont of
view.” For example, from 1920 through 1927 lec-
tures on the employment of airpower in World
War T merely recited the operation record. For
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the 1928 class, however, these lectures were modi-
fied so as to stress the use to which an air force
« nught have been put m the various World War I
situations. The next year the textbooks for Bom-
bardment, Attack, Pursuit, and Qbservation were
rewntten so as to mclude only the method of op-
erating the various types of aviation. But super-
maposed on these courses was a new one, The Air
Foree, which, coming at the end of the year, con-
sohdated and coordinated all that had come before
in Air Corps subjects. The text for this new course
mncluded the tactics and strategy mcident to the
combmed operations of the varous classes of
aviation,®¢ With the growth of air arm courses, the
time devoted to ground subjects was substantially
reduced, but sufficient attention continued to be
given to courses in the other arms and services to
enable the air officers to become familiar with the
tactics, techmques, and doctrines of each,

Demonstrations and Exercises

In addition to receiving the regular academic
instruction, students participated in exercises and
tnaneuvers, attended demonstrations, and made
inspection trips. Such activitics began with the
school’s participation in the bombing experiment
against the ex-German war vessels in the summer
of 1921. By 1923 the practice had been estab-
lished of making inspection trips to the Engineer-
ing Division installations at Wright and McCook
Fields to enable students to familiarize themselves
with the latest technical developments. These in-
spection trips were repeated yearly, with few ex-
ceptions, through the school year 1931-1932,

A close association between the Tactical School
and the Infantry developed very early. Each year
troops at nearby Fort Eustis gave special demon-
strations of Infantry umts with supporting weapons
m an attack. Of special interest were the exercises
conducted m 1930-1931, in which the school co-
operated with Fort Eustis troops in attempts to
determine the vulnerability of ground troops to air
aftack. In 1930, the year before the school moved
to Maxwell Field, close relations between the In-
fantry School at Fort Benning, Georgia, and ACTS
were established when the Air Corps students
visited Benning to witness a demonstration of a
war-strenpth Infantry regiment in an attack 31

Another form of training was participation in
the annual Army War College maneuver, and this
event soon pointed up some of the sharp differ-

ences between the arr and ground views on the
proper employment of the arr weapon. At first
school authorties were enthustastic over the pros-
pect of using the maneuvers to disseminate school
concepts throughout the service, and in 1926 (the
third year m which the school had participated)
the assistant commandant reported that War Col-
lege authorities had permitted Air Service officers
on the varous staffs to operate their arm in con-
formity with the principles taught at the Tactical
School, a practice that in the past had not been
followed Major Naiden belicved that if such a
procedure was continued for a few years the prin-
ciples of air force employment being taught at the
school would be well understood by a majority of
the graduates from the War College 32 Two years
later reports were not so optimistic. It was the
opmion of the school in 1928 that in drawmg up
the basis for the maneuver, planners at the War
College did not give proper consideration to the
influence that the Air Corps would have in the
problem. Consequently, during the maneuver it
was necessary to restrict Air Corps operations 1n
order to allow the ground situation to develop.
Conditions that prevailed tended to create er-
roneous impressions in the minds of ground offi-
cers both as to what the Air Corps could do and
what might be expected of it. In order to avoid
compounding such misconceptions, school offi-
cials urged that in planning future maneuvers
proper consideration be given to the air arm as a
powerful combat weapon.33 Despite the school’s
recommendations, the War College maneuver con-
tinued to be unsatisfactory from the Air Corps
pomt of view, and criticisms were repeated for
several years. In 1930, for example, the Tactical
School reported that as in the past the War College
had not given the Air Corps proper consideration
in the planmng phase and that when air operations
were introduced they were so artificial as to
lead to a musconception of the employment of
aviation 3¢

The efforts of the Tactical School to participate
in the planning of the War College maneuver in
order that realism in air operations might be added
finally bore fruit when, as a result of conferences
between the War College and the Tactical School,
the setup for the exercise for 1931 was altered to
inject more aviation into the sitmation, Tactical
School students were assigned as commanders and
staff of the air forces involved. N evertheless, from
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the airman’s point of view, results were still not
safisfactory. For although the exercise of 1931
showed an improvement in staff work, in actual
operations virtually the entire air effort was ap-
plied in the combat zone at the expense of more
suitable rear area targets such as concentrations
of supplies and troops. Therefore, m the opimon
of the Tactical School, the true effect of an air
force was not demonstrated. So concerned were
school officials over the repeated mmsuse of air-
power that in 1931 Maj. John F. Curry, assistant
commandant, suggested that unless future maneu-
vers permitted the arr element to pay more atten-
tion to rear areas, the value of the maneuver cither
to the students of the War College or Tactical
School was not commensurate with the effort and
expense involved m the Air Corps participation.®®
This was particutarly true since the Tactical Schocl
was to move to Maxwell Field that summer, and
the expense of transporting personnel and equip-
ment from Alabama fo Fort DuPont, Delaware,
where the War College manenver was usually held,
would be considerably more than from Langley.

Plans for the Move of the School fo
Maxwell Fleld

Langley Field figured prominently as a base for
forming new umts in the five-year expansion pro-
gram which followed the creation of the Air Corps
m 1926. Facilities there, however, were inade-
quate to house both the Tactical School and the
prospective new units envisaged in the field’s new
mission; moreover the increased activity at the
field would be detrimental to the smooth func-
tioning of the schocl Consequently, from the sum-
mer of 1927 until 1928 the Office of the Chief of
Air Corps (OCAC) contemplated moving the
school to Miller Field, Staten Island, New York,
although school authorities raised strong objec-
tions to this new location as a backward step and
as “totally unsatisfactory as a site for the school.”*?
Lt. Col, C. C. Culver, commandant of the school,
recommended as more suitable sites the vicinities
of Richmond, Virginia; Washington (in connection
with an extension of, or new site for, Belling
Ficld); “the present establishment at Montgom-
ery, Alabama”;* the Air Corps Training Center
near San Antonio, Texas; Fort Riley, Kansas; or
the lighter-than-air section of Langley Field itself.

€M axwell Field, at this time a depot and a base for observa-
tion units

Nevertheless, well into 1928 QCAC persisted in
its plan to move the school to Miller Field, But
before the end of that year, Maxwell Field at
Montgomery, Alabama, replaced Miller Field as
the future location of the schoot 7

In January 1929 OCAC appointed a board of
officers to plan the expansion of Maxwell Field to
a size suitable for the school, Basing its considera-
tions on estimated future requirements, the board
recommended that the field be expanded so as to
provide for 1) a Tactical School of 75 students;
2) a squadron officers course of 50 first lieutenants
and captains; and 3) a composie group, consisting
of one squadron each of attack, pursuit, bombard-
ment, and observation aviation, To comply with
these needs, the board advocated that the govern-
ment purchase approximately 1,000 acres of land
at a cost of some $320,000 and accept 75 acres of
land which was being offered by the city of Mont-
gomery. However, Congress, acting on the last
day of its 1930 session, authorized only the sum
of $200,000 for the purchase of 750 acres.?®

Between 1918 and 1927, thete had been vir-
tually no new construction at Maxwell. In May
1928, 13 seis of noncommissioned officers’ quar-
ters and barracks to house 163 men were com-
pleted, construction having started the previous fatl
as a part of the Air Corps expansion. But these
buildings, plus those dating from World War I,
were far from adequate to meet the needs of the
school.3! Therefore, plannming for additional con-
struction was begun shortly after it was decided
to transfer the ACTS to Maxwell. Congress on 4
March 1929 appropriated $100,000 for 2 building
for ACTS.%0

By July Congress had authonzed $689,000 for
new construction In addition to the school build-
ing, hangars, warchouses, a headquarters and op-
erations buidding were to be built and the landing
field was to be improved. Funds had also been
requested for the construction of quarters for offi-
cers and enlisted men, and for other buildings.#*

Of all the new facilitics the Air Corps Tactical
School building itself was given the most careful
cons:deration, and its construction did not com-
mence until the fall of 1930. Because of the care
taken in laying out the field, particularly with a
view toward further expansion, construction of the
headquarters, operations and parachute building,
nine noncommissioned officers barracks, four steel
hangars, and a few smaller buildings did not begin
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unti] that same fall.#? Delay m acquiring title to
the additional 750 acres until August 1932 post-
poned construction of the officers’ quarters, which
were to be built on the new tract 3

It had been planned to move the school to Max-
well m the summer of 1929 but delays mn pre-
parmg the field to receive the school caused the
move to be postponed first until 1930 and finally
until the summer of 1931. By January 1931 it

was assumed that by summer Maxwell would be
ready for occupancy, less officers’ quarters, and
preparations for the move began. On 15 April
1931 The Adjutant General 1ssued the necessary
orders transferrmg the scheol, and on the same
day Maxwell Freld was designated, effective 1 J uly,
an exempled station as a special service school.
Between 25 June and 15 July 1931 the school
moved to its new location. 4%

*
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The Air Corps Tactical School at Maxwell Field

Expansion of the School

The school prospered after its move to Max-
well. The construction program begun in 1930
was constantly added to in the next few years, the
school profiting no Iittle from the appropriation of
WPA and PWA funds Before the end of March
1934, 63 sets of officers’ quarters had been built,
and by the end of that year 24 more had been
completed, as well as noncommissioned officers’
quarters, a quartermaster warehouse, garages, a
water tank, and other buildings.

By the end of 1938 Maxwell Field had become
a large, fully-developed air mstallation. At that
time for school and field adminstration and main-
tenance purposes, 1t had a Jarge school building
for the Tactical School, an operations and head-
quarters building, four quartermaster warehouses,
a quartermaster office and a commissary, a quar-
master garage, and a quartermastet maintenance
and utilities bwlding. For aircraft maintenance
purposes, it had six hangars, an engineering build-
ing, an airplane assembly buildng, and an air
corps supply building. The field was being ser-
viced by its own electrical and gasoline distribu-
tion systems, telephone and water systems, fire
department, post exchange, a filling station, and
a 30-bed hospital, Quarters consisted of 99 sets
of officers’ quarters, 77 sets of NCO quarters, 3
enlisted men’s barracks capable of housing 489
men, and bachelor officers” quartexs for 18 officers
Extensive recreational facilities had been provided:
2 swimming pools, 3 volleyball courts, a bowling
alley, a cinder track, a baseball diamond, a foot-
ball field, 6 tennis courts, a skeet range, a squash
court, an 18-hole golf course, a theater of 300
seats, an officers’ club, and an NCC club, There
were also a guard house, 11 buidings for the

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958

16

federal prison located on the field, stables, and
many subsidiary buildings such as storage vaults,
and borab cellars, Most of the sidewalks and
streets were paved.!

In addition to mmprovements in the physical
plant, existing diwisions within the school were
expanded and new ones created. The hbrary
continued to show a remarkable growth. The
book department continued to make books avail-
able to the students and to provide a medium. for
the dissemination of Awr Corps texts to the ser-
vices. By 1934 this department also administered
the book fund for the library, providing the prompt
and direct purchase of books chosen by a book
committee made up of faculty members. An ex-
tension course scction was created, relieving the
school faculty of most of the detafled work con-
nected with this duty. Since its inception the
school had been responsible for preparing esten-
sion courses for the Air Service and Air Corps,
and the work involved in preparing texts and other
aspects of the courses had been a strain on school
personnel * Other additions to the school included
a reproduction department,® and a bombing and
gunnery range at Valparaso, Florida.?

The Air Corps Board ut Maxwell Field

The Air Corps Board did not move to Maxwell
concurrently with the Tactical School ard, for all
practical purposes, temporarily ceased functioning
since its membership was composed largely of
school faculty members who were now at Max-
well.+ There was agitation in the Office of the
Chief of Air Corps, however, for an early re-estab-

* Actually this work had been done by the Awr Service Board,
redesipgnated Awr Corps Board m 1926, but the board itself at
this 1tme was composed of faculty members

+AR 95-20, 1 August 1922, which established the Aar Service
Board, stipulated that it would be permanently statiomed at
Langley Field
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lishment of the board, and in 1933 both the Train-
ing and Operations (T&0) and Plans Divistons
made recommendations to the Chief of Air Corps
to that effect. Plans Division in particular recom-
mended that the board be set up alongside the
Tactical School at Maxwell.*

On the basis of these recommendations, on 17
August 1933 the War Department published a re-
vised AR 95-20 which stated that the board wounld
be permanently located at Maxwell Field. The
purpose of the board remained that of considering
such subjects as might be referred to 1t by the Chief
of Air Corps and of submitting to QCAC recom-
mendations for improvements in the Air Corps,
Its membership was to consist of the commandan
and assistant commandant of the school, from two
to five other officers from the school (to be named
by the commandant), and such additional officers
as the Chief of Air Corps might designate. When
no action was taken to constitute the board, in
October Maj. Hume Peabody, assistant comman-
dant, suggested to the commandant, Lt. Col. John
F. Curry, that the board be put on an active oper-
ating basis with the school providing the person-
nel.5 Apparently on the basss of this Tecommenda-
tion, in January 1934 Curry, Peabody, and six
mstructors held “the mitial meeting of the Air
Cozps Board” at Maxwell.* But since OCAC had
neither assigned full-time members to the board
nor 1ssued a directive for is functioning, the board
still was not an effective Air Corps agency

In July the Tactical School’s efforts to organize
an active Air Corps Board received considerable
mmpetus from recommendations made by the Baker
Board.} The report of the Baker group stated that,
although an Air Corps Board had been authorized,
it had not been properly organized and had not
propetly functioned. Noting the absence of uni-
form Aur Corps doctrine and a conseguent unsatis-
factory state of unit training within the Air Corps,
the Baker Board recommended an early “creation”
of the Air Corps Board which, when established,
should give prompt attention to the formulation
of uniform tactical doctrmes for all types of Air

*The six mstructors were Majs Willianl Ord Ryan and Don-
ald Wilson and Capis Arthur K Ladd, Charles McK Robim-
son, Clarre L Cheanault, and Harold L George See lir, to
the Chief of the Air Corps signed by all eight officers, m
2-2565-48
. TFor the purpose of reviewing all phases of Air Corps ag
tivihies, on 17 April 1934, President Franklin D Roosevelt ap-
pornted the War Department Special Committes cn army Ajr

Orps, commonly referred 10 as the Baker Board 1 TECOghi-
gog of ats chairmen, former Secretary of War Newton D,

aker,

Corps units It also recommended the creation at
the Tactical School of a model Air Corps unit
which could assist i traming student officers and
could cooperate with the Air Corps Board in the
development of tactical doctrines.®

On the basts of the Baker Board recommenda-
tion, in August 1934 the War Department directed
the Chief of Arr Corps to complete the Teorgani-
zation of the Awr Corps Board as rapidly as pos-
sible. Its first order of busmess would be the
formulation of uniform tactical doctrines for all
types of Air Corps units.” In September, The Ad-
Jutant General notified the Chief of Air Corps that
AR 95-20 had again been modified and the re-
organization of the Air Corps Board would follow
its provisions.® The revised AR 95-20 named the
commandant and assistant commandant of the
Tactical School ex officto members of the board;
five to eight officers were to be designated by the
Chief of Air Corps as permanent members.?

Steps were immediately taken to set up the
board. In December 1934 Major William O. Ryan
and 1st Lt. Gordon P. Saville, both of whom were
at Maxwell, the former serving as executive officer
of the field and the latter as an instructor at the
school, were reheved of their previous assignments
and were assigned as director and secretary respec-
tively of the Air Corps Board. They, together with
the two ex-officio members, the commandant and
assistant commandant of ACTS, comprised the
board until June 1935 when Lt. Col, Jaceb H,
Rudolph and Captamn Samuel C. Skemp were as-
signed as additional working members.2® Thus,
although still short one of the five members
AR 95-20 specified as a minimum by the sum-
mer of 1935 the Air Corps Board was a small
working entity.

After its reorganization, the Arr Corps Board
continved to draw on ACTS for assistance. In-
deed, the board had been located at Maxzwell in
order to effect a better coordination between the
two. For example, m clearing up the mistaken
idea on the part of the War Department that the
Air Corps Board would not only formulate a uni-
form tactical doctrine but would also prepare
school textbooks in which this dootrine would be
incorporated, OCAC explained that although it
was the function of the board to formulate uni-
form tactical doctrine, it was the function of the
Tactical School to revise texts. OCAC pointed out
that there would be very close coordination be-
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tween the two, and any revision of texts made by
the school would reflect the uniform tactical doc-
trine formulated by the board.** Moreover, Plans
Division, which had been instrumental in bring-
jng about the reorgamzation of the Air Corps
Board, noted that the board had both the expen-
enced personnel and facilities of the Tactical
School available to assist it in its work 12

Although the Tactical School cooperated fully
with the board, the school fzculty and staff were
relieved of the detalled work. To be sure, the
commander of Maxwell Field, who was also com-
mandant of the school, acquired a third hat, for
in his capacity as ex officio member of the board
he served as its president However, his duties in
this capacity were chiefly to assure coordination
between the school and the board, for neither the
commandant nor the assistant commandant were
burdened with the board’s day-to-day activities.
Tn the internal organization of the board the senior
regular member was named Director, Air Corps
Board. An assistant director performed such
special duties as were required of him by the di-
rector and served as director in the absence of the
senior regular member. The junior regular mem-
ber was secretary or recorder. It was anticipated
that the regular members would be assigned fonc-
tional duties with the board, but as matters turned
out, it was found more satisfactory for the regular
members to pool their abilities, especially on ma-
jor projects. Despite the appointment of perma-
nent members to the board, the Tactical School
faculty continued to be called on for advice and
for review of projects under consideration. In
fact, for several years the concurrence or non-
concurrence of ACTS was required in each letter
of transmittal forwarding the final report of an Air
Corps Board study to the Chief of Air Corps 13
Moreover, in correspondence with Maxwell Field
dealing with matters of doctrine, OCAC frequently
did not differentiate between the school and the
board. The two worked in harmony, oceasions
when they differed were rare.

Initially, matters brought to the attention of the
board by an individual, group of individuals, or-
ganization or agency, or by a board member be-
came projects by a majority vote of the board.
However, the practice of submitting all such ideas,
proposals, or recommendations to the Chief of Air
Corps for consideration was early adopted, and
they became projects only upon his direction.

Projects for the most part involved the prepara-
tion or review of tactical doctrine and tables of
organization, and to a minor extent consisted of
tests of various weapons and equipment, By mid-
summer of 1935, the board had undertaken eight
projects, including a study on tactical doctrine
which had been called for by the Chief of Air

Corps By the close of that year, of 27 projects -

started 12 had been completed. In all, the Air
Corps Board undertook 77 projects between 1935
and May 1942, at which time the board was in-
activated. The projects may be classified roughly
as 25 dealing with tactics, 17 with publications,
16 with armament and chemical matters, 13 with
equipment, 5 with aircraft, and 1 with communi-
cafions. Of these, publication actwities included
the preparation or review of manuals, traming
_texts, tables of organization, a study of the Air
Corps in relation to the Monroe Doctrine, and
plans for M-day and for Air Corps expansion.t*

A steadily increasing workload, a personnel
shortage, and the absence of an adequate testing
agency placed a heavy burden on the regular mem-
bers of the Air Corps Board Indeed, the board
reached its full complement of eight officers only
after the suspension of ACTS classes in June
1940, when several instructors became available
for this duty.

Although the school staff and faculty were con-
siderably reduced following the suspension of
classes, collaboration between the school and the
board continued until the summer of 1941* when
the board was moved to the A Corps Proving
Ground at Eglin Field. This move brought to an
end the close association during which the boaxd
had proved to be a valuable adjunct to the scheol,
for it was largely through the medium of the board
that much of what was bemg taught at the school
was desseminated through the service.

23d Composite Group

The Practical Flying course, although continued
after the school moved to Maxwell, underwent a
change. The practice of requiring students to fly
many of the types of misstons and sometmmes the
actual missions which had been presented 1 class
was discontinued as impracticable and unsafe;
moreover, the students as a group were com-
parable to a mumber of squadron and group com-

*Such collaboration was one of the assigned missions of the
schocl for the peniod of 1ts suspenston.
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manders without the leavening of jumior officers
who would be in a wartime combat unit. Through-
out the thirties attempts were made to have tac-
tical units demonstrate tactics and techniques, but
the difficulties encountered in having the umts at
the school at the right time and in finding units
which were fully indoctrinated with the Jatest
teachings of the school led 1n 1932 to a recom-
mendaton by school authorities for the creation
of a composite group, to be composed of one
squadron each of pursuit, bombardment, attack,
and observation, each equipped with the latest
types of service aircraft. OCAC, however, dis-
approved the recommendation on the basis that
neither personnel ner equipment was available for
the purpose.

The situation was not substantially improved
after the creation in 1935 of the GHQ Air Force
which had the responsibility, among others, of
furnishing combat units for demonstration pur-
poses. Close haison was maintained between the
Tactical School and GHQ Air Force headquarters.
Nevertheless, there could be no assurance that
demonstrations by GHQ Air Force umts would
represent the Iatest schiool concepts because of
other demands upon training time and because of
the various views or interpretations of unit com-
manders, Despite perennial recommendations of
the school, it was not until 20 February 1939 that
Generzl Arnold called for a study to determme the
advisability of organizing three demonstration
squadrons—one each of attack, pursuit, and bom-
bardment—at Maxwell. Even then, the main pur-
Ppose was 1o take the demonstration-exhibition joad
off the GHQ Aur Force and provide the Air Corps
with units which could be sent to various service
schools, maneuvers, tactical exercises, and the Na-
tional Air Races.10

Or’ the basis of subsequent studies, the War
Department ordered the creatron of the 23d Com-
posite Group, with date of activation set at 1
August 1939. The group consisted of the 1st
Pursuit Squadron, the 54th Bombardment Squad-
ron (Medium), and the 24th Attack-Bombard-
ment Squadron, It had the three fold mission of:

1) Providing a tactical service test of airplanes
and auxliary equipment, such as machine
guns, canmon, ammunition, bombsights,
chemical apparatus, radic and OXygen
equipment, and flying clothing.

2) Developmmg and testing new aerial tech-
niques and tactics,

3) Demonstrating these techniques and tactics
at the various Army Service Schools and
General Headquarters, and Air Corps
stations.

More particularly, the group was organized as
an expenmental umit to operate in conuection
with tactical projects being worked on at the ACTS
and by the Awrr Corps Board.'®* However, the
Tactical School suspended classes in June 1940;
consequently, the 23d Composite Group was avail-
able for school purposes for only a very brief
period.

Demonstrations and Exercises

Many aspects of training begun at Langley were
continued at Maxwell. Inspection trips to the En-
gineermg Diviston installations at Wright Field
were provided for but were put on a voluntary
basis. Relations with the Infantry became steachly
closer and efforts were made to famiharize air offi-
cers more thoroughly with ground force officers’
problems. More detailed instruction in ground
force matters and coordination in the development
of air ground tactics were made more practical
by the proximity of the Infantry School at Fort
Benning, Georgia, There were yearly wvisits be-
tween the schools. However, the student body of
the Tactical School did not always visit the In-
fantry School merely to observe ground force
demonstrations; on occasion there werc combined
exercises. In 1934, for example, during the In-
fantry course at the ACTS, the entire class was
flown to Fort Benning to witness a demonstration
of an mfantry battalion in attack and to partici-
pate in an mfantry terramn exercise. In the Spruig
of the following year the historical sectron of the
Infantry School presented a two-hour lecture on
particular ground battles to the Air Corps students,
and the Tactical School reciprocated during the
closing maneuvers at Benning by furnishing its
students to participate m an exercise involving the
attack on ground forces by attack aviation 7

For two years after the move to Maxwell the
Tactical School participated in the Army War
College maneuvers at Fort DuPont, Delaware. In
1933, the last year m which the exercise took
place, the maneuver was more satisfactory from
the air point of view than m any previous year.
Representatives from the Tactical School, headed
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by Maj. Hume Peabody, were allowed to use the
air elements involved in a manner more nearly in
conformity with their own concepts than had been
permutted in earlier years. The air effort was cen-
tered on rear-area lines of communications, accu-
mulations of supphes and troops, and depots rather
than in the mnmediate area of the front lines. Maj.
Gen. George S. Simonds, commandant of the
Army War College, noted that the air phase of
the maneuver was carried out that year in ac-
cordance with the desires of the Air Corps repre-
sentatives and that the wstruction was much m-
proved. Lt. Col. John F. Curry, commandant of
the Tactical School, was also encouraged by the
results and pointed out that"if future War College
exercises were conducted on the same basis, it
would do much toward teaching ground officers the
effect of the proper employment of airpower. Un-
fortunately, in the next year funds for the War
College were so restricted as to allow only a limited
exercise by Army War College personnel alone.'®

The Acudemic Department

After the school moved to Maxwell, increasing
emphasis was placed on air matters, There were
two reasons for this significant development. In
the first place, a far greater volume of material
on military aeronautics was now available so that
the courses in tactics and technique of the various
classes of aviation grew steadily and the course in
the employment of airpower, which in the early
years had been shallow at best, expanded into a
vitally important part of the year’s study. Sec-
ondly, although following the creation of the Air
Corps in 1926, the expansion of the aw arm, to-
gether with enlarged school facilities at Maxwell,
had resulted in larger classes at the Tactical
School, there was not a proportionate increase m
the number of Air Corps officers admitted to the
Command and General Staff School. Because a
smaller percentage of Tactical Scheol graduates
would attend the Leavenworth institution, school
authorities by the mid-thirties had ceased fo think
of the Tactical School as a preparatory school for
the C&GSS, but considered it instead as the most
advanced school that most air officers were Iikely
to attend. Therefore, they constantly readjusted
the schedule in order to increase the amount of
time available for the most important air matters
For example, they elimmated some less important
air subjects, including mapping and sketching, and

cut down such others as balloons and airships.
Only sufficient nstruction in ground subjects io
acquaint air officers with the very basic funda-
mentals of other arms was retained.’®

By the md-thirties more than 50 percent of the
school year was given over to instruction mn air
subjects. Percentages over the five year period,
1930-1935, mdicate the increasing emphasis being
placed on air matters **

1930- 1931- 1932- 1933- 1934-
1931* 1932 1933 1934 1935
Air subjectSeumm— 436 438 463 509 529

Ground subjects ... 298 336 319 266 254
General subjects ... 26.5 176 218 225 217

That air subjects were given primary consideration
at the schoal is also evidenced by the fact that in
determiming final grades, air subjects far out-
weighed the others 2!

Instruction in aw subjects was not merely by
rote. Frequently lectures lasted for not more than
20 to 25 mnutes, the remamder of the 50-minute
class period bemg devoted to ideas proposed by
instructors. Thus ideas were subjected to the
probing inquiry of the students, who often offered
new ideas. From the class discussions, coupled
with endless disputes and discussion in faculty
mestings and coffee-shop seminars, there emerged
a stabrlized body of concepts concernmng the em-
ployment of airpower. ¥

In keeping with the practice of rearranging the
cutriculum to meet more fully the mission of the
Air Corps Tactical School, the academic divisron
underwent frequent reorganization, By the time
the school moved to Maxwell, instraction m en-
gincering and admmistration had been dropped
In place of the three departments origmally mak-
ing up the academic division, the school was or-
ganized into four sections, each with a director.
For example, for the 1933-34 session, the first
section, headed by Maj. Donald Wilson, included
all air subjects: Air Force, Air Navigation, At-
tack Awviation, Balloons and Airships, Bombard-
ment Aviation, Combat Orders, Intexnational Air
Regulations, Observation Aviation, Pursuit Avia-
tion, and Refresher Flying. The second sectiomn,
under Ma). Vernon G. Olsmith, included Antiair-
craft, Cavalry, Chemical Warfare, Coast Artillery,
Combmed Arms, Field Fortifications, Field Artil-
lery, Infantry, Medical Corps, Troop Leading.

*It may be noted that percentages for this year total 98.9%
o explanation for this discrepancy has been found.
fSee Ch 1V, below.
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The third section, directed by Maj. Hume Pea-
body, (who was also assistant commandant) cov-
ered Logistics (Air), Logistics (Ground), Mil-
tary Intelbgence, Signal Communications, and
Staff Duties. The fourth section, with Ma; R. R.
Welshmer as director, was made up of Extension
Courses, Maps and Photographs, Military Geog-
raphy and Strategy, Military Organization, Mobili-
zation, Naval Operations, and Orientation 22

Durmg the school year 1934-35, the academic
dvision began to take the form 1t was to keep
throughout the remamnder of the school’s existence.
In that year the academic division’s four sections
were given titles: Department of Awr Tactics, De-
partment of Basic and Specral Instruction, Depart-
ment of Ground Tactics, and Department of Fly-
g Instruction Under the Department of Air
Tactics were grouped the Air Force, Attack, Bom-
bardment, Observation, Pursuit, and Balloons and
Airships Sections. Under the Department of Basic
and Special Instruction came the Logistics, Com-
bat Orders, Communications, Maps and Photo-
graphs, Staff Duties, and Extension Course Sec-
tions. The Department of Ground Tactics was
made up of Combmed Arms, Infantry, Cavalry,
Freld Artillery, Chemical Warfare, and Antiair-
craft The Department of Flymg Instruction m-
cluded Practical Flying and Air Navigation. Other
courses, such as Military Intelligence and Naval
Operations, were fitted into the departments m
accordance with the qualifications of the instruc-
tors.?* In addition to the establishment of the
various departments, by the mid-thirties, the fol-
lowmg permanent faculty committees had been
created schedule committee, editing and coordi-
nating committee, library committee, and book
department council,

In October 1935 the Department of Air Tactics
was redesignated the Department of Air Tactics
and Strategy and the Department of Basic and
Special Instruction became the Department of
Command, Staff, and Logistics. Some reshuffimg
of courses accompanied the redesignation of the
two departments. The Naval Operations course
was assigned to the Department of Awr Tactics and
Strategy. The Balloons and Airships course was
made a part of the Observation course. Military
Intelligence absorbed the Maps and Photographs
course and was assigned to the Department of
Command, Staff, and Logistics. The Extension
Course section, which in 1934 had been placed

under the Department of Basic and Special In-
struction, was made a separate section directly
under the assistant commandant. Thers were no
changes in the other two departments, Ground
Tactics and Flying Instruction. Each of the four
departments was headed by a director and cach
section within a department was controlled by a
chuef, with an additional mstructor to assist, inso-
far as instructors were available.*

The next significant change in the academic
structure occurred mn March 1938 when the Pe-
partment of Flying Instruction was discontinued.
Flymng instruction was handled thereafter by the
cliefs of the varous awr sections (Air Force,
Bombardment, Purswit, Attack, and Observation),
each taking charge during the period his course
was bemng taught. The Meteorology Section, which
had been added to the Department of Flying In-
struction in 1936, was reassigned to the Depart-
ment of Command, Staff, and Logistics. The Air
Navigation Section was made a part of the Depart-
ment of Air Tactics and Strategy.

The most important department was Air Tactics
and Strategy. Iis principal subdivision was the
Air Foree Section. Imtially concerned primarily
with the combined employment of the various
types of awvation, 1t had dealt only with large units
and had covered command and staft work. As the
course developed, the mterdependence of pursuit,
bombardment, attack, and observation aviation
continued to be stressed, but by the mid-thirtics
the Air Force course, as the capstone in air m-
struction and as the course m which the theories
of the 1mpact of arr power on war were expounded,
had become the most important course in the cur-
riculum.** The Attack and Bombardment Sections
covered in detail organization, destructive agen-
cics, materiel, methods of bombing and bombing
accuracy, and formations, the tactics and tech-
nigues of groups and lower units, in daytime and
at might, at both low and high altitudes, were dis-
cussed, the principles taught were apphed and il-
lustrated The Pursuit course differed somewhat
from Attack and Bombardment. In addition to
covering the functions, orgamization, training,
weapons, equipment, and tactics and technigues
of purswit umits, this section also included discus-
sions of gunnery principles—as they influenced
the tactics and technigues of pursuit aviation—
and the awcraft reporting net for pursuit opera-

*For arganization chart see Appendix 1.
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tions. The Observation section stressed the con-
tribution of aerial observation to ground forees.
Instruction in the Aerial Navigation course was
lLimited primarily to the principles of the subject.
'The Naval Operations cowrse grew steadily.
Almost from the beginning of the school, lectures
on naval operations had been given each year by
a guest speaker from the Navy or by a member
of the staff. In 1934-35, Maj. Herbert A. Dargue,
who was a graduate of the Naval War College,
inaugurated a full-scale, 8-hour course in Naval
Operations. The course included lectures and
naval tactics demonstrations in a game room with
and aircraft carriers to simutate fleet dispositions
models of the principal classes of surface vessels
and naval batdes, In 1936 a naval officer was
detailed to the school as a full-time instructor, and
by 1938, 25 hours were devoted to this section,
conferences and problems having been added o
the lectures and practical demonstrations.
Afthough instruction in air subjects became
dominant, instruction in the departments of
Ground Tactics, and Command, Staff, and Logis-
tics, as well as in the Naval Operations course,
demonstrated that the ACTS curriculum was not
limited to air matters.?® Usually courses in the
departments of Ground Tactics, and Command,
Staff, and Logistics were presented first in the
school year in order to prepare the student for the
instruction given in air tactics and strategy. More-
over, instruction in these subjects was given “to
round out his complete education as an Air Corps
officer trained to fill a command or staff assign-
ment in almost any capacity, especially where he
will have close relations with other branches and
arms of all the armed services as well as positions
other than those dealing directly with air tactics

and strategy.”2® In 1936 Maj. Ira C. Eaker gave

a student’s appreciation of the curriculum:

The conrse is designed, apparently with two primary
purposes: one as a preparatory course to the Command
and General Staff School, at Leavenworth; the second for
the education of the A Corps officer mm lns own arm—
the Air Force. During the first half of the school year
the student gets the impression that he 13 aftending a
service school of one of the other arms or, rather, a com-
bination ef all the service schools of the other arms. Dur-
ing this time he is turned over fo the tender mercies of
Field Artillery, Cavalry, Infantry, and Chemical Warfare
officers who teach the precepts of modern warfare as
fought by those arms . . . After Christmas vacation, the
student begins to find that this 15, after all, an Air school.
Bombardment, Attack, Observation, Pursuit and Afr

Force are then thrown at the student with bewildering
rapidity, There 15 a text for cach subject; there are lec-
tures in class, 1lystrative probiems, and the much dreaded
map problem. 27

Staff and Facvity, 1931-1940

Several members of the staff and faculty moved
with the school to Maxwell. These included the
former assistant commandant at Langley, May.
John F. Curry, who became commandant of the
school and commanding officer of Maxwell; 1st
Lt. John DeF. Barker, secretary; Maj. Robert C.
Candee, Capts. David S. Seaton, James T. Curry,
Jr., and Charles McK. Robinson, and Ist Lt.
Kenneth N. Walker, Air Corps instructors, and
Capts. George H. Weems and Charles W. Walton,
instructors in ground arms. In addition, two offi-
cers, Capts, Donald Wilson and Claire L. Chen-
nault, who had been students at the school during
its last year at Langley, became instructors. In
the summer of 1931 two more Air Corps officers
joined the faculty: Maj. Hume Peabody as assist-
ant commandant and Capt, Edmund W. Iill as
an mstructor At the same time three more ground
arms officers became members of the faculty. Even
with these additions, in the schoal’s first year at
Maxwell its faculty comprised only 16 officers, 2
less than had been present the previous year at
Langley.

Although four. more instructors were added for
the 1932-1033 session the faculty still was not
adequate. The larger student body permitted by
the facilities at Maxwell demanded a further in-
crease in the number of instructors; moreover, al-
though the faculty was relieved of the distractions
of post duties experienced at Langley, individuval
members continued to be required to serve on
boards and committees. Requesting additional
instructors in 1933 the Commandant pointed out
that the extracurricular activities, such as the prep-
aration and review of tactical studies, work in con-
nection with various maneuvers and exercises, and
detail fo various boards, were increasing.?® He
emphasized that the school had no desire to be
relieved of these extra duties, for they benefited
both the Air Corps and the school, but he urged
that at least four additional instructors be added
to the staff in order that the school might perform
its function in a satisfactory manner. Finally, he
insisted that until two instructors were available for
each major course, specified as Air Force, Attack,
Bombardment, Observation, Pursuit, Logisitics,
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Staff Duties, Combat Orders, and Military Intel:-
gence, the school would be operating with an -
sufficient number of instructors. By the mid-thir-
ties this last requirement—which school authori-
ties had long nsisted was the minmmum—had been
met.

For some time, too, school authorities had urged
that the faculty be composed of graduates of ser-
vice schools and that the minimum requirement
for faculty members should be graduation from
ACTS. They also advocated graduation from the
Command and General Staff School at Fort Leav-
enworth, and recommended that the commandant
and assistant commandant, at least, be graduates
of the Army War College. By the mid-thirties the
staff and faculty were well above the minimum
requirements m training. Of the 17 Air Corps
officers on duty at the school, 16 were graduates
of ACTS, four were graduates of C&GSS; Lt Col.
Herbert A. Dargue,* assistant commangdant, was
a graduate of C&GSS, the Army War College, and
the Naval War College. All five faculty members
who represented the other arms and services were
graduates of the C&GSS; m additton Lt. Col.
Vernon G. Olsmith was a graduate of the Army
War College, Lt. Col. William N, Porter was a
graduate of the Army Industrial College, and Lt.
Col. Robert R. Welshmer was a graduate of
ACTS. Thus, by 1935, in a staff and faculty of
22 there were 17 graduates of the Air Corps
Tactical School, 9 graduates of the Command and
General Staff School, 2 graduates of the Army
War College, 1 graduate of the Army Industrial
College, and 1 graduate of the Naval War College.

Despite the steady improvements in the quan-
tity and quality of the staff and faculty, the in-
structional staff at the school wag never as large
as school authorities desired, In 1938 Brig. Gen,
H. C. Pratt, who had become commandant of the
school the year before, recommended that the
faculty be mcreased by five air officers during the
followng three years,2?

The disadvantages of the small facuity were
offset to a considerable degree by the high caliber
of the commandants, assistant commandants, di-
rectors, and, m many instances, the individual in-
Structors, Like thew predecessors at Langlcy, of-
ficers in responsible posts at the school at Max-
well were, by and large, men of discerming minds
and possessed a keen curiosity regarding the im-

*The only Air Corps officernot a graduate of ACTS

pact of arrpower on war. Profiting from the work
accomphished at Langley, they added the final
touches to the slowly emerging concepts of air
warfare.

Many of the faculty members in time rose to
the rank of general officer and played prominent
roles in the development of American arrpower
durmg World War II. Maj. Gen. Donald Wilson,
USAF Ret., had a longer direct association with
the school than any other officer: he served as
mstructor in 1929-1930, attended as a student in
1930-31, served agan as an mstructor from 1931
to 1934, and after spendmg two years at the
Command and General Staff School, returned to
the school m 1936 as director of the Department
of Air Tactics and Strategy, a position he held
until Jannary 1940. 1st Lt, John DeF. Barker
contimied to serve as school secretary untl 1934,
when he was replaced by Capt. Julian B. Haddon,
Ma; Hume Peabody served as assistant comman-
dant from 1931 through 1934. Capt. Claire L.
Chennault headed the Pursuit Section from 1931
through 1935, and taught the next vear, 1935-
1936, in addition to other post duties. Capt.
Harold L George joined the faculty as an in-
structor in 1932 and 1 1934, became director of
the Department of Air Tactics and Strategy, a post
he held until 1936. Maj. Grandison Gardner and
Capts. Robert M. Webster and Gordon P. Saville
were added to the faculty in 1934, Gardner as
chief of the Air Navigation Section, and Webster
and Sawlle as instructors in the Awr Force and
Maps and Photographs section respectively. 1st
Lts. Haywood 8. Hansell and Laurence § Kuter
joined the faculty in 1935 as instructors in the Air
Force section and Bomhardment section, respec-
tively, Kuter serving as chief of his section for the
1936-1937 session. Capt. Hoyt S. Vandenberg
became an instructor m the Pursuit section in
1936, and Ma) Muir S. Farrchild in the following
year replaced Captain Webster as chief of the Air
Force section, serving untd 11 July 1940. Col.
Millard F, Harmon in 1938 became assistant
commandant, continmmg in the post with one
brief interruption until after classes were sus-
pended in 1940. For the most part, these men
served four-year tours at the school, remaining
there long enough not only to be influenced by but
also to exert an influence on the doctrme of the
employment of airpower which was slowly de-
veloping at the school #30

*See Ch IV balow
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Almost without exception, other arms and serv-
ices also appointed capable officers as their repre-
sentatives to the school. Until 1924 all instruction
had been presented by Air Service officers, but
Capt W. W. Wise from the Chemical Warfare
Service joined the faculty for the 1925-26 session,
and, thereafter, represeniatives from other arms
and services were gradually added to teach ground
force subjects. By 1935, the Infantry, Cavalry,
and Field Artillery, as well as Chemical Warfare,
had representatives at the school on a full-time
basis Finally, in 1936 the faculty was rounded
out by the addition of a naval representative, Lt
Bennett W. Wright 3 Maj Ira C. Eaker noted 1
the same year that it was “apparent that the other
branches have selected their instructors with great
care, as the type of instruction is of a high order.”
This was shown by the presence as instructors of
such men as Lt. Cols. Charles P. Hall and Vernon
G. Olsmith, Lt Comdr. M R. Browning, and
Majs. Courtney Hodges, George H, Weems, Lau-
rence B. Glasgow, and Benjamin F. Harmon #2

Students, 1931-1940

By the mid-thirties the standard followed in the
selection. of students had been altered. Earlier
standards required that officers attending the
school be of average grade, age and cxperience,
but by 1935 the requrement was that officers
should be above the grade of second lieutenant,
and to have an efficiency rating of not less than
excellent; furthermore, not more than 14 percent
of the quota of students were to come from the
fleld officer grades and not more than 60 percent
from the grade of captam.* All officers of the
various eligible grades were placed annually on
a list in accordance with therr general average ef-
ficiency ratings; then within the various percent-
ages n grade, the officers having the highest rafing
were assigned to the school by the Chief of Arr
Corps 33

In the meantime, the size of the classes had
risen steadily. Facihties and a small staff had kept
the classes relatively small as Jong as the school
was at Langley, only 221 officers (including
instructors given credit for the course) being
graduated in 11 years. After the move to Max-
well expanded facilities, coupled with the steady
increase in the size of the Air Corps and a

*[n the 20-year history of the school, the average rank of
the students was captain
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steady but stll incommensurate growth in the
size of the faculty, resulted 1n larger classes. Be-
tween 1931 and 1940, $70 officers were graduated
from the school. It should be noted, however,
that of this number 400 were graduated from a
series of four 12-week courses which were con-
ducted between June 1939 and June 1940.

OF the 1,092 graduates of the school during
its entire existence, 916 were air officers, Of the
remainder, 158 were officers from the other arms
and services graduated as follows:

Cavally ———eeen 16 Infantry .—ee——o- 28
Chermeal Warfare . 15 Medical Corps eee— 1
Coast Artillery ..... 20 Ordnance oo 3
Corps of Engmeers.. 2 Signal Corps .. 11
Field Artillery ... 22 U § Marmes ... 35

U 8§ Navy - 5

In addition, 1 air reservist and 17 foreign offi-
cers completed the course,

The Atr Corps’ expressed belief that attendance
at ACTS by officers of other arms might help to
dispel the prejudice against the air arm seemed
to be sound, One infantry officer who attended the
Tactical School reported.

My tour as a student at the Air Corps Tactical School
has been an unosually pleasant and profitable one It
has given me an insight into, and an appreciation of, the
problems of the Air Corps My appreciation of the air-
plane as a valuable weapon has been constderably m-
creased and, contrary to the belief of some, and in keeping
with the majority of the ground officers, T have a high
regard for the professional attamnments of the officers of
the A Corps and a strong belef mn the capabilities of
the airplane 3

For the most part, graduates of the Tactical
School furnished the leadership of the American
air arm durmg World War IL On 7 December
1941 by far the larger portion of the 916 air
officer graduates of the school were still on duty,
because almost two-thirds of the total number of
araduates had completed the school during the
final five years of its existence. In fact, 380 Air
Corps officers had graduated from the 4 short
courses conducted during 1939-40. Thus, the
bulk of air officers attended ACTS after it had
moved beyond the groping and indecision of
garlier years to the formulation of a clear and
decisive concept of the proper employment of
airpower.

That the graduates of the Tactical School were
the leaders of the AAF during the years when the
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theories were being hammered nto established
doctrine 15 attested to by the fact that of 320 gen-
eral officers on duty with the AAF at the close
of World War II, 261 werc Tactrcal School gradu-
ates Of even more significance 1s the fact that the
3 four-star generals—McNarney, Kenney, and
Spaatz—and 11 of the 13 three-star generals—
Emmons, Brett, Yount, Eaker, Giles, George,
Cannon, Vandenberg, Stratemeyer, Twining, and
Whitehead—were graduates of the school. But the
kst of general officers on duty at the close of the
war does not include many other eminent Tactical
School alumm who served with distinction during
the war and who made significant contributions
to the development of American aupower. Nor
does the Iist mclude casualttes In addition to
General Westover, who was killed 1n an atrplane

crash in 1938, there were many other general
officers who were war casualties, among them
Asa N. Duncan, Frank M. Andrews, Harold H.
George, Kenneth N. Walker, Clatence L Tinker,
Nathan B Forrest, and Howard K Ramey. Nor
does the list at the war’s end include such out-
standing airmen as Brig. Gen. Earl L. Narden,
who, though not a graduate of the school, per-
formed a great service 1n stabilizing the Academic
Department while serving as director of instruc-
tion, and Maj. Gen. Robert Olds and Brig. Gen
Frank D. Lackland, all three of whom died during
the war. Another group not n the st is composed
of those general officers who retired before the
end of the war, including Follett Bradley, Harvey
'S Burwell, Rush B, Lincoln, Delmar H. Dunton,
Henry B. Claggett, and others.

*
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CHAPTER 1V

Development of Doctrine atr the Air Corps
Tactical School

In 1936, the infantry officer who reported on
his expenience at the Tactical School® crticized
some of the instructors for “apulogizing and
making excuses for the lack of conclusive proof
to bear out thewr theories regarding tactics and
technique (particularly the former).” Admittedly,
instroction as to just how the air force and its
constituent parfs were to fulfill their mssions was
sometimes indecisive. But by the mid-thirties,
though developing slowly, the concepts that the
air force was an indispensable patt of the mlitary
estabhishment and that an air war, separate and
distinct from surface engagements, would char-
acterize future warfare had become firmly en-
trenched in ACTS literature.

Throughout the post-World War I period there
was a variance between the concepts of airmen
and the War Department General Staf (WDGS)
on the proper employment of airpower. Basically,
the General Staff view was that the airplane was
simply a valuable adjunct to ground armues and
that its principle function would be to assist
ground forces. Even as late as 1933, after the
creztion of the GHQ Air Force, the General Staff
considered the air force “a highly mobile and pow-
erful combat element which . . . conducts the op-
erations reguired for carrying out army missions™*
Airmen, on the other hand, were convinced that
warfare in the futore would be increasingly de-
pendent upon airpower, which they regarded as
a major offensive striking arm. A few even went
so far as to proclaim that aviation represented a
third and equal, or perhaps even superior, branch
of warfare. And all airmen agreed that the air

*See above, p 24,
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weapon should be considered as more than a
mere auxiliary to the ground forces. Although the
experience of the Air Service in World War 1 was
limited, nevertheless, it had inculeated m airmen
the followng specific beliefs: control of the air
is mandatory for successful surface or air oper-
trons; to be effective, airpower should be em-
ployed in mass; air units should be commanded
by competent airmen who understand not only
the capabilities and limitations of the air weapon
but also personnel problems peculiar to fiyers.

The School as the Air Corps Doctrinal Center

Despite the firm conviction of airmen on these
points, the Office of the Chief of Air Service (Air
Corps after 1926) was faced with the stern reali-
ties both of the budgetary deficiencies undex which
the service operated and the subordinate place of
the air arm within the military establishment.
Moreover, 1 view of the 1solationist philosophy
which prevailed in the United States in the two
decades after World War I, OCAC found itself
forced into the position of delineating the role of
aviation within the framework of the national
policy of defense against hostile attack. It is not
to be inferred that responsible airmen surrendered
their firm convictions that airpower to be effective
had to be concentrated and that by its very nature
it was an offensive instrument, even when used
for defense. Nevertheless, OCAC could find little
time to consider fully the impact of airpower on
war with 1ts resultant ramufications. Accordmngly,
it called upon subordinate agencies to consider
such problems in detail. Matters relating to tech-
nical and tactical aspects of airpower were handed
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to such orgamzations as flying training schools,
the Materiel Division at Wright Field, and the
GHQ Air Force Logically, the Tactical School,
with the assistance of the Air Corps Board, be-
came the agency which developed awr doctrine.
Although 1ts mission was the training of air officers
for higher staff duties, the chief value of the school
to the Air Corps lay in its extra-legal function of
serving as a sounding board for ideas concerning
the critical 1ssue of the role of airpower in war

If one person were to be singled out as having
had the most decided influence on the school, it
would probably be Brig. Gen. Willam Mitcheli.
One of the first Americans to champion an mde-
pendent air mission, Mitchell was also among ihe
first to recognize bombardment as the basic arm
of the awr force.* After hus court-martial in 1925
1t would have been decidedly mmpolitic for airmen
at the Air Corps school to mdorse openly
Mitchell's views or to include reference to his writ-
ings in school literature, Thus, when the host of
ideas on arpower were bemng synthensized into
a body of fully developed concepts, the mnfluence
of “Bully”” Mitchell was not as direct as might have
been expected Brig. Gen. Laurence § Kuter, in
an mterview in 1942, reflected on Mitchell’s in-
Huence at the school;

Notes on the Multi-Motored Bombardment Group,
Day and Might by Brgadier General Willlam Mitcheli,
Assistant Chief of Air Service, 1922 . was the basis
of instruction in the Air Corps Tactieal School from jts
nception . In 1932, the then Lientenant K. N
Walker, who was one of General Mitchell’s several very
capable audes, became mstructor in bombardment avin.
tion at the A Corps Tactical Schico! . . Captamn Rob-
ert Olds, another of Mitchell’s aides, became responsible
for extensive courses of bomber mstruction Between the
two Miutchell's work has contimued, expanded, augmented,
and separated into its several components, including tac-
tics and techniques of attack awviation, tactics and tech-
niques of bombardment aviation, and the cemployment
of air forces 2
When instructors at the school began to graft the
concept of the primacy of the bomber onto the
concept of air warfare and strategic air operations,
they were consciously or unconsciously providing
the covering for the skeleton built by Mitchell,

Another person who could have had an infu-
ence on the Tactical School was the great Ttalian
exponent of amrpower, Giulio Douhet, But it 1s
doubtful that he had any profound influence on
the thought at the school. Although Douhet’s

¥Sec above, pp 34

witings began to appear in Italy in the early
1920’s, they do not seem to have found their way
immediately to Americar publications At ACTS
only an imperfect translation was available and
this not until about 1933. By that time school
concepts had begun to take shape, However, there
were points where Douhet and American theorists
coincided, and for a time lecturers at the school
cited “the Italian authority” #s further evidence
of the soundness of their views. His concepts of
the “air cruiser” and large formations of unescorted
bombers were approved by the school theorists,
who also agreed with his over-all concept of air
watfare—the totality of the next war, the interde-
pendence of the segments of mational structures,
and the possibility of airpower upsetting the deli-
cate balance, thereby breaking the civilian morale,
Douhet also sensed the necessity first for gaining
control of the air, presumably by using bombers
since he thought that other types of aviation, save
reconnaissance, could be ignored Once control
of the air was established, bombers could go wn-
molested about their business of disrupting vital
industries and thereby bringing the war to a quick
decision. But Douhet was never really m vogue
at the Tactical Scheol His advocacy of mass area
bombing at mght was at variance with the ACTS
concept of daylight precision bombardment of
pinpoint targets By the late thirties, when this
concept had become firmly entrenched in the
school, references to Douhet became Jess frequent,
Gen Laurence S. Kuter and Maj. Gen Haywood
S. Hansell, Jr., USAF Ret, both have stated that
DPouhet had httle mfluence at ACTS. Maj. Gen
Donald Wilson, USAF Ret., one of the leading
theorists at Maxwell during the thirties, has sard
that he had never read all of Douhet, and, in any
case, disagreed with his idea of mass bombing.
Actually foreign influcnces seem to have had litile
effect on the evolution of American air thought
from the close of World War I until its final crys-
talization in the late thirties.

Ideas concerning airpower in war automatically
gravitated toward the ACTS where they under-
went a variety of tests, analyses, and comparisons,
Those that successfully ran the gantlet were
adopted to fill gaps in the slowly accumulatmg
body of school concepts; those that fell were dis-
carded. Too, out of the clash of ideas there
cmerged new thoughts within the school itself.
In handling ideas, the school was urencumbered
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by the restraming factors surrounding the OCAC.
For experimental and theorctical purposes, the
offensive use of aircraft could be visualized and
the diminutive air force m bemng could be sup-
planted by vast air armadas Also at the school,
faculty and students alike had an opportunity—
very probably for the first and only time in therr
military careers—to analyze their own thoughts
on the matter of the employment of airpower, of
equal importance, officers were exposed to the
stimuli of other thoughts. But the faculty and stu-
dents did not confine themselves to a consideration
of the application of the air weapon to traditional
concepts of surface engagements; rather, they ex-
plored the whole theory of warfare to discover
whether or not this new, relatively untried weapon
had altered the nature of war, Maj, Harold L.
George, while director of the Department of Aur
Tactics and Strategy, explained the problem to
the student body at the first session of the Air
Force course in 1933:

From today on much that we shall study will require
us to start with nothing more than an acknowledged truth
and then attempt, by the utilization of common sense and
logic, to evolve a formula which we believe will stand up
under the crucial test of gctual conditrons. We shall at-
tempt to develop logically, the role of air power 1n futurc
war, in the next war, We are not concerned with fighting
the past war—that was done 18 years ago. We are con-
cerned, however, it determining how mir power shall be
employed in the mext war and what constitutes the prin-
ciples governing its employment, not by journeymg into
the hinterlands of wild imagmings but by travehng the
highway of common sense and logic

In pursuing this purpose, we reahze that awr power has
not proven itself under the actual test of war, We must
also realze that neither land power nor sea power has
proven itself in the face of modern air power.

'The question for you to consider from itoday on war,
to have constantly before you as you continue your mili-
tary careers, is substantially this

Has the advent of air power brought imnto existence a
method for the prosecution of war which has revolution-
jzed that art and given to air forces a strategical objective
of their own independent of either land or naval forces,
the attainment of which might, i iiself, accomplish the
purpose of war; or has air power merely added another
weapon to the waging of war which makes it i fact only
an auxiliary of the traditional mlitary forces?4

Students were urged to mquire “into the very
depths of the philosophy of war.” They were to
determine: What is war? Why does war occur?
‘What 15 the object of war? How has it been waged
in the past and why has it been waged in that
manner? Is it to the advantage of civilization to
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change the methods of wagmg war if such change
is possible? Has modern civilization reduced or
inereased the vulnerability of nations?

Consideration of the central issue of the role
of airpower in war was influenced by technological
developments in aeronautics. From the close of
World War I, airmen envisaged the eventual pro-
duction of aircraft possessing far greater destruc-
tive power and range than those used in that war,
and many of their concepts of the future of air-
powsr were rooted m their faith that before an-
other war occurred such aircraft would be avail-
able. The appearance of the B-10, B-12, and,
more important, the B-17 by the mid-thirties
served to solidify those concepts. As a result of
the technological advances and the serious study
and thought given to the guestion of the employ-
ment of sirpower in war the Army Air Corps
at the outbreak of World War II had both the
nucleus of a modern air force and a body of con-
cepts to guide 1ts use,

The long-range bomber and the concepts of its
employment were 15 years in evolution. During
the Tactical School’s early years, such a weapon
and such concepts were beyond the ken of the in-
structors Only with tune could the air expenence
of World War I be analyzed and its portents for
the future be determined, Hence, however great
their faith m the future of awpower, because they
had so little precedent or doctnne to guide them
and so little time to contemplate the foture poten-
fialities of the air weapon, wstructors at first were
forced to draw on the limited experience of the
war just ended as the basis for their discussion of
the employment of airpower,

Observation Aviation

Instruction at the Tactical School from its be-
ginning was based on the belief that the air arm
should be divided mnto two distinet classes the ar
service, which was made up of observation, and
the air force, which consisted of the remaining
branches of aviation and which constituted “a
true arm,"s

On the basis of “the heritage of our proving
ground—the World War,”¢ and throughout the
20-year history of the school, observation was
considered as an integral part of armies, coxps,
and divisions, and worked with the infantry like
any other auxiliary By the mud-thirfies the need
for reconnaissance within the air force was recog~
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nized, but instruction in observation contmued (o
be bascd on World War I situations. In view of
the mechanization of armies, which began m ihe
mid-thirties and cbviously quickened the pace and
widened the scope of ground force operations, and
in view of the striking advances made in pursurt
arrcraft, it should have been apparent that observa-
tion based on World War 1 standards would be
completely mnadequate 1 another war Unfor-
tuantely, thinking on the employment of observa-
tion did not keep pace with the steacily expanding
concepts of the employment of the elements of
the air force As late as February 1941 Col Rob-
ert M. Goolnick, commanding Air Corps Troops,
IX Corps, calied attention to the lack of progress
in observation

I had not served with Observation Awviation for ninc ot
ter. years untl returning to this station 1 find, after all
these years, practically no change in the basic theories
of the branch and very httle change m the equipment
assigned This mmportant branch of the Arr Corps
has stagnated for the past fifteen years .

A short time later Goolrick wrote that

there has been ittle change n the technique of em-
ployment of the equipment of observation for many
Years, though conditions under which Observation Avia-
tion is employed have undergone radical and revolution-
ary changes 7

Had the Tactical School sensed the need for
medernizing observation aviation, concetvably the
doctrme for the command and employment of this
important branch of the air arm and the question
of the types of plunes essential to its functionmng
would have been determimed before a crsis arose.
As it was, when the United States entered the war
observation was undergomg a reorgamization*®
which was not completed until mid-1943 when
observation units were redesignated reconnais-
sance vnits.

Doctrine of Air Force Employment, 1920-1926

The World War I experience which so influ-
enced the teaching of observation throughout the
history of the school was an important factor for
only five or six years m the instruction given in
the employment of the elements of the air force
(which excluded observation), During this early
period, school instructors expressed few advanced
ideas on the employment of the air force, Air op-

*For 3 comprehensive account of the observation problem,
see A Histonical Study 24, Command of Observation Awiz-
ton a Study 1n Control of Tactical Air Power, 1952,

erations were closely related to surface strategy,
with the atr arm considered a vital element in wimn-
ning the ground objective. Because the first duty
of pursuit aviation was the gaimng of air superi-
onty which was a prerequisite to successful sur-
face and air operations, pursuit was regarded as
the most unportant element of the air force Pur-
suit was to achieve its mission by offensive actions
against the hostile air force and not by such de-
fensive operations as close protection of observa-
tion planes or bombers by a flight of pursuit air-
craft, and aenal barrage, m which friendly aircraft
set up a barrage over the front lmes to serve as
a barrier to hostile atrcraft Both close protection
and acnal barrage techniques had been tried and
proved unsound during the war, asserted the 1922
school text for air subjects. The successful cm-
ployment of pursmt not only would protect sur-
face forces from attacks by hostile aireraft, but
would also permit the other elements of the air
force and observation to accomplish  their
missions.8

From the time of its establishment the school
recognized bombardment as a potentially power-
ful weapon, It visuahzed two kinds of bombard-
ment, tactical and strategical Both types were
to be planned on the basis of therr ultimate effect
on the ground campaign. For several years in-
struction in bombardment was imprecise; targets
were vaguely described as communications and
troop concentrations, This same general approach
was followed for the next few years and as late
as 1926 the Bombardment text noted that the
course was to deal primardy with operations in
support of, or in conjunction with large forces of
ground troops rather than with “what may be
termed mndependent air force operations,”

Despite the absence of conerete evidence of the
capabilities of the air weapon, the schaol early
gave thought to the possibilities of airpower in
the future. The 1922 air subjects text challenged
“the professed doctrine of the military world of
today” that the success or failure of the army de-
pended on the success or faillure of the infantry
and that all other arms were auxiliary and of value
in proportion as they rendered aid to the mfantry.
Thinking on air matters was not then far cnough
advanced for airmen to advocate a strategic air
war but this text suggested that arrplanes might
possibly be decisrve against infantry. It noted that
a disparity in the effectiveness of weapons did
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exist between the infantry and the airplanes and
that, although the airplane could easily close in to
the attack at will, the infantry would be unable to
come to grps with airpower.* These cond:tions,
said the text, clearly indicated that the doctrine
that “the success or failure of the infantry deter-
mines the success or failure of the army” could
not be “called a true and unalterable fundamental,”
and suggested that the doctrine “may be sltered
at some future time.”10

Summing up the impact of the air weapon on
surface warfare, the 1922 text asserted that the
air force assisted the infantry, in the same broad
sense that the Mavy assisted the infantry. The text
then warned that “in deriving the doctrme that
must underlie all principles of employment of the
Air Force, we must not be gnided by conditions
surroundmg the use of ground troops, but must
seek out our doctring, as with the Navy, in the ¢cle-
ment in which it operates.”?

Evoluiion of the Theory of Daylight, High-
Altitude Precision Bombardment of
Pinpoint Targets

By 1926 a concept of warfare differing from
the traditional one had begun to take form. Here-
tofore, military docteine had been in terms of sur-
face engagements. The Clausewitzian principle
on which War Department doctrine was based was
set forth in the Field Service Regulations of 1923:
“The ultimate objective of all military operations is
the destruction of the enemy’s armed forces by bat-
tle. Decisive defeat in battle breaks the enemy’s
will to war and forces him to sue for peace.”
Achieving the objective demanded the combined
employment of all arms, for no one arm won bat-
ties. Nevertheless, the nfantey was still the “Queen
of Battle” and the “coordinating principle which
underlies the employment of the combined arms
is that the mission of the infantry is the general
mission of the entire force. The special missions
of other arms are derived from their powers to

sAntaircraft fire was expected to continue “to be what 1t
is—a very troublesome thing 1o the inexpenenced, a sourcc
of mild annoyance to the veteran, never a fornudable encmy ™
The school believed that the speed and alutude of awcraft and
the 1mmensity of the sky would afford protection to the amr-
craft from ground fire In recaling the lack of emphasts
placed on antrawrcraft artillery, Brig Gen Hume Peabody,
USAF Ret, stated 1n 1954* “I baheve we missed the boat m
the 30" in another field, alsoc Too litle atiention was given
to the possible developments m A A Artillery T have always
had the feeling that we treated the A A people too much as
we ourselves had been treated by the earthbound General Staff
I believed then and still believe that A A should be an integral

part of the Air Force.,” (See Memo for The Darector, R8I,
from Hume Peabody, 19 April 1954).

contribute to the infantry mission.” The 1926
Tactical School text, Employment of Combined
Aur Force, deviated slightly from the Clausewitz
theory. It asserted that in the past, except in most
unusual circumstances, an enemy’s capital, com-
merce, industrial centers, or resources had not
been considered proper military objectives be-
cause of the limited mobility and striking power
of surface forces. But the air force operated in
three dimensions and could terrorize the whole
population of a belligerent country while at the
same tme comserving life and property of both
friend and foe to the greatest possible extent. In
short, using airpower to strike heavily at the vital
points of a nation’s structure rather then con-
ducting exhausting wars of atirition was a means
of achieving the military objective with the least
possible cost

Authors of the manual frankly admitted that
because of lack of experience any statement on the
influence of strategic air operations on future war-
fare was a matter of conjecture. They declared,
however, that by virtue of its mobility and range
of action, the air force exceeded any other means
available to a commander for striking quickly and
decisively at an enemy’s bases and centers of con~
centration. When friendly ground forces were on
the defensive, strategic air operations could and
should be continned; even when ground elements
were engaged in important tactical operations, air
forces should be used extensively in strategic oper-
ations A cardmal principle in the strategic em-
ployment of the air force was voiced in the warning
that once an element of the enemy’s economic
structure was singled out for attack that particular
¢lement should be completely destroyed before
the main action shifted to some other objective.1?

I the destruction of the enemy’s morale was
not possible at the outbreak of hostilities, then
the air force objectives should be selected with
the view of destroying the enemy’s mihtary
strength. The most suitable objectives for this
purposc were listed as: the hostile air force;
troops, supplies, and lines of communication in
the combat zone; concentration centers and lines
of comnmmication 1 the communications zone; and
industrial and transportation centers in the Zone of
Interior If a ground campaign developed, tactical
air operations (defined as “those missions which
are conducted for the purpose of having an imme-
diate effect on operations in the combat zone,”)
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might be carried out by the entire air force How-
ever, the belef was expressed that only rarely
would all the air force be engaged in work of a tac-
tical nature;'* normally, a portion of the air force
would coatinue to carry on strategic operations.
Stress was lard on a GHQ Air Force which not
only could be shifted n strength to different sec-
tors within a particular theater but also could be
moved from one theater of operations to another
with comparative ease thus fully exploiting the
inherent flexibility of the air weapon With such a
force it would be possible to concentrate superior
numbers where and when necessary to assume and
mamtain offensive action. Thus was emphasized
the necessity for centralized control of arpower

The text also reflected a new emphasis on bom-
bardment aviation Heretofore, because pursuit
was the particular branch charged with gaming
and maintainmg air superiority through air com-
bat, it was considered the backbone of the air
force The 1926 text maintamed that it was futile
to attempt to stop hostile aerial activity through
aerial combat alone; once arrborne an air attack
was virtually impossible to stop The only effective
method of guiting and mamtaining a1 superiorty
was to destroy hostile aircraft before they could
get mto the air in force. Therefore, the mission of
bombardment and attack aviatton, particularly
during the Imtial stages of hostilities, was to attack
grounded hostile ajrcraft. Thus, although pursuit
contimued to be viewed as valuable for air combat
and for escorting the cther elements of the air
force, by 1926, bombardment (including attack)
Wwas comung to be considered the most important
element of the air force.1t

By 1930 the concept of the primacy of bom-
bardment was firmly established at the Tactical
School That year the authors of the text for the
Arr Force course Ieft no doubt that 1 their opinion
pursuit could not guarantee immunity from hostile
air attack, and consequently that the only way to
gan control of the air was through a detemined
bomber offensive They asserted that an air force
preponderantly pursuit could not materially affect
the ground situation except through the ndirect
method of destroying hostile aircraft But an air
force preponderantly bombardment and attack
could affect the ground situation not only indi-
rectly by participating in the counter-air campaign
but directly by attack agamst ground targets, 13

In their discussion of attacks agamst ground

targets, the authors of the manual emphasized the
strategic employment of bombardment. They
wrote that, excepting operations agatnst an enemy
air force, by far the greater portion of the opera-
tions of an air force would be strategic. An ar
force was viewed as a tremendously powerful
agency of war whose chief characteristics were in-
tensity and volume of fire, speed, flexibility, long
range, and, when m flight, independence of the
terrain, The concept that the air force would not
altack objectives on or n the immediate vicinity
of the battlefield except in the most unusual cir-
cumstances was expressed far more positively than
m earlier school manuals, The manual recognized
that the air force on occasion would be required
for direct support of the infantry, but warned that
éven an army was too small a umt to uhlize to
the maximum the great range and flexibility of an
air force. As the bomber grew in importance in
the minds of the Bombardent and Air Force in-
structors at the school, increasing emphasts was
placed on its use against targets m rear areas and
in the mterior of enemy nations. Nevertheless, in
1930, and for the next two years, the strategic
employment of bombardment stilt hinged on sur-
face strategy; for targets were vaguely defined as
those whose destruction would impede military
operations,1¢

In 1933 when Major Donald Wilson was as-
signed the task of preparmg the Air Force course,
he reasoned that far more spectfic targets i the
interior of an enemy’s country should be desig-
nated as the objectives for bomber operations,
The problem, as Wilson saw 1, was to select tar-
gets whose destruction would disrupt the entire
fabric of an enemy’s economy and thereby io
discommode the civilian population m 1ts normal
day-to-day existence and to break its faith n the
mulitary establishment to such an extent that pub-
he clamor would force the government to sue
for peace.

From his experience as a civilian with American
raiiroads, Wilson was aware that the destruction
of a few vital hnks would disrupt an entire railroad
system If this was true of railroads, might not
the same be true for other industries? Wilson’s
general idea of applying pressure to a few vital
links m the enemy’s economic structure received
a tremendous boost in the thirties by a classic
example which emphasized the possibilities of
selective bombardment. it was discovered that the
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lack of a particular highly specialized spring, man-
ufactured by one particular firm and essential to
the functioning of the controllable-pitch propellers,
nullified, to all intents and purposes, a very large
portion of the awcraft production m the United
States Maj. Gen. Haywood S. Hansell, USAF
Ret., has said that this practical example set the
pattern for the selection of 1deal precision targets;
items of simular criticality for basic industries
were sought.17

By 1933, instruction in the employment of the
air forces centered on the mterdependence of the
segments of the economic structure of a nation.
The farmer depended upon industrial centers for
clothing, tools, and machinery; the city dweller
depended uwpon the farmer for food; the mmner
depended upon the farmer for his food and upon
the industrial laborer for other necessities and
luxuries. Moreover, the producer and consumer
frequently were brought together only through
the medium of intricate transportation systems
The schoo), therefore, viewed transportation, steel,
iron ore, and electtic power complexes as the
most likely objectives for the air force. Swce the
purpose of military operations was to bring about
the subrussion of the enemy, it was mamtained
that the creation of an imbalance in the intricate
economic structure which rested on these basic
industries could defeat any modern industrial na-
tion by bringing about a collapse of morale and
by denying the nation the economic factors essen-
tial to wagmg the war. The interruption of this
closely-knit web by destroying one or more of its
threads was considered the primary objective for
an air force. Not only were such concepts bemng
taught at the school but they also served as the
basis for the testmony of school representatives
before the Federal Awation Commission in
193413

At about the same time that Wilson began to
broach his ideas, the school was moving toward
the concept of daylight bombardment. As far back
as 1926 the Bombardment text had noted that
small targets which were difficult to see from the
air and which required precision bombing would
best be destroyed in dayhght attacks However,
until about 1930, night bombing was emphasized.
Tactical targets, which were only lightly protected
by pursuit and which called for only shallow pene-
trations, might be attacked by day, but targets
requiring deep penetration would be bombed at
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night. The 1931 Bombardment text noted that day
bombardment was stressed in the traming of light
bomber units and mght bombardment mn heavy
bomber umts Nevertheless, the 1931 text gave
mncreased attention to day bombardment of stra-
tegic targets m the statement that heavy bomber
umits not only would be required to perform day
missions in coastal defense opcrations, but, be-
cause of the greater accuracy of day bombing,
would also 1 many instances operate by day
against difficult precision targets. By 1932, the
school had indorsed explicitly the concept of day-
light bombardment, and during the 1932-1933
session a lecturer m the Air Force course stated:

The Ttalians are exponents of large formations at mght.

However, we do not subscribe to this idea, at present
We want to transport our mass to the objective. If we
ean, 1t 1s that much simpler. When we arrive at our objec-
tive, the better the wisibility, the befter our chance of
accomplhishing our desired destruction.'?

Airmen, too, had long valued altitude, and at
the Tactical School, instructors had constantly
stressed the necessity for raising the ceiling of serv-
ice aircraft. The Bombardment text for 1931, for
example, maintained that a high ceding and rapid
rate of climb not only would increase the difficulty
of location and interception of bombers by enemy
pursuit aviation, but would also decrease the ef-
fectiveness of antiaircraft artillery. This manual
called for a service ceiling-of 15,000 feet for light
bombers and 18,000 feet for heavy bombers.?*

Instructors had also begun to indorse the theory
of bomber invincibiity. In 1931 the Bombard-
ment text guardedly expressed this theory mn the
statemient that bombers could operate either by
day or by night, singly or in mass, with or without
support of other aviation. Bomber defense against
hostile pursuit was based on the mutually sup-
porting fire of machine guns of airplencs flown
mn close formation.?! As the speed of bombard-
ment aircraft approached that of pursuit, the diffi-
culty of mterception by the latter would be in-
creased and the time intesval during which pursuit
might attack bombers after interccption would
decrease 22

With the appearance of the B-9 and B-10 air-
planes in the eardy thirties, the competition be-
tween bomber and pursuit seemed so even that 1t
appeared that bombers would be relatively safe
from fighter interception. The production of a
bomber equal to—with promise of a bomber su-
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perior to—pursuit 10 speed and range presented
school theorists with a complicated problem; for
their concept of employing bombers tended more
and more toward that of attacking the interior
of a hostile nation immediately upon outbreak of
hostilittes. But if pursuit lacked both the range
and speed necessary to accompany bombers, ob-
viously the latter could not depend on the former
for protection Moreover, if pursuit aircraft were
not capable of accompanying bombers, it was
anticipated that nations would concentrate their
pursuit around their most vulnerable targets as a
defense against attacking bombers However, in-
structors believed that pursuit would have diffi-
culty m infercepting bombers. For example, Lt.
Kenneth N. Walker, n a lecture 1 the Bombard-
ment course, asserted: “Military airmen of all
nations agree that a determined arr attack, once
launched, is most difficult, if not impossible to
stop.”

From the beginning, instructors had been forced
to admit that because of lack of experience much
of their instruction was pure theory., But their
theory was made even more abstract by the stub-
bora fact that no aircraft existed with the range
and destructive capacity necessary to test it. Un-
doubtedly the operational capabilities of the B-g,
B-10, and B-12 aircraft n the early thirties
served as a stimulus to the theorists at the Tactical
School; certainly the development of these greatly
improved bombers and of more advanced VIESWS
at the school comcided. As encouraging as the
new bombers must have been, mnstructors at the
school were thinking in terms of even more ad-
vanced aircraft with unprecedented range and
destructive capacity In pomiing out to the Federal
Aviation Commission the reasonableness of the
school view that the defense of the United States
could best be assured by attacking an enemy at
the source of his power, Capt Harold L. George,
in 1934 noted that the aeronautical mdustry could,
within two years, provide aircraft with a range of
3,000 miles,23

Less than a year later, the XB-17, a four-engine
bomber of revolutionary design, flew its initial
test flight, The B-17 was not an intercontinental

" bomber; it stidl would need forward bases for em-
ployment against the interior of probable enemy
nations. But 1ts range, bomb-carrymg capacity,
armament, service ceiling, and rate of climb were
impressive by comparision with earlier models.

Its potential for attacking targets in the interior of
a hostile nation was far greater than that of any
previous plane,?+

With the appearance of the B-17 many bomber
enthusiasts declared that nothing could stop the
bombers and that escorts were unnecessary. The
B-17 not only outperformed any known pursuit,
but 1t was generally believed at the Tactrcal School
that any pursuit designed to keep pace with the
new bomber would have to sacnifice its funda-
mental purswit characteristics to the point that it
would be virtually useless for air fighting. Although
the employment of the B-17 could be planfyd—at
least insofar as its characteristics of speed, range,
and service ceiling were known—any concept that
entailed the bomber’s being escorted by pursuit
would have to be based on aircraft that did not
exist, and, as far as the majority of the instructors
were concerned, could not be produced for engi-
neermg reasons, T