
To what extent did personality clashes and 
poorly defined command roles affect Air­
Land co-operation in Normandy, and to 

what extent does current doctrine and command 
training equip the Joint Force for today's Air-Land 
battle? 

D-Day was the fulcrum of decisive Allied 
offensive operations into Europe five years 
into a six year war of national survival. Yet 
disagreement at the Strategic / Operational level 
concerning preparatory OVERLORD shaping 
operations almost drove the Supreme Allied 

.;:.,.!II"~t'II .:.. •• II1II Commander to resign. Once underway, high­
level petulance and intranSigence amongst 
Allied Air Officers and between them and 

Land Command continued to colour campaign 
execution. Air-Land lessons learned in earlier 
campaigns, involving several of the same 
Operational Level commanders, were relega ted 
below self-opinion and a poorly designed 
command structure. Allied Air Superiority and 
the FORTITUDE deception plan constrained the 
German response, but they were able to defend 
and counter-attack at key Allied objectives 
such as Caen and St Lo. Given the difficulties 
at the higher level, it is a paradox that these 
were overcome by joint and combined Air-Land 
operations. Overwhelming force and ~~ •• II;~ 
a more balanced view in delivering effect at 
tactical air / land command levels were 
instrumental in this achievement. 
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Figure 1: Operation Overlord - higher level C2 arrangements

The strategic climate is now more opaque. Wars
are fought largely in coalition by choice rather
than for national survival. The precision firepower,
simultaneity, surprise and tempo required to
deliver the philosopher's stone of manoeuvre
warfare, demand unequivocal co-operation at and
across all levels of command. Doctrine, command
structures and training now acknowledge this, but
as recent campaigns in the Gulf have shown, this
is a subject that needs continual omni-directional
work and astute monitoring by the higher levels
of Joint Command. Some lessons identified
have yet to become lessons learned and Project
CONINGHAM-KEYESshows an appetite to do
this that needs to be encouraged.

'The well-run group is not a battlefield of egos'!

Iterative debate stimulated by the intuition and
experience amongst those in High Command

must feature in all aspects of campaigning. Such
officers will invariably be strongly self-willed, but
where this is tainted by rampant egotism then
there is grave danger of undermining unity of
effort and command. Military history is replete
with examples of senior personality clashes. This
paper examines the impact of personal conflicts
that reverberated between Allied air and land
commanders in the joint, expeditionary operations
of the Normandy campaign. Herein egos and
previous experience between these commanders
from earlier campaigns coloured mutual trust at
the fulcrum of a war for national survival.

Inevitably there was a cost to this, although strong
overall leadership by the Supreme Commander
General Eisenhower and his deputy Air Chief
Marshal Tedder over the more obdurate episodes,
together with overwhelming air superiority,
ensured that the end-state was unaffected.
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Figure 2: Operation Overlord - Allied Air C2 for Normandy campaign 

The lessons for Air-Land co-operation endure 
in the present strategic environment. Whilst 
doctrine, staff training, war-fighting exercises and 
experimentation now recognise many of these, 
there remains no cause for complacency. 

Command and control 
'There were too many senior Air Force commanders, 
Tedder, Leigh Mallory, and Coningham, all in a sense 
treading on each other's heels. ,2 

The C2 structure was complex. The Allied Air C2 is 
shown at Figure 2 and should be read alongside the 
combined OVERLORD C2 at Figure 1. This section 
describes the nuances that rendered this unwieldy. 

Clarification sought by Tedder of his portfolio 
as Deputy Supreme Commander, through ACM 
Portal to Churchill3

, established that he, rather than 
Air Marshal Leigh-MaUory, held responsibility for 

the overall air plan for approval by the Supreme 
Commander, and ratification by the Combined 
Chiefs of Staff (CCS). However, this was not as 
clear-cut as in the Mediterranean, where 'Supreme 
Command' had meant authority over all Allied 
forces in the region. For OVERLORD, capabilities 
such as ACM Harris's Bomber Command under 
the POINTBLANK Directive: and ACM Douglas's 
Coastal Command continued to have other work 
to do under Portal. Although Eisenhower won the 
argument that when required for OVERLORD, 
elements of these forces would be made available 
to Tedder, for the Air C2, the axiom of centralised 
control of air power was not being followed. 
Thus despite hi s CAAEF title, Leigh-Mallory only 
commanded the tactical air forces, which were 
then further delegated to Air Marshal Coningham. 
Leigh Mallory's and Coningham's HQ's were 
also physically dislocated, at Bentley Priory and 
Uxbridge respectively. 



Much to Leigh Mallory's 
chagrin, Eisenhower's ruling 
was that Coningham would be 
the only Air Commander with 
whom Montgomery would 
normally have to liaise 

General Montgomery's HQ was at Fort Southwick. 
His earlier much vaunted <Idvocacy of co-location' 
was lost. The dual-hatted role of Montgomcry at 
the campaign s tart initially set him on 11 par with 
Leigh-Mallory and later with Coningham, who 
also started with a dual-hatted role between the 
'operational' and 'tactical' levels.' Much to Lcigh 
Mal1ory's chagrin, Eisenhower's ruling was that 
Coningham would be the only Air Commander 
with whom Montgomery would Ilorm<llly 
have to liaise7

, As will be shown, Montgomery 
tried to press this to his personal advantage 
in marginal isi ng Coningham, preening Leigh­
Mallory's ego by dealing directly with him on 

Air Chief Marshal Tedder 

The choice of Tedder to frame 
strategic guidance as his 
deputy was equally prescient: 
he was the ideal grit in this 
particular oyster 

bomber support, as well as with AVM Broadhurst" 
on tactical air matters. Arguably Tedder should 
have intervened earlier than he eventual1y did 
to make plain that Coningham and Montgomery 
were to be equal partners. Tedder certainly had to 
battle with the consequences of the unorthodox 
C2 structure and tried to simplify it during the 
campaign without success, having to settle for 
making it work by managing the egos of the 
characters. However, it is clear that he was attuned 
to the issue on 20 April 1944 when he met with 
Portal and Leigh-Mallory and 'the command set 
up of the AEAF was batted around again' " It is 
possible that Tedder had to accommodate Leigh-



The then Air Vice Marshal Coningham ,lnd General Montgomery 
d uring the Western Desert Campaign 

Mallory, who was a Portal appointee. The records 
of this meeting'" indicate that Tedder acceded to 
Leigh Mallory's representations of the latter's 
role in the structure and the title and role to be 
adopted by Coningham. The same records make it 
plain that Tedder foresaw the ramifications at the 
time. One might conclude that Tedder consented 
because he did not wish to push the matter with 
Portal and believed he could make it work. 

This complex command structure was driven 
by the joint and combined nature of the battle 
ahead and with better mutual acceptance and 
support could have been made to work. However, 
undermined by character flaws and cross-cutting 
personal ity feuds from their past, both the Inter­
Air and Air-Land aspects proved dysfunctional. 

Dramatis personae 
'Obviously he [Leigh Mallory] is a gutless bugger 
who refuses to take a chance and plays for safety 
on all occasions I have no use for him'." 

The CCS selection of Eisenhower as Supreme 
Commander Allied Expeditionary Forces reflected 
shrewd perception of [ke's potential" to mitigate 
the more extreme aspects of subordinate rivalry 
and petulance amongst the considerably strong 
Allied military personalities in Europe. 

The choice of Tedder to frame strategic guidance 
as his deputy" was equally prescient;" he was 
the ideal grit in this particular oyster. Both 
placed the overall campaign above individual 

Coningham who, along 
with Tedder, also felt that 
Montgomery faltered 
in making use of the air 
forces 

interest. Significantly, Tedder's war record in 
promoting Air-Land Co-operation in the Western 
Desert matched his abiding commitment to 
overall combined operations. Tedder had won 
the army's confidence as evidenced in General 
Auchinle<:k's letter to Churchill in the prelude to 
Op CRUSA DE. '! 

Coningham was at that time an AVM commanding 
the Western Desert Air Force. He supported 
Tedder in shaping the application of air power 
in support of land forces and identified lessons 
in C2, targeting. ground force identification and 
timeliness. These were implemented successfully 
at the Battle of Alam Halfa, the 'pinnacle of 
WWII Land! Air co-operation' and 'crucible of 
jointery', 16 in Aug! Sep 1942. Co-located with the 
then Lt General Montgomery commanding the 
8th Army, at his Army Advanced HQ Coningham 
re-established the art of air support to the army, 
which had been forgotten between the wars." This 
set landmark procedures and organisation that 
were to deliver the combination of battle-winning 
air support and air superiority at the 'Second 
Alamein' and later into Sicily and Italy. With his 
dis tinctively trenchant, clarion enunciation of 
doctrine Montgomery subsequently set out the 
'great principles' of air and land co-operation 
in 1943. 10 Later on the eve of Normandy in May 
1944, he stressed in writing to his subordinate 
Lt Gen Dempsey that air and land commanders 
should 'get to know each other, and get that 
understanding of each other's problems which 
will be the firm foundation of mutual confidence 
and trust when we begin fighting'. " No one 
today would cavil with any of Montgomery's 
precepts here, which chime with our jOint 
command doctrine. Unfortunately his behaviour 
in Normandy ran counter to his rhetoric, but 
the system was fortunately robust enough to 
survive. In the latter stages of the war in the 



desert, Montgomery' boastfulness alienated 
Coningham:O> who, along with Tedder, also felt 
that Montgomery faltered in making use of the 
air forces in pursuit of Rommel across North 
Africa after Alamein.1

' Their disquiet over 
Montgomery's hesitancy was to re-surface 
over the securing of Caen with its implication 
for airfields needed to support the campaign 
continuan ce. Tedder and Coningham also 
harboured bitter memories of Montgomery's 
failure to appreciate the "war for aerodromes" 
in Sicily.u The judgements of the official British 
historians of the Mediterranean and Middle 
East campaignsll substantiate Coningham's 
practical Air-Land co-operation pedigree 
and commitment to its furtherance. Sadly, 
the progressively corrosive nature of the 
personality clashes meant that successfu l 
tessons of co-operat ion in one campaign were 
not transferred to another. 

Elsewhere, Coningham, supported by Tedder 
and Portal, had little regard fo r Spaatz's 
professional abilities having had occasion 
to brusquely challenge his interference 
in Coningham's Command in Italy in 
1943.1

' Althou§h it is not apparent in other 
works, D'Este ' records that Broadhurst felt 
Coningham's 'personal and vehement anti­
Montgomery attitude adversely affected air 
operations and [BroadhurstJ resented being in 
the middle of a personal squabble'. 

Leigh Mallory's background was in fighte rs. A 
cautious pessim ist, he held little trust or popularity 
amongst his British or US aviation peers. In his 
defence, at heart he was fully behind the main 
campaign effort. However, his judgement and 
relationship with Park in the Battle of Britain had 
been questionable» and his manner with Allied 
colleagues fostered resentment to the extent 
of their seeking his removal.~ In chairing an 
OVERLORD Allied Air conference on targeting 
and strategiC / tactical effort allocation on 23 
May -W, he de<:lared that British operational 
methods should have primacy and called for 
the immediate relief of all US officers in the War 
Room." Together with the vague mandate of his 
ill-defined command role, these factors made him 

an invidious 'fifth wheel on the wagon':O in the 
command structure.JII 

But it was not all sou r. In the Middle East, Tedder 
and Coningham established command and 
confidence building relations with Major General 
Brereton j

, who was to work under Coningham 
in Normandy. In Coningham's presence, and 
in response to a question on Army air support 
availability by Eisenhower during planning, Major 
General Quesadil is also recorded as st.lling that 
co·operation between US and British TAF was so 
close that somebody would be found to help." 

The All ied a ir ca mpa ign 
'The attainment and maintenance of an air 
situation in which the German Air Force would be 
incapable of inlerfering with the Allied landings:JJ 

In his directive of 17 April 1944," Eisenhower 
listed the tasks for the Allied Air Forces: to assist 
the Allied armies in establishing a lodgement; 
to maintain the combined bomber offensive; 
to secure and maintain air superiority; and to 
attack rail communications in the OVER LORD 
area. From these, the Allied air campaign was 
drawn in thrt.-e phases. The first two phases were 
essentially independent air actions. In the first 
Allied fighters were to gain air superiority." 
This was tied to the POINTBLANK Directive in 
attacking the German fighter forces and their 
support and was largely achieved by the end 
of February 1944.)00 11 The second phase started 
in March and aimed to shape the battlespace 
in support of the land campa ign. Named the 
'Transportation Plan', it was linked into the 
deception plan Operation FORTITUDE. It 
isolated northern France by interdicting all 
German reinforcement· transportation links to 
Normandy while masking the invasion location. 
The wider ai r contribution to de<:eplion had 
a number of other facets. 1f The third phase 
sought to exploit the lodgement and assault 
and ca\led for Air Forces to pro"ide the Army 
with Air Support. It sorely tested air / land co­
operation. However, disagreements starled with 
the allocation and application of Air Power to 
interdiction under the Transportation Plan. 



8·17s on a bombing run over Germany 

plan. Harris remained fixed 011 
bombing German cities and Spaatz 
considered that his 'Oil Plan' could 
best contribute to a German surrender 
through the destruction of oil and fuel 
production sites by his forces. Whilst 
they eventually saw a responSibility 
to support the invasion, their agenda 
still made them reluctant to be brought 
under Eisenhower's direct command. 

However, invasion success hinged 
on preventing the movement of 
reinforcements to the Normandy 

The Transportation Plan depended on 
bombers, first to destroy infrastructure 
and then to interdict the movement 

area - it was a decisive pOint in our 
parlance. The Transportation Plan 
depended on bombers, first to destroy 
infrastructure and then to interdict the 
movement of German troops once the 
invasion started. Tedder, its strongest 
advocate, supported by Leigh-Mallory 
and Coningham, convinced Eisenhower 
of its necessity. It was opposed initially 
on strategiC and political grounds by 

of German troops once the invasion 
started. Tedder, its strongest advocate, 
supported by Leigh-Mallory and 
Coningham, convinced Eisenhower of 
its necessity 

inter alia the bomber commanders and 
Churchill. .... The bomber commanders 
did not want to make the prolonged 
commitment required and offered a 
more lim ited pre D-Day interdiction 
programme. In inclining more towards 
the bomber commanders, Churchill was 
also alive to the unintended jus in bello 

Command discord - ind irect support'" 
(interdiction) 
"Now listen Arthur [Tedder], I am tired of dealing 
with a lot of prima donnas. By God, you tell that 
bunch that if they can't get together and stop 
quarrelling like children, I will tell the Prime 
Minister [Churchill] to get someone else to run this 
damn war. I'll quit". " 

Disagreement on interdiction centred on the 
interpretation of the Centre of Gravity. With 
relative autonomy over their separate strategic 
bomber commands, both Harris and Spaatz 
retained an absolute belief in the power of the 
bombing offensive" to the extent that they believed 
such lines of operation 1V0uld eliminate the 
need for what they saw as a risky OVERLORD 

ramifications.u Eisenhower lobbied Churchill, 
Roosevelt, General Hap Arnold, Portal, and even 
the French Committee of National Liberation" to 
try and gain approval for the plan and the assets 
to achieve it. Portal and Arnold were particularly 
reluctant to reassign OrCOM of their bomber 
forces. The decision ultimately lay with the CCS 
and he felt strongly enough to threaten to resign 
his post if the plan was dismissed. Mindful of the 
debate on both sides, the CCS took a median line 
and assigned him 'direction' rather than command 
of strategic air forces. This achieved the aim, albeit 
adding a further dimension to the already complex 
Allied Air C2 structure that Tedder had to manage. 
Even after the war debate ran on the efficacy of 
this plan .... However, statements fro m the German 
command indicate that the interdiction campaign 



had ruined their counter-offensive plans" before 
the Allies waded ashore. In effects-based terms, 
and in the words of Rommel and von Runstedt, it 
'paralysed'" German mobility and thus reduced 
their tempo. The plan met its aim and all the 
e,ridence supports Tedder's assertion that it was 
a decisive goint along the campaign lines of 
operation. 

Command discord - direct 'G a ir support 
The third phase brought the combined maladies of 
poor C2 and personality clashes into sharp focus. 
This paper illustrates the effect of personality and 
C2 problems in respe<:t of arguments that arose 
over Caen and airfields, and poor co-ordination 
with resulting fratricidc in Operation COBRA 

The question of airfields 
'If our strongest card, overwhelming air-power, 
was to be played cffectively and promptly, we had 
to have airfields in France, " We must, therefore, 
have enough airfields around Caen and areas west 
of PdriS to operate over the Seine in strength', f1 

There was no carrier support and a need to shorten 
the air transit time from England after securing the 
lodgement. Resurrection of the Op HUSKY lesson 
on provision for the speedy capture of airfields 
brought Tedder and Coningham into connicl with 
Montgomery, Their frustration, shared by Leigh­
Mallory,'" largely centred on his ambivalence 
r.lther than thc over-caution Ihey fell he had 
shown at El Alamein,» Montgomery's statements 
at his first Ground Commander's conference at St 
Paul's School in January 1944 stressed the need 
for five British brigade-landing groups because 
of the ' urgency of securing airfields in the British 
sector'," As planning progressed, the immediate 
post-invasion mission aSSigned to the 2nd Army 
was to take Caen, which he predicted boldly by 
Day I, This chimed with the airmen's airfield 
objectives since ideal open flat airfield country 
lay to the south and east of the Caen-St 1.0 line, 
beyond the highly unsuitable constrained boc<lge, 
Montgomery's statement 'so we get increased air 
support - so everything becomes easier'" made as 
late in the planning as March and April indicates 
that he understood precisely the significance of 
this for operational tempo. Dempsey certainly 

cascaded this as Main Effort in his inlent 10 the 
2nd Army," All this would be consonant with our 
modem manoeuvrist approach to shape, attack. 
protect and exploit, but it did not transpire this 
way 

Post-lodgement, the air commanders became 
increasingly perturbed with Montgomery's lack 
of progress towards their immediate objectives 
around Caen, Every day without it denied 
in-theatre availability of tactical air forces and 
diluted the leverage of their overwhelming aerial 
advantage, Wi thout the airfields, cross-channel 
transits and long supply chains added to the 
burden of maintaining air superiority from a 
distance. Six days after the invasion only three 
landing strips in the lodgement had been made 
availilble for Coningham's TAFs and Leigh­
Mallory raised his concerns that advantages 
of early surprise- would be lost as the Germans 
gained time to consolidate. The Germans 
certainly understood the Significance of Caen and 
defended it fiercely for weeks, There was therefore 
understandable delay in taking the objective and 
better relationships would have brought better 
mutual understanding. However, Montgomery 
only showed insensitivity and condescension 
towards his air colleagues, typified in his statement 
that 'Coningham wanted the airfields in order 
to defeat Rommel, whereas I wanted to defeat 
Rommel in order, only incidentally, to capture the 
airfields' ,'" 

Coningham was openly blunt in expressing his 
exasperation to his fellow commanders" and 
considered that Montgomery had once again 
been prevaricating if not remiss in delivering his 
intent and even suggested that Montgomery tried 
to deny the existence of the plan," Whatever the 
truth, Montgomery certainly fue lled discontent 
with the airmen in running to a form they had 
seen before and remaining obdurately insistent 
that everything was running to his 'master plan',"" 
Matters became further strained when Leigh. 
Mallory, following a blast from Montgomery on 
being 'gutless' in failing to support an airborne 
assault, and seeking a way to assist. visited 
Montgomery without consulting Tedder or 
Coningham, He proposed using strategic bombers 



in direct support of ground operations around 
Caen. Montgomery was most enthusiastic:' but 
Dempsey demurred - perhaps he was mindful of 
the lessons of Cassino. Having become aware of 
the proposal, Tedder and Coningham broke up a 
meeting at Dempsey's HQ to overrule this plan. 
Leigh-Mallory was chastened, and Montgomery 
reminded by Tedder that Coningham not Leigh­
Mallory was his opposite number and Broadhurst 
was Dempsey's. Montgomeryacknowled§ed 
this bu t paid scant attention to obeying it. The 
fact that Montgomery was absent when Tedder 
and Coningham visited was indicative of his 
condescending line that he was too busy to 
discuss Air / Land matters, which should be dealt 
with by his subordinates. Unfortunately many 
of his staff lacked the experience in this arena. 
So with no daily contact between Coningham 
and Montgomery, and Montgomery continuing 
to deliberately avoid Coningham in favou r of 
Leigh-Mallory, there was neither mutual trust nor 
confidence. 

Recriminations continued well into July with 
Eisenhower having to step in and remind 
Montgomery to work with Coningham; 
Montgomery lobbying Eisenhower, Tedder and 
even General Alanbrooke, to sack Coningham; and 
Tedder, backed by Portal, adviSing Eisenhower, 
if necessary, to sack Montgomery.'" Whilst Portal 
eventually eased Leigh-Mallory from his post; in 
respect of others, as one historian has observed, 
'He whom propaganda has made mighty no man 
may readily cast aside';"' High profile commanders 
at the pinnacle of their careers, and especially 
those who have achieved a cult hero status of 
national significance cannot be cast aside eaSily 
or quietly. The wider interest of Service as well as 
national morale rendered Montgomery and Harris 
impossible to remove. However, the result within 
the higher command was a breeding ground for 
suspicion'" and Air / Land co-operation was at its 
nadir with no supported / supporting commander 
ethos at the operational level. Coningham did, 
however, get co-operation from the Army airfield 
construction groups who worked to their limits in 
the circumstances and allowed him to take risk to 
his own forces by concentrating more aircraft on 
each airfield than was originally planned." 

Close Air Support - Operation COBRA 
'When you read of all the great glamour of our 
flying friends, just remember that all that glitters is 
not gold!'" 

Poor Air / Land co-ordination caused fratricide 
in Operation COBRA. This was an American 
southerly breakout operation in the SI L6 area. 
General Bradley and Leigh-Mallory were the 
key commanders involved. The plan was for 
bombers to precede ground operations on 24 July 
by opening up a gap for the us VIl Corps in the 
German defences in front of the ESE line of the St 
L6-Periers road. Bradley personally attended the 
conference at Leigh-Mal1ory's HQ to outline his 
intent and gain agreement to approach limitations 
for the safety of his people close to the objective. 
Bradley insisted that the bombers must attack 
east-west, out of the sun and parallel to the road." 
As his forces would be north and parallel with the 
road, the risk from Allied 'short-bombing' errors 
would be reduced. The air commanders favoured 
a perpendicular approach for bombing accuracy 
and time to 5e<Juence their bombers through the 
area on a broad fronl, which could not be achieved 
in a limited corridor approach in the one hour 
allocated . Bomb craters had stalled Montgomery's 
advance in Operation GOODWOOD, so Bradley 
asked for small fragmentat ion ordnance. The 
safety distance for own-troops was also debated 
and a close 1,500 yards was eventually agreed. 
Bradley believed that he had agreement from 
Leigh-Mallory on an attack direction parallel to 
the road. However, the orders issued to the 8th 
Air Force were ambiguous; 'routing and altitudes 
of air formations were to be coordinated directly 
between commands'" and 'bombardiers were not 
to drop short' which could be interpreted as an 
instruction to adopt a perpendicular approach. 

Despite an unfavourable meteorological forecast, 
the air forces took-off on 24 July but were then 
recalled by Leigh-Mallory as the forecast proved 
accurate. Over 1500 were airborne and several 
hundred had dropped their ordnance on a 
perpendicular approach before the recall order 
was received. The fratricide amongst US ground 
troops was considerable and eventually totalled 
101 dead and 463 wounded.1Il Bradley was furious 



when the bombers appeared from the north 
behind his troops rather than from their flank, 
and regarded this as a serious breach of good 
faith by the air forces. 71 Bradley was unable to talk 
the air commanders into changing their plans at 
short notice, and did not want to delay or cancel 
COBRA. Therefore he allowed the operations to 
continue on 25 July. Again, mistakes added to 
casualty numbers, although General Lightening 
J 0 Collins in command of US VII Corps sensed 
German culmination and launched his infantry 
and then armoured reserve to deliver the breakout. 
Subsequently US Army commanders remained 
pessimistic about the ability of heavy bombers to 
provide tactical support, although airmen including 
Leigh-Mallory remained enthusiastic.72 Whilst 
the official investigation did not lay particular 
blame; poor integration and co-ordination in air 
and ground planning were undoubtedly decisive 
factors leading to 'short' bombing and fratricide. 

The fratricide 
amongst US 
ground troops 
was considerable 
and eventually 
totalled 101 dead 
and 463 wounded. 
Bradley was furious 
when the bombers 
appeared from the 
north behind his 
troops rather than 

m their flank, 
and regarded this 
as a serious breach 
of good faith by the 
air forces 

Lack of adequate liaison, mutual understanding, 
or even sympathy between air and ground staffs, 
led to misunderstandings on such basic planning 
presumptions as the bombers' approach to their 
targets.73 This remains a lesson for today. 

So, to what extent did personality clashes and 
poorly defined command roles affect air-land 
co-operation in Normandy? 
'History insists that the last word, in regard to 
the Battle of Normandy, must be that the quarrels 
did not, finally, matter .. . But let us be quite clear 
. .. what made the ultimate victory possible was 
crushing air power. It is not pleasant to think what 
might have happened without it'.74 

Object lessons in pitfalls for 'inter-component' 
cooperation endure from this campaign. It is true 
that success was achieved, but co-operation was 
certainly emasculated by personal aggrandisement 



at the Operational Level, and the execution of a 
difficult campaign was made unnecessarily harder 
by failure to implement the co-operation and 
co-location lessons learned in the Western Desert. 
Direct Air Support took two months to miltch the 
stilndard achieved in North Africa in mid-I942. 
When bound in wi th an unwieldy C2 structure, 
personality clashes brought inexcusable, ilnd at 
times d isgraceful, internal fighting that had an 
incredibly destructive impact on 'inter-component' 
co-operation. It tilkes two to qUilTrel ilnd there 
was bad behav iou r on the part of senior Air and 
Land Commanders alike, coloured by previous 
experience between them that corroded mutual 
trust. However, as senior Allied air commanders 
wrestled with their role in Montgomery's scheme 
of manoeuvre, evidence marks the liltter as 
bellicose, Machiavellian and arguably reckless, 
given that this was a p ivotal campaign on which 
the war hinged . He relegated the air commilnders 
to the role of advisors not equals." Fortunately, 
tactical Air / Land relat ionships proved more 
harmonious. Broadhurst, working alongSide 
Dempsey's 2nd Army in the British sector; and 
Quesada, responSible for providing ilir support 
to Bradley's American armies, worked hard to 
keep their respective land commanders aware of 
the air situation. There is evidence too of fixiltion 
on planning for the invasion at the expense of 
follow-on operiltions; this was a lesson seen 
elsewhere such as Guadalcanal. Montgomery ran 
his campaign planning in a linear fashion and so 
failed to synchronise land operations and airfield 
provision thilt was, by his own earlier s tatements, 
critical to achieving tempo in expeditionary 
operations."" 

[ t is inevitable that some high-value air assets will 
not be permanently allocated to the joint task force 
commander. The lessons here show that when they 
are, then one air component commander should 
centra lly control them. 

Personal egos can undermine a campaign's main 
effort and hence, the supported / supporting 
commilnd relationsh ips. It was fortunilte that the 
Supreme Commander and his deputy exercised 
consummate strong and politically astu te 
leadership; however, they should not have had to 

intervene to prioritise and adjudicate on issues 10 
the level brought ilbout by personally motivated 
differences of opinion. Liaison officers also lacked 
experience and this was a weak link, since their 
employment and effective communication was 
crucial. This was especially so in Normandy where 
the commanders were not listening to each other. 

Finally, COBRA and its aftermath is a ""minder 
thilt 'mistakes ilnd 'blue on blue' cast very long 
shadows, and trust can take generations to 
rebuild .1? 

To what extent does current doctrine and 
command training equip the joint force for 
today's air-land battle? 
'There is not il deil f and commonly agreed view 
of how land and air components interact in a joint 
campaign. We assume interaction and synergy; 
but such concepts are not adequately described 
in jOint or land doctrine, despite many detililed 
descriptions of mechanisms ... The Army and RAF 
need to define and make explicit how land and air 
operations interact, ilnd how they contribute to 
campaign sllccess'.'" 

Commanders' personalities will always produce 
an influence on operations; after all, leadership 
characteristics are in part drawn from personality. 
However, there is now a healthy emphasis in 
developing joint capability and personal and 
mutual u nderstanding of inter-component 
contributions, capabilities and requirements. These 
are now fostered at the staff level by education at 
ACSC, and at the operational level by the HCSC 
reinforced by the CID led Joint Force Command 
Group OFCG) and J7 training. 

This is just as well, since the UK now has an 
increasingly expeditionary focus in coalition 
operations of choice. These demand, inter alia, 
more flexible use of Air Power with a responsive 
C2 organisation and technology that can integrate 
in a networked environment for joint effect. 

At the oper.ltionallevel, lessons from the 1991 
Gulf War'" and Allied Force (1999),110 that are 
not dissimilar from the Normandy campaign in 
terms of co-ordination problems, identified the 
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EA-6B Prowler lakes off during O peration Northern Watch, enforcing the no·ny zone in Northern Iraq 

Organisational structures are improving and we are becoming 
more sophisticated in our ability to use all forms of air power in 
support of land forces 

need for a core deployable UK JFAC HQ and 
not just a CAOC. Training and development 
in this capability with the aim of delivering 
centralised C2 at the highest practicable level 
is now fast ma turing. This will plan. task and 
execute the theatre joint ai r mission and through 
apportionment recommendations 10 JTFC, deliver 
the best u tilisation and dtxOnfliction of air assets 
in a campaign. However, there remains much to be 
done. Common doctrine is not fully developed or 
understood; some equipment is inadequate, with 
poor interopcrability; and critical s tructures w ithin 
the ORBAT are missing or undermanned. Project 

CONING HAM-KEYES, (PC·K) is a tri-Service 
ini tiative set up in late 2003 to address these issues. 

As an example, at the tact icallevel," Op TELlC 
Lessons and the DOC Offensive Air Support Aud it 
identified a requirement for beller Ai r / Land 
integration to restore tactical interoperability. 
There is a noticeable gap in the ability of UK 
forces to provide an effective C2 system fo r tactical 
air. The inadequacy of current Joint Air Support 
Organisation OASO)Ol provision within formation 
headquarters was highlighted by the requirement 
for a USMC-supptied Air Support Element (ASE) 



which augmented HQ 1 Div in order to provide 
the necessary C2 interface with their supporting 
air elements. PC-K has recommended the 
creation of a Tactical Air Control System (TACS) 
to re-establish the Tactical level ,lir C2 lost at the 
end of the Cold War. Concurrently it also sees 
development of the jASO into the joint Air Land 
Organisation GALO) to provide a more powerful 
FLC joint Focus Organisation and a more robust 
Tactical Air Control Party (Forward Air Contro]) 
structure. It is proposed that the jALO should have 
specific responsibili ties across the all the Lines of 
Development and that to have maximum effect in 
the areas of greatest weakness, it should be within 
HQ LAN D, possibly under the LWC 

In tandem, training must be adapted for likely 
operations with more air / land jOint emphasis. In 
particular, more land training is required with US 
air fo rces (Marine and USA F) since it is likely they 
will support UK land forces as during Op TEUC 
Exercise JOINT VENTURE in Nov 04 has also 
demonstrated the value of reintroducing the Air 
Support Operations Cells (ASOCs) into the 
C2 structurt'. 

Envoi 
'There is no place in the b,lttlesp.1Ce are.1S where 
land air forces operate wi thout air forces, although 
there are places where <lir forces operate without 
land forces. Therefore at this tactical level, 
activities should be integrated in time and space 
wherever ther interact; and co-ordinated where 
they do nol' ." 

Broadhurst and Quesada would have understood 
the quote above. Reinforced by more positive 
shared experiences and better training in 
recent times, s trategic and op<'rational Air / 
Land commanders are now more attuned 
to each other's concerns and share trust and 
a developing common taxonomy. Many of 
Tedder's, Coningham's; and even Montgomery's 
pronouncements in his more co-operative 
moments, are relev(lnt for us today. Healthy 
debate must also continue about the achievement 
of required effects, but organisational structures 
are improving and we are becoming more 
sophisticated in our ability to use all forms of air 

power in support of land forces. Precision-guided 
weapons delivered by B-S2 and 6-15 close to our 
own forces in recent operations demonstrate that 
we have the techniques to I(lY the ghosts of COBRA 
to res!. However much remains to be done, and 
the appetite to address the Air / Land lessons under 
PC-K must be encouraged. 
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