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Foreword

This volume has richly enhanced General Henry H. “Hap”
Arnold’s reputation as the father of today’s United States Air
Force. Major General John W. Huston, himself an Army Air
Forces combat veteran of the war, has edited each of
Arnold’s World War Il diaries and placed them in their his-
torical context while explaining the problems Hap faced and
evaluating the results of his travels. General Huston, a pro-
fessional historian, has taught at both the US Air Force
Academy and the US Naval Academy. A former Chief of the
Office of Air Force History and an experienced researcher
both here and abroad in the personal and official papers of
the war’s leaders, he has been careful to let Hap speak for
himself.

The result is an account of the four-year odyssey that took
Arnold to every continent but one as he took part in deliber-
ations that involved Allied leaders in major diplomacy/strat-
egy meetings with Franklin D. Roosevelt, Harry S Truman,
Winston Churchill, Josef Stalin, Charles de Gaulle, and
Chiang Kai-shek. At those meetings, Hap recorded the com-
ments of the various participants. His 12 diaries contain his
own thoughts, which range from being lost over the
Himalayas to comforting the wounded as they were airlifted
from the Normandy beaches. He experienced an air raid in
London and viewed the carnage in recently liberated Manila.
Arnold recorded his honest impressions, from private meet-
ings with King George VI in Buckingham Palace to eating
from mess kits with his combat crews in the North African
desert—all while perceptively commenting on the many
issues involved and assessing the people, the culture, and
the surroundings.

This volume offers the best assessment we have of Hap as
he survived four wartime heart attacks and continued to
work tirelessly for proper recognition of airpower. It will also
continue my emphasis while Chief of Staff of the US Air
Force on encouraging professional reading through making
historical accounts available to personnel of the finest air
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force in the world, a success achieved in large part because
of Hap Arnold.

RONALD R. FOGLEMAN
General, United States Air Force, Retired
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ulty of the US Naval Academy. When he retired from the Naval
Academy, General Huston was Distinguished Visiting
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Preface

Although the need for a comprehensive biography of Gen
Henry H. “Hap” Arnold exists, this volume does not constitute
such a biography. Nor is this work intended as a history of the
Army Air Forces in World War Il. The aim of the editor has
been to place in historical context the thoughts and immedi-
ate impressions of Arnold as he recorded them in the diaries
he kept through each of his 12 trips abroad during the war.
The diaries provide centerpieces for the 12 chapters of this
work, each of which is devoted to the trip covered therein.

To promote a better understanding of the man and his jour-
nals, a brief biography introduces the diaries. Additionally, a
brief description of the political and military background,
some explanatory notes, and a postscript analysis are pro-
vided in each chapter for a clearer understanding of the set-
ting for Hap's travels covered in that chapter. These rely wher-
ever possible on Arnold’'s papers and other manuscript
sources both in the United States and abroad. In all cases, the
aim has been to let Arnold’s notes speak for themselves as he
recorded them in his diaries.

These journals represent his immediate thoughts and spon-
taneous reactions rather than the reflective ruminations of a
professional American military officer. Arnold had worn an
Army uniform for almost 38 years when he began these vol-
umes. His travels over the 51-month span included six major
wartime diplomacy/strategy conferences that took him to all
but one continent, into most war zones, and through four
heart attacks. No matter where he traveled or what topics were
discussed, his freshly recorded impressions made at the end
of a busy day were not revised or supplemented by second
thoughts or considerations of propriety. To this editor, they
appear honest, illuminating, and reflective of the character,
strengths, and shortcomings of General Arnold. No other
American senior officer has left such an extensive, revealing,
and contemporary account of World War Il from such a van-
tage point.

Arthur Bryant's assessment of Lord Alanbrooke’s journals
seems equally applicable to Arnold’s diaries: “This book is not

Xi



a biography, nor is it a history of the war. It rests on a diary
compiled in the heat of pressing events. It reveals how the
diarist saw himself and those around him, but not how they
saw him.” Bryant continued, cautioning that a diary “has lim-
itations too, as history . . . written amid the passions and anx-
ieties” of the time.* Arnold probably would have agreed.

*Arthur Bryant, Triumph in the West: A History of the War Years Based
on the Diaries of Field Marshal Lord Alanbrooke, Chief of the Imperial
General Staff (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1959), 4-5.
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Editorial Notes

Several years ago, when Chief of the Office of Air Force
History, | was invited to deliver a paper assessing the contri-
butions of Gen Henry H. “Hap” Arnold. In researching the
topic, | consulted the diaries that form the basis of this vol-
ume. They represent General Arnold’s thoughts during each of
the twelve trips he took abroad during World War 11.%

For reasons that are not clear, scholars have used these
diaries unevenly. Forrest C. Pogue, for example, does not cite
them in his biography of George C. Marshall, with whom Arnold
worked very closely. Similarly, the seven-volume official history
of the Army Air Forces (AAF) in World War Il was written without
access to these journals. They were, however, used by General
Arnold in writing Global Mission, which appeared in 1949.

Maintenance of a diary was not a new experience for
General Arnold. He had kept a journal, however briefly, dur-
ing his earliest years as an officer, and he maintained a
detailed account from 30 September to 21 December 1918,
during his 67-day trip to England and France in the closing
days of World War |. Fresh encouragement for maintaining a
record on his initial World War Il trip to England was provided
by Lt Gen Delos C. Emmons, an old friend from their cadet
days at West Point. After suggesting a list of people to see,
installations to visit, and matters to investigate, Emmons
advised Arnold to “keep a diary and complete it at the end of
each day.” He confessed that his own tendency during his
1940 trip to England was to “postpone entries with the result
that | forgot some important things.”?

During these trips, Arnold recorded his impressions of each
day’s activities in notebooks small enough to fit in his shirt
breast pocket. The entries were normally not complete sen-
tences but clauses separated by dashes. Written in private at
the end of a generally long and demanding day, Arnold did not
seem to have given any thought to the earliest of these being
used other than as a reminder of things to be done upon his
return. There is some evidence in the later ones that he was
considering writing memoirs for which these notes could prove
to be valuable resource material.®
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When Arnold returned to Washington, his handwritten
notes for that trip were given to a secretary who provided typed
copies. In very rare instances, minor editorial changes were
made in his own hand by Arnold to promote clarity. However,
Nno revisions were made to any judgments or observations. The
few changes noted were those of spelling or for clearer identi-
fication of people or places. For consistency and to avoid con-
fusion, Arnold’s notes on the trip covered in each chapter are
presented as “The Diary.” Hap’s own title for that trip’s diary
then introduces his entries for that journey as found in the
typed version located in the Manuscripts Division of the
Library of Congress.

At the diplomatic/military wartime conferences, official sec-
retariats were responsible for preparing, distributing, and
maintaining files. They organized and printed classified
records of the deliberations. Additionally, AAF staff officers
who accompanied Arnold at the later conferences maintained
official notes of the issues involved in those conferences. As a
result, he often confined his diary comments to nonofficial
matters. Given the demanding schedule faced by Hap and the
other conferees, it is remarkable that he found the time to
write as fully as he did in these accounts. Not even Chief of
Staff George Marshall, his superior and closest companion on
many of these trips, was aware that a diary was being kept. No
other American participant seemed able or interested in main-
taining such an extensive commentary on a regular basis at
these gatherings.

In preparing this manuscript, my aim was to retain Arnold’s
phrasing, thoughts, and expressions. Even in the typed ver-
sions, his jottings were usually clauses separated by dashes. |
have combined these clauses into complete sentences and
paragraphs without adding to, deleting from, or rearranging in
any way the phrasing of the original typed manuscripts.
Similarly, Arnold frequently added a period after each letter in
acronyms (A.A.F., R.A.F., U.S.) and he usually did not insert a
comma in numbers of one thousand or greater (1000). In
keeping with current style and to avoid reader confusion, the
periods have been removed and the commas have been
inserted. Where General Arnold was inconsistent in denoting
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lists designated by numerals or by letters, | imposed an inter-
nal consistency within each list. Since neither Arnold nor his
secretary transcribers were consistent in their use of capital-
ization and hyphenation, | have made limited changes in those
areas, however again without adding to, deleting, or changing
any words other than indicated here. Brackets indicate the few
additions | made, but where misspellings of proper names or
places occurred, the few items involved have been corrected
without brackets.

Dates: Arnold’s generally consistent practice of using the
civilian style for dates (April 30, 1956) rather than the military
style (30 April 1956) has been retained within the diaries.
Wherever Hap did not include the day of the week in the head-
ing to each day’s entry, it has been provided without brackets.

Time: When flying, Arnold utilized the 24-hour system for
denoting time (1400 hours); when on the ground, he most
often used the civilian method (2:00 or 2 p.m.). Whichever
method he used has been retained here.

Place Names: Arnold was not consistent in listing the
names of the cities or countries relevant to that day’s journal
entries; names of the major locations visited on that day have
been added in brackets.

People: Most of the individuals cited in the diaries were
United States Army Air Forces military personnel. They have
been identified at first mention by rank, full name, and
assigned position at the time the notation was made. If not
otherwise noted, they were USAAF personnel. Although the
Army Air Forces was officially termed the Army Air Corps prior
to July 1942, the terms “Army Air Forces” and “AAF” have
been used throughout the annotations unless clarity required
use of the term “Army Air Corps.” The traditional abbrevia-
tions of USA, USMC, and USN refer to the United States Army,
Marine Corps, and Navy, respectively. No attempt was made to
identify the specific corps or branch (other than AAF) in which
someone served; nor was any distinction made between offi-
cers holding regular commissions and those who were
reservists serving on extended active duty.

Foreign military personnel are identified at first mention by
rank, full name, nationality, branch of service, and assigned

XVil



position at the time of the diary entry. Civilians are identified
by full name, title, nationality if other than American, and
position held at that time.

Given the many changes in rank and assignment during the
four-year span of these diaries, there was no attempt to re-
identify individuals who had been mentioned earlier or to list
their new rank or assignment unless re-identification was nec-
essary for understanding.

Cables: Arnold often referred to cables, both received and
sent. Where located and relevant, the contents of the cables
are cited; where they were not found, there is no indication of
that fact.

Parentheses and Drawings: Parentheses of this nature ()
are where they appear in the original. The few drawings in the
text, all made in Arnold’s hand, have been reproduced as they
were in the typescripts.

Identification of Units: Although Arnold and his tran-
scribers were not always consistent, USAAF units are identi-
fied in the notes provided in the style of Air Force Combat Units
of World War Il. Squadrons, Groups, Wings, and Divisions are
designated by cardinal numbers (525th Bombardment
Squadron, 379th Bombardment Group, 41st Bombardment
Wing, 1st Air Division). Commands are designated by Roman
numerals (VIII Bomber Command), numbered Air Forces by
ordinal numbers (Eighth Air Force). Arnold’s original designa-
tions, although not always consistent with what became stan-
dard practice, remain in the text as he recorded them.

Deletions: The single deletion from the original journals
was the name of an officer who was summarily dismissed from
an operational command by Arnold because of excessive alco-
hol use. In view of the officer’s relatively recent death, and the
survival of his descendants, his specific identification did not
seem appropriate. The fact that a deletion has been made,
however, is noted in the relevant chapter.

Notes

1. The handwritten diary is in the Gen Henry H. Arnold Papers,
Manuscripts Division, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. (hereinafter
cited as AP).
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2. Delos C. Emmons to Arnold, 7 April 1941, AP.

3. It is difficult to be specific as to when Arnold appeared to be thinking
of using the diaries in preparation of a postwar memoir, but those of chap-
ter 8 and after hint of later usage. By the time of chapter 10, kept in the final
weeks before the German surrender in the spring of 1945, the suggestion of
their importance as a later reference is strong. The nature and content of the
diaries, regardless of the time period, do not seem to change significantly
over their 51-month period.
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Biography

Mr. A[Arnold ] . . . seem[s] to me really dumb . . . But the fact
remains that, by being what he is, Mr. A [Arnold] has per-
formed the impossible in building the air force.

—James Gould Cozzens

| couldn’t help thinking as his airplane pushed off into the
night, that General Arnold had done as much as any man to
win this war.

—Adolph A. Berle Jr.

Gen Henry H. “Hap” Arnold’s background, schooling, and
early career provide little hint of his later dominant role in
American aviation. Born in 1886, the second son of five chil-
dren to a gracious, caring mother and a stern and humorless
physician father, his early life was spent in Gladwyn,
Pennsylvania, just west of Philadelphia, on what is still called
the Main Line. Both parents’ ancestors were participants in
the American Revolution and Hap’'s father, Herbert Arnold,
had served more recently as a doctor in that “splendid little
war” with Spain in 1898. Seeking to continue his military
career vicariously through a West Point appointment for one of
his sons, Dr. Arnold was disappointed when the oldest, Tom,
enrolled instead at Pennsylvania State College to study engi-
neering. His second son, Henry Harley, (called Harley through-
out his life by his family) received an appointment when the
primary candidate opted for the joys of marriage instead of the
rigors of West Point. Arnold was appointed to take his place in
the “long gray line” with the class of 1907.1

His month-late arrival on 27 July 1903, five months before
the Wright Brothers’ historic flight from the sands at Kitty
Hawk, was one of his few distinctions during the four-year
regimen at the Military Academy. Content to remain
entrenched in the middle of his class, “Pewt” or “Benny,” as his
classmates called him, never achieved rank above that of pri-
vate in the Corps of Cadets. The Howitzer yearbook of 1907
referred to him as a “clean sleeve.” He was probably bored by
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the required daily rote recitation in an institution that had
changed little since the Civil War.?

Arnold’s prowess in other areas was no more spectacular—
he achieved some success on the track team as a shot-putter
and played as a reserve end and halfback on the football team
in his final year. He accumulated his share and more of
demerits, earning the title “area bird,” accorded those who
walked punishment tours under the watchful eye of Lt Col
Robert L. Howze, Medal of Honor recipient, commandant of
cadets, and nemesis of all the students. Two decades later,
Arnold would encounter Major General Howze in another dif-
ficult relationship, this time when the latter presided at the
Billy Mitchell court-martial trial and presumably voted to con-
vict the outspoken advocate of a separate Air Corps.3

Graduating in June of 1907, Arnold ranked 66 in a class of
111. This was proof of his classmates’ assessment that “by
diligent efforts, he has overcome any hankering for work that
he may have once had and now doesn’'t do any more than any-
one else.” Arnold agreed with their evaluation when he
recalled in his autobiography that he had “skated along with-
out too much effort in a spot just below the middle of the
Class.™

Arnold apparently had the normal cadet’s interest in young
ladies even though he does not comment on this in his mem-
oirs. His classmates must have felt that he enjoyed harmo-
nious relations with females when they inserted a humorous
sketch in their yearbook in which a fellow cadet lamented to
Arnold that he (the colleague) couldn’t “find a girl | like well
enough to marry.” “Pewt” Arnold’s imaginary reply: “Well, my
trouble is in keeping away from girls that like me.”

His interest in horseback riding during his last years at
West Point raised his hopes of being commissioned in the
Cavalry, then a coveted assignment. He was commissioned in
the Infantry, however, and ordered to the Philippines even
though the main thrust of the native insurrection in that
Pacific outpost had been quelled by 1907.6

The future aviator conceded that, at the time of his gradua-
tion in 1907, he did not know “what two brothers named
Wilbur and Orville Wright had done at a place called Kitty
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Hawk” a few years earlier.” Writing home to his mother, Arnold
described the balloon flight of Charles Levée in February 1906
but showed little enthusiasm for the novel ascension he wit-
nessed from the frozen grounds above the Hudson River.

The fellow that sailed around the Eifel [sic] Tower in an airship went up
in a baloon [sic] today and there was a pretty big crowd to see him off.
I don’t know why he selected this place for his ascension, but he did.
The balloon was about 25 foot in diameter almost a sphere. He inflated
it with illuminating gas. After going up he went due north and was still
going north the last | saw of him.8

In the peacetime Army of 1907, there was no need for 2d Lt
“Hap” Arnold to hurry in joining the 29th Regiment in Manila.
A gentlemanly two-week train trip to the west coast after leave
with his family in Pennsylvania was followed by seven weeks
of visiting friends and awaiting a ship in San Francisco.® After
a month’s journey across the Pacific, Arnold landed on the
islands in early December 1907, six months after his gradua-
tion from West Point.1¢

The oppressive heat that dictated a short working day, the
availability of servants on a lieutenant’s modest pay, and the
pleasant life on a peacetime Army post with little to do but
train and socialize did not prove very challenging to the new
officer. Arnold, however, quickly found more arduous work
when he volunteered for duty with the Engineers who were
mapping uncharted areas of Luzon. A similar assignment on
Corregidor then completed his tour in the Philippines. In June
1909 he set sail for home, choosing a pleasant, unhurried
route across the Indian Ocean through the Suez Canal and
into the Mediterranean before joining old friends in Lucerne,
Switzerland. Arnold had developed a romantic interest in
Eleanor Pool (“Bee” to her friends; she would become his bride
in 1913), who was vacationing in Europe with her family and
Arnold spent his remaining free time with them.!?

During a very short stay in Paris en route back to the United
States, Arnold viewed the craft in which Louis Blériot had
recently flown across the English Channel. He was unim-
pressed: “lI was not very greatly inspired by its appearance for
it seemed to be too fragile looking to have any real value as a
means of transportation.”!?
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Arnold returned to the routine of garrison life at Governor’s
Island, New York, reporting in October 1909. A variety of early
aviation activities took place that winter. Among other events,
Arnold witnessed the Wright Brothers’ flight from the island
and saw “the first international air meet ever held in
America.”'® He later recalled, however, that his primary inter-
est was in getting promoted. Discovering that the Ordnance
Department’s lowest rank was first lieutenant, he took the
examination in April 1911 for admission into that specialty.
Upon failing that test, Arnold immediately applied for training
in aviation, then under the aegis of the Signal Corps. In the
amazing time of two weeks, his application was accepted and
he was ordered to proceed to Dayton, Ohio, where he would be
taught to fly under the Wright Brothers. He apparently was
not discouraged by the response of the 29th Division com-
mander, who replied to Arnold’'s request for advice as to
whether he should pursue a career in aviation with: “If you
want to commit suicide, go ahead.”*

All evidence points to Arnold’s enjoying this brief but impor-
tant interlude in his life as he learned to fly. Favorable weather
prevailed in the spring of 1911 in Dayton and on 3 May Arnold
flew for the first time. He later wrote directly to the Chief of the
Signal Corps indicating that he had flown 27 more times, the
flights averaging about eight minutes each. Modern aviators
will be amazed to learn that the difference between top speed
and stalling speed in the Wright Flyer was eight miles per
hour. He soloed after two and one-half hours in the air and
was awarded his wings after a total of 3 hours and 48 minutes
of flying. He was then one of two aviators in the United States
Army Signal Corps.1®

Following the establishment of the first military airfield at
College Park, Maryland, not far from the nation’s capital,
Arnold arrived there in midsummer 1911. Here he became
immersed in a variety of tasks that enhanced his knowledge of
the new art of flying and presented many challenges to the
young aviator. Arnold worked closely with the mechanics to
help them learn the fundamentals as well as the nuances of
maintaining aircraft. He taught others to fly and established
world altitude records, first at 3,260 and later at 4,167, 4,764,
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and 6,450 feet. He was the first to fly over the Capitol building
in Washington, causing the legislators, in Arnold’s words “to
adjourn.” He was the first to take a congressman for an air-
plane ride and there is evidence that he flew the first air
mail .16

In order to gain publicity for this new means of transporta-
tion, he and his colleagues were permitted to “moonlight” as
stunt fliers in motion pictures. It was while he was flying for
these early movies that his coworkers, impressed by his gen-
erally genial nature, provided the nickname “Happy,” later
shortened to “Hap,” that would remain with him throughout
his life. In 1912 he won the first Mackay Trophy, awarded by
the Aero Club of America for “a successful forty-one minute
reconnaissance flight from College Park, Maryland, to
Washington Barracks, District of Columbia, to Fort Myer,
Virginia, returning to College Park.” At the same time, the
Club awarded him “expert aviator certificate number 4.” In a
letter to his wife after the arrival of the trophy, Hap described
it as “a handsome affair [that] will hold about four gallons so |
cannot see how | can fill it with anything but beer.”*’

In the summer of 1912, Hap was visibly shaken by the
death of two military aviators whom he had known. One of
them, Al Welsh, had helped teach him to fly. A near crash of
his own near Fort Riley, Kansas, on 5 November shook his
confidence in himself and in flying, as indicated in a letter he
wrote to his commanding officer (whom he had taught to fly).

At the present time, my nervous system is in such a condition that |
will not get in any machine. . . . From the way | feel now, | do not see
how | can get in a machine with safety for the next month or two. | per-
sonally do not care to get in any machine either as passenger or pilot
for some time to come.®

He confirmed his feelings the next day: “If | had not been as
high as | was, | would have never gotten out alive. | cannot
even look at a machine in the air, without feeling that some
accident is going to happen to it.” He concluded, “for the past
year and a half | have been flying in almost any kind of
weather at almost any time. That being the case, it would take
some awful strain to put me out of commission the way this
has.”9
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A fellow officer at Fort Riley confirmed Hap's feelings: “Lieut
Arnold has become so nervous as a result that he has not
flown since, and perhaps never will again.”?® Arnold’s thinking
remained the same throughout the next year as he confessed
to his mother that “everybody seems to be taking a flight but
strange as it may seem, | did not have the slightest inclination
to go up.” He wondered in a letter to his fiancée whether there
was “an unseen hand that reaches out and turns the
machines over in the air for there have been so many acci-
dents that have never been explained.”?! Considering the seri-
ous nature of fear of flying within the aviation community then
and now, it is interesting to note that Arnold mentioned this
only indirectly in his autobiography—in a paragraph concern-
ing his testimony before Congress in 1913. “I verified that |
was about to be relieved from aviation duty, at my own
request. Eleanor Pool and | intended to be married in
September; and in those days, you didn't plan to continue fly-
ing after you were married—unless you were an optimist.”??

Arnold was well aware of the high attrition rate among the
early Army aviators, most of whom he knew personally.
According to one source, 18 of the 24 officers qualified as
pilots were killed in crashes during the four years following the
Army’s purchase of its first airplane in 1909. By the summer
of 1913, the US Army had six active aviators and 15 aircraft.?3
Yet Arnold would not fly again as an Army aviator for three
years. His assignment to the office of the Chief of the Signal
Corps, and his responsibilities for closing down the College
Park airport, consumed much of the year 1913.

Publicized complaints by Army aviators in Texas led to the
first of many congressional studies and investigations over
more than 30 years as to the control, role, and placement of
aviation within the US military. With so few Army aviators
having his flying background available in Washington, it was
not surprising that Lieutenant Arnold was called as one of the
witnesses before the House Military Affairs Committee, headed
by Rep. James Hay of West Virginia, chairman of the House
Military Affairs Committee. When asked whether aviation
should remain under the control of the Signal Corps, Arnold
replied that until the aviation community became large
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enough to take care of its own problems it should remain as
currently placed. Hap would reiterate this belief, although not
consistently, until World War Il. During this testimony, he vol-
unteered the information that France had 400 officers
assigned to aviation, contrasted with 33 US officers, and that
the French had appropriated $7.4 million for aviation while
the US Congress had provided only $125,000.

Not surprisingly, the chief officer of the Signal Corps testi-
fied against the separation of aviation from his span of control.
Others however, such as Riley Scott, an early aviator who had
recently resigned from the Army, were not so cautious.
Anticipating arguments that would become the mainstay of
Billy Mitchell's later preaching and be embraced in part by
Arnold, Scott advocated separation of Army aviation from the
Signal Corps. He upset many in the hearing room by claiming
that aircraft could destroy the almost completed Panama
Canal and make a devastating attack on the battleship, which
was considered the backbone of national defense of most
major nations. It was during these hearings before the Hay
Committee that Arnold first met Capt William D. “Billy”
Mitchell, who was not yet qualified as a military aviator but
was assigned to the War Department General Staff represent-
ing the Signal Corps.?*

Other matters, however, appeared more important to
Arnold. On 10 September of that year, he and Eleanor Pool
were married. The newlyweds honeymooned on a 12-day Army
transport voyage to the Canal Zone before returning to a brief
assignment with the infantry at Fort Thomas, Kentucky, after
which they spent two years in the Philippines. The young cou-
ple arrived during the first week of January 1914. Adapting to
married life and peacetime infantry duty in a distant land did
not prove difficult for the young couple since lieutenant’s pay
afforded four servants. While there he first met and was favor-
ably impressed with Lt George C. Marshall, later to become
Army Chief of Staff, Arnold’s superior and very close friend.
Arnold evaluated the young officer in 1914.

[Marshall is the] main guy for this detachment . . . [who] tells the
Colonels where to take their regiments and what to do with them.
However everyone agrees that he has the ability to handle the situation
so that there is no hard feeling.?®
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In this period, one of his superiors evaluated Hap as “active,
zealous and efficient,” having “exerted uncommon energy and
resourcefulness.”?® Two years and one month after their
arrival in the Philippines, the Arnold family, now numbering
three (their first child, Lois, had been born the previous year),
returned to Philadelphia for a brief reunion with their families.
Arnold’s new assignment was to join the 3d Infantry Regiment
at Madison Barracks in upstate New York.?’

The continuation of World War | sparked US interest in pre-
paredness in 1916. Soon after arriving at his new post, Arnold
was “offered” through the auspices of Billy Mitchell the oppor-
tunity to return to flying. The lure of immediate promotion to
the rank of captain, an additional 50 percent hazardous duty
pay, and a threat by Mitchell that Arnold would be assigned to
aviation duty as a first lieutenant if he did not volunteer were
strong motivating factors in Arnold’s quick acceptance. Not to
be discounted, however, was Hap’s realization that his heart
was not really set on pursuing a career as an Infantry officer.
He has left no hint that his earlier fear of flying had been over-
come or played any role in his decision to return to aviation.
Logic would dictate that Arnold was confident that he could
handle any flying assignment.?®

Captain Arnold reported for duty in June 1916 at Rockwell
Field, North Island, San Diego, California, and soon returned
to the cockpit. His tour in California was cut short as the
prospects of American involvement in the war intensified. In
December of that year, he assumed command of the 7th Aero
Squadron, then being formed to protect the newly opened
Panama Canal.?®

Before leaving California, however, Arnold became involved
in a controversy over the search for two airmen who had
crash-landed near the head of the Gulf of California in Mexico.
Arnold and other junior officers wanted an immediate search
to be implemented and were frustrated at what they perceived
to be delay and excessive caution on the part of the more sen-
ior officers. Against orders, Arnold and others began to look
for the downed aviators who were found nine days later.
Although an investigating board agreed with the need for an
early search, Arnold’s perceived disobedience earned him a fit-
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ness report that promised less than a brilliant military future.
As his commander (who would be retired summarily just after
the United States entered World War |) evaluated him, Arnold
“never seemed loyal and willing to cooperate. He is not suited
for an independent command.” Further, he was “an able young
officer of good habits but a trouble maker.”3°

The Arnolds’ second child, Henry H. Jr., called Hank by his
family, was born in January 1917, just before Captain Arnold
departed alone for Washington, D.C., en route to Panama. On
the last day of February, Arnold sailed out of New York harbor
with his unit. When they disembarked in the Canal Zone 11
days later, they discovered that no suitable place had been
selected for an aviation field. After choosing a site, Arnold was
ordered to present the information to authorities in New York.
As a result, he found himself at sea when the United States
declared war on Germany. Arnold had a brief reunion with his
family in Philadelphia, where they had just arrived from
California, before he traveled to Washington, D.C. When he
arrived in the nation’s capital, he received orders to remain
there.3! He was now a major, having been promoted just before
leaving Panama despite the fitness report he had received in
California. Major Arnold settled down to duties in Washington
where, to his dismay, he would remain through most of the
war. His initial assignment was a three-week tour with two
other officers over much of the South and Midwest, choosing
sites and signing leases for new training facilities. Soon after
his return, he was promoted to colonel without ever having
served as a lieutenant colonel. He was, at age 32, the youngest
colonel in the United States Army. As assistant director of mil-
itary aeronautics, he saw and experienced firsthand many of
the problems that he would encounter 20 years later when the
nation was preparing for World War Il. Among the problems
first faced by Arnold in 1917-18 were bureaucratic infighting,
chaos created by the strain of cooperation between govern-
ment and industry, rapid and uncoordinated expansion, diffi-
culties in matching available trained personnel with aircraft
resources, lack of instructors, safety considerations, and polit-
ical interference with procurement.3?
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The emphasis by newspapers of the day on the excessive
American reliance on French and British aircraft and engines,
and the failure of Signal Corps to live up to expectations trum-
peted by both Signal Corps and Congress, led to organiza-
tional change. Legislation of May 1918 created the Air Service
and removed control of Army aviation from the Signal Corps.33
Prior to the change, Arnold had served as executive assistant
to Maj Gen George O. Squier who lost his job as the officer
responsible for Army aviation in the new arrangement.
Blaming others for his lack of success, Squier disparaged
Arnold. In Hap's fitness report, he labeled Arnold as “inferior
in judgement and common sense” and “inclined to be disloyal
to his superiors and prone to intrigue for his own advan-
tage.”* Although Squier's assessment was hardly a career-
enhancing product for a professional officer, the chief of the
newly created Air Service, Maj Gen William L. Kenly, found
Arnold’s work sufficiently impressive to recommend him for
the Distinguished Service Medal. Arnold was praised as one
who performed with “promptness of decision, and a sound-
ness of judgement so conspicuous and effective as to bear the
fruit of true distinction.” The wheels of Army bureaucracy did
not respond quickly or favorably, however, and the recom-
mendation of the medal for Arnold was turned down in
December 1919.%°

Added to Arnold’s frustrations was his disappointment in
not getting to France and into combat. As the summer of 1918
drew to a close, however, Arnold’'s desire to serve on the
Western Front appeared achievable. His new commander
authorized him to sail for France by mid-October with orders
to become familiar with “aviation organization, methods of
training in France, and operation[s] on the front.”3® Awaiting
embarkation in New York, Arnold received two diaries in the
mail from his wife, one “from each of his two children” with the
request that he “write down each night the happenings of the
day and bring the books back to us to keep.”®’ Thus began
Arnold’s practice of maintaining a wartime diary that was rein-
stituted during World War Il and is the basis of this volume.

The ubiquitous influenza then gripping the nation did not
bypass the Arnold family. Before sailing, Hap was alarmed to
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learn by letters from his wife that his children appeared to
have symptoms of the malady and that his physician father
was making as many as 35 house calls a day.3® Arnold him-
self was not immune from the infection; he brought on board
the USS Olympic on 16 October not only his baggage but a
serious case of the flu. His cabin mate was Maj Reuben Fleet,
later to become president of Consolidated Aircraft Company.
Hap spent most of the week’s crossing to Southampton in his
bunk and, to his dismay, was carried from the vessel in a
stretcher.®® His subsequent eight-day confinement in a nearby
American hospital delayed his reaching the fighting, exasper-
ating Colonel Arnold to whom patience was at best an abstract
virtue possessed by others. His diary entries of the time were
scarcely complimentary to his British hosts. One such obser-
vation was that “English women do not know how to wear
clothes, have no style and have ankles like fence posts.” He
also disliked other aspects of what he observed.

I do not like the conditions in England with relation to our men. They
are being used to build everything for the English and nothing for us.
Our men who are so much better individually and collectively than the
English [are] doing unskilled labor while the English are over in France
with their undersize puny afterthoughts. The conditions should be
changed.*°

His Anglophobia was clearer than his diary.

Within 24 hours after his release from the hospital in
Hampshire, he was headed across the Channel and hoped-for
combat. A variety of circumstances, including bad weather,
added to his frustrations and prevented him from engaging the
enemy before the war ended. The day before the armistice, he
appeared resigned to his fate as he lamented, “Want to go over
the lines but it looks as if | will go down in history as a desk
soldier.” The day the fighting ended, he recorded that he and
another officer “had it fixed to go over lines before hostilities
ceased on voluntary patrol. Weather was so thick that we
couldn’t.”4?

He spent the next three weeks observing the results of the
fighting, much of the time from the air. While in France he had
a “wonderful opportunity to see storehouses, machine shops,
ordnance storehouses and hangars and repair shops. [The US

11
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forces] have a very good outlay with material and tools to fix
almost anything.”? He submitted a report of his observations
upon arrival in Paris, then spent part of his six days there vis-
iting such sites as Versailles and Napoléon’s tomb. Arnold’s
diary entries reflect an opinion of the French that was little, if
any, better than his assessment of the English.

| am beginning to understand why the people over here do not like the
“frogs”—we pay rent for the trenches we occupy—pay for the trans-
portation which brings our troops up to the front and must pay before
they can fight; pay for the aviation troops that work with our troops—
when we are saving France from destruction and a loss in dollars and
cents that no amount of charges as above can cover.*3

Hap would continue to have a low opinion of the French and
their leadership during World War 1.

He met and dined with such notables as Gen Mason Patrick,
who would command the Air Service in the near future, and
Billy Mitchell. Before leaving for England, he learned that he
was no longer the assistant director of the Bureau of
Aeronautics in Washington and assumed correctly that he
would be reassigned. It was six days before he could book pas-
sage home traveling on the USS Baltic. His traveling compan-
ions were mostly returning service personnel, but also on
board was an “English lady of noble birth and upturned
nose.”#*

Arnold was not at all displeased to be reassigned in January
1919 to California, where he remained for the next five years.
Performing in a variety of jobs, he also served in several dif-
ferent ranks. Arnold and most other regular officers were
reduced after the war from their higher temporary wartime
grades to their regular ranks. Arnold was a captain again for
one day in 1920 before being promoted to permanent major.
He would serve in that rank for the next 11 years.*® During
this period, Arnold and his family developed a fondness for
California that would continue throughout his lifetime. He
purchased a ranch there during World War Il where he lived
after retiring in 1946.

His assignments on the west coast varied from air officer of
the Western Department at the Presidio in San Francisco to
command of Rockwell Field in San Diego, where he experi-
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enced difficulties with the Navy. Both military services sought
complete control of that flying field. He had a very brief tour
with the fledgling Reserve Officer Training Corps unit at the
University of California in Berkeley until his commander, a
lifelong Cavalry officer, was able to get rid of aviator Arnold.
While in the west, he helped publicize the first aerial refueling
exploits of the Air Service and the Douglas World Cruiser
Flight of 1924. In addition, he originated the use of Army air-
craft to spot forest fires.4®

It was with regret that the Arnold family now numbering
five, second son William Bruce having been born in 1919,
received orders in 1924 signed by Maj Gen Mason Patrick, now
Chief of the Air Service, for them to return east to Washington.
There, Hap attended the Army Industrial College’s five-month
course before becoming information officer for the Air Service.
His role in this assignment during the Mitchell court-martial
trial and its aftermath threatened to end his military career.#’

There is little doubt that Arnold and Mitchell, having first
met in 1913 when testifying before the Hay Committee, shared
common ideas. Mitchell, it is recalled, was responsible for get-
ting Arnold back into flying in 1916. During his visit to France
in November 1918, Arnold recorded that he “convinced
Mitchell that he and others ought to return to the U. S. to help
with the reorganization work.”#® As a result of Billy’'s rank,
success, and publicity in France during World War I, Arnold
and many of his fellow aviators looked to the young general as
the leader of postwar Army aviation. Arnold may well have
expressed the sentiments of many aviators when he wrote
Mitchell in September 1921 hoping that Billy would get the job
as chief of the Air Service when its incumbent was expected to
retire at the end of the year. Their contact continued through
correspondence after they returned to the United States and
Arnold was stationed in California during Mitchell's highly
publicized battleship bombing tests.*°

Many aviators believed, as did Arnold and Mitchell, in vary-
ing degrees of sovereignty for the Air Service. Their ideal was
the independence they felt had been accorded the Royal Air
Force in 1918. Mitchell's other ideas, articulated stridently in
the press of the day, included other changes that most avia-
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tors held as necessary, including increased representation of
flyers on the War Department General Staff, restriction of
naval aviation, and a separate budget/promotion system for
Army aviators. Mitchell’'s position as assistant chief of the Air
Service and his penchant for headlines, individual as well as
institutional, put him on a collision course with the economy-
minded Coolidge administration and the conservative Army
General Staff.

Mitchell and many of his followers remained convinced that
the highly publicized bombing tests against the battleships
had been decisive. They believed these tests should have con-
verted even the most skeptical to the potential of this new
weapon they felt would revolutionize future warfare. Mitchell
went so far as to insist that because of airpower, armies “will
never come into contact on the field of battle.” The general
continued his attacks on the two sacred cows of the military,
the battleship and the infantry, both proven weapons in the
minds of their supporters. They were to be replaced by air-
power if Mitchell had his way, but many critics insisted that
airpower was an unproven weapon that seemed to have its
most promise in the minds of its zealous supporters.°

Arnold’s views at this time were expressed in a paper he
wrote upon completion of the Army Industrial College in
February 1925 titled “What's The Matter with the Air Service?”
In it, Arnold posed questions that he proceeded to answer. The
core of Arnold’s queries centered on why the War Department
General Staff, which lacked aviation expertise, should con-
tinue to dictate the equipment, procurement, and utilization of
Army aircraft as well as the qualifications, training, and pro-
motion criteria of its personnel. Hap also called for other
changes, including an improved training program and stricter
enforcement of standards for aircraft materiel.>!

Arnold’'s essay was furnished to his new boss, Maj Gen
Mason Patrick, who had handpicked Arnold to be chief of infor-
mation for the Air Service. In his new job, Arnold was charged
with articulating the Air Service position on Army aviation
issues of the day for the press and the public, an increasingly
delicate and difficult task as Billy Mitchell’s rhetoric stood in
contrast with the more moderate position of General Patrick.

14
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Born six months after the Battle of Gettysburg, Mason M.
Patrick graduated from West Point as number two in the class
of 1886, the year Arnold was born. He was commissioned in
the engineers and spent most of his early career with that
Corps. He was a brigadier general when he joined his class-
mate John J. Pershing in France in 1917. He served there in
engineering assignments until tapped by the American
Expeditionary Forces (AEF) commander in May 1918 to
assume command of the Air Service even though he had never
been in an airplane. Pershing explained it this way:

In all of this Army there is but one thing which is causing me real anx-

iety. And that is the Air Service. In it there are a lot of good men, but

they are running around in circles. Someone has got to make them go
straight. | want you to do the job.5?

Patrick returned to engineering duty on his return to the
United States in July 1919 but Pershing, now chief of staff of
the Army, reassigned him to serve as chief of the Air Service
beginning in October 1921, a position he held until his retire-
ment six years later. Patrick attempted to gain credibility
among the aviators by learning to fly in June 1922, instructed
by a close friend of Arnold’s, Maj Herbert Dargue. However,
humorous and not altogether apocryphal tales of the 58-year-
old general’s efforts to retain his elusive toupee in an open-air
cockpit while piloting an airplane did little to enhance his
standing. By 1925, he was convinced that change was needed
and he made valiant efforts within the system to obtain what
he felt were necessary modifications to the existing structure.
His differences with Mitchell, Arnold, and most airmen con-
cerning the role, placement, and employment of the Army air
arm were primarily related to the methods required to achieve
change rather than the substantive issues involved. As a con-
temporary observer explained it, Patrick and Mitchell were
separated by “evolution versus revolution.” In recent years,
Patrick has been characterized as one who “symbolized the
progressive, yet moderate spirit of the Air Service.”>?

In December 1924, Patrick recommended placing “all the
component air units and possibly all aeronautical develop-
ment under one responsible and directing head” and that the
“Air commander should sit in the councils of war on an equal
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footing” with land and sea forces. Patrick’s fairness in this
period extended to ensuring that Billy Mitchell during his
court-martial trial, had access to all Air Service documents he
desired. He also cautioned against the “time-worn, threadbare
reactionary pleas of those who resisted change” such as assis-
tant chief of staff Maj Gen Fox Connor, who testified that cre-
ation of an Air Corps in the War Department “would create an
impossible situation.”*

A summary of Patrick’s thinking was embodied in a bill put
before Congress in 1926. It would have provided for a single
promotion list and budget for an Air Corps that would have
reported to the Secretary of War rather than the General Staff.
Although never enacted, it showed a realistic appreciation of
the distinction between the desires of the airmen and the
politically possible, something neither Mitchell nor Arnold
fully appreciated.>> Although the well-known phrase, “Why not
just buy one airplane and let the aviators take turns flying it?,”
cannot be specifically identified as ever having been uttered by
the president, many of Arnold’s contemporaries felt that
Calvin Coolidge and the Army General Staff could have pre-
scribed it. Patrick’s generally moderate stand put him in the
middle of two extreme positions: Mitchell and his followers on
one hand, the Coolidge administration and the remainder of
the Army on the other. Mitchell, Arnold, and their supporters
failed to realize as clearly as Patrick did that the opposition to
their midtwenties demands was based essentially on doctrine
and economics. There is also the hint that Mitchell’s brash-
ness and penchant for hyperbole were anathema to the
“Yankee outlook and reserve” of the occupant of the White
House.5¢

Many who had spent their lives in the more traditional corps
of infantry, artillery, and cavalry felt that aviation was a fad
inundated with young, overly ambitious, undisciplined officers
who failed to appreciate that their airplanes were just another
weapon in the panoply of those available to the Army. They
pointed out that the huge supply of wartime aircraft and air-
craft engines, most of them of foreign manufacture that
remained in the inventory, were no different from the obsolete
equipment Congress was forcing other branches to use before
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appropriating funds for new weapons. They insisted with some
logic that aviation had been utilized in only limited observation
and pursuit roles in the recent war and that victory had been
gained through the more traditional battle-tested branches.
They knew the public perceived aviation as more glamorous
than the other elements and that if the unproven claims of the
aviators were true, airpower in the future would be a quicker,
more economical, and more humane way to victory than was
the protracted slaughter of the recently completed war. And in
a decade devoid of international strife, as President Coolidge
asked, “Whao's gonna fight us?,” Congress was less than overly
generous in appropriating funds for the military. Lacking
requested congressional appropriations, every dollar provided
for the unproven air arm was one that would not be available
for the other branches of the 134,000-man Army. From their
viewpoint, the General Staff was composed of senior career
officers whose broad views transcended any parochial attach-
ment to specific corps. The Air Service, they felt, had, did, and
would receive the same professional, unbiased consideration
accorded any other Army component.

By the end of June 1925, after only five months on the job,
Arnold appeared to have been successful in maintaining his
views and his friendship with Billy Mitchell, yet at the same
time to have satisfied the chief. In evaluating his new infor-
mation officer, Patrick wrote that Major Arnold “has ability. |
class him as above average. Not always sufficiently thorough
in his work, but has shown improvement in this respect.”®’

Mitchell's failure to secure reappointment as assistant to
the chief of the Air Service in March 1925, just as Arnold was
learning his new job, would lead to major problems for both of
the aviators. Two days after Coolidge’'s inauguration for a full
term of his own, Mitchell was reassigned in his permanent
rank of colonel to San Antonio, Texas, hardly an outpost for
military advancement or access to the national media. Arnold
had arranged Mitchell's farewell luncheon, at which the
departing firebrand told his faithful they had not heard the
last of him. He promised to take his beliefs on the aviation
issues to the American people and to Congress. If Mitchell was
eager and willing to speak his mind in official Washington,
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where some institutional restraints existed, he became even
more outspoken in distant Texas.58

When the Navy dirigible Shenandoah crashed in an Ohio
storm in September 1925, Mitchell charged the War and Navy
Departments with “incompetency, criminal negligence, and
almost treasonable negligence of our national defense.”
Additionally, he renewed his call for a separate Air Service.
Mitchell had to be aware that the national publicity associated
with his claims would combine with his extreme language to
result in a court-martial.>®

He got his wish, and Arnold wired his support. Mitchell
responded with a relatively noncommittal “Keep your powder
dry!” Arnold was, however, established by Mitchell as his “liai-
son man” and asked to assist by renting an apartment for him
in the capital. Hap and other supporters greeted the Mitchells
at Union Station and escorted their hero and his wife through
the press and an admiring crowd to the Willard Hotel.®°

President Coolidge, before the court-martial could be con-
vened, attempted to defuse some of the argument and control
the situation. He appointed a board headed by Dwight
Morrow, a respected diplomat and Coolidge’s Amherst College
classmate, to “bring out the good qualities of the Air Service
and [suggest] what action can be taken for their improve-
ment.”®! As expected, Mitchell was called as a witness. To the
dismay of the committee as well as many of Mitchell's sup-
porters, the aviator proceeded to read ad infinitum (and to
many it was ad nauseam as well) from his recently published
volume, Winged Defense. As Arnold later wrote, he and other
aviators wanted to yell, “Come on, Billy, put down that
damned book! Answer their questions.” When Mitchell finally
did depart from his tome, he unequivocally advocated a sepa-
rate air force “with its own separate budget, personnel and
mission.”62

Arnold joined a chorus of witnesses before the Morrow
Board calling for a separate air organization, a stand not at
serious variance with that urged by either Mitchell or General
Patrick. Arnold’s most telling moment occurred during his
second appearance, when his testimony coincided with the
sound of aircraft. Arnold explained that the planes, 35 in
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number, were “everything we could gather together from all
over the US for the Air Force maneuvers.”®3

Hap probably was not surprised at the findings of the
Morrow Board, which were released on 2 December, 15 days
before the Mitchell court-martial verdict was announced.
Neither its timing nor its findings caused much of a stir.
Nevertheless, in a pointed reference to the ongoing trial, the
Morrow Board disavowed any interest in Army discipline.
Reflecting the mood of the decade, the Board insisted that
“armaments beget armaments” and wrote that although the
next war “may well start in the air, in all probability [it] will
wind up in . . . the mud.” The Board dismissed the possibility
of any nation being able to attack the United States from the
air and specifically recommended against both uniting the
Army and Navy in a Department of National Defense and
establishing a separate Air Department. The report included a
comment that “air power has not yet demonstrated its value
for independent operation.”

The Board concluded that the present US Air Service was as
powerful as other air services and that our successes in mili-
tary and technical development were satisfactory if not supe-
rior to the accomplishments of other powers. The Board rec-
ommended that the name of the Air Service should be changed
to Air Corps and that additional assistant secretaries of War,
Navy, and Commerce be created to specifically deal with avia-
tion problems. Many of these recommendations were imple-
mented in the Air Corps Act of 1926.54

Despite the Morrow Board report, the primary focus of those
interested in military aviation remained fixed on Mitchell's
fate. The Court-martial Board handed down its expected ver-
dict of guilty on two counts during the week before Christmas
and Mitchell, to the surprise of very few, resigned from the
Army effective 1 February 1926. Hap’s connection with the
episode was not finished, however. He, along with Maj Herbert
Dargue, surreptitiously forwarded information to certain con-
gressmen, hoping they would support a restructuring of the
current organization. They also sent letters to Air Service
Reservists, urging them to lobby their congressmen to support
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legislation for a stronger air organization that would have
greater sovereignty.®®

An investigation identified Arnold and Dargue as the cul-
prits who had surreptitiously solicited support. Patrick offered
Arnold a “Hobson’s choice”: resign from the service or have a
court-martial of his own. To Patrick’'s surprise, Arnold opted
for the military trial, something the Air Service chief did not
welcome so soon after the Mitchell trial.’¢ Patrick chose
instead to reassign Arnold, who, according to the general’'s
press release, had undertaken action “to influence legislation
in an improper manner,” a violation of Army General Order No.
20. As a result, Arnold, who according to General Patrick “was
no longer wanted in my office,” was “severely reprimanded”
and reassigned. His new post would be “the most insignificant
one Patrick could find for him.” Consequently, Arnold became
commander of the 16th Observation Squadron at Fort Riley,
Kansas, home of the cavalry.®” Ironically, Fort Riley was the
site of Hap’s serious airplane crash in 1913 that had led him
to leave flying temporarily. His departing fitness report, writ-
ten by the general, was as discouraging as his forthcoming
assignment.

This officer displays above average intelligence. In my opinion, during
the period covered by this report, in judgment and common sense he
fell below average. In an emergency | think he is liable to lose his head.
My confidence in him was greatly shaken. | should now hesitate to
entrust to him any important mission. . . . Recently it was necessary
to reprimand this officer, to relieve him from duty in my office and to
assign him to a field station.®8

This was hardly a career-enhancing assessment even
though Arnold was and would be viewed as a martyr by many
of Mitchell’'s supporters. Arnold understandably remained bit-
ter towards General Patrick and the treatment accorded him
for at least the next decade, failing to appreciate that once an
investigation had begun with its attendant publicity, the gen-
eral had no alternative other than to discipline the identified
miscreants. Dargue was not banished because, Patrick
explained, he had not been as heavily involved as Arnold.
Later that year, Dargue was chosen to command the Pan
American Goodwill flight, an honor that had to have had the
general’s approval.®®
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Arnold’s feelings as he and his family made their way to an
uncertain future in central Kansas are expressed only briefly
in his memoirs.”® The 30 months spent at Fort Riley were crit-
ical ones for Hap as he contemplated his actions in the recent
national furor over military aviation and his current role of
working with the cavalry. He had ample reason to speculate
about his future, but the symbolism of his exile from
Washington because of his support for the new weapon of avi-
ation and his assignment to the soon-to-be outmoded horse
cavalry probably did not occur to him.

In contemplating his actions two decades later and from the
vantage point of five-star rank, Hap assessed his actions in
1925 as rash, writing, “We didn’t think these things out.”’* His
new commanding officer, Brig Gen Ewing E. Booth, had been
a judge at the court-martial trial. Ewing’s reception of Arnold
as he and his wife made their obligatory courtesy call on the
general at their new post was clear acknowledgment of
Arnold’s tenuous position in this assignment. As Hap remem-
bered it, Booth was in the midst of entertaining guests when
the Arnolds arrived. He greeted them with “I know why you're
here my boy. And as long as you're here you can write and say
any damned thing you want. All | ask is that you let me see it
first!”72

Arnold easily could have become a timeserver at Fort Riley,
looking forward to the next 16 months when, in June 1927, he
would be eligible for retirement and a half-pay pension for the
rest of his life. He chose, however, to throw himself energeti-
cally into his new responsibilities. He worked hard to train
future cavalry officers, and to educate them about the poten-
tial of aviation. Arnold began orientation flights for them,
wisely including General Booth and the instructional staff
along with students at the school. Problems were devised to
show how aviation could broaden the perspective of students
beyond the rears of other horses. Stories were retold of how
the general, riding in the rear seat, used his riding crop to
indicate (to pilot Arnold) where he wished the aircraft to go.”3

In addition to his work with the cavalry, Arnold’s squadron
was assigned a variety of other tasks. In the bitterly cold win-
ter of 1927-28, his aircraft were dispatched for a week to
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Omaha, Nebraska, to break up ice that was threatening a
bridge over the Platte River. Their bombs were successful; the
ice was broken and the bridge was saved. Arnold spent May of
1927 serving as chief of staff for Air Corps maneuvers in
Texas. This assignment indicated that, even in exile, his tal-
ents and potential were still recognized since the assignment
had to have been made with the knowledge, if not the consent,
of General Patrick.’

During the summer of 1927, Major Arnold and his unit were
assigned the delicate job of delivering the mail for President
Coolidge to his summer White House at Rapid City, South
Dakota. Arnold and his pilots obtained the material in North
Platte, Nebraska, where it arrived via regular service from
Washington, D.C., and then flew it to the president. When
Coolidge made his startling pronouncement that he did “not
choose to run,” Arnold speculated that Mrs. Coolidge “had
become tired of public life.” His success in 1927 earned Arnold
and his aviators the same duties for the president in the sum-
mer of 1928, this time flying the mail from Chicago to the new
summer White House near Superior, Wisconsin. The presi-
dential commendation for the work of Hap and his unit cited
that the “mail was late only one day, and only three [of 175
flights] were cancelled.””®

The 30-month exile at Fort Riley had many benefits. Living
on a peacetime Army post with its relatively relaxed lifestyle
permitted Arnold to become reacquainted with his family who
quickly adapted to the pleasures of living on Fort Riley. His
three children, ages 13, nine, and seven on their arrival in
Kansas, were joined by a baby brother in 1927. Motivated in
part by the financial demands of a growing family, Arnold
achieved some limited success in writing. In addition to
authoring six books in what became known as the Billy Bruce
series, named for his second son and including considerable
biographical material from Arnold’s career, Hap supplemented
this additional income by writing an occasional piece for peri-
odicals of the day.”®

Before leaving Washington, Arnold and others had become
involved in planning for what later became Pan American
Airways. Hap’s investment was not to be monetary but he was
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seriously considered by investors to head the operational seg-
ment of the embryonic organization, which would have neces-
sitated his leaving the service. Over the three-year period
1926-29, several such offers came his way and Arnold gave
some thought to leaving the Air Corps. He has not left a clear
statement of his reasons for remaining in the military, but his
love of flying together with the relative success he felt he was
achieving at Fort Riley were probably important factors influ-
encing his decision.”’

Hap was not alone in feeling satisfaction at his accomplish-
ments in Kansas. Arnold had only been under General Booth's
command for three months in 1926 when the end of the fiscal
year necessitated an evaluation of the aviator. Dated 30 June,
Booth chose his words carefully in assessing the major as one
whose “services have been exceptionally good. My impression
is that he is an able officer. He is a tireless worker, enthusias-
tic, has a fine spirit of cooperation, is cheerful, and a manner
that inspires all other persons to do their best.” In response to
how well he knew the officer, Booth wrote “Quite well” and
remarked gratuitously “Apparently a very pleasing man, with
a charming family.” Arnold might still be in General Patrick’s
doghouse in Washington, but his exile at Fort Riley had proven
successful thus far.”®

In his next evaluation of Arnold, covering the 10 months
before General Booth was reassigned, the cavalry general was
even more positive as he wrote, “An exceptionally able air offi-
cer. He has an excellent observation squadron, and it is in
excellent state of preparedness for any duty.” Commenting
that he knew Arnold “intimately,” Booth added, “A delightful
man with whom to serve.””® Brig Gen Charles J. Symmonds,
Booth’s successor at Fort Riley, was equally impressed with
Arnold. He evaluated Hap in June 1928 as: “An exceptionally
high-grade officer. Pleasing manner, magnetic and natural
leader. Takes active part in social affairs. Cooperates to fullest
extent. Bright and quick in decision.” “Good mixer with civil-
ians. Possesses lots of good hard common sense.” In his esti-
mate of the highest command for which Arnold was qualified,
Symmonds wrote, “General officer, Air Corps, in peace or war.”
Arnold continued to be triumphant in Kansas.®°
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As Arnold contemplated what lay ahead, his future must
have appeared uncertain. Daughter Lois, now nearing 14,
would soon be considering college, an expensive but not
impossible aim for the daughter of a professional officer. His
Army career would not be harmed by Patrick’s retirement in
1927 or by the appointment of Maj Gen James E. Fechet as
chief of the Air Corps. Patrick’s damning fitness report of 1926
would be balanced by the laudatory ones earned at Fort Riley.

He had not yet been selected to attend the sine qua non for
senior leadership, the Army Command and General Staff
course at nearby Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. As an Air Corps
flyer who had been disciplined for his zeal in support of Army
aviation, Arnold did not relish such an assignment but he
realized that failure to attend would probably be harmful to
his career. In the summer of 1928, Arnold was selected to
attend the class commencing that fall and the Arnold family
prepared to move 110 miles east to their new home. Attending
this course involved an admission, not clearly articulated at
the time, that Arnold had at least temporarily abandoned any
idea of leaving the Army in the near future.8:

The commandant at Fort Leavenworth, Brig Gen Edward
King, was familiar with Arnold since he too had served as a
judge at the Mitchell trial. The general speculated that
Arnold’s well-publicized activities in support of Mitchell would
result in Hap’s being “crucified” by non-Air Corps students
during the year course of instruction. Arnold commented
rather naively that he had not realized “that my friendship for
Mitchell probably had gotten me into such a position.” He nev-
ertheless resolved “to go to the school and make the best of
it.”82 |In spite of the fact that the curriculum was rooted in the
experience of World War | and seemed to minimize the role and
potential of airpower, Arnold found in retrospect that the
school was of value since the course “taught the officers to
think . . . to make decisions after proper sequence of thought.”
The director of the school apparently agreed that the instruc-
tion had been valuable for Arnold. In his evaluation of the avi-
ator, he wrote somewhat perfunctorily that Hap had been
“adaptable, resourceful, and self reliant. Pleasing personality.”
That Arnold was not universally loved by all in the Air Corps
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was indicated when the assistant chief informed him that the
plan had been to send him to San Antonio following
Leavenworth, but that the commanding general of the training
center there was “strongly opposed to your assignment.”83

After Command and Staff School, Arnold served as com-
mander of Fairfield Air Depot in Ohio for two years, the latter
part including duty as executive officer of the Materiel Division
at nearby Wright Field, then the center of Air Corps procure-
ment, research, and development. He witnessed the contrast
between the “no expense spared” wartime pace of procurement
and development he had been a part of during 1917-18 with
the more deliberate, parsimonious routine of 1929-31. His
knowledge of the Materiel Center and its operation would
prove to be of considerable value during World War Il. This
assignment, away from direct flying, would not have been
Arnold’s first choice and he was not always patient enough to
appreciate fully the ongoing advances being made there. He
seemed at the time to evaluate research only in terms of
clearly defined, immediate operational results. His attitude
would be altered considerably during World War Il. Important
developments taking place there would prove valuable in
affecting the types and performance levels of World War Il air-
craft. He was promoted to lieutenant colonel in February
1931, now having served more than 11 years in the rank of
major, not an unusually slow progression in the peacetime
American military.8*

An agreement signed in early 1931 between Army Chief of
Staff Gen Douglas MacArthur and Chief of Naval Operations
Adm William V. Pratt stipulated that the Navy’s air role would
be offshore while the land-based Air Corps would assist the
US Army in defending the nation’s coastlines. This under-
standing, later repudiated by Pratt's successor Adm William
Standley, became the basis for the Air Corps to establish a
combat force on each coast. Arnold, given his minimal satis-
faction with the Materiel Division assignment, his own and his
family’s predilection for California, and the opportunity for
active command of flying units, sought and obtained an
assignment to command March Field, California, where the
new west coast wing would operate. His departing fitness
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report evaluated him as a “superior officer. Qualified for any
duty in the Air Corps.”8%

In a letter about this time to an officer who had asked
Arnold about his future plans, Hap provided a brief insight
into his thinking: [After my tour at March Field, | will be] “in a
position to either retire or perhaps the Fates may have some-
thing kinder in store for me. | assure you that | am not mod-
est when it comes to getting things for myself. . . . | have a
background . . . that few Air Corps officers have. | also believe
that | am well qualified to be a Brigadier General.” By the end
of his current assignment, he thought, “things will be different
and | will be not only willing but would like to have such a
position, and intend to throw my hat in the ring.”86

By all measures, the years spent at March Field were among
the most demanding, yet in many ways among the most satis-
fying, for Arnold and his family. Among the many advantages
of this assignment was that it not only provided many chal-
lenges for Hap but it allowed him to return to the cockpit.
March Field’s pleasant climate was enhanced by the fact that
it was 3,000 miles from Washington, thus permitted some lat-
itude and discretion to its commander. Also there were many
activities to be enjoyed on base for all of the Arnolds. Although
not realized then, this was the last time the Arnold family
would be together as a unit.

The Air Corps suffered a credibility setback when nine
bombers led by Arnold’s friend and coconspirator in the post-
Mitchell days, Maj Harold Dargue, failed to locate immediately
and “sink” a targeted merchant vessel, the Mount Shasta, posi-
tioned 60 miles at sea. On 30 August 1931, the New York
Times military editor, Hanson Baldwin, a Naval Academy grad-
uate, declared the failure “illustrative of the inefficiency of
land-based pilots over water.” Arnold felt that the editorial
would “have a very detrimental effect.” He was “worried as to
what will come out of the affair,” since “the newspapers all
over the country have lambasted us.”®” Arnold’s main task was
to train his units to assist the Army in repelling any hostile
forces; at the same time, he worked to reverse the negative image
that had been created by the Mount Shasta failure. Arnold’s
problems were complicated by the depression-mandated
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austerity that had come to dominate the military as well as all
other elements of American society in the 1930s.

Fortunate to have proven leaders and close friends as his
key staff, Arnold moved quickly to demonstrate Air Corps com-
petence. An early opportunity to show that progress had been
made in training was offered when March Field was tasked to
drop foodstuffs to Hopi and Navaho Indians who had been iso-
lated by severe snowstorms in January 1932. The aviators
dropped more than 15 tons of food and other supplies in one
week, an achievement that gained favorable national news
coverage for the Air Corps.88

Aware of the gains to be had by educating civic and political
leaders about Army aviation, Arnold instructed his key staff to
join local community service organizations such as the Rotary
Club, American Legion, and Chamber of Commerce.8°
Additionally, Arnold deliberately set out to cultivate the press,
the politicians, and the important motion picture industry.
Charles Lindbergh’'s transatlantic flight had encouraged a
public love affair with aviation that Arnold understood and
sought to exploit. Saturday morning aerial reviews with as
many planes overhead as he could muster became routine at
March Field. California Governor James Rolph joined Arnold
on the reviewing stand for the first demonstration, which was
held in March 1932. Arnold had personally piloted a plane to
Sacramento, California, and flown the governor to March Field
for the review. Newsmen were courted and regular “Open
House” days at the base brought the public in for a close-up
look at the Air Corps, its men, and its planes. Arnold invited
other famous guests who served as magnets for favorable
press coverage and public attendance. A succession of famous
personalities enjoyed luncheons at the Officer’'s Club or in
Arnold’s quarters following the reviews, serving both Arnold’s
purposes and those of the guests’ publicists. Among those
attending were Amelia Earhart, Eddie Rickenbacker, Wallace
Beery, Bebe Daniels, Clark Gable, and Will Rogers.®°

Arnold used the Tenth Olympiad, held in Los Angeles, to
gain publicity as his airmen participated in both opening and
closing ceremonies. Mary Pickford, “America’s Sweetheart,”
honored Air Corps personnel during the games with a recep-
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tion at Pickfair. Later, she was flown in a bomber escorted by
six fighters to Los Angeles. All these events garnered generally
favorable notice. On the first Saturday of November 1932,
more than 70,000 people attempted to reach March Field to
help the wing celebrate its birthday. At the same time, scenes
of March Field were being used by movie producers, as were
the men and airplanes of March Field. Arnold planned a series
of air-to-ground demonstrations, with pilots aloft talking
directly to interviewers on the ground. Their conversations
would be broadcast over commercial radio stations.®!

While at March Field, Arnold renewed his acquaintance with
Dr. Robert Millikan, Nobel laureate at California Institute of
Technology, whom Arnold had first met in Washington during
World War 1. Arnold’s fliers assisted Millikan in the scientist’s
cosmic ray experiments. Arnold invited Auguste Piccard, the
famous French balloonist, to lecture at March Field. Through
his work in support of Millikan, Arnold was introduced to Dr.
Theodore von Karman, who had recently arrived from
Germany to continue his research in the United States.
Arnold’'s respect for von Karman grew and they became
friends. At Hap’s request, von Karman would later contribute
significantly to the AAF in World War Il. Despite his friend-
ships with von Karman and Millikan, however, Arnold’'s
ambivalence towards researchers and the scientific commu-
nity remained. He frequently spoke of scientists as “long-hair
boys”; yet he became increasingly aware that the key to
improved aircraft design and performance was often found in
the laboratory. Fresh in his memory was the excessive US
reliance during World War | on British and French aircraft and
engines. Also prominent in his thinking was the insistence of
the economy-minded Republican administrations in the twen-
ties that the backlog of obsolete Liberty engines be used before
new ones were authorized. He was also aware, however, of the
revolutionary changes that were occurring in aircraft design
and performance; for example, metal fuselages, retractable
landing gears and flaps, variable pitch propellers, higher com-
pression engines, lighter-weight engines, flush rivets, signifi-
cant advances in cockpit instrumentation and radio naviga-
tion, and precision bombsights. Though Arnold’s ambivalence
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remained, there is evidence that his appreciation of the need
for research and development as essential ingredients for
progress in military aviation increased during his tour at
March Field. That increased interest was no doubt spurred on,
at least in part, by news of significant advances being made by
other nations.®?

Conscious of the location of March Field in an increasingly
populated area 60 miles east of Los Angeles, Arnold became
aware of the need to obtain bombing, gunnery, and experi-
mental ranges far from cities. Within nine months of his
assuming command at March, Arnold and some of his trusted
subordinates began to oversee acquisition of the acreage that
today constitutes Edwards Air Force Base. Although only
partly successful because of the limited funds available in the
thirties (the final section of land was not acquired until 1939),
the early acquisition was a reflection of Arnold’s vision.%3

When an earthquake struck the greater Long Beach,
California, area on 10 March 1933, Arnold quickly mobilized
the resources of March Field to provide humanitarian aid to
the victims. That he should seek official approval probably did
not occur to him. In any event, he did not do so, and his relief
efforts incurred the hostility of the Coast Artillery commander
at nearby Fort MacArthur who complained about Arnold’'s
intrusion into his jurisdiction. Maj Gen Malin Craig, Ninth
Corps Area commander and the superior of both officers, sum-
moned Arnold to appear and explain his actions. The incident
was quickly forgotten, however, amidst glowing press reports
of prompt and successful Air Corps assistance.** As a result of
this incident, Craig and Arnold began a close military as well
as personal relationship which would prove to be critical in
Hap’s later career. Typical of the general’s estimate of Arnold
and his work during the latter's March Field tenure was an
assessment written in July 1934: “Loyal, generous, intensely
interested in his work. Takes responsibility easily, and does
everything well. Of tremendous energy. Well-informed.”%>

Superimposed on Hap’s duties as commander of March
Field was responsibility for the Civilian Conservation Corps
(CCC). An early New Deal measure aimed at employing the
young men of the nation in conservation work, the CCC was
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implemented by the US Army. In 1933, Arnold found himself
faced with the problem of receiving, housing, feeding, and uti-
lizing them while hosting the annual Air Corps maneuvers.
Some of the young men worked at March Field but many were
utilized in the vicinity as Hap became responsible for more
than 7,000 CCC workers at 30 locations in the area. General
Craig expressed some reservations at first, writing that the
aviator did “excellent work” in this endeavor “but requires
supervision.” He later upgraded his evaluation of Arnold in
this role to “superior.”%®

The Air Mail crisis of 1934 provided another test for Arnold
and his units. A noncompetitive bidding scandal in awarding
airmail contracts in the closing days of the Hoover adminis-
tration had resulted in congressional inquiries. Congress dis-
covered that 24 of 27 contracts to fly the mail had gone to only
three companies. FDR, hoping to capitalize on the perceived
sins of the previous administration, canceled agreements with
the existing companies.®” Maj Gen Benjamin Foulois, now
Chief of Air Corps, stated to his regret that Army aviators
could begin carrying the mail successfully within 10 days. The
task was then given to the Air Corps and, on 9 February 1934,
trumpeted to the press in typical Roosevelt fashion. The
undertaking would require untrained pilots, many in open
cockpit aircraft not equipped for adequate instrument flying,
to commence delivering their cargo over unfamiliar routes in
the middle of winter.%®

Chosen to head mail delivery for the western zone head-
quartered in Salt Lake City, Utah, Arnold quickly established
makeshift quarters in the fourth floor of a downtown hotel.
The day before the service was to begin, the chief of the Air
Corps insisted from Washington that the operation was
“organized down to the last detail.” Hap, preparing his pilots
for their difficult assignment, was less confident as he wrote to
his wife: “We most certainly will not get the mail through unin-
terrupted, but we will get it through when we can. | have
preached and ordered that, in case of doubt, the planes will
stay on the ground. | told them | didn’t care if no mail moved
in bad weather. | hope everyone will follow that policy.”®°
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Three crashes with loss of pilots took place in Arnold’s west-
ern zone before the formal starting date. The day after the Air
Corps began flying the mail, hair-raising incidents experi-
enced by his young pilots convinced Arnold, not demonstrably
a religious man, to write his wife that he had “decided to take
an hour or so and went up to the [Mormon] tabernacle to hear
the organ.”% The publicity associated with these and subse-
quent crashes prompted the Republicans in Congress, not
unmindful of the midyear elections barely seven months away,
to castigate the Roosevelt administration. As they debated the
bill to fund the operation, Cong. Edith Nourse Rogers (R-
Mass.) insisted that “the story of the Air Mail will be written in
blood across the record of the Roosevelt administration.”10t
Three weeks after the first airmail flight, Arnold accurately
assessed the situation: “The Air Mail at present is a political
football. No one seems to be making any plans to get us
home.”'%2 Continuing crashes and adverse publicity caused
the administration to halt the operation temporarily on 10
March 1934. It was continued only after Roosevelt issued
stern warnings against future failures. Arnold, who had used
the press to his benefit on other occasions, now criticized it as
having a “sensation-hunting” attitude that “makes our task an
almost impossible one.”'% The administration, for a variety of
reasons, halted the Air Corps mail delivery program perma-
nently on 1 June. President Roosevelt, salvaging as much face
as possible, announced that it had been only “an experiment.”
Arnold appraised the program immediately after it was termi-
nated: “We didn’t have enough experienced pilots to carry on
and had to use inexperienced flyers who lacked the mature
judgment, who were afraid to turn back, who did not know
when they were getting into trouble, and had too high an opin-
ion of their own capabilities.”1%4

Arnold had termed the operation “the greatest peacetime
training in history” just before it ended. From the vantage
point of his memoirs, written in 1948, he wrote that the
episode “gave us wonderful experience for combat flying, bad
weather flying, night flying; but, best of all, it made possible
for us to get the latest navigational and night-flying instru-
ments in our planes.”' [nterestingly enough, volume one of
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the seven-volume official history of the Army Air Forces in
World War Il mentions the Air Mail operation in only one sen-
tence, labeling it an “ill-fated venture,” and does not index it
at all. Other recent students have labeled the effort a
“fiasco.”106

The results were devastating to the Air Corps. The Speaker
of the US House of Representatives articulated to his col-
leagues and the Congressional Record an assessment that was
or would be on many American minds: “If we are unfortunate
enough to be drawn into another war, the Air Corps wouldn’t
amount to much. If it is not equal to carrying the mail, | would
like to know what it would do in carrying bombs.”07

During the temporary lull after 10 March, Secretary of War
George Dern appointed a board headed by former Secretary of
War Newton D. Baker to assess the Air Corps. In early
February, three weeks before the Army began carrying the
mail, a longtime advocate of Air Corps independence, Rep.
John McSwain (R-S.C., called “McSwine” behind his back by
Army Chief of Staff Gen Douglas MacArthur) introduced two
bills into the House.'®® One, representing the desires of the
General Staff to head off any new Air Corps independence
movement, provided for creation of the General Headquarters
Air Force (GHQAF). This new structure had been called for as
early as the decade of the twenties and most recently by the
Drum Board report of the previous October. This new organi-
zation, if and when implemented, would become the combat
arm of the Air Corps and possess aircraft not assigned to the
Army Corps areas. Its most significant provision would have
the GHQAF report to the General Staff, not the chief of the Air
Corps. Most probably reflecting the thinking of Chief of Staff
Douglas MacArthur, it represented a politically sound “divide
and conguer” strategy. As one recent author explained the
purpose, “it would go a long way, they [the General Staff]
believed, in quieting what congressional support there was for
a separate Air Force and would either pacify or cut the ground
out from under Air officers continuing to press for auton-
omy.”109

The next day, McSwain introduced legislation that would
have given the Air Corps almost everything it desired. It called
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for virtual independence, its own promotion list and budget,
and generally what had been advocated a decade earlier by
Mitchell and many of his supporters including Arnold.
Witnesses were to be called to testify before the Baker Board
and it was clear that McSwain intended to hold hearings on
any bill brought before his House Armed Services Committee.
These deliberations were to be held in public, but at an inop-
portune time from the Air Corps standpoint.1°

FDR’s assessment of the Air Corps’ efforts at carrying the
mail has not been clearly recorded. Given the negative public-
ity associated with the failed mail delivery mission and his
return of the mission to the private sector after only 90 days,
the results could not have endeared the Army Air Corps to the
administration. The convening of the Baker Board, although
announced at the direction of the Secretary of War, could not
have been done without White House knowledge and consent.
Roosevelt's personal admiration for the Navy and his clearly
articulated opposition to Air Service sovereignty during his
assistant secretary of the Navy days probably remained unal-
tered. His willingness to leave the position of assistant secre-
tary of War for Air, which had been occupied effectively since
its creation in 1926, unfilled until 1941 is revealing.1?

Despite the negative publicity associated with the failed air-
mail mission, the results to Arnold personally had to have
been gratifying. Brig Gen Oscar M. Westover, assistant to the
chief of the Air Corps and commander of the entire Air Mail
operation, submitted a glowing fitness report on Arnold. “An
energetic, capable, experienced and exceptionally valuable Air
Corps officer; outstanding in his ability to plan and solve
emergency problems. An excellent organizer.”**? Westover's
impressions would soon influence important decisions about
Hap. General Foulois was blamed for the Air Corps’ poor per-
formance due to a lack of preparation and training. This
result, along with other problems, led him to retire before the
end of the next year, an action that would impact on Arnold’s
future.

The most important result of Arnold’s performance in the
airmail effort developed just 20 days after the end of the Air
Corps’ experience. While en route to a long-earned fishing
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vacation with his wife, Arnold was asked to accept command
of a flight of Martin B-10 bombers that would fly to Alaska and
return. The clear purpose of the mission was to reclaim the
reputation of the Air Corps after the damage inflicted by the
airmail episode. Possibly feeling that no professional aviator of
his experience and background could decline such an oppor-
tunity, Arnold wired his immediate acceptance.!?

His arrival at Patterson Field, Ohio, where the bombers and
crews were being assembled, coincided with Arnold’'s 48th
birthday, 25 June 1934. Pressured to commence the flight as
soon as possible, Arnold insisted on choosing his own pilots
and staff. He complained that “they are trying to rush me to
set a date for starting.” However, Arnold understood the criti-
cal importance of proper maintenance and preparation, par-
ticularly when proposing to fly over unfamiliar terrain that
lacked emergency landing fields; he held out for the necessary
time.114 Additional delay was caused by the need to reconvert
some B-10s that had been modified for airmail service. There
was little doubt in Arnold’'s mind that this exercise was aimed
at countering the unsuccessful performance of the Air Corps
in carrying the mail. And he knew that he would be held
responsible for the flight’s success or failure: “I received . . .
letters telling me | was holding the sack with regards to safety,
hazard, success and risk.”15> His concerns were both institu-
tional and personal as he speculated that none of the leaders
“seemed to think that there was much wrong with the Air
Corps. They cannot see the handwriting on the wall. I'm afraid
that it is not long before the C of S [chief of staff] will say:
‘Allright, you cannot run your own show, we will take it over.’
Perhaps it will be a good thing.”116

Hoping that the bulk of his preparation problems had been
solved, Arnold left Dayton, Ohio, for Washington, D.C., where
maximum publicity was to be gained as the bombers departed
for the long flight. The July 19 takeoff from Bolling Field in the
nation’s capital saw Arnold sharing the newsreels with the dig-
nitaries on hand to witness the departure. Traveling with
overnight stops in Minneapolis, Minnesota, Winnipeg,
Canada, and Edmonton, Canada, Arnold complained to his
wife that he was “getting good-willed to death.”''” The aviators,
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having experienced few delays, arrived in Fairbanks on 24
July with only minor maintenance problems. While there, they
completed an aerial mapping mission that provided valuable
data for studying the geography of Alaska. On the return jour-
ney, they enjoyed a stop in Juneau, Alaska. The next leg cho-
sen by Arnold was from Juneau to Seattle, Washington, over
almost 1,000 miles of open ocean, then the longest flight of
combat aircraft. This prompted the ever-ungracious Rear Adm
Ernest King, head of the Navy's Bureau of Aeronautics, to
comment that “Army aviation should end at the shoreline.”
They reached Washington, D.C., on 20 August, after stops in
Omaha, Nebraska, and Dayton, Ohio. On returning to March
Field five days later, Arnold and his aviators were welcomed
home by Governor Rolph of California, Amelia Earhart, and
Clark Gable, among others.*18

The success of the Alaska flight and the favorable publicity
it earned for the Air Corps would be important in Arnold’s
career. On 13 November three months after the flight, Arnold
had a congratulatory 10-minute interview with President
Roosevelt, who “asked many questions about Alaska.”!°
Arnold was awarded his second Mackay Trophy in 1935, but
he was disappointed that the War Department did not approve
his recommendations for Distinguished Flying Crosses (DFC)
for the other participants in the Alaska flight. Not until 1937,
when he was serving in Washington, was Arnold himself belat-
edly awarded the DFC for the Alaska flight; his fellow aviators
were never so recognized.'?® The absence of both the Army
chief of staff and the secretary of war at the ceremonies asso-
ciated with the flight, along with the delay in awarding
Arnold’'s medal and the denial of decorations for the other avi-
ators reflected the traditional War Department and General
Staff lack of faith in long-range US Army aviation. General
MacArthur’s denial of the request to take a reserve officer who
was also a newspaperman on the flight seemed further evi-
dence of the War Department’s desire to minimize the signifi-
cance of the long-range bombers.1?!

Not all that happened was auspicious for Arnold in this
period. During the airmail operation, Arnold wrote to his wife
that Chief of the Air Corps Major General Foulois had prom-
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ised that he would receive the next brigadier general promo-
tion for aviators. When the rank went instead to another,
Arnold called on Chief of Staff Douglas MacArthur to inquire
why he had not been selected. MacArthur produced the list
submitted to him for his approval; Arnold’'s name was not
among those recommended by General Foulois.'??

Busily engaged in the airmail operations, Arnold responded
to the Baker Board’s request of Air Corps officers to submit
“constructive suggestions” for their consideration. Some of
Arnold’s staff members and airmail route commanders added
their signatures to his written response. It carried 11 sigha-
tures when it arrived. Included in Arnold’s response were the
usual desiderata, such as the need for separate promotion
lists and budgets for the Air Corps.

There was a change, however, at least in Arnold’s thinking:
the report supported creation of the GHQAF that had been
recommended as recently as the previous year by the Drum
Board. Support for this halfway measure represented a
change in his thinking from the previous decade when com-
plete independence seemed at the core of Arnold’s, Mitchell’s,
and other aviators’ thinking.

Hap’s change in viewpoint may well have been prompted by
several factors, among them the operational and administra-
tive inadequacies highlighted by the airmail experience. Many
felt these shortcomings might be overcome by separating the
combat/flying segments from the planning/administrative
functions. Another factor may have been the feeling that the
GHQAF, while only half a loaf in terms of independence, was
at least tacit recognition of a new role for an Army air arm that
would be separated from the Army area ground commanders.

Although the proposed GHQAF would be responsible to the
General Staff, hardly an air friendly group, its operation as a
semiautonomous agency would offer needed staff experience
to Air Corps Officers. Another reason that Arnold supported
GHQAF may have been his realization that this proposal, ema-
nating as it did from the Army hierarchy, had an excellent
chance of achievement and could be viewed as a first step
along the path of eventual Air Corps sovereignty. Some avia-
tors, and this may well have included Arnold, probably sup-
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ported the proposal because a brigadier would command each
of the new wings, thus providing additional promotion oppor-
tunities to the rank of general. In his autobiography, Arnold
called the GHQAF *“the first real step ever taken toward an
independent United States Air Force.”!?3

The GHQAF came into existence in March of 1935 with
headquarters at Langley Field, Virginia. Its commander, long-
time Arnold colleague and fellow West Pointer, Frank M.
Andrews, elevated to the temporary rank of brigadier general,
no doubt strongly influenced Hap’'s appointment as com-
mander of 1st Wing, which would be headquartered at March
Field, Arnold’s current location. Arnold’s promotion to
brigadier general from lieutenant colonel in this new assign-
ment, which became effective in March 1935, had to have
been personally gratifying. It represented recognition as a pro-
fessional aviator, a far cry from his exile from Washington a
decade earlier. This new assignment would continue for
almost a year.1?4

No commander’s job would be easy in the GHQAF. The new
organization would be under the War Department General
Staff while its procurement and training would be under the
guidance of the chief of the Air Corps in Washington. The
administrative concerns were handled by each of the nine
Army Corps areas scattered throughout the nation. Satisfying
these separate masters would not be simple. Some suspected
that the jurisdictional guidelines had been established by the
General Staff in order to create such confusing and overlap-
ping lines of control that GHQAF would surely fail. General
MacArthur's biographer has written that the chief of staff's
inspiration for the creation of the GHQAF was that it would
obviate “the creation of a separate air department, an idea that
was still alive and well in certain media and among some
Congressmen.”12> Certainly there could be difficulties between
the commanding general GHQAF in his day-to-day command
of the units and the chief of the Air Corps in Washington, who
would be responsible for working with the Congress and War
Department to secure and allocate the personnel and equip-
ment to be used in the field.
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General Arnold’s responsibilities at 1st Wing remained sim-
ilar to those he had exercised as commander at March Field
except that his span of control, still from March Field, would
extend to more units spread over a larger geographical area.
Hap had barely settled into his new responsibilities when he
was summoned to testify before the McSwain Committee in
Washington. The maturity he had acquired in the decade since
the Mitchell trial was apparent in his letter to his wife on the
eve of testifying, as he wrote: “Is it any wonder that my heart
beat has jumped up? | look forward with considerable dread
as to . . . what | can say and still maintain my self-respect.”12¢

Once back in California, training remained his primary
responsibility. His units participated in the Ninth Army Corps
maneuvers held in Seattle in September of 1935, during which
those attending the maneuvers saw Boeing’'s new four-engine
XB-299 bomber. Prototype of what became the B-17, the XB-
299 took off from Seattle and flew nonstop to Dayton, Ohio, at
the astounding speed of 232 miles per hour. Although pre-
sumably impressed with this aerial feat, the new brigadier was
not overawed with the folderol and protocol he found associ-
ated with being a general: “Lord, how one gets tired of saying
pleasant things and shaking hands.” “We Generals all dress
up for dinner [in our] glad rags.”*?”

Arnold accompanied his units to participate in the first
GHQAF maneuvers held in late 1935 in Florida. Flying from
their temporary Vero Beach headquarters, their aircraft suc-
cessfully “bombed” Miami Beach before “destroying” a simu-
lated aircraft carrier more than 100 miles offshore.'?® In the
midst of the operation, Hap was summoned to Washington
where apparently he met with the newly appointed Army chief
of staff, Gen Malin Craig, Douglas MacArthur’s successor and
Arnold’s former commander and occasional golfing partner.
Craig was to nominate both a new chief as well as an assistant
to the chief of the Air Corps to replace the outgoing Benny
Foulois and Oscar Westover. One observer, recalling that
Arnold appeared pleased on his return from the capital,
deduced that Hap had been told of a new assignment. There is
contrary evidence, however, that Arnold would not have
greeted any change with any degree of enthusiasm.*?° In any
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event, Westover's nomination to succeed the outgoing Foulois
and Arnold’s nomination to replace Westover as assistant to
the chief in Washington was announced. This was a major
career opportunity for Arnold, since the normal procedure had
been that the assistant succeed the chief.30

The new Washington appointees appeared a judicious meld-
ing of the diverse talents and backgrounds of the new Air
Corps leadership. Westover, who had been a year ahead of
Arnold at West Point, had acquired the nickname of “Tubby”
because of his impressive torso, which he had used to consid-
erable advantage as a wrestler. He had served 10 years in the
infantry before joining the Air Service on the eve of US partic-
ipation in World War 1. Qualifying in 1921 as a balloonist (deri-
sively called balloonatics by most aviators), Westover was in
many ways the opposite of Arnold. His most adventurous
moment came in 1922 when his balloon, competing in the
Gordon Bennett Balloon race, strayed into Hungarian air
space where peasants, fearing he was in trouble, hauled him
out of the sky. Strongman Hungarian ruler Adm Nicholas
Horthy briefly interned Westover until the wheels of diplomacy
could secure his release shortly thereafter.’3* Serious and
essentially without a sense of humor, Westover was a detail
man whose service had been much more in headquarters
assignments than in the field. Tubby’s reputation among long-
time aviators was not enhanced by the fact that he had not
learned to fly until the age of 40. Nor did his seeming strict
adherence to the policies of the General Staff and the chain of
command endear him to those who still hoped for Air Corps
independence. Westover, who had served as General Patrick’s
executive assistant during Billy Mitchell’s assault on the bat-
tleships as well as the reputation of the Navy, disapproved of
Mitchell’'s pronouncements and eagerness to work outside the
chain of command. He stated his philosophy this way: “As an
individual, I, of course, have my own ideas about what is best
for the future, and I am willing to work for the accomplishment
of my ideas provided | know definitely that they are not in con-
travention of the plans of my military superiors.”*32

Shortly after becoming chief of the Air Corps in 1936,
Westover issued a statement affirming his policies:
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It should be clearly understood . . . as a basic policy from now on, that
all steps looking toward improvement and development of the Air
Corps . . . will be properly represented and considered through the nor-
mal military channels . . . to the point where decision of higher author-
ity results . . . In the event of disapproval, such decision must be car-
ried out loyally and cheerfully by all persons concerned who in so
doing, are charged with refraining [from] discussing such matters with
outsiders not in the military service, or in public.133

Tubby Westover had been no rebel in the twenties, and he
was not going to be one as chief of the Air Corps. Neither
would others now under his command be permitted to follow
the dissenting paths taken previously by Mitchell, Arnold, and
others.

In other areas, however, the new Air Corps leaders appeared
to complement one another. The Westovers were reluctant
social participants in the Washington whirl and Tubby,
explaining that his wife was not in good health, fully expected
that his gregarious new assistant and his wife would shoulder
the bulk of the onerous handshaking and protocol responsi-
bilities in the nation’s capital. More importantly, most aviators
saw Hap as an operational type with a background dating to
his 1911 Wright Brothers’ instruction. This contrasted sharply
with Westover’'s extensive headquarters assignments in
Washington and his much later post-World War | training as a
pilot. Westover's reputation as a reserved, methodological,
detail man was offset by Arnold’s reputation as an outgoing,
impetuous flier who was often concerned more with the over-
all dimensions of a problem than with its details. Arnold’s ear-
lier support of Mitchell, still praised by most aviators, was now
mostly forgiven by other Army officers, which apparently
allowed Hap to work harmoniously with the General Staff and
to testify credibly before Congress in search of funds, person-
nel, and new equipment. In many ways, Arnold’s background,
experience, and credibility among many of the rank and file of
Air Corps aviators was an excellent counterbalance to
Westover’s limited flying experience, caution, and commitment
to working within the system. An aviator who was familiar
with both men commented, “I believe we have a very fine com-
bination in Tubby Westover and Happy Arnold. Westover can
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do all the detail work and Arnold can sell our ideas to the
General Staff, Bureau of the Budget and Congress.”134

The Arnold family’s return to Washington was less than an
enthusiastic one. As Hap remembered in his memoirs, they
“said goodby, in tears, to March Field, and moved—back to
that hectic town, Washington. | was a gloomy man.”*3® Arnold
remembered being so willing to remain on the coast in his
operational command that he offered to be reduced in rank
from brigadier general to lieutenant colonel to remain there.136
The Arnolds had been on the West coast for much of the past
15 years and it was not going to be an easy transition from the
pleasant climate and Hap’s relative sovereignty as a base and
wing commander. As Hap lamented in his memoirs, “the pure
exuberance of that command on the Coast was never to come
back.”*®” There, the results of training, flying, and hard work
were often visible while tasks at the headquarters in
Washington were usually viewed as an endless mass of policy
discussions and paperwork, the results of which were rarely
discernible, tangible, or appreciated in the field. Also involved
was the end of living on an air base with its cohesion, esprit
de corps, and many family activities. In contrast was Hap’s
unenviable, solitary commuting from their home in the sub-
urbs to that relic of World War |, the Munitions Building. The
transition to living in the much more impersonal civilian com-
munity, where he had not lived for the past decade, would not
be an overly pleasant one for the general.

The move would be more than a geographical change for the
family. While in California, daughter Lois had already enrolled
in the relatively nearby University of Arizona. Oldest son Hank
would continue in prep school during their first year in
Washington and second son Bruce was less than two years
away from applying to college. Arnold cautioned his wife that
their stay in the nation’s capital would be a short one. “I don't

want you to sign any leases . . . | won't last in that city three
months. Don't get tied up in anything. | will have no official
social life . . . | don't like life there.”*3® No more than others

could he have anticipated that his tenure, which he probably
would have termed a sentence with no time off for good behav-
ior, would last until his retirement in 1946.
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Another major challenge for Brig Gen Arnold would be that
of perspective. For most of the previous decade, Hap had been
in an operational environment with planes, personnel, and
equipment that had been determined in the nation’s capital.
Now he would be an important part of the headquarters staff,
charged with obtaining funds from a parsimonious Congress
and the War Department. He would be involved in determin-
ing the types and allocations of planes for use in the field and
in establishing Air Corps policies covering everything from the
doctrine of employment of aircraft to educational and physical
standards for pilots. Although few possessed his breadth and
length of experience in the air, Hap would wrestle with the dif-
ficulties of equipping, manning, and supporting an institution
that was beset with problems rarely appreciated by those out-
side of Washington. As he recalled his new job, the major chal-
lenges involved the “War Department, Congress, appropria-
tions, public opinion, the definition of our program when
nobody—not even the G.H.Q. AF—had any real program at all;
the headaches of ‘defending’ our accident rate . . . all became
my problems as Assistant Chief.”13°

Foremost among these problems, although not mentioned
above by Arnold, was the perception of most Americans that
the United States must remain aloof from future wars, a
national concept represented in part by a series of Neutrality
Acts. This perception, along with the fiscal limitations imposed
by the Great Depression, seemed to justify not only limiting
the resources provided but restricting the function of the few
aircraft available and on order to defensive missions. At the
same time, the aircraft industry was developing revolutionary
technological advances that would vastly enhance the range,
speed, complexity, and destructive potential of planes. With
these developments came an almost exponential increase in
the cost of each new model. Similar improvements were pro-
ceeding apace in other nations that might prove hostile to the
United States. From the Air Corps point of view, these changes
required a reassessment of employment doctrine, which deter-
mined the numbers and types of aircraft to be procured. The
increasingly successful offensive use of aircraft in Ethiopia,
Spain, and China, together with Hitler's threatened use of this
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weapon, appeared to justify the need for an expanded and
conceivably different role for airplanes in US war planning.

There is little doubt that most Americans had a love affair
with the airplanes that appeared overhead in the thirties. This
romance, fed by the exploits of Lindbergh and by movies that
glamorized aviation, was brought closer to home by the “barn-
stormers,” who thrilled many hamlets. Additionally, the
growth of civilian airlines seemed to hold the promise of
scheduled airplane travel to most reasonably sized US cities.
It was a far cry in the minds of most Americans, however, from
marveling at the new sights and sounds in the sky to visualiz-
ing the use of American military aircraft against cities such as
their own.

Arnold’s arrival in Washington coincided with stirrings in
his own mind, as well as the minds of many in the Air Corps,
of modern aircraft used as offensive weapons, particularly in
the strategic sense. These ideas became more clearly devel-
oped during Arnold’s early years in the headquarters as assis-
tant to the Air Corps chief. The Army’s General Staff contin-
ued to be dominated by officers who represented the more
traditional branches. Most of them continued to view with
skepticism any different role for aircraft other than the limited
observation and pursuit missions they had performed in
1917-18. Arnold would have to work with them on a daily
basis. These and other problems, not the least of which were
the increasing threat to world peace and the potential role of
US military forces in response to these dangers, made Arnold’s
duties in Washington most challenging. This was a vastly dif-
ferent headquarters from the one he had been banished from
10 years earlier.

A significant problem faced by Westover and Arnold was the
necessity of making the relationship between the Office of the
Chief of the Air Corps and the GHQAF, the latter now just a
year old, a manageable one. Their assets were acquired and
allocated by the chief of the Air Corps in Washington, yet
responsibility for their use remained primarily with the
GHQAF. Arnold might have had considerable understanding
of GHQAF's problems, having very recently been one of its
three wing commanders, but his primary loyalty in the chain
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of command now belonged to the chief of the Air Corps and
then to the Army chief of staff. Additionally, all three of the
other senior officers involved—Craig, Westover, and Andrews—
were Hap’s personal friends of long standing. Arnold also was
to work closely with the Army General Staff, a body with few
aviators and little sympathy for the Air Corps. Complicating
matters was the fact that Andrews, as CG, GHQAF, did not
report in the chain of command to Westover but to the Army
chief of staff. Westover's clear pronouncement on assuming
Air Corps leadership, as well as Arnold’s own concept of loy-
alty to his superiors, did not encourage Hap to deviate from
articulated policies. Although not a “yes man,” Arnold did not
carve out any program distinct from the policies of Westover
and the War Department during his 31-month tenure as assis-
tant to the Air Corps chief. Any second thoughts Arnold may
have had about any conflicting loyalties have not been
recorded.

There is little doubt that many in GHQAF considered their
new organization as a precursor to the separate air force advo-
cated by Mitchell, Arnold, and others a decade earlier. As a
result, GHQAF personnel were discouraged when Hap’s testi-
mony before Congress in July 1936, shortly after he became
assistant to the chief, was in opposition to separation from the
War Department. The appearance of the B-17 in 1935, des-
tined in GHQAF plans to be its main weapon, stirred mixed
emotions in Arnold. From the vantage point of 1948, he judged
this airplane as “a turning point in the course of air power.” He
did not hold this view consistently, however, in his role as
assistant to the chief. Given its cost and operational complex-
ity, Arnold was concerned that concentrating on the Flying
Fortress might be putting “too many eggs in one basket.”14°

A contract for Boeing to build 13 developmental B-17s for
the Air Corps had been awarded while Arnold was en route
from California to his new assignment in Washington, but the
first Fortress did not reach Andrews’ GHQAF until March of
1937.%%1 Arnold had a voice in the request of 28 May 1936,
that the budget then being prepared for fiscal 1938 include Air
Corps procurement of 50 more B-17s as well as 11 “ultra-long-
range” bombers. There seems no recorded objection by Arnold
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when the General Staff eliminated the B-17 and substituted
two-engine bombers six weeks later. Nor did he object to the
General Staff study 10 days later, which included this state-
ment: “Until the international situation indicates the need for
long-range types of bombardment . . . no more of that type
should be procured except for experimental purposes. That a
medium range bombardment [two-engine] . . . type such as the
B-18 . . . will fulfill all reasonable military requirements.”42
Arnold had to have been discouraged by this response since
he was aware in 1937 that the average time lag between the
design of a military aircraft and its being operationally
deployed was five years.

Arnold’'s thinking about the numerous publicity-garnering
flights of the B-17s is not reflected in his correspondence.
However, as an effective user of the press and media in the
past, Arnold had to have quietly admired Andrews’ use of the
new Fortresses to arouse public consciousness of the new air-
craft. Despite difficulties encountered in locating it, three
Fortresses found and “bombed” the battleship Utah in August
1937. Most Army aviators were convinced that the position
reports were deliberately erroneous as furnished by US naval
forces.143

Speed records were established during the first week of
1938 when a B-17 flew from Virginia to California in 13 hours
and returned in only 11 hours. The 11-day “good will” flight
around South America with a B-17 reaching Lima, Peru, in
one day and Buenos Aires a day later clearly was aimed at
demonstrating the long-range potential of the plane, particu-
larly in hemisphere defense.'#4 In an exercise that was partic-
ularly upsetting to the US Navy, three B-17s, flying in exceed-
ingly bad weather, were able to locate the Italian passenger
liner Rex more than 600 miles off the Atlantic Coast. The
attendant publicity, carefully planned by the Air Corps, dram-
atized a potentially new role for Army aviation in locating and
destroying a hostile fleet as it approached American shores. To
what extent this resulted in the Navy demanding that Army
aviation be limited to within 100 miles of the shore and Gen
Malin Craig acceding to the demand cannot be determined. No
contemporary official documents are extant on the issue,
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although there seems little doubt that such an order was
issued.1> Its appearance prompted Naval Academy graduate
Hanson Baldwin, military correspondent of the New York
Times to write about it.

The order, which is the outgrowth of the long-smoldering army-navy
dispute about their respective responsibilities for over-water flying
operations and development, has aroused considerable resentment
among those relatively few army officers who know that it has been
promulgated. It was asserted that the order handicapped the training
activities of the army and made it difficult to develop completely
trained crews for such big ships as the “flying fortresses.”146

There does not appear to be any recorded response by
Arnold over this issue. However, Hap’s increasing belief in the
future of offensive heavy bombardment might not have dif-
fered significantly from that of GHQAF. In May 1938, he
resubmitted a request for the acquisition and development of
an experimental bomber with a pressurized cabin.

Arnold was disappointed but not surprised by the War
Department response three months later that “No military
requirement exists for the procurement of an experimental
Pressure Cabin Bomber in Fiscal Year 1939 or Fiscal 1940 . . .
Experimentation and development . . . will be restricted to that
class of aviation designed for the close support of ground
troops.”*’ Less than 18 months later and more than two years
before the United States was drawn into World War 1l, Arnold,
now Air Corps chief, took probably the biggest gamble of his
career when he authorized what became the B-29
Superfortress.

Arnold’s chief, Major General Westover, often could be found
at his desk far beyond the normal dinner hour tending to
details best left to junior officers. In spite of Westover’'s seem-
ingly excessive attention to minutiae and heavy reliance on the
Arnolds to perform many of the onerous social chores of offi-
cial Washington, neither Arnold nor Westover has left any hint
of discordant relations between them. During Hap’s tenure as
assistant, a detailed office log of telephone calls, visitors, and
correspondence was maintained for the benefit of either gen-
eral who was absent. Westover’s frequent visits to units out-
side the capital reflected his confidence in Arnold’s ability to
carry on in his absence. Although vastly different personali-
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ties, their relations remained warm, cordial, and effective even
though they were not fast friends.14®

In September 1938, General Westover departed on a routine
trip to the west coast. While there, he awarded the annual
Daedelian flying safety trophy to Arnold’s old wing at March
Field. The A-37A Northrop aircraft Westover flew had a repu-
tation among aviators of stalling. Only a month before,
Arnold’s classmate at West Point, Col William McChord, had
been killed in an A-37A crash. Westover and his crew chief
were killed when their A-37A went into a high-speed stall and
crashed while attempting a landing at the Lockheed plant in
Glendale, California. Arnold had just arrived home from his
office when he received a telephone call from Maj K. B. Wolfe,
the Air Corps plant representative at Lockheed. Wolfe could
see the still-burning aircraft and informed Hap there was no
chance that the chief could survive the crash and blaze.
According to his wife’s recollection, Arnold put his head down
in grief on the kitchen table, unable to speak. The Arnolds
drove immediately to the Westover apartment, hoping to break
the terrible news and provide comfort to Mrs. Westover before
she learned of the tragedy from other sources.'4°

Succession was expected to be routine since there appeared
to be no major impediment to Arnold becoming chief. The pro-
cedure that had been followed since Mitchell was denied ele-
vation in 1924 was for the assistant to become chief. Among
the factors favoring Hap’s selection was that he had developed
a reputation as a team player with the Army General Staff. His
work as assistant to the chief had helped to offset recollections
of his strong support of Billy Mitchell a decade earlier. It
appeared that Hap's crusading spirit had been tempered by
exile and experience, now replaced by maturity and a more
realistic appreciation of the ways of politics and bureaucra-
cies. He had been successful in not becoming a casualty in the
ongoing “holy show” between Secretary of War Harry H.
Woodring and Assistant Secretary Louis A. Johnson. Hap'’s
Alaska flight four years earlier had gained him a modest
degree of favorable public recognition as well as a brief inter-
view with President Roosevelt. The fact that he was one of the
few active duty Army aviators who had been taught to fly by
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the Wright brothers was an additional asset. His aviation
experience ranged from many hours in the cockpit to com-
mand and staff positions. He also had experience in the devel-
opment and procurement phases of the Air Corps. He had
attended the staff school thought necessary for senior rank in
the peacetime Army. His appointment seemed more logical
than bringing in a new chief from outside the headquarters.
Arnold’s succession might provide a smoother, easier transi-
tion in policy and leadership for the grieving Air Corps.

In spite of these qualifications, there was opposition to his
selection. Those urging an appointment other than Arnold
appeared to center on the choice of Maj Gen Frank M.
Andrews, commanding general of the GHQAF at Langley Field.
A year ahead of Arnold at West Point, Andrews had learned to
fly in 1917, six years after Hap. Much more articulate and pol-
ished than Arnold, Andrews was firmly convinced that the
Army Air Corps’ primary emphasis should be on procurement
of the B-17 Flying Fortress and on training and preparation
for its implementation. Andrews’ GHQAF would be the pri-
mary user of Air Corps combat aircraft, and he was unrelent-
ing in preferring the B-17 over its more economical but tech-
nically inferior competitor, the B-18. Particularly during the
1937 and 1938 procurement and funding cycles, Andrews had
bombarded Washington via the Army chief of staff and the Air
Corps chief with visits, correspondence, and studies insisting
on the Flying Fortress B-17.1°0 Andrews’ son-in-law, then
serving as an aide to the general, had left an otherwise unsub-
stantiated account that the chief of staff offered to support
Andrews for appointment to Westover's position if Andrews
would support a more balanced Army and Army Air Corps.5!
Andrews was more prescient in his thinking than Arnold, even
though Hap later embraced the B-17 as the premier strategic
bomber of the prewar period. However, Hap was considered to
have articulated a much more balanced view of Air Corps and
Army needs. Andrews’ staff had followed their leader in advo-
cating the B-17 and had campaigned for him to succeed
Westover. Their advocacy had begun almost from the creation
of GHQAF in March 1935 and Westover’'s selection as chief
nine months later.
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Although Andrews’ remaining papers are circumspect on
the issue of succeeding Westover, it is difficult to believe that
he was unaware of his staff's zeal in promoting him to succeed
Westover when the latter's term was scheduled to expire in
1940. Their goal was to be accomplished in part by denigrat-
ing Arnold and his work. In their zeal to have the GHQAF
equipped with the most modern aircraft available, Andrews’
staff felt that Arnold’s less than complete support of GHQAF's
aims was little more than treason and that it reflected his
unwillingness to jeopardize his own chance of becoming chief.
They reasoned that Arnold’s recent experience as a wing com-
mander in the GHQAF should have made him more sympa-
thetic to and understanding of the expressed needs of his for-
mer command and its leader.%?

In addition to the support of his staff, Andrews received
support from two influential members of the White House
staff, Press Secretary Steve Early and Military Assistant to the
President Brig Gen Edwin M. “Pa” Watson. Early had been the
Associated Press correspondent in Washington during Major
Arnold’s ill-advised efforts in 1926 to solicit congressional and
reservist support for Mitchell and a separate air force.
According to one observer, Early remembered that “Arnold had
run a propaganda machine” from his office.’®® General
Watson, another advocate for Andrews, had entered West
Point in 1902 as a classmate of Andrews but did not graduate
until 1908 because of academic deficiencies. The three knew
each other during their cadet days and had maintained desul-
tory contact.

Arnold had shared a house with Watson in the Philippines
for a short time during his 1907-09 tour there. One observer
has recalled, however, that Watson didn’'t like Arnold. Their
paths had crossed several times in the past 30 years; Arnold
recorded having cocktails with Watson during Hap's brief
World War | visit to France in 1918. Col Walter Weaver, a
Watson roommate from West Point days who was stationed at
Maxwell Field, also recommended Andrews to the White House
military aide.'® Since Pa Watson's extant correspondence
shows that FDR often consulted his senior White House mili-
tary advisor on matters dealing with the armed forces, it
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seems logical that FDR solicited Watson's advice about
Westover’s successor. No clear evidence remains that Watson'’s
recommendation was solicited, but two contemporary sources
have recorded that both Early and Watson recommended the
appointment of Andrews.1%°

Counterbalancing any animus towards Arnold by the
GHQAF and two of Roosevelt's staff was the recommendation
from Army Chief of Staff Gen Malin Craig. Arnold’s and Craig’s
relationship dated from the early thirties when the latter had
been Hap’s commander in California. There is little doubt that
Craig had recommended if not selected Arnold for his current
position as Westover’s assistant when Westover was chosen to
head the Air Corps in December 1935. In the succeeding three
years, Craig as Army chief of staff and Arnold as assistant to
the Air Corps chief had frequent if not daily contact. During
this period, Washington leadership had been subjected to
Andrews’ insistence on the B-17. In contrast to Andrews,
Arnold supported, as did his superiors, a more balanced pro-
curement program. Arnold’s position was dictated mainly by
budgetary and personnel matters, strategic considerations,
loyalty to his superiors, and the overall perspective he had
gained from Washington.

Concerning the final selection of Arnold as the new chief,
Col John O’Loughlin, editor of the influential Army Navy
Journal and a very close friend of generals Malin Craig and
John J. Pershing, wrote to the retired World War | hero after
Arnold’s appointment was announced that Craig had gone to
Roosevelt and threatened to resign as Army chief of staff if
Arnold was not appointed as Air Corps chief.'®>6 Not unusual
in personnel decisions made by FDR, the factors influencing
the president’s decision to appoint Arnold have not survived in
the records.

If O’'Loughlin’s account is correct, the president would not
have welcomed the resignation of the Army chief of staff over
an appointment that appeared to be a relatively minor one
among the many made by the White House. Roosevelt was
concerned at the moment with several difficulties, among
them the serious downturn in the nation’s economy and polit-
ical problems with the legislative branch. FDR's Supreme
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Court Reorganization Bill had died at the hands of a
Democratic Congress and Roosevelt's efforts to defeat for
reelection those members of his party who had failed to sup-
port him were not going well. The political pundits were pre-
dicting correctly that very few legislators earmarked for defeat
by the White House would lose their November bids to return
to Washington.'>” Additionally, there was uncertainty tinged
with guarded but mounting concern over the implications of
Hitler's increasingly strident speeches and the ongoing dis-
cussions that led to the 30 September Munich settlement.

In the days following Westover’'s crash and before a new
chief was announced, Hap began to hear about rumors circu-
lating in Washington that he was, in his own term, a drunk-
ard.'®® Arnold later recalled that he enlisted the support of
presidential confidant Harry Hopkins to dispel these
unfounded slanders. Hopkins was known to have considerable
influence with the president and many people used him in a
variety of ways to get their views into the Oval Office. Viewed
from more than half a century after the events, it appears
curious that Hap, admittedly not having known Hopkins well
before this incident, was able to enlist his crucial support with
the president. There is little doubt, however, that Arnold later
developed rapport and strong friendship with Hopkins and,
like others, was willing to exploit this access.*%°

Arnold’s use of alcohol is subject to several interpretations
after 60 years. His statement in his memoirs that he “hadn’t
had a drink of hard liquor since 1920” is disingenuous. As the
diary reflects, Arnold consumed liquor during the many trips
covered in this volume, all after 1938. Earlier, during
Prohibition, Arnold seemed to have been a user of liquor as he
wrote to his wife in 1927 that maneuvers at Brooks Field,
Texas, were “a frost since the bootlegger didn't show up.”'€°
After his daughter Lois’ marriage in 1937, Arnold carried on a
humorous relationship with her husband, naval aviator Lt
Ernie Snowden. Hap referred to it as much in the same vein
that had been the custom in American Indians’ relationships
between fathers and braves who married their daughters. In
this ongoing bantering, their correspondence shows that on
numerous occasions Arnold received bottles of Scotch repre-
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senting the 100 horses that the brave would have presented as
payment due the father of the bride. A popular brand of Scotch
whiskey then and now is “White Horse.” Around the neck of
every White Horse bottle was (and still is) a small, detachable
token of a white horse. When delivery slowed, Arnold humor-
ously lamented to his son-in-law that he had not received any
horses “for quite some time. | want to know whether the girl is
worth any more horses. | want to know whether a bargain is a
bargain or is it a Versailles Treaty. | want some horses.” The
story became a joke among military colleagues and friends,
some of whom helped Lieutenant Snowden pay the “debt” for
his bride. When three cases totaling 36 “horses” arrived, Hap
acknowledged that one had a “broken leg and had to be shot”
but acknowledged the debt was now “paid in full.” Another
insight is offered by Hap’s daughter, Lois Arnold Snowden:
Writing to her Mother, she said she had heard that Hap had
suffered another hangover. She added, “l wonder how many he
has had?”'¢! To what extent Hap consumed the Scotch exces-
sively or in public when he served as assistant to the chief
cannot be determined with any certainty, but it seems unlikely
that his interest in corresponding with his son-in-law was con-
fined to accumulating unopened bottles of Scotch whiskey.

Although the Roosevelt administrations had their share of
peccadilloes that were tolerated but not publicly known out-
side of official circles and Washington gossip, FDR would
probably have been reluctant to appoint a known toper as
chief of the Army Air Corps in September 1938. Particularly
would this have been true at this time of uncertain but
increasing international tensions and when some of FDR's
trusted White House aides were urging him to appoint
Andrews. FDR, ever the consummate political animal, would
not have welcomed either the potentially embarrassing
appointment of a “drunkard” or the resignation of the Army
chief of staff at this time.

In any event, the White House announcement of Arnold’s
nomination as chief of the Air Corps and his temporary eleva-
tion to the rank of major general was made on 29 September,
the day before the final Munich settlement was signed.16?
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If Hap had any blueprint for the future at that time, it has
not survived. However, there are hints of his thinking in his
message to the Air Corps that appeared immediately in the Air
Corps Newsletter. His initial greeting began by paying obliga-
tory but sincere tribute to the life, work, and contributions of
the late General Westover. Continuing, he specifically praised
and seemed to offer the olive branch to the GHQAF where the
bulk of opposition to his appointment had centered. He high-
lighted conciliation by citing the “urgent need” for more crews
while praising the high level of training already being provided
by the GHQAF and stressing that “results can be obtained
only if we have complete accord through coordination.” Other
parts of the short message revealed an awareness of the recent
difficulties associated with the campaign to procure only B-17
bombers while Arnold resolved to “build up our tactical units
and supply them equipment”; he said the buildup would be “in
accordance with the War Department program.” While con-
ceding that recent American superiority in planes and equip-
ment was now “definitely challenged abroad,” Arnold called for
speeding up development programs, a reference to recent cuts
in that area by the General Staff. Other elements of the Air
Corps, such as the training schools, were called on for “accel-
erated efficiency” without lowering existing high standards.63

In a further move towards harmonious relations with
GHQAF, Arnold chose Walter G. “Mike” Kilner to be assistant
to the chief and presumably the officer to succeed Arnold after
completion of a normal four-year tour. Kilner had been five
years behind Arnold at West Point, and flew after learning to
fly on the Mexican border. He had commanded the US train-
ing school at Issoudun, France, for 14 months during World
War |. He and Arnold had served together in Washington on
the staff of Major General Patrick. Kilner had been assigned to
GHQAF almost since its inception and most recently was
Andrews’ chief of staff. Hap’s selection of Kilner appeared to
indicate that GHQAF influence would be present in
Washington in the foreseeable future. Unfortunately, Kilner’'s
illness and suicide just after a year as assistant to the chief
precluded the long-term effective relationship Arnold had
anticipated.1%4
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In spite of these actions on Arnold’s part, a hard core of offi-
cers who served in the GHQAF had continued as Andrews
supporters. They chafed under Arnold's leadership and
engaged in internecine warfare against Hap until Andrews’
tragic death in 1943. Even after US entry into the war, the
most extreme of these officers continued to work for an inde-
pendent Air Force and attempted to have Arnold dispatched
from Washington to a field command.'6>

What was the measure of the 52-year-old Hap Arnold as he
assumed leadership of the Army Air Corps in 1938? Among
his strengths as he began what became more than a seven-
year challenge was his extensive experience in military avia-
tion, only World War | combat having escaped his reach dur-
ing his 27 years of flying since earning his wings. His
widespread assignments in operations as well as his having a
background in procurement, research, and development may
well have been unmatched by any active Army aviator. He had
worked in Washington in both war and peacetime, in varying
ranks and degrees of responsibility and with varying success,
under four different chiefs. Although Arnold’s earlier support
of Mitchell was still viewed as an asset by many fliers, nonavi-
ator General Staff officers who continued to wield the bulk of
power in the Army did not consider his accession a serious
threat. He had worked effectively with them during the previ-
ous two and one-half years, and his testimony before several
congressional committees had mirrored the many changes
that had transformed the Air Corps and military aviation over
a quarter of a century. He knew and was known by many of
the Air Corps pilots serving on active duty and had worked
closely with most of those now serving alongside him in senior
policy and leadership positions. Given Hap’'s clear preference
to be among airplanes and aviators in an operational environ-
ment, his having been on this tour in Washington since March
1936 probably helped him to feel as comfortable as possible
there.

Arnold’s dedication to hard work and long hours did not
change as the approaching war and rapid expansion of the
force put increased strain on him and the Air Corps staff.
During his long tenure as chief, he continued to demonstrate
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characteristics of what later generations would term a “worka-
holic.” The staff he inherited in 1938 had been devised essen-
tially over the past decade although no segment of the
American military was or could have been structured to antic-
ipate the demands that the war or its prospects brought.
Arnold’s belief that results were more important than rigid,
clear-cut lines of authority led to criticism after the war by
Gen Laurence S. Kuter, one of his most respected senior offi-
cers, that Hap had failed to use his staff in an orderly, man-
ageable fashion.'®® Arnold’s official papers, however, show
knowledge of the proper role of a staff. He had relied heavily
on an orderly allocation of responsibilities as both a con-
tributing junior officer and a commander. As the demands of
Air Corps expansion increased during 1938-41, Hap became
cognizant of the need for restructuring the aviation staff
within the War Department. In all of this, however, he contin-
ued to be acutely aware that he and the Air Corps were inte-
gral parts of the US Army and were subordinate to the Army
chief of staff. Prior to 1941, many Air Corps functions were
performed by Army staff subsections, including plans, intelli-
gence, and procurement. Aviators felt not only underrepre-
sented but that they had to vie with officers of other corps for
the desiderata best suited to their particular branches.
However, in large part because of Arnold’s enhanced credibil-
ity, the fliers gained greater control over their assets, plans,
and doctrine, particularly in the reorganization of 1942.
Arnold’s increased stature in the Washington bureaucracy
was not easily acquired, given the problems extant in the polit-
ical arena. President Roosevelt's continuing penchant for
unclear bureaucratic and administrative channels allowed
him to act as his own cabinet head, and military matters were
no exception. Henry L. Stimson, who became secretary of war
in 1940, observed that FDR was “the poorest administrator |
have ever worked under. . . . He is not a good chooser of men
and does not know how to use them in coordination.”6” In the
early thirties, when the economy and its problems were para-
mount and there appeared no viable international threat on
the horizon, FDR’s military secretaries were at best ciphers,
appointed for a host of political reasons not related to military
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effectiveness. Even after new leadership was installed in the
War Department following Secretary of War George Dern’s
death, competition in that department brought little comfort to
the professional military officer. The new secretary of war was
former Kansas governor Harry Woodring, the assistant secre-
tary Louis A. Johnson. The major contributions to the New
Deal of the new civilian leaders had been their political sup-
port of FDR and their association with veterans’ organizations
where both had held national office. The main ideological dif-
ference between the two was Johnson’s more internationalist
outlook. The assistant secretary’s main ambition, however,
was to embarrass, dislodge, and succeed Woodring as secre-
tary of war. Hap found it necessary to remain effective yet neu-
tral in the “holy show” that raged between them. Gen George
C. Marshall, who operated as chief of staff for almost a year in
this feuding environment, recalled that negotiating between
Woodring and Johnson was “the most miserable experience of
my life.”168 There is no reason to believe that Arnold viewed his
own tenure any differently, although Hap has circumspectly
left no comment on the antics of his two civilian superiors dur-
ing their three-year struggle. He ignored their feuding in his
memoirs, a partial explanation for which may be that Louis
Johnson was serving as secretary of defense and Harry
Woodring was still alive when Hap wrote Global Mission in
1948. Another possible explanation is that Arnold generally
refrained from disparaging anyone in print. Through it all,
however, both Arnold and Marshall appear to have emerged
essentially unscathed from working with these two civilians
whose knowledge rarely matched their egos or ambitions.
Hap’s survival of the stormy three-year relationship of his
civilian superiors reflected tact and discretion acquired since
his more rash actions of a decade earlier. Like the bulk of his
professional contemporaries, Arnold remained apolitical. No
record exists of his having voted in any national election dur-
ing his active military career.

His 1926 banishment to Kansas following the Mitchell trial
appears to have convinced Arnold to work within the existing
system, however imperfect. His critics, particularly those air-
men assigned to the GHQAF at Langley Field during the two
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years Hap served as assistant, were convinced that his bal-
anced advocacies were motivated by his ambition to succeed
Westover. Hap conceded, however, that his experience and
maturity since the earlier exile had made him more judi-
cious.69

Although he remained diligent in cultivating congressional
support, Hap operated essentially within War Department
guidelines this time. If there was any gloating, smugness, or
articulated awareness that the junior officers who had sup-
ported Mitchell were now in charge of the Army air arm, there
is no hint of it in Arnold’'s papers. It is clear that he had
changed along with the times over the past dozen years.

It is not surprising that Hap and the few Air Corps officers
on the General Staff were not producing any significant geopo-
litical or doctrinal studies of military power employment.
Intelligence summaries, Arnold complained, did not regularly
come across his desk until he modified the system in 1940.17°
Hap and his senior colleagues had received their undergradu-
ate education just after the turn of the century, the majority
having attended service academies. There was little exposure
to further formal education except in the various service staff
schools, which stressed military matters and paid only periph-
eral attention to diplomacy, history, or world affairs. What per-
sonal reading they accomplished in their careers probably
dealt primarily with their particular military subspecialty or
was for recreation.

The local newspapers, which relied on brief wire service
reports, were often the daily source of information, particu-
larly on isolated bases. Arnold, like many Americans of the
day, relied heavily on local movie theaters for entertainment.
The social regimens that centered on officer, NCO, and other
clubs on military installations were important to all military
families. Although professional military writing was not pro-
hibited, few active career Army aviators, perhaps enlightened
by Billy Mitchell's court-martial results, sought an audience
for their views in national journals. General Westover’s insis-
tence that Air Corps officers operate within the chain of com-
mand and not publicly disagree with the announced policies of
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the Air Corps and the War Department had to have been an
inhibiting influence on latent crusaders.

Gen Malin Craig and many of the General Staff viewed
Arnold in 1938, before he became chief, as holding a relatively
balanced position on the issues of new weapons and their
usage. After succeeding Westover, however, Hap began to
embrace more fully the theory of strategic bombardment.
Although the concept eventually became the virtual raison
détre of Arnold and Air Corps, it is difficult to determine
whether Arnold shaped institutional goals or was shaped by
them.

Although his views were not consistent throughout his
career, Arnold hinted at the role of the bomber in his testi-
mony at Mitchell’s court-martial: “Distance is annihilated by a
few hours.” However, there is little other evidence of any strong
advocacy of strategic bombing by Arnold in the decades of the
twenties. One author has written, without documentation,
that Hap was “gaining a reputation as a bombing man” by
1931 and the beginning of his successful tour as commander
at March Field. In 1933, Arnold wrote that “the bombers will
reach their objective with the pursuit having made but one
attack.” He concluded that “pursuit tactics must be revamped
or the pursuit passes out of the picture.” The strategic impli-
cations of the B-10 bomber, which Hap had flown to Alaska in
1934, seems to have been minimized by him at the time. He
wrote to his wife that the operation was “just a job."7%

As assistant to the chief, Arnold was aware of Capt Claire L.
Chennault's retirement from the Air Corps in 1937, officially
for medical reasons. A major factor in prompting Chennault’s
leaving the service, however, was his advocacy while an
instructor at the Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS) that the
bomber would not get through to the target if opposed by
fighter forces. Arnold was never a student at ACTS and his
relationships with that organization cannot be clearly estab-
lished, but Hap was well aware of its emphasis on strategic
bombardment. With both Norden and Sperry bombsights
available and a fast four-engine bomber in production,
Chennault's advocacy of defending fighters was viewed as
heresy at the Tactical School. There, Chennault grew weary of

58



BIOGRAPHY

being a lonely voice in the wilderness of strategic bombing
enthusiasts. No contemporary comment by Arnold on
Chennault's departure from the service in 1937 has been
located but the nature of their later World War 1l relationship
does not reflect regret at Chennault’s retirement.1”?

By 1938, however, only seven weeks before Westover’'s
crash, the War Department decreed that “experimentation and
development for . . . 1939-40 will be restricted to . . . aviation
designed for close-in support of ground troops.” Arnold, still
assistant to the chief, noted that “It is thought that the Chief
of the Air Corps should fight this decision.”’3 If Arnold was
not then as committed to strategic bombardment as he would
become later, he increasingly embraced the doctrine. His fail-
ure to appreciate the need for fighter escort was a mistake on
his part that was to have important consequences on the con-
duct of the aerial war. It was no coincidence that the main Air
Corps war planners in the nine months before Pearl Harbor
were recent graduates of or instructors at the Air Corps
Tactical School. Strong advocates of strategic bombardment,
they were chosen by Arnold and they worked specifically
under his instructions.

Arnold’s personal characteristics reflected an impatient avi-
ator who was correctly perceived as a man of action rather
than one committed to deliberative thought. It is apparent that
this impetuosity increased as war approached. Hap, well
aware of his own limitations, wrote during the war that he
would probably be urging the caisson to go faster as it carried
his casket through the gates of Arlington National Cemetery.
His impatience was used as a ploy by him after he became
chief and it was not unusual for Hap to convene a group (civil-
ian or military did not seem to matter) and harangue them
that they were not being sufficiently productive in whatever
areas Arnold felt needed improvement. At least one close
observer has labeled these antics an “act,” but they reflected
his intensity and concentration on the tasks at hand. His fam-
ily recognized his volatility. When daughter Lois wrote that she
was planning to marry outside the Army “faith,” to a naval avi-
ator, she asked her mother to “Please break the news gently to
Papa and don’t let him get mad and raise hell.””* Hap was not
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excessively cautious. He sometimes took considerable risk in
attempting to achieve institutional goals or acting on what he
considered to be matters of principle, such as engaging in seri-
ous and open disagreement with the president or pushing
development of the B-29 before the United States entered the
war.

His extant correspondence reveals a man of simple and
direct speech and prose. A famous novelist, Ivy league-educated,
who wrote a good many speeches as a reserve officer for
Arnold during the war, has labeled Hap as “dumb” and “illit-
erate,” an overly harsh criticism by a professional writer. The
critic, then Maj James Gould Cozzens, had published his first
novel at age 19 and had published 10 more by the time he
joined the military in 1942. Guard of Honor, the World War Il
novel that earned Cozzens the Pulitzer Prize for fiction in 1949,
included much that he had experienced during his AAF ser-
vice in Arnold’s office. Cozzens, in his own diary, has left an
interesting assessment of Arnold’s impact on the progress of
the war.

| have a pet theory that one of the reasons that we are winning the war
is that . . . the generals who oppose us have a high proportion of intel-
lectuals . . . [who] waste their time weighing complex factors and . . .
while they ponder, their simple and single minded opponents take
them for all they have. . . . Mr. A[rnold], like his Chief of Staff, seems
to me really dumb. . . . But the fact remains that, by being what he is
Mr. A[rnold] has performed the impossible in building the air force.'”®

Cozzens' disparagement seems contradictory to Arnold’s
limited success in the 1920s when he wrote journal articles,
fiction aimed at juvenile audiences, and a volume on aviation.
Prior to Pearl Harbor, he coauthored three books with Ira
Eaker and, although Eaker did much of the writing, Arnold’s
contributions to the volumes were clearly not the mark of an
“illiterate.” Further, there is too much correspondence, per-
sonal and official, in Hap's own hand in the Manuscripts
Division of the Library of Congress and elsewhere to justify
Cozzens' evaluation of the AAF chief.17®

Any assessment of Arnold seems to confirm the impressions
of those who have characterized him as “transparently honest”
and “able to put his finger on the big issues.” During the war
at Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and Combined Chiefs of Staff
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(CCS) meetings, his recorded remarks were normally confined
to land-based aviation issues, an appreciation of both his lack
of pretension in other areas and his realization that he
remained subordinate to the Army chief of staff. Hap probably
would have agreed with the label of “unsophisticated.”*’” In
fact, he probably would have considered it a compliment. In
any event, it is a judgment that is reflected in these diaries.

Arnold was rarely disingenuous, either in personal dealings
or in his diary entries. In many ways outside of military air
matters, he was naive, reflecting his middle-class origins and
mainstream American values. Although he had moved freely
among the military and political elite of Washington for five
years, Hap said he had been overawed by his abrupt intro-
duction in 1941 into the various levels of stratified British
society. His experiences there ranged from extended meetings
with Prime Minister Winston Churchill to private sessions in
Buckingham Palace with King George VI. As the war pro-
gressed, he adjusted comfortably and seemed to enjoy inter-
acting with his British Allies, assessing and commenting on
them as well as an array of world leaders that included Josef
Stalin, Charles de Gaulle, and Chiang Kai-shek. He seemed
genuinely surprised at the facts of life in wartime London dur-
ing his first visit of World War Il in 1941, from the rationing of
food to the perils of the blackout. Hap’'s naiveté was little
changed by his membership on the JCS and CCS where world-
wide issues of strategy were routine, his testimony before
Congress in the last quarter century, or repeated close inter-
action with Allied leaders of the world.

Not surprisingly, Arnold’'s beliefs mirrored those of the
American military officer corps. His values had been shaped,
as had the values of most of his contemporaries, in positions
of leadership just after the turn of the century. They had been
developed in a relatively narrow hierarchical society that was
isolated and in some ways different from segments of main-
stream America but in other ways mirrored the thinking of
many Americans. There were few Negro troops in the US mili-
tary, reflecting a civilian society where segregation, either de
facto or de jure, was accepted; Hap recorded being shocked to
see Negro and white males and females caressing and dancing
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together in a Canadian Army show in September 1944. It is
more difficult to understand or explain his 1945 comment of
“too many Jews” among the physicians he found in an
American-staffed hospital in Europe. If he is judged as preju-
diced or bigoted by the standards of the 1990s, it is worth not-
ing that he had many opportunities to expunge these candid
statements from his diaries. His sentiments concerning
Negroes do not appear different from his military contempo-
raries. Although, like Arnold, none of his fellow JCS members
were southerners, Admiral King was known to use the pejora-
tive “nigger,” Marshall wrote of the “unreliability of negro
troops . . . unless supported by white officers,” and Spaatz
“evinced the paternalistic attitude of his rank and station
toward blacks.” Their biographers have assessed Spaatz and
King in terms of both heritage and their environment, Davis
writing of Spaatz as “simply a man of his time” and Thomas B.
Buell assessing King as “not a racist in the pejorative sense”
but reflecting “the prevailing racial prejudices of his genera-
tion.” Arnold deserves assessment in the same terms.'’8
Arnold’s strong nationalistic feelings are honestly reflected
in these writings. His dislike of both the British and French
had emerged during his two-month visit to those nations as
World War | drew to a close. His Anglophobic sentiments were
intensified in the three years before Pearl Harbor, when he
struggled to prevent the bulk of increased US aircraft produc-
tion from being sent to Great Britain at the expense of what he
considered the necessary AAF buildup. This issue had, in fact,
put him in the White House doghouse and threatened to end
his military career even if Arnold remained unaware of the
degree to which he had lost the president’s confidence. During
the military/diplomatic conferences of the war, Hap retained a
suspicion of British concentration on Mediterranean and
Balkan operations, as did General Marshall and Admiral King.
Arnold believed such concentration would lessen the efficacy
of American airpower operating strategically from English
bases. He was vexed because the British insisted that the AAF
join the RAF in nighttime bombing operations, a concept in
conflict with Arnold’'s belief in the effectiveness of daylight
attack. Some of his later diary entries and actions reflected
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White House thinking as well as his own in countering what
was perceived as competing British postwar ambitions in the
civil aviation realm of using American-produced aircraft fur-
nished without cost to them under Lend-Lease. On the other
hand, Arnold strongly admired the RAF’s success in the Battle
of Britain and was genuinely moved by the courage of the
British people as he observed them stoically continuing their
routine amid the debris left by the German blitz. A blind spot
in his thinking was the failure to appreciate that the British
determination and ability to withstand Luftwaffe bombing
might also characterize the German citizenry’s reaction to AAF
and RAF attacks on their country. His anti-British feelings did
not prevent him from enjoying a warm friendship with
Churchill, however, and an uneven but essentially pleasant
relationship with Sir Charles F. A. Portal, his counterpart as
head of the RAF.

Arnold’s attitude towards the French was in part explained
by what he viewed as that nation’s limited contributions in
fighting the Axis powers and what he and his fellow members
of the JCS felt were Gen Charles de Gaulle’s unwarranted pre-
tensions. Italy and Italians earned an equal if not larger share
of scorn that was clearly recorded in the diaries. He recorded
very few comments about the people or military of the two
major enemy nations, Germany and Japan. He had very little
contact with them except for his visits to the Pacific theater
and Germany in the closing days of the war. However, his hav-
ing witnessed Japanese destruction in 1945 and hearing
reports of Japanese atrocities in the Philippines, where he had
enjoyed two pleasant tours as a young officer, may well have
influenced his attitude toward bombing Japan’s home islands.

His friendship and correspondence show a man of breadth
beyond flying and beyond the military. He maintained a close
relationship with such diverse individuals as Gutzon Borglum
of Mount Rushmore fame, Jack Warner and others of the
motion picture industry, and Lowell Thomas of radio as well as
Theodore von Karméan and other scientists.

There was little vulgarity about the man, either in these
diaries or in his extant correspondence, although his use of
profanity in small groups was well known. His swearing,
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although extremely rare in mixed company, was often used
either to vent his own frustrations or to urge greater effort
from those whose performance was less than desired. There
were no women in his life aside from his wife and daughter.

On the first Monday after becoming chief, Arnold found the
time to write briefly to his daughter. Without mentioning his
new assignment and promotion, which by now were known to
her in California, he outlined some of his frustrations about
working in the Washington environment. In a semihumorous
vein, he indicated that he was glad he did not have “any more
troubles than | have” and, in a clear reference to the Woodring-
Johnson feuding, was thankful that he didn’'t “have to associ-
ate with politicians after working hours.” He explained that his
routine was to drive to the office through congested traffic,
“may or may not have lunch,” and return home after seeing an
“endless number of visitors.” “It seems that one thing is barely
started and then another comes into being.””® If Arnold
seemed discouraged about the demands on his time and ener-
gies as assistant to the chief, little could he have appreciated
the magnitude of problems he would face in the next seven
years as leader of the AAF.

The Air Corps that Arnold assumed command of in
September 1938 consisted of approximately 21,000 personnel
and 1,792 aircraft, far below the congressionally authorized
strength of 2,320 planes. Many of the planes were obsolete,
and congressional appropriations were far below what Arnold
and others felt was necessary to reach the authorized strength
and, more important, procure modern planes.

Among the many challenges faced by Arnold before Pearl
Harbor, three appeared more significant and demanding than
others. The first of these, emerging within two weeks after he
was sworn into his new position, was Arnold’s response to
Roosevelt's call for increasing the productive capacity of the
American aircraft industry. The second and third problems,
closely intertwined with the first, involved the allocation of air-
craft among a variety of constituencies while building up and
expanding the Air Corps to meet the seemingly inevitable
prospect of American involvement in the war. Attempts to

64



BIOGRAPHY

resolve these three problems continued to be Arnold’'s main
concerns.

Even before Arnold became chief, the international situation
was spurring efforts towards military preparedness and
expansion in the United States as well as in Great Britain and
France. Among the major challenges facing General Arnold
during the first six of the 12 overseas visits chronicled in his
diaries were to increase American military aircraft production,
determine the types and numbers to be produced, and allocate
them among the various competing constituencies. Inextricably
bound up with these problems was the impetus towards
expansion of the Army Air Corps. Arnold welcomed this impetus,
but it conflicted with the desire of President Roosevelt, who
was influenced by some of his most trusted advisors, to furnish
the bulk of the increased American production to Britain and
France. In grappling with these difficulties, Arnold found his
leadership position threatened and his military future jeop-
ardized. In the final analysis, however, this early impetus was
essential in preparing the nation’s aircraft industry and the
Army’s air arm to meet the challenges of war. As the official
AAF history has expressed it, “the success of the American air-
craft production program during World War Il was to a large
extent the result of bold prewar action.”® Arnold, who had
narrowly avoided being relieved of his position during this
three-year expansion period, had by July 1941 become recog-
nized as the primary military spokesman for American land-
based aviation. He had also regained the confidence of FDR,
largely as a result of his trip to England in April 1941.

In January 1938, Baron Amaury de La Grange, a French
senator, paid a weekend visit to Roosevelt in Washington. De
La Grange had crossed the Atlantic in anticipation of pur-
chasing 1,000 American-built aircraft to improve the “lamen-
table” condition of the French Air Force.'®! He found his old
friend in the White House sympathetic to French aims and
fearful of German expansion but unable to offer a great deal of
assistance. The French senator was discouraged to learn that
the US aircraft industry was almost as deficient as the French,
saying, “We cannot immediately obtain from the United States
planes needed to re-enforce our weak aviation.”®? In spite of

65



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

his discovery that “American industry . . . was almost non-
existent for war planes,” France in May 1938 placed an order
for 100 Curtiss-Wright P-36s, the most advanced pursuit air-
craft then available. The Air Corps possessed only three of
them at the time. That same month, the British ordered 200
Lockheed Hudson transports and 200 North American
Harvard trainers to be built in US factories. Both nations were
motivated by their admitted deficiencies in military prepared-
ness, which was made more pronounced by Hitler's annexa-
tion of Austria that had taken place just two months earlier.183

Arnold, protective of the secrets built into the P-36, opposed
a French request to fly and evaluate the fighter they had
ordered, but the White House overruled him—a harbinger of
future difficulties between Roosevelt and Arnold.'8* At the
same time, Arnold had to have been pleased that the French
government financed, at a cost of $940,000, a new production
line for Curtiss-Wright to build the anticipated P-36s. These
orders aroused mixed feelings in Arnold, who was well aware
that the increase in productive capacity could begin to trans-
form the American military aircraft industry but was also anx-
ious to bring about the much-needed expansion of the AAF.185

Arnold’s ideological beliefs in the spring of 1938 probably
coincided with the uncertain thinking of many Americans
caught between the aggressiveness of the totalitarian states
abroad and the strains of isolationism at home. Many did not
yet view the dictator states with the disdain that would follow
the 1938 Munich settlement and later acts of aggression by
the totalitarian states. However, many shared Arnold’'s uncer-
tainty concerning America’s proper role in a world increasingly
affected by the totalitarian powers. Hap wondered about aid-
ing the British as requested by their purchasing commission
that had arrived in May 1938.

Are we going to show favoritism to Gr. Britain over other countries? Are
we going to assume that Gr. Britain is an ally of ours now and will
always be an ally? Should we upset existing policies relative to export
of our latest aircraft?

Can we, should we, must we show Gr. Britain our latest airplanes such
as the B-17, B-15 or the Bell Fighter [P-39]? It (assisting the British) is
liable to put us in the position as an aid to certain nations in war by
virtue of furnishing munitions and thereby endanger our neutrality.186
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Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau, who would
later become an ardent proponent of providing the bulk of
America’s production to the British and the French, expressed
similar sentiments when he asked, “How long do we know that
Canada and England are going to be our allies?"8” These sen-
timents, expressed only four months before the Munich settle-
ment, would undergo considerable revision in the near future.

As these British and French orders for aircraft were being
processed, Arnold was well aware of a policy disagreement
within the War Department. In the view of many, US military
forces were to be used only in a defensive role and the primary
agency for protecting the coastline would remain the United
States Navy. According to this view, Air Corps planes were to
be used primarily in support of Army ground forces. This con-
cept, combined with US geographical isolation, led many in
the military hierarchy to prescribe light and medium bombers
along with pursuit planes (note the connotation) for the
American Army rather than long-range bombers such as the
recently procured B-17. Maj Gen Stanley Embick, a nonavia-
tor and the senior officer responsible for Army procurement,
expressed the desideratum in a May 1938 memo: “Our
national policy contemplates preparation for defense, not
aggression. The Military superiority of . . . a B-17 over two or
three smaller planes that could be procured with the same
funds remains to be established.”8®

Policy guidance from Secretary of War Harry H. Woodring to
the chief of the Air Corps on 29 July 1938 was similar. He
instructed that “estimates for bombers in Fiscal Year 1940
[must] be restricted to light, medium and attack types.”
Arnold’s belief in strategic bombardment doctrine, although
not yet fully developed in his thinking, cautioned him to rec-
ommend that the chief of the Air Corps “fight this decision” by
the secretary of war.'® Woodring's interest was in securing
funds to build up all elements, not just the air component, of
an American Army that many felt had been fiscally starved
over the previous two decades by isolationism and the Great
Depression. With less than $37 million to spend for aircraft
procurement in 1937, the secretary of war opted for more B-
18 twin-engine bombers. The shorter-range B-18 was much
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less expensive than the B-17, each costing $65,000 rather
than the $280,000 for a B-17. One officer assigned to the
office recalled that Woodring was “interested in numbers
only.” Arnold, penning his memoirs 11 years later, remem-
bered that the B-17's superiority was a “mystery” that
Secretary Woodring never understood.°

Feuding between Woodring and Assistant Secretary of War
Louis A. Johnson further complicated Arnold’s problems.
Johnson, more of an internationalist than the secretary, gen-
erally was in favor of larger, longer-range aircraft. However, his
views were as much determined by his ambition to oppose,
dislodge, and succeed Woodring as they were by ideology.
Army Chief of Staff Gen Malin Craig, a friend and golfing part-
ner of Arnold, normally supported the secretary’s philosophy
of smaller aircraft and balanced funding for all Army elements.
Throughout these years, Arnold faced the continuing difficulty
of advocating and supervising the buildup of airpower while
working harmoniously with his superiors, both military and
civilian, many of whom did not share his views.!

As indicated earlier, the month of September in 1938
marked a significant turning point in Arnold’s career. He was
sworn in as chief of the Air Corps on the day the historic
“peace in our time” Munich pact was signed. Equally impor-
tant to the Air Corps was the impact the lack of airpower
played in compelling Britain and France to concede to Hitler's
demands at Munich, particularly as US President Franklin D.
Roosevelt interpreted this lack of British and French airpower.

Considerable information had arrived in Washington from
various sources on evaluating the strength of the German
Luftwaffe, specifically as contrasted with the deficiencies of
British and French airpower. Charles Lindbergh, still a credi-
ble observer to the White House, had decried to American mil-
itary attachés in Britain as early as April 1938, that “present
conditions and trends” in England seemed “hopelessly behind
in military strength in comparison to Germany.”%? This con-
firmed his prescient assessment earlier that month that the
“contrast between an English factory and an American or
German factory is ununderstandable. The English simply do
not seem to have an equivalent ability along those lines. God!
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How they will have to pay for it in the next war.”1% He reported
to US Ambassador William C. Bullitt in Paris that “France
seems to be in worse shape from an aviation standpoint than
I believed.” In his view, the French did not possess “enough
modern military planes in this country to even put up a show
in case of war.”'®* A week prior to Munich, just having
returned from a three-week trip to several European coun-
tries, including Russia, Lindbergh traveled from his home in
coastal France to London at the urgent request of Joseph P.
Kennedy, the American ambassador in Great Britain. There he
lunched with the American diplomat and agreed to put in writ-
ing his impressions of the aviation potential of the major
European powers. Kennedy emphasized the urgency of the
famous aviator's evaluation by cabling this “confidential
expression of his [Lindbergh’s] personal opinion” to
Washington the same day. In the flier's view, “Germany now
has the means of destroying London, Paris, and Praha
[Prague] if she wishes to do so. England and France together
have not enough modern warplanes for effective defense or
counterattack. France is in as pitiful condition.” There is evi-
dence that Arnold was furnished a copy of Lindbergh’s gloomy
assessment.19

During this same visit to London, the American flier
expressed similar views to Squadron Leader John Slessor,
then a senior RAF plans officer, and Air Marshal Sir Wilfrid
Freeman, who was responsible for RAF development and pro-
duction. Lindbergh doubted that Britain and France “could
win a war now,” labeling the German Air Force “the strongest
in the world in both quality and quantity, more powerful than
the combined air forces of Britain, France, and the United
States.”1% |n the week before the final Munich settlement,
Lindbergh cautioned Slessor that “our only sound policy is to
avoid war now at almost any cost.” Three days later, the Air
Ministry in London urgently cabled the British attaché in
Washington for an estimate of the aircraft that could be
bought in the United States for delivery to Great Britain within
a month.®7

American Ambassador to France Bullitt expressed similar
discouragement. Eleven days before the Munich agreement,
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Bullitt reported that, if war broke out, the “superiority of the
German and Italian Air Forces was so absolute over the
French Air Force that every city in France and every military
objective could be destroyed at will.”*°® In the midst of the
negotiations, Bullitt wrote Roosevelt: “If you have enough air-
planes you don’'t have to go to Berchtesgaden.”'®® Only three
days after the signing of the pact, Bullitt lunched with French
Premier Daladier, who confided that the “single thing which
counted today was . . . strengthening the military forces of
France especially in the field of air armament.” Lacking
improvement in the future, “France would be confronted with
ultimatums.” Bullitt sailed for the United States two days later
to report his findings in person. With the wisdom that hind-
sight always brings, Daladier conceded three days after the
agreement that if he’d had “3,000 or 4,000 planes, there would
have been no Munich.” At least one source claims that at the
time of the forced settlement with Hitler, France had “no more
than seventeen modern planes.”2%

Lindbergh provided the gloomiest numerical estimate of all
when he confided to his diary two days after the Munich set-
tlement, “France did not have a single modern pursuit plane
ready for the defense of Paris!”?°1 Immediately following the
Munich pact, the British Air attaché in Washington cabled
home, saying Roosevelt was convinced that their deficiencies
in the air had forced the capitulation of Britain and France.?%?

Even before Munich, word from other capitals had brought
disheartening news. The president had learned as early as 11
July from Hugh R. Wilson, US Ambassador in Berlin, that
“Germany has produced an air arm second to none in num-
bers and quality of first-line airplanes.” Roosevelt, feeling that
the report was credible, shared it with Secretary of War
Woodring during a 2 September visit to the White House.?%3

FDR had received reports confirming British and French
weakness in the air in the summer of 1938 from leading
American aircraft manufacturers when they visited factories in
Britain, France, and Germany in the summer of 1938. Coming
from executives of Glenn L. Martin, Curtiss-Wright, North
American Aviation, Bell Aircraft, and Consolidated, all close
friends of Arnold, their not altogether disinterested observa-
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tions could hardly be ignored.?°* Roosevelt's concern over
American capabilities increased after hearing Hitler's strident
Nuremberg speech on 12 September, more than two weeks
before the Munich agreement. As a result, he sent his trusted
advisor, Works Progress Administration (WPA) Director Harry
Hopkins, to the West Coast to “take a look at the aircraft
industry with a view to its expansion for war production.”
According to Hopkins, “the President was sure we were going
to get into war and he believed that air power would win it.”2%

The next week at the regular cabinet meeting, the president
shared his thinking about the nature of the next war.
According to Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes, who was
present, Roosevelt developed his “theory of tactics if Europe
goes to war.” Ickes recalled that FDR would “make the war
principally one of the air,” justifying this on the basis of less
money, fewer casualties, and a greater chance of success as
contrasted with a “traditional war by land and sea.” In the
final week before the Munich pact, FDR discussed with his
cabinet the “overwhelming preponderance of Germany and
Italy in the air.”2%®

On 12 October, the respected unofficial advisor Bernard
Baruch, having just returned from a European visit where he
had met with Pierre Laval and Winston Churchill, stayed
overnight in the White House. To FDR he painted a gloomy
contrast between American capabilities and what he had
observed and been told about conditions in Europe. He
insisted that the United States needed to build “at least
50,000 long-range bombers,” a figure proposed by FDR later,
in May 1940. In October 1938, however, Roosevelt cautioned
Baruch that “the nation is not ready yet.”?°” The next day,
Ambassador Bullitt, having just arrived from France, provided
a firsthand account of his discussions with French leaders
during and after the Munich crisis. FDR revealed at his press
conference on 14 October that he had “sat up last night hear-
ing the European side of things” from Bullitt.2%®

During the first 15 days following the Munich agreement,
the president began moving towards preparedness. He called
for an increase in the productive capacity of the American mil-
itary aircraft industry, a response that represented for him at
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least a changing view of airpower as a military force. FDR’s
thinking was partially unveiled on 14 October during his reg-
ular press conference when he said “new developments”
necessitated a “complete restudy of American national
defense.” Promising to unveil a plan after the first of the year,
Roosevelt bantered in his usual friendly terms with the news-
men. Speaking in generalities, he indicated that although a
defense study had been in progress “for about a year,” it had
been “forced to a head” by recent events, clearly suggesting the
Munich crisis. Three other actions he took that day reflected
the extent of the chief executive's concern; all impacted on
Arnold.2%°

Acknowledging the importance that lack of aircraft had
played in the recent Munich settlements, the president agreed
to Bullitt's recommendation that the French government dis-
patch Jean Monnet to the United States “to study how the
American aircraft industry could best serve France’'s need.” In
addition, FDR asked the State Department to study the means
by which the arms embargo provisions of the Neutrality Act
could be lifted. In instructions that would most closely involve
Arnold, the president directed that the War Department begin
planning for extensive expansion of the Air Corps.?%° In view of
the strong isolationist sentiment in the nation, congressional
elections less than a month away, the recent defeat of his
Supreme Court reorganization plan in Congress, and the
downturn in the nation’s economy, these were bold steps by
the American leader. Only the national defense assessment,
however, was made public.

As no extant documents have been found to support the
presidential instructions, it seems logical that the 14 October
request to plan for expansion of the Air Corps was made ver-
bally to Assistant Secretary Johnson. In any event, Johnson
lost no time in forwarding Roosevelt's desires to the Army chief
of staff. That same day, in response to White House direction,
Arnold wrote a letter to the leading American aircraft manu-
facturers, inviting them to recommend ways to increase air-
craft production.?1?

As the various agencies began to draw up their responses,
FDR departed for an eight-day vacation in Hyde Park. There he
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met with Ambassador Bullitt, Jean Monnet who had just
arrived from France, Harry Hopkins, and Secretary of the
Treasury Henry Morgenthau Jr. In these discussions,
Roosevelt suggested 15,000 airplanes per year as a goal for the
nation, with 12,000 to be produced in government plants, the
remaining 3,000 by the aircraft manufacturers. Morgenthau’s
long association and close relationship with Roosevelt dated
from the latter's days as governor of New York. Their close
relationship enabled him to urge that the president take the
necessary steps “to stop aggression by peaceful means” and
“develop an effective program” that would cause other demo-
cratic nations to “take heart.” His later actions reflect that
Morgenthau shared FDR’s newfound belief that aircraft were
an essential ingredient in American defense preparedness and
would be part of any program emanating from the White
House.?!?

This proposed request by the American president with its
emphasis on airpower was significant in that it became thus
far the largest peacetime appeal in two decades by a strong
executive for increased military funding. This was in sharp
contrast to the institutionally restrained, timid pleas of the
military over the previous years. Many who criticized the tes-
timony of the military chiefs before Congress since the end of
World War | felt that the services had been content to ask
Congress for what they thought the legislators were willing to
appropriate rather than what they felt was needed to accom-
plish their strategic objectives.?'® In defense of their requests
for appropriations since the passage of the Air Corps Act of
1926, however, the aviators had requested for the five fiscal
years 1928-32 a total of $260.6 million but had received from
Congress only $147.2, or 56.5 percent of their expressed
needs.?* FDR’s 14 October public press announcement,
together with his other, unpublicized, actions on that same
day reflected an appreciation by the nation’s chief executive
that a lack of air assets had played a major role in the Munich
capitulation. Not only did he seem to realize, as had the
French and British earlier in the year, the inadequacies of the
American aircraft industry, but his concept of military force
seemed to have been broadened beyond the role of the United
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States Navy as the first line of American defense. This concept
differed significantly from his recent actions. Only eight
months earlier, he had requested a modest $45 million from
Congress, $28 million or 62 percent of which was to be spent
on the United States Navy. Only $17 million or 38 percent was
intended for the Army, and none of the $45 million was
planned for the purchase of aircraft.?2®> From this point until
passage of the military appropriations bill in April 1939,
Arnold’s primary task was to make preparations for expansion
of the Army Air Corps.

As Arnold and his staff began to respond to the president’s
instructions, Hap worried about the depth of the chief execu-
tive’s commitment. Circumspect in commenting on his com-
mander in chief, Arnold has left little specific criticism of
Roosevelt's changed thinking. However, the aviator was con-
cerned that, like Woodring, FDR'’s interest was primarily with
numbers of aircraft, reflecting his penchant for seeking simple
solutions to complex problems, and the publicity attendant to
the announcement of any increase in aircraft production. In
later months, as the numbers of aircraft continued to
increase, Arnold remained concerned that the president failed
to appreciate the need for an infrastructure to support the
additional planes. Such a buildup would require aircrews,
training bases, instructors, maintenance crews, and ground
support personnel, along with many other components of a
viable military aviation force. As the AAF chief saw it, “The
Army Air Forces had to teach the nation [this appeared to
include the president and the secretary of war] that large
numbers of planes did not in themselves constitute airpower;
we had to show the folly of the ‘numbers racket.””?6 This num-
bers racket phrase was commonly used pejoratively by airmen
in this period as they worked to respond to the constantly
changing formulae emanating from the civilian leadership.
The aviators felt that insufficient attention was being paid to
the need for supporting personnel and equipment, stability of
their programs, proper allocation of the aircraft among the
various claimants, balance among types to be procured, and
potential utilization of the aircraft produced. Nevertheless,
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Arnold and War Department officials worked quickly following
the 14 October direction from the White House.?'”

Five days later, on 19 October, Arnold submitted to the sec-
retary of war a plan for achieving an increase in the number
of Air Corps planes to 6,360 by 1944. This was to be done by
purchasing 1,000 aircraft each year, an impressive increase
given the fact that the Air Corps then possessed only 1,797 of
their congressionally authorized fleet of 2,360 aircraft. Clearly,
neither Arnold nor Roosevelt could have envisioned the dras-
tically changed circumstances that saw the nation manufac-
ture 294,436 planes from 1941 to 1945.%8

If Arnold’s 19 October proposal appeared modest, the Army
chief of staff's reaction illustrated the thinking of many non-
aviator Army leaders that would disturb Roosevelt and present
problems for Arnold. According to Morgenthau, when
Roosevelt's suggested number of 15,000 planes was relayed to
Chief of Staff Malin Craig, the chief responded with “What are
we going to do with 15,000 planes?” He questioned whom we
were going to fight across “three thousand miles of ocean.”?°
General Craig’s opposition to any large Air Corps increase and
his concern for balance within all segments of the under-
funded Army was confirmed by his statement to the Bureau of
the Budget 10 days after FDR’s 14 October call for aircraft
expansion. Craig wrote on 24 October that the “defense of the
country . . . rests with ground troops” and that other army ele-
ments demanded “more immediate attention” than the needs
of the Air Corps, given the more costly maintenance and rapid
obsolescence of aircraft.??° Nor was the chief of staff's position
an isolated one within the War Department. The new deputy
chief of staff, Brig Gen George Marshall, who would later
become a strong supporter of the Army air arm and a very
close friend of Arnold, felt that an Air Corps expansion to
10,000 combat aircraft was “seriously out of proportion to
what was needed.”??* Although many aviators felt these atti-
tudes were a confirmation of the antiaviation bias that had
marked Army leaders since World War |, these senior officers
were not necessarily anti-Air Corps. They were advocating pro-
grams to achieve a balanced Army to be used in a defensive
posture, relying more heavily than the aviators desired on the
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traditional battle-tested branches, which had been equally
underfunded and minimally staffed. At the same time, these
other Army components, taking advantage of the administra-
tion’s recently discovered willingness to seek increased Army
appropriations, were submitting their estimates of the funding
necessary to meet the world’s new conditions.???

The president’'s directions levied changing demands on
Arnold and other senior Army officers. Only three days after
submitting his 19 October plan for a gradual increase to 6,360
planes, Hap responded to a new request from the secretary of
war who now proposed an increase in purchases for fiscal year
1941 from the planned 178 planes to 1,178.?2% The day fol-
lowing this 22 October submission, General Craig proposed to
the assistant secretary, with Arnold’'s concurrence, that
instead of the 1,000 planes per year outlined by Arnold on 19
October that would bring the inventory up to 6,000 planes by
1944, the increase should be 2,500 planes per year. The next
day, 24 October, in response to “verbal orders,” Arnold sub-
mitted yet another plan, this time suggesting that the aircraft
industry could produce 10,000 planes in two years. This rapid
changing of requirements, necessitating four different Air
Corps submissions within five days, was a harbinger of the
demands that would be levied on Arnold and his air planners
until 1945.224

On 25 October, Arnold attended a meeting at the Treasury
Department where WPA director Harry Hopkins reported his
findings concerning aircraft manufacturing. He outlined an
achievable goal of 35,000 to 40,000 airplanes to be produced
per year, with the Air Corps receiving 31,000-36,000 of them
once provision was made for the US Navy. Hopkins estimated
that a total of 20,000 of these aircraft could be produced by
the existing American industry with the remainder to be built
in eight to 10 plants that would be constructed by the govern-
ment and “operated by the War Department.” These proposed
numbers were staggering to an Air Corps having a current
total inventory of 1,797 planes of which 351 were or shortly
would be obsolete. Further, these planes on hand had been
obtained painstakingly over the past two decades through an
average acquisition of 300 per year.??°
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On receipt of this information, Roosevelt appointed a com-
mittee to recommend ways to increase aircraft production.
This would be the first of many different groups appointed by
the president in the next several years, all with the aim of giv-
ing Roosevelt close control of production and allocation. This
group consisted of Assistant Secretary of War Louis Johnson,
Assistant Secretary of the Navy Charles Edison, and Deputy
Administrator of WPA Aubrey Williams. It seems logical that
Arnold’'s recommendations to Johnson on the day before the
committee was named, estimating that the aircraft industry
“could produce 10,000 planes in approximately 2 years,” had
been provided to the new group.?? Moving quickly, they
reported to the White House three days later on 28 October
with estimates not far from those made by Arnold on 24
October. The committee suggested that the current aircraft
industry could raise its current output fourfold from 2,600 to
11,000 airplanes per year. When supplemented with the
20,000 aircraft that could be produced in the proposed gov-
ernment-built plants, the total could reach 30,000 within
three years. This would necessitate temporarily freezing air-
craft designs and increasing the number of aircraft workers
from the current single shift to three.??”

The frenetic activity associated with determining aircraft
production goals and submitting funding proposals for various
components of the Army seemed to have lessened temporarily
during the next several weeks, at least as far as any direction
from the White House or the War Department’s civilian lead-
ers. Part of the explanation may have been their preoccupation
with political concerns dominated by the congressional
midterm elections held on 8 November and the resulting
diminution of the Democratic majorities in the Congress. This
hiatus did nothing to deter speculation in the press over the
administration’s intentions for increased aircraft production
and funds for the Army. Newspapers reported that the presi-
dent was preparing to ask Congress for a program involving “a
vast air fleet” that would triple the current 1935 Air Corps
Baker Board ceiling and, along with other equipment to be
requested for the Army, cost more than $300 million.?28
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Two days after the congressional elections of 8 November,
probably in response to a request from the assistant secretary
of war, Arnold submitted two memos containing new estimates
of the numbers of aircraft necessary for the Air Corps and sug-
gesting means of acquiring them. In the first, he proposed that
a two-year objective be established to reach a total of 7,000
aircraft, including the almost 2,000 already on hand. Showing
concern with the lack of a supporting infrastructure along
with the “numbers racket” of airplanes that seemed to have
dominated administration thinking in the previous month,
Hap recommended that one-half of the 7,000 planes be train-
ing aircraft and the remaining 3,500 combat types. Cognizant
of the limited number of available trained personnel to fly and
maintain 7,000 airplanes, as well as the cost of operating
them, Hap suggested that one-third of them be placed in
reserve. Relying on the responses from the aircraft manufac-
turers to whom he had written on 14 October seeking sugges-
tions to increase aircraft production, Arnold’s memo estimated
that the desired 5,000 aircraft could be obtained realistically
within a two-year time frame, given maximum use of existing
plants, many of which currently were underutilized or dor-
mant.??° In a separate memo of his “personal ideas” submitted
to Johnson the same day, Hap suggested that the White House
convene a “special council” of the military, State Department,
and industry to “determine the size of each force.” He offered
estimates of the size of the major European air forces, indi-
cating that Germany possessed “2,000 bombers with a range
of 3,300 miles” and the potential of crossing the Atlantic from
West African bases.?3°

Two days after Hap’'s 10 November memos to Johnson,
Roosevelt met with Morgenthau, Hopkins, and Johnson, a
newly empowered group becoming an important source of
advice on aircraft production. In this meeting, FDR approved
Harry Hopkins' suggestion of erecting eight to 10 factories
with WPA funds. Two of these factories were to immediately
begin production of 2,000 combat planes annually, the other
plants to be held in reserve. To Morgenthau's distress,
Roosevelt now established 10,000 planes per year as the goal.
The secretary lamented, “Every time | have talked to the
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President the number he has in mind has become less.” In
confirmation that Hap’s 10 November memo to Johnson had
made its way to the White House, the group discussed how “in
the shortest space of time” Arnold’s goal of 5,000 new planes
for the Air Corps could be obtained.?3!

While the Army and the Air Corps were engaged in respond-
ing to White House and assistant secretary of war initiatives
for planning an increase in their forces, events around the
world continued to provide disturbing news. The Japanese
had occupied Hangchou in late October, gaining control of
China’s last major port and forcing the Chiang Kai-shek gov-
ernment upriver to distant Chungking. A week later, Japan
announced its “new order” for Asia by economically uniting
Manchukuo and China with Japan. The following day, they
announced that the Nine Power Treaty guaranteeing Chinese
territory integrity was now obsolete. At the same time in
Europe, Hitler oversaw the further dismemberment of
Czechoslovakia by ceding 12,000 square miles of territory con-
taining more than a million pre-Munich Czech citizens to
Hungary. In retaliation for the Killing of a German diplomat in
Paris, the Nazis unleashed their most blatant anti-Semitic
action thus far during the Kristallnacht, or Crystal Night, of
9-10 November, smashing and looting Jewish establishments
in Germany. Roosevelt reacted to this latest travesty by recall-
ing the US Ambassador on 14 November.

With midterm congressional elections behind him and faced
with the deteriorating international situation, Roosevelt held
the White House meeting that Arnold has labeled the “Magna
Charta” of the Air Corps, and an official historian has termed
“momentous,” on the day that he suspended US diplomatic
representation in Germany. Another author has written that
the convening of this group “marked a turning point in the
history of national defense.”?3? Hap was among the dozen or so
officials present, including Hopkins, Johnson, Morgenthau
and others from the Treasury Department, as well as Army
Chief of Staff Malin Craig who brought along his new deputy,
George Marshall. It seems revealing that no representative of
the US Navy had been invited. Not unusual in such gather-
ings, the president did most of the talking. Morgenthau’s diary
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and Arnold’s fragmentary account of the discussion jotted on
the back of an envelope are the only extant accounts of this
important gathering. It appeared clear from what transpired
that much of the substance of what had been furnished to
Assistant Secretary of War Johnson by Arnold and his staff in
the past several days had reached the oval office. The sugges-
tion by Arnold on 10 November for a “special council,” along
with FDR’s increasing concern over international events, prob-
ably contributed to the calling of the meeting.233

In directing that the War Department prepare a plan for pro-
viding 10,000 planes per year over a two-year period, of which
2,500 would be trainers, 3,750 would be combat aircraft, and
another 3,750 would be in reserve, the president was using
figures similar to those submitted earlier by Arnold. Roosevelt
further specified that 8,000 should come from the current air-
craft manufacturers and the remaining 2,000 from plants
erected with government funds, an allocation very similar to
that recommended by Arnold in his memos to Johnson four
days earlier. FDR emphasized the problems of the Air Corps,
insisting that this branch was “weakest of all the United States
armed forces” and contrasted the strength of other nations’ air
forces using estimates very close to those furnished by Hap.
Conceding political realities, the president told the group that
although there was a need for an Air Corps of 20,000 planes
and an annual productive capability of 24,000 aircraft, he felt
that Congress would appropriate funds for only half of those
numbers. Consequently, he directed that the Air Corps pro-
vide an “acceptable” program for him to submit to the legisla-
ture.234

Other instructions from FDR included plans for aircraft
manufacturers to meet in Washington where they were to
learn that the proposed enhanced program would not be
based on competition among them but instead rely on fixed
fees providing an 8-10 percent return over costs, a welcome
practice that essentially was continued throughout the war.?3%
The president expressed dissatisfaction with the War
Department’'s emphasis on a “balanced” force, insisting that
we needed a “huge air force so that we do not need to have a
huge army to follow that air force.” Sending a large army
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abroad, the president said, was “undesirable and politically
out of the question.” FDR further announced that “long-range
bombing is now the duty of the Army,” since it has the respon-
sibility of keeping “anyone from landing in North or South
America,” which he insisted was now a “possibility.”%36

One scholar has written that during the meeting the “presi-
dent's whole emphasis was upon airplanes. There was none
whatever on an air force, a much larger thing.” Roosevelt left
no doubt as to the importance he had placed on airplanes
when he told reporters at the next day’s press conference that
the discussion “was confined almost entirely to the problem of
aircraft.”23/

In spite of FDR’s emphasis, Johnson'’s directive the next day
to the Army chief of staff contained instructions far broader
than airplanes. The budget the assistant secretary requested
for the next two years was to include 10,000 aircraft for the Air
Corps with one-half of them remaining in storage.
Additionally, seven government-constructed factories capable
of annually producing 14,000 airplanes were to be provided
along with supporting army services and supplies. Johnson
further expanded the presidential directive to include equip-
ping government arsenals, stockpiling critical raw materials,
and other activities considerably beyond that of aircraft pro-
curement and maintenance.?®® These actions by Johnson and
the Army chief of staff, designed to achieve funding for a “bal-
anced” Army, conflicted with both the White House’'s more
narrow emphasis on increasing the numbers of aircraft and
contrasted with Arnold’'s desire for increased numbers of
planes with sufficient personnel and logistical support. These
differences were to test Arnold’s skill and tact as well as
threaten his future.

The day following the 14 November meeting with the presi-
dent, Hap provided drafts of letters for Johnson’s signature to
14 of the major aircraft and engine manufacturers, inviting
them to a “secret” conference to be held in Washington six
days later.?®® Hap’s specific instructions from the War
Department in response to the 14 November White House
meeting reached him on 17 November with the caveat that
there was “no time for normal General Staff procedure. Speed
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is essential and your efforts should be informal.” Other Army
staff agencies were ordered to assist Arnold since the esti-
mates had to be processed through the Bureau of the Budget
in time for inclusion in the president’s message to Congress in
early 1939. Permitted to bring in six additional Air Corps exec-
utive officers to assist in devising the estimates, Arnold chose
trusted aviators, all of whom became general officers during
the war.?4° On 17 November, the same day Arnold received his
implementing instructions from the chief of staff, he provided
guidance for Lt Col Carl A. “Tooey” Spaatz, one of his new
executive assistants. In what he termed his “Fundamental
Principles of Aircraft Procurement,” Hap ordered plans for
obtaining 10,000 airplanes in two years, three-fourths of them
to be produced by existing manufacturers. Additionally,
Arnold advised Spaatz that the desired Air Corps plan should
reflect “drastic economies” so as “not to inflate [the] budget.”
These were to affect everything from cutting flying hours “to
the bone” to curtailing cross-country flights and economizing
on building construction. All of this was to be done “quietly, no
publicity for any phase of this.”?41

Army’s response to Roosevelt’'s 14 November instructions
was sent to the White House on 1 December. Submitted by
Chief of Staff Malin Craig, it proposed expenditures of $2 bil-
lion above the already submitted budget for fiscal 1940. More
than one-half of the money would be required to increase and
support an Air Corps of 10,000 planes while actively operating
only one-half that number. However, the other $815 million
would be used for equipping and supporting other elements of
an Army that was to be increased by more than 90,000
men.242

The president reacted testily to the Army memo in a White
House meeting on 10 December, resulting in a second Army
response to the White House on 17 December. In a revealing
“justification” called the Two-Year Augmentation Plan, the
Army planners insisted that their earlier 1 December propos-
als constituted an “indivisible whole” that defied logical sepa-
ration since air forces required ground protection for their
bases. Seeming almost defiant of Roosevelt's 14 November
instructions and his negative reaction to their 1 December
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proposals, the memo further argued that their program
“looked forward toward a balanced Army.” It concluded boldly
that “Airplanes will not impress foreign leaders and their
General Staffs” and that “the ultimate defense of our own ter-
ritory rests with the ground forces.” No real concessions were
made to Roosevelt’s criticism of their 1 December submission
or his concern expressed on 10 December. Instead, the Army,
in attempting to head off any possible White House changes,
insisted that “Weakness in any major part of this structure
may cause the whole to collapse.”?43

Arnold’'s and the Air Corps’ role in this justification does not
seem able to be precisely determined. Three days earlier, how-
ever, Arnold had submitted drafts of five bills providing for
10,000 planes and other Air Corps improvements.?44 He would
have been involved in the portion of the War Department jus-
tification calling for 10,000 planes, including 5,600 combat
aircraft and 3,750 trainers. Convinced that personnel must be
obtained to fly and maintain the craft, Arnold recommended
increasing the Corps’ strength to 73,000 enlisted men and
almost 10,000 officers and flying cadets, a nearly fourfold
increase in personnel since he became chief 60 days earlier.?45

Not surprisingly, the president was displeased with the
Army’s justification. On the day of its submission, FDR placed
eager Treasury Secretary Morgenthau in charge of all muni-
tions purchases, including aircraft. That same day, he author-
ized the Treasury Department to negotiate with Jean Monnet,
who had just arrived from France with the hope of purchasing
1,000 American aircraft for delivery within the next seven
months.?#¢ By these two actions, the Treasury Department
became the major, and at times the only, empowered voice
outside the White House in determining aircraft production
and allocation. To what extent the Army’s seeming lack of
cooperation and near defiance of FDR’s 14 November instruc-
tions, particularly as explained in their justification of 17
December, contributed to the War Department, the Air Corps,
and Arnold being relegated to spectator roles in this vital area
cannot be determined. It would be almost three years before
the Army gained a major voice in aircraft production and allo-
cation, earned in many ways because of Arnold’s later success
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at the White House. None of the Army contributors to the 17
December justification, including Arnold if he had been
involved, should have been surprised when the White House
turned to what was viewed as the more agreeable and willing
Treasury Department to implement presidential policies.

After receiving the Army’s justification, the president artic-
ulated his continuing dissatisfaction with the Army’s propos-
als in a gathering of War Department officials convened in the
White House on 21 December. He was no more pleased with
the 17 December justification than he had been with the orig-
inal 1 December submission. He impatiently insisted that,
although he had planned to seek congressional funding of
$500 million for aircraft, “he was being offered everything
except planes.” Reflecting his thinking that aircraft were to
play primarily a symbolic role, he told those present that he
could not “influence Hitler with barracks, runways, and
schools for mechanics.” The Army chief of staff and others
recalled that the dialogue became emphatic and “came close to
table pounding,” but resulted in a “thorough and careful dis-
cussion.”?*” Whether Arnold was present is not certain, but he
had to have been somewhat satisfied that FDR agreed to
request $300 million from Congress for Air Corps expansion.
Allocation of $120 million of this for personnel, air bases, and
items of support, with the remaining $180 million for pro-
curement of planes, appeared to validate Arnold’s insistence
on a balanced Air Corps consisting of more than aircraft. The
$180 million for procurement was to purchase 1,593 combat
planes and 1,424 trainers, which would provide 5,500 aircraft
by the end of 1940.248 This figure of 3,000 new aircraft for the
Air Corps remained the number FDR requested in his special
message on national defense submitted to Congress on 12
January 1939.

The next day, Arnold reported satisfaction with the number
of planes requested and praised the $300 million allocation as
“sound and economical.” He said it would provide for a “well-
rounded air defense,” which he felt would not have been pos-
sible had the entire amount been committed to aircraft pro-
curement as FDR had originally desired.?*°
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In the midst of the frenzy of submitting the numerous plans
and legislative bills, Hap found time to think beyond the near
term to the future, a characteristic increasingly found in the
otherwise frenetic airman. As the Air Corps began to respond
to Roosevelt’'s 14 November instructions, Hap showed consid-
erable foresight as well as knowledge of past problems, which
he expressed in a memo four days later. He conceded the
urgency of responding to the president and directed Colonel
Spaatz to do some “deep thinking” about the problem. Hap
wanted to know how productive capacity could be expanded to
meet immediate mobilization needs yet retain sufficient orders
to maintain a viable aircraft industry after the two-year mobi-
lization program had been completed. “Somehow we must find
a way to lick that problem.”?%® Unfortunately, the advent of
World War 11 resolved the issue.

Long-term difficulties were created for Arnold and the Air
Corps by FDR’s 17 December directive that allowed responsi-
bility for purchasing aircraft and munitions to accrue to the
Treasury Department. Rear Adm Christian Peoples headed
Treasury’'s Procurement Division, the section primarily
involved in these matters. Admiral Peoples was assisted by
Capt Harry E. Collins who, like Peoples, was a retired naval
officer. These men maintained close contact with the Navy
Department and its needs. Since the bulk of the airplanes to
be produced were types generally not in significant demand by
the US Navy, Peoples and Collins were more than eager to
assist Monnet and others in their search for American aircraft.
As indicated earlier, Arnold had recommended in March 1938
that France’s leading test pilot not be allowed to test fly the P-
36 but had been overruled by FDR. During the week that the
Munich deliberations were proceeding, the president readily
secured Navy cooperation to allow visiting French representa-
tives to test fly Navy planes. Monnet met with Collins, who
would replace Admiral Peoples as chief of the Procurement
Division immediately following Munich. Collins arranged for
Monnet to meet with Captains John H. Towers and Sydney M.
Kraus, senior officers in the Navy’s Bureau of Aeronautics,
who provided estimates of costs and quantities of planes that
would be available to France. This close relationship between
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the Procurement Division’s retired naval officers and the active
duty captains worked to the benefit of Britain and France. It
also served to enhance the Treasury Department’'s ambition to
retain bureaucratic control. Morgenthau not only denigrated
other cabinet officials and agencies, but pointed out to the
White House the seeming disparity between the immediate
cooperation given by the Treasury and Navy Departments on
the one hand and the ponderous reluctance of the Army on
the other. Perhaps not surprising, very few naval officers hes-
itated to enhance their standing with the White House at the
expense of Army aviation.?51

In the week that the Army submitted its justification for a
balanced force and saw Roosevelt turn to the Treasury
Department for overseeing the problems of aircraft allocation,
the French purchasing commission arrived back in
Washington. Led again by Jean Monnet, the commission
sensed that the determining voice in aircraft production and
distribution was the Treasury Department's Procurement
Division and immediately began to negotiate there, even
though most of the aircraft sought by the French remained
those developed for the US Army. Arnold was legitimately
incensed when, without any communication with him, the
retired naval officers in the Procurement Division arranged
meetings between the French commission, active duty US
naval officers, and aircraft manufacturers. All again offered
considerable data and assistance about the types, specifica-
tions, and availability of aircraft that might be purchased by
the French. Included were details about three Army aircraft in
the experimental stage and not yet in production or releasable
for foreign assessment or sale.?°> Army regulations prevented
the release of any military combat aircraft to a foreign nation
until the military had taken delivery of the second production
model and forbade demonstration flights by foreign observers.
Since any aircraft were destined to be used in combat if nec-
essary, the French wanted to be certain that those considered
were the most recent models and included the latest technol-
ogy and performance capabilities. On the other hand, some of
these improvements were not widely known and Arnold was
anxious to protect them as much as possible, hence Hap and
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the War Department’s reluctance to grant permission to exam-
ine and fly the planes. Arnold had suspicions that the French,
who had been permitted against his recommendations to test
fly American planes in the spring of 1938 but then failed to
purchase the craft, might be on a “fishing expedition” to learn
the latest improvements.?>3

Knowing it would take presidential action to get permission
for the French to fully assess the craft, Morgenthau went
immediately to the White House. His diary recorded him disin-
genuously telling the president that, although the issue of the
French examining the aircraft was entirely out of his line, he
was doing this “because you want me to do it.”?>* He secured
FDR’s assent and written direction, drafted by Captain Kraus
of the US Navy’s Bureau of Aeronautics, that “every consistent
facility for inspecting and flying the planes involved” be pro-
vided. The aircraft to be assessed were the Curtiss P-40, the
Martin 167, and the Douglas DB-7, the latter destined to
become the A-20.255 On the advice of his staff, Arnold was will-
ing to release the P-40 and Martin 167 for evaluation but was
reluctant to release the DB-7 since it contained “still valuable
military secrets.” Additionally, any large French order would
delay the fulfillment of the planned 5,500-plane Air Corps
expansion program. The fact that he felt the French had nego-
tiated with Navy and Treasury officials without his knowledge
did not endear the French mission to Arnold.?56

Although Arnold protested in his memoirs that the White
House accused him of at least “dragging his feet,” this was an
accurate description of Hap’s attitude and actions regarding
the French purchasing mission. The Air Corps first delayed
action on the French request until they evaluated the impact
of potential French orders on production schedules and then
Hap, possibly in a moment of pique, ordered all contact ceased
with the French mission.?®” The French complained to the
White House about the delay through Ambassador Bullitt and,
in a White House meeting on 16 January where Arnold was
present, FDR strongly reiterated his desire that the French be
permitted to fly the DB-7. Morgenthau went so far as to draft
memos that Roosevelt signed to the secretaries of the Army,
Navy, and Treasury, employing the clear language of “you are
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directed” to release the aircraft for assessment. The same day
the signed directive reached him, Arnold obediently wired Maj
K. B. Wolfe, the Air Corps plant representative at the Douglas
factory in Santa Monica, California, to allow the French mis-
sion to examine and fly the DB-7 “less its secret acces-
sories.”?58

Four days later, during a test flight with French Air Force
captain Paul Chemidlin in the rear, the DB-7 crashed.
Douglas’ civilian test pilot, who had been miffed by French
criticism of the airplane after an earlier performance, wanted
to “make the Frenchman eat his words, or in other words, to
give the Frenchman a ride.”?%° At low altitude and with one of
its two engines feathered, the pilot snap-rolled the DB-7, went
into a spin, and crashed. The pilot ejected at 200 feet but his
chute did not open. The Douglas company clumsily tried to
identify Chemidlin, who survived the crash, as a mechanic.
This effort failed, however, and it was later revealed that a
French Air Force officer was flying in “the country’s most mod-
ern light bomber.260

The timing of the crash could not have been worse for the
administration, occurring as it did during the Senate Military
Affairs Committee hearings on FDR’s rearmament program
that the White House had announced three weeks earlier. In
his 12 January message to Congress, FDR had called for a
revision of the Neutrality Act that currently forbade the sale of
arms and munitions, including airplanes, to any nation at
war. The next day, his submitted budget called for the
unheard-of peacetime sum of $1.3 billion for defense. This
budget request was followed the next week by a request for a
$500 million supplemental appropriation to improve the
“utterly inadequate” deficiencies of the nation’s military. These
submissions included the procurement of 565 airplanes.?6!
The isolationists in the Senate saw in these requests not only
an America being armed for war but a suspicion that the
administration was willing, in violation of the spirit of the
Neutrality Acts, to furnish some of the aircraft being requested
by European nations should war develop. They seemed partly
mollified when General Craig assured them in testimony three
days before the crash that the War Department would have the
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final say on disposition of American aircraft to other nations.
On the day of the accident, Arnold testified before the Senate
Armed Services Committee that he was satisfied with the pres-
idential request for a 5,500-airplane Air Corps program that
would provide planes and supporting personnel. Hap assured
the committee that he could not “see any need at this time for
anything more.”%62

In the hearings that followed the crash, the isolationist sen-
ators sought to embarrass the administration by asking for an
explanation of why foreign military officers were flying in the
latest American aircraft. They wanted to know who had
authorized this foreign pilot’s flight in a US aircraft.?5® Arnold
responded that he had allowed the flight at the behest of the
“Secretary of the Treasury and by direction of the Secretary of
War.” As Arnold recalled, this elicited the question of “Who is
running your Air Force, the Secretary of the Treasury or the
Secretary of War?”?%4 Led by Roosevelt, administration
responses over the next week sought to defuse the situation.
They explained that the DB-7 was not an Air Corps aircraft,
but one that belonged to the manufacturer who could attempt
to sell it where possible. Additionally, FDR and others stressed
that orders resulting from the testing of American products
could result in employing US workers in plants that were
underused, citing Pratt and Whitney’s recent layoff of 1,500
men. The handling of any possible purchase by the Treasury
Department’'s Procurement Division was touted as “normal.”
The announcement at the end of the week that France had
purchased 555 American airplanes and that US production
capacity had expanded to 1,500 aircraft per year was welcome
news in the nation and in the White House.?%°

To Arnold, however, the results were not encouraging.
Although the record is not clear, Hap’s recollection in his auto-
biography that he was chastised by FDR and threatened with
exile to Guam over his testimony and actions in this incident
appears to be incorrect. The chastisement and threat of exile
appears to have occurred in association with problems that
arose the next year. Nevertheless, Arnold’s bitterness over the
increased role of the Treasury Department appeared in his
memoirs a decade later as he recalled events following the DB-
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7 crash. There, he wrote that the “responsibility for building
up an Army Air Force was not that of the Secretary of the
Treasury. He might give away, sell or what-have-you, every
plane produced . . . and would lose nothing by it.” The respon-
sibility was Arnold’s, he felt, based on obligations he had “to
Congress, the President, to the people of the United States.” It
required planning that could not be done “with a hit-and-miss
policy that permitted the Secretary of the Treasury to give
away to the French and English whatever he desired.”?%¢
Dominance by the Treasury Department to the detriment of
the War Department appeared logical to the administration,
particularly in view of what was perceived in the White House
as the reluctance of Arnold and the War Department to accede
to presidential wishes. Also, administration officials viewed
the Secretary of the Treasury and his department as con-
cerned with broader matters than Arnold and his professional
military colleagues. Secretary Morgenthau, considerably influ-
enced by the anti-Semitic and other ideological excesses of the
potential enemy nations, was also influenced by American
public opinion. Unemployment in the United States was still
disappointingly high, and the financial benefit of foreign air-
craft orders was welcomed enthusiastically. Among these and
other considerations was the isolationist opposition to any
large-scale American armament. It is difficult to escape the
conclusion, however, that Morgenthau’'s major concern was
the desire for bureaucratic dominance coupled with currying
presidential favor. Most revealing are Morgenthau's “triple
confidential” comments to his staff a year later on the return
of Harry Hopkins, in many ways viewed then as a major com-
petitor for presidential favor. Hopkins had just returned in
February 1941 from a six-week trip to England, bringing with
him a list of Britain’'s most needed material that had been
devised in conjunction with Churchill. Morgenthau lamented
to his staff, “You know this thing of going direct from Churchill
to Hopkins to the President isn’t so hot. | don’t like it. I'm just
not going to let anybody spoil the excellent organization and
relationship we have here. | just won't let them do it. We've
worked together for a long time and nobody is going to come
in and spoil it.” The Treasury Secretary’s Hamiltonian view of
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himself and his agency as the primus inter pares among cabi-
net departments explains many of his actions. He was often
found conveying to the White House with some satisfaction, if
not glee, his agency’s seemingly national, international, polit-
ical, and humanitarian concerns while denigrating the War
Department leadership, civilian and military, as parochial,
jealous, and unresponsive.?6”

Arnold, although not oblivious to politics or bureaucratic in-
fighting, attempted to concentrate on his primary responsibil-
ity for achieving and maintaining Air Corps readiness for com-
bat, leaving national politics external to the War Department
to others. Maintaining this attitude remained difficult for
Arnold since the Treasury Department operated with White
House approval as the major controlling authority about how
many and even what types of aircraft eventually accrued to the
Air Corps for the next two years. Arnold recalled later that he
was “taboo” in the White House, where he was “not wanted . . .
during the conferences that determined foreign policies, the
future of our Army and Navy, and what to me was far [more]
important, of the Air Force.”?%® Unlike Morgenthau, Hap had
no direct access to the White House during this period. His
ideas were filtered through his superiors, the Army chief of
staff and the secretary of war, who were concerned with
achieving a balance between the expensive Air Corps and the
other branches of the Army. Neither the continual bickering in
the “holy show” between Woodring and Johnson nor the seem-
ing reluctance of Arnold and Army Chief of Staff Craig to coop-
erate inspired any significant presidential confidence in either
the War Department or Arnold in this period.

If Morgenthau confided his gloating and concerns to what
was then the privacy of his diary, Arnold was still peeved over
the situation when he penned his memoirs eight years later.
Circumspect in recalling the period, particularly concerning
those individuals who caused him problems and were still liv-
ing at the time of his writing, Arnold clearly had Morgenthau
in mind when he wrote about events of 1940: “It was the rosy
dream of some Americans that we could save the world and
ourselves by sending all our weapons abroad for other men to
fight with. If this priority thus deprived our own air power of
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even its foundation stones, certain people seemed to take the
view that it was just too bad.”?%°

Arnold also was faced with ensuring an orderly and coordi-
nated growth of the Air Corps consistent with the strategic
thinking of the period, which dictated the primary use of
American military power in a defensive posture to protect the
nation, the Western Hemisphere, and, if possible, our few out-
lying possessions. It is difficult to fathom whether Arnold and
the other leaders really believed their own rhetoric as they
articulated in public the need for an expanded military for
defensive purposes. Although unpredictable at the time, it is
paradoxical that the Air Corps emerging in this period, which
was continually trumpeted to Congress, the press, and the
public as a defensive force, would be used almost completely
in a strategic, offensive mode in World War Il. The tasks
charged to Arnold would have been daunting even if he had
enjoyed more sovereignty and the confidence of his com-
mander in chief.

Arnold’s exile from the White House did not deter him from
attempting to prepare the Air Corps, in the seven months
before World War 1l broke out in Europe, for whatever might
be in the offing. A fortunate event for Hap and the Air Corps
saw Brig Gen George Marshall assigned to the War
Department within the month that Arnold became chief in
1938. Almost immediately, Marshall began an eight-day tour
of Air Corps installations under the tutelage of Maj Gen Frank
Andrews, CG GHQAF. The trip had to have been done with the
knowledge if not the consent of Arnold and Westover, as was
Marshall’s invitation to address the graduating class at the Air
Corps Tactical School. There, he stressed the need for expan-
sion of all branches of the Army, told the students that no sin-
gle branch could win a modern war, and appeared to dissent
from the school's emphasis on strategic bombardment.
Nevertheless, many aviators including Arnold viewed
Marshall’'s willingness to visit Air Corps bases and become
familiar with their problems as a welcome contrast to the atti-
tudes of many senior General Staff officers over the past
decade. Marshall’s choice of Frank Andrews as the Army G-3,
a position never previously held by an aviator, was viewed as
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another positive sign among airmen.2’° Arnold and Army avi-
ators were further encouraged by FDR’s announcement that
Marshall would succeed Malin Craig as the Army chief of staff
on the latter’s formal 1 September 1939 retirement. Although
Hap retained gratitude for the support and friendship of
departing Gen Malin Craig, Marshall would prove to be a
strong but not uncritical friend and supporter of Arnold and
the growing air arm of the United States Army.

The issue of expanding the Air Corps was not readily solved,
although the president requested and Congress authorized
appropriation of funds in April 1939 for 5,500 airplanes. Nor
would it have been readily solved even if there had not been
other claimants for the still limited productive capacity of the
American aircraft industry. Unfortunately, Arnold’'s earlier
experiences with similar problems from his World War | days
appeared to be of little help at the moment. Hap’s efforts were
made somewhat easier, however, by the long, friendly relation-
ship he enjoyed with most of the leaders of the major aircraft
corporations, many dating from World War |. Reuben Fleet,
now the chief executive of Consolidated Aircraft, had shared a
stateroom with Arnold en route to and returning from Europe
in 1918. Burdette Wright of Curtiss-Wright had served in uni-
form with Arnold during the war and most of the decade of the
1920s, and Arnold’s second son Bruce would marry Donald
Douglas’ daughter on the former’s graduation from West Point.
Arnold had known and been friendly with Douglas, Larry Bell,
and Glenn Martin for many years. These personal relation-
ships and resulting mutual trust and understanding were
important in Arnold’s dealings with these leaders in the fol-
lowing six years.

Another problem for Arnold included reorganizing the struc-
ture of the Air Corps consistent with its projected expansion
and use while appreciating and controlling demands by some
of his close friends, a few in Congress, and some of the press
to strike now for complete independence for the Air Corps. The
GHQAF, which had been created in 1935, had not worked sat-
isfactorily in the view of many of those involved. Now, given the
need to expand the Air Corps and with the increasing possi-
bility of dangerous deployments on the horizon, Hap effected

93



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

a change that made the CG and the GHQAF responsible to the
Air Corps chief beginning in March 1939. Some aviators who
had viewed the creation of GHQAF in 1935 as a step forward
saw the new alignment as a step backwards. Some even criti-
cized it as a power grab on Arnold’s part. Yet if the adminis-
tration’s proposed expansion was to be implemented and if
preliminary planning was underway for wartime deployment of
the Air Corps, reuniting the planning and operating segments
of the Corps had merit. The move had been studied, recom-
mended, and approved in the summer of 1938, months before
Westover’s fatal crash. The new structure did not last long,
however, as rapid changes in the next two years revealed the
inadequacies of even this arrangement.?’*

Arnold, increasingly concerned with the need for planning,
understood that facts and reasonable assumptions were neces-
sary ingredients for increased aircraft production. Con-
sequently, in July 1939, he convened a conference of the lead-
ing aircraft manufacturers in Washington in the name of
Assistant Secretary Johnson. If increasing demands were to
be made on US manufacturers by the Air Corps as well as for-
eign orders, it seemed logical to Arnold that the specific pro-
ductive capacities of the companies be identified. This would
seem particularly important in view of the assessment by
Assistant Secretary of War Johnson’s planning staff in
November 1938 that the productive capacity of the American
aircraft industry was unknown.?”?2 Although no precise figures
were released at this July conference, Arnold asked the man-
ufacturers to submit specific data as to their capabilities,
including such important planning factors as floor space,
numbers of workers, machine tool inventories, and cost esti-
mates for operating the facilities. Arnold sought to allay the
manufacturers’ fears about excessive government control,
particularly concerning reports in the press about govern-
ment-owned aircraft plants. He told them they were going to
“write . . . [their] own ticket.”?’® Other relevant topics included
the problems of multiple shifts of workers, subcontracting,
and how to allocate educational orders. Another result of the
meeting was the beginning of a search for a meaningful stan-
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dard measurement of productivity, an important planning tool
that would be achieved later.274

Although acquiring raw materials and machine tools, hiring
engineers and workers, expanding or creating floor space, and
conducting research and development, were being undertaken
by the aircraft companies, there remained in their minds the
nagging question of how long the expansion would last.
Although most observers, including Arnold, agreed that much
of the world appeared headed for war (which broke out in
Europe within 60 days), the manufacturers were concerned
about expanding their capacity. They were being asked to
meet European orders, provide for peacetime US needs, and
planning for possible expansion to support American involve-
ment in any conflict. Since the average lead time from begin-
ning development of a new aircraft to its successful flight-testing
and acceptance by the user had been five years in the decade
of the thirties, Arnold, foreign buyers, and the aircraft compa-
nies were also concerned about how quickly new products
could be delivered. Other important considerations included
the US constitutional limitation on appropriating funds for the
military to no more than two years. The manufacturers won-
dered how long any European or US Air Corps purchasers
would remain viable customers, given the vicissitudes of
changing political leadership and/or the fortunes of war. Many
of the aircraft executives had vivid memories of vacant facto-
ries, and a trade magazine cautioned against their being stam-
peded into providing unneeded capacity. Arnold pretended no
comprehensive answers to these dilemmas, but he increas-
ingly showed they were being considered. He had enjoined his
plans section, following the White House 14 November meet-
ing, to do some “deep thinking” about many of them.?’®> Very
few would have dared predict the overwhelming demand for
American-manufactured aircraft that would continue for more
than six years after the congressionally authorized expansion
to 5,500 Air Corps airplanes in May 1939.

When production began, Arnold and the aircraft manufac-
turers had difficulty in sorting out the changing priorities for
delivery, generally determined by FDR and Morgenthau with-
out significant input from Arnold or the War Department. As
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large numbers of a model were produced, the unit cost was
lowered proportionally and the Air Corps, in receiving delivery
later than European nations, was able to take advantage of
this saving as well as the financing that had been provided by
Britain and France for plant expansion. The later delivery,
whose benefits Arnold came to appreciate, was formalized in a
more liberalized release policy to Britain of most Air Corps air-
craft in March 1940.276 This permitted the United States to be
the beneficiary of refinements and the increased performance
of aircraft provided by foreign orders, particularly after the
European war began in September 1939. Early but limited
combat experience there demonstrated the need for improve-
ments such as heavier armor, better superchargers, more
effective offensive armament, and self-sealing gasoline tanks,
most of which were incorporated into the production lines to
the advantage of later Air Corps models. Other questions that
should have been resolved primarily between the manufactur-
ers and the Air Corps were made difficult by the Treasury
Department’'s continuing proprietary interest in controlling
the process, which included a general insistence on releasing
otherwise secret devices developed by US sources. This proce-
dure was an issue as late as Pearl Harbor, when some of the
most important of these devices—such as the Norden bomb-
sight—were not made available to foreign purchasers but were
being installed on American models of certain aircraft.

Even though seemingly denied a major voice in aircraft allo-
cation, Arnold and his staff wasted little time in placing orders
for aircraft once the April 1939 authorization and appropria-
tion for an Air Corps of 5,550 planes was approved by
Congress. The result was that on the outbreak of war in
Europe on 1 September, 11 months after Arnold had been ele-
vated to chief, the Air Corps had on hand approximately 2,400
planes, probably none of them resulting from the April appro-
priation. However, the April legislation had resulted in 1,178
planes ordered but not yet delivered, “1,291 on contracts cur-
rently under consideration, 1,143 in competitions still being
evaluated, and 186 on options that could be exercised.”?’” In
the unlikely event that all resulted in flyable planes, they
would total 6,198 aircraft, a far cry from the 1,792 on hand
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when Arnold became chief. One disappointing aspect of these
figures was that the Air Corps still possessed only the 12 B-
17s that had been acquired for testing in 1937. Also, far too
many of those 2,400 aircraft on flight lines and in Air Corps
hangars were B-18, P-35, P-36, and A-17 aircraft whose obso-
lescence would invalidate their use in the war that developed.
Some, however, remained valuable training aircraft. An impor-
tant challenge in Arnold’'s mind, and one that had concerned
him since the White House began announcing goals for air-
craft production and procurement in what he termed the
“numbers racket,” was a lack of trained personnel to fly and
maintain the planes. When war broke out in Europe, the
GHQAF had only 48 percent of its authorized officers, 39 per-
cent of its enlisted men, and 53 percent of its peacetime
authorization of airplanes. Yet it would be charged with oper-
ating and maintaining the operating Air Corps arm.
Enlightening as well as discouraging was the fact that two-
thirds of its officers were second lieutenants whose flying
experience generally included only the hours required to
become pilots. As events were to demonstrate in the first
month of the European war, the Army Air Corps appeared to
be no immediate match for the Luftwaffe.?’®

The outbreak of war in Europe in September 1939 did not
immediately change Arnold’s role vis-a-vis the White House or
the Treasury Department. However, after the United States
declared neutrality in the war, the Anglo-French cause was
aided by Congress’ repeal of the Neutrality Act on 4 November.
A special session of Congress had been called when the war
began. Arms sales to belligerent nations, including aircraft,
were now permitted on the basis of their paying cash and
shipping the goods out of the United States in other than
American vessels.

These changes did not enhance Arnold’'s chances of retain-
ing what he felt was sufficient US aircraft production for the
expansion of the Air Corps. If anything, the advent of war in
Europe appeared to increase the influence of the Procurement
Division and Secretary Morgenthau with the White House.
Much of this unhappy state was caused by the continuing
feuding beween Woodring and Johnson within the War
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Department, a problem that would continue to vex the military
until FDR reluctantly forced a change in June 1940, a change
that was welcomed by Arnold and Marshall among many others.

Roosevelt's desire to retain control over production resulted
in the White House creating several agencies over the next sev-
eral years, generally reporting directly to FDR and responsible
for production and allocation of military materials. War
Department membership and influence, and this included
Arnold, was often minimal, as FDR desired, leaving the deci-
sions in the Oval Office.

One problem that had been inhibiting planning for materiel
allocation was the lack of coordination between the French
and British missions in the United States. This problem
appeared to be resolved in late 1939 with the emergence of a
combined Anglo-French Purchasing Mission. To work with
this newly organized group, the president announced on 6
December, at Morgenthau’s suggestion, the creation of what
became known as the Liaison Committee.?”® The membership,
notably lacking any Army aviator, consisted of the Paymaster
General of the Navy and the Quartermaster of the Army. They
were to operate under the chairmanship of Capt Harry E.
Collins, the retired naval officer serving as chief of
Morgenthau’s Procurement Division. As the group was being
formed, Morgenthau immodestly explained his modus
operandi in his diary, writing, “without anybody knowing it,” |
took the data furnished by the British and French and
“walk[ed] it over to the President. Did you know what | did on
the searchlights for them? | got them every other one. It was
that kind of thing | was able to do, with the President's back-
ing.” He would enjoy similar success in getting every other air-
craft produced sent to the British, beginning in 1940.%8° There
seems little doubt that Morgenthau planned on continuing
control through the mechanism of the Liaison Committee and,
although a major concern of the group would be aircraft and
engine procurement, none of its members except Captain
Collins had any significant knowledge of aviation. Arnold may
have suggested to the secretary of war that he protest its cre-
ation to the president, which Woodring did but to no avail.
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As the British and French prepared to order 5,000 aircraft
and 10,000 engines, which could not be produced until 1941,
they asked for access to and incorporation of recent improve-
ments such as a newly developed supercharger and other
items considered secret by Arnold and the War Department.
Morgenthau took the case to the oval office where, not unex-
pectedly, the decision was made to release the materiel. In
March 1940, Arnold had angered the White House by testify-
ing forthrightly that the amounts of materiel destined for
Britain and France were at the expense of Air Corps expan-
sion. Morgenthau could hardly contain his joy as he reported
to his staff, “Oh boy, did General Arnold get it,” in a lengthy
White House meeting on 12 March. Morgenthau recorded that
Arnold was not only threatened with being sent to Guam but
was ordered to provide no further resistance to the work of the
Liaison Committee. Morgenthau’s account implied that both
Johnson and Hap were thought guilty of leaking data to the
“Republican and isolationist press.” Reflecting his normal self-
serving role, the treasury secretary told his staff he had
informed FDR that if the president “wanted me to do this job,
that my effectiveness was just being ruined by Johnson and
Arnold.” According to Morgenthau, the president said, “if
Arnold won’t conform, maybe we will have to move him out of
town,” possibly to Guam. This threat may well have led to
Arnold’s confusion in his memoirs with the earlier one of
January 1939 following the crash of the DB-7 aircraft in
California.?8t

It was agreed now that Johnson would publicly announce
his support for the Liaison Committee, that he “likes to have . . .
Morgenthau in charge of it,” and that Arnold “has to keep his
mouth shut” and “can’t see the press anymore.” Hap described
the meeting this way: “It was a party at which apparently the
Secretary of War and the Chief of the Air Corps were to be
spanked and were spanked.” He probably would not have been
pleased to hear Roosevelt's announcement in that session:
“These foreign orders mean prosperity in this country and we
can't elect a Democratic Party unless we get prosperity.”
Arnold would have been dismayed but may well have agreed
with Morgenthau that the secretary of the treasury and the
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Liaison Committee had, for the time being, won the “battle of
Washington.”?82

The result was the continued dominance of Morgenthau and
the Treasury Department throughout the remainder of 1940
on the important issue of allocation of American-produced air-
craft. Nevertheless, Arnold was able to make significant gains
during the period. Prompted by a 14 March 1940 request by
the British and French for the release of the latest American
aircraft, Hap realized that many current in-production and
on-hand airplanes did not have the necessary combat refine-
ments of sufficient armament, self-sealing gas tanks, and
armor protection for pilots. When the White House announced
on 19 March that all types of American planes would be
released for foreign sale, Arnold, lacking the funds to modify
either on-hand aircraft or those destined for AAF use, advo-
cated providing these planes to the British and French for
their immediate use. The AAF could then defer delivery of
existing Army orders of similar aircraft and obtain better-
equipped models later. Additionally, Hap felt that, given the
urgency of their needs, the British and French might be con-
vinced to assume a part of the cost for research and develop-
ment of the aircraft.

During a White House meeting on 21 March, Arnold con-
firmed White House approval of releasing for export to the
British and French five types of aircraft, three of medium
bombers along with B-17s and B-24s. This meant Britain and
France, now engaged in war, would take delivery of 1,500 US-
manufactured planes that had been ordered in 1939. At the
same time, this would defer acceptance for the AAF, aircraft
“approaching obsolescence at the time of delivery.”?®® In addi-
tion to stipulating that “no military secret will be divulged or
released,” Arnold was able to obtain for the first time a seat for
an Army aviator on the important Presidential Liaison
Committee. Further, he secured agreement that the foreign
governments would furnish to the United States “complete
information . . . on combat performance of American made
planes,” and would pay some of the research and development
costs in the contracts signed with American manufacturers.
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The British and French then placed orders for an additional
4,500 planes.?®

These actions represented a marked change by Arnold from
his strong opposition to aiding Britain and France in January
1939 that had caused him such difficulty in the White House
when he had vigorously opposed allowing a French officer to
fly the DB-7, then under development. Although he was now
in 1940 motivated in part by FDR’s new and stronger threat to
move him “out of town” if he continued to oppose the admin-
istration, he also had to have appreciated the political realities
of Roosevelt’'s determination to aid the British and the French
to the fullest extent. Consequently, Hap seized this opportu-
nity to secure some benefits for the struggling AAF. One
scholar assessed the results of Arnold’s actions:

Indeed the Air Corps had benefited the most. It had “off-loaded” obso-
lete planes and would replace them with modified models. What better
answer could Arnold have found to that problem of obsolescence? The
Allied development contribution of $7 million meant that Arnold was
spared having to approach Congress for appropriations. . . . Then too,
an Air Corps representative now sat with the President's Liaison
Committee. . . . American flyers could visit the European combat the-
aters and . . . American planes would be battle-tested.?8>

Arnold immediately took advantage of the agreement to
send observers abroad. Within a month, two Army aviators
who were experts in bombardment operations and ordnance
arrived in England. After some initial British reluctance to
share knowledge, a number of later AAF observers were able
to examine the RAF's conduct of the ongoing air war in
Europe. At various times they included two of Arnold’s closest
friends and trusted officers, Tooey Spaatz and Ira Eaker.
Among others who were dispatched were Maj George Kenney
and Maj Gens Delos Emmons and James Chaney. Spaatz,
labeling himself a “high-class spy,” returned with valuable
information, but he also failed to appreciate some problems
that were to plague him and harm later AAF operations over
the continent. At the same time, the rapport and friendship he
forged with some of the RAF leadership proved invaluable once
the United States entered the war.28¢

Hitler suddenly ended the “phony war” by his attack on
Norway on 8 April 1940. In the ensuing 75 days of combat,
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Norway and five other northern European countries fell to the
Nazi onslaught. France surrendered on 22 June. These
actions impacted significantly on the United States, the AAF,
and Arnold. While the battle for France still raged, and coinci-
dentally on the day Rotterdam was bombed, Arnold and
Marshall were authorized during a 14 May White House meet-
ing to increase US pilot production to 12,000 pilots per year,
giving the same sense of urgency to producing pilots that
Arnold had accorded to acquiring increased numbers of air-
craft for the AAF. In contrast to this authorization, during the
prewar decade the Army had rarely produced more than 200
pilots in any given year. By April 1939, however, the goal had
been established at 1,200 per annum and this had been
advanced to 7,000 less than a year later. The 12,000 program
established during Hap's May 1940 White House visit would
be increased to 30,000 per year by the beginning of 1941.287

Equally startling was Roosevelt's request of Congress two
days later that the aircraft production capacity of the nation
be increased to 50,000 per year and that more than $900 mil-
lion be appropriated to accomplish this goal. There appears to
have been little input from Arnold or the War Department to
the White House in determining these figures.?®® In spite of
Hap's belief that “The strength of an Air Force cannot be
measured in terms of airplanes only,” he had to have been
encouraged by this pronouncement.?®® Any hope by Arnold or
the AAF for an increased role in production of these planes
was dashed however, by Roosevelt's memo to the secretary of
war 12 days later directing that all “aircraft contracts be
cleared through” Morgenthau.?°° After the military agreed that
36,500 of the proposed 50,000 be allocated to the AAF, Arnold
recommended that of these 26,500 be tactical and 10,000
training aircraft.?®> The dominance of the Treasury
Department in controlling aircraft production and allocation
would continue throughout the remainder of 1940. Arnold and
the military had but a limited role in determining the kinds of
aircraft to be produced, the numbers of each type, their
equipment, or their allocation.

Compounding this was the fact that there was little coher-
ent doctrine as to how the AAF might use any tactical planes
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allocated. Political considerations resulted in the administra-
tion insisting to Congress and the American people that the
armaments being produced were to be used defensively in the
Western Hemisphere. Although there is little remaining docu-
mentation to support their dissent, there appears little doubt
that the bulk of the military leadership, including Arnold, con-
sidered throughout 1940 that these pronouncements were lit-
tle more than political rhetoric, essentially divorced from what
they considered as the reality of a war that would involve the
United States. However, the development and dissemination of
alternative doctrine was inhibited by the administration’s
insistence on the defensive role of the aircraft and other arma-
ments being produced.

Other White House actions had to have been pleasing to
Arnold and welcomed by him. Much of Roosevelt's dissatisfac-
tion with the War Department’'s and Arnold’s reluctance to
support administration policy regarding aid to Britain and
France appeared to focus on Secretary of War Woodring. As
indicated elsewhere, “foot-dragging” by the Army had caused
Roosevelt to turn to the eager secretary of treasury,
Morgenthau. Woodring’s lack of support for FDR’s policies
stemmed not only from his isolationist beliefs, but from his
backing of Craig (and later Marshall) as well as Arnold who
were increasingly concerned about retaining sufficient num-
bers of American-produced aircraft. Roosevelt was reluctant,
however, to dismiss high-ranking administration officials, par-
ticularly in an election year. As one scholar has explained, the
result was that FDR “followed his unfortunate habit of sweep-
ing embarrassing administration problems under the rug.”2°2
The president’s dissatisfaction was no secret in Washington
and FDR frequently discussed the matter with Morgenthau,
who urged Roosevelt to “do something about your War
Department.”?%® Influenced by the now pressing need for a
more effective secretary of war in whom he had confidence as
well as the rapid German successes in northern Europe,
Roosevelt took action. Domestic political considerations,
including fall election prospects and recent internationalist
speeches by respected elder Republican statesman Henry L.
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Stimson, moved Roosevelt to invite Stimson to replace
Woodring.2%*

Neither Arnold nor Marshall has recorded any contemporary
comment over what had to have been to them a most welcome
change. Morgenthau, after showing “surprising but . . . grati-
fying cordiality” toward Stimson, lost little time in urging that
the new secretary of war “get rid of Arnold.”?°> From the
advent of Stimson’s tenure, Arnold found an important ally
who, although firmly believing in the necessity of American aid
to Britain, became a strong and credible supporter of Arnold,
Marshall, the War Department, and Air Corps needs. Hap
would have been pleased by Stimson’s diary entry three
months after taking office that in promoting certain aviators to
high rank it showed “that we are attempting to give real inde-
pendence to the Air Corps and to keep it from domination by
other branches of the Army.”2%

If Stimson was interested in ensuring that the Air Corps was
not dominated by other elements of the Army, there were
those who had not lost their interest in seeking complete inde-
pendence of the Air Corps. The rapid German military con-
quests in the spring of 1940 created the perception in the
United States that an independent Luftwaffe had contributed
significantly to the lightning-like success of the Wehrmacht,
which caused renewed interest by the media and some in
Congress in a separate Air Corps. Although the evolution in
Arnold’'s changed thinking from the Mitchell court-martial era
when he supported independence cannot be traced, the pas-
sage of time appeared to have made him more cautious as well
as realistic on this issue. In the decade of the thirties, proba-
bly influenced by the thinking of Gen Frank Andrews, then his
commander in the GHQAF, Hap had testified before
Congressman McSwain against a separate defense depart-
ment. As Andrews explained to his officers in 1935, “a sepa-
rate Air Force is a dead issue for many years to come.”?%7

Arnold later recalled telling “boards and committees . . . that
we didn't want an independent Air Force until we could sus-
tain it properly.” As he admitted to a congressional committee
in July 1936, “we can't at this stage stand on our two feet.”?%8
George Marshall, the new chief of staff after 1939, agreed with
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Hap when he recalled that the Air Corps “didn't have the
trained people for it at all.”?°® Now working with leaders, both
civilian and military, that he respected and trusted and who
were giving increased latitude and responsibility to the Air
Corps, Arnold appeared convinced that efforts in support of a
separate air force would only detract from the important task
of creating a viable air arm. Arnold’s caution was expressed in
his 1940 volume where he conceded that many felt the “defen-
sive air component” (note his use of the word defensive) should
be made “coordinate” with the Army and Navy. Hap and his
coauthor Eaker, however, proceeded to argue that we “shall be
fortunate” if such a change comes “in the calm of peace or at
worst, in the preparatory” for war. However the step “should
be taken, if taken at all, only after careful planning and
mature thought and not with a zest for radical reform.”
Rather, it should be the result of “gradual evolution.”3%°

Hap now seemed to appreciate the nature and extent of the
still lingering opposition to a separate Air Corps within much
of the General Staff, the weaknesses of the Air Corps and the
potentially divisive if not futile struggle that could detract from
his primary goal of expanding, equipping, and preparing the
Army air arm. Quite simply, Arnold was not only content him-
self to work within the existing system that was providing
increasing sovereignty within the War Department to the grow-
ing Air Corps, but he cautioned friends in the media to down-
play any talk of a separate air arm. As he explained at this
time, “I learned my lesson about crusading a long time ago.”30!

Even though Morgenthau and the Treasury Department
continued to dominate the allocation of US-manufactured
planes, the Air Corps continued to expand. While the battle for
France raged, the proposed expansion of the spring of 1939
that called for 24 Air Corps tactical groups to be ready by June
1941 was increased to 41 groups. Two months later, on 8
August 1940, this goal was expanded to 54 groups comprising
4,000 tactical aircraft, 187,000 enlisted men, 15,000 aviation
cadets, and more than 16,000 officers.302

Within several weeks after funds were authorized for the
productive capacity to be expanded to 50,000 planes per year,
the office of the secretary of war signed contracts for 11,000
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airplanes. By fall of that year, procurement officers at Wright
Field were signing as many as 1,000 contracts a day.303
Facilities were also expanded as Arnold created three new fly-
ing training centers to be located throughout the country.304
Yet grandiose plans and pronouncements, as Arnold was well
aware, did not produce aircraft. During a week in November of
1940, for example, the Air Corps “received only 2 tactical air-
craft from the entire” aircraft industry.3°> As late as his return
from his first trip to England in May the next year, Hap could
write that the “striking force” of the AAF was at “zero
strength.”306

During the summer of 1940, Hap shared the dilemma of
many Americans who, although seriously concerned over the
recent dominance of the Axis powers in Europe, were influ-
enced by the heritage of isolationism that had impacted much
of the nation over the past two decades. For example, Hap and
the Air Corps were not significantly involved in the debate over
the draft or Selective Service that prevailed in late summer.
Arnold realized that the proposed, and finally enacted, provi-
sion for a one-year term of service for draftees would not prove
productive for the aviation community. In the Air Corps, for
the most part, even the required technical training itself nor-
mally involved more than a 12-month span. Additionally, the
allocation of most US-produced aircraft to the British left little
training surplus for the increasing numbers of volunteers
who, for the moment, were sufficient for the projected goals,
planes, and facilities.

Hitler's abandonment of his planned naval invasion of
England resulted in his turning to the air weapon as a means
of subduing the British. London became the focal point of the
German aerial blitz for 67 consecutive nights before the Nazis
began attacking British industrial centers. Arnold, while
remaining in close contact with US observers there, shared the
uncertainty of Stimson, Marshall, and others as to whether
the British could withstand the German onslaught. Arnold
quickly learned, however, that the White House and
Morgenthau were now even more intent on furnishing aircraft
to the British. Although Hap was not present, Stimson and
Marshall, in a September White House meeting with
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Morgenthau, heard Roosevelt urge that additional B-17s be
furnished to the British. When Marshall explained that the Air
Corps possessed only 49 available for operations in the United
States, “the President's head went back as if someone had hit
him in the chest.”®®” FDR had hinted in this September ses-
sion at dividing the B-17s being produced on an even-Stephen
basis with the British; by early November, he had directed this
equal division.308

Throughout the latter part of 1940, as Morgenthau and the
Treasury Department continued to control aircraft allocation,
it appears that the case for increased numbers of aircraft for
the Air Corps was presented in the White House by Stimson
and Marshall without Arnold being present. Although the
extant documents clearly reflect Arnold being fully consulted
by the War Department leadership while furnishing them the
rationale and statistics for their arguments, it does not seem
unreasonable to conclude that Stimson and Marshall wisely
limited the airman to rare White House appearances. They
appreciated that with Woodring gone, Arnold remained the
most visible reminder (most probably fed by Morgenthau’s ani-
mus) of what had been perceived as War Department opposi-
tion to administration proposals for aircraft allocation.

Yet, although cognizant of his White House isolation, Arnold
continued to be importantly involved in the problems of the
Army air arm’s assuming responsibilities that had to have
White House knowledge and assent. One example was the for-
mation in September 1940 of the Army-Navy-British
Purchasing Commission Joint Aircraft Committee with Arnold
to serve as its chairman. The changed structure in the War
Department, which made Arnold one of three deputy chiefs of
staff providing the major voice on air matters, had to be viewed
as a vote of confidence by Marshall and Stimson.30°

The September 1940 Destroyer-Bases agreement with the
British was consistent with the administration’s announced
rationale that American armaments and troops were to be
used for hemisphere defense. By the deal, the British leased
some of their possessions in the Western Hemisphere as
American bases in return for US Navy destroyers and a hand-
ful of B-17s. Arnold, aware of the additional responsibilities
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brought on by the use of these bases, lost no time in dis-
patching personnel to assess the potential of operating air-
bases in the Caribbean and North Atlantic. The speed of his
response is reflected in the survey made of Newfoundland that
was completed less than two months after the September
agreement was concluded.3° Not unexpectedly, neither Arnold
nor Marshall seems to have made any recorded comment on
the important and well-publicized “third term” election campaign
that consumed the nation during the summer and fall of 1940.

As 1940 ended, Arnold remained the primary focal point for
expanding the Air Corps, controlling all aspects except aircraft
allocation. He appeared at least cognizant, if not pleased, with
isolation from the White House and the allocation process but
seemed undeterred from providing leadership for the other
multitude of his responsibilities associated with recruitment,
training, organization, and logistics.

The year 1941, however, was to be among the most signifi-
cant in Arnold’s tenure as chief of the Air Corps for he gained
the confidence and respect of the president while becoming
virtually sovereign in developing the Army air arm. His suc-
cesses, which continued throughout the war, had essentially
commenced with the events chronicled in the diaries that follow.

Notes

1. Arnold’s account of his early life prior to entering West Point is in H.
H. Arnold, General of the Air Force, Global Mission (New York: Harper &
Brothers, 1949), 5-6. The Henry H. Arnold Collection, Library of Congress,
Manuscript Division, Washington, D.C., box 1, contains correspondence
dealing with this early period and is cited as Arnold Papers, hereinafter cited
as AP. While the editor was serving as Chief of the Office of United States Air
Force History, Arnold’'s son, the late Col William Bruce Arnold, USAF,
retired, while granting permission and encouraging me to edit these diaries,
allowed me to copy some of his father's papers. This was personal material
not in the Library of Congress collection but located at the “ranch,” the
Arnold property outside of Sonoma, California, occupied by General and
Mrs. Arnold after his retirement in 1946. These were returned to him and
are cited as Arnold Papers, Ranch, hereinafter cited as APR.

2. The Howitzer, 1907, vol. 8, Being a Record of the Year at the United
States Military Academy (New York: Hoskins Press, 1907), 42. Arnold is
charitable in his autobiography, commenting that the educational experi-
ence in his days as a cadet was “simpler,” Arnold, Global Mission, 7.

108



BIOGRAPHY

3. The Howitzer, 1907, 42, 147, 185, 187, 211; The Howitzer, 1908, vol.
9, Being a Record of the Year at the United States Military Academy (New
York: Hoskins Press, 1908), 149.

4. The Howitzer, vol. 8, 1907, 42; and Arnold, Global Mission, 7.

5. The Howitzer, vol. 8, 1907, 322.

6. Arnold, Global Mission, 7-9.

7. lbid., 8.

8. Arnold to his Mother, February 1906, “108 Days Till June,” AP.
9. See box 1, AP.

10. Arnold, Global Mission, 9-10.

11. lbid., 1-5.

12. Ibid; and Henry H. Arnold, “Pioneers of the Aerial Trails,” unpub-
lished manuscript, AP, 22. Not unusual in autobiographical accounts writ-
ten long after the event and influenced by a coauthor, literary agent, editor,
and publisher, Hap occasionally wrote of events somewhat differently from
what the extant documents suggest. For example, on page 2 of Global
Mission, written in 1948, Arnold records having thought in 1909 of Blériot’s
exploits in geopolitical terms, a reaction not confirmed elsewhere in the con-
temporary correspondence. See Arnold getting “all riled up” over the diffi-
culties with his publisher and the writing of Global Mission in Henry H.
Arnold to George C. Marshall, 2 July 1949, Marshall Papers, George C.
Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Va., hereinafter cited as MPMS.

13. Arnold, Global Mission, 12-14.

14. Arnold does not mention the results of the examination in Global
Mission but offers a slightly different wording of his commander’s discour-
aging advice on page 15. The “commit suicide” quote is from Arnold,
“Pioneers,” AP. Hap’s letter of 30 January 1911 to the adjutant general deal-
ing with taking the Ordnance examination is in Old Records Division, Arnold
201 File, Records Group 94, National Archives. His request of 11 April 1911
to be assigned to aeronautical work is in APR.

15. Arnold to Chief Signal Officer, 13, 20, 27 May and 10 June 1911, AP.
Confirmation of Arnold’s progress is in an undated document on the letter-
head of the Wright Company. This indicates that his primary instructor was
A. L. Welsh and that in his 10 days as a student he had 28 lessons with
flights averaging eight minutes each; see Memo of Lt H. Arnold’s Training,
3-11 May 1911, AP; Arnold, Global Mission, 16-20, 25-28. See also box 227
for Hap's pleasant reminiscing about the days under the Wrights’ tutelage.

16. An unsigned and undated account titled “Flying Done by Officers”
lists Arnold as having flown 125 hours 30 minutes in 638 flights averaging
21.1 minutes [sic], AP. The average flight would appear to have actually been
11.8 minutes in duration. This document appears to be an official record of
his progress up to 30 November 1912. The adjournment quotation is in
Arnold’s letter to his Mother, 20 July 1912, APR; and Arnold, Global Mission,
17, 30-34. For first Air Mail, see Washington Post, 11 July 1912; for altitude
records, see New York Times, 2 June 1912 and Benjamin D. Foulois, From
the Wright Brothers to the Astronauts: The Memoirs of Major General Benjamin

109



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

D. Foulois with Colonel C. V. Glines, USAF (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co.,
1968), 107.

17. For the origin of the nickname Hap, see Mrs. Henry H. Arnold to
Corey Ford, 28 February 1954, AP. Arnold received notice of having won the
Mackay Trophy in a letter from Winthrop M. Southworth, 8 October 1912,
AP. Hap commented on the liquid capacity of the trophy in his letter to his
fiancée Eleanor Pool, who became his wife on 10 September 1913.
Thereafter, she was normally referred to as Bee in their correspondence. See
Hap to Bee Pool, 20 June 1913, AP.

18. Arnold, Fort Riley, Kansas, to Commanding Officer, Signal Corps
Aviation School, Washington, D.C., 6 November 1912, AP; and Arnold,
Global Mission, 41.

19. Arnold, Fort Riley, Kansas, to Capt Charles P. F. Chandler,
Washington, D.C., 7 November 1912, AP.

20. Lt Joseph O. Marborgne to Chief Signal Officer, 10 November 1912,
Benjamin D. Foulois Papers, Manuscript Division, Library of Congress,
Washington, D.C.

21. Arnold to Mother, 11 July 1913; and Arnold to Eleanor Pool, 20 June
1913, AP.

22. Arnold, Global Mission, 43.

23. The statistics are from DeWitt S. Copp, A Few Great Captains: The
Men and Events That Shaped the Development of U. S. Air Power (Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., 1980), 441. In the original manuscript of his
autobiography, Arnold provided a less grim account of the numbers killed.
According to this account, only 10 of 30 aviators rated as pilots had been
killed in crashes. Twelve had “stopped flying within a few months after
achieving competence,” four had died of natural causes, and two “flew them-
selves out after two years or more”; original manuscript, 18, disc 5, AP.
Force of six aviators and 15 planes comes from John H. Morrow, The Great
War in the Air: Military Aviation from 1909 to 1921 (Washington, D.C.:
Smithsonian Institution Press, 1983), 50.

24. House Report 132, To Increase Efficiency of Aviation Service of Army,
63d Cong., 2d sess., H.R. 5464, 12 December 1913, serial set 6558.

25. Hap to Bee Arnold, 31 January 1914, APR; and Arnold, Global
Mission, 44.

26. Efficiency Report, H. H. Arnold, by Col George W. Mclver, 9 June
1915, APR.

27. Arnold, Global Mission, 44-45.

28. Ibid., 45.

29. Ibid.

30. Efficiency Report, Colonel Gorrell on Capt H. H. Arnold, n. d., labeled
by Hap as “awful,” “rotten,” and “made me stink.” See Hap to Bee Arnold,
15, 20 March 1917, APR. A brief account of the missing airmen and search
is in Maurer Maurer, Aviation in the U. S. Army, 1919-1939 (Washington,
D.C.: Office of Air Force History, 1987), 105-8. See also Thomas M. Coffey,
Hap: The Story of the U. S. Air Force and the Man Who Built It: General Henry
H. “Hap” Arnold (New York: Viking Press, 1982), 187-89.

110



BIOGRAPHY

31. Coffey, 46-47. Arnold left a typewritten account of his activities from
1 February 1917 to 24 May 1918. This is different from the handwritten
diary he maintained from 30 September to 21 December 1918 during his
trip overseas in the closing days of World War I. The former is cited here-
inafter as AP, World War | account; the latter as AP, World War | Diary. Both
are in AP.

32. World War | account, particularly entries for 1 and 5 August 1917,
AP; Arnold, Global Mission, 58-59, 62-72. See also Jerold E. Brown, Where
Eagles Land: Planning and Development of U. S. Army Airfields, 1910-1941
(Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1990). Hap’s role is covered on 39-44.

33. See Maurer's “Reorganization” chapter, 39-52. See also Arnold,
Global Mission, 79.

34. Efficiency Report, Col H. H. Arnold, by Maj Gen George O. Squier, 27
December 1919, APR.

35. William S. Biddle of the Adjutant General’'s Office signed the DSM
denial on 23 December 1919, AP.

36. Arnold to Maj Clifford H. Arnold, 8 October 1918, APR.

37. Bee Arnold to Hap, 8 October 1918, AP.

38. Ibid.

39. World War | Diary, 16 and 24 October 1918, AP; and Arnold, Global
Mission, 83-84.

40. World War | Diary, 31 October 1918, AP. For Maj Gen Patrick’s com-
ments on the use of American troops by the British on their airfields in
England, see Mason M. Patrick, The United States in the Air (Garden City,
N.Y.: Doubleday, Doran & Co., 1928), 19.

41. World War | Diary, 10 and 11 November 1918, AP.

42. lbid.

43. 1bid., 20 November 1918.

44. Arnold met with Mitchell on 16 and 17 November, Patrick on 23
November and 4 December; “no longer Assistant Director” is in entry of 11
December; “lady of . . . upturned nose” is in entry for 12 December, World
War | Diary, AP.

45. Arnold, Global Mission, 99.

46. lbid., 88-89, 92. For early animosity between Arnold and the Navy
arising from their joint occupancy and use of North Island, Calif., see Maj W.
H. Frank to Arnold, 23 September 1920, AP; and Arnold, Global Mission,
107-8. For forest fires, see Patrick, 135; for refueling, see Patrick to Arnold,
8 November 1923, AP.

47. Maj Gen Mason Patrick to Arnold, 10 June 1924, AP.

48. World War | Diary, 17 November 1918, AP.

49. See the considerable correspondence between Arnold and Mitchell, 3,
11, 18, 26 January, 26 March, 10, 22 August, 19, 21, 29 September 1921,
AP; and the papers of Gen William Mitchell, Manuscript Division, Library of
Congress, Washington, D.C. Hap's letter expressing the hope that Mitchell
would get the chief's position when Menoher departed is in Arnold to
Mitchell, 19 September 1921, AP. See also Copp, 33.

111



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

50. For Mitchell’s views, see Alfred F. Hurley, Billy Mitchell: Crusader for
Air Power (Bloomington, Ind.: University of Indiana Press, 1964).

51. A copy of the paper is in AP.

52. Patrick, 6. A slightly different wording appeared in Patrick’s obituary
in New York Times, 30 January 1942; and in Harold B. Hinton, Air Victory:
The Men and the Machines (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1948), 29.

53. Patrick passed an exam to be a pilot at age 59. The exam was admin-
istered by a board of officers, with the result that the “fifty-nine year old gen-
eral received his wings during a luncheon at the Army Navy Club in
Washington on June 26, 1923,” Maurer, 59. Rank and file Air Corps pilots
would not have viewed this as a legitimate way of earning pilot wings. One
account of Patrick’s elusive toupee is in Copp, 360. The evolution quote is
from Ira C. Eaker, Oral History Interview, 1959-60, Air Force Historical
Research Agency (AFHRA), Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Ala. See the
assessment of Patrick and his leadership, termed “progressive and moder-
ate,” in Thomas H. Greer, The Development of Air Doctrine in the Army Air
Arm, 1917-1941, USAF Historical Study 89 (Montgomery, Ala.: Research
Studies Institute, Air University, 1955), 19-28.

54. Copp, 44.

55. Patrick’s views as chief are clearly laid out in his autobiography. See
also Maurer, 195-96.

56. Copp, 39.

57. Efficiency Report, Maj Henry H. Arnold, by Maj Gen Mason M.
Patrick, 30 June 1925, APR.

58. Arnold, Global Mission, 116-17; and Copp, 49.

59. Arnold, Global Mission, 118. Hap’s quote of Mitchell differs slightly
from other sources.

60. For an excellent account of the antecedents as well as the court-martial
itself, see Michael L. Grumelli, Trial of Faith: The Dissent and Court-Martial
of Billy Mitchell (Ann Arbor, Mich.: University Microfilms, 1991); Arnold,
Global Mission, 119; and Copp, 43.

61. Grumelli, 104-5.

62. Arnold, Global Mission, 119-20.

63. Copp, 44; and Coffey, 124.

64. Coverage of the Morrow Board appears in New York Times, 3
December 1925. See also Maurer, 73-74, 195-96; Copp 40-48; and
Grumelli, 126-27.

65. Arnold euphemistically recalls his activities as “writing letters to keep
up the fight,” indicating that he and Dargue were “called on the carpet to
answer for our ‘irregular’ correspondence relative to changes in the Air
Service status.” Arnold, Global Mission, 122; Copp, 48-49, prints excerpts
from Arnold’s letters.

66. New York Times, 8 February 1926; and Copp, 50, is the source for
Hap opting for a court-martial. See also Coffey, 126.

67. Patrick’'s 2 March 1926 letter of reprimand citing Arnold as the
“prime mover in a project for influencing legislation in a manner forbidden
by regulations” is in AP. The official investigation of Arnold, Dargue, and two

112



BIOGRAPHY

other officers is in Inspector General, TAG file AG 333.9, National Archives,
Washington, D.C. See also New York Times, 8 February 1926; and Copp,
50-51.

68. Efficiency Report, Maj Henry H. Arnold, 8 April 1926, by Maj Gen
Mason M. Patrick, APR.

69. Copp, 49; and Arnold, Global Mission, 122. Arnold’s second son,
William Bruce, although only nine years of age at the time of his father’s
exile from Washington, probably reflected the family’s lingering hostile feel-
ings more than 40 years later, recalling Patrick as a “pompous s. 0. b.” See
Oral History Interview, William Bruce Arnold, October 1969, United States
Air Force Academy (USAFA), Colorado Springs, Colo. The contemporary atti-
tudes of Patrick and Arnold towards each other are reflected during their
meeting the next year at the annual 1927 Air Corps maneuvers in Texas.
Arnold wrote his wife that Patrick “didn’t say much and | didn't either,” Hap
to Bee Arnold, 27 May 1927, AP. For Patrick’s belief that he had prevented
Arnold’s being court-martialed and that if he had not disciplined Hap then,
Arnold “would have done something more severe,” see Ira C. Eaker, Oral
History Interview, 1959-1960, AFHRA, Maxwell AFB, Ala. Dargue’s few per-
sonal papers in AFHRA do not mention the issue.

70. Arnold, Global Mission, 122.

71. Ibid.

72. lbid., 123.

73. lbid., 123-25. For riding crop, see Mrs. Henry H. Arnold, Oral History
Interview, AFHRA.

74. Although Arnold’s role is not mentioned, there is coverage of these
maneuvers in Maurer, 239-42.

75. Arnold, Global Mission, 125-26; and Mrs. Henry H. Arnold, Oral
History Interview, AFHRA.

76. There is considerable correspondence between Arnold and various
publishers in AP, box 2. Arnold’s earliest relationships with Lowell Thomas
dealt with efforts to secure the latter's assistance. See Lowell Thomas to
Arnold, 2 December 1927, AP.

77. See John Montgomery, vice president, Pan American Airways, to
Arnold, 27 July 1927, offering Hap a salary of $8,000 per annum (con-
trasted with Hap's taxable pay as a major of $4,500) and 300 shares of stock
along with a promise of 1,500 additional shares. Other offers also came,
including a 1 August 1928 offer from Canadian Colonial Airways and a 9
February 1929 solicitation from Boston-New York-Washington Airways for
Hap to become vice president and operations manager, AP. See also Hap's
comment that he “couldn’t very well quit the Service under fire,” Arnold,
Global Mission, 122.

78. Efficiency Report, Maj Henry H. Arnold, 30 June 1926, by Brig Gen
E. E. Booth, APR.

79. lbid., 30 April 1927.

80. Efficiency Report, Maj Henry H. Arnold, 30 June 1928, by Brig Gen
Charles J. Symmonds, APR.

81. Arnold, Global Mission, 127-28.

113



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

82. lbid., 128; and Mrs. Henry H. Arnold, Oral History Interview, AFHRA.

83. Arnold, Global Mission, 127-28; Efficiency Report, Maj Henry H.
Arnold, 29 June 1930, by Col Henry A. Byroade, APR; for San Antonio
assignment, see Brig Gen James Fechet to Arnold, 24 April 1929, AP.

84. Arnold, Global Mission, 128.

85. Efficiency Report, Lt Col Henry H. Arnold, 4 November 1931, by Brig
Gen H. C. Pratt, APR.

86. Arnold to Capt E. E. Adler, 28 April 1932, AP.

87. Arnold to Spaatz, 26 August 1931, AP; New York Times, 30 August
1931.

88. Air Corps Newsletter (ACNL) 16 (25 January 1932): 9; Arnold, Global
Mission, 134; and Coffey, 154. See also John F. Shiner, Foulois and the U. S.
Army Air Corps, 1931-1935 (Washington, D.C.: Office of Air Force History,
United States Air Force, 1983), 112.

89. Coffey, 146.

90. Arnold to Will Rogers and Maj John Park of Riverside, Calif., 19
February 1932, AP.

91. Arnold, Global Mission, 133-43, covers these years; see also Mary
Pickford, Sunshine and Shadow (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1955), 320-22.

92. Arnold, Global Mission, 139. See Dik Daso, Maj, USAF, Architects of
American Air Supremacy: General Hap Arnold and Dr. Theodore von Karman
(Maxwell AFB, Ala.: Air University Press, 1997); and Maurer, 422-23.

93. Arnold, Global Mission, 136-38. Arnold called Edwards AFB Mohave
at the time. Later named Muroc, it was renamed for Glen W. Edwards in
1949. Arnold described it in 1932 as “level as a billiard table.” Arnold to
Chief of the Air Corps, 26 July 1932, AP.

94. Coffey, 150-52.

95. Efficiency Report, Lt Col Henry H. Arnold, 2 July 1934, by Maj Gen
Malin Craig, APR.

96. lbid., 30 June 1933 and 21 February 1934; Maurer, 349. See
Arnold’'s complaint about the impact of the CCC work on his pilot’s training
in Arnold to Spaatz, 27 July, 3 August 1933, AP. See also Arnold, Global
Mission, 141-42.

97. Copp, 106. A dated but excellent monograph on the Air Mail is Paul
Tillett, The Army Flies the Mail (Tuscaloosa, Ala.: University of Alabama
Press, 1955). See also the account in the report of the Baker Board in
Newton D. Baker, Final Report of the War Department Special Committee on
Army Air Corps, 18 July 1934 (Washington, D.C: Government Printing Office
[GPO], 1934), 893. The best succinct modern account is in Shiner, 125-49.
Foulois’ memoirs cover the operation on 235-61.

98. Maurer devotes a chapter to the Air Mail operations, 299-317;
Arnold, Global Mission, 142-45; and Copp, 170-221, is an excellent assess-
ment, emphasizing the human as well as the operational aspects.

99. Arnold, Global Mission, 143-44; Arnold to Bee Arnold, 18 February
1934, APR. “Organized to last detail” is cited in New York Times, 18 February
1934.

114



BIOGRAPHY

100. Arnold to Bee Arnold, 20 February 1934, APR. Details of the three
crashes in Arnold’s zone are in Shiner, 135.

101. Congresswoman Edith Rogers is quoted in New York Times, 25
February 1934, and in Copp, 194. See also Congressional Record, 73d
Cong., 2d sess., vol. 78, pt. 3, 3144-55.

102. Arnold to Bee Arnold, 7 March 1934, APR.

103. Arnold to Bee Arnold, 20 April 1934, APR. FDR's letter of 10 March
1934 to Secretary Dern is printed in Copp, 210-11; see also Shiner, 144, 147.

104. Arnold to Bee Arnold, 12 March 1934, APR.

105. Ibid.; and Arnold, Global Mission, 144.

106. Arnold, Global Mission, 106, 144. The official seven-volume AAF
history, The Army Air Forces in World War I, written in the immediate post-
World War Il period, was the work of many authors. Edited by Wesley Frank
Craven and James Lea Cate, the seven subtitles of The Army Air Forces in
World War Il were vol. 1, Plans and Early Operations, January 1939 to August
1942; vol. 2, Europe: Torch to Pointblank, August 1942 to December 1943;
vol. 3, Europe: Argument to V-E Day, January 1944 to May 1945; vol. 4, The
Pacific: Guadalcanal to Saipan, August 1942 to July 1944; vol. 5, The Pacific:
Matterhorn to Nagasaki, June 1944 to August 1945; vol. 6, Men and Planes;
and vol. 7, Services Around the World (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1948-1958) (new imprint; Washington, D.C.: Office of Air Force History,
1983). Copp, 220, for fiasco. Shiner titles his chapter “The Air Mail Fiasco,”
125-49; and Foulois calls his “The Truth about the Air Mail ‘Fiasco,” 235-61.

107. Congressional Record, 73d Cong., 2d sess., vol. 78, pt. 3, 3144-55.

108. Copp, 222-28, and “McSwine” is on 141.

109. Ibid., 176.

110. lbid., 222-28.

111. For FDR'’s attitude in 1919 towards Army aviation, see Greer, 24.

112. Efficiency Report, Lt Col H. H. Arnold, 1 June 1934, by Brig Gen O.
Westover, APR.

113. Arnold, Global Mission, 145-48.

114. Hap to Bee Arnold, 29 June 1934, AP.

115. Ibid.

116. Ibid., 28 June 1934, AP.

117. Hap to Lois Arnold, 19 July 1934, APR; Hap to Bee Arnold, 22 July
1934, AP; and Arnold, Global Mission, 146.

118. The criticism was apparently made at the Seattle Athletic Club on 7
August 1934; see “Hap” Arnold, The Murray Green Collection, USAFA
Library, Special Collections, Colorado Springs, Colo.

119. New York Times, 14 November 1934; Maurer, 352; and Copp, 253.

120. Murray Green, “Hugh J. Knerr: The Pen and the Sword,” in Makers
of the United States Air Force, ed John L. Frisbee (Washington, D.C.: Office
of Air Force History, 1987), 99-126. See also Coffey, 160-61.

121. Telephone conversation transcript, Arnold and Westover, 16 July
1934, AP.

115



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

122. Copp, 238, 241-42. The promotion went instead to Lt Col James
Chaney. Hap's later occasionally strained relations with Chaney are outlined
in Arnold’s Diary, presented in chapter 1 of this volume.

123. Arnold, Global Mission, 145; and Copp, 129.

124. Arnold, Global Mission, 148.

125. D. Clayton James, The Years of MacArthur, vol. 1, 1880-1941
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1970), 460. James continued that “MacArthur
must have found secret glee in the fact that the effectiveness of the new force
stifled the proponents of an independent air arm, at least for the present.”

126. Hap to Bee Arnold, 4, 5 August 1935, APR.

127. Ibid., 18, 27 September 1935, APR.

128. Ibid., 10 November 1935; and Coffey, 168-69.

129. Copp, 346; Eugene Beebe, Oral History Interview, AFHRA, Maxwell
AFB, Ala.

130. A copy of General Craig’'s announcement of Arnold’s appointment as
assistant to the Chief of the Air Corps for a period of four years, dated 30
December 1935, is in AP.

131. An extensive biographical account of Westover appeared in ACNL,
vol. 21, no. 19, 1 October 1938. Other accounts are in Col Flint O. DuPre,
USAFR, U. S. Air Force Biographical Dictionary (New York: Franklin Watts,
1965), 253; and in Copp, 147-48.

132. Copp, 148.

133. Ibid., 335-36.

134. For hosting official functions see Copp, 351; Jerry Brant is Copp’s
source for the “the fine combination,” 345.

135. Arnold, Global Mission, 153.

136. Ibid.

137. Ibid.

138. Arnold’s dislike of duty in Washington was expressed on other occa-
sions. See Hap to Bee Arnold, 9 September 1924, APR, when he wrote that
Washington “is at best a nightmare” and the following day to her that “this
D___ town will make me forget | am human if | stay here long enough.”
“Don’t sign any leases” is cited in Copp, 351.

139. Arnold, Global Mission, 153.

140. “Turning point” is from Arnold, Global Mission, 155; “too many
eggs” is from Coffey, 176. Coffey mentions Arnold’'s 1936 testimony against
a separate Air Corps on 175. Hap’s thinking had been stated the year ear-
lier in April 1935. See US House of Representatives, Hearings on H. R. 7041,
6810, 4348, 4336, 4351, 4911: “To Promote National Defense by Increasing
the Efficiency of the Air Corps,” 74th Cong., 1st sess., 1936, 1-5, 59-61,
101-3, 183-85.

141. Copp, 381; and Coffey, 174.

142. Hap's seeming acquiescence, as recorded by a bitter critic, Hugh
Knerr, is in Coffey, 175.

143. An account by one of the participants is in Curtis E. LeMay with
MacKinlay Kantor, Mission with LeMay: My Story (Garden City, N.Y:
Doubleday & Co. 1965), 140-52. See also Copp, 393-98; Maurer, 403-6.

116



BIOGRAPHY

144. LeMay, 152-56; Copp, 407-8; and Arnold, Global Mission, 176.

145. The successful navigator of the B-17s, then Lieutenant LeMay,
offers his account in LeMay, 184-93. Copp, 418-27; Arnold, Global Mission,
176-77; and Hinton, 83.

146. Quoted in Hinton, 83.

147. Mark Skinner Watson, United States Army in World War II, The War
Department, Chief of Staff: Pre-war Plans and Preparations (Washington, D.C:
Office of the Chief of Military History, GPO, 1950) 45. Coffey, 178, offers dif-
ferent wording.

148. See detailed telephone logs in Arnold Papers, which also lists corre-
spondence for any period either officer was out of Washington.

149. Arnold, Global Mission, 169; and Copp, 438-40. See the “eyewitness
account” of the crash, apparently by Maj K. B. Wolfe, printed in ACNL, vol.
21, no. 19, 1 October 1938.

150. Copp, 399-440, gives an excellent account of the disagreements
between GHQAF, Andrews, Chief of the Air Corps Westover, and Arnold.

151. Telephone conversation between DeWitt S. Copp and Maj Gen John
W. Huston, 12 March 1995.

152. The most consistent and in many ways most bitter critic and oppo-
nent of Arnold from GHQAF was Col Hugh J. Knerr, long-time Andrews con-
fidante and GHQAF chief of staff. His intense dislike of Arnold, unabashed
advocacy of an independent Air Corps, and efforts to have Arnold replaced
with Andrews, were continued even after Knerr’'s retirement from the mili-
tary in 1939. Copp covers much of Knerr's opposition, particularly 290-96,
374-78, 384-88, including his account of Knerr’'s successful 1939 efforts to
get his anti-Arnold views into the White House, 477-79. Knerr's unrelenting
opposition to Hap and his crusade for a separate Air Force are confirmed in
his personal papers at USAFA. There appears little doubt that both Hap and
Andrews were aware of Knerr's activities. Andrews continued after Pearl
Harbor to pressure the AAF to get Knerr returned to active duty. Knerr was
returned to active service in 1942, but for reasons other than Andrews’
efforts. His performance in the Eighth Air Force led to his promotion to
major general. He retired as USAF Inspector General in October 1949.
Murray Green’s biographical account, “Hugh J. Knerr: The Pen and the
Sword,” in Frisbee, 99-126, is curiously sympathetic.

153. The Diaries of Henry Morgenthau Jr., 12 March 1940, microfilm of
originals in Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, New York, copies in
United States Naval Academy Library (USNAL), Annapolis, Md.

154. Coffey, 183; and World War | Diary, 5 December 1918, AP. Weaver’s
recommendation of Andrews to Watson is in Copp, 442-43.

155. Maj Gen Edwin “Pa” Watson Papers, University of Virginia,
Charlottesville, Va., provide many references to his relationship with FDR on
military matters but no documentation was located that showed Roosevelt
consulting with Watson on the issue of Westover's successor. One of the
sources that confirms Early and Watson’s recommendation of Andrews is
Morgenthau Diary, 12 March 1940. Another is Keith D. McFarland, Harry H.

117



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

Woodring: A Political Biography of FDR’s Controversial Secretary of War
(Lawrence, Kans.: University Press of Kansas, 1975), 163-64.

156. See Col John C. O’Loughlin to Gen John J. Pershing, 1 October
1938, box 58, John C. O’Loughlin Papers, Manuscript Division, Library of
Congress, Washington, D.C.

157. The Administration’s fears were not without basis as the
Democratic majority in the Senate was reduced from 58 to 46 and in the
House from 244 to 93; New York Times, 1-12 November 1938.

158. Arnold, Global Mission, 170.

159. Copp, 444-45.

160. Arnold, Global Mission, 170; and Hap to Bee Arnold, 16 May 1927, AP.

161. Lois Arnold Snowden to Bee Arnold, 10 August 1938, APR. Copp,
451-52, offers a good account of this relationship, most of which is based
on Arnold’s correspondence with his son-in-law, box 2, AP.

162. ACNL 21, no. 19 (1 October 1938), printed the special orders of 30
September, appointing Hap as chief with rank from 22 September 1938.

163. Ibid.

164. lbid.

165. As indicated elsewhere, the ringleader continued to be Col Hugh J.
Knerr, although much of the anti-Arnold rhetoric was moderated after
Knerr's return to active service in 1 October 1942 and Andrews’ May 1943
death. Andrews’ death left Knerr without a viable replacement for Arnold.

166. Gen Laurence S. Kuter, USAF, retired, “The General vs. the
Establishment: General H. H. Arnold and the Air Staff,” Aerospace Historian
22, Winter (December 1974): 185-89.

167. The Diary of Henry L. Stimson, 28 May 1943, based on microfilm
record in the Sterling Library, Yale University, New Haven, Conn., copy in
USNAL, Annapolis, Md., hereinafter cited as Stimson Diary.

168. Copp, 402-8, provides an account of their differences. The term
“Holy Show” is from Harold L. Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes, vol.
2, The Inside Struggle, 1938-1939 (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1953-54),
716 (9 September 1939). The Marshall quote is in McFarland, 149.

169. Although unsigned, there appears little doubt that the letter of 5
December 1939 to the editor of Liberty Magazine, stating that “I learned my
lesson about crusading a long time ago,” was written by Hap, AP.

170. Arnold, Global Mission, 169.

171. “Distance annihilated” is cited in Copp, 43; “reputation” is in
DuPre, 9; bombers vs pursuit is in Untitled Paper, 1933, AP; “just a job” is
in Hap to Bee Arnold, 29 June 1934, AP.

172. See the account of Chennault in Martha Byrd, Chennault: Giving
Wings to the Tiger (Tuscaloosa, Ala.: University of Alabama Press, 1987),
36-64. Byrd's treatment provides a necessary balance to Major General US
Army, retired, Claire L. Chennault, Way of a Fighter: The Memoirs of Claire
Lee Chennault, ed. Robert Holtz (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1949).

173. Watson, 35-36; Copp, 433; and Coffey, 178.

118



BIOGRAPHY

174. Arnold to Spaatz, 31 August 1931, AP; and Donald Douglas, Oral
History Interview, Columbia University, N.Y., for Hap’s “act”; Lois Arnold to
Bee Arnold, 22 November 1937, AP.

175. James Gould Cozzens, A Time of War: Air Force Diaries and
Pentagon Memos, 1943-1945, ed. Matthew J. Bruccoli (Columbia, S.C.:
Bruccoli Clark, 1984), vii.

176. Hap was submitting articles for publication as early as 1922. See
Hap to his father, 23 August 1922, AP.

177. Slessor’'s judgment of Hap is in Sir John Slessor, G.C.B., D.S.O.,
M.C., The Central Blue: The Autobiography of Sir John Slessor, Marshal of the
Royal Air Force (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1957), 326.

178. See Arnold Diary for 15 September 1944, presented in chapter 9, for
negroes dancing; for Jewish doctors, 14 April 1945, presented in chapter 10.
For King's pejorative usage and an assessment of King on race relations, see
Thomas B. Buell, Master of Sea Power: A Biography of Fleet Admiral Ernest
J. King (Boston: Little Brown & Co., 1980), 341. Marshall’'s quote on unreli-
ability appears in Stimson Diary, 21 February 1945. Spaatz’s excellent biog-
raphical treatment mentioning the use of the word “paternalistic” on this
issue is in Richard G. Davis, Carl A. Spaatz and the Air War in Europe
(Washington, D.C.: Center for Air Force History, 1993), 5.

179. Hap to Lois Arnold Snowden, 3 October 1938, AP.

180. Craven and Cate, vol. 6, Men and Planes, 299.

181. John McVickar Haight Jr., American Aid to France, 1938-1940 (New
York: Atheneum, 1970), 3-4.

182. Ibid., 8.

183. Ibid., 9-12.

184. Arnold to Chief of Staff, 9 March 1938, AP.

185. Haight, 12.

186. Copp, 414.

187. Haight, 29.

188. Watson, 36.

189. Ibid.; and Copp, 433, has different wording.

190. McFarland, 161-62; and Arnold, Global Mission, 167.

191. Copp, 402-4, has a brief account of the Woodring-Johnson feuding.
A more extensive treatment is in McFarland, 143-54.

192. Charles A. Lindbergh, The Wartime Journals of Charles A. Lindbergh
(New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1970), 22 (27 April 1938).

193. Ibid., 11 (2 April 1938).

194. Ibid., 35 (23 June 1938).

195. Lindbergh’s account of this meeting and its preliminaries are in his
journal, 71-73 (19-22 September). Kennedy's cabled report is in Department
of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, Diplomatic Papers, The
Ambassador in Great Britain to the Secretary of State, 20 September 1938, 2
vols. (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1970), 1, 625, hereinafter referred to as
FRUS; and Eaker to General Arnold, memo, no date given, AP.

196. Slessor, 218-20. His “Notes on Conversation with Colonel
Lindbergh” appears on 218-22.

119



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

197. lbid., 219; and Haight, 18.

198. The Ambassador in France (Bullitt) to the Secretary of State, 19
September 1938, in Franklin D. Roosevelt, For the President: Personal and
Secret Correspondence Between Franklin D. Roosevelt and William C. Bullitt,
Orville H. Bullitt, editor, With an Introduction by George F. Kennan (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1972), 288.

199. Ibid.

200. “Ultimatums” is from Ambassador in France (Bullitt) to the
Secretary of State, 3 October 1938, FRUS, 1938, 1, 711-12. Daladier state-
ment cited in Haight, 25; “seventeen planes” in Haight, 13.

201. Lindbergh, 85 (1 October 1938).

202. Haight, 18.

203. McFarland, 164-65.

204. Haight, 14-15.

205. Copp, 445; Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins: An Intimate
History (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1948), 100.

206. Ickes, “principally one of the air” is from 18 September 1938, 469,
“overwhelming preponderance” from 28 September 1938, 474.

207. Margaret L. Coit, Mr. Baruch, lllustrated with Photos (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1957), 467-68; New York Times, 15 October 1938.

208. The Four Hundred and Ninety-First Press Conference (Excerpts), 14
October 1938, in Franklin D. Roosevelt, The Public Papers and Addresses of
Franklin D. Roosevelt with Special Introduction and Explanatory Notes by
President Roosevelt, 1938 Volume: The Continuing Struggle for Liberalism
(New York: MacMillan, 1941), vol. 7, 546.

209. Ibid.

210. Assistant Secretary of War (ASW) Louis Johnson to Chief of Staff
(C/S) Malin Craig, 14 October 1938, AP; and Haight, 27.

211. Arnold’s circular letters are dated 14 October 1943, AP.

212. Morgenthau Diary, 17 October 1938.

213. Watson, 29, 144.

214. Maurer, 200-2.

215. Roosevelt, Public Papers, 1938, 68-77.

216. Henry H. Arnold, Report of the Commanding General of the Army Air
Forces (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1944); and Hinton, 81, 217. Some confusion
has been generated over the dates of these initial efforts by the president, a
problem for which Arnold may in part have been responsible. In Global
Mission, 177-80, Hap wrote that on 28 September he was present at a White
House meeting where FDR announced his intention of asking Congress for
additional funds, much of it to purchase airplanes and increase the pro-
ductive capacity of the manufacturers. Arnold termed Roosevelt's pro-
nouncement the “Magna Charta” of the Army Air Corps. His recollection of
the date appears in error and there is no extant documentation for a meet-
ing on this date, this having been the day prior to Hap's swearing in as Air
Corps chief and two days before the Munich settlement was completed.
Arnold confused this with a later meeting held on 14 November. Of this later
gathering, Hap kept brief notes on the back of a manila envelope, AP.

120



BIOGRAPHY

However, his 28 September insertion of the 14 November memo, in different
pencil markings from the body of the notes, suggests that the erroneous dat-
ing was done at a later time. As a result of Arnold’s dating error and lack of
documentation for the 14 October meeting, many writers have concentrated
on the 14 November “Magna Charta” conference and ignored the 14 October
directions of the president. To this writer, the earlier October instructions
were extremely important, representing the initial significant movement by
FDR towards air rearmament motivated clearly by the Munich negotiations.
At least one result of the 14 October meeting was reflected in the instruc-
tions from ASW Louis Johnson to C/S Gen Malin Craig, 14 October 1938,
copy in AP; Haight, 27, gives a brief account of the session; and Coffey,
185-87, erroneously agrees with Arnold’'s confusion of dates.

217. Arnold to secretary of war, 19 October 1938, AP.

218. Morgenthau Diary, 20 October 1938.

219. Quoted in Haight, 49.

220. Gen Malin Craig, chief of staff, to director of the budget, 24 October
1938, AP.

221. Forrest C. Pogue, George C. Marshall: Education of a General,
1890-1939 (New York: Viking Press, 1963), 334; and Watson, 134-35.

222. Watson, 134-36, cites, for example, Ordnance Branch budget sub-
missions at the time.

223. Chief of Air Corps to secretary of war, 22 October 1938, AP.

224. Chief of Air Corps to assistant secretary of war, 24 October 1938;
and chief of staff for assistant secretary of war, 25 October 1938, AP.

225. Haight, 52-53. Numbers and production figures are from Irving
Brinton Holley Jr., United States Army in World War Il, Special Studies,
Buying Aircraft: Materiel Procurement for the Army Air Forces (Washington,
D.C.: GPO, Office of the Chief of Military History, 1964), 174-78.

226. Chief of Air Corps to assistant secretary of war, 24 October 1938, AP.

227. Haight, 53.

228. See the various accounts in New York Times, 16, 18 October and 6
November 1938.

229. Chief of Air Corps to assistant secretary of war, 10 November 1938, AP.

230. Ibid.

231. Morgenthau Diary, 13 November 1938; and Haight, 54-55.

232. Holley, 170, is the source of “turning point.” Both Watson, 136, and
John Morton Blum, From the Morgenthau Diaries, vol. 2, Years of Urgency,
1938-1941 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1965), 48, use “momentous” pre-
sumably from the Oliphant/Morgenthau account; Magna Charta comes
from Arnold, Global Mission, 179.

233. See Arnold's brief account on the reverse of a manila envelope in AP,
mentioned in note 216. See also Arnold, Global Mission, 177-80; Blum,
48-49; Haight, 55-59; Watson, 136-37; and Holley, 169-70.

234. Watson, 136-38, remains a good, brief account.

235. Arnold, Global Mission, 178.

236. Haight, 58; and Blum, 48-49.

121



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

237. Watson, 138. Five Hundredth Press Conference, 15 November 1938,
in Roosevelt, Public Papers, vol. 7, 599.

238. Assistant secretary of war to chief of staff, 15 November 1938, AP.

239. Drafts for assistant secretary of war, 15 November 1938, AP.

240. Watson, 140.

241. Arnold to Spaatz, 17 November 1938, AP.

242. Assistant secretary of war, Memo for the President, 1 December
1938, AP.

243. For 10 December meeting, see assistant secretary of war to chief of
staff, 10 December 1938; and chief of staff to assistant secretary of war, 17
December 1938, AP. Haight covers this on 60-61.

244. Watson, 142-43.

245. Assistant secretary of war for president, 1 December 1938, AP;
Watson, 142; and Haight, 61.

246. Haight, 71.

247. 1bid., 63-64.

248. lbid., 65.

249. New York Times, 13 January 1939; and Chief of Air Corps to Chief
of Staff, 13 January 1939, AP.

250. Chief of Air Corps to Spaatz, 18 November 1938, AP.

251. Haight, 11, 17, for the 1938 flight. See his coverage of the
Procurement Division, 37-38, 77-78.

252. lbid., 78.

253. Ibid., 93. Col James H. Burns of the Office of the Secretary of War
also used the phrase “fishing expedition.”

254. Morgenthau Diary, 21 December 1938.

255. Haight, 75-76.

256. Ibid., 77.

257. Ibid., 88-89; and Arnold, Global Mission, 186.

258. Haight, 91-92.

259. lbid., 94-95; and Arnold, Global Mission, 185.

260. Curiously, Capt Paul Chemidlin was described in New York Times
of 24 January 1939 as “a representative of the French Air Ministry” and
three days later as an “engineering observer” but not as a French Air Force
officer. The “most modern” quote is from the 24 January 1939 issue and
Arnold, Global Mission, 185; see also New York Times, 27 January 1939.

261. Haight, 89-90.

262. lbid., 93-94.

263. Arnold to Maj Gen H. J. Malony, 31 March 1949, quoted in Watson,
133; Arnold, Global Mission, 185-87; and Haight, 95. .

264. The Arnold quote is from his letter to Malony cited in Watson, 133.

265. Roosevelt, The Public Papers, 27 January 1939, vol. 132, 90-91.

266. Arnold, Global Mission, 186.

267. Morgenthau Diary, 1 March 1941.

268. Arnold, Global Mission, 186-87.

269. Ibid., 196.

122



BIOGRAPHY

270. Forrest C. Pogue, George C. Marshall: Ordeal and Hope, 1939-1942
(New York: Viking Press, 1965], 85. Copp, 473-74, covers Marshall’s letter
to Andrews in 1939 referencing the 1938 travels.

271. Copp, 474, 479; and Watson, 284-85.

272. Holley, 181-86, covers the meeting. “Unknown” is from 168.

273. lbid., 182.

274. lbid., 186-93.

275. Arnold to Spaatz, 18 November 1938, AP; and Holley, 184.

276. Craven and Cate, vol. 1, Plans and Early Operations, 129.

277. Holley, 194.

278. Maurer, 374.

279. Blum, 111-15; and McFarland 210-12.

280. Blum, 117.

281. Ibid., 118-19; Arnold, Global Mission, barely disguises his frustra-
tions from this period; see 193, 196-98. “Move him out of town” and so forth,
is from Morgenthau Diary, 12 March 1940; and Arnold, Global Mission, 186,
confuses 1940 with 1939.

282. Morgenthau Diary, 13 March 1940; and “spanked” comes from
Arnold to Assistant Secretary of War Johnson, 14 March 1940, AP.

283. Haight, 207-13; Arnold “Memo for Record,” 19 March 1940, AP.

284. Haight, 215-17.

285. Ibid., 230.

286. See among many of Spaatz's reports from London to Arnold: 4 June;
31 July; 5, 9, 24, 27, and 28 August; 4, 8, and 9 September 1940, Carl A.
Spaatz Papers, Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.;
Davis, 42-56, emphasizes Spaatz’s role as well as covering the other early
AAF observers. Slessor, 315-16, covers his relations with Spaatz in England
in this period.

287. See Rebecca Hancock Cameron, Training to Fly: Military Flight
Training 1907-1945 (Washington, D.C.: Air Force History and Museums
Program, 1999), 308-11; and Watson, 278-79.

288. A scholar who has examined the question of aircraft production has
concluded that “the 50,000 figure finally used was neither an Army nor a
Navy figure—it was a Presidential figure concocted by the President and his
political associates.” Holley, 228.

289. Arnold, Global Mission, 178.

290. A copy of FDR’s memo is in AP; and Holley, 253.

291. Craven and Cate, vol. 5, Men and Planes, 265.

292. Pogue, George C. Marshall, Ordeal and Hope, 20-21.

293. Morgenthau Diary, 29 April 1940.

294. Henry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace
and War (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1947), 318-24.

295. Stimson Diary, 12 May 1943.

296. Ibid., 25 October 1940.

297. Copp, 292; and Arnold to Bee Arnold, 4-5 April 1935, AP.

298. Arnold, Global Mission, 161.

299. Pogue, George C. Marshall, Ordeal and Hope, 290.

123



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

300. H. H. Arnold and Ira C. Eaker, Winged Warfare (New York: Harper
& Brothers, 1941), 244-45.

301. “Crusading” is in letter to the editor, Liberty Magazine, 5 December
1939, AP.

302. Craven and Cate, vol. 1, Plans and Early Operations, 105.

303. Holley, 243.

304. Craven and Cate, vol. 1, Plans and Early Operations, 112.

305. Marshall to William Knudsen, 11 December 1940, Marshall Papers;
Holley, 244; and Slessor, 325.

306. Quoted in Holley, 245.

307. Stimson Diary, 27 September 1940.

308. Pogue, George C. Marshall, Ordeal and Hope, 65.

309. Holley, 264-68; for reorganization see Craven and Cate, vol. 1,
Plans and Early Operations, 114-15.

310. See “Survey of Air Base Units in Newfoundland, 18 October-1
November 1940,” copy in AP.

124



Chapter 1

England
9 April-1 May 1941

Introduction

As 1941 began, many Americans (probably including Arnold
and many other military leaders) feared that the United States
would be drawn into the European war. The military chiefs,
ever circumspect about committing their personal beliefs to
their correspondence, were probably convinced that their
labors were aimed at preparing the nation for conflict even
though the political leadership continued to insist that the
ongoing increases in manpower and weapons of war were
being made for defensive purposes.

There is no record of Hap's reaction to FDR’s 12 October
1940 public statement that the United States was arming only
to defend the Western Hemisphere, but more than 16 million
American men had registered for the draft by that time. The
chiefs probably considered the president’'s 30 October pre-
election “promise” to American mothers, “your boys are not
going to be sent into foreign wars,” as political rhetoric.
Roosevelt's call in the last week of December for a direct arms
program to Britain did not appear to have any significant
impact on Arnold or the Army Air Forces (AAF) since the
majority of American warplanes were already going to the
British. If the nation’s military chiefs were preparing the
nation for war beyond the defense of the Western Hemisphere,
there had been little strategic planning. Political factors pre-
cluded this, particularly since it would of necessity be carried
out in conjunction with the British. Early in 1941, however,
three months before Arnold set out on the first journey cov-
ered in his World War 1l diaries, US and British representatives
began military staff conversations that Harry Hopkins’ biogra-
pher has assessed as providing “the highest degree of strategic
preparedness that the United States or probably any other

125



AMERICAN AIRPOWER COMES OF AGE

non-aggressor nation has ever had before entry into war.”
Suggested by the naval chiefs of the two nations a week after
Roosevelt's November 1940 reelection, their talks resulted in
agreements called ABC-1 and an air annex, ABC-2, ABC
standing for American-British conversations. These agree-
ments, negotiated in Washington, D.C., in the first two months
of 1941, provided “the general strategic concept” that would
govern “throughout the war.”?

Curiously, Arnold’'s autobiography contains no reference to
the plan or the AAF representative in the discussions,
although it is clear that he approved the selection of Col
Joseph McNarney. A West Point graduate, McNarney learned
to fly just before the United States entered World War |I.
Following combat duty in France, he had a variety of assign-
ments. One of those included leading a bomb group under
Hap’'s command at March Field, California, in the 1930s. A
member of the new General Headquarters Air Forces (GHQAF)
at Langley Field, Virginia, in 1935, McNarney was in the War
Plans Division in Washington four years later. He remained
there until tapped for duty with the ABC conference. McNarney's
promotion within a month after the ABC discussions had been
completed and his later progress in reaching four-star rank
during the war confirms approval of his work by both Arnold
and Army Chief of Staff George C. Marshall.

The eight primary US Army and Navy representatives met
“in secret” with their four British counterparts from 29 January
to 27 March, although Air Vice Marshal John C. Slessor seri-
ously doubted “whether the fact that we called ourselves ‘Mr.’

. . really deceived anybody.™ Carefully avoiding commitments,
the strategists provided a course of action “should the US be
compelled to resort to war.” They assumed that Germany,
Italy, and Japan would be the enemy nations in the event of
war. Predicting that Germany would be the strongest of these,
they determined that the Atlantic—-European area would be the
“decisive theater” while the US Pacific Fleet would weaken and
“hold” Japan.

Among the measures to be implemented against Germany
was a “sustained air offensive,” which would be feasible after
Allied forces had attained “superiority of air strength . . . par-
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ticularly in long-range striking forces.” Arnold welcomed the
premise that US Army air bombardment units “would operate
offensively, in collaboration with the Royal Air Force, primarily
against Germany’s Military Power at its source.” Hap also had
no difficulty in agreeing with two other basic principles emerg-
ing from the discussions: Unity of command within any oper-
ational theater and integrity of national forces; that is,
American airmen would fly in American units commanded by
American officers. Most of their conclusions were incorporated
the next month into Rainbow 5, the course of action for war
against Germany and Italy. The strategic plans were approved
by both service secretaries and sent to the White House in
early June. The president “familiarized himself with the two
papers” and “suggested that they be returned for his approval
in ‘case of war.”# The adoption of a general strategy plan, how-
ever, did not resolve Arnold’'s main problem: Allocating air-
planes to Britain, the Soviet Union, and China while retaining
enough of them to train the 54-group US Air Corps provided
for in Air War Plans Division (AWPD)-1.

The explanation Arnold offered in his autobiography for
making his first World War Il trip to England did not include
all the factors: “So many different problems were cropping up
with the British that it became apparent | must make a trip to
England. | wanted to get personally acquainted with Sir
Charles Portal, Air Chief Marshal of the Royal Air Force, and
talk many things over with him across the table where it could
be done so much better than by cable or through even the best
of emissaries.” Other factors also motivated this journey,
however. Under new leadership since July 1940, the Army had
been gaining credibility in the White House. The March 1941
appointment of Robert A. Lovett, a World War | naval aviator,
as assistant secretary of war for air added momentum to
Army’s call for a larger voice in determining the production
and allocation of aircraft. However, President Roosevelt's
impromptu promises to give US-produced planes to foreign
governments still played havoc with those schedules. During
Christmas week of 1940, for example, FDR offhandedly prom-
ised the visiting Greek Prime Minister 30 additional planes
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and directed Treasury Secretary Henry Morgenthau to resolve
the problem of procuring them.®

Roosevelt, disenchanted with the views of defeatist
Ambassador to Great Britain Joseph P. Kennedy and with the
increasingly strident opposition of isolationists in both
Congress and the media, turned to personal advisors whom he
sent overseas to become his eyes and ears. Among those who
went in the early weeks of 1941 were Harry L. Hopkins, Averell
Harriman, William Donovan, and the recently defeated
Republican presidential candidate Wendell L. Willkie. The
president relied heavily on these emissaries since they did not
require Senate confirmation, were not subject to normal con-
gressional scrutiny, and could report privately to him in the
White House rather than publicly to Congress, the bureaucra-
cies, and the press.

One of the most influential and important of them, particu-
larly in terms of Arnold’s first World War Il trip abroad, was
Harry Hopkins. Dispatched to England in January 1941,
Hopkins established close and important rapport with
Churchill on behalf of Roosevelt. Hopkins' success and
increasing War Department credibility appeared to diminish
the role of Morgenthau and the Treasury Department in deter-
mining aircraft production and allocation. This change did not
sit well with the treasury secretary, who was resentful of his
declining ideological and bureaucratic sway with the presi-
dent. He complained churlishly to his staff in a “triple confi-
dential” meeting following Hopkins' return in early March
1941: “You know this thing of going direct from Churchill to
Hopkins to the President isn’t so hot. | don't like it. I'm just not
going to let anybody spoil the excellent organization and rela-
tionship we have here. | just won't let them do it. We've worked
together for a long time and nobody is going to come in and
spoil it.”” Morgenthau had no problem encouraging and
accepting Treasury Department control over matters that
diminished the roles of other executive departments, but he
had difficulty accepting the bypassing of channels by others—
particularly if it appeared to threaten the Treasury
Department's close relationship with Roosevelt. Eight months
after the United States entered the war, Harry Dexter White
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asked Morgenthau what Morgenthau had meant when he
indicated that he wanted to “continue to sit to the left of the
President.” Morgenthau replied, “I want to retain my rank as
second in command in the cabinet because that would give me
prestige over the Army and Navy.”®

Concern continued to mount within the War Department
regarding how to meet the domestic needs of the 54-group AAF
while foreign commitments were being filled. As early as
January 1941, Arnold was expressing his fear that the United
States was “leaning over backwards to give everything to the
British.” This fear, coupled with production delays and the
continuing high British priority for engines, added to his feel-
ing that getting airplanes for US units “is more or less a
mess.”® Arnold’s clear discouragement was further articulated
in War Department meetings. In one such meeting, he stated
that the US government was “not motivated by reason and
logic but by sentiment and hysteria.” He argued that continu-
ing to dispatch large numbers of aircraft to Britain would
make it impossi