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Abstract

This study analyzes the historical debate between the Army and Air Force over the
issue of close air support (CAS). Specifically, this thesis examines four CAS sub-issues
from World War | through the Korean War: priorities in the employment of airpower, the
ownership and apportionment of CAS assets, the most effective CAS command and
control (@) system, and the debate over whether to procure a single— or multi-purpose
CAS aircraft. A fundamental explanation given for Army and Air Force differences in
philosophy on CAS is the historical difference in military objectives (decisive points). This
difference has shaped air force, force structure and air asset employment, and significantly
contributed to the Army—Air Force CAS debate.

The case study portion of this paper analyzes the CAS philosophy of Lieutenant
General Edward Mallory Almond, US Army. The author reasoned that General Almond’s
diverse background in Army, Navy, and Air Force theory and employment would make
him a logical candidate for study. The main focus of this paper is on CAS employment
and issues during the Korean War. General Almond served in World War | and World
War Il, and commanded the X Corps during the Korean War. His personal papers stored
at the Military History Institute, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania, offer unique insights into
a ground commander’s views on CAS.

While his opinions are much more complex than this short abstract can do justice to,

Almond’s CAS thoughts evolved to the following: 1) air priorities should be — first, air
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superiority; second, CAS; and then interdiction and strategic attack, 2) the Army should
maintain operational control of sufficient (meaning ‘lots of) CAS air assets and practice
decentralized control (down to the division or corps level), 3) the services should build
and adequately staff joint, well-integrated CASsgstems to support the CAS mission,

and 4) the Air Force should build, with Army inputs, a single—purpose CAS aircratft.
While readers may or may not agree with all of Almond'’s ideas, they will find good points
of discussion. Almond’'s thoughts on CAS Gystems are of particular note and
importance to today’s military. The author completes his study by reiterating the principal
issues, his relevant findings and conclusions, and the implications of his analysis on current

issues.



Chapter 1

Introduction

Statement of Research Questions

The purpose of this study is to examine the roots and historical friction between the
Air Force and Army over the issue of the effective employment of airpower for close air
support (CAS) of ground forces. While this thesis looks at the CAS issue from WWI
through the Korean War, it emphasizes the period during the Korean Conflict. This
period significantly shaped the recurring Air Force/Army CAS controversy. While
studying this period, | will attempt to determine how Lieutenant General Edward (“Ned”)
Mallory Almond, United States Army, directly affected or indirectly influenced the Air
Force/Army CAS debate. This study discusses the evolution of General Almond’s views
on CAS before WWII up through his retirement in December, 1952. However, the bulk
of the focus on Almond targets his thoughts and actions during the Korean War. | will
also examine whether General Almond’s views changed over time and any discrepancies
between his stated views on the best use of CAS and his actual employment of air assets
for CAS. Noteworthy are his CAS policy and actual CAS employment while performing

as X Corps Commander during the Korean Conflict.



Specifically, the following research questions are addressed: 1) Assuming at least
some tension over the CAS issue, what differences have existed between the US military
services regarding CAS doctrine (WWI through Korea)? 2) What were General Almond’s
views on CAS and how did they evolve? 3) Were Almond’'s views consistent with
mainstream Army views on CAS? 4) How did these views on CAS shape future CAS
doctrine debate and development? 5) Why is understanding this history of Air Force and

Army friction important to today’s CAS relationship between the two services?

Background and Significance of the Problem

Since the United States began using airpower for military purposes, there has been a
basic difference of opinion as to its proper employment. At times this rift has divided the
services into two different factions, the Army, Navy, and Marines (decentralized control,
decentralized execution) and the Air Force, or early Army air arm (centralized control,
decentralized execution). Like arfdy, the Air Force and her sister services have debated
ownership, control, and methods of employing limited resources. Nowhere, in this
author’s opinion, has this difference in philosophy been more apparent than with regard to
close air support. This is not to say that the rdiffary services have not eventually
found a way to employ airpower to win wars. For just as family members make
compromises and band together in times of crisis, the services have ultimately worked
together to employ airpower to achieve military advantage. Having said that, one must
also understand there are times when family members actively debate the best use of
limited resources. In these cases, animosity may best describe the relations the Air Force

has had with the other services (particularly the Army and Marines) over CAS. Because



the Air Force has historically placed the priority of CAS behind air superiority, strategic
attack, and air interdiction, ground commanders have frequently complained about the
lack of responsiveness of air support. Concurrently, air commanders have emphasized the
need for unity of command through centralized control for efficient use of air assets.
General Almond not only employed air assets in close battle (as a division commander
in Italy and as X Corps Commander in Korea), but was also influenced by and influenced
other service members regarding CAS for a generation as a student at the Army War
College (1933-34), the Air Corps Tactical School (1938-39), and Naval War College
(1939-40), and as Commandant of the Army War College (July 1951 — December 1952).
Similar differences of opinion still exist between the services today. A historical
analysis of the CAS controversy is significant because of its subsequent impact on such
issues as joint doctrine and weapon system research and development. Current joint
operations doctrine and Joint Forces Air Component Commander (JFACC) doctrine
evolved from years of discussion on how to best employ air assets, to include air’s role in
CAS. Debate over the acquisition of single— or multiple—use aircraft for CAS is still

relevant for future force structure planning.

Limitations of the Study

A multitude of writings on CAS already exist. To thoroughly cover the entire US
military experience with CAS would require producing volumes of history. Therefore, the
purpose of this study is to limit the focus of CAS to a few key sub-issues. Tracing these
important sub—issues over time should prove informative in understanding where some of

the major differences have occurred, and still remain, among the services. This thesis



limits the study of CAS sub-issues to the following areas where the Air Force and Army
have had differing philosophies: 1) priorities in the employment of airpower; 2) the
ownership and apportionment of CAS assets; 3) the most effective CAS command and
control (@) system; and 4) the debate over whether to procure a single— or multi-purpose
aircraft for CAS. Additionally, 1 limit the analysis of CAS to the working definition
presented in the next section of this chapter. While earlier definitions of CAS included
reconnaissance and airlift, the author focuses on CAS as providing aerial fire support to
ground forces. Within each sub-issue the author also discusses how several contextual
(environmental) factors affected or may have affected a sub—issue. These factors include:
defense funding, joint doctrine and training, actual CAS employment, enemy combat
capabilities (air and ground threats), combat environment (terrain, weather, etc.), formal
organizations, and available technology. While this study necessitates referring to the
Navy and Marine Corps, the focus is on the CAS relationship between the Air Force and

the Army.

Definitions and Assumptions

CAS, or portions of it, have been labeled differently throughout airpower history (i.e.,
support aviation, attack aviation, tactical air, etc.). have defined CAS to include
airpower’s contribution of firepower and to exclude airpower’s reconnaissance and lift
capabilities. The following working definition of CAS describes the relevant aspects of
these terms to this paper on close air support; all subsequent use of the term CAS in this
paper will fit my definition:

Close air support, or CAS, is the use of air assets to provide aerial
firepower to friendly ground forces in close proximity to enemy forces.



This support requires close coordination between friendly ground and air
forces.

Preview of the Argument

First, we examine each of the previously mentioned CAS sub-issues and the
environmental factors effecting these sub—issues, chronologically, from WWI through the
Korean War. Secondzhapter 2 examines CAS prior to and during WWII. Next,
Chapter 3 discusses CAS prior to and during the Korea WaEhapter 4 studies
Lieutenant General Almond’s credentials, as well as his views, employment strategy, and
influence regarding CAS. FinalyChapter 5evaluates the four CAS sub-issues. It
discusses the principal issues, the relevant findings and conclusions, and the implications of
this analysis on current issuehapter 5also recommends possible areas for future

research.

Notes

! SeeAppendix A“CAS Definitions,” for historical and current CAS definitions.



Chapter 2

CAS: WWI Through WWII

Attacking Ground Troops. The observation squadron, when its full

strength is employed, can bring to the attack fifty—two machine guns and
twenty—six hundred pounds of high explosive. Obviously ground attacks
can be executed only by sacrificing other important duties, and the

observation squadron is not specially trained for this work. Its use for

ground attack must then be regarded as exceptional. However, it
possesses so much firepower that, in certain situations where information
becomes of secondary value, there should be no hesitation in using it in
this manner.

—US Army, “Army General Service School Guidance to the Air Service,”
Tactical Principles and Decision4925

Introduction

The close air support (CAS) debate between airmen and soldiers began as early as
WWI. Recognizing this fact, several CAS sub-issues are worth tracking over time to
understand where the controversy regarding CAS came from and how it developed.
These sub-issues include: priorities in the most effective employment of airpower,
ownership and apportionment of CAS assets, the CAS command and cogtragiem,
and single— versus multi-purpose CAS aircraft debate. Several environmental factors
affected these sub-issues during each time period discussed: defense funding, joint

doctrine and training, actual CAS employment, enemy combat capability (air and ground



threats), combat environment (terrain, weather, etc.), formal organizations, and available

technology.

WWI

When the United States entered WWI, the military use of aircraft was still in its early
stages of developmehtWhile the Wright Brothers’ first airplane launched airpower into
a new age in 1903, the United States had left it to its European neighbors to refine
airpower development from that point up to the beginning of the Great War. Although
the United States entered the war late, it made some marvelous contributions, especially
when one considers the pitiful state of US airpower in 1914. The Army now had a new
weapon and would experience growing pains as it determined the best use of airpower.
Debate and combat experience helped shape opinions on airpower’s use, especially

regarding CAS.

Priorities in the Employment of Airpower: WWI

During the early years of CAS, both the Army and early Army air arm recognized that
air superiority must first be achieved before trying to conduct strategic strike, air
interdiction, or CAS operatiorfs.This agreement between soldiers and airmen on the first
priority for an air force has remained in effect, and has only rarely been a source of
friction.

As early as WWI, soldiers and airmen alike understood the strong interrelationship
between air superiority and CASGeneral John J. Pershing, commander of the American
Expeditionary Forces (AEF) in WWI summed up the priorities of airpower at the time

saying the primary aim was control of the air, but that the ultimate objective remained



traditional. By traditional, he meant that after achieving air superiority, the enemy’'s
artillery and ground troops had to become air's immediate priority. When air officers
suggested thmilitary objective (enemy center of gravity) might in fact be deeper, or more
strategic (i.e., national will or industry) they were over—ruled by ground commanders.
Aircraft technology at the time was also not yet sufficiently advanced to strengthen the
airmen’s argument. At least as far as senior Army leadership was concerned, the focus for
the time being would remain at the front line of battle. Further, the selection of ground
targets “would depend solely upon their importance to actual and projected ground
operations.” While the focus remained close to the front lines, some Army officers began
thinking of using airpower to strike deeper enemy targets. Colonel Edgar S. Gorrell's
strategic bombardment plan in the final year of the war envisioned bombing German cities
on the Rhiné. However, three factors prevented drawing any conclusions on the
effectiveness of deep strike bombardment: GHQ Air Service’s reluctance to divert assets
for more strategic purposes, failure of US industry to meet wartime aircraft requirements,
and the US’s relatively short involvement in WWI.

The US Army began to place emphasis on CAS because of the psychological impact it
had on the enemy in 1917, forcing him to react defensively or even flee the batftlefield.
However, by 1918, repeated exposure had somewhat hardened ground veterans against
the psychological effects of CAS attackBy the end of the war, General Billy Mitchell
recognized the value of attack aviation (CAS included) and proposed regular attack
aviation units with specialized aircraft, or ‘flying tanks.’Also, by the end of WWI,
Mitchell, along with many other airmen, felt CAS and close interdiction were priority

missions for future conflict. The preceding demonstrates that at the conclusion of WWI



ground and air officers agreed air superiority should be the first priority of airpower.
However, there was clearly no agreement, even between air officers, as to the next priority

of airpower.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets: WWI

The fact that no detailed procedures for CAS were developed prior to WWI also
reflected the reality that few US aircraft were available before 1917 to perform much of a
CAS role. For that matter, there were only 65 officers in the entire army air service in
April 1917 and only 26 of these were actual avialor§he defeat of a February 1913
House Committee Bill (the Hay BIll) recommending the creation of a separate Air Corps
as one of the line components of the Army showed the general attitude that airplanes only
provided an auxiliary function subordinate to the general service of information within the
Signal Corps?

The issue of who should control aircraft emerged during WWI. Prior to US
involvement in WWI, the Air Corps’ “first projected task was to provide every two
ground divisions with one squadron of aerial reconnaissance and one balloon carmpany.”
Aircraft were tied to ground units that totally controlled their mis$fosirmen opposed
this idea of decentralized contrfdl. They favored the greatest possible concentration of
air assets, under the direct control of an air officer, no matter what the mission.
September 1918, the Army allowed airmen a brief test of this theory. While organized
primarily to conduct concentrated counter—air missions, Mitchell's command of some
1,500 Alied aircraft for the St. Mihiel offensive allowed him to provide concentrated air

support for Alied ground commanders.



CAS Command and Control (&) System: WWiI

WWI witnessed many problems regarding aircraft identification and communications
between air and ground troops. To the infantryman on the ground experiencing air attacks
during WWI, all aircraft appeared hostile. This view required training ground soldiers in
basic aircraft recognitiolf. To coordinate with airmen, “Infantry would fire flares or
smoke signals indicating their position, or lay out panel messages to liaison aircraft
requesting artillerypport or reporting advances or delay/s.As mentioned previously,
friendly and enemy aircraft were difficult to differentiate for the ground soldier. Equally,
airmen had trouble finding the front and then separating friendly from hostile ground
forces once at the froft. Therefore, “Mitchell imposed stringent guidelines on when
aircraft could attack in support of ground forc&s.”

Although radio communications, still in a primitive state during WWI, were aboard
some aircraft, most aircraft were out of touch with the ground immediately upon take—
off.”® Radio communications between aircraft and ground commanders were deficient due
partly to inadequate training of ground troops in communications equipment use and C
procedure$! Also, equipment was huge, heavy, and unreliable; and aircraft engine power
was very low. These factors resulted in large delays in passing intelligence to ground and
air commanders regarding the current bombline. Additionally, early air—to—ground radios
were subject to regular equipment failufés. Lack of reliable radio communications
forced airmen and soldiers to correspond via visual signals, dropped messages, and even
carrier pigeond®> During WWI, there were no ‘diverts’ or ‘on—call’ aircraft flying CAS

operations. Each aircraft flew its pre—briefed mission. c@nsisted of issuing a pilot an
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updated map with (hopefully) the newest lines drawn between friendly and enemy
territory; again, this system resulted in unintended instances of friendy fire.

For the most part, US WWI Army organization emphasized decentralized control of
air assets. For instance, Brigadier General William Mitchell, Chief of the Air Service, First
Army, only commanded aviation units directly attached to the First Army. He had no
command authority over air units attached to the First’s corps and divisidnsa rare
instance of exercising centralized control during the St. Mihiel offensive in September of
1918, Mitchell acted as the single air commander for 1,500 French, British, Italian, and
American aircraft strafing and bombing retreating enemy troops, guns, and trahsport.
“Despite poor weather conditions, this overwhelming mass retained aerial control as the
fighters penetrated over German airfields and day bombers struck targets on the battlefield
and in the rear” This experience of concentrating aircraft for a decisive blow

demonstrated what airpower could accomplish under centralized C

Single— or Multi—-Purpose Aircraft Debate: WWiI

Because most aspects of aerial combat were new to the US, it entered WWI in no
position to provide single—role aircraft for specialized air missions. The US began WWI
with only 250 aircraft; it would finish the war with over 11,680 With no specialized
CAS aircraft available, “the precursor to ground—attack aviation was the infantry contact
patrol plane.* Most American units lucky enough to already have aircraft arrived at the
front with the DeHavilland 4 (DH-4) which was used “in a variety of roles, one of which
was ground attack’® Due to sluggish US aircraft industry production, US Army aviators
flew mostly foreign—built planes in WW. “The desirable design characteristics for CAS

... aircraft pointed toward armored aircraft equipped with multiple machine guns and racks
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for bombs, capable of attaining high speed and operating with great maneuverability and
agility (the latter being the ability to transition from one flight condition as rapidly as
possible to another}®

A split developed between proponents of single— (dedicated design) and multi—
purpose aircraft for CAS. The reality of current technology was that the ideal CAS
aircraft was slow; it was only well-protected from ground fire when operating in an
environment of air superiority. Because there was no guarantee of air superiority during
WWI (except for limited periods of concentrated effort), the ideal aircraft appeared to be a
compromise: “an aircraft having fighter like agility together with reasonable payload and
self—protection features such as armor platifigDuring WWI, US air forces emphasized
multi-purpose fighter aircraft while conducting offensive air operafforss US industry
reached its stride aircraft quality improved throughout US involvement in the war. US
ground attack (CAS) aircraft were not originally designed for CAS, but were the products
of single—seat fighter development modificatiéhsSubsequently, there were no single—
purpose CAS aircraft developed during WWI.

Antiaircraft (AA) ground fire was practiced with varying degrees of effectiveness
during WWI. AA defenses around principal enemy targets were considered exéellent.
However, Captain Eddie Rickenbacker summed-up many pilots’ thoughts on “Archie,” or
AA fire, by describing it as “so appalling but so futile a am™®® But, the fact remained
that German AA gunners destroyed 1,588ied aircraft. AA accuracy improved
significantly compared to aircraft development as the war progressed due to improvements

in AA equipment desigr,
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The Interwar Years

WWI was said to be ‘the war to end all wars,” and the formation of the League of
Nations offered the hope of lasting peace. Many Americans, wishing to cash in on the
peace dividend and anxious to get back to isolationism, gladly accepted cuts in the
national defense. Along with all other areas of the US military, air forces experienced

reduced budgets.

Priorities in the Employment of Airpower: Interwar

In 1918, Colonel Edgar S. Gorrell, then Assistant Chief of Staff, Air Service, AEF,
recognized that attack aircraft must operate in an environment of air superiority, thus
establishing control of the air as the first air priotity.This view of counter—air force
employment as top priority was shared by both ground and air officers throughout the
interwar year§? By mid—1919, nearly all European Air Service AEF reports, manuals,
and histories recognized attack aviation (effectively CAS) as exceeded in importance by
observation and pursuit, but more important than interdiction or strategic bombardment.
Bombardment was generally disregarded due to inconclusive results in WWI and on
ethical grounds (i.e., bombing civiliari§). Thus, air priorities stood at: first, air
superiority (pursuit); second, observation; third, CAS; and last, interdiction and strategic
bombardment.

The Army General Staff's 1922 Training Regulation 10-5, “Doctrines, Principles, and
Methods,” stated, that in war “the primary objective would be the destruction of his armed
forces;” further explaining, “all air action was auxiliary to the ground battle Even

though airmen of the time went along with their support role for the ground army, they

13



disagreed with soldiers over targeting. Ground officers “favored front-line, morale—
boosting action; aimed at enemy trenches, concentrations, and gun poSitistwsyever,
airmen felt such attacks were inefficient and insisted on targets beyond Army artillery
range, such as “supply and communication systems in the enemy’$°reRufnblings

were already occurring at the tactical level over the issue of front line targets versus
interdiction targets further removed from the battlefield. In 1923, General Mason Patrick,
Chief of the Air Service, introduced the preceding “fundamental conceptions” to the Air
Corps Tactical School (ACTS) in the form a marfdaWhile the US Army attempted to
legitimize this doctrine calling for the air arm tapport the Army in the defeat of an
enemy army, airmen wasted little time in formulating their own agenda.

By 1925, General Mitchell, originally a ground attack and pursuit proponent, shifted
his top priority to strategic bombardment; he (like Douhet) believed only strategic
airpower could win the total wars of the future. With increased autonomy achieved
through the Air Corps Act of 2 July 1926, airmen unofficially shifted their priority for
airpower to strategic bombardment over CAS. By about 1930, airmen quietly slipped
close support behind strategic attack and air interdié¢fiofhe period, 1925-30 marked
the maturing of a fundamental split in air and ground strategic thinking. Soldiers and
airmen still both believed air superiority was the first priority, but for different reasons.
Soldiers believed air superiority was a means of attaining their ends: creating a favorable
environment for defeating the enemy army in a direct confrontation. Airmen increasingly
believed air superiority was a means of attaining different ends: creating a favorable
environment in which to conduct deep interdiction and strategic bombing, thus destroying

the enemy’s will and/or capability to wage war Therefore, there was a natural split in
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defining the second priority of airpower. Because soldiers believed airpower was just
another tool for the ground commander, they logically assumed CAS as the second
priority use of air assets. However, many airmen were no longer convinced direct attack
on enemy forces near the front was the most efficient use of airpower; perhaps an indirect
approach against the enemy’'s communications, industry, and/or population could more
efficiently attain political objectives. Therefore, some airmen concluded, the second
priority of airpower should be deeper targets (those associated with air interdiction and
strategic bombardment) than the forward area targets associated witfi CAS.

In the late 1930s, “The preilmg influence of strategic air warfare tended to work
against developing a cohesive tactical air—ground docttineBetween 1926 and 1941,
the Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS), heavily influenced by Mitchell, as well as Gorrell's
earlier work during WWI regarding strategic air operations, began placing the value of
strategic bombing (industrial web thetjyas a higher priority use of airpower than
CAS> The WWI experience of stalemate on the ground seemed to support this new
doctrine. ACTS lectures in 1934-35 explained that by interrupting a nation’s industrial
web through strategic bombardment one might cause moral collapse. However, even if
moral collapse did not occur, strategic bombing would eventually cause a collapse in the
enemy’s industrial fabric; in modern war a nation was considered helpless without the
warmaking potential of its industfy. Airmen displayed their lack of concern over
developing CAS doctrine when they stated that, “Rarely will troops during battle be
suitable objectives of an Air Forc®&” Historian Joe Gray Taylor summed—-up the
relegation of CAS saying, “Thus, in the ten years preceding the outbreak of the Second

World War, the Air Corps paid little attention to tactical aviation as a whbdleThis is
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not to imply that attack aviation completely disappeared from the ACTS curriculum; it did
however, take a serious back—seat to the instruction on deeper attack.

The ground portion of the Army had a much different view. In disapproving a 1940
organizational proposal by General Hap Arnold, the War Department General Staff stated,
“The Air Corps believes that its primary purpose is to defeat the enemy air force and
execute independent missions against ground targets. Actually, its primary purpose is to
assist the ground forces in reaching their objectieThis statement further illustrated
the divergence in thought between airmen and ground soldiers over the location of an

enemy’s COG.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets: Interwar

Ground and air officers also differed over ownership of CAS assets. Ground
commanders believed CAS assets should be assigned to, and under the control of, field
armies. Air commanders disagreed with this piecemeal distribution of CAS assets and
argued for consolidation of CAS assets under the control of GHQ air f8rces.

According to the National Defense Act of 1920, “All aviation in an Army should be
employed for participation in the battle, and all strategic bombardment and reconnaissance
should be done by aviation in GHQ Reserve.Attack (CAS) units were decentralized
under direct control of armies, with one attack wing for each six field armies and one for
GHQ Reserv&® Although airmen preferred more centralized control of air assets under a
single airman, the Lassiter Board of 1923 retained the relationship of decentralized
control®  Mobilization plans of the mid—1920s reflected the basic philosophy of
distributing attack aviation, along with observation and pursuit, assets among field

armies®?
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In 1926, in accordance with Army Training Regulation 440-15, “Fundamental
Principles for the Employment of the Air Service,” an air force of attack and pursuit units
was assigned to each field army, while bombardment and pursuit aviation were held in
reserve with GHQ air forc®. It was assumed that when a field army became involved in
important operations, it would be supported by GHQ avidfiofowever, TR 440-15
also warned against breaking—up the GHQ air force except in an emergency, and then only
temporarily. Therefore, during this period a mix of centralized and decentralized control
of air assets was applied. However, in the truest sense of the terms, airpower was
decentralized.

Attack aviation training suffered along with all Army air training immediately
following WWI due to unit inactivations and personnel transfers. However, some
improvements were made by the end of the Air Corps Act of 1926’s Five—Year Program,
in 1931% The Air Corps did not set up special schools to teach attack aviation
techniques; the training was left to tactical uffitdt is worth noting at this point that for
a short period during the 1920s the US Army Air Service/Air Corps’ Third Attack Group,
established in 1921, was the only dedicated ground support unit in the®vdiespite
the heavy emphasis airmen were placing on strategic attack theory, the Third Attack
Group never went out of existence. Annual maneuvers suggested attack aviation was able
to perform its mission of close supp6tt.

GHQ Air Force’s 1934 Command Post Exercise (a joint staff officers’ war game)
resulted in very different lessons learned by the major players. The First Army felt the
exercises showed it should control attack aviation as part of its army organic assets. On

the other hand, corps commanders thought they should control combat as well as
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observation aircraft. Contrary to the ground perspective, airmen disagreed with air asset
employment during the exercise. Air assets had been diverted from air superiority and
interdiction targets to provide CAS. Army and corps commanders were focused on the
enemy immediately in front of them; whereas the airmen were convinced the air force’s
objective should be the enemy’s transports (lines of communication between invading
ships and enemy landed forces). Airmen complained that diversions for CAS prevented
the air force from using air assets to achieve air superiority and subsequent interdiction
attacks. While the split between deeper air employment and CAS was apparent, the
services were beginning to enunciate their differences in the employment of attack aviation
assets; airmen favoring interdiction and ground soldiers favoring CAS. Interestingly,
General Hugh A. Drum, Deputy Chief of Staff, went on record as saying that all means of
defense needed to be better coordinated between the services, a suggestion that turned out
to be many years ahead of its time (i.e., the later creation of the Joint Forces Commander
(JFC)®®

The establishment of GHQ Air Force in the Regular Army in 1935 radically changed
the Army’s aviation organization. In 1936, pursuit and attack aviation were taken away
from the control of field armies and put under direct control of GHQ Air F&rcEhe Air
Corps Board noted attack aviation should be assigned to GHQ Air Force so that it could
be used anywhere in a theater of operation as directed by General Headquarters. “A
weapon capable of giving direct support to more than one subordinate unit should be
assigned to a superior headquartéts.”

In June 1941, Army Regulation 95-5 created the Army Air Forces (AAF) and moved

the Air Force one step closer to ownership and autonomous control of its air assets. The
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AAF controlled the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps, the Air Force Combat Command
(formerly GHQ Air Force), and all other Army air elemefftsThus in 1941, despite most
ground commanders’ preferences, it appeared the issue was resolved; airmen would own
all air assets and exercise centralized control. Unfortunately for all, the debate was far

from settled.

CAS Command and Control (&) System: Interwar

Problems associated with air—to—ground radio communication persisted well past the
mid—1920s; “electrical interference caused reception trouble Airmen and ground
forces were usually limited to WWI techniques such as handwritten notes dropped in tubes
or pouches and prearranged signals using flares or aerial manéuvers.

In 1928, a board of Air Corps and Signal Corps officers determined two types of
radio communications were necessary: “command” communication within and between
air units; and “liaison” communication between air and ground (hiBy the early 1930s,
training began to include radio communications control of air operations. This type of
control had long suffered due to poor communications equipment. However, airmen used
the equipment they could get; tactical units used available communications equipment and
visual techniques to practice Gethods?

In 1940, FM 1-10 emphasized the importance of command, control, and
communications between air and friendly ground forces (especially armored forces) using
predesignated “signals, pyrotechnical devices, panels, and-above all-direct radio
communication between armor and air unifs Airmen and soldiers had become aware of
how they would like to employ air—to—ground communications; however, the technology

was still trying to catch up with the Army’s battlefield conceptions.
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Single— or Multi-Purpose Aircraft Debate: Interwar

The interwar years marked a period of serious neglect for the US military in general,
and CAS aircraft specifically. Partly due to desires to reduce the deficit, downsizing,
growing isolationism, recession, and finally depression, the US simply did not channel
significant funds into ground—attack aircraft developnint.

Early attempts to build a single—purpose ground—attack aircraft such as the Boeing
GA-2 experienced technical difficulty resulting in the production of only one aircratft.
Subsequent budget cuts in the mid—1920s precluded the development of a satisfactory
ground-attack aircraft. So, even though the Air Service had established limited CAS
doctrine by the mid—1920s there whksited commercial technology and funding to
produce the necessary aircraft.In fact, most ground—attack aircraft until about 1930
were modified versions of standard Army observation air€tafhe Air Corps acquired
76 and 78, in 1928 and 1930, respectively, modified versions of the O-1B observation
plane for use in attack aviatih. By 1931, the Army had a standard aircraft for
observation, pursuit, and bombardment, but not one for ground—attack dviation.

Private aircraft development stressed load capacity, thus aircraft development in the
1920s focused on long-range transport. The commercial incentive and an air doctrine
stressing bombers over fighters, led to quicker developments in bomber technology at the
expense of attack and fighter aircraft technology into the 1930s. Additionally,
technological advances in aerodynamics, structures, and propulsion generated entirely new
capabilities in aircraft design by tHE30s; faster, more durable, longer—range aircraft
were now possible. Examples of attack aircraft developed included: the Curtiss A-3, the

A-12 Shrike, the Curtiss A-21, the Northrop A-17A, the Martin Model 167F, and the
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Douglas A-20 Havo®® However, the performance of these aircraft was found wanting
and so, “The fighter airplane gradually came to assume the duties of what had, to that
time, been considered the traditional role of the ‘attack’ airplane—striking at ground targets
with bombs and machine—gun fire delivered from low—altitude terrain—hugging atfacks.”

In 1938, General Oscar Westover, Chief of the Air Corps, requested a more powerful
plane for ground support purposes. This aircraft became the Army’s light attack—bomber,
the Douglas A-20 (twin—engine, 350 mph, 1,200e range, 2@OO0 ft. altitude, .30
caliber machine guns, and a weapons load of 2,000 pounds in 56mbs)1940-41 the
Air Board and FM 1-5, “Employment of Aviation of the Army,” (published 15 April
1940) attempted to settle the debate over the best CAS/close interdiction aircraft. The Air
Board claimed that the light bomber was more effective and survivable, pointing toward
using the Douglas A-20. Ground commanders also expressed their preferences in what
characteristics a CAS aircraft should possess. Major General Innis P. Swift, commander
of the 1st Cavalry Division, proposed the Army's ideal CAS aircraft, “long loitering
capability, armor protection against ground weapons, and ability to carry a suitable
number of weapons and munitions... engine with suitable horsepBwekfter added
controversy over whether the dive—bomber might not be more effective than the light
bomber, Air Force Combat Command (the successor to GHQ Air Force) decided on the
dive—bomber and produced a small quantity of Brewster A-32s. The A-32 was heavier
and carried four 20—-mm cannons. However, this single—purpose air—to—ground aircraft
proved ineffective in WWII and was eventually replaced by the North American A-36 (a

converted P-51 fightefy.
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AA capabilities made little progress in relationship to aircraft development during the
interwar years. As aircraft attained greater speeds and altitudes, AA development failed to
keep pace in the years just prior to WWII. Lack of adequate AA training during this
period also impaired AA effectivene®¥s. ACTS'’s teachings stressed to airmen that AA
was not a significant threat. Captain Larry Kuter of ACTS was quoted saying,
“Antiaircraft fire, while annoying, should be ignore.”

A shortage of defense dollars and basic disagreement between airmen and ground
commanders resulted in little emphasis placed on developing a survivable, dedicated CAS
aircraft. Therefore, the United States entered WWII with a less than optimal CAS

capability.

WWII (Pre—combat, North Africa, Pacific, Sicily/Italy, and France)

Priorities in the Employment of Airpower

Pre—combat. In 1941, during joint training in the Louisiana Maneuvers, the Army
Air Force (AAF) allotted air sorties as follows: 82% to interdiction targets (60% to lines
of communication and 22% to armored and mechanized rear forces) and only 18% toward
“miscellaneous,” to include direct battlefield support, or CAS. Airmen avoided providing
CAS to ground commanders for small enemy concentrations and targets within range of
friendly artillery. Such attacks were not considered a profitable use of air Assets.
Clearly, most airmen had decided that, as a general rule, CAS should be the last priority of
airpower.

Pacific. While Marine and Navy CAS also demonstrated significant growth in

doctrine and techniques during Pacific operations, the focus of this study remains Air
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Force CAS in support of ground forces; particularly, the Army. However, one cannot
ignore the possible effect Marine and Navy CAS experience in the Pacific had on the
Army and Air Force.

Airmen faced a different enemy (Japan) and a different environment (islands separated
by long distances) in the Southwest Pacific during WWII than forces fighting in Europe
and North Africa. However, even in this environment, and with General George C.
Kenney's (Allied Air Forces, Southwest Pacific Area, Commander) recommendation, all
services still agreed that local air superiority, defeat of the Japanese air force in their area
of operations, was the top air priority. Targets were enemy airdromes on subsequent
islands along the path of the Allies’ island—hopping route toward JapaFhe next
priority was interdiction (close and deep) of Japanese shipping and lines of communication
overland to Japanese front line foré&sin addition to Allied air attack, US submarines
also achieved tremendous success interdicting Japanese shipping. It is important to note
that aircraft range limitations effectively precluded any discussion or thoughts of attacking
more distant Japanese strategic targets by air. Kenney, as well as MacArthur and most
Allied commanders, believed they needed to use airpower for air superiority and
interdiction to isolate the battlefield. Once the battlefield was isolated, air assets would
provide CAS to ground troops.

North Africa. During 1942 fighting in North Africa, contrary to pre—war doctrine,
air support commands, tied to Army corps needs, demonstrated the priority attached to
CAS over interdiction and strategic strike.This employment was consistent with FM
31-35, “Aviation in Support of Ground Forces” (issued 9 April 1942). This priority on

CAS also implicitly overrode the previously agreed upon primary priority of airpower to
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achieve/maintain air superiority. Thus, sorties tied to corps commanders were not
available to destroy German aircraft at enemy airfifldslowever, as a result of armen’s
persistence on the issue, decisions at the Casablanca Conference, and Eisenhower’s
reorganization in North Africa, centralized control of air assets under a single airman was
established in late January 1943The result for airmen was a refocus of the first priority
of airpower back to achieving/maintaining air superiority, “the neutralization and
destruction of enemy air force¥” Additionally, interdiction was recognized as a higher
priority use of airpower than CAS except in emergency situations. While British Air
Marshal Sir Arthur Coningham, Northwestern African Tactical Air Forces Commander, is
generally credited with this revelation in airpower employment, Lieutenant General Carl
Spaatz, Northwestern Air Force Commander, actually recommended the value of
interdiction to “ground and air commanders in North Africa well before Coningham...
took command®

This refocus in priorities was manifested in FM 100-20, “Command and Employment
of Air Power,” in July 1943, signed by General George C. Marshall, the Army Chief of
Staff!®® Airpower priorities became: first, air superiority; second, interdiction; and third,
CAS!' FM 100-20 became the Air Force’s basic doctrinal manual through the Korean
Warl% Officially relegating CAS to the third priority opened the door for increased
friction over the CAS debate between ground and air offi®@rReplacing the previously
issued FM 1-5, “Employment of Aviation of the Army,” dated January 1943, and
effectively nullifying FM 31-35, FM 100-20 furtheiluminated the earlier described
divergence in ground and air officers’ views on the enemy’s center of gravity (COG).

Despite FM 100-20’s guidance, most army ground officers retained their primary focus of
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achieving direct effects on the enemy fielded forces on and close to the batfléfield.
Exceptions to this rule appear to have been Army commanders above the artfiy level
(i.e., Generals Dwight D. Eisenhower and George C. Marshall) who were responsible for
achieving strategic objectives in line with the political objective of Germany's
unconditional surrender. Conversely, although their focus had been changing for some
years, most airmen used FM 100-20 to shift their perceived COG to more indirect
targeting of the enemy’s war—making system. Common purpose, an air force still only
part (though co—equal part) of the Army, cooperation, and strong leadership enabled
ground commanders and airmen to develop a workable CAS arrangement during the
North Africa campaign.

Sicily/Italy. During the Sicily invasion, Seventh Army and Il Corps received no CAS
during the first 48 and 72 hours of the operation, respectively. This was a direct result of
lessons learned in North Africa and ideas forth—coming that same month (July 1943) in
FM 100-20 regarding the refocus in air prioritiesllie8l Air Forces first directed sorties
at the Axis air threat and then toward interdicting German forces attempting to reach the
Allied landing areas. It was not until two to three days into the invasion that ground
forces finally received CAE® Surface commanders were displeased despite the fact
airpower quickly achieved air superiority over the area of operations, while the Allies lost
only three ships (a destroyer, minesweeper, and °5at of 1,411 due to enemy air
attack'®® Air forces appeared unresponsive to air support requests, at least in the opinion
of surface commanders.

Soldiers, sailors, and marines directly experiencing the effects of the Luftwaffe on D—

Day were less than convinced of the utility of FMM0-20’s priority scheme in the
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employment of airpower. While subsequent days proved less threatening to Allied
invasion forces, the memory of no close air support in the first few days was hard to erase
from soldiers’ minds. Conversely, airmen saw that even after gaining air superiority over
the Luftwaffe, US CAS aircraft sustained heavy losses to AAA fire. This fact only
strengthened the airmen’s argument that interdiction targets were a more profitable use of
valuable, and vulnerable, air assefs.

France. Most airmen and soldiers had profoundly different views of airpower
priorities in 1944. SpaatZ and industrial web enthusiasts (products of the ACTS)
believed strategic bombing of the German war—making system might achieve victory
without a European land invasion. They thus advocated pursuing their own first and
second air priorities, air superiority and strategic attack, respectively. However, political
considerations and senior Army leadership directed a land invasion. In preparation for the
Normandy invasion, Eisenhower believed that sufficient airpower strength to maintain
both air superiority and CAS (FM 100-20's first and third air priorities), while also
performing interdiction, were critical to success. Consciously diverting air assets,
considered strategic by Eighth Air Force, Eisenhower reapportioned air assets to cover air
superiority, interdiction, and CAS at the expense of strategic bombing. Fortunately, these
reapportioned air assets, along with the weakened state of the Luftwaffe i’ 1@
sufficient to achieve/maintain air superiority and a form of high—level dedicated CAS
system through the formation of tactical air commands assigned directly to US armies.
Abundant air assets in the final year of the war in Europe precluded disabling debate

between air and ground commanders as to the relative priorities of CAS and interdiction.
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Therefore, at the conclusion of WWII most ground commanders favored using air
assets for tactical and operational purposes over strategic employment. Conversely,
airmen clearly favored the strategic use of airpower and believed CAS was the least

efficient employment of limited air assets.

Ownership and Apportionment of CAS Assets

Pre—combat. In April 1942, Field Manual FM 31-35, “Aviation in Support of
Ground Forces,” created the appearance of a workable ground-air support system; “this
manual was heavily concerned with organization and had little to say about operafions.”
The system essentially created mini air forces for corps commanders which violated the
airmen’s concept of centralized control of air assets for the most effective use within a
theater. Additionally, this system tended to draw the focus for air employment to front—
line forces versus deeper targeting. While the Army approved of this dedicated tactical
use of air support, the concept violated the current thinking of more strategic—minded
airmen*™ Apportionment of assets in favor of deeper targets was now firmly ingrained in
the hearts of airmen as a result of Mitchell's and the ACTS’s teachings throughout the
1930s.

Pacific. Under General MacArthur, in August 1942, General Kenney enjoyed
centralized control of air assets in the Southwest Pacific area. MacArthur entrusted
Kenney with the freedom to employ airpower as best fit evolving circumstdfces.
Operating under a mission—-type orders systémacArthur and Kenney benefited from
what one might today consider a relationship similar to the one shared by a Joint Forces

Commander (JFC) and Joint Forces Air Component Commander (JEXCK&nney, in

turn, delegated day-to—day flight operations to Brigadier General Ennis Whitéhead.
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Whitehead, as Commander, Advanced Echelon (ADVON), Fifth Air Force, had control of
all Fifth Air Force air assets, as well as some Royal Australian Air Force assets
occasionally assigned to him by Kenriéy;.

North Africa. The result of the initial US military organization in North Africa which
employed decentralized control proved to be a poor use of air assets in the opening
months of the campaigh® However, Eisenhower’s reorganization, as a result of the
Casablanca Conference in early 1943, forced a significant change in US air employment.
The reorganization, the scrapping of FM 31-35, subsequent publication of FM 100-20,
and the British inf