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ABSTRACT 

 

The use of airplanes and rigid airships during the First World War forever 

transformed the way the nations around the world would wage war.  By the time 

the Americans joined the fray, air power had become an integral element of 

modern warfare.  During the interwar period, United States Army war planning 

staffs understood the essentiality of air power in any future war and intentionally 

integrated it into the colour-coded war plans created and maintained between 

1920 and 1939. 

This thesis examines the extent United States Army air power was included 

in the eight colour-coded war plans created or revised between 1920 and 1939.  It 

demonstrates that the intentional inclusion of air power within the plans was due to 

the planners’ understanding of air power ideology, the inclusion of aviation units 

and types within the organization of the combatant commanders, the basis for the 

plans – the international tension which might warrant the use of military force, and 

the plan creation process within which airmen were included at many if not all 

levels. 

War planners at all levels of the United States Army were exposed to air 

power doctrine, whether through experience or courses taken at the various 

professional development schools.  This understanding influenced policies and the 

structure of the United States Army, both being reflected within the plans of the 

interwar years.  Moreover, the planning process, which throughout the period 

included airmen, ensured air power’s inclusion.  Finally, the nature of the proposed 

conflict demanded planners consider both the enemy’s and their own air power 

capabilities. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 

In the years just prior to the turn of the twentieth century, American 

interests had expanded beyond its continental boundaries with the addition of 

United States possessions in the Caribbean and the Pacific after the Spanish-

American War causing the Army to be called upon to protect these new 

acquisitions and interests.  Added to this was the attack on the American and 

other western diplomats in China which led to the use of military forces to 

liberate the besieged legation.  The circumstances of the Philippine Insurrection, 

the Boxer Rebellion, and the increase of United States possessions in the 

Pacific and Caribbean initiated a shift in the paradigms in the United States 

Army of how the military should be used, moving from a domestic-focused 

strategy to one with a more global scope.  As Allen Millet and Peter Maslowski 

put it, “The defense of the Philippines and the Caribbean (and the projected 

canal) demanded that military reform come quickly.”1  Permanent stations 

needed to be created in faraway places for the protection of American territory 

for the first time in its history. 

A parallel change occurred in the form of the introduction of new military 

technology influencing a shift in national defence paradigms as well.  The 

Army’s incorporation of the automobile, the tank, and, perhaps most dramatic of 

the changes, the airplane demanded that military leaders and planners examine 

the existing methods and structures to better incorporate these new instruments 

of war.  The introduction of aircraft to the battlefield irreversibly changed the 

 
1 Allen Millett and Peter Maslowski, For the Common Defense: A Military History of the 

United States of America (New York: The Free Press, 1994), 319. 
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nature of warfare.  Advances in technology generally necessitate some changes 

to tactics or methods; for example, the rifled musket and repeating rifle caused 

military leaders to re-evaluate the tactics of forming their forces in line 

formations across a field from each other and trading volleys.  However, in the 

case of the advent of aircraft, particularly the airplane, it was more dramatic than 

changing tactics -- “aircraft … revolutionized warfare.”2  As General William 

Mitchell, perhaps one of America’s most renowned interwar air power 

proponents, stated in 1930, “Nothing in the world’s history has brought about as 

great a change in the employment of military power as the coming of the 

airplane.”3  Aircraft opened new fronts above and beyond the traditional battle 

lines.  Before the introduction of air power, armies had to maneuverer across the 

surface of the earth to gain the advantage; outflanking the enemy and gaining 

the high ground were some of the most important aspects of land warfare.  

Aircraft made it possible to disengage from two-dimensional warfare and reach 

into the enemy’s interior and involve not only the enemy’s military in the conflict, 

but also the nation’s leadership, industry, and citizens.  Mitchell stated in 1921, 

“Warfare to-day between first-class powers includes all of the people of the 

nations so engaged —men, women and children.”4   This change would, 

however, be more of an evolution than revolution in warfare.  The United States 

Army did not purchase its first airplane until five years after the first powered, 

controlled flight by the Wright brothers in 1903, and then reluctantly did so for 

 
2 Walter J. Boyne, The Influence of Air Power upon History (Gretna, Louisiana: Pelican 

Publishing Company, 2003), 21. 
 
3 William Mitchell, Skyways: A Book on Modern Aeronautics (London: Ernest Benn, 

Limited, 1930), 253. 
 
4 William Mitchell, Our Air Force: The Keystone of National Defense (E.P. Dutton, 1921), 

xxi. 
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the use of a scouting machine, and the state of the Army’s air arm at the time of 

its entry into the First World War was one of practical non-existence. 

As the United States Army was tackling these first two challenges, that of 

an increased global perspective and the introduction of the airplane, all within 

the first score of years in the twentieth century, the United States became 

involved in the First World War.  While their participation was brief compared to 

their European allies, the experience had an influence on the thinking of leaders 

and planners, especially in the area of military aviation in war.  Finally, it also 

was in these fledgling years of the new century, full of changes, where the 

formal process of deliberate war planning began. 

The new century proved very quickly to be one of maturation and change 

for the United States Army.  Within all this change, the relationship between two 

aspects of transformation require a closer investigation—that being the 

relationship between the evolution of war planning and that of the military use of 

the airplane.5  This thesis will demonstrate that air power was intentionally 

included in the colour-coded war plans during the interwar years, and that 

inclusion was shaped by the ideology concerning the use of air power in war, 

the organizational structure of the United States Army, the processes of creating 

the war plans at the many levels of the Army, and the nature of the proposed 

potential conflict for which each plan was created. 

War plans are documented decisions on how a nation will conduct 

military operations in a given situation.   A formalized war planning process, like 

 
5 A distinction must be made at this point on terminology used in this thesis and 

elsewhere.  “Aircraft” is a broad term which includes balloons, dirigibles or airships, and 
airplanes.  While there is mention of balloons and dirigibles in the following pages, the focus of 
this thesis is on the airplane and its inclusion in the plans.  Additionally, air power is the use of 
any of these modes of aerial transportation in a military means including use of force, the threat 
of force, humanitarian missions, and any other use of aircraft to further the military mission. 
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the airplane, was new to the United States Army in the early 1900s.  The Army 

at that time was transitioning from a frontier-focused, domestic force to one 

more globally situated as the United States gained territories in the Pacific, 

Caribbean, and Central America after the Spanish-American War.  With a new 

global perspective, a deliberate evaluation of how the nation approached war 

and defended its interests at home and abroad was sorely needed.  In this new 

scheme, war planners considered the nation’s interests, the potential threats to 

those interests, and the available forces needed to counter or destroy those 

potential threats.  The resulting documents were based on the resources 

available to the nation’s military at that time and updated as new equipment was 

introduced or changes in force structure occurred.  Because airplanes had 

developed during the Great War into machines capable of conducting a variety 

of missions and had become integrated into the organization of the United 

States Army to a more substantial degree than before the war, it would stand to 

reason that the airplane would be included in how America, and specifically the 

United States Army, would plan to conduct war in the future.  Therefore, air 

power should logically be an integral part of the war plans of the 1920s and 

1930s.  To what extent did this happen? 

The historiographies of war planning and military aviation generally follow 

two separate lines of conversation, the first and more prolific of the two being 

that of United States military aviation.  The volume of materials related to the 

history of military aviation is immense.  Chronologies, biographies, and all 

manner of studies concerning the men, machines, and operations of air power 

from its very beginnings have been produced since the earliest years of military 

aviation.  As one narrows the field to the time period of the interwar years, from 
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1919 to 1939, the amount tapers slightly but is still quite vast.  Unfortunately, it is 

rare that historians include any substantial discussion on how war plans 

reflected the ideology and uses of airplanes.  Much of the material concerning 

the development of air power during the interwar period deals with the build up 

to World War II.  One of the most widely recognized works may be the seven-

volume history, The Army Air Forces in World War II, written by Craven and 

Cate in 1983.  The first volume is titled, “Plans & Early Operations January 1939 

to August 1942.”  Unfortunately, the discussion on the plans did not include the 

actual war plans.  In the 54 pages of the second chapter, which covers the 

Army’s air arm from 1919 to 1939, the discussion includes the standard fare for 

air power history – Mitchell fighting the Army and Navy leadership, the search 

for a doctrine, and the fight for organizational independence to be able to enact 

the doctrine of strategic bombing.6  Not once do the authors approach the 

contents of any of the war plans of the interwar period.  Craven and Cates’ work 

was an official history by the United States Air Force with a focus on the actions, 

not the plans, leading to the events in the war of 1939 to 1945.  A later history, 

also created by the Office of Air Force History, was Maurer Maurer’s 1987 book 

titled Aviation in the U.S. Army, 1919-1939.7  This history is perhaps one of the 

most valuable texts for historians of Army aviation during the interwar years.  

Maurer’s treatment is incredibly detailed concerning the organization, training, 

and equipping of the United States Army’s Air Service, which became the Army 

Air Corps in 1926 and remained so throughout the remainder of the interwar 

 
6 Wesley F. Craven and James L. Cate, eds., Plans and Early Operations January 1939 

to August 1942, vol. 1 of The Army Air Forces in World War II (Washington D.C.: Office of Air 
Force History, 1983), 17–71. 

 
7 Maurer Maurer, Aviation in the U.S. Army, 1919-1939 (Washington D.C.: Office of Air 

Force History, 1987). 
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years.  However, he only covers one of the war plans, Plan Tan, that was being 

maintained during the interwar period.  This plan to intervene in Cuba was close 

to activation in 1933, according to Maurer.8  In his description, Maurer treats the 

actions of the Army Air Corps’ involvement as if they had to create the plan in 

1933, leaving out any investigation concerning what was included in this plan or 

the fact that there were earlier versions of the plan which included the use of air 

power.  Interestingly, Maurer referred to a war plan in his earlier work, Air Force 

Combat Forces in World War II.9  In this book, Maurer is vague about the plan 

he is referencing and does not provide a footnote for the source of this planning 

document which he states provides the overall structure of the Army’s aviation 

organization.  Unfortunately, it appears, like many air power historians, he was 

not as familiar with this facet of military history.  Official histories are not the only 

place where historiography might benefit from familiarity with and inclusion of 

information concerning the various war plans of the time period. 

Much of the writing about the interwar years has focused on the 

development of the strategic bombing doctrine, and once again it appears war 

planning was not a familiar facet of air power history.  Such is the case of Tami 

Davis Biddle’s Rhetoric and Reality in Air Warfare: The Evolution of British and 

American Ideas about Strategic Bombing, 1914-1945 published in 2002.  Her 

discussion on the development of strategic bombing doctrine in both the United 

States and the United Kingdom deftly traces the development of thought in both 

nations and illustrates the similarities and differences in these two nations’ air 

power theories and practices.  At one point, she briefly mentions war plans and 

 
8 Ibid., 293–296. 
 
9 Maurer, Maurer, Air Force Combat Units in World War II (Washington D.C.: Office of 

Air Force History, 1983), 4-5. 
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aviation in the United States.  “Over the summer of 1933, General Foulois was 

asked to recommend the employment of GHQ air power in the national war 

plans (Rainbow Plans).”10  Unfortunately, her wording in this passage and the 

explanation on her endnote do not accurately explain the colour-coded plans in 

relation to later Rainbow plans, nor does she go to any greater length to clarify 

what was included in those plans.  She references the earlier work of Maurer 

and the Army regulations concerning doctrine, which is her main interest; 

however, it begs the question of how familiar she may have been with the war 

plan documents she had inaccurately referenced.  One other example of a 

superb work of United States military aviation is Charles Gross’ American 

Military Aviation: The Indispensable Arm.  This text, also published in 2002, 

covers air power from its very earliest considerations of military aviation in 

United States, balloons of the American Civil War, to the air war in Afghanistan 

and Iraq at the time of his writing in 2002.11  So comprehensive was his book, it 

was used as the primary text for all United States Air Force Reserve Officer 

Training Corps units across America from shortly after its publication until about 

2008.12  Like Biddle, Gross perfunctorily mentions war plans and in such a 

manner that reflects an unfamiliarity with the colour-coded war plans of the 

1920s and 1930s, focusing instead on the plans Rainbow One through Rainbow 

 
10 Tami Davis Biddle, Rhetoric and Reality in Air Warfare: The Evolution of British and 

American Ideas about Strategic Bombing, 1914-1945 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton 
University Press, 2002), 144. 

 
11 Charles J. Gross, American Military Aviation: The Indispensable Arm (College Station: 

Texas A&M University Press, 2002). 
 
12 This information is based on the author’s experience as an Air Force Reserve Officer 

Training Corps instructor from 2006 to 2010.  Gross’s text was used as the source of information 
for the AS 200 course, Foundations of the Air Force, which presented, over the span of two 
semesters, the development of doctrine, technology, and leadership in the United States Air 
Force and all its previous organizational iterations. 
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Five of the late 1930s and early 1940s.  Not finding any substantial conversation 

within air power historiography incorporating war plans and military aviation, one 

may turn to the other conversation dealing with the history of war plans. 

The historiography of war plans is a small but growing field.  These 

historians focus more on how plans were created and, in some instances, how a 

plan was or was not executed.  Just as air power historiography rarely mentions 

war plans, no substantial discussion about how air power was included in the 

actual plans has been presented in the historiography of war plans.  Instead, 

this line of historiography is either a very macroscopic look at all war plans in a 

given time period or an investigation of just one plan.  Steven Ross, arguably 

the authority on the history of American war plans, created the standard for war 

plan historiography in his American War Plans, 1890-1939.  In this work 

produced in 2002, Ross argues that air power was an important part in war 

planning throughout the interwar years.13  He does not, unfortunately, delve into 

the planning documents to illustrate his point or discuss how air power was 

incorporated in the plans.  Most of his discussion concerning air power deals 

with the exercises conducted at various times which involved naval and military 

aviation.  Ross’ work is the closest to any mention of air power in the plans.  At 

almost the same time, another war plan historian, Henry Gole, provided a view 

of how the Army War College shaped the war plans of the late 1930s.14  The 

focus of his 2003 book The Road to Rainbow: Army Planning for Global War, 

1934-1940 was how War College students were more valuable to the 

 
13 Steven T. Ross, American War Plans 1890-1939 (Portland, OR: Frank Cass, 2002), 

103–108. 
 
14 Henry G. Gole, The Road to Rainbow: Army Planning for Global War, 1934-1940, 

(Annapolis, Md.: Naval Institute Press, 2003). 
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development of the coalition-focused Rainbow plans than the War Plans 

Division, the organization designated to develop the war plans for the Army.  His 

discussion does not explore any of the units or technologies within the plans but 

focuses on the personalities and outcome of the wargaming held as part of the 

curriculum of the War College to the evolution of the plans.  Blaine Pardoe’s 

2014 Never Wars: The US War Plans to Invade the World is promising when 

looking at the bibliography and the records he accessed at the United States 

National Archives at College Park, Maryland, since he accessed the existing 

plans in the National Archives.  Unfortunately, his methods proved concerning 

and cast doubt on the conclusions he makes.  As he points out in his 

introduction, “I reviewed all of [the existing versions of the war plans] and picked 

the ones that I found to be the most interesting and revealing.”15  Since many of 

the iterations were discarded, this work, while showing many great resources in 

archives, only paints a partial picture of what could be found in the war plans 

and completely excludes any discussion of air power. 

Another strain of war plan historiography is plan-focused histories.  A very 

thorough example of this portion of the discussion is Edward Miller’s 1991 work 

titled War Plan Orange: The U.S. Strategy to Defeat Japan, 1897-1945.16  Miller 

was very Navy-centric in his investigation but did include some discussion of the 

use of naval aviation in the plan as it was being executed in the 1940s.  His 

attitude towards and understanding of the Army and Joint structures as a whole 

lend a bit of suspicion to his work.  Although he has a good description of the 

 
15 Blaine L. Pardoe, Never Wars: The US War Plans to Invade the World (Stroud: 

Fonthill Media Publishing, 2014), 10. 
 
16 Edward S. Miller, War Plan Orange: The U.S. Strategy to Defeat Japan, 1897-1945 

(Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1991). 



10 
 

 
 

Joint Board and the Joint Planning Committee early in his work, his 

understanding of the Joint Board membership between the wars seems to be 

different than was actually constructed based on statements such as those 

concerning the actions of the Joint Board to approve Plan Red in 1930 and 

“ignore the navy’s (sic) prediction …”.17 The board was made of six people, 

three being the top three Navy officers, one of whom would have coordinated on 

any planning before it was brought before the Joint Board.  In addition, he 

portrays the Army’s planners as separate from the General Staff when, as will 

be seen in this thesis, the War Plans Division was in fact an integral part of the 

General Staff.18  That said, it is a very in-depth discussion on the execution of 

the war in the Pacific by the United States Navy during World War II with a 

concentration on how it reflected Plan Orange.  Because of the naval focus of 

his work, no discussion is made of how Army aviation was included in the plan in 

the interwar years.  Information on another of the more extensive war plans, War 

Plan Red, is provided by two works, the first being War Plan Red: The United 

States' Secret Plan to Invade Canada and Canada's Secret Plan to Invade the 

United States.  Kevin Lippert’s work, published in 2015, is more of a primer or 

popular introduction to the portion of War Plan Red which focuses on Canada 

(coded Crimson).  It is quite brief and other than the reproduction of a portion of 

War Plan Red in the appendices, offers only a cursory look at the plan with no 

discussion on units or air power.19 

 
17 Ibid., 83-84 and 134. 
 
18 Ibid., 133. 
 
19 Kevin Lippert, War Plan Red: The United States’ Secret Plan to Invade Canada and 

Canada’s Secret Plan to Invade the United States (New York, N.Y.: Princeton Architectural 
Press, 2015). 
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The second and much better work on War Plan Red is presented in 2020 

by Graham Simons in his book, The Secret Plan to Overthrow the British 

Empire: War Plan Red.  Like Miller’s work on Plan Orange, Simons approaches 

the plan from a very naval-centric stance, investigating the United States Navy 

plans.  Perhaps the greatest weakness of this work is a lack of clear sourcing.  

No footnotes are ever used, and the bibliography, while appearing to be 

referencing material from the United States National Archives, is unusable to 

find any of his source materials.  Additionally, his conclusions are at times a 

great stretch.  In his second chapter, for example, he explains the Washington 

Treaty and many other details about a potential naval race between the United 

States and the United Kingdom.  In his last two paragraphs, he states that it is 

because the race was close that the United States Navy felt “It was time to think 

the unthinkable; invade Canada and the Caribbean and destroy the British 

Empire once and for all.”20  Interestingly, he devotes a large section of the book 

to providing the text of the 1930 plan as an extremely long quotation.21  While 

useful as a text, he provides no real discussion concerning the text contents 

other than the leaps at trying to prove the plan was an offensive plan.  

Concerning any useful information regarding the point of this thesis, the 

inclusion of Army aviation in the war plans, like the other works discussed thus 

far, it offers no significant discussion. 

Between the two sets of historiographies, those of war plans and of 

military aviation, there exists a no-man’s land where the investigation of the 

actual content of the plans, which would include the use of air power in those 

 
20 Graham M. Simons, The Secret U.S. Plan to Overthrow the British Empire: War Plan 

Red (Philadelphia: Pen & Sword Books, Ltd., 2020) 11-54. 
 
21 Ibid., 55-112. 
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plans, should exist.  The intent of this dissertation is to step into that gap and 

show that United States Army aviation, specifically airplanes, was not only 

considered but was intentionally included in the colour-coded war plans during 

the formative years of military aviation in the United States Army, the 1920s and 

1930s. 

In taking on this task of proving the intentional inclusion of Army aviation 

in the colour-coded war plans during the 1920s and 1930s, a variety of 

questions appear which would lead to a better understanding of the thesis of this 

paper.  Some historians, such as Gole, argue the war plans of the interwar 

years did not reflect the realities of the world at that time.22  What were the 

realities and who presented a great enough concern to the interests of the 

United States to warrant the creation of a war plan?  Did they have aircraft that 

may pose a threat?  A majority of the discussion on aviation history during the 

interwar years focuses on the organizational structure and potential 

independence of the Air Service and Air Corps.  How was air power actually 

positioned within the Army’s organizational structure and thus presented in war 

plans?  Was the Air Corps really in charge of the squadrons and groups as 

many discussions reflect while grousing that air power was not commanded by 

airmen?  Air power developed from strictly an observation and artillery spotting 

platform to one capable of performing a multitude of functions while still being 

fragile frames covered in fabric.  What was available to the combatant 

commander and the war planners in terms of capabilities and air units?  All this 

– organization, capabilities, nature of the conflict – was translated, eventually, 

into war plans.  When, how, and by whom were war plans actually created and 

 
22 Gole, Road to Rainbow, 27. 
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reviewed during the interwar years?  Was it a small group of men tasked to 

produce a plan for the entire United States Army or was it an effort which 

encompassed many layers of coordination?  Did the men creating these plans 

have experience with or training in flying?  What was the thinking of the United 

States Army and how did the planners become inculcated in that doctrine?  And 

finally, and perhaps most important to this discussion, what did the war plans 

contain in terms of air power throughout the period and how did that content 

evolve through these two decades?  This thesis will address these questions, 

but most importantly, this thesis answers the question: to what extent was air 

power considered in the colour-coded war plans of the interwar years?  The 

answer to that question, as will be demonstrated in this thesis is that air power 

was consistently included in each war plan throughout the interwar years.  Air 

power capabilities evolved, the organizational structure changed, and each 

change was reflected in the assorted war plans of the interwar years.  

International affairs were not static, and this too was reflected in the iterations of 

war planning reviews.  The inclusion of air power, however, throughout the 

interwar years was always present to the point it was strategically and physical 

practical and capable. 

This thesis begins by dealing with how air power was understood and 

considered in the United States Army in the interwar years in Chapter One 

through an exploration of the experiences, theories, doctrine, and policies which 

would shape how air power was to be used in the Army at that time period.  The 

ideologies of how to wage war and how to best use air power in war were being 

refined during the interwar years, but were developed before the interwar years; 

therefore, it is necessary to develop that discussion beginning with the fledgling 
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ideology of American ways of war of the earliest times of the United States – 

eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.  Ideologies of warfare were shaped 

throughout the history of the history of the United States Army, and that ideology 

formed the paradigms of how best to wage war.  While some theories began 

surfacing with the first balloon flights in Paris, United States Army thought on air 

power began, arguably, during the American Civil War and developed 

throughout the remainder of that century and through the interwar years.  That 

institutional memory helped to shape thoughts on using air power in war.  Army 

leaders and airmen, especially so in the 1920s, had experiences with aviation 

and warfare in the First World War which helped to shape their thinking in the 

years which followed.  Those experiences were very short – only a mere one 

year – compared to the military personnel of other European countries who 

fought for five long years.  The lessons learned by each person created 

individual thoughts or theories about how best to use air power.  Some were 

perhaps a bit drastic or unrealistic, but all were presented in some fashion and 

influenced a school of thought within the Army.  That school of thought is what is 

titled doctrine.  This is what Army leaders would learn in the professional 

development schools such as the Army War College, where future planners 

would be instructed on all areas of Army functions, including air power.  Finally, 

the doctrine would become policies as military leaders institutionalized the 

doctrine taught in the schools.  Air power is found in each of these areas and 

translated into practice, that is to say, the war plans.  This understanding of air 

power is also very clear in how Army and Congressional leaders structured the 

organization of the air arm of the United States Army. 
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The creation of the war plans entails the use of the available forces, 

including air power after the First World War.  Unfortunately, there does not exist 

in one place a clear illustration of the organizational structure of United States 

Army and its aviation units throughout the interwar years.  Chapter Two explores 

the evolution of the organizational structure of the United States Army from its 

inception to a structure which was solidified at the turn of the century.  The only 

portion that changed after those earliest years of the twentieth century was that 

segment concerning the placement of air power within the overall structure of 

the United States Army in a manner that best worked with every other aspect of 

the Army’s fighting forces.  It is also within this overarching structure that the 

various levels of each plan were created.  Understanding where air power was 

situated organizationally within the Army and where the planning functions lay 

within that structure is essential in interpreting war planning in that it shows the 

lines of communication and command.  Like the theories and doctrine of air 

power, the evolution of the structure requires a longitudinal examination of its 

evolution, especially given the discussion of its influence on the thoughts of 

planners and Army leaders on how to place air power.  In understanding the 

evolution of the hierarchy, the discussion in Chapter Two will begin much earlier 

than the time of the plans and must begin from the start of the Army so the 

reader will understand the structure within which air power was born and where 

planning evolved.  This understanding will also establish a basis for discussions 

in the next chapter concerning the process and products of planning. 

A war plan is more than a single document, and Chapter Three discusses 

the process of creating and maintaining war plans at the various levels and 

iterations of the colour-coded plans of the 1920s and 1930s from an Army 
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aviation perspective as well as examining the structure of the planning 

documents throughout the interwar years.  When discussing Plan Tan, for 

example, there were plans for the Army and Navy, called Joint Basic Plans as 

well as various sub-plans and annexes for subordinate units all the way to the 

squadrons, explaining that unit’s role in the overall plan.  This chapter takes a 

slightly different look at the role of the Army War College as it was where plans 

were formed before 1920 and serves as a basis for the future of war planning 

that would be created within the War Plans Division during the interwar years.  

Within each plan were sections covering the purpose, forces, and timing of the 

plans, and within these is found mention of air power.  Additionally, there were 

mobilization plans associated with the colour-coded plans and grand-scale Army 

Mobilization Plans.  In this third chapter each is explained with an ever-present 

eye toward the uses of air power in each level of command. 

Chapter Four deals with the international relations of the United States in 

the 1920s and 1930s and how air power was included to help address the 

national security concerns from which the plans stemmed.  War planning 

addresses how a nation would deal with threats to the vital interests using the 

military instrument of power.  Before the First World War, the United States 

military developed war plans to defend interests around the world against 

potential enemies.  These potential enemies were given a colour designation to 

avoid the possibility of the existence of a plan becoming known and offending 

potential allies.23  After the Great War, the international landscape had changed; 

however, many of the pre-exiting concerns to the United States’ vital interests 

still existed in much the same manner as before the war.  The Monroe Doctrine 

 
23 A table of colours and associated nations or areas is given in Appendix A. 
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still drove decisions concerning how the United States viewed its responsibilities 

to the Western Hemisphere.  The pre-war tension in the Far East persisted or 

was perhaps elevated due to Japan’s rise in status after the Russian Revolution.  

Japan remained a concern for American interests in China, the Philippines, 

Guam, and Hawaii.  Europe, on the other hand, became less of a concern on 

the exception of the potential for aggravating our ally in the war, Great Britain, 

by impinging on British trade.  This fourth chapter deals with the origins of these 

international concerns and how it influenced the creation or revision of certain 

plans that were maintained during the interwar years.  As with all chapters of this 

thesis, this fourth chapter will include a discussion on the inclusion of air power 

within each plan to meet the demands of the plan. 

As discussed earlier, the historiography of air power is immense.  This 

reflects the great number of interactive facets that make up any portion of 

history.  It is with this in mind that one must understand that the present thesis is 

focusing on the United States Army aviation portion of the planning process and 

the documents created to reflect the Army’s plan to meet the needs of the nation 

and will not include some topics which may be quite related but not central to 

the current discussion.  While some discussion will necessarily include other 

American military and planning organizations, those discussions will not delve 

into these other areas constructs or concerns.  Specifically, the Navy’s versions 

of these plans and naval aviation are not considered in this thesis.  Additionally, 

in discussing the international affairs of the time, other nations’ militaries are 

considered; however, no discussion is attempted concerning the reciprocal 

planning.  As its primary focus, one should keep in mind, this thesis deals with 

the extent United States Army aviation was included in the colour-coded war 
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plans within the timeframe of 1920 to 1939.  Therefore, the subsequent Rainbow 

plans, though created and implemented at the end of the period under 

investigation, are not included in the colour-coded war plans.  Other discussions 

concerning the development of doctrine and the production of airplanes are not 

a part of the present thesis.  As such, this will exclude any argument on the 

merits of the debate concerning air power independence from the United States 

Army.  One will find reference to the discussion of the organizational changes 

resulting from decisions on how to best align air power in the interwar years, 

however, as this is important in understanding where air power can be found in 

the war plan documents.  Finally, the thesis will not delve into great detail 

concerning the personalities of the men involved in the war planning process 

except to present their familiarity with air power. 

It is also important to the understanding of the present argument to 

develop a clear understand the context or origin of many of the topics.  

Therefore, many of the chapters will contain substantial discussion beginning in 

a time much earlier than and leading up to the interwar period of the war plans.  

Investigating the organization and the development of doctrine requires a 

knowledge of the development of that topic well before 1920 to be able to 

understand the culture and the comprehension of those involved in the planning 

process in the interwar years.  The inclusion of the origins of international 

relations concerns which led to the creation and maintenance of each of the 

nine war plans of the interwar period is crucial in understanding the validity of 

the plans.  With this in mind, much of the discussion, though it may seem to be 

outside the investigated period, is essential to the argument that air power was 

intentionally included in accordance with existing doctrine and policies within 
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valid war planning documents prepared with an understanding of the uses of air 

power and warfare. 

Dealing with war plans presents another challenge for the researcher.  As 

a war plan was updated, the old versions were usually collected and destroyed.  

For example, in the 1920 version of the Plan for the Intervention in Cuba, there 

is a note added by the Assistant Chief of Staff, War Plans Division concerning 

the disposition of outdated plans.  He stated “Those [copies of War Plan Tan] 

now out will be drawn in and destroyed.”24  While this security measure is 

necessary due to the classified nature of the plans, it proves problematic for 

researchers today in that the plans found in the National Archives are not 

always as complete as one would like.  This presents a challenge when 

attempting to investigate all versions of a particular war plan.  However, within 

the limits of the existing records, the research for this thesis includes information 

from all existing war plans from the United States National Archives and the Air 

Force Historical Research Agency, the archives found to house the actual plans 

from the interwar period created and maintained for the Joint Board and the 

United States Army. 

Air power emerged from the Great War with the potential for presenting 

United States Army leaders and planners with a way to avoid a repeat of the 

tragedies of trench warfare.  These leaders and planners began discussing the 

place and possibilities of air power even as the war was concluding.  War plan 

historians, such as Henry Gole and Cline, have stated that the plans created 

following the First World War were more of a training exercise or a way to 

 
24 Plan for Intervention in Cuba, AG No. 53, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-

1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s 
Office 1917-, RG 407, NACP, College Park, Maryland, 4. 
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substantial funding.25  However, the world, though changed by the recent 

atrociousness of the Great War, was still awash with international tension.  War 

was still possible and present even after the “war to end all wars.”  And air 

power would be an important part of any future war.  But how would that 

happen?  The relatively brief American experience of the First World War and 

those before the war would shape the manner in which air power was to 

participate in the next potential war.  It is with those experiences and the lessons 

which created theories, doctrine, and policies that the discussion of this thesis 

must begin. 

 
25 See Gole, Road to Rainbow, x-xi and Ray S. Cline, Washington Command Post: The 

Operations Division, The United States Army in World War II: The War Department (Washington 
D.C.: Center of Military History, 1990), 35. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

AIR POWER IDEOLOGY AND INTERWAR PLANS 
 
 

War planners of the 1920s and 1930s did not create war plans based on a 

partial understanding or even a lack understanding of how to best use air power.  

It was quite the contrary; planners at all levels were familiar with the uses of air 

power.  Some of the familiarity with air power came from individual or 

organizational experience in using airplanes in war.  Air power had been a part of 

the United States Army since the American Civil War and began to proliferate 

quite rapidly after the development of the airplane and the American experience in 

the First World War.  The lessons learned along the way led some to develop 

theories on how to best use airplanes in combat, whether in support of or 

independently from the ground forces.  These theories were written in books and 

articles before and throughout the interwar years.  Some of the most famous air 

power theorists – Generals Giulio Douhet and William Mitchell, for example – 

published works in the interwar years and shaped some of the thinking of 

American Army war planners and leaders.  Airmen also were influential in creating 

the United States Army’s doctrine on air power.  The foremost place of air power 

doctrine in the interwar years was the Air Corps Tactical School; however, 

planners may never have attended that school in their career.  For those who did 

not attend the Tactical School, there were airmen teaching air power curriculum at 

the various service schools, at the Army’s Command and General Staff School, 

and at the Army War College, the premier place for any soldier slated to be on the 

General Staff and creating war plans.  Finally, that doctrine was codified in the 

policies and regulations used by the members of the Army when employing or 



22 
 

 
 

planning air power in wartime situations.  The evidence of these influences can be 

seen in the plans themselves.  Every plan created or maintained during the 

interwar years included air power assets in accordance with the doctrine and 

policies of the United States Army which was informed by experience and theories 

from the very beginning of the existence of air power. 

As with many aspects of air power and war planning historiography, it is 

necessary to begin much earlier than the timeframe of the interwar colour-coded 

war plans to understand the ideology influencing the use of air power within the 

plans.  Those ideologies started in the earliest days of balloon flight, well before 

the airplane took its first flight.  Theories of how the military might best use flight 

began with the invention of the balloon and continued to evolve as the airplane 

was created and matured throughout the first portion of the twentieth century. 

Likewise, experience with air power from the first uses by the United States Army 

in the American Civil War through the First World War and interwar years 

tempered the understanding of the best methods to employ air power in conflicts.  

This chapter explores the complex interrelationship between and development of 

experiences, theories, doctrine, and policies concerning Army aviation from its 

inception through the interwar years leading to what and how Army aviation was 

included in the colour-coded war plans of the interwar period. 

One of the more difficult parts of addressing the influence of theory, 

doctrine, and policy on the proposed use of air power in the war plans is that the 

issue of organizational independence invariably enters discussions concerning 

each of these areas.  While these facets of perceptions of air power influenced the 

organizational structure of the Army in the interwar years, which will be discussed 

in a subsequent chapter, the debate over organizational independence, although 
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an important conversation at the time, is not pertinent to the present discussion.  

The question posed at this point in the thesis is: What were the planners’ 

understanding of how to conduct war using air power while determining the need 

for air power in the various versions of the colour-coded war plans of the 1920s 

and 1930s?  Ross points out that “Both services…recognized that air power had 

become an independent variable in strategic and operational calculations.”26  He 

goes on to point out that in 1921 the Joint Army and Navy Board, which consisted 

of the leaders of both services, recognized the airplane’s roles of pursuit, attack, 

bombardment, and observation, and that “In the future, aircraft would play an 

increasingly important role” in war planning.27  This was based first on their 

experience with airplanes up to that point. 

 

Experience 

It is a widely accepted axiom that experience is the best teacher.  While 

one might learn a little from reading about doing something or watching someone 

else do a task, there is no replacing the lessons learned or the feeling one may get 

from actually doing something.  War, as any who have experienced it would most 

certainly agree, is an experience which shapes values and understanding like few 

other human experiences.  American war planners and air power leaders and 

theorists in the years immediately following the First World War gathered and 

evaluated lessons learned from the experience of the war, particularly in the area 

of new technologies such as the tank, the submarine, and of course, the airplane.  

Those experiences from the war tempered by experience with the military uses of 

 
26 Ross, American War Plans, 103. 
 
27 Ibid., 104. 
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air power from man’s first flights in balloons to form the foundation for creating 

theories, doctrine, policies, and war plans in the interwar years. 

The United States Army’s experience with aviation began in the middle of 

the nineteenth century with the use of captured balloons, those being held 

stationary by tethers so as not to drift, for observing and reporting enemy troop 

placements and movements.  Balloons first served in this capacity for the armies 

of the United States and Confederate States during the American Civil War.28  

However, after the Civil War and until the Spanish-American war, no other 

ballooning occurred in the United States Army.29  As was the case during the Civil 

War, there was no major inventory or use of balloons for decades afterwards.30  

During the last decades of the nineteenth century, civilian aviation pioneers were 

experimenting with steerable balloons, called dirigibles or airships.  Eventually, 

these experiments would lead to three variations of the dirigible: the pressure 

airship (also known as a blimp), the semi-rigid airship, and lastly the rigid airship – 

the type most people think of when one mentions airships.  The rigid airship was 

the largest and most spectacular of these dirigibles.  It was also the one with the 

widest commercial and military use, forever associated with the name of its 

original German inventor, Ferdinand Graf von Zeppelin.  His rigid airships 

captured the imagination of his country and its leaders for over four decades while 

stirring fears of aerial bombardments in other nations.  Eventually, other nations’ 

militaries, including the United States Navy during the interwar years, developed 

rigid airship programs, but their foundations all stemmed from the invention of 

 
28 Gross, American Military Aviation, 13; Juliette A. Hennessy, The United States Army Air 

Arm: April 1861 to April 1917 (Washington, D.C.: Office of Air Force History, 1985), 1–11. 
 
29 Hennessy, United States Army Air Arm, 11. 
 
30 Ibid, 11-13. 
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Count Zeppelin.  The rigid airship, though important to the German war effort in 

the First World War, was not to have any major direct influence on aviation, 

military or civilian, after the war due to the rapid development of airplanes during 

the war and afterwards.31 

Most of the leaders in the Army in the interwar years began their careers 

around the time of the Spanish-American War of 1898.  As such, they had only 

limited experience with balloons, and of course, since the airplane had yet to be 

invented, no experience with heavier-than-air machines.  The Army only began to 

investigate the airplane in 1907.  At that time, the Army created, within the Signal 

Corps, a division concerned with all things aeronautical.32  Importantly, this was a 

small group of men assigned to a division within a section of the Army not tasked 

with direct combat activities, thus not the most widely familiar among the Corps or 

Division commanders.  The activities of the small division within the Signal Corps 

were experimental and more of a sideshow to the main Army mission.  This was to 

be the case until the First World War.  After a short time in the Washington, D.C. 

area, the airplane organization, if one may use that term loosely, was reassigned 

to a remote area of Texas, Fort Sam Houston, to continue flight experiments away 

from the winter weather of Maryland.  Captain Benjamin Foulois, having had more 

experience with the airplane and ballooning than almost anyone in the United 

States Army at that time and being the only remaining pilot after the other two 

 
31 While the British and American militaries had small airship programs after the war, there 

were no more than two or three rigid airships in service around the world at any one time in the 
interwar years.  The explosion of the Hindenburg simply sealed the fate of the airship, whose 
military worth had faded after the First World War.  For more see Robert J. Shipp, Jr., “Rivals in the 
Sky: The Developmental Relationship between the Airship and the Airplane” (master’s thesis, 
Baylor University, 2016). 

 
32 James Allen, “Office Memorandum No. 6,” August 1, 1907, Letters and Memoranda 

relating to Establishment and Organization, Aug. 1907 – June 1918, Records of the Army Air 
Forces, RG 18, NACP, College Park, MD. 
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were recalled to their original career fields, took a small detachment of men, in the 

early months of 1910, and began experimenting with the capabilities of the Wright 

brothers’ machine.33  Within three years, the Army’s pilot training program had 

grown to include sites in College Park, Maryland and San Diego, California along 

with two overseas locations.34 

The Army’s first attempt at using airplanes with the larger combat 

organization came in 1911 when the Maneuver Division was created and put on 

the ready in case of the need to intervene on the border with Mexico.  Though the 

division was not needed at that time, the 1st Aero Squadron was the first active 

airplane unit in the Army.35  It would again come into service five years later when 

asked to be part of the expedition to apprehend the Mexican outlaw, Francesco 

“Pancho” Villa. 

One of the first United States Army commanders to lead a unit of airplanes 

in operations against an enemy was General John J. Pershing.  Upon graduating 

from the United States Military Academy at West Point, New York, Pershing was 

assigned to the cavalry in the western United States where he led units in quelling 

the Indian uprisings, including the battles surrounding Wounded Knee Creek in 

South Dakota.  He was a student of strategy and taught tactics at the University of 

Nebraska and at West Point. At the turn of the century, Pershing was assigned to 

 
33 Originally from the Infantry, Foulois was one of the first three Army personnel to learn to 

fly an airplane for the Army.  In 1909, the other two, 1st Lieutenant Frank P. Lahm and 2d 
Lieutenant Frederic Humphreys were sent back to their original career fields, leaving Foulois as the 
only pilot in the Army.  See Gross, American Military Aviation, 14 and Hennessy, The United States 
Army Air Arm, 11. 

 
34 Bernard C. Nalty, ed., Winged Shield, Winged Sword: A History of the United States Air 

Force. (Washington D.C.: Air Force History & Museums Program, 1997), 1: 22-23. 
 
35 Stephen L. McFarland, A Concise History of the United States Air Force, (Maxwell AFB, 

AL: Air University, 2012), 3. 
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the Philippines to help quell the rebellion there.  Once he completed his mission in 

the Philippines, he was reassigned to the southwestern United States.36 

Pershing was not unaware of the happenings on the European continent.  

War had been raging on the other side of the Atlantic for two years when he 

assumed command of the southwestern forces of the United States Army.  He 

was also aware that air power was being used in various ways beginning with the 

missions most understandable to American Army leaders, that of reconnaissance 

and artillery spotting.  It was the mission of the balloon units in the Civil War and 

afterwards.  Unfortunately, his own first-hand experience with air power was not 

one to inspire trust in the machines. 

In March of 1916, Pershing began a hunt to capture or destroy the band of 

Mexican bandits led by Villa.  The 1st Aero Squadron was assigned to Pershing’s 

“Punitive Expedition” and tasked with providing long-range scouting capabilities 

and to provide speedy communications between forces throughout northern 

Mexico.  Unfortunately, that mission proved too arduous for the aircraft assigned 

to Captain Foulois and his pilots.  Much of the poor performance of the airplanes 

was due to the altitude of the terrain and dry desert conditions of northern Mexico.  

The unit only had eight airplanes to begin the mission which were really training 

airplanes. “Although not a shot was fired, six of the squadron’s eight Curtiss JN-3s 

were rendered useless within two weeks.”37  “By the end of the sixth week [of 

operating in Mexico] all of the aircraft were either worn out, in need of major repair, 

or wrecked in crashes.  The 1st Aero Squadron's accomplishments in Mexico had 

 
36 Everrett T. Tomlinson, The Story of General Pershing (New York: D. Appleton and 

Company, 1919) 44-118. 
 
37 Gross, American Military Aviation, 26. 
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been extremely meagre.”38  The expedition lasted eleven months and though 

replacements were ordered, those were found as lacking as the original aircraft 

sent in the initial phases.39  It is surprising, given this poor performance by air 

power, how much Pershing was to value air power during and after the First World 

War. 

 The American experience in the First World War was a comparatively short 

period of war, just over a year and a half from the declaration of war to the signing 

of the Armistice.  It was actually shorter when one considers that General 

Pershing, the Commander of the American Expeditionary Forces, being part of the 

first American forces to land in France in 1917, did not arrive until two months after 

the declaration of war.40  Air units would take much longer to become involved in 

combat in Europe as the equipment and the men were not ready to engage in war 

straight away. 

The state of the aviation portion of the Signal Corps was such that there 

really was no military air force in place to send to Europe to face the Central 

Powers when America finally declared war.  Even then, it was not until November 

of 1917 that the first American squadron was to be assigned, at least on paper, to 

the Army of the Advance.41  The order only established the unit; actual operations 

 
38 John F. Shiner, Foulois and the U.S. Army Air Corps, 1931-1935 (Washington D.C.: 

Office of Air Force History, 1983) 8. 
 
39 Nalty, Winged Shield, 1:30-31. 
 
40 The declaration of war was signed by President Woodrow Wilson on 6 April 1917.  

General Pershing landed in France on 13 June 1917.  See United States Congress, A Joint 
Resolution of April 6, 1917, Public Resolution 65-1, 40 STAT 1, Declaring that a State of War 
Exists Between the Imperial German Government and the Government and the People of the 
United States and Making Provision to Prosecute the Same; Enrolled Acts and Resolutions of 
Congress, (National Archives Microfilm Publication M1326, roll 52); General Records of the United 
States Government, Records Group 11; National Archives Building, Washington, D.C.  Also see 
Tomlinson, Pershing, 1-3. 

 
41 William Mitchell, Memoirs of World War I: From Start to Finish of Our Greatest War, 

(New York: Random House, Inc., 1960), 169. 
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of the combat units would not begin until 29 May 1918, more than a year after the 

declaration of war by the United States.42  Borrowing airplanes from and 

conducting training with the French and British air forces, the activities of the 

American Expeditionary Force aviation units would come to form the basis of 

organizational and operational practices for decades. 

The first aerial mission for the new technology of warfare, observation, was 

an obvious choice for the airplane given the history of flight to that point in time.  

The speed and elevation offered by an airplane over the front enabled the pilot or 

observer to map out enemy movements and placements and to deliver that critical 

and timely information to the commander.  During previous wars, that task may 

have been given to cavalry or to men on foot who would infiltrate the enemy lines, 

then return, hopefully, with the information.  The airplane quickly proved its worth 

in gathering information and aiding in artillery spotting from the outset of military 

flight.43  This mission was the basis for the development of other, more offensive 

roles of aviation in warfare. 

Although airmen experimented with various weapons while flying, no real 

mission was undertaken by the United States Army other than observation prior to 

their entrance into the First World War.  In 1910 and 1911, airmen conducted 

various trials of dropping bombs and firing guns at ground targets.  In 1910, 2nd Lt. 

Jacob Fickel fired a rifle at a ground target and 1st Lt. Paul Beck developed a 

bombsight and bomb to be used on a Curtiss airplane.  In 1911, Riley Scott 

developed another bombsight, and Isaac Lewis developed a light machine gun 

 
42 Order of Battle of the United States Land Forces in the World War, (Washington D. C.: 

Center of Military History, 1988), I:86. 
 

43 Nalty, Winged Shield, 1:36. 
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able to be fired from a Wright biplane.44  It was not until thrust into battle where the 

other missions had developed over the previous three and a half years that 

American air power grew to encompass bombardment, attack, and pursuit 

missions.  Bombardment missions were those entailing flying over enemy lines or 

behind those lines to strike with large aircraft carrying payloads designed to cause 

mass destruction.  A similar mission is that of attack aviation.  These were aircraft 

sent to fly above the battle lines or the trenches and attack enemy troops and gun 

placements with bombs and machine guns, usually as a precursor or in 

conjunction with an infantry attack from the ground.  The last mission, pursuit, 

grew from the fact that none of the other missions could be carried out while being 

harassed by enemy air power.  To relieve this concern and create a form of air 

superiority over a given area, faster, more agile airplanes were developed over the 

years of war to fulfil the most famous of role of the First World War.  From pursuit 

comes the ideas of the “knights of the air” and such legends as Captain Manfred 

von Richthofen (better known as the Red Baron), Lieutenant William Bishop, and 

Captain Eddie Rickenbacker. 

These four missions were what the Americans learned in the war and took 

with them into the interwar years as a basis for developing theories of air power, 

taught as doctrine in various schools throughout the Army, and incorporated into 

the policies.  All these translated into the integration of air power into the war plans 

of the 1920s and 1930s. 

 

 

 

 
44 Ibid., 1:18-22. 
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Theory 

Theory is an idea or opinion on how something works or should work.  The 

Funk & Wagnall Dictionary provides a more formal definition of theory as a “plan 

or scheme existing in the mind only; a speculative or conjectural view of 

something.”45  Theories on the use of air power in warfare during the interwar 

period were drawn from very limited experience and truly were speculative.  This 

is especially true in the earlier years of the period given the relatively brief 

experience the United States Army had with air power in warfare and the limited 

capabilities of the airplane at that time.  No one really knew unequivocally what the 

airplane would be capable of becoming.  The airplane’s role in the First World War 

was the beginnings of a proof of concept; however, airplane capabilities and 

performance would continue to improve and ideas on how to best use the new 

technology in a future war would mature. 

In the years following the Great War, some air power theorists proclaimed 

opinions concerning air power which lacked a connection between their grand 

thinking and the actual realities of the state of the technology available to airmen.  

These grandiose ideas, proposed by some of the most famous air power “futurists” 

such as Generals William Mitchell and Giulio Douhet, imagined great effects from 

military aviation so much so that it would rival or, in the case of Mitchell’s views, 

supersede the missions of the Army and Navy.46  Others with more restrained and 

perhaps shorter-sighted estimation of what air power could do in the United States 

Army also proposed theories of how military aviation would be used in warfare 

 
45 Funk & Wagnalls Standard College Dictionary, s.v. ‘theory.” 
 
46 Giulio Douhet, The Command of the Air, translated by Dino Ferrari, (1942, repr. 

Washington D.C.: Air Force History and Museums Program, 1998), 5.  Also see William Mitchell, 
Winged Defense: The Development and Possibilities of Modern Air Power - Economic and Military 
(New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1925), 18-19. 
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both in conjunction with the other Army arms and separately.47  All of these 

theorists agreed on the clearly distinct attributes of air power and the most 

elementary theories of air power as a new weapon of war. And both would 

influence the discussions on how best to use air power in the war plans. 

Air power theories began forming almost immediately after man first took to 

the skies in balloons.  Phillip Meilinger asserts that “[e]ven before the airplane was 

invented, people speculated – theorized – on how it could be used in war.”48  One 

of the first Americans to propose a theory on air power may have been the 

prominent historical figure, Benjamin Franklin, who, as an American diplomat in 

France at that time, observed the Montgolfier brothers’ successful flights over 

Paris.  Alfred Hurley and William Heimdahl note that in 1783, “Benjamin Franklin 

had observed the hydrogen and hot air balloons that frequently ascended from 

[Paris] and predicted that invading armies would someday use such craft to cross 

enemy-dominated seas.”49  The first theory on the use of air power, then, was to 

use aircraft (balloons) as a transportation system and not in any direct combat 

role. 

Over the next century, men experimented with various flying machines 

attempting to discover the secrets of manned, powered flight.  Theories of how 

aircraft would be used in a war grew into a popular fantasy, of sorts.  Authors like 

H. G. Wells spun tales of great airship armadas, in essences airborne navies, 

sailing over cities and quite literally raining down destruction and participating in 

 
47 As examples, see Mason Patrick, The United States in the Air (Garden City, New York: 

Doubleday, Doran and Company, Inc., 1928) and William Sherman, Air Warfare (1926, repr., 
Maxwell Air Force Base, AL: Air University Press, 2002). 
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49 Nalty, ed., Winged Shield, 1:3. 
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great naval-type battles in the air.  These popular tales caused some concern 

among the people of Europe and America but were seen as science fiction.  

However, military men were making their own speculations on the uses of any 

aircraft.  One of these was a British military engineer, Major J. D. Fullerton.  In the 

late years of the nineteenth century, he presented a paper which proposed a 

theory on the use of aircraft in warfare.  In his remarks, Fullerton stated, “Recent 

investigations in aeronautical science seem to point to the fact that in the near 

future a new and hitherto untried branch of the art of war will have to be taken into 

consideration by the combatants in future campaigns.”50   Fullerton goes on to 

state, decades before the interwar air power prophets would do so, that: 

Wars in the future will probably commence with severe fighting in the air, 
the victor following up his successes with sea and land attacks (aided by air 
ships) whenever possible. But the chief work will be done in the air, and the 
arrival of the aerial fleet over the enemy's capital will probably conclude the 
campaign.51   
 

His observations came six years before von Zeppelin’s successful airship flights 

over Bodensee and nine years before the Wrights’ flight in the United States.  Yet, 

he proposed an influence on the outset and outcome of war mirrored by theorists 

of air power of the interwar years in that air superiority would be established at the 

outset of any future war and air power would determine the victor.  However, the 

first use of airplanes or balloons did not follow Franklin’s or Fullerton’s predictions.  

Instead, the role air power was to take at the outset of the first war of the twentieth 

century was one following the practices of the mid-nineteenth century, that of 

observation platform. 
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When one rises above the earth, one’s perspective changes as the 

distance one can see greatly increases, as each reader has most likely observed 

in his or her life given that air travel is so prevalent at this point in our history.  In 

the early 1900s, those experimenting with or creating the heavier-than-air 

machines in the United States also knew this and sought out funding from the 

United States Army for the potential the airplane would provide as a more rapid 

and agile apparatus from which to observe those on the ground.  Samuel Langley 

requested and was granted funding from the Army to create his, ultimately 

disastrous, Aerodrome flying machine.  The Wright brothers were also aware of 

the capabilities possible for the airplane as an instrument enabling aerial 

observation, especially after their successful flights in 1903 and 1904, according to 

an interview given by Orville later in his life: 

About the first thing we [Orville and Wilbur Wright] thought of after we found 
we could fly was its possibilities for scouting purposes, but we had little idea 
that the year 1917 would see so many thousands of airplanes in army 
use.52 
 

The first request from the United States Army for a heavier-than-air machine 

reflected the observation-focused theory of air power and lacked any requirements 

for combat capabilities.  In the original call for bids, included in the contract 

between the United States Army and the Wright brothers, stipulated the 

capabilities of the flying machine to be able to “carry two persons having a 

combined weight of about 350 pounds, also sufficient fuel for a flight of 125 

miles.”53  One can surmise that the only reason for an airplane in the army at that 
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time would be, as the brothers said, to conduct the same mission as balloons – 

observation, hence two people and no mention of munitions or armament.  The 

First World War would be the proving ground for some of these early air power 

theories and would produce some of the largest names in air power theory. 

No discussion of air power theory in the interwar years can be conducted 

without the mention of the three most famous of air power theorists, Britain’s  

Marshal of the Royal Air Force Hugh Trenchard, Italy’s General Giulio Douhet, and 

America’s Brigadier General William “Billy” Mitchell. Each had some influence on 

American air power theory in those early years following the First World War.  

Some greater than others. 

Of the big three theorists, the one with perhaps the least influence on air 

power theory in the United States at the time was Hugh Trenchard.  This was 

mostly due to the fact that Trenchard, unlike Douhet or Mitchell, was not a prolific 

writer of articles or books on the matter.  He wrote no books and was mostly 

known by his actions in the First World War.  Mitchell was influenced by his 

interactions with Trenchard while Mitchell was learning about air power prior to the 

United States’ entry into the Great War.  As for influence on American air power 

theory at that time, United States Army planners would have been familiar with his 

thinking as the head of the newly formed Royal Air Force (RAF) in the early 

interwar years.  Otherwise, no theoretical implication might be made on his 

influence on planners. 

One of the first post-war theorists to publish his ideas on air power was 

Giulio Douhet.  An Italian military personality, Douhet published a series of articles 

concerning his theory of air power after the Great War which culminated in his 

most famous work, The Command of the Air, published in 1921 and revised in 
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1926.  In his book, he proposed that war of the future would be won by aircraft, the 

first mission of these being to secure the command of the skies as the title 

implies.54  His theory was not only in aerial battle, but also by bombing the 

enemy’s airfields, factories, and population centres in order to destroy its ability to 

create or maintain an air force.55  His ideas put forth concepts that would spark 

debates on morality of bombardment, in particular the use of gas and targeting 

civilian populations.  However, his ideas on the use of airplanes to protect and 

gain control of the air through aerial combat – airplane against airplane as well as 

those of the overall effects of bombardment – would have been known to the 

planners and air power leaders in the 1930s, if not before.   

Some have written that Douhet’s work was not influential in the United 

States until much later.  Finney, for example, states that Douhet’s work did not 

appear to have “any profound influence” on creating doctrine at the Air Corps 

Tactical School.56  Others, including some who were at the school, feel otherwise.  

Haywood Hansell, one of the planners of the United States Army Air Force’s Air 

Plan for the Second World War states that Douhet not only influenced the 

planners of that time, he had influenced other air power theorists like William 

Mitchell.57  Still, those looking back on the works of Douhet and his influence on 

most military thinkers was “debatable.”58  Phillip Meilinger does credit Douhet as 
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having “his earliest and greatest influence in America, but even then it was not 

great.”59  Douhet’s work was present in various forms from 1921 onward.  An 

English translation of the first 100 pages of his book, The Command of the Air, 

was completed in the same year of the original publication and done so in Rome.60  

Perhaps the greatest influence he may have had is that he had through General 

William Mitchell.61  It would be through Mitchell’s writings that Douhet would be 

conveyed to the readers which would include United States Army planners and 

leaders. 

Perhaps the most well-known American air power theorist of the interwar 

years was General William “Billy” Mitchell.  His introduction to military aviation 

came in the very early years prior to the first flight of the Wrights when aviation 

was a part of the Signal Corps and Mitchell was assigned, as a Signal Corps 

officer, to the Aviation Section.  One must keep in mind that theories, and the 

minds of those who develop them, change over time with experience.  Mitchell’s 

shifting views throughout the years provides clear evidence of this being the case.  

His writings and rantings after the First World War are quite well known, perhaps 

to a fault.  As Robert White pointed out, “it seems that if one knows the story of 

Billy Mitchell, enough said.”62  While there is evidence of glorification, perhaps 

unintentionally, of Billy Mitchell in the teachings of the United States Air Force’s 

professional military education system and within historical writings, such as 
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Clodfelter’s description of Mitchell as “the messiah of American airpower” or 

Biddle’s reference that “Mitchell single-handedly campaigned for Air Service 

independence”, if one looks critically at the collection of Mitchell’s works, one can 

see the shift from a proponent of air power with a view of its limitations to a fanatic 

for the idea of an air organization independent of both the Army and Navy 

regardless of capabilities and uses after the war.63  For example, in 1913, Mitchell 

was called to testify as a member of the Signal Corps’ Aviation Section before the 

House of Representatives Committee on Military Affairs concerning the state of 

aeronautics in the United States Army.  Mitchell testified that one day air power 

would be a valuable part of the Army and at that time provided a resource for fast 

tactical and strategic reconnaissance.  However, when asked about its ability to 

use a machine gun for combat, Mitchell stated, “It will probably never be any good 

for attacking personnel on the ground from aeroplanes….”64  As Robert Futrell 

points out, “During and immediately following the war, many airmen, including 

Mitchell and Foulois, believed aviation was, at that time, best used in support of 

ground forces in the future; that would change if handled properly.” 65  During the 

first decade after the First World War, Mitchell, of course, modified his stance.  

One can perhaps best trace the changes in his position through his writings in the 

three books he wrote in the 1920s and 1930s. 
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Most of Mitchell’s writings after the war were treatises on the reasons for 

creating an air force separate from the Army and Navy, similar to the organization 

created by the British.  Overarchingly, Mitchell’s primary focus was on how 

aviation should be organized and how the airplane had the potential to 

overshadow, or possibly replace, the other services.  Even his staunchest 

supporter, Henry “Hap” Arnold, acknowledged that technology did not allow air 

power to fulfil the grand schemes of Mitchell.66  However, within his writings one 

can find the traces of theory regarding of the uses of air power. 

In his earliest book, Our Air Force – The Keystone of National Defense, 

published in 1921, Mitchell outlines air power, its characteristics, and the way air 

power can be used.  It is the one book which provides the clearest picture of his 

thoughts on the uses of air power and, of course, reflects the four forms of aviation 

he had experienced in the First World War.  Air power in 1921, Mitchell explained, 

had “three branches of offensive aviation…Pursuit Aviation, Bombardment 

Aviation and Attack Aviation.  The fourth, which is auxiliary and really is used as 

an inseparable companion of other organizations, is called Observation.”   

Because he wanted the book to be a resource for the American people and its 

government concerning air power, according to his introduction, he devoted a 

chapter to each of these four sections of aviation.  In addition, he provided 

proportions for each branch reflecting the use of each in battle, offering that 

“offensive aviation should be organized into brigades that will contain about 60 per 

cent Pursuit Aviation, 20 per cent Attack, 20 per cent Bombardment….”67 
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As one can see in these proportions, his writings reflect his early propensity 

towards pursuit, describing it as “the utmost in [aviation’s] arm of offense….”68  He 

believed, like other theorists of the time, that pursuit aviation, that is to say air-to-

air combat, would be the first and decisive battle of any war in the future.  He 

theorized that “as a prelude to any engagement of military or naval forces, a 

contest must take place for control of the air.”69  These battles would, naturally and 

by necessity, be fought airplane against airplane because “[n]othing can contest 

with [pursuit aviation] for supremacy in the air.”70  He asserted that all other forms 

of aviation would rely on pursuit for protection as well, a lesson that would be lost 

by the Americans until later in the Second World War.71  Mitchell noted that attack 

aviation, “while the heavily armored attack airplanes, no matter how well 

protected, will be shot down without the assistance of Pursuit Aviation.”72  In sharp 

contrast with later theories and doctrine, Mitchell also predicted that even 

bombers, “no matter how well armed, cannot resist the surrounding attack of 

Pursuit Aviation.”73  Air superiority was primary, but all other offensive aviation 

roles were necessary to win the war. 

Mitchell’s legacy is linked almost exclusively with Bombardment aviation.  It 

is also the area within which Mitchell would experiment and cause great strife 

between him and the Navy and his Army superiors.  At the time of the writing of 

 
68 Ibid., 33. 
 
69 Ibid., xix. 
 
70 Ibid., 53. 
 
71 For an examination of the loss of the primacy of pursuit aviation, see Andrew R. 

Brabson, “The Lost Art of Air Superiority: US Pursuit Aviation, 1919 to 1941” (Thesis, The School 
of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2005). 

 
72 Mitchell, Our Air Force, 53. 
 
73 Ibid., 46. 



41 
 

 
 

Our Air Force, Mitchell had not yet conducted the bombing trials against naval 

vessels.  However, he was clear on how he felt aviation would fair in that 

engagement.  He explained that “[a] bomb hitting on the deck of a battleship will 

put it out of action or completely destroy and sink it.”74  One area he points out, 

based on experience in the Great War, is the use of bombardment aircraft against 

military targets.  “Whenever an attack on a military object depends on an 

explosive, an aerial bomb attack is the most efficient….”75 These military 

objectives would include supply and ammunition depots, railroads, bridges, and 

even cities.  The latter he stipulates as those being “converted for military use.”76  

This is an important distinction that would be echoed by many American theorists 

in the subsequent doctrine and policies. 

Finally, Mitchell introduces a “newest Arm of Aviation,” attack aviation.77  

This form of aviation was linked to the front lines and would work in coordination 

with ground forces.  In modern American air power parlance, this would be called 

Close Air Support, or CAS.  Though definitely not as sophisticated as modern 

CAS, the aircraft of attack aviation, according to Mitchell, would be armoured and 

heavily gunned aircraft that would attack troops, tanks, and artillery.  They would 

fly low and press the attack on the enemy where a friendly force may be 

advancing, or an enemy may be resisting or reinforcing for an attack.  Attack 

aircraft could also travel farther afield in the rear of the enemy to attack railways 

and roads where troops and supplies were moving to the front.  A distinction 
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between these aircraft missions and those of bombardment are the weights and 

speed of the proposed aircraft designed for this mission.  These attack aircraft 

would be faster than bombers but not as fast or agile as pursuit.78 

Mitchell, in his later books, Winged Defense in 1925 and Skyways in 1930, 

did not go into as great of detail as he did in his first book, Our Air Force.  Winged 

Defense contained some of the same ideas of the first book in that it discussed the 

prominent need for pursuit to gain air superiority.  He devoted an entire chapter on 

his bomb tests against naval vessels in 1921.  It was these tests that began his 

campaign for bombardment aviation as the primary focus.  He stated that “One of 

these great bombs hitting a battleship will completely destroy it.”79  However, by 

the time he wrote Skyways, the prominence of pursuit had faded in his mind, and 

perhaps in others’, and in its place came firmly bombardment.  “The basis of air 

force power is the bombardment airplane or bomber.”80  Pursuit was still present, 

as was attack.  However, each was relegated a second place to bombardment at 

this point.  Pursuit was seen by Mitchell as now only aerial combat – pursuit 

airplane against pursuit airplane.  Bombers would fly in formations and defend 

themselves.  Attack aircraft would be used mostly against “partisan or irregular 

troops, such as are found in Asia or Africa, Mexico and Central America, that is, 

those not equipped with large air forces….”81  Perhaps, given his experience as 

the Air Officer for VIII Corps Area during his “exile,” Mitchell had a few of the 

colour-coded war plans in mind when making that statement since Corps Air 
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Officers were tasked with helping to maintain all war plans for the area.  Mitchell, 

although being the most prolific writer as well as being perhaps the most 

outspoken and flamboyant of the interwar American air power theorists, was not 

the only one. 

A much less known theorist during the interwar years was William C. 

Sherman, a major who wrote one of the more notable texts on air power in the 

interwar years, Air Warfare.  Sherman, one of the founding faculty members of the 

Air Service Tactical School, was focused on the mechanics of air power – 

characteristics of flight, formations and manoeuvres, and logistics.  He did, 

however, approach the role of aviation in warfare with both tactical and theoretical 

perspectives. 

As he opened his discussion, Sherman discussed the principles of war and 

included how air power was a continuation of and subject to these principles.  For 

example, the concept of mass, he explained, applies to the combat forces of 

aviation as much as the ground combat forces.  A flight of airplanes would fare 

much better than a lone airplane.  Similarly, he explains how each of the other 

principles influence the employment of air power.82 

As Sherman continued his text on air power, he explained the tactical 

details of each of the four roles of aviation developed from the experiences in the 

First World War.  He began with observation aviation which he relates as 

maintaining its importance in war.  He tells his readers that observation aviation, 

being the most mature of missions, existing even before the airplane, is the most 

stable and important for mitigating the element of enemy surprise while enabling 

friendly forces to pierce the fog of war.  As for pursuit aviation, Sherman goes on 
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to explain, “air combat is the sole reason for its existence.”83  Although he does not 

go so far as saying the pursuit mission is the most important or primary reason for 

aviation, he does state that “[t]he study of air warfare, in its most limited sense, is 

the study of pursuit strategy and tactics.”84  The mission of pursuit, as Douhet and 

Mitchell proposed, is gaining and maintaining control of the air so other missions 

can be successful and free from enemy air attack.85  The other missions of 

aviation are more of a service than pursuit since those missions would be in 

service to the ground efforts while pursuit is strictly in the aerial realm.  Sherman 

regards attack aviation as not only a mission that had been performed by almost 

any of the other airplane types, it is also a term he did not like since he deemed it 

the mission of all arms of the military to attack; however, he used the term 

because it had “been in use some years, and has come to be widely 

understood.”86 Attack, he went on to explain, is the use of aircraft against the 

enemy troops in “ground strafing” missions.  He also points out that only one 

nation, the Germans, deemed it important and prudent to separate the mission to 

a specially designed airplane.87  Finally, Sherman explains that bombardment 

aviation had “clearly outstripped its fellow members of the air force since the World 

War” and stood “as the supreme air arm of destruction…”.88  Bombardment went 

beyond tactical uses, according to Sherman, and would be used for strategic 

missions.  He advocated, interestingly, “in order of importance,” the bombing of 
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civilian cities, enemy supply systems which included factories, fortifications, and 

finally naval targets.89  Undoubtedly, the decision to include civilian populations in 

this list caused controversy with many, including the Secretary of War, Newton 

Baker.  The latter was a staunch opponent to strategic bombing on just these 

grounds; bombing civilians, he felt, was immoral.  However, it is not surprising that 

bombardment would take such a prominent spot in the roles of aviation as 

Sherman was writing this as the bombardment cohort was gaining prominence in 

air power theories – in 1926.  It was a time also of the next step in a more 

independent air force within the Army, the approval of the Air Corps Act of 1926, 

authored and championed by the Chief of the Air Service at that time, Mason 

Patrick. 

Patrick has been portrayed as one who opposed a more progressive and 

independent role for Army aviation.  However, that image is mistaken.  Taking 

over as the Chief of the Air Service of the American Expeditionary Forces during 

the First World War, Patrick had a very steep learning curve concerning aviation’s 

role in war.  His experience was one that saw him wade into the personal rivalry 

between Mitchell and Benjamin Foulois.  Patrick was able to settle the matters of 

the mission of the Air Service in war.  That experience would find him called again 

after the war to once again deal with Mitchell and an Air Service in disarray. 

Unlike the more outspoken American theorist, Mitchell, Mason Patrick worked to 

further the efforts of the Air Service and created the Air Corps.  His opinion on air 

power, as he explained to the United States Congress on several occasions, was 

that it was an important part of the overall national security apparatus.  He did 

claim, like Mitchell and others, that “there is no adequate defense against an air 
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attack except an air force of your own.”90  He had no illusions that air power, 

especially in its current state of development, could single-handedly win a war.91  

However, he felt in the next war “the first military operations will take place in the 

air.”92  He also advocated for air power to join the Navy’s ranks as an 

indispensable part of the fleet.  He declared in his book that “aircraft must be 

carried on naval vessels, must accompany the fleet, and must be prepared to 

attack opposing vessels and to ward off an air attack against their own fleet.”93  In 

the years after the Great War, Patrick testified before most of the boards 

investigating air power and its organization.  Patrick instigated at least one of 

these boards, the Lassiter Board, by introducing a proposal to expand the Air 

Service over a ten-year period based on his ideas of the role of aviation in 

warfare.94 

From the end of the First World War until the end of his time as Chief of the 

Air Corps, Patrick felt his work, along with the other American theorists and 

airmen, had helped spread the message of the importance of air power and the 

unique capabilities it provided the nation.  “One of the things that have been 

apparent during the past six years is the gradual increasing understanding on the 

part of all military men of the role which aircraft will play in future wars.”95  This 

understanding would help leaders and planners as they reviewed and constructed 

war plans during the interwar years.  The theories would also work their way into 
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the schools of the United States Army to provide planners with the basic doctrine 

upon which to frame their war planning. 

 

Doctrine 

The subject of doctrine in this thesis is intentionally separated from the 

discussion on theory because, while these two terms are often thought to be 

interchangeable, this should not be the case since they are in fact two separate 

elements of ideology.  Theories are the thoughts of an individual and are shared 

by that individual in whatever means that person deems appropriate or necessary.  

For example, Mitchell and other interwar air power theorists revealed their 

thoughts on the best uses of aviation in books, articles, and speeches.  These 

were the individuals’ opinions on the subject.  Only when a theory is accepted by 

an organization as its own collective belief and is pronounced as the 

organization’s stance on the matter, does that theory become doctrine.  Put quite 

simply and aptly by Peter Gray, doctrine is “that which is taught.”96  Doctrine is 

most often used in reference to those beliefs taught by a particular religion – the 

doctrine of the Catholic Church, for example.  Air power doctrine, and more 

specifically the air power doctrine of the United States Army in the interwar years, 

refers simply to what was taught by the Army in that time period at the various 

schools throughout the military organization. 

What was being taught and who the students would be is an important 

consideration in the inclusion of air power in the colour-coded war plans of the 

interwar years.  Those ideas espoused as Army teaching, doctrine, would be the 
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basis for how planners would understand the role air power would play in the 

conflicts they were considering.  It is with this in mind that the discussion should 

turn at this point to examine the various schools throughout the Army and what 

was taught concerning air power throughout the time period. 

At the turn of the Twentieth Century, Secretary of War Elihu Root 

established a professional military education system which included four parts.  

The first were schools at each post for “elementary instruction in theory and 

practice.”97  Next was a series of service schools each established well before 

Root’s report and focused on the development of officers in that particular arm.  

The third was an expanded version of the existing Infantry and Cavalry School to 

be named the General Service and Staff College at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.  

This school focused on the middle levels of command and started the officer on 

the road to higher levels of command and staff work.  And finally, the Army War 

College, located in Washington D.C.  It was here the Army intended to teach “the 

most advanced instruction”98  Each level of school would focus on a different 

echelon of Army command with varying curriculum focused on leadership or 

technical proficiency for officers.  All Army schools suspended operations for the 

First World War but had all reopened by 1919.  With the Army reorganization in 

1920, the school system was revised to include two levels, “the ‘Special Service 

Schools’ and ‘General Service Schools’.”99  Each school, after reviewing the 

contents of the course, began to talk about the way the Army would employ itself 
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in future wars using the lessons on tactics learned in World War I as well as how 

to use the latest technology.  This included the place the newly formed Air Service 

would take in warfare. 

The special service schools, created and operated by the various branches, 

were the first and oldest portion of military education.  One of the statutory 

responsibilities of each of the arms and services of the United States Army was, 

and still is, to provide specialized training for its officers, and each did so by 

creating a school, starting in 1824 with the Artillery School of Practice at Fort 

Monroe, Virginia.100  Over the next 80 years, the other branches followed suit.  By 

1901, at the time of the establishment of Root’s new education system, there were 

five special service schools for officers of the arms and services: the Artillery 

School, the Engineer School, the School of Submarine Defense, the School of 

Application for Cavalry and Field Artillery, and the Army Medical School.101  Within 

three years, the Signal Corps had created its own school, the Signal School.102  

Each taught the theories proven as most effective and supported by the Army and 

that branch within the Army, in other words doctrine, and provided specialized 

training for officers within the specific branches.  Students also had some 

exposure to other services in these schools as well since many of the service 

schools had faculty from other branches to explain how the branch of the school 

which they were attending influenced or was influenced by the faculty officer’s 

branch.  For example, the Artillery School would have Infantry officers assigned to 

help the students understand the interrelationship between the branches. 
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Sometimes, the interrelationship was brought to students and faculty from 

officers not assigned to a school.  This was the case with Henry H. “Hap” Arnold, 

the man who would one day lead the American strategic bombing efforts in the 

Second World War.  Arnold, while not officially a faculty member, was able to 

insert himself, quite calculatedly, into the midst of one of service schools, the 

Cavalry School, and became an ambassador and teacher of air power at not only 

the Cavalry School but many of the other services’ specialty schools as well.  In 

1926, shortly after the court-martial of William Mitchell, Arnold was ordered to 

become the commander of the observation squadron located at Fort Riley, 

Kansas.103  The fort was also the home to the United States Army’s Cavalry 

School.  Arnold took the opportunity to spread the ideas of air power to the 

students and faculty of the Cavalry School by offering instructional rides, 

transportation for faculty, and aviation participation in school exercises such as 

how to disperse the troops in case of air attack.104  Arnold did not confine his 

demonstrations to just Fort Riley and the Cavalry School.  According to his 

autobiography, while he was at Fort Riley, his unit was able to demonstrate air 

power at “the Command and General Staff School at Leavenworth; the Artillery 

School at Fort Sill; the Cavalry School at Fort Riley; [and] the Infantry School at 

Fort Benning.”105 

With the separation of the Air Service from the Signal Corps in 1920, the 

new service sought to establish its own schools for its personnel like the other 
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branches.  To that end, the Air Service created a school for teaching Air Service 

officers the tactics and thoughts concerning air power.  One of the eleven schools 

to be established by the Air Service in that year was called the Air Service Field 

Officers School.106  After two years in existence, the school’s name changed to the 

Air Service Tactical School, and in 1926 with the passing of the Air Corps Act, it 

again changed to its more recognized name of the Air Corps Tactical School.  As 

the service and the school grew and changed names, so too did its curriculum. 

The curriculum of the school, in its beginning years, was not as robust as 

airmen would have preferred.  During the first two class sessions, instructors were 

sometimes students and students became instructors depending on their 

specialty.  However, the teachings that were presented focused on what was 

known of aviation at the particular period.  By 1922, the Air Service Tactical 

School had taught lessons in all four of the roles of aviation along with other 

lessons covering areas such as staff duties, regulations, and hygiene and 

sanitation.107  In addition to classroom lessons, the first years of the school saw 

students participating in practical experiments. 

During 1920 and early 1921, the Army and Navy had been discussing the 

possibility of holding joint bombing experiments with aircraft against ships.  The 

Navy had conducted its own experiment against the U.S.S. Indiana.108  William 

Mitchell proposed, through the Chief of Staff of the Army, to conduct operations 
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using various sized bombs against more modern vessels.109  After receiving 

approval from the Joint Army-Navy Board, he created an air brigade which 

included the staff and students of the 1920-1921 class of the Air Corps Tactical 

School.110  Although the conclusiveness of the experiment was contested by 

many, especially the Navy, the experience gained by the staff and students of the 

school at the time surely aided in the understanding of the uses of air power in a 

similar or more effective way than classroom lectures could have done.111 

During the first years, the Air Service Tactical School’s curriculum was 

primarily how to use airplanes.  It focused on flying manoeuvres and practical 

application of all four types of aviation – Bombardment, Pursuit, Attack, and 

Observation.  Very little focus was placed on doctrine since there was really none 

developed at that time.  As the school, technology, and service matured and 

doctrine was developed, so too did the curriculum, reflecting the doctrine of the Air 

Service, soon Air Corps.   

By the time of its move to Maxwell Field in Alabama, the Air Corps Tactical 

School was teaching a more well-thought-out curriculum of how to best use air 

power.  Airmen, rightly wanting to justify the existence and value of air power, 

looked to the Army doctrine of warfare in order to bolster their own arguments.  

The leading views on war were the writings of General Carl von Clausewitz.  In his 

book, On War, Clausewitz says that the way to victory was by destroying an 
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enemy’s fighting forces.112  This would, in turn, ruin the nation’s will to fight.  

Airmen realized early that the way to do so was with the advent of aviation, which 

could reach over the fighting forces and destroy the political, economic, and 

popular forces behind the enemy’s will.  Technology after the First World War 

would not quite allow this, but as discussed previously in the chapter, futurists like 

Mitchell touted air power’s ability to one day break that will without engaging the 

enemy.  By the mid-1920s, the ideas of high-altitude precision daylight bombing 

were in their gestation period, and the Air Corps Tactical School developed 

curriculum for that style of bombardment against the industrial heart of the enemy.  

While the British had developed a view that bombardment against the whole of the 

enemy, including its civilian population centres, would create an environment of 

fear and crush the enemy’s will to fight, the Americans decided upon a more 

economic view.113  The American doctrine of strategic bombardment, developed 

and taught at the Air Corps Tactical School, focused on attacking the enemy’s 

industrial infrastructure and that loss of production would produce an effect of 

reducing the enemy’s will and ability to continue the fight.  This became known as 

the industrial web theory.  This doctrine of bombardment was strengthened in the 

mid-1930s with the production of more modern bombers with greater range, 

payloads, and speed, such as the B-17, developed in 1935.  Bombardment was 

gradually pushed to the forefront as the technology for bombers overtook that of 

other aviation.  However other mission doctrines were present at the school as 

well, though not as popular as the bombardment doctrine. 
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Pursuit aviation had their own champions within the school who would go 

on to greatness in air power history.  The champion of pursuit aviation was Claire 

Chennault of Flying Tiger fame.  His leadership of the American Volunteer Group, 

made of pilots of the various services and flying fighters against the Japanese 

forces in China, helped create some of the leading aces in the Second World War 

such as Greg “Pappy” Boyington of the United States Marine Corps and David 

“Tex” Hill.  During his time at the Air Corps Tactical School, Chennault wrote a 

book titled The Role of Defensive Pursuit. Though he was the most vocal of the 

proponents of pursuit aviation, he was not alone.  George Kenney, who would 

become the commander of the South Pacific air forces under General Douglas 

MacArthur, agreed with Chennault.  Another future leader of the independent Air 

Force, Hoyt Vandenberg, was also on the side of pursuit aviation.  In addition, 

Chennault started an aerial acrobatics team with Haywood Hansell and John 

Williamson.  Hansell would have certainly considered his time with Chennault as 

he was helping to create the air war plans, AWPD-1, in 1941, the United States 

Army’s air plan for the war in Europe. 

Chennault wrestled with the “bomber mafia” of the school throughout his 

time.  In his mind and in the lessons on pursuit aviation, he proposed that given an 

adequate early warning network, pursuit could and would be able to intercept the 

bombers.114  Even with the technological deficit, he viewed the exercises as proof 

of the potential for defensive pursuit aviation. 

Perhaps one of the least popular sections of the curriculum for many 

airmen was the ground support role, otherwise known as attack aviation.  It too 
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had its champion in the person of George Kenney and the Attack Section chief, 

Major Lotha Smith.115  In the curriculum, attack aviation was used to destroy the 

enemy’s lines of communication.  It would rarely, and only in extreme cases, be 

used to attack enemy formations in contact with American forces. 

Not only were students introduced to these subjects and personalities, the 

faculty of the Air Corps Tactical School by 1936 included a group of officers from 

other arms of the Army.  According to Robert Finney, the faculty at that time 

included an antiaircraft section, cavalry section, chemical warfare section, field 

artillery section, infantry section, and a combined arms section.116  These officers, 

while teaching on their primary fields, would, by necessity, need to consider how 

air power would influence their areas and how their areas would influence air 

power.  Their exposure to the concepts and doctrine of air power would occur 

beyond the service schools. 

As one might expect, during the first years of the operations of the school, 

the student body consisted primarily of Air Service officers with only two officers 

attending the school before 1925 from other arms.117  However, that quickly 

changed in the second half of the decade.  From the 1925-26 class until the move 

in 1931 to Maxwell Field in Alabama, between 40 and 52 percent of each class 

were officers from other branches and foreign services.  After 1931, the numbers 

began to wane, but classes always contained some officers outside of the Air 

Corps.  These officers from other branches, services, and countries would be 

leaders of their fields and selected on a basis of merit.  Air power doctrine taught 

 
115 Finney, Air Corps Tactical School, 72 and 105-108. 
 
116 Ibid., 97. 
 
117 Ibid., 115-117. 



56 
 

 
 

in these years to these officers would have been valuable in spreading the gospel 

of air power, so to speak, to the other branches.  As one infantry officer wrote after 

attending the school: 

My appreciation of the airplane as a valuable weapon has been 
considerably increased and, contrary to the belief of some, and in keeping 
with the majority of ground officers, I have a high regard for the 
professional attainments of the officers of the Air Corps and a strong belief 
in the capabilities of the airplane. [emphasis added]118 

Their Air Service and Air Corps classmates would come to be some of the leading 

figures in the Second World War and in the creation of the United States Air 

Force.  Among these classmates was Frank Andrews, the first commander of the 

GHQ Air Force, Claire Chennault, founder of the American Volunteer Group better 

known as the Flying Tigers, Kenneth Walker, bomber advocate and future Medal 

of Honor recipient, and Horace Hickam, future member of the War Plans 

Division.119  Importantly, all these officers would have been exposed to the 

teachings of Thomas Milling and William Sherman, both former instructors and 

founding faculty of the Air Service Tactical School, as well as from Oscar 

Westover, future Chief of the Air Corps, Robert Olds, and Ken Walker.120  The 

latter two were noted for their enthusiasm of air power and especially of 

bombardment.121  This enthusiasm, though perhaps not as combustible, was 

shared with other instructors in their fields of pursuit or attack.  Personalities such 

as Majors Claire Chennault and Lotha Smith made sure all areas had their 
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champions and the whole of the instruction would give a holistic approach to air 

power – the Air Corps’ doctrine of air power.122 

After attending a special service school, an officer’s next step in the 

education system of the interwar years would be to attend the general service 

schools.  After the First World War, this meant an officer would potentially attend a 

four-year course of study designed to prepare the officer for service in the Army 

General Staff.  The first two years were the School of the Line, intended as “a 

school of instruction for all arms of the service” and the General Staff School, a 

level attended by select graduates of the School of the Line.123  In 1922, the two 

schools were combined into the Command and General Staff School and 

shortened to one year, expanding to two years again in 1927, and back to one 

year in 1935.124  This level of education was designed to prepare officers for 

command of middle echelons of the Army such as regiment or division level 

command.  Although regiments and divisions would generally not include air 

power units, these levels of command would be interaction with various air units, 

thus some discussion of air power was included in the curriculum.  Hap Arnold, 

after his assignment to Fort Riley, was assigned as a student at the Command 

and General Staff School.  It is evident from his description in his autobiography 

that air power was discussed in the lessons of the college, though not to his liking.  

“Naturally, I did not agree with many of the school’s concepts relative to the 

employment of aircraft and I thought the course, as far as the Air Arm was 
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concerned, could and should be modernized.”125  Arnold was a self-proclaimed 

follower of William Mitchell and was indeed set on creating an independent force.  

He was also a proponent of air power itself and did his best to pass along his 

thoughts whenever possible.126  This being the case, one can surmise that the 

lessons would have followed more traditional lines of air power as a support arm 

of the infantry.  However, Army aviation was covered in the school from at least 

the end of the First World War.  As early as 1919, the General Service School 

included an airman as an instructor.127  Subsequent reports by the commandant of 

the General Service Schools lists Air Service personnel as instructors teaching air 

power topics.  By 1923, the Air Service had its own subsection; however, 

Lieutenant Colonel Kirtland is listed as the only Air Service instructor.  He was 

joined in 1924 by William Sherman, who was an instructor at the Air Corps 

Tactical School until he was transferred to the General Service Schools.128  It was 

with this foundation of knowledge that students who performed well at the 

Command and General Staff School would be able to go on to the next level or 

professional military education, the Army War College, the level of education most 

critical in the development of Army war planning staff.  

 As part of his reforms proposed and enacted for the Army in the early 

1900s, Elihu Root wanted to ensure the Army, especially its officer corps, was a 

more educated force.  His improvements to the United States Army, known as the 
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Root reforms, were a series of actions taken from 1900 to 1903 by Secretary of 

War Elihu Root to revolutionize the command structure of the U.S. Army.  His 

efforts changed the way staff positions were filled by creating a command staff 

containing line officers detailed to staff positions.  In theory, and eventually in 

practice, this allowed the command staff to be better in tune with the needs of the 

Army instead of focusing on personal and political gains.  Additionally, his reforms 

established the Joint Army-Navy board, charged with coordinating joint efforts in 

several areas including procurement and war planning.129  One of the primary 

portions of his reform was the creation of an Army War College.  The duties of the 

college would go beyond the realm of simply professional military education.  

Root, unable to create a General Staff like the Germans and as suggested by 

Emory Upton, wanted an intermediate step and created this step within the 

additional duties of the new college staff.130  In its inception, Root wanted, among 

other tasks, the War College to perform a “systematic study of plans for action in 

all possible contingencies.”131  In this function, the War College created the colour-

coded war plans in the early 1900s.  After the First World War, with the 

reactivation of the War College in a form separate from the new General Staff, the 

War College became an institution strictly for learning.  In its curriculum, students 

would still find the tools needed to prepare for duties as a member of the General 

Staff, including the War Plans Division.   
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Though Arnold had not completed demonstrations at this college, other 

airmen were included in the curriculum and present air power doctrine to these 

future leaders of the Army.  As Harry Ball, a graduate, faculty member, and 

historian of the Army War College wrote: 

“Aeronautics,” for example, had been the subject of a Walter Spoon lecture 
as early as 1906.  In the 1920s the military application of aviation had been 
a frequent subject of committee investigation as well as lecture.  Before his 
court-martial for insubordination in 1925, General William Mitchell had 
discussed his theories of airpower with the Class of 1922.  The College had 
studied and criticized the analysis and findings of various boards appointed 
to deal with the use of air forces – the “Lassiter Board” of 1923, the “Drum 
Board” of 1933, and the “Baker Board” of 1934.132 

He goes on to point out that “Naval and Air Corps officers were on the faculty and 

among the student body...”.133  The doctrine to which these students were 

introduced included the overall aspects of the air arm of the Army along with 

specifics about each role. 

Prior to the First World War, American Army aviation was uninspiring.  

However, the ideas being taught to the War College students in 1916, the same 

year General John Pershing began his expedition into Mexico accompanied by the 

1st Aero Squadron, included principles of air superiority and bombardment.  In a 

publication by the War College Division, the faculty studied the uses and 

specifications of all types of aviation, lighter- and heavier-than-air machines.  In its 

explanation of military aviation, the authors spelled out various missions related to 

military operations of harbour defences and mobile forces.  The familiar roles 

outlined included reconnaissance and artillery spotting.  In addition, they explain 

the role aircraft should play in control of the air.  “For this reason, among others, 

attempts to gain ‘control of the air’ are made by belligerents at the inception of 
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hostilities. This takes the form of offensive action by aeroplane against 

aeroplane.”134  The lessons were derived from those learned “So far in the 

European war.”135  Bombardment was also a consideration before American entry 

into the war.  The Army War College lessons stated, “much time, thought, and 

ingenuity have been given to the subject of dropping projectiles.”136  It was also 

seen as a viable means of warfare that was effective.  “Against railways, roads, 

bridges, and hostile parks of various kinds, this method of attack has given 

considerable success.”137 

Although the American wartime experience was limited, after the war, 

teachings concerning air power application were expanded. The 1925 course on 

the “Fundamental Principles for the Employment of the Air Services” contained 

eighteen pages of text concerning air power.  Students in the Army War College 

class of 1925-6 were educated on the uses of aviation in all manner of operations.  

Air power was seen as “an essential arm in all major operations.”  The faculty 

noted that “[a]viation must become active immediately upon the declaration of war” 

and be used as “an offensive arm” which “must attack aggressively.”138 Even so, 

much to the chagrin of many like Mitchell, the stated “mission of the Air Service 

[was] to assist the ground forces to gain strategical and tactical successes by 

destroying enemy aviation, attacking enemy ground forces and other enemy 
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objectives on land or sea, and, in conjunction with other agencies, to protect 

ground forces from hostile aerial observation and attack.”139  To carry out this 

mission, the lecture goes on to point out aviation “is divided into Pursuit, 

Observation, Attack and Bombardment, each of which requires airplanes of 

different characteristics and design.”140  Important for the students, as they will 

soon become the planning force for the Army, “Plans must also be based on the 

number and characteristics of the aircraft that are actually in use and that can and 

will be put into quantity production at the time it is to be employed….”141 

The first mission outlined for students in the lesson was pursuit aviation.  

This role of aviation, as many theorists agreed, was the most important to the 

success of military operations.  In modern parlance, this is the mission of air 

superiority, gaining and maintaining control of the airspace.  “The effectiveness of 

all other branches of the Air Service as well as that of many ground activities is 

directly limited by the extent to which pursuit aviation dominates the air.”142  The 

airplanes used in this, explained the faculty, would be “small powerful 

machines…of high speed and great maneuverability.”143  In order to effectively 

employ these forces, students learned that pursuit aviation would be sent in first to 

gain control of the air and that escort for observation and bombardment aviation 

“should be most carefully restricted” since it “takes pursuit units away from their 

true role.”144  These future planners also learned that pursuit aviation should be 
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concentrated at points to ensure a mass is available to overcome any enemy 

aviation.  As this mission was so important for all aspects of warfare, planners 

would need to know about and include these types of units in their planning. 

Due to the fact that the attack aviation mission was to directly assist ground 

operations, it was, according to doctrine of the War College, the next most 

important role of aviation.  This is an interesting contrast and point of contention at 

this time with the doctrine taught in the Air Service Tactical School in the same 

year.  Attack, as was discussed earlier, was never a popular role for airmen.  

Attack airplanes would operate close to the ground and attack enemy formations 

with large machine guns, usually 30 to 50 calibres in size.  Attack aviation, since it 

was very fast and flexible, especially compared to ground forces, was seen as “a 

highly mobile reserve available for use against some activities of the enemy 

greatly retarding the Army in the attainment of its objectives.”145  This role was 

very much one that supported ground activities and would most likely be seen as 

such by planners in this course. 

Though eventually first on the list for the Air Corps Tactical School, the third 

role taught was bombardment.  This role was divided into two parts, tactical or 

strategic.  “Tactical bombardment comprise[d] attacks on objectives within the 

enemy combat zone with a view to affording direct assistance to ground troops in 

gaining their objectives.”146  This sounds quite similar to attack aviation.  The 

distinction is made in that these airplanes were designed as larger airplanes with a 

greater payload capacity than attack airplanes.  Interestingly, the text also 

distinguishes that there existed light and heavy bombers.  However, it did not 
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assign one type to the tactical or strategic roles.  In practice, generally the light 

bombers would be detailed for the tactical missions while heavy bombers were 

assigned the strategic missions.  Those missions would focus farther into enemy 

territory and concentrate on “airdromes, communication centres, ammunition and 

other supply points” among others.147  Here we find the doctrine aligned with the 

service school doctrine as both proclaim the targeting of the industrial fabric of the 

enemy in order to “injur[e] the enemy’s morale.”148 

Finally, the lesson describes perhaps the role most familiar to any Army 

officer of the day, that of Observation.  “Its mission [was] to aid directly the 

strategical and tactical operations of the ground troops.”149  Remarkably, the text 

also notes these airplanes could be used if needed as attack or bombardment 

aircraft. 

Students not only learned of the roles but of how they were organized and 

supported.  The lesson introduced discussion on the airfields and facilities needed 

to maintain an aviation force in the field, including the size of level ground needed, 

how far from the front lines these fields should be constructed.150  Students also 

heard details on the logistics required to support air operations including special 

supplies and depots.151  Lastly, they would have learned of the organization of air 

units and their location within the Army organization.152  This would be essential 

 
147 Ibid., 5. 
 
148 Ibid. 
 
149 Ibid., 3. 
 
150 Ibid., 6. 
 
151 Ibid., 7. 
 
152 Ibid., 7-9. 



65 
 

 
 

for those going on to planning functions in the General Staff, and those details will 

be covered in greater detail in the next chapter of this thesis. 

By 1936, the Air Service had become the Army Air Corps and combat 

aviation was being organizationally developed into a more independent entity 

within the Army with the creation of the permanent organization of the General 

Headquarters Air Force, as will be discussed in the coming chapter.  The lecture 

on air power at the Army War College, reflecting the growth of the air arm of the 

Army, was much more substantial and included how to develop orders for air 

units, supplies, costs of airplanes, and planning data.153  The lecture prepared 

students for the more advanced problems they would face in war planning lessons 

and exercises later in the War College curriculum.154 

The variation in how each type of aviation is presented within the 1936 

lecture compared to the 1925 lecture tells quite a bit about how air power doctrine 

has evolved in certain areas in just over a decade, and how it did not in some 

other areas.  Overall, aviation was still a support arm for ground options.  The 

doctrine taught at the War College was, “While keeping an open mind on the 

possibility of independent air operations in future wars, to treat the GHQ Air Force 

as a GHQ reserve force, to be employed where and when needed.”155  While the 

students in the lecture in 1925 would hear of the importance of gaining air 

superiority, the class in 1936 heard the “requirement … for pursuit aviation … is 

initially determined by the activity of hostile observation and of hostile pursuit.”156  

 
153 B. Q. Jones, Colonel, Army Air Corps, Instructor in the War Plans Division of the Army 

War College, “Military Aviation” (lecture, Army War College, Fort Humphreys, D.C., 10 September 
1936), iii. 

 
154 Ibid., 1. 
 
155 Ibid. 
 
156 Ibid, 17. 



66 
 

 
 

Pursuit, reflecting the wane of technological prominence and loss of prestige at the 

Air Corps Tactical School, was relegated to a defensive nature within the overall 

operations within the theatre of operations.  Attack aviation became more 

prominent in the later lecture as it is noted as a “valuable service directly 

[supporting] the operations of the ground units….”157  Finally, bombardment 

aviation was more closely tied with ground operations in 1936, which is interesting 

considering one of the most celebrated American bombers of that and the next 

decade, the B-17, was being introduced into the air unit inventories that same 

year.  In the lecture, Jones states that bombardment aviation would “have a direct 

and contributing value to the operations of the other arms” because “the 

destruction of, or damage to these targets [existing in the enemy’s rear area] must 

reduce the strength and handicap the employment of the hostile forces in the 

theater.”158  He does go on later in his lecture to point out that the “most valuable 

contribution of military aviation … is the successful attacks against those 

industries of the enemy vital to his war efforts.”159  This seems to be contrary to 

the previous statement concerning rarely using air power independently since the 

Air Corps Tactical School’s doctrine saw the strategic bombing role as one to be 

use completely independent of ground operations.  Jones continues to reflect the 

rise of the bomber and the development of the “super-bomber” as the way of 

aviation in the future.  He explains that “[f]rom the viewpoint of their primary 

mission of assisting the other arms in combat, the present trend towards larger 
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and heavier planes is diverting them from that mission.”160  Like the doctrine at Air 

Corps Tactical School, the future planners in the General staff were hearing that 

bombardment was now the important aspect of aviation with attack and 

observation being an important auxiliary to ground operations and pursuit aviation 

taking a defensive role. 

Theories and doctrine are foundational in the planning process as this is 

what the planners would have heard as they are prepared for the responsibilities 

of serving on the General Staff.  Doctrine, since it is the institutional belief, is also 

reflected in the policies created by the organization. 

 

Policy 

Policies, especially when dealing with military operations, are rules on how 

to do various tasks.  Policies and regulations cover everything from how to 

maintain dress and appearance to how to conduct war.  This was as true for the 

Army during the interwar years as it is in today’s American military.  Perhaps some 

of the most discussed and reviewed policies of the United States Army in the 

1920s and 1930s involved aviation.  Numerous boards and committees were 

convened to discuss how best to use aviation in the Army.  The results of those 

discussions would sometimes lead to Congressional Acts, others would create 

Army regulations.  In each case, these policies would influence how Army aviation 

would be used in a future war. 

As the war was ending in 1918, William Mitchell drafted the Provisional 

Manual of Operations, the first official guidance for the operation of aircraft in the 

Army based on experience, limited as it was.  Mitchell, as could be expected, was 

 
160 Ibid., 20. 



68 
 

 
 

more open to expanding roles of the Air Service of the American Expedition 

Forces.  While his manual was meant to provide a more unit-level guide to 

operations, Mitchell still gave observation aviation a leading role for the Army by 

presenting it as the first role in his manual and by stating that “[i]n all squadrons, 

but especially in Observation Squadrons, a consistent effort has been made to 

maintain efficiency…”161  While that may be only a slight nod to the Army views, 

Mitchell does set observation in the forefront as a crucial service for the Army.  

However, he presents all other areas, explaining the daily routines and missions.  

Mitchell frames each in terms of how air power would affect the morale of the 

enemy.  Pursuit aviation is described as having “a double mission” of offense and 

protection.  Protective roles were more in line with the Army guidance to that point 

in the conflict.  He explained that the offensive role would include pursuit aircraft 

reaching into the enemy rear area and attacking enemy aircraft in flight or on the 

ground.162  The latter affecting the morale of enemy forces as would then be 

without observation or air power.  The attack mission is similarly explained as 

being “particularly effective from the point of view of morale.”163  Mitchell presented 

the bombardment squadrons as having a secondary mission of reconnaissance; 

however, he explains there are three other missions all related to reaching the rear 

areas of the enemy to cause destruction and dispersal of enemy air power, 

destroy industry, and destroy enemy air forces.164  His manuals were used into the 
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first years of the interwar period but would not be the only manuals drafted in that 

time period. 

William Sherman, the Chief of Staff of the First Army in France at that time 

in the Great War, wrote a Tentative Manual for the Employment of Air Service.  

His insight into the operations in France during the war, along with Mitchell’s, 

enabled Sherman to also outline the uses of most of the four roles explained by 

Mitchell.  In addition, he stated that the mission of the air forces of the Army was to 

support the infantry just as every other arm in the Army.  He reminded his fellow 

soldiers that “the final decision in war must be made by man on the ground….”165  

His views reflect a very specific proclivity toward Army ground support.  The 

primary mission for air power, according to the guidance of Sherman’s manual, 

was observation.  Pursuit was only there to support the effective collection of 

information.166  Bombardment was presented in a similar light as pursuit.  The 

main mission for bombardment was to destroy the enemy, but tellingly, Sherman 

goes on to say the next mission “is reconnaissance of enemy movements in the 

air and on the ground.”167  Sherman does not mention attack aviation, 

interestingly, even though that mission would seem to have a direct effect on the 

ground support role of aviation at that time.  Sherman, along with Mitchell, was 

examining the close details of Army aviation.  Others were looking at the larger 

picture of the use of air power in the greater national security scheme. 

In 1919, both the Army and the Navy were looking at the uses of the 

airplane within each service’s sphere of operations.  The concern discussed 
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throughout the first year after the war was where the Army stopped and where the 

Navy took over regarding the uses of air power.  The Joint Army and Navy Board 

on Aeronautics recommended to the Joint Army-Navy Board, commonly referred 

to as the Joint Board, a policy which would establish guidelines on military and 

naval aviation.  In its recommendation sent to the service secretaries on 23 August 

1919, the aeronautical board, led by General Menoher, the Chief of the Army Air 

Service at that time, recommended the services “shall confine the use of their 

aircraft to activities clearly connected with strictly military or naval functions as 

such are defined by existing laws and agreements.”168  The Joint Board found 

some fault with the policy presented in that it was “defective in wording.”  The 

proposed policy, according to the Joint Board was “subject to improper 

interpretation and [was] expressed in a manner as practically to prohibit the proper 

coordination between Army and Navy air services.”169  In its place, the Joint Board 

presented its own version of the policy for consideration by the Secretary of War 

and the Secretary of the Navy.  The policy approved by the Secretaries of War 

and Navy on December 27 and 29, respectively, outlined the use of Army and 

Navy aircraft.  In the policy statement, it states: 

3. Army aircraft --- Operations from bases on shore –  
(a) as an arm of the mobile army; 
(b) against enemy aircraft in defense of all shore establishments; 
(c) alone or in conjunction with other arms of the Army or with the Navy, 

against enemy vessels engaged in attacks on the coast such as  
(I) bombardment of the coast; 
(II) operations preparatory to or of landing troops’ 

 
168 Joint Army and Navy Board on Aeronautics to The Secretary of War and the Secretary 
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(III)operations such as mine laying or attacks on shipping in the 
vicinity of defended ports.170 

 
The Joint Board continued to maintain this posture toward the division of duties 

among the two air services throughout the 1920s.  In 1923, the Joint Board issued 

its more specific recommendations for force strengths, especially within the Army’s 

overseas posts in terms of “pursuit or fighting planes.”171    The recommendation 

was for 2500 airplanes of various types.  Additionally, the recommended policy 

gave the number of Army airplanes needed to meet its wartime responsibilities as 

8756, with 2973 being pursuit aircraft.172  Finally, the policy gave the wartime 

organizational needs by overseas location.  It would total 17 pursuit squadrons, 12 

bombardment squadrons, and five observation squadrons.  Like Sherman’s 

manual, attack squadrons were not proposed for overseas locations at that 

time.173 

The need for a mission to justify the existence of the Air Service and Air 

Corps centred on the idea that the United States Army’s air forces would be used 

for the coastal defence of the continental United States and overseas 

possessions.  General Mason Patrick, the Air Service commander in the First 

World War and again in the early 1920s, pointed out that the use of Army aviation 

was best suited for coastal protection based on the ideas espoused by others 

including the War Plans Division and the Chief of Staff of the Army.  He quoted a 

War Plans Division study which pointed out that “the most efficient auxiliary means 
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to be employed in the defense of the Insular Possessions and the Panama Canal 

from sea attack is the use of bombs dropped from aircraft.”174  He goes on to state 

the aircraft best suited were not seaplanes, but land-based airplanes capable of 

carrying heavier loads over greater distances.  This proposed policy was based on 

the feats accomplished by Army aviation in numerous cross-country flights.  He 

also points out a deficiency in joint intelligence cooperation in that Army aviation 

was unable to get the information from Naval intelligence sources and should be 

privy to that information or defence of any area on the coast would be 

compromised.175  While the leadership advocated coastal defence, most of the 

regulatory publications focused on the ground war. 

As Patrick was discussing aviation’s role in coastal defence, the Army 

published its Field Service Regulations of 1923.  Covering the gamut of activities 

conducted by the United States Army in combat, the section on the Air Service 

reads very much like Sherman’s manual of 1919.  The Air Service, according to 

the regulation, offered commanders a force with “an extremely high degree of 

mobility, a power of movement in three dimensions, and extreme range of 

firepower.”176  The regulation also outlines all four of the roles of aviation and the 

benefit each role provides to the combat mission of the United States Army.  The 

first role covered, pursuit aviation, was done so in detail and with great regard for 

the mission.  The writers of the regulation stated that pursuit was “the most vital 
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element of the air service.”177  Its mission was simple – “establish and maintain 

aerial supremacy.”178  The next role covered was observation aviation and its 

ability to convey information to and from the battlefield in a timely fashion.  Unlike 

Sherman’s works, the regulation does provide information concerning the role of 

attack aviation.  That mission was a support mission similar to artillery but with a 

farther reach.  It was the mission of attack aviation “to attack ground troops.”179  

The regulation also lists other more specific types of targets such as supplies and 

trains.  Bombardment was treated much the same in that it was used to attack or 

bomb “hostile territory beyond the effective range of artillery.”180  Finally, the 

regulation goes on to define how air units would be divided among the Army 

headquarters at division, corps, army, and General Headquarters in the theatre of 

operations.  Although boards would discuss the organizational structures of the Air 

Service, the roles would remain the same in regulations throughout the 1920s. 

In the same year the Air Service became the Air Corps, the Army published 

Training Regulation No. 440-15, Fundamental Principles for the Employment of 

the Air Service.181  The regulation defines the functions of the service, the 

characteristics of airplanes, the organization of air power at that time, and the role 

of each type of airplane in the Army at that time.  The mission, even as the service 

gained more prominence, was still to “assist the ground forces to gain strategical 
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and tactical successes.”182  Once again, the four roles were laid out for the airmen 

and leadership based on the “fundamental doctrine that their mission is to aid the 

ground forces to gain decisive success.”183  This directive was now based on 

doctrine – that which was taught – and as seen earlier does indeed reflect the 

doctrine at the War College.  Thus, it would follow that the regulation – policy – 

following doctrine, would then be followed by planners creating the colour-coded 

war plans.  Once again in 1926, pursuit aviation was given top billing.  “The full 

value of observation, bombardment, and attack aviation can only be obtained with 

adequate pursuit protection.”184  Its role was defined here as being able to “seek 

out and engage hostile aviation, defeat or neutralize it and thus secure freedom of 

action for all air units as well as to protect our ground forces from aerial attack.”185  

Pursuit was still the primary concern before any other operations.  Bombardment’s 

mission expanded to include naval targets as it would be used to “attack hostile 

military and naval [emphasis added] objectives by means of projectiles launched 

from aircraft in flight.”186  Finally, the roles of attack and observation remained the 

same as in other publications and aligned with the doctrine of the Army. 

A more abbreviated version of the same regulation was issued in October 

of 1935, the same year the General Headquarters Air Forces would be formed.  

This edition of the regulation was under half the size of the 1926 version; however, 

in its terse language, the essence of the regulation shows a growing separation 
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away from the former doctrine of a subordinate support arm to the infantry.  While 

similar to previous editions, the regulation describes air power as “a highly mobile 

and powerful combat element”, this version goes on to separate operations from 

the ground by stating that, “in cooperation with other arms or independent thereof, 

conducts the air operations required for carrying out the Army mission.”187  The 

1935 version also focuses less on ground support and instead focused on the role 

of coastal defence and offensive operations.  The last note of evolution in the 

regulation is the placement of the roles.  Bombardment, reflecting the evolving 

United States Army doctrine concerning air power doctrine, is listed first, with 

attack following, then pursuit.  The latter is described as a support for the other 

aviation roles instead of the formerly prominent place of being the first and most 

important role.  One additional role of aviation appeared at this point, and it was 

that of transportation aviation.  The regulations at this point were not only following 

the doctrine taught at the Air Corps Tactical School but also that of the Army War 

College. 

 

Plans 

The elements of air power experience, theory, doctrine, and policy 

permeate every part of the American military, including the planning process and 

products.  The way in which air power is incorporated in the plans, from the 

organization to the ideas of the uses of various roles of aviation and to the way 

planners perceive the enemy’s intentions are all flavoured by the ideology of air 

power use in the interwar years. 
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In almost every plan in the interwar years, each of the four missions 

outlined in the theories and doctrine of air power Is represented by at least one 

group, which consists of two or more squadrons.  As one reviews the plans, an 

observation group, an attack group, a pursuit group, and a bombardment group 

are generally tasked as part of the forces to be mobilized for the conflict 

considered.  Some plans, such as Plan Brown, the plan to quell an uprising on the 

islands of the Philippines, would use the group in place on the overseas location.  

For those, the group is generally a composite group consisting of squadrons of 

various roles – a combination of pursuit, attack, observation, or bombardment 

squadrons.188  While the role of the aircraft may be that of the secondary function 

of the airplane, in other words pursuit airplanes may be tasked in a plan such as 

Brown as attack aircraft to protect the convoys moving between secure bases on 

the islands, these roles of attack or pursuit are based on the needs of the military 

at that time for the overall mission of the plan. 

Many of the plans contained pursuit squadrons and groups.  These units 

would provide protection for the other aviation units and the ground operations 

while fighting the hostile air forces.  Even as its prominence in relations to 

bombardment waned, pursuit was a vital part of each plan.  In the Air Corps Annex 

of the A. E. F. Plan Green of 1926, the primary mission for the Air Corps was “to 

gain and maintain control of the air and assist the ground troops in the 

performance of their missions…”.189  Pursuit, according to doctrine would fulfil the 

mission of controlling the air.  As such, the planners tasked the 1st Pursuit Group 

 
188 More information concerning the organizational structures and the units available to 

planners will be covered in the next chapter. 
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and its four pursuit squadrons to perform those duties.190  This mission remained 

throughout the interwar years within Plan Green’s many variations and revisions.  

By 1938, the 1st Pursuit Group was still the tasked, although the overall stated 

mission does not spell out the air superiority mission as clearly in the wider-

scoped operational plans such as the Joint or Army Strategical plans.191 

Like pursuit, the mission of attack aviation is present in almost all war plans 

of the 1920s and 1930s.  In cases where the primary concern would be guerrilla 

warfare, such as the conflict imagined in Plan Gray, the war plan concerning 

conflicts in Central America and the Caribbean, an attack group would be 

considered the priority since ground attack would be more probable than an air 

force concern given most of the similar conflicts dealt with forces without an air 

force.  In the particular case of Plan Gray, the 1931 revision of the plan calls for an 

attack group to be included in Force A, the first forces to enter into the country of 

concern.192 

It would seem bombardment aviation would be tasked to fulfil portions of 

the colour-coded war plans only in larger contingencies such as that of Plan 

Orange against Japan or Plan Red against Great Britain.  However, since the 

doctrine of the time used bombardment against military targets close to the front 

lines of battle as well as strategic targets farther to the rear areas, bombardment is 
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is used in the current thesis where the title of the document requires it to be used.  In all other 
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also found in most plans of the interwar years.  Plan Tan, the plan to help settle an 

uprising in Cuba, tasked a bombardment group to assist the ground forces.193 

 

Conclusion 

United States Army air power was included in the colour-coded war plan 

during the interwar years based on the Army’s experience with aviation from the 

time of balloons through the Great War.  Those experiences were accompanied by 

theories espoused by people like Mitchell after the war.  The experience also 

informed the teachings at various schools creating an Army-wide doctrine which 

informed policies and, eventually, inclusion of air power in the war plans in the 

form of the four roles of aviation – observation, pursuit, attack, and bombardment.  

Air power had been a distinctly new technology during the First World War that 

many would have been hard-pressed to miss, especially for those who were at the 

upper levels of command immediately following the war and would be reviewing 

and revising the plans.  Those experiences were joined by the many voices 

proclaiming air power’s virtues and, at the extremes, its soon to come domination 

of warfare.  Theorists like Mitchell broadcast their views through books, in 

interviews for papers and magazines, and by their testimony before the many 

boards and committees held in the interwar years.  Theories, though, are just the 

ideology of an individual.  What was more influential was what was being taught 

within the professional military education establishment concerning air power. 

The literature concerning air power doctrine may lead one to believe air 

power doctrine was the sole domain of the Air Corps Tactical School and the Air 
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Corps.  However, based on the discussion above concerning the presence of 

instructors from the Air Service and Air Corps at the service schools, the General 

Service School, soon to be named the Army’s Command and General Staff 

School, and at the Army War College, air power doctrine was taught at all those 

schools so that every officer in the Army would be familiar with the ideology of air 

power.  Also, that doctrine, especially in the early interwar years, reflected much of 

what theorists like Mitchell were saying about military aviation and its uses.  For 

example, Army planners were told of the mixture of air power needed, and that 

mixture was similar to that given by Mitchell in his first post-war book, Our Air 

Force. 

Those ideas would translate into regulations and manuals the planners and 

practitioners of warfare would follow.  These too followed the doctrine of the day 

from the Air Corps Tactical School and the other military schools.  All these 

influences would finally make their way into the planning documents created by 

war planners throughout the United States Army. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 

ORGANIZING AIR POWER FOR WAR 
 
 

The organizational structure of the Army, especially in relations to its air 

power units, is one of the most complex and misunderstood aspects of the history 

of both war planning and American military aviation.  However, it is an essential 

portion of understanding the structure of the colour-coded war plans of the period 

as well as that of the air arm of the United States Army and how airpower was 

fitted into the planning documents.  This chapter undertakes an explanation of the 

organizational structure so readers may have a clear understanding that, during 

the interwar years, planners created plans for each level of the organization and 

that air power within that organizational structure, while not directly connected to 

the unit known as the Air Service or Air Corps, was included in the war plans.  It is 

crucial to have a clear and complete understanding of the organizational structure 

of the United States Army, not only during the interwar years, but from its very 

beginnings to understand the development of both air power and war planning 

within the existing structural contexts.  This understanding of how air power was 

included in the colour-coded war plans of the interwar years is essential for two 

reasons.  First, war plans were not a single entity created within the upper levels 

of the Army and passed down to lower levels like a policy or regulation.  Instead, 

there were annexes and subordinate plans created for every level of command 

from the Joint Plan covering both the Army and Navy to the various unit plans for 

individual squadrons.  Secondly, air power units were not under the command of 

the Air Service or Air Corps at any time during the interwar period.  Instead, they 

were located with the other fighting forces under the corps area commander for 
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almost all of this period and used for his purposes, not necessarily those 

prescribed by the Air Service or Air Corps.194  Even after the creation of the 

General Headquarters Air Force, air power units were not directly subordinate to 

the Air Corps. 

This chapter will examine the organizational structure of the United States 

Army, from the Chief of Staff to the squadrons of airmen, and how the structure 

came into being in the earliest years of the United States and later evolved 

throughout the interwar years with a particular focus on the changes to the 

structure in regard to the placement of air power units and airmen within the 

command structure at such areas as the General Staff once it was formed.  To do 

so in a fashion that will provide clarity and understanding, this discussion 

addresses the three parts of the United States Army organization from top to 

bottom.  The first portion of the hierarchy to be considered is the upper-most 

echelon of command including the Secretary of War, the Chief of Staff, the 

General Staff, the arms and services, and the departments and corps areas.  This 

portion of the organization evolved throughout the beginning of the 1900s, 

becoming solidified with the passing of the 1920 amendment to the National 

Defense Act of 1916.  While the General Staff Act of 1903 had changed the 

Commanding General position to the Chief of Staff and attempted to establish a 

more effective General Staff, it was the 1920 act that truly create a more effective 

General Staff and establish an Air Service separate from the Signal Corps.195  It is 

also at this level that one must also readdress the role of the War College.  While 
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the previous chapter covered the role the War College played in professing 

doctrine, including air power doctrine, this chapter will cover some of the same 

ground to illustrate its role in war planning.  Although the command structure of the 

Army remained relatively unchanging during the interwar years, the status of air 

power leadership, specifically the creation of the Air Corps and GHQ Air Force, is 

important to the understanding of air power in war plans in that airmen would be 

given more involvement in the planning functions throughout the staff levels of the 

United States Army after 1926. 

The combatant commands, the next level of command to be examined in 

this discussion, would be constituted or activated only in times of war and would 

consist of Fielded Armies and Corps, and in these headquarter units would be 

deployed the theatre commanders and their staffs.  The tradition of having these 

wartime staffs stemmed from the inception of the Army and was readily seen in 

the way the American Expeditionary Forces were formed in 1917. 

The final level to be discussed is the combatant forces.  In this area, the 

focus will be on the air forces and their location with the American Army in 

reference to the peacetime and wartime command units introduced above.  Once 

again, the discussion will be from the higher level of combat units, the group, to 

the lower, the squadron, which is the unit still referred to today as “the basic 

building block organization…”.196  This is also where the General Headquarters Air 

Force structure will be introduced since that command structure was created to be 

a combatant command for air power units.  Most importantly, this is the point 
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where an examination of the units available to planners and those units included in 

the assorted colour-coded plans is presented. 

While this chapter deals with the organizational arrangement of the United 

States Army in the 1920s and 1930s, it is not the intent to include two points.  

First, this chapter will not discuss the organization above or outside of the Army 

which coordinated plans and programs, the Joint Army and Navy Board.  That 

entity will be dealt with in a subsequent chapter as part of the war planning 

process.  Secondly, and probably most importantly, it is not part of this thesis nor 

this chapter to debate the validity of arguments for or against the separation of the 

air power component of the Army into its own service.  War planners would have 

included air power units within the plans as they were at that time, and the fact is 

that the air power component of the United States Army was not its own entity and 

remained within the organizational structure of the Army as one of the combatant 

arms throughout the time presently being investigated.  The important point to be 

made in this portion of the current discussion is that, while the aviation arm did 

separate from the Signal Corps to become an independent service and 

subsequently a combatant arm, the flying units were separate from the Air Service 

and the Air Corps for entirety of the interwar period.  It was that structure that the 

planners would have dealt with in their deliberations and documentation, and it is 

that organizational structure which will be discussed at this point. 

After the First World War, as Richard Overy notes, “No army disputed the 

fact that air power was an important part of its armoury. Dispute arose over how 

the part was to be used.”197  And for the American Army, the dispute arose 
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perhaps more so over where the part was to reside in the Army hierarchy.  Current 

United States Air Force doctrine teaches that “organization and command 

relationships—literally, who owns what, and who can do what with whom, and 

when—easily create the most friction within any operation.”198  This concept, 

which is applicable in today’s Air Force, was also quite evident in the interwar 

years as military and civilian leaders struggled with the question of how to best 

organize the air forces of the United States Army, considering the lesson learned 

during the Great War and the advent of new technologies in warfare.  This 

concern also affected planners as they were reviewing, updating, and creating the 

colour-coded war plans during the interwar years.  The proper air power 

organization was perhaps the most discussed and debated portion of the military 

in the twenty years between the two world wars and continues to dominate the 

historiography of American military aviation today. 

 

The Beginnings – Inception to 1900 

Military forces are designed to be organized, disciplined units working 

independently or in conjunction with other units with similar or complimentary 

characteristics to accomplish a given task, goal, or mission, whether that is 

capturing or occupying a portion of land, repulsing or overcoming an enemy, or 

securing peace through force or deterrence.  From the Middle Ages, armies have 

consisted of units of foot soldiers, cavalry, and archers or artillery working in 

unison to meet and overcoming the enemy.  The commanders of those armies 

would need to review the forces at hand or those that could be conscripted in 
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order to develop tactics and strategies to defeat an enemy.  Once deployed, the 

purpose of the army was to “disarm the enemy” through the “maximum exertion of 

strength.”199  One might argue that this tenet has held true for centuries, even into 

the highly technologic and asymmetric warfare one finds in the twenty-first 

century.  What has changed, to some extent, is the types of units available to 

commanders and planners, based on available technologies (archers, cannons, 

tanks, airplanes, etc.) and the overall structure of the military (leadership 

organizations, lines of communication, etc.). 

American military aviation was officially established only slightly before the 

introduction of the airplane.  Not until the last decade of the nineteenth century did 

the United States Army undertake an examination of air power in the Army.  Even 

then, the prospect of air power was one of experimentation and examination, not a 

portion of the fighting forces of the Army.  The idea that aircraft could be integrated 

into the organization of the United States Army was met with resistance in the 

form of ingrained paradigms of a small professional force bolstered in times of 

conflict by volunteers and conscripts with the main ideology of land warfare 

centred on the cornerstone doctrine of infantry units and tactics. 

From its inception, the United States Army was intentionally a very small, 

professional force bolstered in times of conflict by state and local militia.  This 

reflected the beliefs of the people and it newly formed government that a large 

standing army, like that of England or Spain, was an entity of which to beware.  

During the late 1700s and very early 1800s, there was virtually no standing army, 

in the modern sense, only militia consisting of landowners and village citizens.200  
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As the nation grew, so did the need for a more substantial and established military 

organization.  America, separated from potential enemy forces of Europe by the 

Atlantic Ocean, felt the need to strengthen and maintained a Navy.  Therefore, 

America kept its Army very small since the threat from potential invasion by 

European powers like Great Britain, Spain, or France might be best thwarted by a 

strong naval defence.  This is not to say America completely disregarded or 

neglected the Army. 

The Army slowly continued to grow, and so too did the need to better train 

the leaders and small cadre which would form the nucleus upon which the militias 

would build.  A formal structure for educating and training professional officers 

began to emerge, including the inception of the United States Military Academy at 

West Point in 1802.201  The academy would not only provide an education in 

engineering and similar sciences, but also in tactics and formations, which were, 

not coincidentally, very similar to those found in Europe, in part due to the 

prevalence of military attachés from both American and European militaries 

stationed within the others’ nations.202  Militaries around the world examined the 

tactics and organization of Napoleon’s army in Europe, and this was no less true 

for the American Army.  West Point cadets, as students of the United States 

Military Academy are called, studied the battles of Europe and were taught the key 

to victory lay in recreating situations in which an Austerlitz-style victory was 

possible, much like the Navy and its Mahanian battleship showdown mentality.203  

 
201 “West Point History - Home,” accessed November 4, 2018, 

https://www.usma.edu/wphistory/SitePages/Home.aspx. 
 
202 Amy E. Shell, “The Thayer method of instruction at the United States Military Academy: 

A Modest History and a Modern Personal Account”, Primus: Problems, Resources, and Issues in 
Mathematics Undergraduate Studies; Mar 2002; 12, 1, 29.  Also see Millett and Maslowski, For the 
Common Defense, 104. 

 
203 Millett and Maslowski, For the Common Defense, 134-135. 



87 
 

 
 

Even with more formal professional development and an expanded army, the 

organization of the fielded forces remained very much the same. 

Throughout the 1800s, most of the infantry, cavalry, and artillery units were 

militia from various states, not a centralized Army of the United States which was 

not established until after the First World War and continues to be in existence 

today.  This decentralized nature of the American military can be illustrated by the 

case of both the Union and Confederate armies during the American Civil War of 

1861 to 1865.  Leaders of divisions or higher were generally graduates of the 

United States Military Academy at West Point and professional soldiers, many 

veterans of the Mexican American War in the late 1840s.  The lower levels of the 

armies were militia from various states led by volunteers and composed of men 

who either volunteered or were conscripted from a specific geographical location.  

At the Battle of Gettysburg in July of 1863, for example, two graduates of West 

Point faced each other across the battlefield.  The Union’s Major General George 

Meade, an 1843 graduate of the United States Military Academy, led the Army of 

the Potomac against Confederate General Robert E. Lee, who graduated from 

West Point in 1829, and his Army of Northern Virginia.204  Within Meade’s forces 

was Colonel Joshua Chamberlain, a professor of rhetoric at Bowdoin College and 

future governor of Maine, who led the 20th Maine Regiment in repulsing attacks 

from one of Lee’s units, the 15th Alabama Regiment under the command of 

Colonel William C. Oates, a lawyer and future governor of Alabama, during the 
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engagement at Little Round Top.205  After the war, the small, professional force 

remained, and the states inactivated many of the regiments, once again following 

the philosophy set forth from the beginning that a large standing army was not 

preferable.  Instead, a small professional force could be ready to form the cadre 

for a build-up of militia in time of need. 

The first use of air power came during the American Civil War but was not 

an intentional decision based on the military leadership’s desires to introduce the 

latest technologies in flight to the battlefield.  Air power’s introduction to the 

battlefield was brought about by men, mostly civilian enthusiasts, looking to aid the 

armies in their struggle.  Both the Union and Confederate armies used captive 

balloons – ones tethered to a point near the battle lines – during the American 

Civil War as a way to observe and report enemy movement and to adjust artillery 

fire.  However, the balloons being used were not Army property; they were owned 

and operated by civilians.  No formal Army units were formed for aviation during 

the war.  It was not until the 1890s, under the leadership of Brigadier General 

Adolphus Greely, who was the Chief of the Signal Corps at that time, that balloons 

were made a formal part of the United States Army.206 

The mission for the smaller American Army after April 1865 was two-fold: 

policing and rebuilding the southern states while exploring and settling the western 

frontier, which included pacifying the Native American Indian nations.  There was 

little consideration for international security concerns at this point in time since the 

entirety of the nation’s borders reached from Canada in the north to Mexico and 
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from the Pacific coast to the Atlantic coast.  The organizational structure the Army 

established to meet that two-fold mission was based, in part, on the idea that the 

United States would face a threat to its security in only two ways – by European 

invaders who would need to cross vast oceans to reach the United States or by 

internal, rebellious forces such as Native American Indian uprisings or civil unrest.  

To cover the needs of the nation, based on this perspective, the Army divided its 

forces into geographic sections of the continental United States, called 

departments.  During the last years of the nineteenth century, as a result of 

territories gained during the Spanish-American War, the Army expanded its 

organization to include departments in the Philippines, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and 

Panama.207  Regiments were the next highest level of command within the 

departments.  At times, there may have been a district between the level of 

department and regiment; however, in most cases, a regiment commander would 

also be designated as the district commander, and no additional manpower was 

allocated to run the district.208  In essence, the regiment staff performed two 

missions—one for the district and the other for the regiment. 

  The creation in 1892 of the Balloon Section as part of the United States 

Army’s Signal Corps is the first instance of a continuous and intentional 

aeronautical unit in the United States Army.209  This section remained small, at 

times almost non-existent, throughout the rest of the nineteenth century expanding 

only slightly to include five balloons by 1900.210  By the turn of the century, the 
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Signal Corps, as the wardens of early air power (balloons up to this point in 

history), became more interested in the possibility of heavier-than-air flight.  Glider 

experiments of Sir George Caley, Otto Lilienthal, and Octave Chanute had piqued 

the interest of American Army leaders in the Signal Corps.  Soon they would seek 

out their own experiments in powered flight. 

As the twentieth century dawned, two portions of the Army organization 

became quite clear.  At the top was the Secretary of War and the Commanding 

General with their staffs, which included the arms, services, and bureaus such as 

the chiefs of artillery, infantry, and others.  Separate from these higher-level 

organizational entities were the fielded forces organized geographically into 

departments.  In practice, the upper level of the Army was a political organization 

where chiefs of the arms, services, and bureaus ran rough-shod over the 

Commanding General.  The disjointedness which was brought to front during 

operations in the Spanish-American war and the Philippines insurrection painfully 

illustrating the need for a clear line of command as well as less politically 

motivated leadership. 

 

Reforming the Army – 1900-1916 

The genesis within the United States Army of both main topics of this 

thesis, air power and war planning, occurred within first seventeen years of the 

twentieth century in a time of great reform.  Deliberate war planning was one of 

the concerns of the new Secretary of War, Elihu Root.  In his first annual report as 

the Secretary, he explained “That the real object of having an Army is to provide 
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for war.”211  He went on to explain that to be ready for war, officers needed to 

study potential “plans of action” and understand warfare.212   This study of warfare 

and planning would come from schools he established, such as the War College, 

and would soon be manifest in the pre-First World War colour-coded war plans.  

Not long after Root’s plans were articulated and began to come to fruition, the 

airplane became a reality as the Wright brothers completed the first controlled, 

powered flights in December of 1903 on the beaches of North Carolina in the 

United States.  By 1910, the Army was not only preparing for potential wars with 

deliberate war plans, but it was also in possession of its first airplanes.  These 

events did not happen without resistance and without consideration. 

The beginning of change within the United States Army structure, which 

helped with the emergence of war planning staffs, developed in order to address 

the concerns found in the upper levels of command and came mainly from the 

actions of Elihu Root.  Root was appointed as the Secretary of War in 1899 and 

began his crusade, of sorts, by building on his experience as a business lawyer.  

He researched the problem like he would have done for a client.  In that research, 

two sets of writing influenced his decision on creating the staff level of the Army.  

The first was the ideology espoused by Emory Upton, an Army officer who 

graduated from the Military Academy in 1861 and who had travelled to Europe and 

Asia to study their militaries—especially Prussia’s.213  Another great influence 
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came from Spenser Wilkinson’s The Brain of the Army.214  From 1900 to 1903 and 

based predominately on these two men’s works, Root drafted a series of 

proposals aimed at making the upper levels of the United States Army more 

efficient and less politically driven.  These proposals, referred to as the Root 

Reforms, eventually became legislation which attempted to clarify the upper 

echelons of command. 

One of the concerns the reforms attempted to address was the line of 

command.  The Commanding General was the title given to the senior general in 

the Army.  The person filling this role was the ranking general in the Army and was 

responsible with commanding the geographical departments.  Separate from his 

responsibilities was the fiscal management, which fell to the Secretary of War and 

the bureau chiefs.  Even with the lack of financial control, many, including Root, 

felt the position and command responsibility, especially given the person filling that 

role at the time, presented a false autonomy and left out or usurped the power of 

the Secretary of War and even the Commander in Chief—the President of the 

United States.215  Bureau chiefs saw the Commanding General as a nuisance, a 

figurehead of little use due to impending retirement of that person and their own 

strong political ties and influence.  With the Root Reforms, formally titled the 

General Staff Act, becoming law on 14 February 1903, the Commanding General 
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became the Chief of Staff of the Army with specific advisory duties reporting to the 

Secretary of War, clearing up the lines of command authority.216  The Chief of 

Staff would also need a more functional, less political, General Staff charged with 

planning and executing the Army’s mission. 

Following the model proposed in the mid-nineteenth century by Upton, Root 

created a General Staff organization, like that in place in the German military, with 

three divisions responsible for operations, procurement and finances, intelligence, 

and war planning.217  “A modern army, Mr. Root said, required intelligent planning 

for possible future military operations and effective executive control over current 

ones.”218  Due to the still strong political backing of the bureau chiefs, who would 

then become subordinate to the Chief of Staff, Root was not able to create a new 

General Staff in the manner he envisioned, referred to as the Grosser Generalstab 

or large General Staff.  His staff would be composed of three divisions with the 

first being administration, the second being military intelligence, and the third 

being planning.219  To provide for “intelligent panning,” Root incorporated the Army 

War College into the third division of the General Staff.  Having already been 

established with earlier reforms, Root issued General Order 155 on 27 November 

1901 which charged the War College with the responsibility to “advise the 
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President, devise plans [emphasis added], acquire information, and direct the 

intellectual exercise of the Army.”220 

The bureaus, arms, and services, designated as such depending on the 

status in the warfighting efforts, remained responsible for procurement, training, 

and doctrine in their respective branches but were now directly subordinate to the 

Chief of Staff.  However, due to the nature of their work and political sway held by 

the leaders of these organizations, these branches of the Army still maintained 

their independence in actions regardless of organizational guidance. 

When Root took office, officers were permanently assigned to the staff and 

occasionally detailed to the line.  This created a system of privilege where the staff 

officers became the aristocracy of the United States Army due to the nature of 

their work and close proximity to political and military leaders.  Because of the 

nature of the responsibilities given to these leaders, particularly with regard to 

procurement, the chiefs could steer the Army toward or away from technological or 

contractual arrangements.  One example of this is the slow adoption of a modern 

rifle in the Army.  Although smokeless cartridges and the rifles designed to fire 

such rounds were available as early as 1873, the Army did not provide these more 

modern weapons to line units until 1897 presumably due to a desire to maintain 

existing contracts or doctrinal methods.221  Root’s reforms attempted to break this 

tradition.  In his reform of the system of staff officers’ assignments, Root made it 

so that officers would be detailed to the various staff positions from the line units 

on a short-term basis, eliminating the political bureaucracy which had formed with 
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the homesteading of permanent staff officers.222  This new system would help 

eliminate the concern of “homesteading” in a politically advantageous assignment 

for one’s entire career.  However, it also meant that there may be a lack of stability 

within the arm or service.  This would manifest itself in one area where qualified 

pilots would become scarce as rotations would move airmen out of the Signal 

Corps and back to line positions like infantry or back to other services like the 

engineering corps. 

The technology for flight had expanded beyond balloons with the first 

heavier than air flight in December 1903.  Setting the stage for the introduction of 

the airplane to the Army inventory, on 1 August 1907, the Chief of the Signal 

Corps created the Aeronautical Division designed to take “charge of all matters 

pertaining to military ballooning, air machines, and all kindred subjects.”223  This 

step was progressive since there was a distinct disdain for the airplane in the 

United States Army up to that point. 

Even though the Wright brothers had been perfecting flight in a heavier-

than-air vehicle for almost four years, the United States Army had still not 

considered purchasing an airplane.  The sting of losing $50,000 due to Samuel 

Langley’s failure to produce a viable flying machine was still painful.224  However, 

by 1908, the performances of the airplane, along with some political influence, had 

convinced the Army to purchase one of the Wright brothers’ airplanes, adding it to 
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the inventory of the Aeronautical Division of the Signal Corps.  Over the next five 

years, more airplanes were purchased from not only the Wrights, but also from 

Glen Curtiss and Starling Burgess.  Along the way, schools were established, first 

at College Park, Maryland, then Augusta, Georgia and Texas City, Texas.  Upon 

arriving at Texas City, near Galveston, on 2 March 1913, the Signal Corps aviation 

element became the first operational unit for airplanes and was designated as the 

1st Aero Squadron in a General Order issued later that same year.225  This 

squadron, still under the direct supervision of the Signal Corps, carried out 

missions, though arguably poorly, during the Punitive Expedition led by General 

Pershing as was illustrated in the previous chapter. 

As the 1st Aero Squadron was being formed, discussions began within 

America’s legislative body concerning the place air power would take within the 

Army organization.  A bill was presented in the House of Representatives 

proposing to move aviation away from the Signal Corps and into its own corps.  

Over the next year, a series of bills were presented, each stepping a bit closer to 

the final product which was passed in Congress on 18 July 1914 establishing the 

Aviation Section of the Signal Corps.226  By the time America entered the First 

World War in 1917, the Aviation Section consisted of not only the 1st Aero 

Squadron, but also the Aeronautical Division, the 2nd Aero Squadron stationed in 

the Philippines, the 3rd Aero Squadron in San Antonio, Texas, and the 6th and 7th 

Aero Squadrons forming in Honolulu and Panama, respectively.227  These 

squadrons, although marginally described as operational, still reported to the 

 
225 Hennessy, Army Air Arm, 74–76. 
 
226 Ibid., 108-110. 
 
227 Ibid., 156 and 192. 



97 
 

 
 

Signal Corps.  Air power had not yet reached a level of maturity of utility or 

reliability to be included in the line forces. 

The units below the upper echelon of bureaus and general staff functions, 

called fielded forces, include those units whose mission was to conduct combat or 

directly support that combat mission.  The difficulty with the United States Army 

organization at this level is the distinction of wartime units from peacetime units.  

The highest level of peacetime unit prior to 1920 were the geographical 

departments.  The departments, created in the years after the American Civil War, 

still existed in the early 1900s much as they had in the mid-1800s.  These 

departments would be responsible for all units, Regular Army or Reserve, within 

the geographical boundaries set by the Chief of Staff of the Army.  Within the 

departments, regiments were the next primary levels of organization.  The idea of 

corps, brigades, or divisions, an intermediate level between the department and 

regiment, had been provisionally established during periods of previous conflicts 

like the Spanish-American War, but those quickly dissolved once hostilities ceased 

and peace reasserted itself on the nation’s military.  Early in the 1900s, the Army 

planned to create the First Field Army with three divisions of regular and National 

Guard forces.  While that plan fell short, the United States Army did establish a 

division, called the Maneuver Division, stationed in the San Antonio region of 

Texas and consisting of only Regular Army units, in response to unrest in Mexico.  

It was not as successful a venture as hoped and was disbanded in 1911.228  In 

1913, Secretary of War William Stimson, following the recommendations of the 

report of an investigative committee he had convened, reorganized the Army into 

six departments still based on geographical responsibilities, two of these 
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departments being responsible for overseas territories, along with three coastal 

artillery commands.  He also created a plan for the mobilization of the Regular 

Army, which included infantry divisions and cavalry brigades.229 

On 3 July 1916, the Congress of the United States passed an act 

commonly acknowledged as the first National Defense Act.230  The act set out a 

formal organization for the modern United States Army and specified that each 

army corps would “consist of a headquarters, two or more Infantry divisions, one 

or more Cavalry brigades or a Cavalry division, one Field Artillery brigade, one 

telegraph battalion, and one field signal battalion, and such ammunition, supply, 

engineer, and sanitary trains as the President may deem necessary.”231 

Citizen soldiers have always been a part of the potential manpower pool for 

the Army in times of war.  The 1916 National Defense Act formalized the 

organization of the Reserve and National Guard components of the Army and the 

manpower for each.  The militia within each state in the union would now be 

designated as the National Guard, a specified level of units would be maintained 

based on the state’s representation in Congress, and those units could be used 

within the state in times of peace by the state governor.  These units would be 

made available to the United States Army in time of war and would be organized 

to mirror the Regular Army.  Two additional reserve components were established 

that were not a part of a militia.  The Officers’ Reserve Corps, as the title suggests, 

would contain any commissioned officer ready to serve in the Regular Army but 
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being held in readiness without any commitment for duty until needed.  Similarly, 

an enlisted component was established and called the Regular Army Reserve.232 

At the upper levels of command, the 1916 act reiterated the structure of the 

General Staff and the arms and services as set out by the Root reform regulations 

and the acts associated with those reforms.  The General Staff would continue to 

include the War College, and the duties assigned would remain “the study of 

military problems, the preparation of plans for the national defense and the 

utilization of the military forces in time of war, in investigating and reporting upon 

the efficiency and state of preparedness of such forces for service in peace or 

war….”233  With this reaffirmation, the colour-coded war plans would continue to 

be reviewed or produced by the General Staff, but more particularly by the Army 

War College.  It also reasserted that the air component of the United States Army 

would be contained within the Signal Corps.  The state of the air power unit did not 

yet warrant a move as was made clear earlier in this same year, nor was it sought 

at this time.234 

Organizational changes, especially those made within large governmental 

structures such as the United States Army, take time.  Thus, these changes had 

not quite taken shape when the United States finally joined the war in Europe that 

had been raging since 1914. 
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Trials of War and of Peace – 1917-1919 

Perhaps nothing helps to quicken the pace of change like that of the 

necessity of war.  This was certainly true concerning the changes to the United 

States Army organization after its brief experience in the Great War.  As America 

prepared to deploy forces to the European continent, they tried to conform to the 

planned wartime structure of the Army.  Pulled together from regular, reserve, and 

national guard units, the American Expeditionary Force (AEF) arrived in Europe 

led by General John Pershing.  Pershing, formerly the commander of the Southern 

Department and leader of the Punitive Expedition against the Mexican renegade 

Poncho Villa, assumed control of all United States Army forces deployed to 

Europe and created an organization mirroring that of the state-side Army with a 

command structure similar to the general staff in Washington D.C. with field 

armies, corps, divisions, regiments, and so on.  After a few months, however, he 

began to adjust his command organization so that his staff was rearranged for 

more effective command and control of units throughout the theatre of operations.  

Pershing’s changes were supported by the Chief of Staff, General Peyton Marsh, 

and were reflected by the changes March made to the General Staff in 

Washington.235 

One of the deviations made in Pershing’s Headquarters Staff was to create 

an Air Service within his headquarters, separate from the Signal Corps unit.  In 

February of 1918, the AEF Air Service fell under the Commanding General, 

Services of Supply, but soon after became a separate service with its own chief 
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equal on his staff to the Chiefs of Artillery, Infantry, and Cavalry.236  In addition, at 

the level of command below the headquarters, the fielded army, an air officer was 

assigned to the commander to assist in any air matters.  For example, General 

William Mitchell served as the Chief of Air Service for the First Army while Thomas 

Millings served in the same role for Second Army.237  Air units were assigned to 

the fielded armies and detached to the division commanders as needed for the 

campaign or mission.  As the longest serving unit with the most robust set of 

missions, the First Army commanded more Air Service units including the 1st, 2nd, 

and 3rd Pursuit Groups, along with the 1st Day Bombardment Group.238  Each 

group consisted of two or more squadrons of airplanes.  Although in its infancy, air 

power was at this point in its existence commanded by airmen and included 

diverse units for specific missions, all under the overall control of the AEF 

commander.  A very short time after the American forces were organized into a 

cohesive unit in Europe, a mere six months after the first American aviation units 

began combat operations, the war ended.  However, the discussion on 

organization and how air power fit into the United States Army now began in 

earnest. 

 

The National Defense Act of 1920 

As the peace arrangements were being made in Versailles and forces were 

returning home, the United States Congress and the American Army began to 
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take stock of how the Army was organized and how the lessons of war should 

affect that organizational structure.  In 1919, Congress held a series of hearings 

aimed at establishing the most effective and efficient organization for the United 

States Army.  From 31 October to 5 November of that year, General Pershing 

testified before the Committees on Military Affairs.  In his opening statement, 

Pershing stated that, 

As a military policy we should have, first, a permanent Military 
Establishment large enough to provide against sudden attack; second, a 
small force sufficient for expeditionary purposes to meet our international 
obligations, particularly on the American continent; third, such force as may 
be necessary to meet our internal requirements; fourth, a trained citizen 
reserve organized to meet the emergency of war.239 

 
In an effort to clearly define the new structure, Congress and Pershing discussed 

the merits of each branch along with the budgets, assignments, and promotions.  

The result of the Congressional hearings was the passing of the 1920 amendment 

to the National Defense Act of 1916 —referred to as the National Defense Act of 

1920.  This act, along with the issuance of War Department General Order #50, 

created the structure of the United States Army which would carry out the mission 

of the Army in the interwar years.240  In place of the six departments within the 

continental United States, nine corps areas were created.  Each area, determined 

by population, “was responsible for organizing two corps consisting of three 

infantry divisions and a standard number of corps troops” along with “various other 

field army, General Headquarters Reserve, Zone of the Interior (later designated 

as Corps Area Service Command), and Communications Zone units.”241  The 
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overseas departments were to remain departments with a standardized structure 

which included an infantry division with other units for protection in peacetime.242  

These departments were generally responsible for the area in which they were 

stations.  For example, the Panama Department was responsible for the area of 

the Panama Canal Zone.  While this may sound self-explanatory, the Philippine 

Department, it should be noted, was responsible for not only the islands of the 

Philippines, but it was also responsible for the United States Army Forces in 

China. 

The act of 1920, in addition to setting the organization of the Army, 

formalized the reserve forces of the United States Army.  As Pershing mentioned 

in the fourth point in his opening statements, he felt it important to establish “a 

trained citizen reserve organized to meet the emergency of war.”243  To that end, 

the act organized within the Army three components: the Regular Army, the 

Organized Reserve, and the National Guard.  These three components are very 

familiar to anyone acquainted with the current American national defence structure 

in that the United States Army and Air Force still mirror this arrangement today.  

With the establishment of these three components of the Army, the overarching 

organisation of the United States Army was settled, to include an air component 

within the Army, until the next substantial rearrangement with the passing of the 

National Security Act of 1947.  That act reworked the entire defence structure 

creating a Department of Defense and a new military service, the United States Air 

Force. 
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Along with clarifying the reserve components and the combat unit structure 

of the United States Army, the National Defense Act of 1920 restructured the 

General Staff.  By this time, the Army War College was reactivated and renamed 

as the General Staff College.  However, it was no longer a part of the General 

Staff being relieved of the duties of that staff and assigned strictly an educational 

role within the Army with the graduates of the college becoming eligible for duties 

on the General Staff.  The newly restructured General Staff, no longer containing 

the Army War College, would consist of four assistants to the Chief of Staff of the 

Army.  The division of duties among the four assistants and the creation of a War 

Plans Division became clarified with War Department General Order No. 41, 

issued by General Pershing on 16 August 1921.  In his order, the four assistant 

chiefs would be responsible for the functions of personnel, intelligence, training, 

and supply and would be designated as G-1 through G-4, respectively.  General 

Pershing’s order also created the War Plans Division as a fifth entity responsible 

for dealing directly with strategic or war planning.244  The General Staff, thus 

formed, would be the staff to plan and organize the Army for war and peace.  A 

similar structure was implemented in the corps areas and would be repeated in the 

wartime organizations – the deployed general headquarters, fielded armies, and 

corps – as in the First World War. 

The overarching structure of the Army, as illustrated in Figure 1, remained 

fairly constant with the 1920 Defense Act, excepting the earlier mentioned 

redesignation of geographical departments within the continental United States as 
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Corps Areas and the restructuring of the General Staff.  The Chief of Staff led the 

General Staff and the arms, services and bureaus.  However, those entities were 

not in the lines of command between the Chief of Staff and the corps areas and 

departments.  Those staff agencies would be advisors or providers for the various 

units in terms of training and procurements, but not in command of the combat 

forces. 

 
Figure 1. Organization Chart, United States Army – 1920 

 
 

One of the most dramatic changes enacted by this legislation, however, 

effected air power and came in Section 13a. with the words “There is hereby 

created an Air Service.”245  While the 1920 act did not create a separate air 

service equal to the Army and Navy as some proponents of air power, like General 

William Mitchell, would have wished, it did allow air power to become more 

prominent.  Air power was no longer a portion of an organization designed for 

communications, that being the Signal Corps; it had become its own branch.  

Moreover, the new Air Service was designated by this act of Congress as one of 

“the combatant arms or the line of the Army.”246  Now equal in status to the other 
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arms such as the infantry or cavalry, the Air Services was charged with creating 

doctrine, providing training, and procuring supplies and equipment for Army 

aviation and would be under the direct supervision of the Army Chief of Staff. 

During his testimony before Congress in 1919, General Pershing provided 

his perspective on a number of topics concerning Army reorganization, which 

included the importance of air power and the place it should take in the United 

States Army.  General Pershing, as has been discussed, was quite familiar with 

the evolution of airplanes in warfare since he was the leader of the Punitive 

Expedition and the commander of all American forces in World War I.  He began 

by recognizing the potential of air power and the need to maintain a semblance of 

parity with the European powers.  “The [Air] Service is recognized by England, 

France, and Italy as possessing great possibilities, and it seems to me that 

America should not lag in encouraging aviation….”247  Additionally, “the 

appropriations for commercial, naval, and military aviation might well be included 

under one head….”248  While this might sound like a recommendation for a 

separate service, it was not.  What he proposed was a single source of funding 

and procurement while the actual combat forces remained in the hands of the 

Army and Navy.  After more questioning by the members of the committee 

concerning his views on air power and his perspective on the views of others like 

the Royal Air Force’s Hugh Trenchard on air power, Pershing stated that, although 

the airplane at that time had a lot of potential as a weapon of war, “in preparation 

for war aviation is not an independent arm and cannot be for a long time to come, 
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if ever.”249  His statement, while aiding in the creation of a combatant arm, enabled 

the decision to keep the air power within the control of the Army’s combatant 

commanders. 

The creation of the Air Service affected the placement of the actual flying 

units, the groups or squadrons.  Those units would no longer be a part of the 

Signal Corps, nor would they be within the direct command of the Air Service.  

Instead, they would now be under the command of the corps area commanders.  

So, while the act stated, in line with the wishes of the flyers, that “Flying units shall 

in all cases be commanded by flying officers,” in practice the flying units’ 

commanders would be responsible to a corps area commander, who was in all 

cases not an airman.250  This separation of flying units from the Air Service, and 

later the Air Corps, would stir up a series of debates over the next five years 

concerning the best placement of air units along with the continued theme brought 

forward by air power proponents concerning an independent air force.  Those 

debates would take the form of a host of military and Congressional committees 

and thousands of man-hours of discussions, starting with the 1919 Congressional 

hearings that were the basis for the Army reorganization and the National Defense 

Act of 1920. 

 

Air Service to Air Corps – 1920 to 1926 

In March of 1923, the Secretary of War, John Weeks, directed Major 

General William Lassiter, then the Assistant Chief of Staff, Operations and 

Training Division (G-3), to lead a board to consider “all aspects [of] a plan of war 
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organization for the Air Service.”251  Part of the inquiry included reviewing a report 

recommending a war and peace organization for the Air Service created by the 

Chief of the Air Service, General Mason Patrick.  By the time of the Lassiter 

Board, as it became known, the role of air power had evolved into two categories: 

Air Service and Air Force.  The Air Forces were those aviation forces a combat 

commander might use in conjunction with or independently from the ground 

forces, such as bombardment and pursuit aviation.  Air Service aviation, 

conversely, were those units which would provide direct support for the ground 

forces, such as attack and observation.  The latter could be confusing for the 

researcher as she or he reads reports and tries to determine if the author of the 

report was referring to Air Service as the organizational entity, that is to say the 

Army Air Service, or to the capacity, the air power providing direct support.  The 

Lassiter committee provided a passage illustrating the multiple uses of the term 

when it stated, “The committee discussed at great length the future development 

of the Air Service, an aircraft production program, a program for meeting 

mobilization requirements and the tactical organization of the Air Force and Air 

Service both for peace and for war.”(emphasis added)252  To that end, the 

committee recommended a tactical organization where “Observation Air Service 

[here referring to the capability not the organization] should be an integral part of 

divisions, corps and armies….”253  The Air Force components were to be 

apportioned in two places.  The first was that attack and a portion of pursuit 

 
251 William Lassiter, Report of a Committee of Officers Appointed by Secretary of War, 

March 17, 1923 (Washington, D.C.: War Department, March 22, 1923), Air Force Historical 
Research Agency (AFHRA), Maxwell AFB, AL., 1. 

 
252 Ibid., 3. 
 
253 Ibid., 4. 



109 
 

 
 

aviation would be a part of each Field Army, while the rest of the allotted pursuit 

aviation, all bombardment, and airships, along with the reserves of the Air Force 

and Air Service aviation would be placed under the General Headquarters.  The 

Air Service, that is to say the unit consisting of the Chief of the Air Service and his 

staff, was separated from these Service and Force units.254 

Two years after the Lassiter Board completed its study, two more groups 

once again investigated air power.  In November 1925, with the court-martial of 

William Mitchell, the most outspoken advocate for an air power organization 

independent of the United States Army, foremost in the news, the President’s 

Aircraft Board, also known as the Morrow Board, released its recommendations.  

While some asked whether the trial may or may not have influenced the board, the 

evidence stemming from the recommendations of the board indicates that there 

was no influence.  On the question of whether an air force should be formed 

independent of the Army or Navy, the board did not favour such actions.255  

However, there were some decisions which would modify the organization.  First, 

the board recognized the concern with nomenclatures mentioned earlier.  To avoid 

confusion concerning the use of the noun Air Service when referring to either the 

service or the capability of air power, the committee recommended changing the 

name of the Air Service to the Air Corps.  They also recommended the creation of 

an Assistant Secretary of War for Aviation along with more representation on the 

General Staff.256   
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A month later, the Select Committee of Inquiry into Operations of the Air 

Service, a committee convened at the request of the United States House of 

Representative, headed by Florian Lampert, and tasked with investigating a wide 

range of subjects concerning the Army Air Service, recommended, among many 

other things, to establish a single entity for the procurement of aviation for the 

Army and the Navy, echoing the words of General Pershing six years earlier.  In 

regard to the highest level of the Army, the General Staff, where aviation was not 

yet represented, the Lampert Committee, as it is commonly called, recommended 

“that the Air Services of both the Army and the Navy at once be adequately 

represented on the General Staff of the Army and the General Board of the Navy 

by members who will firmly support the full and complete use of aviation for the 

defence of the country.”257  The recommendations of these two boards 

precipitated one of the most well-known acts to affect the United States Army’s air 

arm, the Army Air Corps Act of 1926. 

The Air Corps Act of 1926 enacted most of the recommendations of the 

Morrow and Lampert Boards.  The act not only changed the name of the Air 

Service to the Air Corps, but it also expanded the representation of airmen into the 

General Staff, creating “in each of the divisions of the War Department General 

Staff an air section to be headed by an officer of the Air Corps…".258  This is 

particularly important to how air power was represented in war plans given the 

War Plans Division would from that point on have an Air Corps officer on the team.  

The act also created in the War Department, an Assistant Secretary of War 
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responsible for air power.259  These changes aided the prominence of air power 

within the existing structure; however, air power units were still allotted to the 

Corps Area commanders and not in direct command of the Chief of the Air Corps.  

The act repeated the statement that all flying units would be commanded by an 

airman.260  However, that still meant just as it stated, flying units.  The 

headquarters units could be under the command of another officer, so the flying 

units remained within the command structure of the corps area in peace and the 

fielded army or deployed commanding general in war, just as it had in the First 

World War.  This was to remain the situation for almost a decade longer. 

 

Planned Wartime Organizations – Armies and Corps 

As it does today, the Army of the interwar years planned to use existing 

combat units – divisions, regiments, air power groups and squadrons, and other 

similar units – to deploy to an area of conflict; however, the levels of command 

designed to act as a theatre command existed only as a plan for much of the 

interwar period.  This wartime-only organizational scheme followed very closely 

the expeditionary forces scheme created by Pershing for deployment to and 

employment in Europe in 1917.  In Pershing’s structural plans, as discussed 

earlier, he mirrored many of the levels in the peacetime Army with a few 

exceptions.  He created a General Headquarters, AEF with a general staff for 

overarching command and control of all American Expeditionary Forces in Europe.  

Below this he established Field Armies.  The number grew as American troops 

arrived in Europe, eventually reaching three armies.  Within these three armies 
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were nine corps.261  An air power staff existed within his General Headquarters, 

and air power units – groups and squadrons – were directly subordinate to the 

armies instead of the corps.  Below the corps were the remaining levels of 

combatant commands such as divisions, regiments, and such. 

Between the wars, this arrangement continued with some changes.  

Immediately following the conclusion of the First World War, the leaders in the 

United States Army created a plan for six armies to be ready to face any conflicts 

within which the United States may be entangled.  These armies would be based 

on the existing geographical arrangement of the newly formed corps areas.  Three 

armies would be formed with regular army and national guard forces and three 

formed of reserve units; both drawn from the three corps areas within the army 

area designated.  For example, the Third Army would be formed from regular army 

and national guard forces of the VII, VIII, and XI Corps Areas.  Similarly, the Sixth 

Army would draw from the same corps areas but draw together the Organized 

Reserve forces.262 

In 1931, General Douglas Macarthur, then Chief of Staff of the Army, felt 

the paper-only forces would create problems if there were a need to activate them 

since both the headquarters and the combatant forces would be concentrating for 

deployment and the headquarters would not yet have been established.  Instead, 

he proposed a four-army plan.  In this arrangement, the headquarters units of 

each army would already exist because the senior officer among the grouped 

corps areas would be the designated army commander.  For example, the Third 

Army, now formed with the Fourth and Eighth Corps Areas, was to be commanded 
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by Major General Edwing B. Winans, the Eighth Corps Area Commander.  He was 

given additional personnel who would be responsible for army activities, not corps 

area responsibilities.263 

It was proposed that each army would contain at least three corps.  Bear in 

mind that these corps units were different than the corps areas.  The corps areas 

would remain intact during a conflict to provide forces for the deployed theatre 

commander.  The theatre commander would then have, under the army or armies 

depending on the size of the force needed, a corps that would be formed upon 

deployment based on the mission to be completed in the theatre of operations.  

Unlike the higher-level armies, the corps were never activated in the interwar 

period except for short periods time for the purpose of exercises.264 

At this point a distinction must be made concerning the command-level 

units discussed thus far in this chapter.  From a war planning perspective, every 

portion of the United States Army organization would have instructions concerning 

a proposed conflict based on the colour-coded war plan and any pertinent 

annexes.  In fact, as will be discussed in the third chapter, each of these levels 

played a part in creating the annexes or plans for the portion of the plan 

concerning to that level of command.  However, where it concerns air power units, 

one must consider there were two discrete lines of communication for air power 

units when it comes to these staff units.  First, the Air Corps was responsible for 

training, equipping, and providing personnel support for flying units.  That is to say, 

the Air Corps was tasked with developing doctrine and providing training on 

technical matters, purchasing and supplying airplanes after research and 
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development efforts had been completed in the Air Corps structure, and would be 

involved in assignment, promotion, and pay concerns for the personnel assigned 

as Air Corps officers and enlisted members.  However, the Air Corps did not 

command any aviation units directly.  Instead, the corps area commanders, the 

overseas department commanders, and division commanders provided direct 

command and control for flying units.  It was these commanders who would also 

provide those forces to combatant commanders who would, in turn, “own” those 

units and employ them in accordance with the policies and doctrine provided to 

each, as described previously.  This arrangement was true up to the time when a 

new unit was introduced into the structure in 1935. 

 

General Headquarters Air Force – 1935-1939 

In 1933, the War Department was scrutinizing the Air Corps and its 

organization.  Benjamin Foulois had become the Chief of the Air Corps in late 

1931 and, being a staunch supporter of a separate air force, set about trying to 

make that happen.  He testified before Congress in 1932 about air power 

organization based on bills under review at that time concerning reorganizing the 

national defence organization, both Army and Navy.  As a result of that testimony 

and the interest in a separate air force being rekindled by the new chief, the War 

Department formed a group of Army officers to once again review the merits of the 

air power organization.  Named for its chairman, General Hugh Drum, the board 

recommended not making the air arm a separate organization from the Army.  In 

its report of 1933, though, the Drum Board did recommend consolidating the 

fighting units into a single organization ready for employment in case one of the 
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war plans was needed to be activated.265  This idea was the initial press for what 

would become the General Headquarters Air Force (GHQAF). 

One of the last boards to convene to consider the organizational structure 

of the Air Corps in the United States Army during the interwar years was the War 

Department Special Committee on Army Air Corps.  Formed in April of 1934 at the 

request of the Secretary of War, this board reviewed and made recommendations 

concerning the operations of the Army Air Corps.266  The chairman of the board, 

Newton Baker, was not new to the discussion.  As the Secretary of War from 1921 

to 1925, Baker had been in the midst of the arguments concerning an independent 

air force from almost its beginning.  The Special Committee, more commonly 

called the Baker Board, reflected in its final report a desire to keep the Air Corps 

as it existed but create an organization that would be able to command the air 

power units in war and peace.  That entity would be the GHQAF, and it would be 

the first time that air power was not under a corps area commander, though it was 

still separate from the Air Corps. 

As a part of its argument for the new structure for commanding air power 

units, the board explicated in its report how air power was allocated throughout the 

Army structure in 1934 while clearly stating their objections to an air force 

independent of the United States Army.  By moving the air power units away from 

the Army, the board worriedly expressed, the corps and field army commanders 

would not have the air support for their tactical operations and plans.  In short, the 

creation of a separate organization for air power outside of the Army would 

destroy the lines of command and restrict the field commander’s use of all Army 

 
265 Maurer, Aviation in the U.S. Army, 296. 
 
266 Newton Baker, Final Report of War Department Special Committee on Army Air Corps 

(Washington, D.C.: War Department, July 18, 1934), 1. 



116 
 

 
 

assets. 267  After all, they were commanding all cavalry, infantry, artillery, and other 

combatant arms in their corps areas, why not aviation?  The board also 

recommended removing the position of Assistant Secretary of War for Air, allowing 

the chain of command to return to a clearer line where the Chief of the Air Corps 

reported to the Chief of Staff of the Army like the other chiefs of the arms – 

infantry, cavalry, etc.   

The Baker Board concurred with the recommendation of the Drum Board to 

reorganizing the tactical air forces, those previously referred to as air force 

aviation, under a central command entity called the GHQAF.  This headquarters 

would contain: 

all air combat units and auxiliaries thereto organized and trained as a 
homogenous unit, capable of operating in close cooperation with ground 
forces or independent thereof, and coming under the direct control of the 
Commander in Chief in war [the theatre commander] and the Chief of Staff 
in peace.268 

The force formerly referred to as air service aviation – mainly observation aviation 

units – would remain under the purview of the corps commanders.  Also, any 

aircraft units within the overseas departments, in the Philippines Department for 

example, would remain under the authority of the department commander.269  

What the GHQAF would not do was procure aircraft and supplies, provide training 

other than local exercises or manoeuvres, or develop war planning or doctrinal 

materials.  That would be left for the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps (OCAC).  

This proposal seemed a step closer to an independent air force within the Army, 

but it would come with challenges. 
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In 1935, the Army began to implement the proposal of the Drum and Baker 

Boards to create the GHQAF; however, as with many large military 

reorganizations, this restructuring took time to implement, and as late as August 

1936, details were still being worked out.  In his letter to commanders across the 

United States Army, General Frank Burnett, the acting Adjutant General, outlined 

the specific units being transferred to the GHQAF and those being retained by the 

OCAC or the other commanders.  With the exception of observation aviation units, 

all combat aviation units were transferred to the GHQAF.270  With the creation of 

the GHQAF, an independent air force appears to come together; however, now 

there were not just the two separate entities of United States Army aviation, the 

corps area aviation units and the Air Corps, but one that was a combat command 

unit, the GHQAF, responsible for fielding combat aviation units from wings to 

squadrons; a General Staff unit, the Air Corps, responsible for managing the 

training, doctrine, and equipping of those combat units within the GHQAF; and the 

corps area aviation not within the GHQAF.  This still disjointed organizational 

structure would not change until the Army once again reorganized its air arm in the 

1940s creating the Army Air Forces, responsible for overarching coordination of 

the OCAC and the GHQAF.  This final change was made not only to clarify 

command but also due to another war looming on the horizon and the explicit 

need for an air force to face the threat in the most effective way possible. 271 

Although all the aforementioned organizational structures and changes 

influenced the shape of war plans, none of these with the exception of the creation 
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of the GHQAF affected the flying units.  Prior to the First World War, there were 

very few aviation units in the United States Army, and all of those were directly 

subordinate to the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps.272  According to Juliette 

Hennessy, an official historian for the United States Air Force, the Aviation Section 

in February of 1917 had only two fully formed squadrons – one in Columbus, New 

Mexico and another in the Philippines – with another three squadrons being 

formed – one in San Antonio, a second in Honolulu, and a third in Panama.273  

None of these squadrons was equipped with combat aircraft.  It was not long 

before the fires of war changed not only the size of the force, but also changed 

where the forces were located within the Army structure. 

In addition to creating the Air Service, the National Defense Act of 1920 and 

subsequent regulations concerning the reorganization of the United States Army 

removed the flying units from the Aviation Section and allotted them to the corps 

areas, as mentioned earlier, within which the individual flying unit was 

geographically located.  The unit located in Columbus, New Mexico, for example, 

became a part of and under the command of the Eighth Corps Area which 

commanded units in five states including Texas and New Mexico.  At the same 

time, aviation units were being disbanded in Europe and new units were being 

created in the United States, sometimes with the same unit designation causing a 

great deal of confusion for the researcher when trying to trace a unit’s lineage.  It 

can become especially puzzling when one adds in the National Guard units since 

states did not need to follow the unit designation protocols of the regular Army at 

first, thus two units of the same designation may have been established in two 
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different states.  As the interwar period progressed, these designation protocols 

for air power units were ironed out and a clearer order of battle was established 

throughout the entire Army air component.  After untangling the web of units and 

names, what was available to planners becomes clearer.  

 

Wings 

The highest level of aviation unit in the United States Army which was able 

to be deployed and found in war plans was the wing.  The wing was a 

headquarters unit which did not have any aircraft directly within the unit; the 

aircraft being operated in the flying units, the squadrons.  During peacetime, the 

wing would be a command unit for two or more groups, and those groups did not 

necessarily need to have the same mission types, nor were they necessarily 

located on the same base or within the same corps area as the flying units it 

commanded.  This could cause some confusion when mobilization would 

commence as two corps areas could be deploying forces to the theatre of 

operations that would be commanded within the continental United States by a 

single wing.  Such would be the case of the 2nd Bombardment Wing as configured 

in 1929.  Under that wing were two groups, one located at Rockwell Field in 

California (part of the IX Corps Area) and another in Fort Worth, Texas (part of the 

VIII Corps Area).  In addition to the geographical disconnection, the naming of a 

wing for an overarching mission, such as a bombardment wing, did not necessarily 

correlate to the missions of subordinate units.  At the beginning of the 1920s, the 

designations of wings were generic – the 1st Wing, 2nd Wing, etc.  In 1929, 

however, wings gained a mission-oriented name; however, by 1935 the 

nomenclature returned to a generic wing designation.  An example of this can be 
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seen with the 1st Wing of 1921 becoming the 1st Bombardment Wing in 1929 and 

then reverted back to the 1st Wing in 1935.274 

Another concern when tracing the organizations available for deployment 

within colour-coded war plans was the activation or inactivation of units. When a 

unit is inactive, especially when considering higher headquarters units such as a 

wing, the personnel are removed from the unit, but the unit designation was 

“maintained on the rolls of the army in an inactive status…”.275  What one finds is 

that subordinate groups would be assigned to a wing, but that wing only existed as 

an inactive unit.  It was not until the early 1930s that one will find a more robust 

wing structure within the aviation arm of the United States Army. 

In 1921, one year after the implementation of the National Defense Act, 

there were two wings within the United States Army.  The 2nd Wing was 

inactivated during that year leaving only one wing available to planners, and that 

was the 1st Wing with its headquarters located at Kelly Field, Texas.276  Within that 

wing existed three groups, the 1st Pursuit Group, the 2nd Bombardment Group, and 

the 1st Army Surveillance Group, which was designated as the 3rd Attack Group 

during 1921.277  The 1st Wing, though, was a deployable unit and available to be 

tasked in the colour-coded war plans beginning in 1921. 

With the enactment of the Air Corps Act of 1926, the United States 

Congress called for an expansion program to be carried out over five years from 

the passing of the act.278  The results of that program were a visible increase in 
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organizations available to planners; however, many of the wing units would be 

inactive until after the five-year program had expired.  This is evident as one 

examines the organization in 1929, four years into the five-year program.  At that 

point in time, there were five wings in the United States Army.  The 1st Wing was 

redesignated as the 1st Bombardment Wing but had been deactivated in 1924.279  

The 2nd Wing, which had been reactivated in 1922, became the 2nd Bombardment 

Wing with the 2nd Bombardment Group and 8th Pursuit Group under its 

command.280  The 3rd Wing, created in 1923, was inactive but was assigned the 

3rd Attack Group and 16th Pursuit Group within its structure.281  The Composite 

Groups at Hawaii and Panama were joined by another group at each location 

allowing the department to then maintain a wing at each location.   In Hawaii, the 

5th Composite Group and the 18th Pursuit Group now formed the 18th Composite 

Wing while in Panama the 6th Composite Group, the 16th Pursuit Group, and the 

20th Pursuit Group made up the 19th Composite Wing.282  It should be noted that 

each wing consisted of at least one pursuit group.  This would be consistent with 

the doctrine of the time that air power was important considering its first and 

primary mission was, according to espoused theories and Army air power 

doctrine, to create air supremacy over and around the battlefield. 

The last restructuring before the Second World War, the creation of the 

GHQAF in 1935, revealed a clearer growth in the organizational structure of air 

power available to planners with more active wing organizations.  At that time, the 
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280 Clay, Order of Battle, 3:1243, and Maurer, Air Force Combat Units, 375. 
 
281 Clay, Order of Battle, 3:1244. 
 
282 Ibid., 3:1254-1255. 
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Army still had the same five wings it had in 1929.  However, the wings had many 

more groups assigned to them.  The 1st Bombardment Wing was now active and 

redesignated as the 1st Wing once again and had under its purview the 7th 

Bombardment Group, the 17th Attack Group, the 19th Bombardment Group and 

two observation squadrons for long-range (strategic) reconnaissance.283  The 2nd 

Bombardment Wing, now 2nd Wing, had the 1st Pursuit Group, the 2nd 

Bombardment Group, the 8th Pursuit Group, and the 9th Bombardment Group.284  

The 3rd Attack Wing, now 3rd Wing, contained the 3rd Attack Group and the 20th 

Pursuit Group.285  The 18th Composite Wing in Hawaii was composed of the 5th 

Composite Group and 18th Pursuit Group while the 19th Composite Wing in 

Panama had the 6th Composite Group and 16th Pursuit Group.286  Note the names 

of the overseas wings retained the designation of “composite” while those of wings 

in the United States reverted to generic wing designations. 

 

Groups 

A group, the next level of flying units, could be assigned to a wing, as seen 

above, or could operate directly under the command of the corps area or overseas 

department commander.  “A group usually has two or more subordinate units.”287  

In this discussion, these units would be flying squadrons, usually flying the same 

type of missions and carrying the name of the mission type in its title.  Thus, two or 
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more pursuit squadrons would form a pursuit group.  For those groups which 

consisting of two or more squadrons flying disparate missions, these would be 

designated as composite groups.  In most cases until 1940, these composite 

groups were stationed at overseas installations like Hawaii or the Philippines 

where the number of units was limited but there was a need for a variety of 

capabilities from the air power units. 

In 1921, there were seven groups in active service in the United States 

Army with four of the groups stationed in the continental United States each 

assigned between two to four squadrons each.  Within the 1st Wing, as noted 

above were the 1st Pursuit Group, the 2nd Bombardment Group, and the 1st Army 

Surveillance Group.   The 1st Pursuit Group had four pursuit squadrons attached – 

the 17th, 27th, 94th, and 95th Pursuit Squadrons – with the group headquarters 

located on Kelly Field, near San Antonio, Texas.288  The 2d Bombardment Group 

had four bombardment squadrons – the 11th, 20th, 49th, and 96th Bombardment 

Squadrons – assigned to the group and began its post-war assignment in Ellington 

Field, near Houston, Texas, but soon was transferred to Langley Field in near 

Norfolk, Virginia.289  The third group within the wing was designated as the 1st 

Surveillance Group after the First World War with its headquarters located at Kelly 

Field, Texas along with the 1st Pursuit Group.  This group had four attack 

squadrons attached – the 8th, 13th, 26th, and 90th Attack Squadrons.  Because of 

the homogenous mission set of its squadrons, the group was changed to the 3d 

Attack Group in 1923.290  Not assigned to the 1st Wing was the 1st Army 
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Observation Group, and following the ideology of the time, rounded out the air 

power capabilities of the United States Army’s air power arm.  This group, which 

was redesignated as the 7th Observation Group in 1921, had within its command 

the 10th and 50th Observation Squadrons with its headquarters located at Langley 

Field in Virginia.291  Although the capabilities of these four groups reflected the 

ideology of air power of the interwar years, each had its own functional area, and 

they were in very separate parts of the nation and in two different corps areas.  

Three other groups were even farther afield. 

The three overseas departments maintained an air power capability in form 

of one aviation group within each department.  These groups were organized 

more on location than by function hence the designation which appeared soon 

after as composite groups.  The 2d Observation Group, which eventually became 

the 5th Composite Group in 1922 to better reflect the mission of the group, was 

assigned to the Hawaiian Department and located at Luke Field on Ford Island 

which is situated within Pearl Harbor.  The group commanded two squadrons, the 

4th Observation Squadron and the 6th Pursuit Squadron.292  At France Field in the 

Panama Canal Zone, the 3d Observation Group had under its command two 

squadrons, the 5th and 7th Observation Squadrons.  By the middle of 1922, the 

group was redesignated the 6th Composite Group and consisted of a pursuit 

squadron and a bombardment squadron.293  The Philippine Islands was the home 

of the 1st Observation Group, which consisted of the 2nd Observation Squadron 
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and the 3rd Pursuit Squadron.  Following the other overseas group, this group 

changed in 1922 to 4th Composite Group.294 

Three years after the initiation of the expansion program introduced by the 

Air Corps Act of 1926, the planners had thirteen groups at their disposal, eight 

within the continental United States and five in the overseas departments.  While 

most of the groups were assigned to the wings by this time, four were not 

assigned to a wing.  Instead, three observation groups were still assigned to the 

corps area commanders and the composite group in the Panama Canal Zone, 

because the department had not received more aviation units, did not warrant a 

wing headquarters.  Of the groups within the United States, two were pursuit 

groups, two others were bombardment groups, one was an attack group, and 

three were observation groups.  The overseas department continued to contain 

the 4th, 5th, and 6th Composite Groups, but the Hawaiian Department had gained a 

pursuit group and a bombardment group allowing these units to now fall under the 

command of the 18th Composite Wing and the Panama Department gained the 6th 

Pursuit Group, and the 20th Pursuit Group all under the 19th Composite Wing.  The 

4th Composite Group in the Philippines was not incorporated into a wing at that 

time but did gain a bombardment squadron.295   

When the GHQAF was established and all units transferred to its command 

in 1935, there were fifteen groups available on active service in the United States, 

Hawaii, Panama, and the Philippines – five were in overseas department and ten 

within the United States.  The three composite groups continued to be assigned to 

the overseas departments.  The Hawaiian and Panama Canal Departments also 
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retained a pursuit group in each area.  The groups within the United States reflect 

the shift in ideology for air power since there were four bombardment groups, 

three pursuit groups, two attack groups, and only one observation group assigned 

to the GHQAF.296  It is interesting to note the parity between pursuit and 

bombardment squadrons given other discussions concerning doctrinal 

disagreements in the Air Corps Tactical School and in the Air Corps concerning 

the need for pursuit air power given that the dominate theory was the bomber, 

being faster, flying higher, and being better armed would not need and could 

always defeat pursuit aviation. 

 

Squadrons 

“A squadron is the basic unit, the nuclei, and the basic building block of” air 

power.297  This is as true today as it was in the interwar years.  From the days of 

the Aviation Section through the end of the First World War and into the very early 

1920s, aviation squadrons were designated as Aero Squadrons. The first 

squadron formed, the 1st Aero Squadron, was created to be ready to assist the 

commander of the Southern Department, and particularly the commander of the 

1st Maneuver Division, in case of troubles in Mexico.298  At that point, no other 

missions were possible for the airplane in the United States other than 

reconnaissance or artillery spotting.  Even with the diversification of roles for 

military aviation during the First World War, the naming protocol during and 

immediately following the war remained the same regardless of the missions the 
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squadron may be assigned.  For example, the 94th Aero Squadron, the famous 

“Hat in the Ring” squadron led at one time by World War I ace Eddie 

Rickenbacker, flew pursuit missions during the war, while the 4th Aero Squadron, 

which was created just after the end of the war, was not intended or equipped to 

fly pursuit missions but was created to operate as an observation squadron.299  

With consideration towards the lessons learned and the ideology created during 

the war and shortly afterwards, the Aero Squadrons were redesignated in 1921 to 

reflect the mission type as a parenthetical after the squadron designation.  

Therefore, in 1921, the 94th Aero Squadron became the 94th Squadron (Pursuit) 

while the 4th Aero Squadron became the 4th Squadron (Observation).300  These 

were again redesignated in late 1922 and early 1923 to reflect the more familiar 

titles of observation squadron or pursuit squadron.  As there were four flying 

missions formed in the First World War for airplanes and subsequent ideology 

which followed those uses for air power in the interwar years, the squadrons 

followed those four applications and became pursuit squadrons, bombardment 

squadrons, attack squadrons, and observation squadrons.  As transportation 

aircraft like the Ford Trimotor and the Lockheed Loadstar were developed and 

incorporated into the United States Army inventory in the middle of the 1930s, 

squadrons were formed around that mission as well and designated, predictably, 

transportation squadrons. 

Like the higher levels of aviation units, the number of active squadrons 

available to planners during the interwar years grew steadily. There were thirty-

four squadrons active in 1921, not including any squadrons assigned to the 
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National Guard.  Almost half of these squadrons, fifteen of the thirty-four, were 

observation squadrons.  Pursuit squadrons were the next most common squadron 

with eight squadrons being formed.  There were seven bombardment squadrons 

available for planners in 1921 and just four attack squadrons.301  This mixture 

reflected the ideology of the blend of air power capabilities at that time.  By 1929 

the numbers had changed somewhat with squadrons being formed and others 

being inactivated and moved to the Regular Army Inactive list.  At this point in 

time, there were thirty-three squadrons on the active service list, one fewer than in 

1921.  The number of pursuit and attack squadrons remained the same at eight 

and four, respectively.  The number of bombardment squadrons grew from seven 

in 1921 to nine in 1929.  Interestingly, the number of observation squadrons 

decreased by three, from fifteen to twelve.  This is not to say the observation 

mission waned in importance compared to other more offensive missions, it is that 

the preponderance of the observation mission had shifted from the active units to 

those in the National Guard.302  By 1935, an explosion of units had occurred that 

reflected not only the four purposes of air power and the prominence of offensive 

air power by trending toward bombardment and pursuit aviation, but it also added 

the new capability of transportation aviation, which continued to grow throughout 

the remainder of the decade and beyond.  At that point in time, there were 

nineteen pursuit squadrons and eighteen bombardment squadrons.  The attack 

mission had gained traction as well and had increased from four squadrons to ten.  

Observation squadrons continued to dwindle on the active unit list with eleven 
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being present in the regular army.  Finally, four new transportation squadrons 

were activated in 1935 with more in inactive status or national guard.303 

The creation of the GHQAF moved most of the air power units under that 

one headquarters unit for command and control but left a small portion of air 

power outside of this command structure; that being a portion of the oldest mission 

– observation.  Fielded army, corps, and division commanders wanted to have at 

their disposal a certain amount of what may be termed tactical observation – air 

power units which could gather intelligence by loitering over the immediate 

battlefield.  These aviation units were formed as the Army, Corps, or Division Air 

Services.  As the name implies, these units were attached to field armies, corps, 

and infantry or cavalry divisions to provide observation and communications 

capabilities at the immediate command of that specific commander.  One such 

unit, the 2nd Cavalry Division Air Service, operated near the Cavalry School and 

was led for a time by Hap Arnold.304  These units were predominately composed 

of National Guard or Organized Reserve units.  The observation units remaining in 

the command of the GHQAF would perform long-range or strategic 

reconnaissance missions. 

Some aviation unit types were only planned but would never be activated 

nor reflected in any of the colour-coded war plans.  Air brigades, for example, 

were authorized to be formed as needed, but were never allocated manpower or 

equipment except for two units both of which were designated as the 1st Air 

Brigade.  One of the iterations of the 1st Air Brigade was the unit formed by 
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General William Mitchel to test air power against surface ships in the early 

1920s.305  That unit was formed by detailing bombardment squadrons from other 

groups during the period needed, then returning them to their parent unit. 

 

Organization in War Planning 

As was stated at the start of this chapter, there are two reasons for 

exploring the organizational structures and changes within the United States army 

overall and in particular its air arm.  One is, as one can see from the discussion to 

this point, that air power was in a fairly constant state of organizational change 

throughout the period.  It was only in the last five years of the time period that air 

power units were consolidated under a single command; however, that command 

was still a separate entity from the Air Corps which existed as a part of the 

command staff of the Chief of Staff of the Army.  Secondly, it was within this 

structure which war plans were created, as will be explored more closely in the 

next chapter, and it was also the structure which was reflected in the many layers 

of each colour-coded war plan created during the interwar period.   

At the highest level of Army war plans were the Army Strategical Plan.  This 

level of the war plan would give the most general instructions on the planned 

operations, the situation for which the plan was created, and in most cases, the 

forces to be used.  The latter was usually explained in these upper-level plans as 

a general unit designation such as a division, an attack group, and so on.  

Reflecting the command structure, the next level of a particular plan would be the 

corps area and overseas department plans.  These plans would contain 

information on forces a corps area would provide to the deployed commander or 
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how a department’s forces would be used to defend a given territory such as the 

Philippine Islands.  The commanders at the subordinate levels, those of division, 

wing, group, and squadron, would also have a version of the plan with details 

gaining more granularity with the lower echelons.  The more large-scale war plans, 

such as Plan Orange, would involve most of the United States Army’s forces and 

would therefore have a plan for almost every unit in the Army at that particular 

time.  Using that plan as an exemplar, one can find within the archives a number 

of years of revisions of Army Strategical Plan Orange.  There are also plans for 

the Philippine Department and Hawaiian Department on how each would defend 

or plan to reinforce the areas.  A corresponding plan exists for the IX Corps Area, 

the commander of which would provide forces to the theatre commander.  Within 

the Philippine Department during the interwar period was the 4th Composite Group 

and that unit had its own iteration of the war plan to guide the mission of how to 

defend the islands.  Subordinate to the 4th Composite Group was the 2nd 

Observation Squadron with its own iteration of Plan Orange.  Once again, these 

units would have their own plans and would, as will be explored later, provide 

input to the creation of those plans. 

The war plans contained lists of units to be mobilized and employed in the 

applicable theatre of operations.  The units selected would reflect those units 

needed for the specific type of warfare to be conducted in the plan of operations.  

For an insurgent war like those planned for in Plans Gray or Tan, one may 

presume to find more attack and observation units, perhaps, than one may 

imagine finding in a symmetric style of warfare as would be called for in plans 

such as Red or Orange.  The forces, though, would be drawn from active forces 

outlined above.  In the 1928 revision of Plan Green No. 2, two tables are provided 
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listing the forces to be tasked to perform duties with the First Army, which would 

deploy into Mexico, and the Border Guard.  To provide forces for the First Army, 

the commanding general of the II Corps Area was charged to provide the 1st and 

5th Observation Squadrons, the 20th Bombardment Squadron stationed at Langley 

would be provided at the orders of the Chief of the Air Corps since they were 

detached for special duties at that time, the IV Corps Area commander would 

provide the 22nd Observation Squadron, the 1st Pursuit Group with its 27th and 94th 

Pursuit Squadrons would come from the VI Corps Area, and the VIII Corps Area 

would deliver the 3rd Attack Group with its 8th and 90th Attack Squadrons along 

with two other observation squadrons.  Similarly, the Border Guard commander 

would be provided air power units from various corps areas including the 2nd 

Bombardment Wing, the 2nd and 7th Bombardment Groups, two pursuit squadrons 

from the 1st Pursuit Group not tasked to the First Army, three attack squadrons, 

the 11th Observation Group, and the 10th Composite Group.  The last two units 

would be created from two advanced flying school units within the VIII Corps Area.  

By 1936, Plan Green had evolved to reflect the new structure of the aviation units 

under the GHQAF.  The new command unit also had its own version of the war 

plan which outlined units to be used.  One can see the new division of forces in 

the Army Strategical Plan where the GHQAF is listed as “under control of 

Commanding General GHQ Air Force….”306  This level of the plan called for the 

general units of a composite wing, a bombardment group, a pursuit group, an 

attack group, and a reconnaissance squadron.307 
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Interestingly, the 1928 revision of Plan Tan, the plan for intervention in 

Cuba, does not mention air power at the highest levels of plans.  This is most 

likely due to the nature of the plan being more asymmetric and air power doctrine 

of the time not being as evolved in this type of warfare.  However, the lack of even 

the observation squadrons is an interesting omission that is not clear from the 

existing documents.  Later plans begin to list more specific air power needs for the 

plans and more levels of plans.  In 1933, the Assistant Chief of Staff, War Plans 

Division sent a letter to the Adjutant General specifying changes to Plan Tan with 

specific regard to air power units being assigned to the provision unit that was 

then the GHQ Air Force.  In the letter, the air power to deploy to Cuba were the 

entirety of the 2nd Bombardment Group, the 8th Pursuit Group, the 3rd Attack 

Group, and the 9th Observation Group with all their associated squadrons.  Quite a 

drastic change from no air power being mentioned to almost all active groups in 

the southern United States in just four years.308  One can see by the units included 

in the letter and subsequent plans for Cuba and reviewing those tasked in Plan 

Green mentioned above that the same units were tasked in multiple plans.  For 

example, both Green and Tan called for the 2nd Bombardment Group to provide 

forces to the combatant commander when the plans were activated.  This reflects 

the thought of planners that a war would occur with one nation at a time at this 

point in time.  Only one colour-coded plan existed during the interwar period which 

envisioned a coalition, the Red-Orange plan in case of an alliance between Japan 

and Great Britain.  The plans created in the last years of the interwar period, called 

Rainbow Plans, are not included as colour-coded plan because they were a 
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completely new iteration of war planning that should be handled separately from 

the single nation or two nation plans that assign a single colour – Red, Tan, or 

Red-Orange in the case of a Japanese-British coalition. 

Other than the single coalition plan just mentioned, Plan Orange involved 

the most forces from the United States Army.  This plan would call for forces from 

all parts of the United States Army – the Regular Army, the Organized Reserve, 

and the National Guard.  The Army did not have six attack groups in 1928; 

however, Army Strategical Plan – Orange from that year calls for just that.309  

Those additional forces would presumably come from National Guard or 

Organized Reserve forces.  In addition, it calls for an additional attack group, two 

pursuit groups, a bombardment group, and two observation groups to reinforce 

Hawaii.310  No specific units are named in the Army-level plan at that point in time.  

An interesting development for unit designations for Plan Orange is seen in the 

1929 War Department Mobilization Plan.  In this plan, specific units are laid out for 

Army commanders to prepare for mobilizing by the date needed.  For example, by 

the tenth day after the plan was enacted (referred to as M Day – mobilization day), 

the 1st Pursuit Group, 9th Observation Group, and 3rd Attack Groups would be at 

the port of embarkation for deployment to the theatre of operations along with their 

assigned squadrons.  By 42M, 42 days after M Day, the 12th Observation Group, 

the 95th Pursuit Squadron, and the 2nd Bombardment Groups would be prepared 

to leave for the combat area.  By 65M, all units become more general and are 
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listed as “One Attack Sqdn” as an example.311 With the creation of the GHQ Air 

Force, the plans evolved to not list units to be mobilized, but instead referred 

planners to the larger Army Mobilization Plan.  The Army Strategical Plan – 

Orange of 1936, for example, instructed anyone enacting the plan to “see War 

Department Mobilization Plan, 1933” for more details.312  That particular plan listed 

all units in the United States Army and a priority of mobilization regardless of the 

plan that was being activated.  In the case of Orange, as one might imagine, this 

would entail all forces listed. 

The colour-coded plans were not intended to be enacted as a group, but 

instead individual conflicts would occur separately, presumably.  The units tasked 

for the various plans often overlap, with the original groups formed immediately 

after the 1920 Nation Defense Act was put in force being tasked in almost every 

plan.  The 3rd Attack Group, for example, is found to be named as a specific unit to 

deploy to the theatre of operations in plans Orange, Green, Tan, Yellow, and Gray 

throughout the interwar years.313  The same occurs for many of the 1st Pursuit 

Group, 9th Observation Group, and 2nd Bombardment Group units in the many of 

the plans.  Overseas units were not exempt from this duplicate requirement.  The 
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2nd Observation Squadron stationed in the Philippine Islands was to be use in 

defence of the Philippine Islands in case of enactment of Plan Orange, the plan to 

meet a conflict with Japan.314  That same unit would also be used in the event of 

intervention in China under Plan Yellow.315  As the plans evolved into the later 

1930s, the duplication remained but new units were added to the requirements.  

Such as happened in 1931 with the 95th Pursuit Squadron being replaced with the 

36th Pursuit Squadrons.316 

 

Conclusion 

War planning during the interwar years involved all the forces available 

within the Army organization.  The most obvious place where war planning 

occurred was in the newly reformed General Staff, and most specifically the War 

Plans Division of the General Staff.  These war planners would be required to 

understand the forces within the Army, where they were placed geographically 

and organizationally, what the mission would be for those forces, and how they 

could best be employed for each colour-coded war plan.  This is just as important 

to the current discussion as it was for the interwar planners. 

At the beginning of the interwar period, aviation was still a new technology 

with which commanders were still trying to grapple.  How does one use a new tool 

with such limited experience?  The first inclination is to fall back on one’s 

 
314 Philippine Defense Project, Air Corps Annex, 1931, AG No. 338, Special Projects – War 

Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917-, RG 407, NACP, College Park, Maryland, Exhibits 2 and 3. 

 
315 War Department Special Mobilization Plan Yellow (1931 Revision), AG No. 38, Special 

Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, 
Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917-, RG 407, NACP, College Park, Maryland, Table 1. 

 
316 Frank Andrews to Major Joe R. Brabson, General Staff, Subject: Special Mobilization 
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experience.  Aviation had not been a part of the combatant commands until the 

First World War.  Afterwards, it was placed under the corps area commanders and 

tasked within the war plans according to the mission and plan.  Since so few 

squadrons and groups existed, the plans tasked the units many times over.  As 

the years progressed and initiatives from the various boards were introduced such 

as those proposed by the Lassiter Board, the aviation arm began to grow, slowly 

of course given the budgetary constraints felt throughout the military. 

While the overall organizational structure of the United States Army 

remained somewhat stable throughout the interwar years, aviation was not as 

static as it continued to gain more autonomy and prestige within the Army’s 

structure.  The upper levels of command, which included the General Staff, the 

arms and services, the corps areas, and the overseas departments, did not 

change their structure significantly throughout the twenty years between the wars.  

For aviation, there were three significant changes beginning with the National 

Defense Act of 1920 which separated aviation units from direct supervision of the 

staff function that was the Air Service.  The next significant act was the Air Corps 

Act of 1926.  This act did have an influence on some of the structure of the upper 

levels of the Army in that it gave more prominence to the air arm of the Army.  

Most significantly, it placed airmen in the General Staff and added a position in the 

Secretary of War’s office for an air-focused assistant.  However, the command 

structure for all air units did not change, and they remained under the direct 

control of the corps area and department commanders.  The creation of the GHQ 

Air Force in 1935 rearranged the air units in the most significant manner of the 

interwar period, moving them from the corps areas to the GHQ structure and 
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placing them within the Army organizational structure in a fashion almost reticent 

of the United States Marine Corps within the Navy structure. 

Understanding the United States Army structure and organizational 

relationships of various units and headquarters, especially those of the Army’s air 

arm, is foundational to understanding the inclusion of air power in the colour-

coded plans of the 1920s and 1930s in that it was within this structure which war 

plans were created and it was also the structure which is reflected in the many 

layers of each colour-coded war plan created during the interwar period.  Plans 

were constructed by and for corps areas, groups, and squadrons for each of the 

colour-coded plan.  Each layer tells the researcher, as it told the practitioner of that 

period, how aviation would be used in case of the activation of the specific plan.  

The plans themselves reflected the organizational structure of the United States 

Army.  At each level, a war plan was created to instruct the units and headquarters 

of the mission and aims.  The process of how those plans were created, therefore, 

will next be examined to evaluate the extent air power was considered in the war 

plans of the 1920s and 1930s.
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CHAPTER THREE 
 

THE PLANNING PROCESS 
 
 

The extent which United States Army air power was considered and 

included in the colour-coded war plans of the 1920s and 1930s was, as has been 

illustrated thus far, influenced by ideology concerning the best uses of air power 

as understood by both airmen and other members of United States Army 

leadership and was influenced by the organizational structure from which war 

planners were able to select appropriate units to be employed in the potential 

conflict.  A third element, the process by which the plans were created as well as 

the product of that process – the plans themselves – also influenced the inclusion 

of air power in the colour-coded war plans of the interwar years.  The fact that 

airmen were included throughout the process certainly is an important factor in the 

inclusion of Army air power in all the plans of the time period.  Additionally, how 

the plans were arranged – the sections and annexes of each plan – influenced 

where in those plans air power would have been included.  It is that planning 

process and the layout of the plans, with an emphasis on where airmen were 

involved in the plan creation or review, that is covered in this chapter. 

As with previous portions of this thesis, the discussion of war planning 

processes must start with an understanding of the evolution of the process from 

well before the interwar time period.  These earlier times of planning illustrate the 

development of paradigms.  It is also important in this discussion to see the 

evolution of the process from a newly formed idea, generated by the Secretary of 

the Army, to a process that included each level of the organization of the United 
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States Army inserting critical information, especially about air power, into these 

plans. 

When referring to a war plan, one must realise each plan was more than a 

single book, binder, or folder containing “The Plan.”  A war plan was constructed in 

layers with an overarching general plan created at the highest level of the Army 

and numerous subordinate plans created for and at the various levels of command 

throughout the United States Army.  As a plan was created, the amount of detail 

required by that particular organization within that echelon of the Army determined 

the potential inclusion of air power.  Likewise, the structure of the plan documents 

themselves would determine if it were necessary to include air power in the plans.  

Each level provided a more specific explanation of the mission and the units 

needed to accomplish that mission within the overall objectives of the upper level 

or strategic plan. 

The previous chapter discussed the organization in order to provide a better 

understanding of the structure of the United States Army in the interwar years, 

especially in terms of the place of aviation units.  That same organizational 

structure was responsible for drafting the assortment of war plans corresponding 

to that specific level within the overall Army structure.  It should seem to be quite 

reasonable to assume that as one gets closer to the units of air power one may 

find more inclusion or attention on air power units.  Additionally, at higher 

echelons, planners and commanders may have a different view of air power’s 

place in the plan.  Some historians have illustrated how the upper levels of the 

Army were quite contrary towards air power other than for support of the ground 

forces.  For instance, Robert Futrell presents that many of the Army’s leaders 

were very opposed and could not see a future where air power would need to be 
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separated from the United States Army.317  Additionally, Tammi Davis Biddle 

relates the “dual personality” created by the Air Service in response to Secretary 

of War Newton Baker’s “strong views” opposed to an independent air arm, while 

John Shiner hints that inaction to garner legislation for the expansion program 

recommended by the Lassiter Board may illustrate the United States Army 

leadership’s lack of desire to help the air arm gain more prominence.318  In the 

abstract of his dissertation, Paul Larson claims 

that airmen wanted independence from the U.S. Army from the start. From 
their point of view, the U.S. Army, the War Department, and Congress 
never really appreciated or understood air power. As a result, airmen 
became more and more alienated with each passing year until they achieve 
what they wanted – independence.319 
 

However, based on the evidence presented through the plan documents, the only 

difference of placement within the plan would have come from a need to see 

details more than any doctrinal difference.  Air power, as was discussed in the 

previous chapters was ideologically accepted and incorporated into the Army 

structure.  It was also incorporated into the colour-coded plans accordingly, 

partially because airmen, especially after 1926, were a part of the process at all 

levels.   

In order to see how the planning process and structure, to include some of 

the people who were involved in the creation of the strategic planning documents, 

might have influenced the inclusion of Army aviation units in the plans, this chapter 

will delve into that structure and outline the structure of war plans in this time 

period and the places we should find aviation personnel and units. 

 
317 Futrell, Ideas, Concepts, Doctrine, Vol. I, 21-53. 
 
318 Biddle, Rhetoric and Reality in Air Warfare, 133; and Shiner, Foulois, 23. 
 
319 Paul Larson, “The Struggle for Control of American Military Aviation” (PhD diss., 

Kansas State University, 2016). 
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War Planning Prior to World War I 

The United States Army had no formal entity or process by which to create 

plans for the potentiality of war prior to the twentieth century.  Instead, the Army — 

more specifically the commanding general of the deployed forces and his staff—

planned for battle at the campaign or tactical level using the small, permanent, 

professional forces bolstered by any forces the states agreed to provide the United 

States Army, all within a period of relatively rapid mobilization.  With his 

appointment as the Secretary of War in 1899, Elihu Root began working, as has 

been discussed in the previous chapters, to create a professional education 

program and restructure the upper levels of the Army command, including the 

addition of a General Staff responsible for the planning of potential operations for 

the War Department.  While discussion in the previous chapters concerned the 

teachings and the actual structure, the current discussion will examine in more 

detail the war planning function and how it was manifest in Root’s reforms in the 

early 1900s. 

Root began to create his version of a General Staff by first creating the 

Army War College, and perhaps more importantly to the process of war planning, 

the War College Board.  The board was, according to Root, “as near an approach 

to the establishment of a general staff as is practicable under existing law.”320  

From 1899 to 1903, Root campaigned for a general staff which would take on 

those duties that would be expected of “the directing brain which every army must 

have, to work successfully.”321 This was an obvious reference to one of his guiding 

 
320 Elihu Root, “Report of the Secretary of War”, Annual Reports of the War Department for 

the Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1901 (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1901), 25. 
 
321 Elihu Root, “Report of the Secretary of War”, Annual Reports of the War Department for 

the Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1902 (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1902), 43. 
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sources, Spenser Wilkinson.322  Root’s efforts were rewarded on 14 February 

1903 when the United States Congress passed the General Staff Act which 

enacted in the Army a general staff with the responsibility “to prepare plans for the 

national defense and for the mobilization of the military forces in time of war.”323  

This new general staff would consist of three divisions; the 1st Division would be 

responsible for logistics, communication and personnel matters; the 2nd Division 

was the Military Intelligence Division; and the 3rd Division was the Army War 

College containing a studies and plans section, a fortifications and exercises 

section, and the educational section.324  All three of these divisions would be 

involved in the creation of the first formalized colour-coded plans for national 

defence. 

The Root Reforms also introduced more coordination with the United States 

Navy in response to the lack of coordination in military and naval actions and 

planning as seen in the Spanish-American War.  Root proposed in his 1899 

Annual Report to have the Army War College, who was at that time the function 

responsible for war planning, act: 

in cooperation with the existing naval war college, that is, the union of the 
Army and the Navy in the collection and utilization of information, studying 

 
322 Wilkinson wrote The Brain of an Army and was read by Root as he researched the best 

organization of a General Staff.  See Jessup, Elihu Root, 1:241; and Grenville, “Diplomacy and 
War Plans in the United States, 1890-1917”, in Kennedy, ed., The War Plans of the Great Powers, 
29. 

 
323 Congress of the United States, The Statutes At Large of the United States of America, 

57th Congress, 2nd Session, 1902-03 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1903), 
32:831. 

 
324 United States War Department, General Staff, “History of the General Staff and 

Organizational Charts” United States Army Military History Research Collection, Carlisle Barracks, 
Pennsylvania, quoted in Peter Schifferle, “The Prussian and American General Staffs: An Analysis 
of Cross-Cultural Imitation, Innovation, and Adaptation” (master’s thesis, University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1981), 79. 
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and formulating plans for defense and attack, and the testing and election 
of material of war.325 

This responsibility, however, proved too much for the War College given its other 

responsibilities.  By 1903, Root realized a new solution was needed, and proposed 

a solution in the form of a committee of Army and Navy representatives assigned 

to discuss and approve joint decisions and economies.326  The proposed 

committee came to fruition in that same year when Root, as Secretary of War, and 

William Moody, the Secretary of the Navy, agreed on the constructs for the 

committee and issued orders to their services establishing the Joint Army-Navy 

Board, or as it is more commonly called, the Joint Board. 327  This board was 

responsible for, among other duties, creating and reviewing the various war plans 

to ensure there was not unneeded duplication of effort and funding.  At its 

inception, Joint Board members were selected by name, and the Army 

representatives included Major General Samuel Baldwin Marks Young, the first 

Chief of Staff of the Army; Major General Henry C. Corbin, Adjutant General of the 

Army; Brigadier General Tasker H. Bliss, President of the Army War College; and 

Brigadier General Wallace F. Randolph, Chief of Artillery.328  Because 

assignments moved these individuals away from Washington D.C. and vacancies 

were slowly or never filled, the Joint Board fell into disuse by 1914 and 

discontinued meetings during the years of American involvement in the First World 

 
325 Elihu Root, “Report of the Secretary of War”, Annual Reports of the War Department for 

the Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1899 (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1899), 43. 
 
326 Ross, American War Plans, x. 
 
327 General Orders, No. 107, July 17, 1903, Joint Army and Navy Doctrine for Defense of 

the Seacoast against Landing Attacks, Security-Classified Correspondence of the Joint Army-Navy 
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War due to its members being unavailable because of the war responsibilities and 

deployments.329 

 From their inceptions in the early years of 1903, the general staff and Joint 

Board prepared plans dealing with possible conflict with Germany, Japan, Great 

Britain, China, Mexico, and within countries in the Caribbean and Latin America.  

There was also a plan as well for a coalition conflict with France and Russia pitted 

against Great Britain and Japan with the United States joining the latter faction.330  

Each country was given a colour coding, thus creating the colour-coded war plans.  

These plans were reviewed and updated up to the point when the United States 

joined the First World War. 

 

Joint Army and Navy Coordination 

After the end of the Great War, many of the members of the pre-war Joint 

Board had retired or moved on to new positions; however, the Secretaries of War 

and Navy agreed that the intent of the Joint Board was still relevant and began to 

discuss how to restructure and reconvene the Joint Board.  On July 17, 1919, 

Newton Baker, the Secretary of War, and Josephus Daniels, the Secretary of the 

Navy, agreed upon a structure for the committee and created subsequent orders 

for their respective branches stating that members would no longer be appointed 

to the Joint Board based on a by-name assignment but would be appointed based 

on the existing positions within the Army and Navy command structures instead to 

 
329 Mark S. Watson, Chief of Staff: Prewar Plans and Preparations, The United States 

Army in World War II: The War Department (Washington D.C., Center of Military History, 2003), 79.  
Also see Cline, Washington Command Post, 44.  An example of the fluid nature of the board is 
reflected in the fact that in his 1903 Annual Report, Root noted that Corbin had already been 
transferred and Brigadier General George Gillespie took his place.  Root, “Report of the Secretary 
of War”, Annual Reports of the War Department for the Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1903 
(Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1903), 9. 
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ensure the board would stay relevant regardless of personnel changes.  The 

members, as stated in the secretaries’ respective orders, would include from the 

War Department, the Chief of Staff, the Deputy Chief of Staff, and the Assistant 

Chief of Staff, War Plans Division.  In addition, to ensure the meetings would not 

be conducted on an ad hoc basis, the orders stated that meetings would be held 

monthly or more frequently as events dictated.331  The topics for the board to 

consider went well beyond war plans and included “all matters calling for the 

cooperation of the two services.”332 

The Secretaries of War and Navy, in their orders to their respective 

services, also created a new committee subordinate to the Joint Board and 

officially titled the Joint Army and Navy Planning Committee, to help “investigate, 

study, [and] report upon questions relative to the National Defense and involving 

joint action of the Army and Navy…”333  Commonly referred to as the Joint 

Planning Committee, this group would contain three or more members of the war 

planning staffs of the Army and Navy to be chosen by the War Department’s Chief 

of Staff and Chief of Naval Operations.334  One of the most obvious choices for 

both services was to appoint to this committee the chief of the respective service’s 

planning entity, and for the United States Army this was the Assistant Chief of 

Staff, War Plans Division.  His inclusion in the Joint Planning Committee created a 

seamless channel of communication from the Army planning staff through the 
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Joint Planning Committee to the Joint Board since he was also a member of both 

boards.  While the Joint Board was mandated to hold monthly meetings, the Joint 

Planning Committee was not mandated to meet in a structured manner but was to 

proceed more informally.335  This open channel of communications between the 

planning functions of each of the services provided a way to coordinate the plans 

generated within each service in an efficient manner long before they became 

formal documents. 

The Joint Board and Joint Planning Committee were intended to be 

coordination entities, and with the regeneration of the Joint Board and the creation 

of the Joint Planning Committee, the Army’s leadership and war planning staff, 

particularly the War Plans Division, were to be the people involved in the creation 

and coordination of the plans at and above the service or strategic level during the 

interwar period.  Thus, the people reviewing the plans at the Joint level were the 

same people who were creating or reviewing the plans at the Army level.  And 

perhaps most importantly is the fact that the War Plans Division was an 

organization where most all plans were initiated in the Army. 

 

The War Plans Division 

Following the First World War and with the reorganization in the 1920s, the 

United States Army’s planning functions were formalized into a more mature 

scheme. War plans would now be initiated not in the Army War College, but in the 

War Plans Division.  The War Plans Division came into being during the First 

World War but was not formalized in the Army General Staff until the 1921 version 

of Army Regulation 10-15 was published.  This regulation outlined the duties of the 
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division being “the preparation of plans and policies.”336 The division reviewed the 

existing pre-World War I colour-coded war plans created by the planning function 

of the Army War College and updated those plans which were still relevant or 

created new plans for areas of concern not yet covered for the United States Army 

during the 1920s and 1930s.  The director of the division, whose official title was 

the Assistant Chief of Staff, War Plans Division, would set priorities on which plans 

should be reviewed or created based on his discussions with the Chief of Staff of 

the Army, the Joint Board, which he was now a part, and with other members of 

the Joint Planning Committee.  Once a plan was sanctioned, the division would 

work on various sections of the plan.337 

Like other areas of the general staff, members of the War Plans Division 

were detailed to the division from all areas of the Army.  This point was important 

for the War Department not only because the War Plans Division was charged 

with creating the plans in time of peace, but also because the personnel of the 

War Plans Division would act as the entirety of the deployed General Staff in time 

of war.338  Thus, the members were detailed to the War Plans Division from the 

various arms or services in order to bring the experience and knowledge of all 

areas of the Army.   

The Assistant Chief of Staff, War Plans Division, held the rank of brigadier 

general or he was quickly promoted to that rank after being selected for the 
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position and usually had some experience as a member of the War Plans Division 

prior to taking the lead position.  Only one, Walter Krueger, has been found to 

have direct experience with flying, while all had some familiarity with the Air 

Corps.339  All were veterans of the Great War era, and each had served in some 

capacity with a staff which dealt with the use of air power in war but came from 

coastal artillery, cavalry, and mostly infantry backgrounds.  Perhaps one of the 

most famous soldiers to lead the War Plans Division was General George C. 

Marshall, who is credited as one of the key architects of the later autonomous 

United States Air Force.  His perspective concerning air power was that it was “a 

particularly critical part of the combined-arms team to be forged.”340  This is not to 

say the rest had no familiarity with the Air Corps or aviation in general.   

As general officers in the Army, each would have attended some levels of 

professional military education such as the Army War College.  Also, as senior 

leaders and men who would be executing the proposed war, these would have 

been high performing officers, so it would be logical each would have attended the 

preparatory course for being a general officer in the United States Army, 

specifically the Army’s Command and General Staff College and the Army War 

College.  By law, the men selected for general staff duties would need to be 

recommended for duty by the War College president.  The 1920 National Defense 

Act directed that “the name of no officer shall be added [to the General Staff Corps 

eligible list] unless upon graduation from the General Staff School [later renamed 

 
339 General Krueger attended flight training in 1927 as part of his attempted transfer to the 

Air Corps; however, he was subsequently medically disqualified.  Kevin C. Holzimmer, General 
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the Army War College] he is specifically recommended as qualified for General 

Staff duty…”.341  Henry Gole makes a point in his book, Road to Rainbow, that the 

War Plans Division members were graduates of the Army War College and were 

exposed to the lessons of war planning at that time.  

From its inception, the Army War College was intended to address the need 

for leaders to be familiar with the process of war planning.  The first class of the 

Army War College after the war was constructed by the faculty, led by Major 

General James McAndrew, and included a course on military intelligence.  In this 

course, “students would be formed into committees to study international relations 

and the power position of designated nations.”342  This research would lead to the 

selection of a nation against which the war planning exercise would be focused.  

In 1932, Major General George Simonds adjusted the Preparation for War section 

of the War College’s curriculum.  Simonds was a graduate of the first post war 

class and had served in the War Plans Division.  He added two weeks to the War 

Plans Course, reflecting his experience and an understanding of the importance of 

that process.  The next year, he also “reestablished a faculty War Plans division in 

which he included the Air Corps and Navy faculty members.” 343  It was not only in 

the war planning curriculum that Army War College students would be exposed to 

all aspects of Army capabilities, including the use of air power, and it was not just 

after 1930. 
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In the 1925 course, students were presented a lecture on the “Fundamental 

Principles for the Employment of the Air Service.”344  In this course, students 

learned of the mission, doctrines, characteristics, organization and employment of 

aviation in the United States Army at that time.  While discussion on the ideology 

concerning the uses of air power in the interwar years were covered in the first 

chapter of this thesis, it is important to repeat that the students in this course were 

given instruction on the mission and thoughts of all types of aviation including 

pursuit, observation, bombardment, and attack.345  The course covered 16 pages 

of information.  Based on the experience of the author as a Professional Military 

Education instructor for over seven years, this would mean over an hour of 

instruction.  As aviation matured, so too did the War College course on aviation.   

By 1936, just as the GHQ Air Force was beginning to form, the Army War 

College lecture on aviation covered 67 pages and was an in-depth discussion of 

the strengths and limitations of air power.346  Interestingly, the 1936 course was 

presented by “Colonel B. Q. Jones, A. C., Instructor, War Plans Division, Army 

War College.”347  Given the fact that many of the War Plans Division leaders were 

students and that there is evidence that a member of the War Plans Division was 

a teaching member of the aviation course shows they were not unfamiliar with air 

power in the interwar years. 

One other way the War Plans Division personnel would become more 

familiar with air power and the ideologies which were debated throughout the 
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interwar period were the various boards and committees who wanted to interview 

airmen and Army leadership. During the investigations of the Howell Board in 

1934, a group of majors and captains from the Air Corps Tactical School, including 

Claire Chennault and Robert Olds, presented their views to the board members.  

One of the representatives for the General Staff, Major General Charles Kilbourne 

is reported to have told the group that their testimonies would shape his opinion of 

air power in the Army in the future.348 

 

General Staff Coordination 

The diversity of talent not only lent itself to the shaping of a potential 

wartime headquarters, it helped the War Plans Division to more easily work with 

the other areas in the General Staff to gather information regarding the reason for 

the plan, the troops to be mobilized, and the funds and equipment needed to 

execute the plan.  Each plan, built based on the coordination with other areas and 

in accordance with the War Plans Division directives and Army Regulation 10-15, 

would describe these general needs of the forces to be employed in terms of the 

types of units required, the command structure, and timing of the troops 

needed.349 

Talbot Imlay states it is the “geo-strategic, economic, political, and military 

developments” which causes uncertainty for military planners in various 

countries.350  That is certainly true of United States Army planners in the interwar 
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years.  It was because of this uncertainty that the War Plans Division’s 

collaborations with the Military Intelligence Division (G-2) to create the Estimate of 

Situation section or annex was perhaps one of the most important of steps in the 

creation of all the war plans.  The G-2 staff were responsible for maintaining files 

and information on nations who would be of potential military concern.  These files 

would include military strengths and order of battle information, but would also 

include economic, political, and social information as well.  This information was 

the basis for creating the colour-coded plans.351 

Other than the G-2 division, the members of the War Plans Division were 

required to coordinate with the Operations and Training Division (G-3) for “the 

initial strategical deployment…”.352  The task of developing the “plans and orders 

for the movement of troops to execute the initial deployment” would fall to the G-3; 

however, that information was needed for the Army’s strategic plans documents.  

The War Plans Division was also required to consult “with G-3 and G-4 [the 

Supply Division] on major items of equipment.”  A clear example of the culmination 

of coordination with the G-4 staff can be found in the 1931 iteration of the War 

Department Special Mobilization Plan Yellow.  In the Arms and Services Plans 

folder is included a section for G-4 concerning the Air Corps requirements.  Along 

with a discussion on replacements and reserves is a table of the equipment 

required for everything from an airplane to flying goggles.  A certain amount of 

coordination would be required to establish the ammunition “allowances per 

 
351 Chapter Four goes into more detail on this relationship and the reasons for the plans 

themselves. 
 
352 Pershing, “Army Regulation No. 10-15 General Staff”, 6. 
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weapon per day” that is established in the plan for bombs and bullets specific to 

each type of airplane – bombardment, attack, or pursuit.353   

Of course, no operation would be possible without the personnel functions.  

Those staff functions such as ensuring personnel accountability and proper 

manpower levels were the domain of the Personnel Division (G-1) staff.  As was 

stated in the 1932 version of Philippine Department Annex of Plan Brown, the G-1 

office would be responsible for “assignment for duty, mess, and shelter…”.354  The 

War Plans Division coordination not only dealt with the divisions within the General 

Staff, but the planners also coordinated with the arms and services including the 

Infantry, the Cavalry, and the Air Service/Air Corps. 

 

Coordination with Arms and Services 

As the organizational structure and technology of the Army changed, 

coordination with these areas was critical to ensure the plans contained the most 

up-to-date and correct information possible.  Beginning with the separation of the 

Air Services from the Signal Corps in 1920, war planners needed to understand 

the various changes that would be a constant for the newest arm of the Army.  

Congressional Boards, Army investigations and studies, and Federal Acts which 

might potentially change the organization of aviation within the Army kept war 

planners busy with studies on how these proposed changes might create updates. 

 
353 War Department Special Mobilization Plan Yellow, Arms and Services Plans, 1931, AG 

No. 39, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division 
Operations Branch; Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, 
MD., 11-14 and Tables 1. And 2. in the annexes. 

 
354 G-1 Philippine Department Plan Brown, 1932, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 

1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch; Records of the Adjutant General’s 
Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 1. 
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While coordination with the Air Service prior to 1926 was included in the 

planning process, ensuring the inclusion of aviation became much more 

intentional with the enactment of the Air Corps Act of 1926.  In Section 5 of the 

act, Congress directed the Army to create “in each of the divisions of the War 

Department General Staff an air section to be headed by an officer of the Air 

Corps….”355  Therefore, upon the enactment of this directive, the Air Corps would 

have a representative working with the War Plans Division.  This was important for 

war planners as they had to maintain the plans in the everchanging environment 

since the same act implemented a five-year program of expansion for the Air 

Corps.356  The progress of that program would influence planning as the number 

of aviation units grew with the increased number of personnel and aircraft over 

those five years.  This also meant these new or reconstituted units would 

potentially be available for war planning.   

The Air Corps representative to the War Plans Division would be able to act 

on behalf of the Chief of the Air Corps in answering planning questions.  In 1927, 

for example, the Acting Chief of the War Plans Division, S. D. Embrick, sent a 

letter to the Chief of the Air Corps, at that time General Mason Patrick, requesting 

comments regarding air operations in connection with War Plan Red.357  The 

response did not come from General Patrick, but instead was sent from Major 

 
355 Congress of the United States, The Statutes at Large of the United States of America 

from December 1925, to March 1927 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1927), 
44:2:782. 

 
356 Ibid., 44:2:783. 
 
357 S. D. Embrick to Chief of Air Corps, Subject: Air Operations in Blue – Red-Crimson 

War, September 13, 1927, Folder 2444-1, Red, War Plans Division, General Correspondence, 
1920-1942, Records of the War Department General & Special Staffs, RG 165, NACP, College 
Park, MD. 
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Thomas Milling, the Air Corps representative to the War Plans Division.358  In the 

response, Milling was able to provide the number of aircraft based on the Five-

Year Air Corps Program and the implications for Plan Red.   

Between 1920 and 1929, the number of Army aviation squadrons (not 

including those in the Organized Reserve or National Guard) remained relatively 

the same.  However, many were reassigned to various newly created groups and 

wings.  The number of these squadrons increased dramatically by 1935 – by 

approximately 100% -- and remained at that level until after 1939 when the United 

States began to build up in case it would need to join the war in Europe.359 This 

restructuring and later increase in units was a matter for planners to consider 

when revising the colour-coded war plans since it would influence the equipment 

needs, provided by G-3 and G-4, and the mobilization plans and orders created by 

G-3. 

 

Creating the Joint Army and Navy Plans  

After coordinating with the General Staff and the arms and services, the 

War Plans Division possessed a draft of a service-level strategic plan, very 

general in nature, but specific enough to outline the reason for its creation, the 

overarching mission of the United States Army, and the potential forces needed in 

case the plan was to be enacted.  The draft plan would be sent to the Chief of 

 
358 Thomas D. Milling to Assistant Chief of Staff, WPD, Subject: Memorandum Dated 

September 13, 1927, re Air Operations in Blue – Red-Crimson War, December 22, 1927, Folder 
2444-1, Red, War Plans Division, General Correspondence, 1920-1942, Records of the War 
Department General & Special Staffs, RG 165, NACP, College Park, MD. 

 
359 “General Headquarters, Armies, Army Corps, Services of Supply, Separate Forces”, 

vol. 1 of Order of Battle of the United States Land Forces in the World War: American 
Expeditionary Forces (Washington, D.C.: Center for Military History, United States Army, 1988); 
Maurer, Combat Squadrons; and Maurer, Air Force Combat Units of World War II.  See Chapter 
Two and Appendix B for discussion and a table concerning available combat aviation forces. 
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Staff for his review.  Once a plan was approved by the service, the joint 

coordination began.  Bearing in mind the Assistant Chief of Staff, War Plans 

Division was a member of the Joint Planning Committee and the Joint Board, and 

the Chief of Staff, who had also been privy to the drafts of the Army plans to this 

point, was a member of the Joint Board, the coordination would seem to be easily 

in hand.  However, the Navy was also working on their version of the plan.  Before 

the Joint Board would receive the joint plan draft, the war planning staffs of both 

services, coordinating informally as was allowed as part of the orders creating the 

Joint Planning Committee, had already worked on or approved the plan.360   

The coordinated plan would be presented to the Joint Board for approval 

and for the service chiefs to present to the service secretaries – The Secretaries of 

War and Navy.  Once approved and signed by both services, the plan became the 

Joint Army and Navy Basic War Plan and used the same colour scheme as the 

service plan—Orange for Japan, Green for Mexico, et cetera.361  These Joint 

plans would outline the situation requiring implementation of the plan and, in broad 

terms, the responsibilities of the Army and the Navy in the event of a war with a 

given adversary.  Within the joint plans would be the overarching requirements for 

forces by services – what the Army would need to provide and accomplish and 

what the Navy would provide and accomplish.  Section IX of the 1928 revision of 

Joint Plan Orange, for instance, outlined the “Forces for the Principal Theater of 

 
360 An example of this can be seen in John J. Kingman to Chief, G-3 Section, WPD, 

November 15, 1922, Subject: An Outline of the Development to Date of War Plan Orange, Folder 
368 Orange [Japan], War Plans Division, General Correspondence, 1920-1942, Records of the 
War Department General & Special Staffs, RG 165, NACP, College Park, MD.  In the 
memorandum, Kingman outlines the numerous studies and drafts of War Plan Orange from 1920 
to 1922 illustrating the coordination of Army and Navy plans. 

 
361 See Appendix A for a table of colour codes. 
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Operations.”362  This section provided the very highest level of force planning 

based on inputs from the respective services through the Joint Planning 

Committee and included the information on the number of airplanes needing to be 

ready on certain mobilization dates, referred to as M-days.  For that particular 

version of Plan Orange, the United States Army would provide “an Army Air Force 

of approximately 150 planes” to be ready for deployment twelve days after the 

plan was activated.363  The plan also stipulated a Fleet Marine Force which 

included “approximately 80 planes.”364 

The approved joint plans would become the starting point for all other levels 

of planning.  As stated in the 1928 version of the Joint Army and Navy Basic 

Intervention Plan Tan stated that the Joint Plan for the intervention in Cuba would 

be the basis for “all Army Plans, Tan, all Navy Plans, Tan, and all Joint Plans, 

Tan.”365 

 

Army Strategic Plans 

Based on the joint plans, the Army finalized its Army Strategical Plans, 

which were already in draft form and awaiting the approval of the joint plan.  These 

Army-level plans outlined the United States Army’s mission and requirements to 

enact the joint plan. These strategic plans would be the place where Army air 

power would first be considered in detail within the format of the plans. 

 
362 Joint Army and Navy Basic War Plan Orange, 1928, AG No. 224, Special Projects – 

War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch; Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 8. 

 
363 Ibid, 10. 
 
364 Ibid. 
 
365 Joint Army and Navy Basic Intervention Plan, Tan, November 15, 1929, AG No. 49, 

Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations 
Branch; Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 2. 
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Prior to 1926, Army plans did not have a standard structure.  Army 

Strategical Plan Orange of 1925 had eighteen sections where Plan Tan of 1924 

had just four but included additional subsections covering most of the same types 

of information.366  By 1926, Army colour-coded war plans began to follow, for the 

most part, a structure of five sections – Situation, Decision, Plan, Administration, 

and Command.  In 1936, the titles of the plans’ five sections had changed slightly 

to become Situation, Mission & General Plan, Operations, Mobilization and 

Logistics, and Command.  Even with the more standardized format for the plans, 

there were variations in the way the presentation of and the amount of information 

included in the assorted sections.  Some plans were very detailed and included 

elements other plans may have excluded such as an introduction section.  This 

evolution in plan structures from one without standard formatting to one with more 

systematized structure reflected not only a maturation of the planning process and 

structure, but one of the Army itself.  Over the twenty years between the two world 

wars, the plans changed to include new information concerning the proposed 

enemy, the objective of the plan, or the units to be used in the proposed conflict.  It 

is within that information one may find the first signs of aviation being included.   

The first section included in every plan, regardless of year, was the 

Estimate of Situation, sometimes labelled Situation.  This section, created by the 

Military Intelligence Division (G-2), presented the reason for the plan.  The 

Situation Section contained a description of what was assumed about the potential 

circumstances which would precipitate the need to activate the plan.  The length 

 
366 Army War Plan Orange – Strategical Plan, 1925, AG No. 230; Special Projects – War 

Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch; Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD. and Special Plan Tan – 
Strategical Plan Tan, 1924, AG No. 16x, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, 
Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 
1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD. 
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and depth of the discussion depended on the plan’s complexity.  Some plans 

would include a short discussion about the capabilities of the potential enemy and 

those of the United States while others would be a very brief paragraph or two 

about the conflict.367  None of the plans outline a detailed analysis of the enemy 

forces or United States forces in this area of the plan.  For more lengthy analyses, 

planners would make a statement in this section to see the annexes or a separate 

monograph. 

The lengthier Estimate of Situation annexes within a war plan were a 

thorough report of the proposed adversary’s economic, geographic, political, and 

military strength, and included its air power assets.  In 1921, the Collation and 

Evaluation Branch of the Military Intelligence Division was maintaining 

“approximately 100 monographs.”368  Each of these monographs contained “four 

sections -- a military or combat section, a military-political section, a military-

economic section, and military-psychologic section.”369  It also contained a similar 

estimate of America’s same capabilities at the time of the plan creation or revision.  

In some cases, this estimate would be provided as an annex to the plan or as a 

separate, attached monograph.370  In others, the estimate was included within the 

 
367 As an example of the more involved sections, see Development File, Army Strategical 

Plan – Gray, 1931; AG No. 72, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative 
Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, 
NACP, College Park, MD., 2-3.  For an example of more brief discussions, see Special Plan Tan – 
Strategical Plan Tan, 1924, AG No. 16x, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, 
Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 
1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 1. 

 
368 Peyton C. March, Report of the Chief of Staff, United States Army to the Secretary of 

War (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1921) 101. 
 
369 Ibid. 
 
370 For an example of a separate monograph, see Estimate of the Situation, Joint Army 

and Navy Basic Plan Orange, 1929, AG No. 226, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, 
Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 
1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD.  Also see Estimate of the Situation – Green, 1936, AG 
No. 281-B, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division 
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plans as a section of the strategic planning document.371  The estimate in all cases 

was produced and maintained by the Military Intelligence Division and delivered to 

the War Plans Division when the latter was creating or revising a plan or when the 

situation changed due to treaty or events.   

The situation estimates were based on information gathered by military 

intelligence personnel and military attaches in embassies along with 

representatives of the Army working within the various geographical departments 

in the State Department.  Because of the strong relationship between policy and 

planning, in 1921 and in 1922, the Secretaries of War and Navy wrote to the 

Secretary of State requesting representation from the State Department on the 

Joint Board and the Joint Planning Committee.372  Those requests were declined, 

and the Army and Navy were informed that “only in a crisis…would the State 

Department, if it felt necessary, consult with the armed forces.”373  However, the 

Army and Navy intelligence community were informed by representatives in the 

embassies and within the area sections of the State Department.374   

 
Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, 
MD. For an example of a situation report within an annex of a plan is Army Strategical Plan – 
Orange, 1936, AG No. 235, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative 
Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, 
NACP, College Park, MD. 

 
371 For example, see Army Strategical Plan – Green No. 2, 1928, AG No. 263, Special 

Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, 
Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD. 

372 Two letters were sent from the military secretaries to the Secretary of States with 
replies as noted by Jarvis Butler, Memorandum for Joint Planning Committee, 17 March 1922.  For 
the letters to State, see John Weeks and Edwin Denby to Secretary of State, 17 December 1921 
and 25 January 1922, Coordination between the State, War and Navy Departments on Matters 
Affected by National Policy, Security Classified Correspondence of the Joint Army-Navy Board, 
1910-42, RG 165, NACP, College Park, MD. 

 
373 Ross, American War Plans, 97. 
 
374 Examples of this can be found in the Intelligence Reports from Attaches.  See 

Intelligence Report, Japan, 27 July 1928 – 13 April 42; Call No. 142.0311-1, AFHRA, Maxwell AFB, 
AL. 
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As early as 1921, members of the Military Intelligence Division were 

working in “Close cooperation with the State Department and the Department of 

Commerce through the military-political and military-economic subsections of the 

Positive Branch….”375  This connection with the international relations community 

enabled the military Intelligence personnel to create the profiles needed to assess 

the threat and capabilities of potential adversaries, which included the estimate of 

enemy air capabilities. 

Perhaps one of the most comprehensive plans of the interwar years was 

one created in 1928 to deal with a potential threat from three adversaries, Great 

Britain, Japan, and Mexico and designated as Plan Red-Orange.  The Estimate of 

Situation for this plan was sent to the War Plans Division by the Military 

Intelligence Division on 9 June 1928, and outlined the geographic, economic, 

political, and military position of all three opponents.376  In the section covering the 

military situation, the intelligence division listed the present strength, in June 1928, 

of the forces of Red, Orange, and Green.  For the British, the situation included 

the 24 bombing, 12 fighter, 11 Army cooperation, and one communication 

squadron as well as the 27 Fleet Arm flights.  It also listed the air forces of Canada 

since those would be forces available against the United States.  For Japan, 

planners were provided an estimate of 11 observation, nine pursuit, and three 

bombing squadrons.  It also provided the fact that of the 1400 aircraft serviceable, 

only 700 were likely to be suitable for war.  Finally, Mexico’s naval and air forces 

 
375 March, Report of the Chief of Staff, 100. 
 
376 Stanley H. Ford, Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, Memorandum for the A.C. of S., WPD, 

Subject: War Plan, June 9, 1928, folder 245-E, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, 
Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 
1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD. 
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were noted as being “negligible.”377  The estimate not only included the current 

strengths of each combatant, but it also included a section on projected 

mobilization for each area.  Besides a table of personnel and unit growth 

throughout the conflict, there was included a paragraph relating the mobilization 

status of each.  For the United Kingdom, the air forces were known to be 

“maintained in readiness for war and stands mobilized.”378  Japan could have “the 

entire army air force…mobilized in 10 days….”.379 

Other estimates contained similar information of varying degrees of length.  

Some were more comprehensive since they focused on a single adversary, such 

as the 1929 estimate attached to Joint Plan Orange.  In that estimate, the 

intelligence community provided over 90 pages of information about the situation, 

including the geographic, political, economic, and, of course, the military strength 

of Japan, including its air power assets.  An interesting addition in this portion was 

the inclusion of a psychological situation – a section concerning propaganda and 

information gathering.380  Some others were a bit less extensive, such as the 1936 

version of the estimate for Plan Green.  That document was only 18 pages, but 

included a section on aviation equipment, both military and civilian as Mexico had 

started to create a more viable flying community.  According to that iteration of the 

plan, the Mexican military of 1936 had “50 serviceable airplanes on hand and 10 

 
377 Estimate of Situation Red-Orange Coalition, June 7, 1928, folder 245-E, Special 

Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, 
Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 7-8. 

 
378 Ibid., 9. 
 
379 Ibid. 
 
380 Estimate of the Situation, Joint Army and Navy Basic War Plan Orange, 1929, AG No. 

226, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations 
Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD. 
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on order.”381  In all cases, the estimates provided the keystone information for 

forming the plan and were the basis for the first section of each war plan.  They 

also provided critical information about the enemies’ air power capabilities.  Based 

on the information in the Estimates, planners would then be able to develop a 

response to meet the potential threats. 

The second section of plans in the interwar years was titled “Decision” from 

about 1925 to 1930, then “Mission and Theater of Operations” or “Mission and 

General Plan” after that time.  Under both titles, it generally covered the actions to 

be taken by the forces tasked and the theatre of operations in the plan.  As with 

other sections in the war plans, the depth of discussion in this section varies by 

plan.  The 1928 version of Plan Purple covered potential intervention in one or 

more of ten countries in South America and provided tables which outlined the 

country, its capabilities, and the proposed actions to be taken if that country is the 

intended enemy as well as indicating that only Regular Army forces were to be 

tasked under the plan.382  The 1931 Plan Gray Decisions section is quite sparse 

and contains only one sentence about the mission of the forces to be sent to the 

area and another two sentences including a vague sentence on the theatre of 

operations and another sentences designating the zone of interior.383  A more 

robust explanation of tasks is outlined in the 1928 revision of Plan Orange.  In that 

iteration of the plan, the Decisions section lists tasks outlined from the joint plan 

 
381 Estimate of the Situation – Green, 1936, AG No. 281-B, Special Projects – War Plans 

“Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant 
General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 13. 

 
382 Army Strategical Plan Purple, August 4, 1928, AG No. 356, Special Projects – War 

Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 3-4. 

 
383 Development File – Army Strategical Plan – Gray, 1931, AG No. 72, Special Projects – 

War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 3. 
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and detailed boundaries of operations for the Army and the Navy.384  The more 

complex the proposed war might be, the more explanation was needed in this 

section. 

The next section provided information concerning the mobilization of forces.  

Referred to as Plans until the mid-1930s and Operations afterwards, this section 

was a general discussion of the forces needed to execute the plan.  It does not 

delineate forces by unit nor at which times the forces would be needed.  In most 

cases, the planners would present this information in a separate table to be 

appended to the main plan.  However, when forces would be deployed from areas 

within a department, in other words, from outside the continental United States, 

those details would be provided in this section.  For example, the 1931 version of 

Plan Yellow called for four contingent forces, labelled A though D.  Contingent A 

would deploy from the Philippines, contingent B from the United States, 

Contingent C from Hawaii, and contingent D also from the United States.  The 

composition of the contingents is briefly described in the main body of the plan; 

however, there is also an Exhibit which includes the specific units who would 

make up each contingent.385  As mentioned, this section would not mention units; 

therefore, it would not be the most consistent place to find the air forces intended 

for the specific plan but should be investigated for the use of aviation in the plans. 

It is at this point in the formatting of the plans that the sections were 

arranged quite differently.  In plans prior to 1927, the method planners used to 

 
384 Army Strategical Plan Orange, 1928, AG No. 141, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 

1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s 
Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 3-5. 

 
385 Army Strategical Plan – Yellow, 1931, AG No. 44-B, Special Projects – War Plans 

“Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant 
General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 4. 
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label and organize the sections that filled the remainder of the plan varied greatly 

but included instructions on how the forces would be transported to the theatre of 

operations, supplied, reinforced or replaced, and evacuated if needed.  By 1928, it 

was standard that the Administration section was placed in the fourth section and 

Command was placed fifth.  Like the preceding plans, the Administration section 

covered supply, personnel recruiting and assignment, and evacuation directions.  

The Command section designated when and where the deployed forces 

commander would establish the headquarters in the area of operations.  If other 

services had personnel to be attached to the Army, those forces would be 

mentioned in how the chain of command would be established.  For example, the 

commander of Army forces in the theatre of operations for Plan Brown, namely the 

Philippines, would also command “such Naval forces as may be assigned to duty 

ashore….”386  As the structure of the Army changed, especially in regard to 

aviation and the establishment of the General Headquarters Air Force (GHQAF), 

the plans also changed. 

In the Command section of the 1936 version of the Army Strategical Plan - 

Green, there is an obvious addition typed on the page amending the chain of 

command.  Originally, the statement was that control of operations would be 

exercised by the War Department through Army Commanders concerned.”  With 

the creation of GHQAF, the phrase “and through the Commanding General, 

G.H.Q. Air Force.” was added.387  Later plans also reflected this new 

 
386 Army Strategical Plan Brown, 1931, AG No. 318, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 

1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s 
Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 6. 

 
387 Army Strategical Plan – Green (1936 Revision), AG No. 257, Special Projects – War 

Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 14. 
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organizational command structure.  In the 1938 version of Plan Tan, the command 

section provides instructions for the creation of subordinate plans, including one 

by the Commanding General, GHQ Air Force, which was separate from the plans 

created by the Arms and Services where one finds the Office of the Chief of the 

Air Corps.388  These seemingly minor changes due to a new organization mark a 

much more significant milestone for Army air power.  The GHQ Air Force would, 

as evidenced by the statements in the plans, exercise operational control at the 

same level as the theatre commander.  Additionally, though the dual structure 

caused concern for the first GHQ Air Force commander regarding who was in 

charge of Army aviation and other issues related to its relationship with the Office 

of the Chief of the Air Corps, the commander of the GHQ Air Force and his 

general staff would become the planners and employers of theatre air power.389 

Most plans required additional data, usually provided in tables, exhibits, or 

annexes.  As mentioned throughout the discussion of the sections within the main 

body of the plans, the information in each plan varied.  The same is certainly true 

with the ancillary documentation.  Some of the annexes and exhibits were 

published in a different folder or binder because of the amounts of information 

provided while other annexes and exhibits did not have as much information and 

were included as separate tabs within the binder.  The standard information 

covered in these annexes was the troops to be mobilized, those in reserve, and as 

discussed earlier, lengthier Estimates of Situation. 

 
388 Army Intervention Plan – Tan (1938 Revision), AG No. 48, Special Projects – War 

Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 13. 

 
389 Nalty, Winged Shield, 131. 
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The forces from the United States Army required to meet the forces 

anticipated to be fielded by the enemy for each plan were usually listed in a very 

general terms and most often presented in tables or exhibits appended to the plan.  

The 1925 version of Plan Orange had the information within the body of the plan 

under Section VIII, and the units were listed in very ambiguous terms.  The plan, 

for example, calls for “Air Units” to reinforce the Hawaiian Department but does 

not specify what types of units those might be – pursuit, attack, or some other type 

of air unit.390  The standard for most of the plans developed in the interwar period, 

however, was to add the detailed list of units to the end of the main body.   The 

1928 Purple included the information in a table outlining the required types and 

numbers of units, for example, one Cavalry Brigade, one Pursuit Group, etc.  This 

plan also included a table on the priority of arrival for each type of unit in the 

theatre of operations.391  The practice of listing general units flowed throughout the 

plans in the interwar period.  One can tell from this section that aviation was 

considered, however, by the inclusion or exclusion of the general unit types. 

The basic Army-level plan, taken as an entire entity, consisted of the main 

body of the plan, which outlined the general mission and resources for executing 

the plan, along with the appended tables, exhibits, or annexes, which provided 

additional details and data such as the Estimate of Situation or the unit 

prioritization charts.  The sections within this level of the colour-coded plans in the 

interwar years is the first place to find Army air power as assigned by the Army 

 
390 Army War Plan Orange, Strategical Plan, 1925, AG No. 230, Special Projects – War 

Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 13. 

 
391 Army Strategical Plan Purple, 1928, AG No. 356, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 

1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s 
Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., Tables 1 and 2. 
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planners, albeit the references were in more general and mostly listed in terms of 

the types of units, the plan included air power, especially in the Estimate of 

Situation and prioritization of mobilization tables. 

 

General Staff, Arm, and Services Plans 

Plans were also created for the various General Staff divisions as well as 

the arms and services which would provide a potential place to find air power 

within the war plans.  The plans for this level of Army organizations were, in some 

cases, contained in the same plan folder, and at other times they were produced 

as a separate folder.  Whichever way they were published, these annexes are 

considered in this study as a level of the plans just below and separate from the 

main Army strategic plans since these annexes produced for the General Staff 

divisions, arms, and services contained more specific information for the given 

division, arm, or service. 

Naturally, some of these annexes would not mention air power since that 

function was not pertinent to the mission within that unit’s purview, such as the 

annex for the Chemical Service.  Other annexes would contain information 

regarding the needs of aviation units, such as ammunition and fuel, or the units 

needed to be mobilized for the plan; the most obvious being the Air Corps annex.  

The War Plans Division Annex, given that this particular unit would constitute the 

deployed General Staff, contained information fairly similar to the main plan, and 

the units to be deployed for the plan were listed in general terms.  In the 1931 

version of plan Yellow, for example, required forces to be sent to China or other 

areas in certain times and listed those units by the type of unit such as “Attack 

Squadrons” and “Pursuit Squadrons” and not by specific unit designations such as 
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the 94th Pursuit Squadron.392  The Air Corps annexes, however, provided more 

specific information to the Air Corps mission as it dealt with the plan in question. 

The Air Corps annex to any plan was quite detailed about the mission the 

air units would undertake, the personnel replacement, aircraft replacements, the 

mission of the air depots, and supply details.  In all these annexes was a list of 

specific units to be tasked.  The Air Corps Annex to the 1926 American 

Expeditionary Forces Plan Green listed in the table concerning units assigned to 

the expeditionary force all units from the Air Corps deployed headquarters through 

the group headquarters to the squadrons, including observation, attack, pursuit, 

bombardment squadrons, by number – that is, the 90th Attack Squadron, for 

example, is tasked in this annex as being deployed in support of this plan.393  

While the content of the annex would vary based on the complexity of the war 

plan, each provided explicit missions for the air power units involved.  It is 

interesting that Air Corps planners included in the Air Corps Annex of the 

Philippine Department’s Plan Orange of 1929 a prognosis of the outcome, which 

was quite grim.  In a section aptly labelled Probable Outcome, the planners stated, 

“The numerical superiority of Orange Air Forces is so large that it is probable that 

Blue Air Forces will eventually be destroyed.”394  Although it was bleak, the plan 

does tell that air power would be critical in at least severely hindering if not 

 
392 Appendix WPD to Special Plan Yellow, 1931 Revision, AG No. 35, Special Projects – 

War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 13. 

 
393 Air Corps Annex to A.E.F. Plan Green, 1926, AG No. 345x, Special Projects – War 

Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., Table 1. 

 
394 Blue forces were American forces according to the standard colour-coding system.  Air 

Corps Annex to Basic War Plan Orange, 1929, AG No. 261, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 
1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s 
Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 5. 
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defeating the Japanese forces attacking the Philippines at the outbreak of the war 

with Japan.395  By 1931, the prognosis was more positive.  In that version of the 

Philippine Defense Project plan, a plan which was a portion of Plan Orange, 

planners felt that with an increase in the strength of the units just prior to war, “it 

can be logically expected [underline in the original] that the original enemy air 

force could be engaged with good expectation of victory.”396  In the annex to Plan 

Tan of 1933, the tables go beyond the units and lists the type of planes to be flown 

from the station of origin to the point of embarkation.397  Having units, and even 

aircraft, listed in the Air Corps annexes of the colour-coded plans would seem a 

logical place to see these bits of data.  It was the mission of the Air Corps to 

provide air assets to the Army, therefore, it would be necessary for the Air Corps 

to have a plan entailing the needed units for any given plan.  One must also 

remember that the Air Corps did not command or operate those operational 

aviation units; they were placed under the jurisdiction of corps area or department 

commanders.  Even after 1935 and the creation of the GHQ Air Force, the Air 

Corps was a function within the higher headquarters staff of the Army without any 

direct supervision of operational air units. 

 

 

 

 
395 Ibid., 5-6. 
 
396 Air Corps Annex to Philippine Defense Project, 1931, AG No. 338, Special Projects – 

War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 4. 

 
397 Air Corps Annex to War Department Special Mobilization Plan Tan, 1933, AG No. 29x, 

Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations 
Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 16-
17. 
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Corps Area and Department Plans 

Corps areas and overseas departments were responsible for providing the 

combat units for the given plans and would need to have a plan to do so for that 

command unit.  The War Plans Division was not responsible for creating these 

plans.  Instead, each corps area and department had its own general staff which 

mirrored the structure of the Army General Staff and included a planning cell.398  

Similar to the General Staff functions, the corps areas and departments had Air 

Corps representatives on their staff to assist with planning and other functions.  

The product of the planning would be plans for the corps area or department 

containing references to the air units from within that command needed to execute 

the individual plans. 

Following the 1920 Army reorganization, the United States was divided into 

corps areas, as was discussed in Chapter Two, while the overseas units remained 

under the command of departments.  The commanders of each of these 

headquarter units would have plans for the use of forces within their area based 

on the various colour-coded plans.  Brigadier General Hugh Drum, the Chief of 

Operations and Training Division (G-3), clearly presented the nature of the plans 

at and below this level when he observation in a memorandum to the Army Chief 

of Staff that “the Corps Area, Department, and unit plans all pertain to activities of 

the Zone of the Interior, the mission of these plans being the mobilization of 

troops…”.399  General Drum was mostly accurate in his assessment in that the 

plans drafted for corps areas and subordinate units stationed within the United 

 
398 Pershing, “Army Regulation No. 10-15 General Staff”, 6. 
 
399 Hugh Drum to the Chief of Staff, August 9, 1922, Subject: Annual Report of the 

Assistant Chief of Staff, WPD for Period 1 Sep 21-30 Jun 22, WPD 821-1 as quoted in Ray S. 
Cline, Washington Command Post: The Operations Division, United States Army in World War II: 
The War Department (Washington, D.C.: Center of Military History, United States Army, 2003), 34. 
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States were for the purpose of ensuring the swift movement of units to the areas 

contained in each plan.  For those plans, the units would be tasked to move from 

their home base in the United States to a port of embarkation as directed by the 

specific plan to being activated.  The 2nd Bombardment Group at Langley Field, 

Virginia, for example, would be required to proceed to Seattle, Washington for 

transport to Hawaii no later than 42 days after initial mobilization under Plan 

Orange.400  For Plan Tan, that same unit would also mobilize and proceed to the 

“embarkation point [at] Key West, Florida.”401  No mention is made anywhere in 

that plan of the mission to complete once the unit arrives in the theatre of 

operations.  The purpose of the plan being declared “to provide for the 

mobilization and movement of the Second Bombardment Group….”402 

It is important to note that the colour-coded war plans at corps areas and 

subordinate units were different from the overarching mobilization plan, called the 

Protective Mobilization Plans, produced by the War Plans Division for the Army 

and outlining the movement plan for every unit in the Army without regard to a 

specific war plan.  This high-level Army mobilization plan would provide a basis for 

how units would be tasked within the various corps areas and the order of 

mobilization for each within the colour-coded plans.403  However, it was quite 

 
400 War Department Special Mobilization Plan – Orange, Arms and Services Plans, 1929 & 

1932, AG No. 142, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services 
Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, 
College Park, MD., Table I. 

 
401 Second Bombardment Group Unit Plan for Special Plan – Tan, 1933, AG No. 60x, 

Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations 
Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 1. 

 
402 Ibid. 
 
403 For an example of this, see Army Strategic Plan Red and Orange, 1935, Doc 245, 

Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations 
Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 
Annex 3:10. 
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separate from the colour-coded war plans produced by the War Plans Division and 

lower-level organizations.  One might think of the mobilization plans as the outline 

of how every unit in the Army might be mobilized if needed with no regard to a 

specific enemy.  The colour-coded plans at all levels, on the other hand, had a 

specific enemy and situation in mind to warrant the use of certain forces. 

Contrary to General Drum’s statement regarding the department and unit 

plans, the colour-coded plans for overseas departments and subordinate units 

were not mobilization plans, instead the plans included actions units were to 

undertake upon activation of the colour-coded plan.  Plan Orange for the 4th 

Composite Group in the Philippine Department and one of its subordinate units, 

the 2nd Observation Squadron, are examples of this action plan.  The purpose of 

the group plan was to “provide for actions and priorities…” for the potential attack 

by Japanese forces.404  The 2nd Observation Squadron’s plan mirrored the group 

plan since the group and squadron were stationed in the Philippines, and these 

units were in place in case of war. 405 

General Drum’s statement should, therefore, be modified to say that the 

corps area plans and those plans for the units subordinate to the corps areas 

pertain to the mobilization of the unit or the command and are focused on the 

Zone of Interior, meaning the United States, while the department plans and those 

for units subordinate to those overseas departments provide active wartime 

missions to defend a territory outside the United States.  The missions for either 

 
404 Fourth Composite Group, First Phase Plan Orange, 1934, AG No. 211, Special Projects 

– War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of 
the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 1. 

 
405 Second Observation Squadron, First Phase Plan Orange, 1934, AG No. 206, Special 

Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, 
Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 1. 
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command structure would, of course, be in line with the overall mission as 

presented in the Army Strategical Plan of the corresponding colour and the joint 

plan. 

At the corps areas and department headquarters, the commanding general 

had a staff, mirroring that of the Army’s General Staff, to assist in the tasks of 

running the organization.  Within that special staff was an airman assigned as the 

corps area or department air officer.  This officer was generally “an officer of field 

rank [major to colonel], senior to all other Air Corps officers within the Corps Area 

or Department.”406  Among the duties of this particular position in each corps area 

is the need to prepare the air annexes to the various plans.  Some corps areas 

had fewer Regular Army air units than others with at least one area, the First 

Corps Area, which had no Regular Army units, only Reserve or National Guard 

units. 407  In these areas, the planning process may have been less taxing than 

those of the Eighth or Ninth Corps Areas, for example, with many Regular air units 

and tasked by many of the colour-coded plans.  Lieutenant Colonel Ira 

Longanecker, the Eighth Corps Area Air Officer, noted in his 9 December 1932 

letter that he had just completed the “Annex to the Gray Plan” and “have Green #3 

to finish” before beginning on the Army Mobilization Plan.408  The plans Lt. Col. 

Longanecker completed just prior to and following his letter to Captain Duncan 

contained an outline of Longenecker’s duties with regard to each of the plans in 

terms of the duties, personnel matters, supply, training, and movement of units.  

 
406 G. C. Bryant, Letter to Early E.W. Duncan, printed in The Duties of a Corps Area Air 

Officer with Special Reference to the Training of Regular Army and Civilian Components, (Fort 
Leavenworth, KS.: The Command and General Staff School, 1933). 

 
407 Rush B. Lincoln, Letter to Early E.W. Duncan, printed in Duncan, Duties of a Corps 

Area Air Officer. 
 
408 Ira Longanecker, Letter to Early E.W. Duncan, printed in Duncan, Duties of a Corps 

Area Air Officer. 



176 
 

 
 

The Air Officer’s Annex of the Eighth Corps Area Plan Gray of 1933 is fairly simple 

since only the 12th Observation Squadron was tasked for this particular plan from 

that corps area.409  Although his annex for Plan Tan, however, was a bit more 

involved, it still contained generally the same information concerning supplies, 

training, and personnel.  The greatest difference was the inclusion of three attack 

squadrons and the supplies and personnel requirements for those units.410  

Because of the relationship the Air Officer in the corps area or department would 

have with the units within the area, it would be natural that there should be plans 

for those units.411 

 

Unit and Post Plans 

At this point the plans became specific to Air Corps units, the next level of 

planning being at the group level plans.412  By the nature of their existence, these 

plans directly reflect air power consideration in war planning.  Groups were the 

headquarters units for two or more squadrons of flying units and support units.  As 

the quoted statement of General Drum alluded earlier, the group plans were 

 
409 Air Officer’s Special Mobilization Plan Gray, Eighth Corps Area, December 8, 1932, AG 

No. 191x, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division 
Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, 
MD. 

 
410 Air Officer’s Special Plan Tan, Eighth Corps Area, 1933, AG No. 98x, Special Projects – 

War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD. 

 
411 Given the scope of responsibility for an Air Office for a corps area, it is interesting that 

many historians refer to the reassignment of William Mitchell as Air Officer for the Eighth Corps 
Area in 1925 as an exile or banishment.  Mitchell would have had a direct influence on the war 
plans created within that corps area during his tenure.  See for examples, Alfred Hurley, Billy 
Mitchell: Crusader for Air Power (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1975), 98; Robert White, 
Mason Patrick and the Fight for Air Service Independence (Washington D.C.: Smithsonian 
Institution Press, 2001), 118. 

 
412 No evidence has been found of an existing wing-level colour-coded war plan during the 

interwar years. 
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mobilization plans, excepting the overseas groups.  Plan Tan drew from the 2nd 

Bombardment Group and the 8th Pursuit Group.  Those group plans outlined the 

mobilization of the group and subordinate units.  The 8th Pursuit Group Plan Tan of 

1933 state that the mission of the group was “to mobilize under direction of its 

Commanding Officer…” and that the subordinate units’ mission was “similarly to 

mobilize and train their personnel and units….”413  The 4th Composite Group, 

stationed in the Philippines, however, were not called on to mobilized.  Instead, 

the group, following the mission of the Philippine Department, would “attack and 

destroy enemy forces…” according to the 1934 version of unit’s Plan Orange.414   

In some cases, there was a post plan which covered the various flying and 

support units stationed on an airfield which would be tasked in the corps area and 

Army strategic plans.  Scott Field, located in Illinois, for example, was home to the 

15th Observation Squadron and the attached Medical Detachment (Air Corps).  

The 1932 Post Plan, Plan Green No. 3 for Scott Field outlined how the units would 

be prepared and mobilized in case of activation as part of Force “C” of the Corps 

Area Plan, which was derived from the Army Strategical Plan.415   

The lowest level of plans was the unit level plan.  Since the groups and 

higher levels of command did not operate any aircraft, being strictly headquarters 

level units, the actual mission of these plans would fall to the squadrons which 

 
413 Unit Mobilization Plan for Special Plan Tan of the Eighth Pursuit Group, Langley Field, 

Va., 1933, AG No. 61x, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services 
Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, 
College Park, MD. 4. 

 
414 Fourth Composite Group, First Phase Plan – Orange, 1934, AG No. 211, Special 

Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, 
Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD. 2. 

 
415 Post Plan, Sixth Corps Area, Special Mobilization Plan Green No. 3, Scott Field, Illinois, 

1932, AG No. 454x, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services 
Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, 
College Park, MD. 
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operated the aircraft.  Not surprisingly, the plans for the units followed the pattern 

of the group, departments, and corps areas.  Those squadrons stationed overseas 

had an operational mission outlined in those plans wile stateside squadrons would 

have a mobilization plan. 

 

Revising the Plans 

Once created, war plans were not static as one may have seen in the 

various exemplar.  As time marched on, changes occurred in the available units, 

the capabilities of the United States Army and its potential adversary nations, and 

the situations which may have been the basis of the plans.  Because of this, the 

planning function was designed to review the plans on a regular basis.  In the 

1924 iteration of Army Strategical Plan Tan, Section IV – General Instructions 

states that “Beginning at 12:01 A.M., October 1, 1924, Strategic Plan Tan, 

Appendix WPD, and Mobilization Plan Tan will govern, replacing Basic Plan Tan 

with the various Appendices and Annexes thereto.”416  To attest to the idea that 

the plan was not static and could change, the plan also states that the “Strategical 

Plan Tan, Appendix WPD, and Mobilization Plan Tan will be revised whenever 

such revision becomes necessary.”417  Similarly, section XVIII of the 1925 revision 

of Strategical Plan Orange is allotted to the topic of revisions.  “Strategical Plan 

Orange and its Appendix WPD will be revised when the Chief of Staff directs such 

revision.”418  To ensure the latest plans were in the hands of the various 

 
416 Strategical Plan Tan, 1924, AG No. 16x, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-

1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s 
Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 7. 

 
417 Ibid. 
 
418 Army War Plan Orange: Strategical Plan, 1925, AG No. 230, Special Projects – War 

Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 24. 
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commanders, when any revision was made to the plans, the old plans would be 

returned to the War Plans Division.  By 1930, the directions on revisions changed 

from as directed to a bi-annual requirement due to Army regulations.  In each plan 

a statement was added to the title page stating,  

Under the provisions of [Army Regulation] 330-5 (paragraph 17g), each 
recipient of this document will make return therefor on June 30 and 
December 31 of each year to War Plans Division, War Department General 
Staff.419 
 

If there were revisions, the plans would be replaced and most would be destroyed 

due to supersession, but some, luckily, were archived and available to researchers 

today.  Those plans were deposited in the Adjutant General’s files and now stored 

in the United States National Archives in College Park, Maryland. 

 

Conclusion 

With all the levels, a colour-coded war plan could be many volumes 

including various annexes circulated through many units throughout the United 

States.  The principal plan would be the Joint Army and Navy Plan outlining the 

mission for the Army and Navy.  The Army Strategical Plan would mirror the joint 

plan but be more specific in terms of goals and units to be used.  This level also 

included, either published within the same folder or separately, the many annexes 

needed for the higher headquarters units within the General Staff, arms, and 

services.  The plans for the corps areas and overseas departments, being the next 

lower level in the peacetime chain of command, would direct the mobilization of 

 
 
419 As examples, see G.H.Q. Theater of Operations Plan Tan, 1933, AG No. 23x, Special 

Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, 
Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD. and Army 
Strategical Plan Green No. 2, 1930, AG No. 263, Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, 
Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 
1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD. 
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units or the defensive action required to protect the territory, respectively. This 

level would have contained a variety of annexes, most importantly for the current 

discussion an Air Officer Annex, which outlined the officer’s duties in case of plan 

activation.  And finally, at the most basic level were the post and unit plans.  These 

plans mirrored the corps area or department plans and would provide more 

specific direction to that unit or those units stationed on the post for which the plan 

was created.  In each of these levels, air power was considered at a level of 

granularity corresponding to the level of command for which the plan was 

developed. 

The joint plan mentioned the need for air power and a potential mission 

within the overarching plan for both the United States Army and Navy.  

Investigating this highest level of planning is necessary; however, to gain a greater 

understanding of what types of aviation units would be used and the extent the 

Army would need those units would be more appropriately at the Army level of 

planning.  At these “Army Strategical Plans,” one will find in some the generic 

mention of the types of units needed for the plans and in other plans there is a 

tasking for specific unit. As one follows the plans to the lower levels, air power is 

identified more specifically in each plan within the various tables of requirements.  

Individually units are specifically named within the war plans most consistently at 

the corps area or department plan level.  Here, with the input of the corps area or 

department air officer, the aviation units start to become more prominent in the 

discussion, even beyond the mobilization tables.  Below the corps area and 

department, the aviation units are clearly identified and tasked for the specifically 

planned mission depending on the potential enemy.  The type of units tasked 

would be based on the preceding discussion on the potential enemy and the 
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situation upon which the given plan was formed.  But also, the type of unit tasked 

for a plan would be influenced by the organizational structure and, more 

predictably, by the prevailing thought on how to best use air power.  It is this 

discussion which will be tackled in the next chapter. 

War planning was a complex task which, by necessity, involved 

coordinating with a myriad of offices throughout the United States Army command 

structure.  Leading this effort were the men of the War Plans Division who, by 

design, came from the various areas of the Army and coordinated with almost 

every level of the United States Army and with their counterparts in the United 

States Navy.  These men would plan and be a part of the execution of the plans.  

The leader of the division would be involved at the highest levels of coordination 

with the Army and Navy as well as having an ear open to the needs of the arms, 

services, corps areas, and departments.  What was produced at all levels was a 

coherent plan with a clear link from the very highest plan, the Joint Army and Navy 

Basic Plans, to the plans for the individual units stationed around the world.  The 

plans reflected the ideologies of the United States Army, to include the air power 

doctrine, because of the training required to be selected for the General Staff and 

the War Plans Division particularly.  Because of this, the plans were designed to 

be as clear for each level as needed and brought in every aspect of the United 

States Army based on the proposed enemy as outlined in the Estimate of the 

Situation for each plan.  One can confidently state that the plans reflected 

contemporary ideology, including air power doctrine, and involved and mirrored 

the entire command structure of the United States Army.  Additionally, one can 

see the use of air power in the inclusion of air power thus far from the estimations 

of enemy strengths to the units to be used for each plan.  While there may be 
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doubling of taskings – units being tagged for use in more than one plan – air 

power was included by the airmen and other planners in the war plans.  One final 

question, then remains to be discussed.  Were the war plans themselves a 

reflection of the real concerns of the United States of America and its national 

defence structure?  Or were the plans simply an exercise to keep planners 

limbered in the process. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS OF WAR PLANNING 
 
 

The final facet which influenced the inclusion or United States Army air 

power in the colour-coded plans was the nature of the war being planned in each 

of the planning documents.  The war plans of the interwar years covered various 

levels of warfare, from insurgent suppression to large-scale war against a well-

armed opponent nation.  In each case, air power was included, according to the 

existing doctrine and policies, as a part of the war plan.  Many of the war plans 

existed based on long-standing concerns over national security or the continued 

use of the Monroe Doctrine.  This chapter will examine each war plan by 

investigating the reason for each plan’s existence as presented within the plan 

itself as well as the national concerns in each area before the period of the plans.  

The latter is important in that as the plans were being created and maintained, 

there was a deliberate consideration of the international relations with that area or 

nation.  Those relations would be tempered by previous dealings with the nation or 

area in question.  This chapter also explains how air power considerations were 

included in each plan based on the nature of the conflict proposed in the plan. 

In 1919, as diplomats were working to conclude the Paris Conference and 

tendering the details of the Treaty of Versailles, Army planners also had 

international relations and the national security of the United States foremost on 

their minds but for a very different reason.  The general mood within the United 

States at that time was one of peace and reduced military strength; the Great War 

was, after all, the “War to End All Wars.”  However, military strategists throughout 

the ages continually look ahead to the next possible war, examining the intentions 
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and capabilities of the next potential enemy, whomever that may be, and planning 

how to best meet that threat.  The members of the United States Army planning 

staffs in the interwar years were no different.  The colour-coded war plans revised 

or developed during the 1920s and 1930s reflected the potential situations the 

United States Army could face based on their understanding of the international 

landscape and the capabilities of their military forces.  The challenge was 

determining where that potential enemy may appear.  As Donald Snow relates:  

Before World War II, the United States never had an explicit national 
defense…policy expressed in coherent statements on…what kinds of 
threats and military actions the United States was willing to undertake to 
protect those interests….420 

However, war planners were able to distinguish, through the coordination with the 

Military Intelligence Division and the State Department, potential areas of conflict 

and create plans to meet that need.  This chapter explores the international 

relations and specific circumstances which led planners to develop each plan, the 

nature of the war that was planned to be fought – was the plan designed to deal 

with an insurgency, one to stabilize a government, or was it a plan for total war – 

and of course how aviation was considered in this part of the planning.  Each of 

these aspects would influence the inclusion or exclusion of United States Army 

aviation in the war plans. 

The first concern that must be addressed is that of the opinions of some 

historians that the war plans created or revised in the interwar years lacked a 

connection to reality.  Henry Gole expressed that the only realistic plan of that 

period was Plan Orange, the plan to meet the threat from Japan.  All others were 

exercises to keep planners limber for the “mental gymnastics” needed for a real 

 
420 Donald M. Snow, National Defense: Defense Policy in a Changed International Order 

4th ed. (New York: St. Martin Press, 1998), 66. 
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war.421  Gole bases his opinion on the statements of Ray Cline, Mark Watson, and 

Louis Morton.422  Morton expressed that “In some cases, the early war plans were 

little more than abstract exercises and bore little relation to actual events.”423  Cline 

felt the “emergency situations visualized were either highly improbable or of 

comparatively minor importance.”424  However, the circumstances upon which the 

plans were based stemmed from intelligence provided by numerous sources, 

including the State Department.425  One of the purposes of this chapter is to 

illustrate that the international relations and national security concerns upon which 

each plan was created do, in fact, reflect a valid concern needing to be addressed 

to ensure national security, and that concern included an interest in the air power 

aspect of a potential war based on the analysis of the potential adversary’s forces.  

In the case of each plan, air power of the enemy military and naval forces was 

evaluated.  In some cases, such as in Plan Tan, the plan for insurrection in Cuba, 

the enemy’s air forces were deemed negligible and the plan only included minimal 

air power assets, while in others, like Plan Orange, the air power available to the 

enemy caused planners to create a larger scheme using as much air power as 

was available in the regular Army and the reserve components. 

When looking at all the American war plans of the interwar years, one can 

see that, of the nine plans actively reviewed and maintained during that period, 

 
421 Gole, The Road to Rainbow, 27. 
 
422 Ibid., x-xi. 
 
423 Louis Morton, Strategy and Command: The First Two Years, United States Army in 

World War II, The War in the Pacific (Washington D.C.: Center of Military History, 2000), 22. 
 
424 Cline, Washington Command Post, 35. 
 
425 The discussion of the process and interactions between the various departments and 

agencies which produced the plans was handled in the previous chapter including a discussion of 
the attempt by the War and Navy Departments to include the State Department in the Joint Board 
and Joint Planning Committee processes. 



186 
 

 
 

only three were for a conflict outside of the Western hemisphere.  The remaining 

two-thirds of those plans focused on South America, Central America, Mexico, 

Canada, and the Caribbean islands.  Much of this stemmed from the doctrine 

emerging from a message delivered by President James Monroe to the Congress 

on 2 December 1823, a century before the interwar period.  This address, later 

dubbed the Monroe Doctrine, outlined a stance in which the lands of the Western 

Hemisphere were no longer to be colonized or controlled by European powers.  

Monroe quite clearly expressed: 

… the occasion has been judged proper for asserting, as a principle in 
which the rights of the United States are involved, that the American 
continents, by the free and independent condition which they have 
assumed and maintained, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects 
for future colonization be any European Power.426 

 
Monroe made the distinction that this doctrine applied to those nations who had 

declared independence from their European colonizers and not to those nations or 

territories still considering themselves to be a colony of a European Power.  This 

left some Spanish and British colonies in the Caribbean Sea and elsewhere intact 

and under the authority of the European power to whom they belonged.  However, 

any attempt by a European nation to re-establish a colonial relationship with an 

independent nation could not and would not be seen “in any other light than as a 

manifestation of an unfriendly disposition towards the United States.”427  The 

Monroe Doctrine held sway on American foreign policy and military planning well 

into the twentieth century and was reaffirmed in President Theodore Roosevelt’s 

annual address to Congress in 1904 where Roosevelt stated: 
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All that this country desires is to see the neighboring countries stable, 
orderly, and prosperous. Any country whose people conduct themselves 
well can count upon our hearty friendship.428 

One might also read between the lines in his statement that any country not 

conducting themselves properly might find itself confronted by the armed forces of 

the United States, hence the development of some of the plans for the nations of 

the American continents and adjoining Caribbean Sea.  Going one step farther, 

Roosevelt obligated the United States as a policing force when he stated: 

… in the Western Hemisphere the adherence of the United States to the 
Monroe Doctrine may force the United States, however reluctantly, in 
flagrant cases of such wrongdoing or impotence, to the exercise of an 
international police power.429 
 

Roosevelt went beyond the Western Hemisphere and the Monroe Doctrine, 

reflecting the expansion of American interests into the Far East.  Perhaps the 

essence of the corollary is summed up in one sentence. 

In asserting the Monroe Doctrine, in taking such steps as we have taken in 
regard to Cuba, Venezuela, and Panama, and in endeavoring to 
circumscribe the theater of war in the Far East, and to secure the open door 
in China, we have acted in our own interest as well as in the interest of 
humanity at large.430 

 
The United States’ foreign policies were guided from the Monroe Doctrine set in 

1823 to the Roosevelt Corollary in 1904 and beyond into the 1940s by the 

statements of protection of its interests in the Pacific and the stability and 

independence of the Western Hemisphere, free of European influence.  This focus 

flowed from the executive, the President of the United States, to the military and is 

clearly reflected in the war plans of the 1920s and 1930s. 
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Plan Green 

Sharing its northern border with the United States, Mexico was a concern 

for the America from the early 1800s.  The border, drawn mostly along the banks 

of the Rio Grande, is quite porous in places even in the twenty-first century.  

Conflict arose in the 1830s over the independence of people in the area just north 

of the river.  The Republic of Texas, a nation that later became a state within the 

United States, was the sight of greatest tensions in the late 1800s and early 

1900s.  Troubles began in 1835 with the arrest of several Texans by Mexican 

authorities and the residents of the settlement of Texas declared independence 

from Mexico, and the future nation and state would be the site of a war.  In 1836, 

Texans declared and had won independence from Mexico.431  The uneasiness of 

that peace did not decrease even after a decade.  Texas’ annexation into the 

United States in 1846 sparked a war between Mexico and the United States that 

lasted until 1848.432  The border was relatively quiet until a decade after the turn of 

the century when another Mexican Revolution and turmoil over the aftermath of 

that revolution caused concerns for the United States. 

The Mexican government was, for almost 35 years, led by the dictator, 

Porfirio Diaz.  In 1910, Diaz was overthrown by Francisco Madero, a more 

conservative and constitutionally minded leader who was seen by American 

diplomats as a potentially good leader and possible ally to the United States.  By 

1913, one of Diaz’s military leaders, General Victoriano Huerta, had decided the 
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Madero government was not legitimate and staged a military coup.433  The political 

scene became quite convoluted at that point with three potential factions looking to 

lead Mexico.  From one of these factions came the next leader, Venustiano 

Carranza.  With some marginal help from the United States’ occupation of 

Veracruz, Carranza was able to overcome Huerta’s forces to become the leader of 

Mexico for a time.  Among the other factions was a group of dissidents led by a 

bandit who has become infamous in the United States, Francisco “Pancho” 

Villa.434 

After the Carranza regime was in place to lead Mexico, Villa decided to 

make trouble by staging a raid into the United States in hopes, perhaps, of 

embarrassing the new Mexican government or causing a war between the United 

States and Mexico.  His men crossed into Texas near El Paso and raided a small 

town and Army post.435  The United States military soon began a pursuit of Villa 

that would last slightly less than one year yet would not yield any arrests.  General 

Pershing, the commander in charge of the force known as the Punitive Expedition, 

did bring with him some of the latest military technology including airplanes of the 

1st Aero Squadron of the Signal Corps under the direction of Captain Benjamin 

Foulois for the purpose of scouting.436  After a year of pursuit, the Americans were 

ordered to withdraw from Mexico leaving Villa to the Mexican government and 

learning the frailty of airplanes in the harsh conditions.  As discussed in the first 

chapter of this thesis, the expedition proved too demanding for the airplanes of 
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that time.  Of the original eight airplanes sent with Pershing, all eight were 

considered inoperable after only a month due to the terrain and weather conditions 

of the Mexican desert.437  After the American forces were recalled to their home 

stations within the United States, Villa remained at-large in Mexico and continued 

to cause troubles within Mexico well into the 1920s.  He was finally given amnesty 

by the Mexican government in 1920 and retired to a ranch in northern Mexico until 

his assassination in 1923.  Regime changes and revolutions were a constant in 

Mexico from 1910 to 1920 and were still a concern well into the middle of the 

1920s.  They were, however, just one facet of the Mexican concern; another was 

the amount of foreign influence from both Germany and Japan. 

The oil fields in Mexico in 1920s and 30s were comparable to those seen in 

the Middle East today.  Oil from Mexico supplied the United States, Germany, and 

Great Britain, to name a few.  The fields, however, were property of American and 

British oil companies.  In the 1910s, Japan began to move more closely to Mexico 

politically and militarily.  American businessmen began to ask for more 

involvement from the American government against the influence of Japan on 

Mexico.  Some Pacific coastal states went so far as to consider, and some passed, 

legislation to ban Japanese citizens from purchasing land in the United States.  

Both California and Arizona passed legislation restricting the purchase of land and 

immigration by Japanese citizens causing the Japanese government to protest to 

the American government.438  Since the law was a state law, federal intervention 

was denied causing more tension between the United States and Japan.  In April 

1915, a Japanese battle cruiser was “beached” for a time causing the Americans 
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in Mexico and in the United States to be quite concerned about Japanese military 

involvement in Mexico.439  Germany was watching all of this with great interest as 

the First World War was bogging down into a stalemate.  As the Germany Navy 

massed U-boats for a planned invasion of the Atlantic to interdict shipping to Great 

Britain, there was a concern the United States may join the fight based on moral 

objections to unrestricted submarine warfare on transport vessels.  In an attempt 

to distract the United States and prevent its entry into the European war, the 

leader of the German Foreign Minister, Arthur Zimmermann, drew up a plan to 

have Mexico, and possibly Japan, start a conflict with the United States.  This 

would, he proposed, keep the United States engaged at home instead of 

becoming engaged with Europe.  Zimmermann sent the infamous “Zimmermann 

Telegram” to his ambassador in Mexico via a wire that ran through England, and 

thus it was intercepted and decoded by British intelligence agents.440  After being 

translated and sent along to the American government and American newspapers, 

the Zimmermann telegram forced President Woodrow Wilson to abandon his 

negotiation efforts and join the war in Europe.  Since the American involvement in 

the war only lasted another two years, the United States did not have a long 

conflict in which to forget the duplicity that Mexico may have been contemplating if 

the telegram was not intercepted and Mexico not forced to claim neutrality for the 

remainder of the war. 

During the interwar years, these external and internal factors were most 

assuredly not forgotten by America, and that mistrust was rekindled with the 
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continued political chaos in Mexico.  The threat of war with Mexico became quite 

real between 1925 and 1927 when the Mexican government confiscated American 

and British properties and a placed a ban on imports from the United States and 

the United Kingdom.441  The concern was also heightened with concerns over 

other political views being introduced to the Mexican population from a different 

European nation, specifically that of Bolshevism.442 In 1938, with tensions rising in 

Europe, Mexico was once again a concern over oil fields when they seized a 

reported $450,000,000 of American and British properties.443 

Given the unrest and history between the United States and Mexico until 

1940, the war plan associated with Mexico, labelled Plan Green, was certainly not 

just an “annoyance.”444  Contrary to Gole’s claim that “Few planners or policy-

makers lost sleep worrying about the threat from the other bank of the Rio Grande 

in the 1930s”, planners were acutely aware of the concerns, political and 

economic, that could erupt into war with the nation on their southern border, thus 

Plan Green was of great concern to those involved in maintaining this plan. 445  In 

fact, Plan Green was the most reviewed plan in the interwar years. 

In the “Situations” section of the 1929 revision of War Plan Green, the 

planners spelled out the reasons for the plan’s existence. 
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As a condition precedent to intervention, it is assumed that internal 
disturbances in Green have brought about such conditions as to threaten to 
jeopardize the interests of the United States, or the lives and property of its 
citizens….446 
 

Protecting the interests of the United States, such as the oil fields of north-western 

Mexico for example, meant implementing one of three escalating scenarios 

identified by number – No. 3, No. 2, and No. 1 -- with the United States Army 

getting more involved with the lower numbered plan variations.  This numbering 

reversed and the scenarios were incorporated into one plan in later versions of 

Plan Green; however, the actions to be taken under each potential variation 

remained the same. 

The first variation, War Plan Green No. 3., would be implemented when 

conditions were: 

such that, due to insurrection or other internal disturbances, the lives and 
property of American citizens and other foreign nationals are endangered, 
and the United States seeks to furnish protection without declaration of 
war….447 
 

If variation number three was implemented, the Army would have the mission of 

securing the southern border of the United States, enforcing an arms embargo, 

and preparing a force in anticipation of any escalation.448  This first iteration was 

the least invasive endeavour of the three options, therefore requiring the least 

number of forces.  The Army, in order to carry out its mission, would be required to 

create a border guard by reinforcing the Eighth and Nineth Corps Area force and 

to create three expeditionary forces ready to deploy in case of escalation.  The 
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border guard units included two aviation groups with three to four squadrons each 

as listed in Figure 4.1.  In preparation of any necessary action within the borders of 

Mexico, the three expeditionary forces would include the 1st Attack Group, 

consisting of the 8th, 13th, and 90th Attack Squadrons, as well as one observation 

squadron for each force - 1st, 5th, and 15th Observation Squadrons in Force A, B, 

and C, respectively.449 

 

Figure 4.1. Border Guard Aviation Units – Plan Green No. 3.450 
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By 1936, as mentioned, the number had changed, but the situations had 

not.  What also changed was the place of aviation units in the overall Army 

students, as was discussed in Chapter 2.  In Annex 3 of the 1936 version of Plan 

Green, the first phase calls for “such active units of the G.H.Q. Air Force as may 

be requested by the Commanding Generals, Third and Fourth Armies.”451  The 

tasked units are not listed for this phase of the plan in this revision; however, the 

plan does stipulate that the first phase would include from G.H.Q. Air Force a 

composite wing consisting of a bombardment group, a pursuit group, an attack 

group, and two reconnaissance (formerly observation) squadrons.  The reversal of 

higher numbers of observation versus lower numbers of air forces squadrons 

reflects a shifting doctrine based on the reorganization which created the G.H.Q. 

Air Force within the United States Army organizational structure.   

All revisions of Plan Green specified that there may be a “hostile reaction” 

to American intervention, political or otherwise, and “the necessity for the 

employment of all Regular Army units at existing strength located within the 

continental limits of the United States” would be required at that point.452  The 

potential for a violent Mexican reaction was relatively high since the Navy was 

tasked with capturing or containing the Mexican naval force among other tasks.  If 

necessary, the United States could add to or bypass this variation and proceed to 

next level of War Plan Green. 

War Plan Green No. 2 was the next level of escalation and would occur 

when: 
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The existing federal Government of Green is hostile to the interests of the 
United States, and the United States seeks to force the establishment in 
Green of a Federal Government which will be in harmony with the interests 
and foreign obligations of the United States, by prompt action directed 
against the hostile government, avoiding, unless forced to it by later 
developments, and general occupation of Green territory.453 
 

This variation called for the “occupation of Mexico City and control of the Mexican 

Federal Government to force the establishment in Mexico of a Federal 

Government in harmony with the interest and foreign obligations of the United 

States.”454  In order to do this, the Army would continue to maintain a border guard 

and would establish “an Army expeditionary force designated the ‘First Army’” to 

capture Mexico City.455  While the Army Strategical Plan of 1930 does not name 

units specifically, it does stipulate that the First Army would contain one attack 

group and one pursuit group containing two attack squadrons, two pursuit 

squadrons, one bombardment squadron, and six observation squadrons along 

with an airship battalion.456  The Branch Plans annex of 1928 version of the Plan 

Green does outline the specific units tasked.  The table does not indicate the 

hierarchy but does state that the 1st Pursuit Group and 3rd Attack Group would 

serve as headquarters for the 1st, 5th, 12th, 16th, 22nd, and 88th Observation 

Squadrons; the 27th and 94th Pursuit Squadrons; the 8th and 90th Attack 

Squadrons; and the 20th Bombardment Squadron.457 
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Aviation units involved in the border forces would be rearranged from the 

previous plan since some of the units tasked in variation number 3 would now be a 

part of the First Army, such as the two pursuit squadrons.  The 1930 version of the 

Army Strategical Plan Green No. 2 does not indicate the requirements for the 

border guard units; however, the 1928 version of the Branch Plans does so.  The 

air component would consist of the units listed in figure 4.2. 

 

Figure 4.2. Border Guard Aviation Units – Plan Green No. 2.458 
 
 

By 1936, with the new structure of the Air Corps and G.H.Q. Air Force, the 

plan as stipulated in Phase 2 tasked virtually the same forces.  No additional 
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squadrons, which were retained within by the corps areas, were added to the plan 
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at this point.459  The 1938 variation of the plan calls for the 1st Pursuit Group, the 

7th Bombardment Group with an additional squadron attached, the 17th Attack 

Group, and six observation squadrons.460  This would include three pursuit 

squadrons, three bombardment squadrons, and three attack squadrons.  The 

planers also noted that all other units “except the 3rd Wing” would be mobilized by 

the War Department when needed – that would definitely happen when the next 

proposed situation developed.461 

The most extreme intervention would take place as outlined in War Plan 

Green No. 1., later Phase No. 3.  This scenario of the plan would be enacted 

when: 

Disturbances in Green are widespread, chaotic conditions prevail, the 
existing Green Government is unable or unwilling to protect the lives and 
property of American citizens and other foreign nationals, and the United 
States seeks to afford such protection by establishing order and a stable, 
responsible Government throughout Green.462 

 
In this scenario, the United States Army would take a more invasive approach, 

occupying not only Mexico City, but conducting operations “to invade, occupy, and 

pacify Green, maintaining a military government until a stable and responsible 

Green Government can be established.”463  Protection of the Southern border of 

the United States would continue to be a concern.  Beyond that, a main force 

would invade from across the northern border of Mexico in a manner not unlike the 
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path Pershing took in his Punitive Expedition.  The forces required in this scheme 

would be half again larger than those required for Plan No. 2.  Going from 140,000 

troops to 210, 000 which included, for the first time, units from the Nation Guard. 

464  After the creation of the Four Army Plan, the forces needed for the third phase 

of Green were a total of three Field Armies.  “The G.H.Q. Air Force [was] to 

provide support for the First, Second, and Third Armies.”465  Unfortunately, the 

plans and tables for earlier versions of Plan Green No. 1. have not survived in 

either the United States National Archives or the Air Force Historical Research 

Agency.  However, the information provided in the later iterations of the Plan 

Green which included all phases allude to the mobilization of the air forces of the 

Regular Army. 

The three situations outlined by Plan Green for the United States Army in 

Mexico were reviewed but were not changed dramatically throughout the interwar 

years since much of the tension throughout this period remained a concern for 

planners and national security leaders.  The 1928, 1936, and 1938 revisions of the 

plan outline the situation in much the same manner with three potential levels of 

intervention by the military.  What did change over time was the structure of the air 

forces to be used by the American Army.  That structure would be available to 

assist the Army in its ground operations.  And one of the lessons learned and 

developed into doctrine was that air power was needed, first and foremost, to 

combat the enemy’s air forces. 

At the time of the Punitive Expedition, which lasted from March 1916 until 

January 1917, Mexico did not have military aviation of any serious concern, much 
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like the American forces.  Over the next two decades, Mexico’s military aviation 

grew, as did most nations’ air forces.  By 1930, American Army planners estimated 

that the Mexican Army possessed 76 airplanes, of these “Probably not more than 

half [were] in fair condition.”466  Six years later, estimates of the Mexican military 

aviation program stated there were two units, the 1st and 2nd Air Regiments.  The 

1st Air Regiment was comprised of one observation and two bombardment 

squadrons while the 2nd Air Regiment had an attack squadron.  In total, the 

Mexican military had 40 aircraft.467  The forces aligned to contend with these air 

force – three pursuit, attack, and bombardment squadrons in the later plans – 

were sufficient to meet the task of overcoming two regiments and any tasks 

assigned to assist the ground forces.  Although there was not as great of a 

concern over the Mexican air forces, given the changes in regimes, the United 

States’ interests and citizens located within the Mexican nation, and the potential 

of Japanese and European subversion or support, planners did concern 

themselves seriously with plans for different levels of intervention in Mexico.  This 

concern for unrest extended to other areas within the Western Hemisphere as 

well. 

 

Plan Gray 

Following the Spanish-American War, the United States became the 

protector and overseer of various nations around the Caribbean Sea, and the 
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Monroe Doctrine took on a more tangible meaning and a greater need for military 

commitment.  Instability in the countries of the Caribbean and in Central America 

led to the U.S. military to be involved in peace-making and peace-keeping 

operations in nations on both the east and west sides of the sea.  With the 

completion of the Panama Canal in 1914, the United States was very concerned 

about the safety and protection of the canal since the canal provided the fastest 

means for the United States to project sea power into both the Atlantic and Pacific.  

Though Panama was not a concern, other than for its safety against outside 

invasion, the political unrest of its neighbours, such as Nicaragua, Honduras, and 

El Salvador, caused concerns for American interests, and therefore for military 

planners.  The Dominican Republic and Haiti, situated on the far side of the sea 

from Panama, also caused concern due to their political instability and their 

strategic position at the entrance to the Caribbean from the Atlantic.  Because of 

the shared reasons for the planned intervention in any of the nations in the 

Caribbean, the Army combined the potential intercession into any of these nations 

into one colour-coded plan labelled Gray. 

“Gray is one or a combination of two or more of the following Caribbean 

countries: Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Salvador, Haiti and the 

Dominican Republic.”468  Much of what the United States did in the Central 

American countries was tied to the notion of Dollar Diplomacy.  U.S. companies 

invested heavily in some Central American countries.  According to Max Boot, “the 

greatest level of U.S. investment in Central America prior to World War I was in 
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Guatemala, followed by Costa Rica and Honduras.”469  In Central America, that left 

El Salvador and Nicaragua, both of which had American companies, but these 

were not as substantial as other nations of the area.  Nicaragua was of particular 

concern throughout the interwar years due to the continued occupation by U.S. 

military and the running battles with the rebel, Augusto Sandino and his followers 

whose name resonated well into the 1980s—the Sandinistas. 

Like Mexico, Nicaragua in the interwar years was a place of political intrigue 

and rebels.  As early as 1921, the Conservative government was at odds with the 

Liberals.  Potential coups were found, and alleged perpetrators were arrested.470  

In 1927, Nicaragua saw a wide-ranging rebellion for which Marines were 

dispatched to protect American interests.471  The United States dispatched Henry 

Stimson, formerly the Secretary of War, to negotiate a peace between the warring 

parties.  By May, Stimson had done so. However, one commander of the Liberal 

forces refused to recognize the agreement of his superior—Augusto Sandino.472   

He was to cause concerns for the United States citizenry and military in Nicaragua 

until 1933.473  With the installation of General Somoza as the president, relations 

between the U.S. and Nicaragua seemed to stabilize and talks renewed about a 

potential canal through the country.  The canal in Panama was becoming too small 
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for the more modern ships, so negotiations and surveys were conducted; however, 

no canal was ever built. 

On the other side of the Caribbean, Haiti and Dominican Republic were 

causing similar concerns and had a contingent of U.S military members as 

peacekeepers fighting rebels.  The United States Marines had been stationed in 

Haiti for quite some time by the end of the Great War in Europe and peaceful 

elections had been established.474  This presence caused the Haitian leaders to 

resent the United States and the military establishment within the country.  Haiti, 

as it is now, was a poor country with a distinct separation between the rich and the 

poor.  Unrest in the 1920s led to more deployments of Marines to help quiet the 

nation.475  In addition, there was concern with the more prosperous neighbouring 

country, the Dominican Republic.  Even after the United States had left Haiti, 

concerns erupted about migrancy between the two nations and conflict loomed 

between the nations.476  The United States hosted negotiations between the 

Dominican Republic and Haiti, with Mexico and Cuba as participants as well.  

These negotiations eventually eased the tension.477 

Although the Marines were the main military force in the Caribbean during 

the interwar years, fighting rebels and policing the nations, the Army was poised to 

assist when needed with the enactment of Plan Gray.  The United States saw it as 
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its duty as part of the many agreements with these Caribbean nations to be ready 

to intervention whenever the United States felt it necessary for its interests. 

Within Plan Gray, the planners spelled out the four main reasons for 

intervention into any of the Caribbean countries.  First of these was the “Strategic 

location; that is, proximity to our own territory, to the Panama and proposed 

Nicaraguan canals, and to the lines of communications between them.”478  The 

ability to traverse the Panama Canal and the Nicaraguan Canal, if it was ever built, 

was one of the greatest concerns for military planners and the Navy in particular.  

Without the canal in Panama, the Navy would not be able to move naval forces 

from the Atlantic to the Pacific as quickly if needed.  Unrest in Haiti posed a 

particular concern given its location and Germany’s interest prior to the First World 

War and potential interest to Great Britain afterwards.  Trouble on the Central 

American isthmus was concerning as unrest may prevent safe traveling through 

the Panamanian canal causing conceivable delays to moving forces between the 

oceans.  Second on the list of reasons for intervention was the two driving 

doctrines to U.S. international relations in the Western Hemisphere – the Monroe 

Doctrine and the Roosevelt Corollary.479  The last two related directly to national 

interests in the area.  The many U.S. commercial endeavours in the Caribbean 

nations meant that Americans and American interests needed protection.  In the 

words of the planners, “Important and growing commercial, financial and economic 

interests” along with the “General right under international law of the protection of 

life and property of our citizens in countries unable or unwilling to afford such 

protection themselves” meant the United States Army needed a plan to 
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intervene.480  The unrest throughout the interwar years in both Nicaragua and Haiti 

seemed to justify the concerns, as would another island nation at the entrance to 

the Caribbean, Cuba. 

Intervention into any of the Caribbean countries would be against a rebel 

force made of “irregular troops” using “guerrilla warfare.”481  No air forces were 

available to these rebels, so the air forces allocated in the various iterations of 

Plan Gray were minimal.  Three expeditionary forces were planned within the 

Caribbean contingencies – Forces A, B, and C.  Force A would contain the most 

air power of the three since it contained the attack group for the expeditionary 

forces.  All forces included one observation squadron.482  This is consistent with 

doctrine in that the U.S. Army would not be conducting counterair operations, only 

close air support style operations.  Therefore, only attack squadrons, under the 

command of the attack group, would be needed.  Of course, no operation can be 

successful without reconnaissance, the origins of military air power, so inclusion of 

observation squadrons is no surprise. 

 

Plan Tan 

Cuba was afforded its own plan – Plan Tan.  Cuba had been the locus of 

the Spanish-American War and with the conclusion and treaty, the United States 

became the protector of that island nation.  In October 1920, Army planners 

reviewed and re-established Plan Tan, and in the introduction of the plan stated 

that “The duties imposed on the United States by the treaty with Cuba of July 
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1904, embodying the Platt Amendment, make intervention in Cuba necessary 

under certain circumstances.”483  Appendix No. 2 of the plan outlined the situation 

which made intervention imminent.  The political elections between two parties 

had been very close and the losing party appealed to the courts to set aside the 

election results.  The United States inserted itself by creating a law via the Cuban 

government, and even still, the result was not satisfactory or viewed as fair 

elections.484  As such, the government could have seen a revolt.  This situation 

was within the purview of U.S. intervention.  The situation was still simmering by 

early 1921 so that on 17 January, the planning staff noted the “situation in Cuba is 

going from bad to worse.”485  By May, the new president of Cuba was inaugurated 

with overt support from the United States.486  Although the island saw relative 

peacefulness over the next decade, tension still was on the minds of planners as 

they weighed the situation of Cuba and the rest of the Caribbean. 

Cuba is located close to the United States, there being only 228 miles 

between Miami and Havana, and as air travel from the United States southward to 

South American countries began to be considered, Cuba became an important 

stop for the passenger and mail airlines.  Pan American Airlines made its first 

international forays to Havana in October 1927, and by the early 1930s, Cuba was 

crucial to the United States to ensure involvement in the commercial and political 
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endeavours in Central and South America as more European influence once again 

emerged.487  In the 1928 version of Plan Tan, the situation seemed to be less 

military and more political.  The Army would be required to establish “a 

government with military support.”488  As far as military action was concerned, 

“serious organized resistance [was] not anticipated.”489  The forces needed to 

accomplish the plan would only be an infantry division with one cavalry regiment 

and support units.  No air power units were tasked in that plan, not even 

observation units, surprisingly.  This changed by 1933, though.  As the G.H.Q. Air 

Force organization was being formed, Plan Tan was updated to have an annex of 

the Theater of Operations Plan for the new organisation.  The number of tasked 

units were impressive if the situation were not changed.  In the 1933 plan, the 2d 

Bombardment Group, the 3d Attack Group, the 9th Observation Group, and the 8th 

Pursuit Group would provide three squadrons each for the Intervention Forces 

commander.  Additionally, a new unit type, the 2d Transportation Group, would 

join the forces providing airlift for the forces. 

 

Plan Purple 

War Plan Purple was the only new plan developed in the interwar years and 

perhaps the shortest-lived being developed in 1928 and rescinded in 1938.490  The 
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secrecy of this plan was of great concern as it may have adversely affect any 

relations already established in the region.491  Nevertheless, the United States 

Army did develop the plan for intervention “to seize an important strategic area in 

the South American country involved….”492  The principal concern, as noted in 

other plans, was that “American citizens [had] extensive commercial interests in 

South America….”493  The Monroe Doctrine was also being considered, perhaps 

obliquely.  Long-range flights from Germany were delivering mail and eventually 

passengers to Brazil as flying boats and rigid airships gained more longevity.  In 

May and June 1930, the Graf Zeppelin, a rigid airship, flew from Germany to 

Recife, Brazil then on to Lakehurst, New Jersey in the United States before 

returning to Germany.494  By 1934, Lufthansa flights connected Germany with 

Brazil, Uruguay, Argentina, and Chile.495  As the guardian of the Western 

Hemisphere, the United States needed a plan in case the Old World reinserted 

itself in the New World and caused concerns in South America.   

With the Monroe Doctrine as the primary reason for intervention, the 

planners noted in Plan Purple that the United States military plan “might arouse 

local antagonism to such a degree as to result in loss of American lives and 
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disregard of American property rights to a degree which would render intervention 

advisable.”496  The planned intervention into any of the South American countries 

would mean facing a range of military forces from a small army of just 3,000 men 

to one of almost 40,000 men depending on the nation against whom the action 

was taken.497  War Department planners remarked, however, that “[a]viation 

equipment is small in amount and not of such character as to be of much military 

value” but the numbers could range up to 117 planes.498 

Similar to Plan Gray, Plan Purple called for four expeditionary forces 

labelled A through D.  Expeditionary for A would have the largest contingent of air 

power, containing one a pursuit group, an attack group, and a bombardment 

group, each reduced by one squadron.  This meant each would contain two 

squadrons of like aircraft.  Expeditionary force B would have two squadrons of 

bombardment, pursuit, and attack aircraft.  Forces C and D would have another 

squadron of bombardment and pursuit aircraft and two squadrons of attack 

aircraft.  These last two forces would also contain the two observation squadrons. 

The Monroe Doctrine and the potential for unrest in many of the Central 

American, South American, and Caribbean nations were the basis for the creation 

of the various plans discussed thus far.  However, the United States also 

maintained plans that were based on a broader world view which only came into 

being with the outcome of the Spanish-American War and the expansion of 

American territory into the Pacific with the addition of the Philippines, Guam, and 
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Hawaiian Islands.  This new view of the Pacific and trade with China led to three 

plans that were very interrelated. 

 

Plan Brown 

The United States Army’s primary focus prior to the Spanish-American War 

was taming the western territory of the United States and included the war in 

Texas against Mexico.  However, winning the war against Spain caused the Army 

to suddenly have a broader responsibility with the addition of territories in the 

Caribbean and Pacific including the Philippines to the list of U.S. territories.499  

Almost immediately after the treaty was signed with Spain, the American forces 

faced insurgency from the Philippine people who, after being a colony of Spain for 

many years, wanted independence. 

The 1899 war in the Philippines was based on a feeling of mistrust between 

the Filipinos and the new American forces stationed there to keep the peace.  The 

forces who had been fighting against the Spanish occupiers now turned on the 

American forces and continued to fight for independence.500  However, even after 

the end of hostilities in 1902, there was no independence in the Philippines, 

according to the Filipinos, and the question of independence lingered through the 

1920s and into the mid-1930s.501 
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While no insurrection ever emerged, unrest was stirring throughout the 

islands.  Of some concern was the move, in 1922, to try to expand the influence of 

the Filipino government by annexing North Borneo.502  Tension between the 

Filipino legislature and the Governor-General, General Leonard Wood, flared in 

1923 when the Philippines requested Wood be recalled and demanded the U.S. 

Congress grant the Philippines complete independence.503  The next year, there 

were reports of “several thousand fanatics” were believed to be joining Colorum, 

an outlaw group spreading rumours of a resurrection of an executed 

independence leader from the 1800s, and that this was creating “suggestions of a 

general uprising” on Samar and Leyte islands of the Philippines.504  This 

disquieted mood persisted, even after talks about independence were started in 

the 1930s.  As late as 1935, Reuter reported the arrest of insurgent leaders.505  In 

that same year, the Philippines gained autonomy as a commonwealth of the 

United States, and in 1946 gained its full independence.506 

In the interim, the people of the Philippines were viewed by many, including 

the United States Army planners, as capable of revolting against the American 

forces and endangering American lives and property.  In the words of the 

planners, the “Purpose of [War Plan Brown was] to provide the necessary 

reinforcements for the United States Forces in the Philippine Islands for preventing 
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or suppressing insurrection.”507  In their eyes, the conflict would become guerrilla-

style warfare similar to that of the insurrection of 1898 to 1901 and would “require 

troops largely of a type suitable for minor warfare.”508  The Philippines had a small 

military force but did not have an air force, and therefore no great consideration 

would need to be made for air superiority if air power was to be considered. 

The Philippines Department commanded aviation units throughout the 

interwar years.  Although international agreements made as part of the Five 

Powers Treaty restricted the fortification of the Philippines further than they were at 

the point when the treaty was ratified, the department did maintain an air power 

element, namely the 4th Composite group and its three squadrons – one pursuit, 

one bombardment, and one observation.509  These would form the nucleus of 

protection to be reinforced by Plan Brown.  The 1931 Philippine Department plan 

called for forces to be consolidated in the Manila area with the aviation units 

providing cover, close support, and observation.  The bombardment squadron 

would become a transportation aviation for the “evacuation of non-combatants and 

other personnel from Fort Stotsenburg.”510  If needed, the Army Strategical Plan 

directed four waves of reinforcements to join the in-place forces from Hawaii and 

the continental United States.  Within those forces allocated to Contingent B, the 

first force coming from the continental United States, was an attack squadron and 
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a transportation squadron.  None of the other reinforcing forces contained air 

power elements.  With this reinforcement of an attack squadron, the air power 

contingent on the Philippines would include a squadron of each of the four types of 

air power defined in doctrine at that time.  The nature of the fighting proposed in 

the Plan Brown scenarios would be one of irregular warfare and would need 

mostly close air support from air units along with the ability to attack bases, if 

found. 

Plan Brown was designed to deal with the insurrections of the native 

Philippine population.  It did not address the potential intervention of one of the 

largest powers in the region, Japan.  That contingency plan was separate and 

quite involved, as will be discussed momentarily.  In Brown, planners isolated the 

circumstances.  The same is true with the plan for intervention in a neighbouring 

country, China, for which the Philippines Department was responsible. 

 

Plan Yellow 

The last years of the 1800s and the opening years of the 1900s were a very 

busy time for the American military.  Not only were they involved in Mexico, Haiti, 

Nicaragua, and the Philippines, U.S. forces were engaged in a revolt in China, the 

Boxer Revolution.  At the turn of the century, representatives at the various 

embassies, called at that time legations, of Japan, Germany, the United Kingdom, 

and the United States were attacked by rebellious forces of Chinese nationals.  In 

the arrangements following the treaty signed in Peking, the legations were not only 

re-established but allowed to fortify and have larger military protection forces.511  
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Consequently, the United States maintained, in addition to the embassy guard, a 

force of “approximately 47 officers and 930 enlisted men.”512  The purpose of 

maintaining military forces in China after the First World War was to be “a 

permanent guard for the defense of the legation quarter in Peking” and to maintain 

the security of the railway between Peking and the coast and to reinforce the 

embassy guard should it be necessary.513  The military contingent guarding the 

legation included 638 United States Marines.514  Concerns of another uprising 

were not unfounded. 

Between 1924 and 1936, unrest in China was fairly constant.  Chinese 

soldiers burned stores in Nanking in 1924 causing U.S. Marines to be deployed to 

protect American citizens in the area.515  By June of 1925, factions of fighters were 

engaging around the country and foreign nationals were leaving in anticipation of 

battles to come.516  Another concern for American diplomates and military 

planners was the growing presence of Japanese in some areas of China.  In 1925, 

Japanese had a lease in the Kwantung region, a peninsula in the southern portion 

of Manchuria, and had a presence on the Chosen peninsula, what is now called 
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Korea.517  Fighting had become widespread by 1927 with northern and southern 

forces vying for control of the nation.  With approximately 400 American citizens in 

Nanking when it fell in March, the U.S. Navy intervened.518  By 1928, the 

Japanese decided to create a presence in Manchuria under the auspice of 

protecting Japanese citizens, especially in Tsinan.519  When Chinese fighting 

started to become close to the Japanese, they sent a warning that they would not 

tolerate any fighting to spill into their newly acquired territory.520  Unrest appeared 

again in 1931 with moves against the Chinese leader Chiang Kai-shek.521  At this 

point, Japan chose to occupy the rest of Manchuria to safeguard its interests in the 

region.  Even as late as 1936, small rebel forces, such as the Mongols of China, 

were causing discord in the nation.522  In July 1937, Japanese forces tangled with 

Chinese forces at the Marco Polo bridge outside of Peking starting the Sino-

Japanese war and reshaping the face of Chinese-American relations.523 

In the event American military forces were to be used, War Plan Yellow 

would be enacted.  In the estimates of the situation, the planners noted the military 

forces were quite large – about 2.4 million men.  However, these forces were 
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scattered with unreliable loyalty to the central government.  The same was true of 

the air force, as noted in the 1931 plan.  Chinese air forces consisting of “200 

assorted airplanes are divided among several units pertaining to various regional 

commanders.  Against a foreign power this force is inadequate in every aspect.”524  

Even if the unlikely happened and American intervention caused some of the 

dispersed forces to unite, the American military intelligence community felt “the 

forces which could be concentrated would be limited in number, poor in quality and 

lacking in reserves of munitions.”525  Even still, the United States Army planned for 

a fairly robust reinforcement of the forces already in the theatre. 

As with some other plans, four contingents were planned to reinforce the 

existing troops in China.  Contingent A would be a small force from the Philippine 

Islands forces and included the 4th Composite Group’s observation squadron.  

Contingent B would be a much more substantial reinforcement and would come 

from the continental United States.  Included in this force package would be the 3rd 

Attack Group and the 12th Observation Group.  These, under the leadership of the 

3rd Wing (to be constituted upon mobilization), would provide three squadrons of 

attack and observation aircraft, respectively.526  The last two contingents were 

interchangeable, and neither of these contained any air power units.  They were 

interchangeable in that Contingent C would come from the Hawaiian Department 

“[i]f the conditions in China on M day [the day the plan was enacted] demand and 
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require the maximum force… (underlined in the original).”527  If that were the case, 

the final contingent, Contingent D, would move from the continental United States 

to Hawaii as a replacement for the contingent sent from there to China.  If “the 

conditions in China on M day do not demand or require the maximum force 

(underlined in the original)”, the forces in contingent C would remain in Hawaii and 

contingent D would proceed directly to China. 528  It is important to note that at no 

place within Plan Yellow was there a tasking for pursuit or bombardment aircraft.  

One might assume the attack aircraft would perform all the roles allotted in 

doctrine to those missions.  Perhaps it was the nature of the anticipated warfare, 

that of calming insurgents, that allowed planners to discount the air power 

potentially available in a prospective area of contention. 

It was this relative lack of air power which could be used against any foreign 

powers which, in 1937, led Madame Chiang Kai-shek to ask a retired United 

States Army captain, Claire Chennault, to “assess” the Chinese air forces.  His 

guidance led to the creation of the American Volunteer Group, better known as the 

Flying Tigers.  It was not a rival political insurgency that was the concern for the 

Chinese leader, but the looming war against Japan.  A concern shared throughout 

the first half of the twentieth century by the United States. 

 

Plan Orange 

Japan was probably the nation which caused the greatest concern to the 

United States in the interwar years.  Many of the actions in Russia, China, the 

 
527 War Department Special Mobilization Plan Yellow (1931 revision), AG No. 38, Special 

Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, 
Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 2. 
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Philippines, Panama, and Mexico were made with at least a more than slight 

consideration about the actions and intentions of Japan.  In an episode of Legends 

of Airpower that featured the biography of General William “Billy” Mitchell, the 

narrator presented portions of Mitchell’s court-martial transcript in which Mitchell 

answered questions about where and who would attack the United States.  

Mitchell, reportedly, stated in his 1925 testimony that Japan would attack the 

United States by air at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii.529  While those not familiar with the 

war plans and intelligence of the time may gasp at the seeming prescience of 

Mitchell, the evidence based on war plans and in other military documents with 

which Mitchell would have been very familiar clearly point to the fact that the 

United States Army and Navy felt Japan to be the greatest risk to United States 

security in the Pacific.  War Plan Orange, the plan for conflict with Japan, is the 

most thoroughly researched of the war plans with one of the better records coming 

from Edward Miller.530 

Japan was a growing power following the First World War, and perhaps 

before with its defeat of the Russian navy in the Russo-Japanese War of 1904 to 

1905.  With the defeat of the Russians in 1905, the Japanese Navy became a 

force to consider by anyone interested in operating in the western Pacific.  When 

Russia withdrew from World War I to contend with the Bolshevik revolution, Japan 

fought alongside the British and American troops sent to aid the forces still loyal to 

the Russian Imperial government, called White Russians, in northern Russia and 

Siberia.531  The Japanese’s military prowess and status continued to grow with 

 
529 Legends of Airpower, “Billy Mitchell,” DVD, (Fredrick, MD: 3 Roads Communications, 

2009). 
 
530 Miller, War Plan Orange. 
 
531 Boot, Savage Wars of Peace, 207. 
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greater naval forces and air forces.  Japan was very interested in Manchuria and 

as mentioned above, moved into the area during the many uprisings in China 

during the interwar years.  Not only was expansion onto the continent of Asia a 

concern to the United States and others, so was the Japanese expansion closer to 

and surrounding the American commonwealth of the Philippines.  As the farthest 

eastern U.S. possession, the Philippine Islands were vulnerable, and the more so 

given the stipulations laid out by the Washington treaty preventing any increases 

to fortifications of Pacific military bases.  The Philippine Islands were a prime 

target for potential Japanese aggression.532 

Japan was a clear danger to the United States’ foreign status, and military 

planners were able to clearly articulate foreign policies in relations to Japan as: 

a. The maintenance of the “Open Door” policy in China; 
b. The maintenance of the territorial integrity of China; 
c. The retention of United States supremacy (if not sovereignty) in the 

Philippine Islands;  
d. The exclusion of Asiatic immigration; 
e. The qualified limitation by treaty of naval armament and of the fortification 

of outlying positions in certain areas in the Pacific; 
f. The Monroe Doctrine of America for the Americas; and 
g. The control of the Panama Canal and the maintenance of United States 

supremacy in the Caribbean area.533 
 

To meet this potential threat, the U.S. Army and Navy spent considerable amounts 

of time on researching and maintaining War Plan Orange.  Between 1920 and 

1922, seven studies were conducted by the War Plans Division of the U.S. Army 

 
532 United States. “Five Powers Treaty or Limitation of Naval Armament, 1922”, in Treaties 

and other international agreements of the United States of America, 1776-1949. Compiled under 
the direction of Charles I. Bevans. 
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alone.534  Additionally, regular intelligence reports were maintained on activities of 

the Japanese military and naval air forces.535  Those air forces were quite 

substantial throughout the interwar years.  In 1925, the estimates of Japanese air 

forces were that the army possessed 600 airplanes and the navy at least 250, and 

all this equipment was “new and modern, pursuit and reconnaissance types 

predominating.”536  Three years later, the plan was revised with estimates of 

Japanese army air power at “360 pursuit, 30 bombardment, [and] 315 observation” 

aircraft available.537  A war against Japan would be an all-out effort considering the 

air power and manpower of the military and navy. 

Unlike the previously discussed plans, the mission of Plan Orange was “to 

impose the will of the United States upon ORANGE by destroying ORANGE 

armed forces and by disrupting ORANGE Economic Life, while preserving 

American Interests at home and abroad.” (capitalization in original)538  To 

accomplish this feat, the American forces would need to traverse the Pacific 

Ocean, and as such, Plan Orange was primarily a United States Navy plan.  The 

Army would have a role in the plan since this would be a large-scale war, but the 

primary focus would be using the navy to establish a presence as early as 

 
534 John J. Kingman, Memorandum for the Chief, G-3 Section, WPD, 15 November 1922, 

War Plan Orange File 368, War Plans Division General Correspondence, 1920-1942, Records of 
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536 “Army Strategical Plan Yellow, 29 January 1925”, AG No. 230, Special Projects – War 

Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
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Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 1. 
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possible in the western Pacific region.539  Since most aircraft, even into the late 

1930s, did not have the needed range to fly to the far side of the Pacific, getting air 

power units to the location of the war would mean shipping them to the forward 

bases using Navy or other ships.  Some forces would be in place for defences, 

though, such as those in the Philippines, Hawaii, and Panama. 

The Philippines would be the closest American forces to the Japanese, so 

would most likely be engaged in combat at the earliest time.  In that case, the 4th 

Composite Group in the Philippines would begin defending against enemy 

invasion and air activities.  Manila would be the primary defensive area since it 

offered a harbour for the United States Navy’s large battleships.  Forces in the 

Philippines were tasked with “holding or retaking Manila Bay.”540  Facing the 

formidable Japanese air forces would be, in the earliest stages of the war, one 

bombardment squadron, one pursuit squadron, and one observation squadron.541 

If war with Japan was to happen, the United States Navy planned to move 

some forces from the Atlantic to the Pacific.  To do so, one of the most strategic 

points on the globe would be, for the American Navy, the Panama Canal.  

Defending that area against enemy attack or capture was an important part of Plan 

Orange.  The Canal Zone would have air power coverage from the 6th Composite 

Group from 1922 to 1937.  The mission of the air forces in Panama were to 

“prevent air attacks”, collect intelligence via reconnaissance missions, and assist 

 
539 Army War Plan Orange – Strategical Plan, 1925, AG No. 230, Special Projects – War 

Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 6. 
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the Navy in “repelling attacks of hostile land, sea, or air forces.”542  Based on the 

developing doctrine of the time, bombardment was designated to seek out and 

destroy sea targets as well as attack land-based enemy supply or troop 

concentrations.  In addition, pursuit aircraft would perform the counterair portion of 

the mission.  To that end, the group was well constructed and consisted of the 25th 

Bombardment Squadron, the 7th Observation Squadron, the 24th Pursuit 

Squadron, and, after 1930, the 44th Observation Squadron.543  This force, unlike 

the one in the Philippines, would be reinforced as needed by four pursuit 

squadrons.544   

Between the two extremes of Philippines in the west and Panama in the 

east was Hawaii.  This was the Navy’s stronghold in the Pacific by the end of the 

interwar period.  The Army also had bases and airfields on the central island of 

Oahu near the large naval base of Pearl Harbor.  In the event a war developed 

with Japan, or as seen in plans Yellow or Brown, Hawaii would be a launching 

point for forward deployments.  Plan Orange and its subsequent plans for 

Hawaiian defence used air power provided by the 5th Composite Group.  In 1927, 

the department added the 18th Pursuit Group, and both groups became 

subordinate to the newly formed 18th Composite Wing in 1929.545  Prior to the 

 
542 Basic War Plan – Panama Canal Department, 1939, AG No. 293, Special Projects – 

War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, Records of the 
Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , RG 407, NACP, College Park, MD., 2. 

 
543 Clay, Order of Battle, 3:1299 and 3:1391-1392.  The units and headquarters changed 

during the interwar years.  For example, the 24th Pursuit Squadron was located in Panama for the 
entire interwar period but was assigned to three different groups. 

 
544 War Department Special Mobilization Plan – Orange, 1929, AG No. 140, Special 

Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division Operations Branch, 
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545 Clay, Order of Battle, 1:85; and Clay, Order of Battle, vol. 3.  Very few squadrons were 
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wing’s activation, it was planned to be formed using the 11th School Group, a 

primary flying training school unit, and the 7th Bombardment Group.546  At any 

given time, the number of squadrons assigned to the Hawaiian Department air 

power headquarters unit varied, but the composite group generally contained two 

squadrons each of bombardment, observation, and pursuit aircraft.  The pursuit 

group fluctuate drastically with two pursuit squadrons remaining constant and two 

to three more being assigned for a few years.  One attack squadron was attached 

to the group from 1930 to 1940.  These forces were charged with defending the 

Hawaiian Islands by finding any enemy forces approaching the islands and to 

“take advantage of such opportunities as may be offered to” attack the enemy 

forces including air forces, aircraft carriers, and landing forces.547  No additional 

forces were planned for reinforcements specific to Hawaii.   

With the Philippines, Panama, and Hawaii defended and reinforced as 

needed, the remainder of the forces would be used to combat the Japanese forces 

in the Pacific.  After implementation of Plan Orange, the United States Army 

planned to mobilize the 1st Pursuit Group, the 3rd Attack Group, and the 9th 

Observation Group within the first ten days, with each group consisting of four 

squadrons of aircraft.  By the forty-second day after activation of the plan, the 12th 

Observation Group along with the 2nd Bombardment Squadron and 95th Pursuit 

Squadron would be ready to depart the United States.  After sixty-five days of 

mobilizing forces, two more attack squadrons and an observation squadron would 

 
546 War Department Special Mobilization Plan – Orange, 1929, AG No. 140, NACP, Table 
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547 Joint Defense Plan, Hawaiian Theater, Air Corps Operations Annex, Revision 1933, AG 
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be readied for deployment; however, these units were not specifically named in 

the plans.  The last portion of air power would be available for deployment when 

requested after the sixty-fifth day and would have included the 14th Observation 

Squadron and two more un-named observation squadrons along with five un-

named attack squadrons.  The Army also held in strategic reserve an attack wing 

with two additional observation groups.548  Only one other plan arrayed such a 

large force and that was Plan Red. 

 

Plan Red 

War Plan Red is perhaps the one interwar period war plan which history 

enthusiasts and historians not yet familiar with American war planning might find 

most surprising.  Plan Red was a plan to deal with a conflict with the vast expanse 

of the United Kingdom.  Perhaps this is due to the fact that, as Christopher Bell 

points out, “most historians accept the premise that such an event was 

‘unthinkable’…”.549  Why, one might ask in our present time, would the United 

States and Great Britain possibly go to war against each other?  That point was 

made clear by the war planners in the beginning of the plan itself, like other plans 

did. 

The most probable cause of war between RED [Great Britain] and BLUE 
[United States] is the constant increasing BLUE economic penetration and 
commercial expansion into regions formerly dominated by RED trade, to 
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such extent as eventually to menace RED standards of living and to 
threaten economic ruin. (capitalization of plan names in original)550 

Both the United States and Great Britain maintained territories in the West Indies 

with trade in sugar and spices.  With the United States’ expansion into the Pacific, 

the borders between the Philippines and United Kingdom territories such as 

Borneo were in very close proximity.551  While the delineation of borders for these 

territories may have been very much cordial agreements, there was a tension 

between the nations even in the interwar years.  For example, in 1922, an 

American consul was expelled from Great Britain due to “irregularities in granting 

passports to British subjects.”552  Added to the British concerns were strife in the 

Middle East colonies.  With the threat of a shrinking empire, American planners felt 

it necessary to develop a plan in the event Great Britain decided America was 

beginning to impinge upon its rights and livelihood. 

The focus of the plan, should it ever need to be enacted, was on the 

Western Hemisphere.  There was some consideration made to the forces of 

Australia (Scarlet) and India with relations to the Philippines, Guam, and Hawaii.  

Closer to home, American Army planners were concerned over the commercial 

and strategic interests by both Britain and America in the Caribbean Sea.  The 

United Kingdom had “potential advanced bases at Jamaica (Port Royal), Trinidad, 

 
550 “Estimate of Situation Red and Tentative Joint Basic Plan Red”, Joint Board 325-Serial 

435, General Correspondence, 1903-1938, Records of Joint Army and Navy Boards and 
Committees, 1903 – 1947, RG 225, NACP, College Park, MD., 9. 
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and St. Lucia.”553  The first concern for the United States was the United 

Kingdom’s territory sharing a very long border with the United States and coded as 

Crimson – Canada.  Therefore, the primary goal of the United States Army was to 

secure the bases in Canada to ensure Great Britain did not have those areas to 

use against America. 

If there were to be a conflict between the United States and the United 

Kingdom, the goal of Plan Red would be a substantial undertaking.  The United 

States, according to the plan, would strive to remove Great Britain from the 

Western Hemisphere and eliminate the United Kingdom as a trade competitor.554  

This would take a great deal of effort given the citizenry of the nations involved 

which would include those in South America and the Caribbean Sea.  Plus, the 

military and naval forces needed to do such a task would be akin to that proposed 

in Plan Orange – an all-out effort. 

The military and naval resources available to the United Kingdom were of 

great concern, as much so as in the case of Japan and perhaps more given 

Britain’s naval might, if they were to be brought to bear against the United States.  

In terms of air power, the Royal Air Force had forty-eight squadrons at its disposal 

according to the estimates by the War Department in 1930.   With a squadron 

consisting of 10 to 12 planes, that would mean 480 to 576 aircraft could be 

available, not counting the reserves and aircraft of the other commonwealths such 

as the Royal Canadian Air Forces which had approximately four squadrons at that 
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time – another 40-50 aircraft readily at hand.555  Against this force was the United 

States Army air force which were deemed to “provide only a very weak air force 

with which to meet a major emergency” such as called for in Plan Red.556  The 

estimated forces available, according to planners of Red, included: 

pursuit aviation, one group of three squadrons; bombardment aviation, one 
group but with airplanes for only two squadrons; attack aviation, one group 
of two squadrons; observation aviation, one group and six squadrons.557 
 

The National Guard only added to this “eighteen observation squadrons, each with 

three serviceable airplanes.”558  Unlike the overseas war plans, this plan relied on 

those units already in the United States.  Those overseas would need to remain 

due to concerns over their territorial security. 

This sounds bleak given the Estimate of the Situation in Plan Red from 

1930.  However, with the revisions in 1935, mobilization would occur in 

accordance with the War Department Mobilization Plan of 1933 which was 

designed for a complete mobilization of the United States Army.559  In that 

Mobilization Plan, the air power units would be much more robust due to activation 

of inactive units, the activation of Organized Reserve units, and the equipping and 

manning of National Guard units.  In this larger force, would be four bombardment 

wings containing twenty-four bombardment squadrons, three pursuit wings with 

twenty-nine squadrons, four attack wings with twenty-eight squadrons, and fifteen 

observation groups with forty-six squadrons.  Additionally, planners proposed two 
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transportation wings with ten squadrons.560  This more complete set of units would 

be needed to face the greater forces of Great Britain and Canada should the need 

arise. 

 

Red and Orange 

The final plan maintained by the United States Army in the interwar years 

was War Plan Red and Orange, a coalition of the United Kingdom and Japan.  In 

the 1928 revision, this plan also stipulated that Green, Mexico, would also be 

involved as an unfriendly nation, while this scenario was removed from the 1935 

revision leaving just Red and Orange in the coalition.  As one might presume, this 

was a worst-case scenario where the Army would be tasked to defend the 

continental United States, mostly from British and Canadian forces.  Japan would 

be mostly a naval problem to defeat with some Army help.561  In a plan almost 

exactly like Plan Red, this contingency would call for all G.H.Q. Air Force units to 

mobilize according to the 1933 Army Mobilization Plan with one exception.  In the 

Red and Orange scenario, four squadrons (a bombardment squadron, an attack 

squadron, and two pursuit squadrons) would be placed under the command of the 

Northwest Theater commander who was tasked to “seize and hold the Vancouver 

area ... in order to prevent an ORANGE landing on the Pacific coast of CRIMSON. 

(capitalization in original)”562 
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Overall, Plan Orange and Red was a defensive plan against two very strong 

opponents.  It can also be seen as one of the first coalition plans, created almost a 

decade before the Rainbow plans of the late 1930s which planned for coalition 

warfare with the United States in a coalition against another coalition of potential 

enemy nations. 

 

Conclusion 

Between 1920 and 1939, the United States Army maintained nine war plans 

of varying complexity and involvement based on perceived external threats to 

American interests within the Western Hemisphere and across the Pacific.  The 

interests within the Western Hemisphere mostly revolved around the 

responsibilities as outlined in the Monroe Doctrine and the subsequent Roosevelt 

Corollary.  After the Spanish-American War at the end of the nineteenth century, 

America’s world view expanded with the concern of Great Britain and/or Japan 

interests in the Western Hemisphere and grew into the Pacific with the “Open 

Door” policy and protection of the Philippines and other Pacific territories.  One 

aspect one can find in every plan is the intention to protect American lives and 

properties in every area.  While the plans seem to some to reflect a lack of reality 

through the lens of Post-World War II international relations, the reality at that time 

was that the U.S. was occupying Nicaragua, Haiti, Philippines, Hawaii, and a 

number of other areas with concerns of rebellion in Mexico spilling int American 

commerce.  From the war in northern Russia to the interventions in China and 

Central America, the United States could say the “war to end all wars” did not do 

so at all during the interwar years. 
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Additionally, each of the plans, when considering the situations which would 

precipitate the military actions, considered the enemies’ air power.  All the nations 

had some form of air force, albeit some were only a few airplanes and pilots and 

not of great concern.  Some, however, were formidable foes with strong air power 

assets in either within their army, their navy, or both or were independent services 

such as Great Britain’s RAF.  Regardless of placement of strength, Army war 

planners felt, from the earliest interwar plan revisions, that an enemy’s air power 

must be considered as part of the situation as the United States considered 

conflict.  With the enemy assessed, it then becomes the planners’ responsibility to 

determine what air power resources were available and which would be used in 

each contingency.  As was seen in War Plan Green and other Central and South 

American contingency planning, air power was included even with evidence of 

weaker or non-existing enemy air power. 
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CONCLUSION 

 
 
This thesis examines the extent that United States Army aviation was 

considered and included in the colour-coded war plan documents reviewed or 

created in the interwar years, 1920 to 1939.  Based on an investigation of the plan 

documents and the correspondence concerning plan creations, it is clear that 

United States Army aviation was intentionally included in colour-coded war plans 

during this period from the uppermost levels of the planning documents, the Joint 

Army and Navy Basic Plans, to the unit-level plans.  The extent United States 

Army air power was included in the assorted war plans of the 1920s and 1930s 

was dependent on the level of the plan.  The overarching plans contained general 

guidance for air power’s use in the proposed conflict and the Army Strategic 

Plans, while those of lower echelons specifically named the units to be mobilized 

upon activation of the plan.  The inclusion of Army aviation was also based on the 

experience and knowledge of the planners, which included Army officers 

(including airmen) at all levels of the organization, of the international tension 

which might warrant the use of military force, and the process of creating the plan. 

Until this point, the historiographies of air power and war planning had been 

fairly exclusive of one another.  Mentions of the subject of war plans can be found 

sporadically within the writings on air power; however, no intentional inclusion of 

the war plan documents had been used to form any basis of arguments on the 

uses of air power.  Similarly, no comprehensive study has been published 

concerning the specific areas within war planning where air power and its 

practitioners were involved.  This gap within the historiography of both subjects 



232 
 

 
 

has left an area where misunderstanding or ambiguity needed to be addressed 

and clarity provided.  One will be hard-pressed to find in the bibliographies of air 

power a reference to the war plan documents within the United States National 

Archives.  However, the way planners used air power can inform air power 

historians’ research concerning the United States Army’s views on military aviation 

and the missions assigned.   Likewise, war plan historians’ mention of air power 

within the plans has been sparce.  One of the leading war plan historians, Steven 

Ross, does not make use of the planning documents to inform his discussion on 

air power in the plans.  Instead, he discusses exercises, which may have reflected 

the plans, but that point was not readily apparent in his book.563  This thesis fills in 

the void between the two historiographies to illustrate the inclusion of air power in 

the plans.  In doing so, certain aspects of plans and air power required 

illumination. 

War planners may be most often thought of as Army leaders sitting in an 

ivory tower creating a single document which would be “the plan,” when in 

actuality they were a host of Army officers ranging from the upper levels of the 

Army organizational structure to the airmen in the squadron, groups, and corps 

area positions who created the many levels of war plan documents.  Those in the 

upper levels, assigned to the General Staff or to the corps areas and overseas 

departments, were not ignorant concerning the characteristics of air power since 

these men were selected from professional military education courses such as the 

Army War College and the Army’s Command and General Staff school to perform 

duties on the Army General Staff.  In the preparation for these positions, those 

schools presented every aspect of planning and programming for the United 
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States Army, including lessons on air power.  Air power doctrine, those theories 

concerning air power and taught as institutional beliefs, were not just the domain 

of the Air Corps Tactical School, which did teach some officers from other arms 

and services, but doctrine was also taught in the professional schools such as the 

War College and the Command and General Staff school.  For those who had not 

yet attended the two higher schools, exposure to the aspects of air power doctrine 

came through contact with lessons in their respective arms’ or services’ 

specialized schools.  Such was the case for cavalry officers who heard lessons 

from none other than Hap Arnold while attending the Cavalry School in Kansas.  

Of course, experience is arguably the greatest teacher.  Unfortunately, the 

planners at the upper levels did not include airmen until after the Air Corps Act of 

1926 added them to all divisions of the General Staff and to other lower levels of 

command such as in the case of the air officer for the corps areas.  Given all this, 

though planners may not have direct exposure to air power as practitioners, there 

is clear evidence that planners did get instruction and interacted with airmen at all 

levels of the planning process. 

The layers of planning functions and documents within the plans reflects 

the complex organizational structures and interrelationships within the United 

States Army at that time.  Flying units, those units with airplanes assigned or 

directly supervising those flying such as groups, were never a direct part of the 

organization called the Air Service or the Air Corps after the First World War.  Prior 

to the war, aviation units were all within the purview of the Aviation Section of the 

Signal Corps.  With the Army reorganization under the National Defense Act of 

1920, the Air Service was created, but aviation units were allotted to the corps 

areas and overseas departments.  This structure was not unique to flying units at 
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all.  An artillery unit would be similarly placed in the Army structure as an air power 

unit.  Both the Chief of the Artillery and the Chief of the Air Corps were managerial 

positions providing training, equipment, and doctrine to their respective field units.  

The units themselves would be under the command of the corps area or overseas 

department commanders in peacetime or the army or corps commander in 

wartime operations.  However, this did not hinder air power’s inclusion in the 

planning documents.  All levels of command were involved in discussing and 

creating war plans.  The War Plans Division, the office who coordinated the 

revision or creation of all colour-coded plans in the interwar years, would work with 

the Air Corps and with the corps area commanders to ensure they each had input 

concerning the need and use of air power units within a given plan.  As historians 

point out, the times were lean as the Army drew down after the war and then faced 

the Great Depression and funding cuts; however, “military aviation was hardly 

neglected after World War I.”564  As has been illustrated in the second chapter of 

this thesis, putting together a clear picture of the available units is a struggle since 

no one place has this information.  However, as can be seen in the appendices, 

the number of air power units rarely decrease, and in fact rapidly increased in the 

1930s.  One can also see in the war plans that air power was included using the 

available units and grew throughout the interwar years. 

War is a very complex business, and coordination of such a large-scale 

document as a war plan took time and resources.  No one person or unit could 

accurately ascertain the needs of the entire United States Army; therefore, 

coordination throughout the entire Army was paramount to creating these plans.  

The Spanish-American War illustrated that there also needed to be interservice 

 
564 Gross, American Military Aviation, 52. 
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coordination.  The process to create war plans started at the turn of the century 

but was refined into a cohesive process after the war concluded and the Army 

reorganization resulted in the creation of the War Plans Division.  Two points are 

critical in understanding the coordination at the joint level.  First, the entity called 

the Joint Board was actually a board of the two chiefs of the Army and Navy, their 

deputies, and their lead war planners.  The chief war planners in the Army and 

Navy were both leading the Joint Planning Committee which include a portion of 

the planning staffs of both the Army and the Navy.  In the Army, the War Plans 

Division would be the hub of all Army planning and coordinated with the General 

Staff and the arms and services and included, after 1926, a representative of the 

Air Corps.  The War Plans Division also coordinated with the corps areas and the 

overseas departments, which also included an airman on their version of a general 

staff who was called the air officer.  That officer would normally be the ranking 

airman in the corps area or department, and his job was to review and edit the 

colour-coded war plans for the Army-level planning and help create the plans for 

the corps area or department. 

With the creation in 1935 of an independent air organization responsible for 

fielded air power forces, the GHQ Air Forces, the corps areas were no longer the 

sole provider of aviation units.  They retained an observation aviation force, but 

the preponderance of aviation forces would now be provided by the GHQ Air 

Force commander, an airman.  Planning now included that commander and his 

general staff functions as can be seen in the various colour-coded plans from 

1935 and on. 

Perhaps the one aspect which may have kept air power historians and 

others from using the plans as a source to inform their discussion on doctrine of 
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other aspects of air power is the statement by some historians like Gole and Cline 

that war plans were not a reflection of reality and were mere planning exercises to 

keep the troops limber in the process of creating a plan.  That, however, is not 

strictly true if one explores the international relations of the times and reviewed the 

section of each plan titled Estimate of Situation.  These estimates were based on 

the current events and guiding principles of national security affairs within the 

United States at that time.  Even the least likely of plans, that of Plan Red for a 

conflict with Great Britain, had a basis in potential conflict born of economic 

considerations.  The importance of one other aspect of war planning coordination 

become clear at this point as well.  Although the request was denied by the State 

Department to have State Department representatives join the Joint Board and 

Joint Planning Committee, there was still coordination between the War and State 

Departments. 

Most of the American war plans, both before and after the First World War, 

were based on the ideology of the Monroe Doctrine. President Monroe had 

declared the United States as the champion of the western hemisphere against 

the further colonization by the European powers.  The principles of his statements 

in the early 1800s resonated within the planning and diplomatic staffs of the United 

States and led to the creation and maintenance of plans for Central and South 

America and for the Caribbean nations.  Mexico was an unsettled area on the 

southern border of America who had proven that it was willing to negotiate with 

nations who were not in the interests of the United States, specifically Japan and 

Germany.  The latter’s attempts at influencing Mexico were illustrated in the 

Zimmermann Telegram incident prior to World War I.  Japan was a great concern 

for the United States in the interwar years.  When the nation attempted to impose 
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itself in the affairs in Mexico and introduce a small military presence, this was a 

serious concern for the United States and its relations with Mexico.  Central 

America was important, of course, because of the Panama Canal and the less 

known plans for another canal in Nicaragua.  The Caribbean was the approach to 

the canal, plus it was home to a number of European interests.  South America 

was a later concern that grew partially from the growing aviation and commercial 

interest of Germany in the area.  The increase of rigid airship flights from Germany 

to South America and the creation of airlines between a number of South 

American countries caused concern for the United States since it could lead to a 

re-emergence of European colonialism or at the least an influential economic 

pressure on those nations the United States was determined to protect. 

The possessions gained from the Spanish-American War were also a 

driving factor in some war plans in the 1920s and 1930s.  Cuba had become 

independent but had an undercurrent of unrest, the United States felt.  

Additionally, it placed in the Cuban constitution a clause allowing the United States 

to play a considerable role in its ensured security.  The Philippine Islands were a 

very distant possession which had proven quickly to be of concern with the war of 

insurgency in 1899 to 1900.  Additionally, that archipelago is very close to Japan 

and the expansionist tendencies of that nation could be directed toward this United 

States territory.  Hawaii was in a similar situation, though not as closely situated to 

Japan as the Philippines. 

There was one plan which was not a large-scale plan and had little to do 

with the Monroe Doctrine or the territories of the United States.  Plan Yellow 

addressed the concerns with protecting another American policy, the Open-Door 

Policy of 1899 with China.  Once again, Japan played a significant role in the 
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concerns, but Plan Yellow was more focused on internal strife like that seen in the 

Boxer Revolution. 

All these previous plans were small scale war plans dealing with the 

internal security or containing a conflict in one small country; however, there were 

three plans dealing with large-scale war.  Plan Red, as mentioned earlier, was 

perhaps the least likely but did involve the entirety of the American Army in its 

plan.  Similarly, Plan Orange against Japan involved a large-scale operation, 

larger than Red since Orange would involve the defence of the Philippines, 

Panama, and Hawaii.  As a precursor to the Rainbow plans, perhaps, was plan 

Red-Orange, and as can be deduced, included both Red and Orange forces 

against the United States.  The concern with Japan was real at that time.  Japan 

had defeated the Russians in a naval battle and proved itself a naval force in the 

1800s.  It also had its national eye on portions of China and Russia.  Finally, it was 

looking at portions of Mexico.  The expansionist ideology eventually did lead to the 

attacks on Pearl Harbor, the Philippines, and other western Pacific locations held 

by the United States and the United Kingdom. 

Each plan was viable for that time given the international relations.  

Planners worked with all the levels of the United States Army, the United States 

Navy, and the State Department in determining the courses of actions and the 

forces need to meet each contingency.  The portion of the plans needing air power 

included those who were versed in air power requirements through virtue of their 

being an airman in the planning portion of a unit or by virtue of having been 

inculcated in air power doctrine in the professional military education system if the 

United States Army. 
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The plans were complex and encompassed many issues of the times.  This 

thesis did not delve into the economics of the planning process or the air power 

units; however, that area is ripe for research using the documents and the 

associated correspondence available in the archives.  Funding would have 

influenced the strength of units and the equipment available to those units to 

perform various portions of the war plans.  Still, the evidence provided in the 

current thesis shows that United States Army aviation was an integral part of the 

plan, the planning process, and the apparatus of national security throughout the 

interwar years. 
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APPENDIX A - COLOUR CODING OF WAR PLANS – 1920-1939 

 
 
 

The colour coding of nations used by planners in the interwar years is listed 

below and is based on the information from each of the war plans or situational 

essays associated with those plans which existed at that time period. 

 

Table A.1. List of Color-codes565 

Black Germany 

Blue United States 

Brown Philippines 

Crimson Canada 

Green Mexico 

Grey 
One or a combination of two or more of the following countries: 
Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Salvador, Haiti, and 
the Dominican Republic 

Orange Japan 

Purple South American countries 

Red Great Britain 

Scarlet Australia 

Tan Cuba 

Yellow China 

 

 
565 Special Projects-War Plans “Color”, 1920-48, RG 407, NACP. 
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APPENDIX B - ORGANIZATIONAL TABLES – 1920-1939 

 
 
 

Table B1 – Active Squadrons, 1921 

Corps Area/ 
Department 

Wing Group Squadron Location 

Hawaiian 
Department 

  
2nd 
Observation 
Group 

4th Squadron 
(Observation) 

Luke Field, 
Hawaii 

Hawaiian 
Department 

  
2nd 
Observation 
Group 

6th Squadron 
(Pursuit) 

Luke Field, 
Hawaii 

II Corps Area     
25th Squadron 
(Bombardment
) 

Mitchel 
Field, New 
York 

III Corps Area   
7th Observation 
Group 

1st Squadron 
(Observation) 

Mitchel 
Field, New 
York 

III Corps Area   
7th Observation 
Group 

50th Squadron 
(Observation) 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

III Corps Area   
7th Observation 
Group 

88th Squadron 
(Observation) 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

III Corps Area     
99th Squadron 
(Observation) 

Bolling 
Field, D.C. 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
1st Pursuit 
Group 

17th Squadron 
(Pursuit) 

Selfridge 
Field, 
Michigan 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
1st Pursuit 
Group 

27th Squadron 
(Pursuit) 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
1st Pursuit 
Group 

94th Squadron 
(Pursuit) 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
1st Pursuit 
Group 

95th Squadron 
(Pursuit) 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
1st Surveillance 
Group 

12th Squadron 
(Observation) 

Nogales, 
New 
Mexico 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
1st Surveillance 
Group 

13th Squadron 
(Attack) 

Biggs 
Field, 
Texas 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
1st Surveillance 
Group 

8th Squadron 
(Attack) 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 
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IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
1st Surveillance 
Group 

90th Squadron 
(Attack) 

Sanderson 
Field, 
Texas 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
2nd 
Bombardment 
Group 

11th Squadron 
(Bombardment
) 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
2nd 
Bombardment 
Group 

20th Squadron 
(Bombardment
) 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
2nd 
Bombardment 
Group 

49th Squadron 
(Bombardment
) 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

IX Corps Area 1st Wing 
2nd 
Bombardment 
Group 

96th Squadron 
(Bombardment
) 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

IX Corps Area     
19th Squadron 
(Pursuit) 

March 
Field, 
California 

IX Corps Area     
23rd Squadron 
(Bombardment
) 

March 
Field, 
California 

IX Corps Area     
28th Squadron 
(Bombardment
) 

Mather 
Field, 
California 

IX Corps Area     
91st Squadron 
(Observation) 

Mather 
Field, 
California 

IX Corps Area     
9th Squadron 
(Observation) 

March 
Field, 
California 

Panama Canal 
Department 

  
3rd Observation 
Group 

5th Squadron 
(Observation) 

Mitchel 
Field, New 
York 

Panama Canal 
Department 

  
3rd Observation 
Group 

7th Squadron 
(Observation) 

France 
Field, 
Canal 
Zone 

Panama Canal 
Department 

    
24th Squadron 
(Pursuit) 

Mitchel 
Field, New 
York 

Philippines 
Department 

  
1st Observation 
Group 

2nd Squadron 
(Observation) 

Kindley 
Field, 
Philippines 

Philippines 
Department 

  
1st Observation 
Group 

3rd Squadron 
(Pursuit) 

Clark Field, 
Philippines 

VI Corps Area     
15th Squadron 
(Observation) 

Chanute 
Field, 
Illinois 



243 
 

 
 

VII Corps Area     
16th Squadron 
(Observation) 

Marshall 
Field, 
Kansas 

VII Corps Area     
18th Squadron 
(Observation) 

Rockwell 
Field, 
California 

VIII Corps Area     
22nd Squadron 
(Observation) 

Post Field, 
Oklahoma 

VIII Corps Area     
26th Squadron 
(Attack) 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 
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Table B2 – Active Squadrons, 1929 

Corps 
Area/Departmen
t 

Wing Group Squadron Location 

Hawaiian 
Department 

18th 
Composite 
Wing 

18th Pursuit 
Group 

19th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Wheeler 
Field, 
Hawaii 

Hawaiian 
Department 

18th 
Composite 
Wing 

18th Pursuit 
Group 

6th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Wheeler 
Field, 
Hawaii 

Hawaiian 
Department 

18th 
Composite 
Wing 

19th 
Bombardment 
Group 

23rd 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Luke Field, 
Hawaii 

Hawaiian 
Department 

18th 
Composite 
Wing 

5th Composite 
Group 

4th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Luke Field, 
Hawaii 

Hawaiian 
Department 

18th 
Composite 
Wing 

5th Composite 
Group 

72nd 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Luke Field, 
Hawaii 

II Corps Area   
9th Observation 
Group 

1st 
Observation 
Squadron 

Mitchel 
Field, New 
York 

II Corps Area   
9th Observation 
Group 

5th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Mitchel 
Field, New 
York 

II Corps Area   
9th Observation 
Group 

99th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Mitchel 
Field, New 
York 

III Corps Area 
2nd 
Bombardmen
t Wing 

2nd 
Bombardment 
Group 

20th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

III Corps Area 
2nd 
Bombardmen
t Wing 

2nd 
Bombardment 
Group 

49th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

III Corps Area 
2nd 
Bombardmen
t Wing 

2nd 
Bombardment 
Group 

96th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

IX Corps Area 
1st Pursuit 
Wing 

1st Pursuit 
Group 

17th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Selfridge, 
Michigan 

IX Corps Area 
1st Pursuit 
Wing 

1st Pursuit 
Group 

27th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Selfridge, 
Michigan 

IX Corps Area 
1st Pursuit 
Wing 

1st Pursuit 
Group 

94th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Selfridge, 
Michigan 

Panama Canal 
Department 

  
6th Composite 
Group 

24th Pursuit 
Squadron 

France 
Field, 
Canal 
Zone 
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Panama Canal 
Department 

  
6th Composite 
Group 

25th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

France 
Field, 
Canal 
Zone 

Panama Canal 
Department 

  
6th Composite 
Group 

7th 
Observation 
Squadron 

France 
Field, 
Canal 
Zone 

Philippines 
Department 

  
4th Composite 
Group 

28th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Nichols 
Field, 
Philippines 

Philippines 
Department 

  
4th Composite 
Group 

2nd 
Observation 
Squadron 

Nichols 
Field, 
Philippines 

Philippines 
Department 

  
4th Composite 
Group 

3rd Pursuit 
Squadron 

Clark 
Field, 
Philippines 

VI Corps Area   
14th 
Observation 
Group 

15th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Selfridge, 
Michigan 

VI Corps Area   
14th 
Observation 
Group 

22nd 
Observation 
Squadron 

Maxwell 
Field, 
Alabama 

VI Corps Area   
14th 
Observation 
Group 

88th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Post Field, 
Oklahoma 

VIII Corps Area   
12th 
Observation 
Group 

16th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Marshall 
Field, 
Texas 

VIII Corps Area   
12th 
Observation 
Group 

91st 
Observation 
Squadron 

Crissy 
Field, 
California 

VIII Corps Area 
1st 
Bombardmen
t Wing 

17th Pursuit 
Group 

95th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Rockwell 
Field, 
California 

VIII Corps Area 
3rd Attack 
Wing 

3rd Attack 
Group 

13th Attack 
Squadron 

Barksdale 
Field, 
Louisiana 

VIII Corps Area 
3rd Attack 
Wing 

3rd Attack 
Group 

26th Attack 
Squadron 

Galveston 
Field, 
Texas 

VIII Corps Area 
3rd Attack 
Wing 

3rd Attack 
Group 

8th Attack 
Squadron 

Fort 
Crockett, 
Texas 

VIII Corps Area 
3rd Attack 
Wing 

3rd Attack 
Group 

90th Attack 
Squadron 

Fort 
Crockett, 
Texas 
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VIII Corps Area 
1st 
Bombardmen
t Wing 

7th 
Bombardment 
Group 

11th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Rockwell 
Field, 
California 

VIII Corps Area 
1st 
Bombardmen
t Wing 

7th 
Bombardment 
Group 

9th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

VIII Corps Area 
2nd Division 
Air Service 

  
12th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Dodd 
Field, 
Texas 
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Table B3 – Active Squadrons, 1935 

Corps Area or 
Department 

Wing Group Squadron Location 

Advanced 
Flying School 

    
40th Attack 
Squadron 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

Air Corps 
Tactical 
School 

    
48th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Maxwell 
Field, 
Alabama 

Air Corps 
Tactical 
School 

    
51st Attack 
Squadron 

Maxwell 
Field, 
Alabama 

Air Corps 
Tactical 
School 

    
54th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Maxwell 
Field, 
Alabama 

Air Corps 
Tactical 
School 

    
86th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Maxwell 
Field, 
Alabama 

Air Corps 
Tactical 
School 

    
87th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Maxwell 
Field, 
Alabama 

GHQ AF 1st Wing 
17th Attack 
Group 

34th Attack 
Squadron 

March Field, 
California 

GHQ AF 1st Wing 
17th Attack 
Group 

73rd Attack 
Squadron 

March Field, 
California 

GHQ AF 1st Wing 
17th Attack 
Group 

95th Attack 
Squadron 

March Field, 
California 

GHQ AF 1st Wing 
19th 
Bombardment 
Group 

23rd 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Luke Field, 
Hawaii 

GHQ AF 1st Wing 
19th 
Bombardment 
Group 

30th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

March Field, 
California 

GHQ AF 1st Wing 
19th 
Bombardment 
Group 

32nd 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

March Field, 
California 

GHQ AF 1st Wing 
19th 
Bombardment 
Group 

72nd 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Luke Field, 
Hawaii 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
1st Pursuit 
Group 

17th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Selfridge 
Field, 
Michigan 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
1st Pursuit 
Group 

27th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Selfridge 
Field, 
Michigan 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
1st Pursuit 
Group 

94th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Selfridge 
Field, 
Michigan 
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GHQ AF 3rd Wing 
20th Pursuit 
Group 

55th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Barksdale 
Field, 
Louisiana 

GHQ AF 3rd Wing 
20th Pursuit 
Group 

77th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Barksdale 
Field, 
Louisiana 

GHQ AF 3rd Wing 
20th Pursuit 
Group 

79th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Barksdale 
Field, 
Louisiana 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
2nd 
Bombardment 
Group 

20th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
2nd 
Bombardment 
Group 

49th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
2nd 
Bombardment 
Group 

96th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

GHQ AF 3rd Wing 
3rd Attack 
Group 

13th Attack 
Squadron 

Barksdale 
Field, 
Louisiana 

GHQ AF 3rd Wing 
3rd Attack 
Group 

8th Attack 
Squadron 

Barksdale 
Field, 
Louisiana 

GHQ AF 3rd Wing 
3rd Attack 
Group 

90th Attack 
Squadron 

Barksdale 
Field, 
Louisiana 

GHQ AF 1st Wing 
7th 
Bombardment 
Group 

11th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Hamilton 
Field, 
California 

GHQ AF 1st Wing 
7th 
Bombardment 
Group 

31st 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Hamilton 
Field, 
California 

GHQ AF 1st Wing 
7th 
Bombardment 
Group 

9th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Hamilton 
Field, 
California 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
8th Pursuit 
Group 

33rd Pursuit 
Squadron 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
8th Pursuit 
Group 

35th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
8th Pursuit 
Group 

36th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
8th Pursuit 
Group 

37th Attack 
Squadron 

Langley 
Field, 
Virginia 
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GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
9th 
Bombardment 
Group 

14th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Bolling 
Field, D.C. 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
9th 
Bombardment 
Group 

1st 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Mitchel 
Field, New 
York 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
9th 
Bombardment 
Group 

5th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Mitchel 
Field, New 
York 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing 
9th 
Bombardment 
Group 

99th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Mitchel 
Field, New 
York 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing   
21st 
Observation 
Squadron 

Bolling 
Field, D.C. 

GHQ AF 2nd Wing   
41st 
Observation 
Squadron 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

GHQ AF 3rd Wing   
42nd 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

GHQ AF 3rd Wing   
43rd Pursuit 
Squadron 

Kelly Field, 
Texas 

GHQ AF 1st Wing   
88th 
Reconnaissanc
e Squadron 

Hamilton 
Field, 
California 

Hawaiian 
Department 

18th 
Composite 
Wing 

18th Pursuit 
Group 

19th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Wheeler 
Field, 
Hawaii 

Hawaiian 
Department 

18th 
Composite 
Wing 

18th Pursuit 
Group 

6th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Wheeler 
Field, 
Hawaii 

Hawaiian 
Department 

18th 
Composite 
Wing 

5th Composite 
Group 

26th Attack 
Squadron 

Wheeler 
Field, 
Hawaii 

Hawaiian 
Department 

18th 
Composite 
Wing 

5th Composite 
Group 

4th Observation 
Squadron 

Luke Field, 
Hawaii 

Hawaiian 
Department 

18th 
Composite 
Wing 

5th Composite 
Group 

50th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Luke Field, 
Hawaii 

V Corps Area  
1st Transport 
Group 

1st Transport 
Squadron 

Patterson 
Field, Ohio 

V Corps Area  
1st Transport 
Group 

2nd Transport 
Squadron 

Olmstead 
Field, 
Pennsylvani
a 

V Corps Area  
1st Transport 
Group 

3rd Transport 
Squadron 

Duncan 
Field, Texas 
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V Corps Area  
1st Transport 
Group 

4th Transport 
Squadron 

Rockwell 
Field, 
California 

IX Corps Area   
12th 
Observation 
Group 

12th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Brooks 
Field, Texas 

IX Corps Area   
12th 
Observation 
Group 

22nd 
Observation 
Squadron 

Brooks 
Field, Texas 

Panama Canal 
Department 

19th 
Composite 
Wing 

16th Pursuit 
Group 

24th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Albrook 
Field, Canal 
Zone 

Panama Canal 
Department 

19th 
Composite 
Wing 

16th Pursuit 
Group 

29th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Albrook 
Field, Canal 
Zone 

Panama Canal 
Department 

19th 
Composite 
Wing 

16th Pursuit 
Group 

74th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Albrook 
Field, Canal 
Zone 

Panama Canal 
Department 

19th 
Composite 
Wing 

6th Composite 
Group 

25th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

France 
Field, Canal 
Zone 

Panama Canal 
Department 

19th 
Composite 
Wing 

6th Composite 
Group 

44th 
Observation 
Squadron 

Albrook 
Field, Canal 
Zone 

Panama Canal 
Department 

19th 
Composite 
Wing 

6th Composite 
Group 

78th Pursuit 
Squadron 

Albrook 
Field, Canal 
Zone 

Panama Canal 
Department 

19th 
Composite 
Wing 

6th Composite 
Group 

7th Observation 
Squadron 

France 
Field, Canal 
Zone 

Philippines 
Department 

  
4th Composite 
Group 

28th 
Bombardment 
Squadron 

Nichols 
Field, Canal 
Zone 

Philippines 
Department 

  
4th Composite 
Group 

2nd 
Observation 
Squadron 

Nichols 
Field, Canal 
Zone 

Philippines 
Department 

  
4th Composite 
Group 

3rd Pursuit 
Squadron 

Clark Field, 
Philippines 

 



251 
 

 
 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 
 
 
 

Archives 

Security Classified Correspondence of the Joint Army-Navy Board, 1918 - 3/1942, 
Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs, Records 
Group 165, National Archives at College Park, College Park, Maryland. 

Special Projects – War Plans “Color”, 1920-1948, Administrative Services Division 
Operations Branch, Records of the Adjutant General’s Office 1917- , 
Records Group 407, National Archives at College Park, College Park, 
Maryland. 

Air Force Historical Research Agency, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. 

 

Primary Sources 

Arnold Henry H. Global Mission. 1949.  Reprint, Blue Ridge Summit, 
Pennsylvania: TAB Books, Inc., 1989. 

Baker, Newton. Final Report of War Department Special Committee on Army Air 
Corps. Washington, D.C.: War Department, July 18, 1934. 

Douhet, Giulio. The Command of the Air. Translated by Dino Ferrari. 1942, 
Reprint, Washington D.C.: Air Force History and Museums Program, 1998.   

Duncan, Early E. W. “The Duties of a Corps Area Air Officer with Special 
Reference to the Training of Regular Army and Civilian Components.” Fort 
Leavenworth, Kansas: The Command and General Staff School, 1933. 

Fullerton, J. D. “Some Remarks on Aerial Warfare” in Operations of the Division of 
Military Engineering of the International Congress of Engineers.  
Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1894. 569-574. 

The General Services Schools. Tactical and Strategical Studies: Corps and Army. 
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas: The General Service Schools Press, 1922. 

Hansell, Haywood S. Jr. The Plan that Defeated Hitler. Atlanta: Higgins-
McArthur/Longino & Porter, Inc., 1972. 

Jones, B. Q. “Military Aviation.” The Army War College, Fort Humphreys, D.C., 
September 10, 1936. 



252 
 

 
 

Lampert, Florian. Report of a Select Committee of Inquiry into Operations of the 
Air Service. Washington, D.C.: House of Representatives, December 14, 
1925. 

Lassiter, William. Report of a Committee of Officers Appointed by Secretary of 
War, March 17, 1923. Washington, D.C.: War Department, March 22, 1923. 

March, Peyton C. Report of the Chief of Staff, United States Army to the Secretary 
of War. Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1921. 

Mitchell, William. Memoirs of World War I: From Start to Finish of Our Greatest 
War. New York: Random House, Inc., 1960. 

———. Our Air Force: The Keystone of National Defense. New York: E.P. Dutton, 
1921. 

———. Skyways: A Book on Modern Aeronautics. London: Ernest Benn, Limited, 
1930. 

———. Winged Defense: The Development and Possibilities of Modern Air Power 
- Economic and Military. New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1925. 

Morrow, Dwight. Report of President’s Aircraft Board. Washington, D.C.: 
President’s Aircraft Board, November 30, 1925. 

Naylor, William K. Principles of Strategy, with Historical Illustrations. Fort 
Leavenworth, Kansas: The General Service Schools Press, 1921. 

Patrick, Mason M. The United States in the Air. Garden City, New York: 
Doubleday, Doran and Company, Inc., 1928. 

Sherman, William. Air Warfare. 1926. Reprint. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: 
Air University Press, 2002.   

Tomlinson, Everrett T. The Story of General Pershing. New York: D. Appleton and 
Company, 1919. 

von Clausewitz, Carl. On War. Translated and edited by Michael Howard and 
Peter Paret, Indexed ed. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University 
Press, 1984. 

United States Army. Field Service Regulations. Washington D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1924. 

United States Congress. The Statutes At Large of the United States of America, 
57th Congress, 2nd Session, 1902-03. Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1903. 

United States Congress. The Statutes At Large of the United States of America 
from December 1915, to March 1917. Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1917. 



253 
 

 
 

United States Congress. The Statutes At Large of the United States of America 
from May 1919, to March 1921. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1921. 

United States Congress. The Statutes At Large of the United States of America 
from December 1925, to March 1927. Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1927. 

War Department. “Fundamental Principles for the Employment of the Air Service” 
Training Regulation No. 440-15. Washington D.C.: War Department, 26 
January 1926. 

War Department. “Fundamental Principles for the Employment of the Air Service” 
Training Regulation No. 440-15. Washington D.C.: War Department, 15 
October 1935. 

Whitten, John B. “What About the Philippines?” The Woman’s Journal (June 1930) 
20-21 and 37-38. 

 

Secondary Sources 

Atkin, Ronald. Revolution! Mexico 1910-20. New York: The John Day Company, 
1970. 

Ball, Harry P. Of Responsible Command: A History of the U.S. Army War College, 
Rev. ed. Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: The Alumni Association of the 
United States Army War College, 1994. 

Biddle, Tami Davis. Rhetoric and Reality in Air Warfare: The Evolution of British 
and American Ideas about Strategic Bombing, 1914-1945. Princeton, New 
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 2002. 

Boghardt, Thomas. The Zimmermann Telegram: Intelligence, Diplomacy, and 
America’s Entry into World War I. Annapolis, Maryland: Naval Institute 
Press, 2012. 

Boot, Max. The Savage Wars of Peace: Small Wars and the Rise of American 
Power. New York: Basic Books, 2002. 

Boyne, Walter J. The Influence of Air Power upon History. Gretna, Louisiana: 
Pelican Publishing Company, 2003. 

Brune, Lester H. The Origins of American National Security Policy: Sea Power, Air 
Power and Foreign Policy, 1900-1941. Manhattan, Kansas: MA/AH 
Publishing, 1981. 

Brzezinski, Zbignew. The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and its 
Geostrategic Imperatives. New York: Basic Books, 1997. 



254 
 

 
 

Buckley, John. Air Power in the Age of Total War. Bloomington: Indiana University 
Press, 1999. 

Budianski, Stephen. Air Power: The Men, Machines, and Ideas that 
Revolutionized War, from Kitty Hawk to Iraq. New York: Penguin Books, 
2004. 

Byrd, Martha. Chennault: Giving Wings to the Tiger. Tuscaloosa: University of 
Alabama Press, 1987. 

———.  Kenneth N. Walker: Airpower’s Untempered Crusader. Maxwell Air Force 
Base, Alabama: Air University Press, 1997. 

Clay, Steven E. U.S. Army Order of Battle 1919-1941. 4 vols. Fort Leavenworth, 
Kansas: Combat Studies Institute Press, n.d. 

Cline, Ray S. Washington Command Post: The Operations Division, United States 
Army in World War II. The War Department Series. Washington, D.C.: 
Center of Military History, United States Army, 2003. 

Connor, Seymour V. Texas: A History. New York: Thomas Y. Cromwell Company, 
1971. 

Craven, Wesley F., and James L. Cate, eds. Plans and Early Operations January 
1939 to August 1942, vol. 1 of The Army Air Forces in World War II. 
Washington D.C.: Office of Air Force History, 1983. 

———, eds. Men and Planes. Vol. 6 of The Army Air Forces in World War II. 
Washington D.C.: Office of Air Force History, 1983. 

Davies, R. E. G. A History of the World’s Airlines. London: Oxford University 
Press, 1964. 

Davis, Burke. The Billy Mitchell Affair. New York: Random House, Inc., 1967. 

Davis, Richard G. Hap: Henry H. Arnold, Military Aviator. Washington D.C.: Air 
Force History and Museums Program, 1997. 

Earle, Edward M. Makers of Modern Strategy: Military Thought from Machiavelli to 
Hitler. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971. 

Finney, Robert T. History of the Air Corps Tactical School 1920-1940. Washington 
D.C.: Center for Air Force History, 1992. 

Futrell, Robert. Ideas, Concepts, Doctrine. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air 
University Press, 1989. 

Gole, Henry G. The Road to Rainbow: Army Planning for Global War, 1934-1940. 
Annapolis, Maryland.: Naval Institute Press, 2003. 

Gray, Collin S. Modern Strategy. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999. 



255 
 

 
 

Gray, Peter. Air Warfare: History, Theory and Practice. London: Bloomsbury 
Academic, 2016. 

Greer, Thomas H. The Development of Air Doctrine in the Army Air Arm, 1917-
1941. 1955. Reprint, Washington D.C.: Office of Air Force History, 1985. 

Grenville, J. A. S. “Diplomacy and War Plans in the United States, 1890-1917”, in 
The War Plans of the Great Powers, 1880-1914, edited by Paul Kennedy. 
Boston: Allen and Unwin, 1979. 

Gross, Charles J.  American Military Aviation: The Indispensable Arm. College 
Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2002. 

Hennessy, Juliette A. The United States Army Air Arm: April 1861 to April 1917. 
Washington, D.C.: Office of Air Force History, 1985. 

Hewes, James E. Jr. From Root to McNamara: Army Organization and 
Administration. Washington, D.C.: Center for Military History, United States 
Army, 1975. 

Holley, I. B. Jr. Ideas and Weapons, 1953. Reprint, Washington D.C.: Air Force 
history and Museums Program, 1997. 

Holzimmer, Kevin C. General Walter Krueger: Unsung Hero of the Pacific War. 
Lawrence, Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 2007. 

Hudson, James J. Hostile Skies: A Combat History of the American Air Service in 
World War I. Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press, 1968. 

Imlay, Talbot C., and Monica Duffy Toft. The Fog of Peace and War Planning: 
Military and Strategic Planning under Uncertainty. New York: Routledge, 
2006. 

Jacobsen, Mark, Robert A. Levine, and William Schwabe. Contingency Plans for 
War in Western Europe, 1920-1940. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 
1985. 

Jessup, Philip C. Elihu Root. New York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1938. 

Johnson, David E. Fast Tanks and Heavy Bombers: Innovation in the U.S. Army, 
1917-1945. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998. 

Kennett, Lee. The First Air War, 1914-1918. New York: The Free Press, 1991. 

Koistinen, Paul A. C. Planning War, Pursuing Peace: The Political Economy of 
American Warfare, 1920-1939. Lawrence, Kansas: University Press of 
Kansas, 1998. 

Linn, Brian McAlister. The Philippine War 1899-1902. Lawrence, Kansas: 
University Press of Kansas, 2000. 



256 
 

 
 

Lippert, Kevin. War Plan Red: The United States’ Secret Plan to Invade Canada 
and Canada’s Secret Plan to Invade the United States. New York: 
Princeton Architectural Press, 2015. 

Mauer, Mauer. ed. Air Force Combat Units of World War II. Washington, D.C.: 
Office of Air Force History, 1983. 

———. Aviation in the U.S. Army, 1919-1939. Washington D.C.: Office of Air 
Force History, 1987. 

———. ed. Combat Squadrons of the Air Force: World War II. Washington, D.C.: 
Office of Air Force History, 1982. 

———. ed. The U.S. Air Service in World War I. 4 vols. Washington, D.C: Office of 
Air Force History, 1978. 

McDonald, John H. Jr. General Walter Krueger: A Case Study in Operational 
Command. Fort Leavenworth, Kansas: School of Advanced Military 
Studies, 1989. 

McFarland, Stephen L. A Concise History of the United States Air Force. Maxwell 
Air Force Base, Alabama: Air University, 2012. 

Meilinger, Phillip S. ed., The Paths of Heaven: The Evolution of Airpower Theory. 
Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air University Press, 1997. 

Miller, Edward S. War Plan Orange: The U.S. Strategy to Defeat Japan, 1897-
1945. Annapolis, Maryland: Naval Institute Press, 1991. 

Millett, Allan R., and Peter Maslowski. For the Common Defense: A Military 
History of the United States of America. Revised and expanded ed. New 
York: The Free Press, 1994. 

Milton, Kendall. “The Mexican-American War: Reflections on an Overlooked 
Conflict”, in Texans and War: New Interpretations of the State’s Military 
History, edited by Alexander Mendoza and Charles David Grear. College 
Station, TX: Texas A&M University Press, 2012. 

Moony, Chase C., and Edward C. Williamson, Organization of the Army Air Arm 
1935-1945, USAF Historical Studies. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air 
University, USAF Historical Division, 1956. 

Morris, Craig F. The Origins of American Strategic Bombing Theory. Annapolis: 
Naval Institute Press, 2017. 

Morris, James M. America’s Armed Forces: A History. 2nd ed. Upper Saddle 
River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1996. 

———, ed. Readings in American Military History. Upper Saddle River, New 
Jersey: Prentice Hall, 2004. 



257 
 

 
 

Morton, Louis. Strategy and Command: The First Two Years. The United States 
Army in World War II, The Pacific War. Washington D.C.: Center for Army 
History, 2000. 

Nalty, Bernard C. ed. Winged Shield, Winged Sword: A History of the United 
States Air Force. Vol. 1. Washington D.C.: Air Force History & Museums 
Program, 1997. 

Nelsen II, John T. General George C. Marshall: Strategic Leadership and the 
Challenges of Reconstituting the Army, 1939-41. Carlisle, Pennsylvania: 
Army War College, 1993. 

Olsen, John Andreas, ed. A History of Air Warfare. Washington D.C.: Potomac 
Books, Inc., 2010 

Order of Battle of the United States Land Forces in the World War: American 
Expeditionary Forces. 2 Volumes. Washington, D.C.: Center for Military 
History, United States Army, 1988. 

Overy, Richard J. The Air War, 1939-1945. Washington D.C.: Potomac Books, 
Inc., 2005. 

Pardoe, Blaine L. Never Wars: The US War Plans to Invade the World. Stroud, 
United Kingdom: Fonthill Media Publishing, 2014. 

Paret, Peter, ed. Makers of Modern Strategy: from Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age. 
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986. 

Robinson, Douglas H. Giants in the Sky: A History of the Rigid Airship. Seattle: 
University of Washington Press, 1975. 

Ross, Steven T. American War Plans 1890-1939. Portland, Oregon: Frank Cass, 
2002. 

Sherry, Michael S. American Air Power: The Creation of Armageddon. New 
Haven: Yale University Press. 1987. 

Shiner, John F. Foulois and the U.S. Army Air Corps, 1931-1935. Washington 
D.C.: Office of Air Force History, 1983. 

Simons, Graham M. The Secret U.S. Plan to Overthrow the British Empire: War 
Plan Red. Philadelphia: Pen & Sword Books, Ltd., 2020. 

Snow, Donald M. National Security: Defense Policy in a Changed International 
Order. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1998. 

Stephens, Alan, ed. The War in the Air, 1914-1994. American ed. Maxwell Air 
Force Base, Alabama: Air University Press, 2001. 

Trest, Warren A. Air Force Roles and Mission: A History. Washington D.C.: Air 
Force History and Museums Program, 1998. 



258 
 

 
 

Tuchman, Barbara W. The Zimmermann Telegram. New York, N.Y.: Dell 
Publishing Co., Inc., 1958. 

Wachtel, Joachim. The History of Lufthansa. Cologne, Germany: Lufthansa 
German Airlines, 1975. 

Watson, Mark S. Chief of Staff: Prewar Plans and Preparations. The War 
Department: U.S. Army in World War II.  Washington D.C.: Center of 
Military History, 2003. 

Watts, Barry D. The Foundations of U.S. Air Doctrine: The Problem of Friction in 
War. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air University Press, 1984. 

Weigley, Russell F. The American Way of War: A History of United States Military 
Strategy and Policy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1973. 

White, Robert P. “Air Power Engineer: Maj. Gen. Mason Patrick and the Air Force 
Road to Independence.” In Golden Legacy, Boundless Future: Essays on 
the United States Air Force and the Rise of Aerospace Power, edited by 
Rebecca H. Cameron and Barbara Wittig, 29-38, Washington D.C.: Air 
Force History and Museums Program, 2000. 

White, Robert P. Mason Patrick and the Fight for Air Service Independence. 
Washington D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press, 2001. 

Wildenberg, Thomas. Billy Mitchell’s War with the Navy: The Interwar Rivalry over 
Air Power. Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2013. 

Wolk, Herman S. Cataclysm: General Hap Arnold and the Defeat of Japan. 
Denton, Texas: University of North Texas Press, 2010. 

 

 

Journals 

Anievas, Alexander. “International Relations Between War and Revolution: 
Wilsonian Diplomacy and The Making of the Treaty of Versailles.” 
International Politics 51, Issue. 5 (Sep 2014): 619-647. https://www-
proquest-
com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/docview/1566207726?OpenUrlRefId=info:xri/sid:pri
mo&accountid=7014 (accessed 2 April 2019). 

Bell, Christopher M., “Thinking the Unthinkable: British and American Naval 
Strategies for an Anglo-American War, 1918-1931”, International History 
Review 19, No. 4 (November 1997): 789–808. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07075332.1997.9640804 (accessed 24 April 2021). 

Berghahn, Volker R. “Wartime Planning for the ‘American Century’.” National 
Forum 75, Issue 4 (Fall 1995): 34-40. https://search-proquest-



259 
 

 
 

com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/docview/1297782828?accountid=7014&pq-
origsite=primo&imgSeq=1 (accessed 5 November 2017). 

Clodfelter, Mark. “Pinpointing Devastation: American Air Campaign Planning 
before Pearl Harbor.” The Journal of Military History 58, No. 1 (Jan 1994): 
75-101. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2944180 (accessed 11 April 2016). 

Doyle, Michael K. "The U.S. Navy and War Plan Orange, 1933-1940: Making 
Necessity a Virtue," Naval War College Review 33: No.3 (May-June 1980): 
49-63. https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol33/iss3/4 
(accessed 24 April 2021) 

Greer, Thomas H. “Air Army Doctrinal Roots, 1917-1918.” Military Affairs 20, No. 4 
(Winter, 1956): 202-216.  http://www.jstor.org/stable/1983704 (accessed 12 
February 2012). 

Kamara, Hassan M. "The Influence of U.S. Strategic Culture on Innovation and 
Adaptation in the U.S. Army." Journal of Strategic Security 8, no. 4 (2015): 
79-91.  http://dx.doi.org/10.5038/1944-0472.8.4.1453 (accessed 8 April 
2019).  

Lehmann, Timothy C. “Keeping Friends Close and Enemies Closer: Classical 
Realist Statecraft and Economic Exchange in U.S. Interwar Strategy.” 
Security Studies 18, Issue 1 (Jan-Mar 2009): 115–147. 
http://ezproxy.baylor.edu/login?url=https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx
?direct=true&db=mth&AN=36460162&site=ehost-live&scope=site 
(accessed 8 April 2019). 

Major, John. "War Plan Red: The American Plan for War with Britain," Historian 
58, No. 1 (2 June 1998): 12–15. 

March, William. “Different Shades of Blue: Interwar Air Power Doctrine 
Development. Part 1: Air Power, Doctrine, and the Anglo-American 
Approach.” The Canadian Air Force Journal 2, No. 1 (Winter 2009): 17-27. 
http://airforceapp.forces.gc.ca/CFAWC/eLibrary/Journal/Vol2-2009/Iss1-
Winter/Sections/05-Different_Shades_of_Blue-
Interwar_Air_Power_Doctrine_Development-Part1_e.pdf (accessed 8 
September 2015). 

Morton, Louis. “War Plan Orange: Evolution of a Strategy.” World Politics, 11, No. 
2 (January 1959): 221-250. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2009529 Accessed 
24 April 2021). 

Perry, James D. “Air Corps experimentation in the interwar years-a case study.” 
Joint Forces Quarterly (Summer 1999): 42-50. 
https://ndupress.ndu.edu/portals/68/Documents/jfq/jfq-22.pdf (accessed 8 
April 2019). 

Shell, Amy E. “The Thayer Method of Instruction at the United States Military 
Academy: A Modest History and a Modern Person Account.” Primus : 



260 
 

 
 

Problems, Resources, and Issues in Mathematics Undergraduate Studies 
12, 1 (Mar 2002): 27-38. 

Stoler, Mark A. “From Continentalism to Globalism: General Stanley D. Embick, 
the Joint Strategic Survey Committee, and the Military View of American 
National Policy during the Second World War.” Diplomatic History, Vol. 6, 
No. 3 (SUMMER 1982): 303-321. https://www.jstor.org/stable/24911274 
(accessed 5 July 2020). 

White, Richard D. “Civilian Management of the Military: Elihu Root and the 1903 
Reorganization of the Army General Staff.” Journal of Management History 
4, Issue 1. (1 March 1998): 43-57. https://doi-
org.ezproxy.baylor.edu/10.1108/13552529810369614 (accessed 9 July 
2018). 

 

Dissertations and Theses 

Brabson, Andrew R. “The Lost Art of Air Superiority: US Pursuit Aviation, 1919 to 
1941” Thesis, The School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2005. 

Odom, William O. “The Rise and Fall of U.S. Army Doctrine, 1918-1939.” Doctoral 
diss., The Ohio State University, 1995. 

Pedler, Stephen J.  “Institutional Politics and The U.S. Military’s War Plan 
Orange.”  Master’s Thesis, Bowling Green State University, 2007. 

Ressa, Keith T.  “U.S. vs. the World: America’s Color Coded War Plans and the 
Evolution of Rainbow Five.” Master’s thesis, Liberty University, 2010. 

Schifferle, Peter John. “The Prussian and American General Staffs: An Analysis of 
Cross-Cultural Imitation, Innovation, and Adaptation.” Master’s thesis, 
University of North Carolina, 1981. 

Shipp, Robert J. Jr. “Rivals in the Sky: The Developmental Relationship between 
the Airship and the Airplane.” Master’s thesis, Baylor University, 2016. 

 

Other Publications 

Historical Division. Organization of Military Aeronautics, 1907-1935. Army Air 
Force Historical Studies: No. 25. Washington D.C.: Assistant Chief of Air 
Staff, Intelligence, 1944. 

Machoian, Ronald G. “Looking Skyward: The Emergence of Air-minded Culture in 
the US Army.” Air Command and Staff College, Wright Flyer Paper No. 17. 
Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air University Press, 2004. 

Secretary of the Air Force. Airmen, Air Force Handbook 1. Washington D.C.: 
Department of the Air Force, 2019. 



261 
 

 
 

United States Air Force. Manpower and Organization. Air Force Instruction 38-
101. Washington D.C.: Department of the Air Force, 29 August 2019. 

United States Air Force. Operations and Organization. Air Force Doctrine 
Document 2. Washington D.C.: Department of the Air Force, 3 April 2007. 

USAF Historical Division. Organization of the Army Air Arm, 1935-1945. USAF 
Historical Studies: No. 10. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air University, 
1956. 


