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Foreword

This study was wrtten by Dr. C. L. Grant of the USAF Historical Division,
Research Studies Institute, Air University, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama.

Likeother Histoncal Division Studies, it1s subjectto revision, and additional
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Introduction

Following the successful conclusion of the
long Allied struggle against the Ams, the Amern-
can people looked forward to an era of peace and
prosperity, World conditions 1n late 1945 appeared
favorable for a permanent peace. Great faithwas
placed in the Umited Nations Orgam zation which,
1t was hoped, would be able to prevent any future
woild war. Yet, within the next decade, the Umted
States was compelled to erect the most powerful
air defense system that the free word has ever
known, This monograph relates the development
ofthat airdefense up to the creationon 1 September
1954 of the Continental Air Defense Command.

The construction of a continental =ir defense
system during peacetime was not without prece-
dent. Duning the 1920's and early 19 30*s discussion
concerning such a system had taken place among
aitmen but, at that early stage in the development
of the airplane, was largely academic. Geography
was shll considered Amenca's best defense.
Nevertheless, in the late 1930’s, some efforts
were made by the air atm to provide and test an
amncraft warning service manned by volunteer
civilians,

By the outbreak of World War I in 1939, the
United States had lagged behind other nations 1n
the development of arr defense elements. There-
fore, Maj. Gen. Henry H. Amold, Chief of the Air
Coms, proposed the establishment of a command
to study defensive doctune and equpment.
Armold’s proposal resuited 1n the activation of the
Air Defense Command—a planming agency—on 26
February 1940,

The new command was given no forces; all
available forces were assigned to GHQ ArrForce,
a predecessor of the Ammy Air Forces. Responsi.
bility for air defense rested with four mterceptor
commands unti] early 1941 when it was also
assigned to GHQ Air Force in recognition of the
belief that air defense shoutd be the responsibilaty
of one air command. GHQ Air Force, mn turn, was
to contrel four continental air forces. Each air
force was to create an mnterceptor command to

control the air defense means, including the air-
craft warmng service and antiaircraft units, in 1ts
area,

The Amy Air Forces, created 20 June 1941,
undertock to establish an wrcraft warmng net
along both seacoasts. The AAF goal was a chain
of radar stations 70 miles apart. By 7 December
1941, only 8 stations were fully operational, 2 on
the east coast and 6 on the west coast, However,
when the Japanese success at Pearl Harbor indie
cated thal, for the first time, the American people
faced the possibility of being bombed, installation
of the radar network was accelerated, Eventually,
95 radar sites were constructed—65 on the Paefic
coast—but never more than 75 sites were in use at
any one time, Actually the radar sets available—
SCR-270’s and 271's—could do little except teil
the direction and distance of approaching aircraft.
The netwotk was supparted by a Ground Observer
Comps which numbered one and one-half million
volunteers at its peak strength in Apnl 1943,

The continental air defense system, of course,
was not called upon fo function agatnst an actual
enemy attack. By February 1943 the Joint Chiefs
of Staff had approved & report that the danger of
an air attack on the United States was slight. By
September the AAF had begun to dismantle the
system, substituting a standby system. Finally,
in Apul 1944 the JCS decided to inactivate the
aircraft wamng network,

Although the continental air defense system was
untested, World War II produced several significant
decisions regarding air defense doctrine and
responsibility for aic defense. Defense aganst
air attack was recognized as an air force responsi-
bility and War Department doctrine called for air
force control of all air defense elements. Also,
an arcraft warning service was recognized as an
essential part of an ar defense system. Furthers
more, air defense doctrine specifically cajled for
an air defense command as part of an air force.
These wartime 1nnovations were reflected in, and
had great infiuence on, postwar efforts to set up
a contmmental air defense system.

=
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CHAPTER 1

POST WORLD WAR Il ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE

Defense of the continental United States against
air attack was to be one of the most important
missions of the postwar military establishment.
This opinion was apparent in postwar planning
begun in the War Department months before the
end of World War II. At least as early as February
1945 the group planning the peacetime establish-
ment had recogmzed continental air defense as a
requirement.?

Air Force leaders, of course, realized the
necessity for a peacetime air defense. They
assumed that the Umited States would not be the
aggressor 1n any future war but world undoubtedly
have to defend 1ts continental limits against an
imitial surpnse attack. As an AAF staff officer
explained, this assumption did not mean that an
air defense in being was needed because arr
defense could be considered relatively unimpor-
tant at that time. Nevertheless, he stated, plans
were reqiured so that the AAF would never ‘‘dupli-
cate the woeful inadequacy of the system that
existed before the war’’ and could avord ‘‘the
extravagant and comparatively meffective but
necessary makeshifts’ that were resorted to after
7 December 19412

To fill the need for air defense plans, Head-
quarters, AAF had taken some action by mid-
1945, In January consideration had been given to
a survey to determine if the existing radar sites
were adequate for a postwar radar network. By
June, however, the responsible orgamzation, the
Continental Air Forces (CAF),* had submitted no
information.® Also, 1n April, AAF had requested

=|‘Com;:.nen.tﬂ!. Air Forces, activated 12 December 1944,
had been assigned the mission of cont:nental air de-
fense upon activation (Itr, Hg AAF to CG CAF, subj;
Directive, 14 Dec 44, 1n Hist CAF, 15 Dec 44-21
Mar 46, doc 47),

the First and Fourth Air Forces to review the air-
craft control and waming (AC&EW) reqnirements 1n
their areas and to develop plans to use the latest
types of ground radar equipment in current and
postwar networks.*

Near the end of June, representatives of Head-
gquarters, AAF and CAF. met to discuss the arr
defense problem and, i the following month, CAF
submitted 1ts recommendations, If the United
States hoped to protect itself against the type of
attack that would be possible in the future, CAF
believed, ar air defense system would have to be
in place ‘‘on a standby status with competent,
full crews avalable i1n not more than twelve
hours.” World War II radar would be of limited
value against futute air attacks. Therefore, CAF
recommended that research and development be
underizken on radar and allied equipment for an
air defense system capable of meeting the future
threat.®

A AF?’s Deputy for Operations, Brig. Gen. William
F. McKee, acknowledged the validity of CAF's
behefs. Taking a more realishc view of the situ-
ation, however, he stated that the need for post-
wat air defense plang was too urgent to await
future developments 1n radar. Currently available
equipment and personnel would have to be used.
Tramming and operational techmiques developed
duting Wozld War II would have to form the basis
for a postwar AC&W system. Military character
istics for redar capable of combating future amr
attacks could be drawn up, McKee said, but aniil
the kind of defense needed to counter future
attacks could be determmed, AC&W planning
would have to be restricted to the use of available
radar sets. In the meantime, so that personnel
and newer types of equupment would be available
for an interim force, he stated that the formation

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

2 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

of a postwar AC&W radar plan was an essential
considerstion, ¥°

AAF Plans for Reorganization

Although some air defense planning was being
done, realistic plans could not be made until
responeibility for air defense was furmly fixed.
Air defense, as an important mission of the post-
war military establishment, was properly an air
force responsibility, AAF plamers believed.
Unless the AAF was prepared orgamzationally to
assume the responsibility, a staff officer wamed,
““strong representations® might be made for trans-
feming the function to the air arm of the Navy,
Marines, or Coast Guard.”

Based upon this consideration, Headquatters,
AAF had prepared a plan by 15 June 1945 for
reorganization of air defense activities. Follow-
ing closely the postwar milstary orgamization
proposed by AAF planners, the reorganization
called for two air deferse commands under the
“direct command and administrative jurisdiction?’
of the Commanding General, Continental Air Forces.
These commands would have the same areas of
tesponsibility as the wartime Eastern and Westemn
Defense Commands (i.e., east and west of the
103d mendian).®

According to the plan, the proposed air defense
commands would not be concemed solely with air
defense. In addition to fulfilling the air defense
mission, the commands would perform emergency
air rescue service, train National Guard and
Reserve forces, and possibly provide for a system
of flight control. In fact, the planners predicted
that the air defense commands might become
“‘permanent training organizations'’ through which
National Guard and Reserve personnel could be
rotated.® According to a staff officer, one of the
advantages of the reorganization was that it would

*

. CAF submitted such a plan in January 1046, Accord-
ing to the plan, radar would be located to defend
strategic industrial areas and popnlation centers snd
would be manned by Regular Army and Air Reserve
personnel angmented by the Air National Guard. Since
CAF realized that it was not feasible or prachical to
set up a completer radar screen around the nation, the
proposed plan would provide a nueleus around which a
complete system could be mmmed:ately constructed
when needed, The proposal had not been approved by
the time CAF wase abolished m March (1tr, Hg CAF to
CG AAF, subj: Radar Defense Report for Continental
United States, 28 Jan 46, 1n Case Hist ACEGW System,
doc 95 R&R comment 2, AC/AS-5 to P&GTE Br, AC/AS-
3, subj: Radar Defense Report for Continental United
States, 12 Mar 46, 1o DRB 413,44 Radar 1946-47 v iy3

continue war-tested AAF policy calling for an
air defense command as part of a typical air
force.t®

Two other proposals for AAF reorganization
were made, both of which revealed different con-
ceptions of how the AAF could perform its role.
In July Headquarters, AAF produced a tentative
plan calling for an AAF composed of a number of
commands. Strategic and tactical missions would
be provided for by a Strategic Air Force and a
Provisional Air Force Headquarters, respectively,
while a Contmental Air Forces would prepare for
air defense and conduct training.*

The second plan, which was sent to Headquar-
ters, AAF by Continental Air Forces on 20 June,
stressed training activities. It called for the
establishment of an operational air force consist~
ing of two tactical air commands and a bomber
command. One of the missions of the operational
air force would be to provide air force usnits to
assist in continental air defenge.’?

Although these orgamzational plans were still
under consideration when hostilities ended in
August, the advent of peace necessitated changes
in planmng. Or 14 September, Headquarters, AAF
announced its peacetine objectives mn a revised
V-] Plan based on a requirement for an Army Air
Forces of 70 groups.®® Probably with advance
mformation of this announcement, CAF had sub-
mitted to Headquarters, AAF a week earlier a
proposal to combine the AAF V-] Plan and the
CAF operational plan in the establishment of an
interim air force. As one of its missions, Head-
quarters, CAF would plan for the air defense of
the continental United States, any resultant plan
to be augmented at the duection of “higher au-
thority.'"* Headquarters, AAF’s Director of Oper-
ations, May. Gen. C. C. Chauncey, regarded the
CAF plan as a valuable contribution tothe solvfion
of the AAF postwar problem. However, for the
present, he informed CAF on 1 October, AAF
organization had to be based on the existing armed
forces structure and on any amrangements which
might develop in the establishment of a umfied
department of national defense.!® Nevertheless,
Continental Air Forces sent copies of the organi-
zational correspondence to its air forces for in-

*Pwo previous postwar plans had ealled for 105 and

75 groups respectively (Draft} Record of Development

of Plans for Postwar A:ir ¥orce, provided hy Special

fro;ects Office, 24 Jan 1945, in USAF HD 145.041A-
2%
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POST WORLD WAR If ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE 3

formation and planning.'® And, 1n the meantime,
Headquarters, AAF had restated CAF’s responsi=
bilities for air defense 1n AAF Regulation 20-1,
dated 15 September 1945,

On 14 November, 1n another organization plan,
Maj. Gen. 8t Clair Streett, CAF’s Deputy Com-
mandet, showed the influence of the opinions
expressed by Head quarters, AAF personnel, Con-
tinental Air Forces would be reorganized under
this plan to consist of four commands, an Eastemn
and a Western Air Command, dealing largely with
air defense, a Central Aur Command for training,
and a Tactical Air Command, Strategic forces
would operate directly under the Commanding
General, AAF 1 an M-Day Stategic Awr Task
Forcet?

Nothing concrete resulted from these vanous
plans and, early in December, an ad hoc commattee
was designated in Headquarters, AAF to study
the poblem of armed forces reorganization, The
committee considered all of the proposed plans,
each calling for strategrc, tactical, tramning, and
air defenise commands 1n some foim. Finally on 2
January 1946 General Carl Spaatz, Deputy Com-
mander, AAF, approved an organizational plan
whech would set up an Air Force Combat Command
with four corps. strategic, tactical, and two
regional coms, one for defense east of the
Mississipp1 and one for defense west of the river,
The nucleifor these four corps would be CAF’s
four continental arr forces, By 29 January,* this
organization was revased to delete the Awr Force
Combat Command and to distribufe 1ts functions
among an Air Defense Command, a Strategic Air
Command, and a Tactical Air Command,!¥ Thus,
after months of discussion and planning, the
orgemzation approved was basically the same as
provided in World War II doctrine, 1.e., the normal
composition of an arr force included a strategic
an force, a tactical air force, an air defense com-
mand, and varsous supporting commands. ¥

Almost two monthe were to elapse before the
teorgamzation actually took place. It was
orginally intended that the reorgamzation would
go urto effect about 15 February with Contmnental

="On 22 January 1946, the mission of Continental Aar
Forces—including the provision of continental air de-
fertse—was restated by Headquarters, AAF, Apparently
a major reorganization was not expected immediately
(itr, Majs Gen,C,C, Chauncey, Actg C/AS to CG CAF,
Bubj: Mission of the Continental Air Forces, 22 Jan
46, in USAT HD 168.64-16),

Arr Forces becoming the Air Defense Command,®
CAF had planned, therefore, that as the Am
Defense Command 1t would be organized to work
with the six exishng amy areas. Thus, si1x air
districts were planned, each of whick would con-
tamn National Guard and Reserve units 10 addition
to those of the Regular Amy. No reorganization
had taken place by 15 February and planning con-
tinned uatil, on 12 March, it became known
definitely that CAF would be the nucleus for
Stratemic Aixr Command.®® On 21 March the AAF
reorganization became official with the activation
of Strategic Air Command, Tactical Air Command,
and the sAir Defense Command, the latter at
Mitchel Fieid.** Such plans as CAF had made 1n
expectation that it would become ADC were
passed on to the new command,®

With this reorganization, the AAF completed a
major point in its postwar rebwlding program,?!
although 1t remained to be seen how well the new
commands could function with the personnel and
equipment avalable to them. An Air Defense Com-
mand exasted but not an air defense.

Effect of Demobilization

The reorgamization of the AAF came in the
mudst of a rapid and drastic postwar demobals
zation fostered by the prevailing national mood
in the months after V-] Day. N early fouryears had
been required for the subjugation of the Axis
nations and the American people were eager for
peace. The United States, as the sole poSsessor
of the dtomic bomb, appeared to be free from
danger as long as its monopoly contiaued, Most
people believed that there was no enemy in sight
and, even if one should appear, the United Nations
offered hope that peace could be maintained. The
combmation of a monopoly of atomic weapons and
a functioning intemational organi zation engendered
the popular belief that a large military establish-
ment was no longer a requirement. Rapid demcbilz-
zation became the order of the day. By the end of
1945 what had been the woild’s finest military
force had been reduced to a shadow of 1ts former
self. All that remamed of an Army Air Forces of
almost two and one half million was an air force
of under 750,000, many of whom were either due
for eatly discharge or were untrained, And this
force was destined to be cut 1n half by the end of
1946° From a peak wartime strength of 243
groups, the AAF had been reduced by the end of
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4 DEVELOPHENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

1945 to 89 groups, only 25 of which were in the
continental United States A mere 3 fighter groups,
plus 2 squadrons of night fighters, were included
1 this total of 25 groups.2® But even these totals
were unrealistic because many of the groups were
at skeleton strength or were manned by inexpen-
enced personnel, The AAF was rapidly approach-
ing a low state of combat readiness which caused
one writer to report that, in the middle of 1946,
the AAF could not put a single B-29 squadron mn
the air,*? As demobilization continued AAF hopes
of retaining even an establishment of 70 groups
appeared slim.

ADC Has Mission Without Means

Coming 1n the midst of postwar demobilization,
the reorgamzation of the AAF posed a question
for air force planners. Could the AAF, with its
manpowet decreased 1n size and its materiel being
moth-balled or scrapped, spread its meager
resources enough to man the new air commands?
It soon became apparent that the AAF could not.
Furthemote, prospects for increases in manpower
or materniel were remote. As a result, AAF was
forced to regard preparations for performing its
missions in terms of prionties. With the United
States the only nation having the atomic weapon,
highest priority was accorded the Strategic Aiur
Command and 1ts delivery vehicles.

In view of this situation, it 1s not surpnsing
that, from its inception, the new Aar Defense Com-
mand with 2 low prictity suffered from inadequate
resources. The command was assigned an interim
mission to organize and admnister the integrated
air defense system of the continental Umted
States, to exercise *'direct control of all active
and coordinete all passive means of air defense,”’
to train units end persoanel mn air defense oper-
ations, and to operate and mantam Air National
Guard (ANG)* and Air Reserve vnits.** To perform
this mission—and such other tasks as AAF wished
to assign—ADC was given only two percent of the
total AAF manpower Strength.?® Six air forces
were assigned to ADC-First, Second, Fourth,
Tenth, Eleventh, and Fourteenth—but only the
First and Fourth were 1n an active status.®®

*The organization of the ANG began on 25 April 1946
and the first ANG unit receaved federal recogmition on
30 June of the same year,

Obviously such a force would be madequate fo
discharge the Air Defense Command mission.

Shottly after his assumption of command of
ADC, Lt Gen George E, Stratemeyer considered
the means at his disposal for performing his
mission. According to his interpretation, ‘‘the
Air Defense Command, with its subordinate Ar
Forces, will have prnmary intetest 1n the repelling
of an air attack, and we should therefore have at
our commeand all air, ground, and seaforces which
may be mecessary to repel such an attack.’™
Clearly he did not have sufficient forces to repel
an air attack., Therefore, he attempted to obtain
the use of other forces it the event of an
emergency.

The mission directive had assigned to ADC the
maintenance and traming of ANG and Amr Reserve
units. Since the bulk of the meager AAF combat
forces was assigned to SAC, Stratemeyer assumed
that *‘the means available to the Air Defense Com-
mand for the purpose of implementing the mission
of that command, are the Air National Guard and
Air Reserve programs.’’** Headquarters, AAF
immediately informed him that his assumption was
not entirely correct. The ANG and the Air Reserve
constituted a {otal AAF reserve; they would be
used 1n an emergency to support the entire AAF.
Thus, 1f the AAF position remamned unchanged,
Air Defense Command would costinue to be wath-
out adequate forces with which to perform 1ts amr
defense mission, In so far as air defense was con-
cemed, ADC would be relegated largely to the
role of a planning agency.

The scarcity of resources was emphasized
further in joint planming between the Fourth Air
Force and the Army and Navy commanders on the
Pacific Coastal Frontier. Because plans had
progressed by April 1946 to the point where Fourth
Air Force had to know what forces 1t would have
in an emergency, General Stratemeyer recommended
that Headquarters, AAF specify what forces would
be available for aur defense. Furthermore, he
suggested that Headquarters, AAF tell the com-
manders of SAC and TAC which of their units
would be placed under the operational control of
ADC in an emergency and inform those commanders
that the Commanding General, ADC was zuthor-
1zed to deal directly with them in forming plans
for the use of those umts.®® Headquatters, AAF
chose to reply by citing the condition of the AAF
combat units in the continentsl Umted States.

+
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Over-all effectiveness of these units at that time
was less than 20 percent. A gradual improvement
could be expected, yet by December 1946 effec-
tiveness would be only 65 percent. The only AA
units in the United States were one group at Fort
Bliss and another at Orlando, Flonda, both at
cadre strength with no combat effechveness.®*
Headquarters, AAF could not assign nonexistant
forces to the Air Defense Command.

Air Defense Planning

Even though forces were not available, planmng
for air defense began. However, attempts to formu-
late plans revealed several differences of opimon—
some that could be settled only at the Jolnt
Chiefs of Staff level*-resolution of which would
greatly affect the avalability of forces for air
defense. Based upon its intempretation of existing
air defense doctrine and on wartime experietices,
Headquarters, AAF had assigned to the Air
Defense Command the organization and adminis-
tration of the ‘‘integrated air defense system of
the Contmental United States,’ with direct control
of all active air defense measures. Actually, AAF
did not possess the air defense mission which it
had assigned to ADC. This anomaly was revealed
in Apnl when, 1n response to a request from
General Stratemeyer, Headquarters, AAF prepared
a compilation of documents pertaining to conti-
nental air defense. AAF had assumed responsi-
bilaty for the air defense of the United States.
Yet these documents disclosed that as of thedate
of the assignment of the interim mission to ADC
(12 March), continental defense, including aar
defense, belonged to the Army Ground Forces
(AGF), to be exercised in conjunction with desig-
nated naval and air commanders. This irrepular
situation had been partially clanfied as of 8 April
by a War Department Jletter which placed ar,
naval, and ground commanders in coequal status
1n regard to the defense of the United States.
Nevertheless, from the compilation of documents
Maj. Gen, Lauris Norstad, A=sgistant Chief of Air
Staff for Plans, concluded that “the responsibility
for Air Defense of the Continental United States
was given to the Air Forces 1n 1942 1n 1944 was
given to the Defense Command Commanders, and
now . .. is in the process of reverting to the Air
Forces, "’?*

*See chapter M,

Disregarding the urcertainty surrounding
mission responsibility, ADC sent a preliminary
planming directive to its subordinate commands
early 1n May. The commands wete 1nformed that
until general plans were ptublished by the War
Department ADC would begin preliminary planning
for active air defense. This planmng would be
conducted 1n conpunction with AGF and in coordi-
nation with appropriate naval commanders and
passive defense agencies.*® Copies of the direc-
tive were sent to Headquarters, AAF along with a
letter which revealed some of the problems facing
the command. Although, ADC declated, the direc-
tive was based on the best assessment of the
mformation available, 1t did not offer much asgist-
ance to the ADC air forces because of its scope
and because responsibilities for air defense had
not been clanfied. Since ADC was anxious to
issue mote specific instructions to its subordi-
nate commands, information was requested.®’

Headquarters, AAF’s reply five weeks later
did Little to clanfy ADC’s position. Because a
clanfication of responsibilities was hinked with
the queshons of unification and the missions of
the land, sea, and air forces, ADC’s quenies could
not be definitely answered. When unification was
achieved and the missions of the services were
clearly defined, Headquatters, AAF believed that
the questions posed by ADC would be automatically
answered. AAF could only state that it had not
been given a definite mission directive sumilar to
the one 1ssued to AGF on 8 April.3*

Stratemeyer's dilemma was recognized 1n
Washington mn the summer of 1946, Headquarters,
AAF persomel realized that he would welcome
any action whichk designated more clearly s
responstbility and authonty in performing his
‘‘complicated and important task'’; furthermore,
every possible assistance should be given him.**
By August, this recognition of his problems had
resulted in no satisfactory solutions and
Stratemeyer, told to execute a massion with in-
adequate means, was concertied lest his meager
resources not be used to best advantage. There-
fore, he asked Headquarters, AAF to approve an
analysis of the ADC interim mission which was
compiled to determine *‘a realistic method” for
the discharge of his responsibilities, The analysas
was based on the current allocation of furces and
existing assignment of responsibilities and
authorrty 4°
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According to Lt Gen. Earle E. Partridge,
Assistant Chief of Air Staff for Operations, all in-
terested sections in Headquarters, AAF examined
the ADC analysis and concluded that the air de-
fense mission would be effectively accomplished
through the recommended courses of action.
Stratemeyer’s decisions were considered reasone-
ble and could be approved, Partridge stated, but
““such approval should not imply that specific
actions taken as a result of the apptoved courses
of action would in all cases have the sanction of
this Headquarters.”” Although Headquarters, AAF
could concur in principle with Stratemeyer’s pro-
posals, concurrence should contain a request for
ADC to draw up plans containing specific recoms=
mendations upon which AAF could take action,
Sigmficantly, P artridge stated that one assumption
contained in the analysis should not be sanctioned.
An air defense in being should not be maintained
at that time because the size and shape of the
integrated system was still a matter of conjecture,
According to the approved troop basig, he pointed
out, ADC would have insufficient troops to main.
tain an awr defense system and ¥in peacetime
will have only enough troops and equipment to
provide a thin peripheral early waming screea
with a neghgible amount of interception control. ™

This explanation was not given to Stratemeyer,
possibly because it was not the unanimous opinion
of the AAF. Headaquarters, AAF merely approved
the analysis in general and recommended minct
changes.® When the AAF reply was received, a
member of Stratemeyer’s staff expressed the
opinion that the approval might be ‘‘more apparent
than real.” It appeared to him that Headquarters,
A AF hed not given thorough study to the analysis.®
Nevertheless, there was nothing in the AAF reply
to cause ADC to discontinue its planmng for au
defense.

Before approval of the analysis of its mission
wag received from Headquarters AAF, the Air
Defense Command had issued to its subordinate
air forces a new planning directive whichrescinded
the one of 2 May 1946. This new durective ind:-
cated that air defense plans would be based upcn
the assumption that the ADC interpretation of its
air defense mission would be accepted and would
begin, pending receipt of detailed plans from the
War Department. Headquarters, ADC would 1ssu@
general plans, policies, and directives from which
air force commanders wete to prepare detatled
plans. Aur force commanders were given much

wider latitude in air defense than had existed
under the previous planning directive. They were
to prepare and test plans; to defend with assigned
forces the critical areas within their assigned
areas; to integrate additional forces which might
be allocated into their active air defense oper-
ations; to instifute passive defense measures;
and to attack ‘floating targets of opportunity
within the capabilittes of assigned forces.”? In
prepaning their plans, the commanders should
assume that each would be responsible for all air
defense measures 1n his area unless relieved by a
commander appointed by the War Department and
that, when needed for air defense pumposes,
additional forces would be allocated.** Plaas
were to be made even though differences of
opinion still existed and even though no one could
be certain that the forces wonid be on hand when
required to casry out the plans

The Problem of Operational Controf

In the absence of fotces of his own, Stratemeyer
was compelled to look to the forces of the Amy,
the Navy and the other AAF commands. This
gave nse to the problem of operational control.
According to the interim mission, Headquarters,
AAF had given control of all active air defense
means to Stratemeyer who interpreted this to ine
clude command of all forces having an air defense
potential. Current Joint Chiefs of Staff and War
Department policies invested command of all
forces in “‘the force primaniy concemed with the
element that the enemy is utilizing for attack? —
which meant that ADC would be in control only if
the enemy’s primary attack came by ain Stratemeyer
felt that such a general policy did not directly
assign ADC “ . . . the control of all three forces
in opposition to the most logical modern attack,
the Air-Borne attack.”” He recommended that the
Commanding General, ADC be given contmwl of all
forces to be used in repelling an air attack or an
aurbome invasion.*®

Lt Gen. Ira C. Eaker, Deputy Commander, AAF
explained in reply that the Commandet, AAF had
been assigned responsibility for the air defense
of the United States. In tum, the AAF Commander
had delegated to the Commanding General, ADC au-
thority ““to take immediate and independent action
in the event of air attack against continental
United States. '* Furthermore, the air defense com-
mander was responsible for coordinating within
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the continental United States the air defense
means available from the Army and Navy. Effec-
tive cootdination was possible only through
assignment of operational control of these means
to the air defense commander dunng periods of
emergency; to thisprinciple all services apparently
agreed. In Eaker’s opinion, command over land
and sea forces not participating ta air defense
was not required by the Commanding General, ADC
for the discharge of his a1r defense responsibility.
If a sustained attack occurted on the United
States, the JCS would declare a theater of oper
ations, appoint a theater commander, and allocate
to him switable forces. Eaker believed that 1t was
unlikely that the air defense commander would be
so designated, He added that further clarification
would have to await the results of a study being
conducted by Headquarters, AAF.*¢ Further clan-
fication was not immediately forthcoming and the
question of operational control was not settled
until December 1947, almost two years after the
assignment of the air defense mission to the Air
Defense Command.

General Stratemeyer had also discovered that
his anthonty to control the forces of the other asr
commands 1n event of emergency was not unam-
mously accepted within the AAF. In September,
following a conference held at Tactical Axx Com-
mand Headquarters, he informed Headguarters,
AAF that he and the Commanding General, TAC
disagreed on his responsibilities in the event of
an air attack. He reminded Headquarters, AAF
that

Youhave indicated that a theater commander is expected
to be appomted 1n any area of the Umted States which
1s attacked or threatened with attack. My concem is for
the period between the time hostile action cccurs or is
fust expected to occur, and the time a theater com-
mander has actually been appointed and assumes re-
sponsibalaty 1n the area. During this period I belteve a
anified air command 1 any one area is essential. ¥

Only a furm decision by Headquarters, AAF on
his responsibilities would give Stratemeyer a
solid basis for further air defense planning. Theres
fore, he asked approval for the ADC air force
commander to command or confrol any forces in
his area that could coninbute to air defense dur-
ing an emergency. The air force commander would
continte to exercise this command or control
unt1l a theater commander assumed responsibility
at the direction of higher headquarters.*® Within
the Air Staff, Plans Directorate again urged that
Stratemeyet’s concept of his responsibilities be

approved, with minor exceptions, and stated that
plans “‘should permit the transfer, if required, to
the Air Defense Command of operational control
of all units capable of air defense.”” The ADC
commander was the logical person to assume
over-all air defense responsibility until a theater
commander was designated.* Although the direc-
torate was preparing an awr defense plan which
would consider all available air defense forces,*®
Headguarters, AAF stll issued no directive to
that effect to the Air Defenge Command.

ADC Air Defense Plans

While the decisions on the allocation of forces
and responsibility for air defense were still pend-
ing, ADC compiled three plans. The [mst plan
was received mm Headquarters, AAF in October
1946. This short term plan was actually a capa
bility study designed to indicate what the command
could do if called upon to set up an awr defense
‘fusing only the forces, weapons, facilities and
resources currently available.’’* Thus, the air
defense system envisioned was of World War II
vintage. Although the plan recognized a number
of vital strategic areas that might be subject to
attack, its objective was defense of the one area
consideted most likely to be the taiget of the
type of attack which an enemy could lamnch in
the near future. Only one area could be defended
because ADC did not have sufficient forces for a
more extensive air defense and because there was
liftle prospect of a strong enemy force capable of
making a lamge scale attack in the immediate
future.? The short term plan assumeé a ““very
great” calculated nsk but there was no other
way to assume a concentration of the meager
forces available.® Also, as General Stratemeyer
admitted a month later, the plan ‘‘states many
things as fact which have not yet been appraved

*Accordmg to the plan, effective forces for continental
air defense dunng 1946-1947 :included only 6 bghter
groups, with an average combat effectiveness of abont
50 percent, 3 AC&W groups, and one AA group (ADC
Air Defense Plan (Short Term), 18 Oct 46, 1n USAF
HD 419.01).

?lnteﬂigence estimates at this time maintained that
the Soviet Union would have only harrassing capa-
bilities unt:l they developed the atom bomb, Soviet
development of the bomb was considered & remote
possibility in two years and a probability i1p about
three years (Asr Intelligence Dav Study, Air Defense
of the United States, 2 Qct 46, in OPD 373,24 {3 May
46) sec 1 Annex 23,
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by Army Air Forces or agreed between the
services, ' %

Although tentative allocations of forces were
mede to the ADC air forces for implementing the
short term plan and were revised six months later
to bring them wup-to-date, AAF approval of the
plan was not recewved by ADC.® Nevertheless,
formnulation of the shoit temm plan convincingly
demonstrated to ADC the ‘“inability of the Army
Air Forces to provide an adequate air defense for
this country under present condifions, particulary
if a surpnise attack . . » were to occur.’”™ Head-
quarters, ADC submitted, therefore, on 19 October,
preliminary personnel and equipment estimates
for a second plan which cailed for an air defense
in being, The air defenze system called for in
this plan would provide defense for the five most
vital areas and would form the nucleus for the
development of a complete continental air defense
system. It was designed “‘to provide a reasonable
chance of interception and destruction of attack-
ing aircraft or guided missiles with a minimum of
forces, 58

A month later Headqnatters, AAF received the

complete plan—actually a requirement study-
from ADC for the establishment of an air defensz
in being, As a preface to the plan, ADC stated
that
It is generally recognized that this country will most
likely be the initial cbjective of any future aggressor
and that the start of hostilities 18 very apt to take the
form of a sutprise alr attack against the United States,
Our securlty therefore depends, unless this country i<
prepared to initiate offensive operations, whelly upon
the establishment of a permanent air defense in the
most vital areas in this country, *
According to the plan, regular air force umts
would be deployed for the defense of the five most
vital areas, ““1in numbers adequate to give areasonas
ble chance of intetception and destruction of
munor air attacks,?” The natien would be divided
into three areas of responmbility, each of which
could be given & minimum air defense as soon as
resources were made available. If Headquarters,
AAF made the necessary decisions by 31 December
1946, ADC believed that defenses—except AA—
conld be in operation hetween April 1948 and
March 1949, Also, ADC stated that it could expand
this air defense system when necessary if
assigned sufficient forces.”” Even though Head-
quarters, AAF had not commented upon this plan
by the end of 1946, it remained a basis for study
of air defense requirements by the Air Defense
Command,

The third plan being drawn up by ADC, a long
term plan, was a requrement study for establish-
ment of an air defenge by 1955. Such factors as
the type of war to be expected, the methods of
defense needed to meet that type of watfare, the
resources required, and the dates when the
tesources would be required were considerations.
The plan—preparation of which had barely begun
in 1946~was designed to provide Headquarters,
AAF with a basis for coordination of effort so
that an adequate air defense could be established
in the future, For the success of such a plan,
complete and accurate intelligence of the enemy’s
capabilities and intentions was required. The
long term plan contemplated a perimeter air
defense system which would move toward the
possible enemy. When this perimeter defense,
which would mclude an extensive radar screen
for early warnmng, reached its practical limit,
defenses in depth would be built rearward to cover
the vital industnal and population centers,”

Status of Air Defense at End of 1946

Preparation of these plans indicated that one of
the most pressing needs of the air defense system
wae for an early waming network composed of
high-petformance radar equipment. General
Stratemeyer had stated in October 1946 that, for
the long term plan, the radar screen would have to
have an effechve range of 1,500 miles and an
effective altitude coverage of 100 miles.”® These
requirements, of course, far exceeded the capabili-
ties of the currently available or planned radar
equipment, When Continental Air Forces had
called the lack of improved equipment to the
attention of Headquarters, AAF in July 1945, AAF
had replied that radar defenses would have to
depend wpon the available radar, most of which
had been developed during World War II. By 1946
air defense personnel realized that proloaged
reliance on obsolescent equipment could not be
tolerated and steps were taken to investipate
radar requirements, At a conference held in June
at the Watson Laboratories in New Jersey various
electronics manufacturers were invited to express
interest in the problem of more efficient early-
warning radat equipment.® Several investigating
committees furnished further proof that current
equipment was unsatisfactory. For example, tests
conducted at White Sands indicatedthat no availa-
ble radar was capable of detecting and tracking
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the V-2 rocket.® In an attempt to fill this need, a
radar early warming system was proposed by the
Research and Enpineering Division, H eadquatters,
AAF. The progosal was sent to the Air Mateniel
Command for study and comment even though
Ismited funds would probably preclude its
acceptance, %

Despite these efforts, the outlook for atr defense
at the end of 1945 was not encouragmg. In a
review of the situation, the Chief of the Guded
Missiles and Air Defense Division in Headquar-
ters, AAF, Bng, Gen. William L. Richardson,
peinted out that the means for performing the air
defense mission were still meager. In fact, no
AC&W unuits had been activated for assignment to
ADC and none were planned for the near future.
The entire radar equipment picture locked dis-
couraging, General Richardson reported, because
fiscal year 1948 budget ellocations for ground
radar equipment production had been cut from
$88,000,000 to $15,000,000. Such limited funds
would curtenl greatly any developmental work and
would necessitate reductions in equipment and
personnel. The primary difficulty, as Richardson
saw 1t, was that

Overall polictes and programs aifecting aur defense are
subject to considerable controversy masmuch as the
means requued [or establishing awr defense systems
are excessive when compared with the amount of
msurance gained and the actual need for ar defense
systems mn the next few years has not been furmly
established. ®

The uncertainties—which actually applied to
the entire military establishment—indicated by
General Richardson could also be seer outside of
the AAF. At the beginning of the second vear of
peace the cause of air defense was hampered by
an apparent contradiction 1n the attitudes of the
people and their representatives in Congress,
Although no real danger was felt by most people,
some interest in an adequate national defense was
apparent 1n the results of public opinion polls and
statements of congressional and other govem-
mental leaders.® On the other hand, two factors
seemed to indicate that economy was the para-
motunt consideration: the congressional elec-
tions of 1946 had resulted in a victory for the
Republican Party after a campaign waged on an
economy platform, and, the Truman Administration
had declared in favor of reductions 1n expenditures,
This desire for economy was reflected :n the status
of the AAF at the end of 1946, Total strength of

the AAF was only 228,000,* which was little more
than half of the strength considered acceptahle
in the planned interm arr force., The goal of a
70.group AAF was maintained by AAF planners
yet only 55 groups were activated.®® And of these
55 groups, only two were considered as combat
effective. Budget-wise, only 17 percent of the
total War Department funds in fiscal year 1948
would be appropriated for the Air Force. The de-
crease in funds for radar equipment production
indicated by Richardson was destined to be
repeated in other phases of AAF activity.

Differences of Opinion in Headquarters, AAF

Of more immediate concem to the Air Defense
Command was the fact that, in spite of persistent
urging by General Stratemeyer, Headquarters,
AAF continued to refrain from 1ssuing a mission
directive to the command. Although possession
of a mission directive would not provide the com-
mand with the means for carrying out its mission,
1t would make planning more realistic and clanfy
the problem of responsibilities. Stratemeyer's
plight 1 attempting to perform his mission with-
out clear-cut authonty was recogmzed within
Headquarters, AAF yet attempts eatly 1n 1947 to
draw up an ADC mission directive were fruitiess.®
Finally, General Spaatz, Commanding General,
AAF 1nformed Stratemeyer 1n March that, although
his staff had completed 1ts studies on the assign-
ment of the ADC nussion, because of budgetary
discussions and the pending reorganization of
the War Department, action would be wathheld
until a more appropriate time, 7

Within Headquarters, AAF, discussions were
held concemning an AC&W policy drawn up in the
office of General Partridge. These disengsions
revealed 1n March 1947 that a serious difference
of opmnion~which would have to be reconciled
before Stratemeyer's problems could be solved—
still existed. The policy repeated the belief
expressed earlier by General Partridge that an
air defense should not be mamntamned, The himi-
tations of the World War I air defense system
were generally known, 1t pointed out, as was the
fact that personnel and equipment were not availa

*Although ADC strength had increased proportionately
to about 11lpercent-25,906 out of the total of 228,048—
this did not necessanly mean mere emphasis on amr
defense, Most of the increase was absorbed by the
various tasks performed by the command,
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ble to revive that system. Nevertheless, projects
to improve the system were under study and
promised to alleviate the situation if they were
properly supported. In order to concentrate on the
develepment of new radar and on an improved
ACLW system, the policy paper proposed talung
a calculated risk m continental air defense—do
without aireraft control and waming rather than
spend money rehabilitating the World War II
system or construching new systems of the same
type. To set up an obsclete system with the
currently available equipment would be “a
scandalous waste of public funds,’’ 1t asserted,
and would tend to create the illusion of an air
defense system where none existed. Partndge’s
staff maintained that ‘“‘any diversion of our
of our crumbling resources to sustain the present
bow and arrow systems would be indefensible.’
Based upon these considerations, the proposed
AC&W policy called for increased research and
development, establishment of nucies ACEW
systems only on a traiming basis, production of
current radar equpment solely for tramning and
limited stockpiling purposes, and elimination of
the ewisting fixed operational radar systems.®

Although the Intelligence and Matenel divisions
agreed with this proposed AC&W policy,*® Maj.
Gen. 0. P. Weyland of Plans felt that it was too
sweeping in its implications. The proposed policy,
he believed, tended to create the rmpression that
AAF was taking a negative approach to the
problem of air defense. Since the public regarded
air defense as the chief mission of the AAF, this
impression had to be avoided. Weyland believed
that the United States enjoyed a period ofgrace—
estimated at approximately five years—during
which a calculated risk could be taken. This
period of grace was the result of the Iimited cape-
bilities of potential enemies ‘‘and for no other
reason.”” At the end of that five year petiod, he
warned, some sort of an air defense in bewng
would have to be 1n existence and probably would
have to be continued indefinitely. Regardless of
the type of defense which was mamtained-it
might be only apassive defense—Weylandbelieved
that:™ ““I'he American people would not tolerate
unintermapted attacks wrthout waming against
their cifies by atomic laden aircraft or guided
missiles, even if the attacks were of a sporadic
nature. They look to the Awr Forces for protection.”?
As better equpment would always be ‘Yjust around
the comer,’’ he stated, the AAF would have to

use what was on hand when the petiod of grace
wag over. In the meantime, AAF should be pro-
giessively developing an air defense system even
if equpment and personnel were inadequate. At
least a skeleton system had to be mantained,
Weyland declared, ‘‘into which we can fit new
developments and with which we can formulate
and test the techrigues of an air defense, such as
the rapid deployments and control of interceptor
forces.”™ Before mission directives could be
assigned or forces allocated, this question of the
necessity of an air defense system in being had
to be tesolved at the Headquarters, AAF level.

These discussions highlighted the fact that the
AAF had only a limited basis upon which to esti-
mate the capabilities of its techniques and equip-
ment against actual air attack., Air defenses had
been greatly improved during the course of World
War II but their operational use was not extensive;
continental defenses, of course, were completely
untried. In order to fill this void, Headquarters,
AAF requested the Air Proving Ground Cotmmand
in June 1947 to establish a project to detemmine
the potenhal value of AAF air defenses. Not
only would the results of such a test aid 1n air
defense planning—and help resolve the differences
of opinion that existed—but by forestalling any
basic errors which might exist,-*the security of
the aation would be measurably increased as well
as the wasteful spending of great sums of money
avoided. "7 Although a plan was drawn up later
in the year,”™ no test was made, mainly because
the necessaty equpment and personnel could not
be diverted from other tasks,

In the meantime, Stratemeyer continued to press
Headquarters, AAF for action on hLis many re
quests. To assist the Plans Directorate in the
consideration of his problems—and, 1t 15 suspec-
ted, to keep headquarters personnel aware of
them—Stratemeyer submifted a priority list of ais
defense matters which required action. Approval
of the shott term air defense plan was considered
most urgent for, in order to complete the plan,
ADC needed authority to make arrangements with
other AAF commands. Secondly, ADC contnued
to be without an up-to-date statement of its
mission, and thirdly, the question of operational
control of AA needed to be settied.* Next in
priority was implementation of the shott term plan
and deciding on the plan for an air defense in

ll‘See chapter 1L

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



(J

o

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

POST WORLD WAR II ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE 11

being. In connection with the latter proposal, AAF
had to decide whether or not an air defense mn
bemng was desired and, 1f so, what forces would
be allocated. Present plans would give the ADC
*almost sufficient forces to establish the rudi
ments of an air defense ian bewng’’ but additional
forces were desirable. Stratemeyer once again
emphasized his conception of the problem, which
agreed 1n the main with the 1deas expressed by
General Weyland:

1 consider st essential that some kind of air defense m
being be established if for no other reason than to
keep alive the art and science of providmg an imnte-
grated air defense system; once established, its extent
can be readily adjusted to the resources made availas
ble for the purpose. However, we must have authorie
zation frem your headquarters to make any plans or
preparations—and some indication as to the troop basas
on which these plane can be predicated.™

Effect of the Creation of USAF on Air Defense

One stumbling block that had prevented the
AAF from settling many of the problems posed by
General Stratemeyer was overcome on 26 July
1947 with the creation of the United States Air
Force. Before the passage of the National
Security Act which set up USAF, air force plamners
had been forced to regard any recommendations
they might desire to make 1n light of their posaible
effect on the pending unification icgislation.* As
the new Secretary of the Air Force Stuart Sym:ngton
had stated: “What has stumped us 1s the contro-
versy over the unification of the services into
a streamlined single department. Until that 1s
settled, it is hard for the Air Force to know where
it 1s going or where it can go.'® Now that inde-
pendence has been secured, the Axr Force could
better determine its own future. Furthermore,
events in 1947 such as the sitnations 1n Greece
and Turkey which prompted the 1ssuance of the
Truman Doctrine, and that in Westermn Europe
whach resulted 1n the announcement of the Marshall
Plan, indicated to many that defensive measures
might take on new urgency,

At least in part because of these events, 1n
the latter part of 1947 the USAF took several
definite steps, which strengthened the cause of

*A.n unofficial opinion was expressed that “‘one of the
most serrous consequences of delay in armed forces
uvnfication 1s that the AAF, lecking autonomy, has
been powerless to fipht for enough funds to support
even a mummum plan for air defense,! (Kendall X.
Hoyt, “What Price Air Power?* in Asr Force, XXIX,
no 7 (Jul 47), 24.)

air defense. Air defense planners had realized, of
course, that an aircraft control and warning
system was of primary importance 1n a successful
arr defense syatem. Much planning and discussion
concermng an AC&W system had been carded on
1n Headquarters, AAF since 1945.*% Efforts had
been made, but without success, to have fands
for such a system cliided 1n the regnlat military
budgets for the fiscal years 1947, 1948, and 19491
Also, mm 1947, a joint development-production
contract had been let with the General Electiic
Company for the AN/CPS-6B radar, an improved
search radar.”™ Nevertheless, for several reasons
in addition to the unification negotiations,
announcement of an AC&W plan was delayed.
Within the Air Staff, as pomted out above, ‘the
advisebility of a major expenditure for air defense
was questioned and no agreement was reached as
to when an AC&W system should be operating in
place. Other delaying factors were: disagreements
on the theories of air defense; changes in require-
ments for AC&W because of the mass destniction
weapons; and the fact that entirely new radars
would not be available until at least 1953.77
Despite these handicaps, an aircraft control and
wamin{? plan had been completed by November
1947.1

The aurcraft control and waming plan, which
was approved by Chief of Staff Spaatz on 21
November, was based on all information available,
including the vanous plans submitted by the Aw
Defense Command. It was to be implemented
within five years from the time funds were alio-
cated and would provide 24-hour operation of
Alaska and continental penmpheral stations and
part-time cperation of interior United States
stations. The plan—fnown as SUPREMACY -was
to be implemented in three phases: Phase I to run
to 30 June 1948; Phase II for fiscal year 1949;
and Phase INI for fiscal years 1950 through 1953,
A total expenditure of £388,000,000 was called
for which would eventnally provide 411 radar

*See above pp. 18,

The over-all financial picture was altered still
further 1n March 1947 when future funds for AAF were
reduced, As a result, the Air Staff determmed that
only 55 rather than the planned 70 groups could be
supported (Report of Chief of Staff USATF to Becretary
of the Air Force, 36 Jun 48),

Secretary of Defense James Forrestal publicly an-
nounced on 12 November 1947 that the Defense De-
partment was making plans for an air waming network
(The New York Trmes, 13 Nov 47).
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stations, 374 of which would be in the United
States. Operating persomnel would consist of
25,138 Regular Air Force and 13,788 National
Guard troops.”™ Although this network would be
**the heart” of any integrated air defense system
which would be established, admattedly it, in
itself, would not provide air defense; nor would
it provade an ‘“‘air tight” warning and control
system, primarily because of radar limitations, It
would constitute a “‘moderately efficient’’ system
against conventional longsrange air attacks and
would afford facilities for traiming and developing
tactics and techmiques. Also, the system could
be essily modernized and expanded as more
officient radar became available.”

Following a presentation of SUPREMACY to
General Stratemeyer and has staff on 25 November,
General Weyland, the Acting Deputy Chief of
Staff, Operations, requested Stratemeyer’s com-
ments on the proposed system. Since the Air
Defense Command was to be the implementing
agency for the plen, 1t would be concerned with
detailed planping.®® Stratemeyer replied that, 1n
general, the proposed system would “provide a
minimum aircraft control and waming coverage
for the strategic areas of the continental United
States within the inherent capabilities of presenfly
available equipment.’’ In order to make the radar
screen more effective, he believed that it was
essential for the Air Defense Command to be
connected by reliable communications with the
Canadian Air Defense system, the Alaskan Air
Command, and the proposed Northeast Air Come
mand. In addition, coastal radar coverage should
be extended by the use of radar picket vessels or
aithorne early warning stations. As for imple-
menting the plan as proposed, Stratemeyer stated
that initisl radar siting ought to be undertaken
without delay; ADC would do this as far as availe-
ble resonrces would parmit.® In SUPREMACY, the
Air Force now had a defimte AC&W system plan
from which to work.

A secona step taken by USAF in late 1947, un-
doubtedly as a result of the achievement of inde-
péndence, was the granting to the Air Defensze
Command of a definite mission directive. In the
event of emergency, and as a basis for planmng,
Stratemeyer was informed on 17 December that he
was to provide for the defense of the United States
against hostile air attack. Imtially he would be
assigned operational control of those SAC and
TAC units which had been designated for partici-

pation in zir defense. For planning putposes, this
was to include any units which possessed an ajr
defense potential, Stratemeyer was directed to
ptepare and keep cumrent, in coordmation with the
commanding generals of SAC and TAC, plans for
the integrated use of such forces.™

In another significant action on the same day
the role of the Air National Guard was also clari=
fied, Stratemeyer was told that, in performing the
air defense mission, the ANG would constitute
his major source of units; and, in event of war or
emergency, all ANG units would be available to
him 1mtially,®

Thus, after nearly two years, Headquarters
USAF issued a definite mission directive to the
Air Defense Command and des:gnated the means
for carrymg out that mission. As a result of these
directives, the ADC staff could plan more real-
istically. Of equal sigmficance, this and other
actions by Headquarters USAF indicated to
Stratemeyer *that at the Washington level ever-
1mncreasing importance 18 being placed on require-
ments for the air defenrse of the continental United
States. ™

Outside of the Air Force there was also evi-
dence that, at the ‘“Washington level,” interest
1n airpower, including air defense, was re-awaken-
ing. Several rumors circulating of Soviet atomic
test explosions included one story of a test
which had taken place 15 June 1947. This story
assumed added sigmificance because it had been
preceded by a statement by V. W, Molotov, Russian
Foreign Mnister, that ‘“‘the secret of the atom
bomb ceased to euist a long time ago.?® Alsa,
several Air Force leaders, such as Generals
Spaatz and Doolittle, had pointed out to the
public in 1946 and 1947 the weakness of the
Ametican air forces and the importance of main-
taining a strong air force in being.’® General
Stratemeyer had put the case more strongly in
mjd-1946 when he had stated publicly that the
Air Force was m a worse state than after the
Wotld War I armistice. He revealed to the members
of the Aviation Wnters Association that “‘we
couldn’t punch our way out of a wet paper bag.'’ ¥’
The decline in the nation’s air strength had been
further publicized during the first half of 1947 in
the hearings and debates which had preceded the
adoption of the Unification Act.

Because of the generaily unfavorable condition
of American aviation-civil as well as military—
and in order to form an aviation policy for the
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nation, President Truman appointed an Air Policy
Commigsion, under Thomas K. Finletter, on 18
July 1947, Heanngs were held throughont the
last four months of 1947, and copious testimony—
most of which illustiated a prowing interest m
airpower—was heard from military and civilian
leaders. According to The New York Times:
“Thrs 1s the senious situation in which we find
ourselves today in the matter of air power.
Practically without exception, witnesses, mili-
tary and civil, have hammered with all the force
at their command on the fact that the nation’s
secunty rests on adequate air defense.’™* The need
for an adequate air defense was brought home
foreibly to the public when, in perthaps the most
starthing testimony before the Finletter Com-
mission, General Spaatz disclosed that Russia
was building copies of the B-29 long-range
bomber. *°%

*Actually, this had been known for some time for the
Soviets had tried unsuccessfully to buy B-29 type

In its entirety, the testimony presented before
the commission revealed a grave situstion* and
most interested persons could agree with Chair
man Finletter that “in these times air defense
assumes 2 special impottance 1n the creation of
national policy.’”*® Plan SUPREMACY, if approved
by Congress and implemented, would constitute
an important step in the creation of an adequate
continental air defense,

tires, wheels, and brake assemblies in the United
States in December 1946 (Stuart Symington, “‘We've
Scuttied Our Air Defense,” 1n The AmericanMagazne,
CXLV, no 2 (Feb 48), 50), Furthenmore, a flaght of 48
B-29 type aircraft had been observed 1n Russia on 23
October 1947 (Dept of the Army, Intelligence Division,
Intelligence Review, no 102, 5 Feb 48).

*

Senator Henry Cabot Lodge (R-Mass.), appeanng
before the Senate Foreign Relations Commuttee, also
siressed the necessity for an  adequete airdefence, He
believed that the Air Force was stunted and that the
United States was without a natiop-wide organization
to cope with massive air attacks (The New York
Times, 14 Nov 47).
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CHAPTER I

USAF RECEIVES THE AIR DEFENSE MISSION

Background of the Key West Meeting

Although the ‘“Unification Act” (Nationa] Se-
curity Act) of 1947, which set up an independent
Air Force, was a most important step forward in
the creation of an effective military establish-
ment, many problems conceming the roles and
missions of the services remained unresolved.
The statute, as well as President Truman’s fol-
low-up Ezecutive Order “‘Functions of the Armed
Forces,'’ was expressed in such general terms
that each service had its own interpretation of
many of its assigned functions. For example,
neither document specifically assigned the mis-
sion of air defense to the USAF; yet USAF con-
tinued to regard air defense as its mission. As a
result of the different interpretations, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff struggled unsuccessfully during
the ensuing months to reconcile intersetvice
views in order to prepare a unified plan of
action.!

Because neither the congressional legisJation
nor JCS deliberations produced real unification,
the entire National Military Establishment re.
ceived considerable criticism. The President’s
Air Policy (Finletter) Commission report, which
appeared 1 January 1948, stated that tomorrow’s
war could not be fought with yesterday’s military
establishment. Instead, the report stated, for the
defense of the United States a new strategic
concept—the core of which would be airpower—
was needed. This objective could only be at-
tained through a unified military establishment.?
Two months later the Congressional Aviation
Policy Board also criticized the JCS for its
failure to achieve real unity.*® Stating that it had

*Representah.ve Carl Hanshaw (R-Cal), a member of
the Board, stated that delay and diversion in the
National Military Establishment had created a “‘shoclk~
ing, deplorable situation.’’ Instead of unification,
Hinshaw declared that the Amenican pecple were get-
tin)g Heriplification'® (The New Yeork Times, 12 Mar
48).

14

been unable to secure a unified plan of action
from the Jomt Chiefs, the Board added that

We are not unaware of the fact that the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, who individually represent the three separate
services, may find it difficult to prepare truly coordi-
nated and integrated plans, The loyalty of each
service to ite traditrons 1s understandable, but une
yielding adherence to service loyalties at the ex-
pense of national security is a Iuxury the Nation no
longer can afford, ¥

Within the USAF these views were endorsed by
an Ajr Policy Board which was formed to review
the findings of the two civiLian commissions.*
Moreover, another USAF group, an Air Defense
Policy Panel, expressed similar beliefs when it
recommended to the Chief of Staff that the JCS
establish a fundamental militaty policy based
upon awrpower. This policy, the panel reported,
should contain a clear definition of interrelated
missions and roles of the zervices.’

The need for real unification and for a con-
sistent basic strategic plan fer the military es-
tablishment had been recognized by Secretary of
Defense James Forrestal. Now, prompted by
these cnticisms, as well as by the increased
international tension which was apparent in
Washington early in 1948,% he called for the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to meet at Key West, Flori-
da, 11 March 1948. The time had come, Forrestal
stated, to determine “who does what with what
weapons. '’ He was prepared, he informed Presi-
dent Truman, to make the decisions himself :f
the JCS failed to make them.®

*The Communist seizure of Czechoslovakia on 24
February 1948 was the start of a penod of several
weeks dunng which tension was high in the Capital.
While the JCS was meeting iz Flonda, Congress was
considering ways and means—such as Universal Mili-
tary Trainmg—to sirengthen the nation. This tension
was an important factor in the setting up of an active
a1r defense later in the year (see chapter D).
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Interservice Controversyover Missions

Before considering the results of the Key West
meeting, it 15 pertinent to examine the disagree-
ments concerning the ar defense mission. The
principal difference of opinion existed between
the Air Force and the Army and was an outgrowth
of the controversy over the control of Antiamcraft
Artillery (AA). Duning World War II the AAF had
made continuous efforts to bning about the inte-
gration of AA with other axr defense elements.
Because of Army opposition, only limited inte-
gration was accomplished but the wartime ex-
perience convinced the AAF that AA functioned
best under arr force control. Conseguently, AAF
planners locked forward to integration and in-
¢luded in their postwar plans the assumption that
AA would be integrated mio AAF.” Support for
integration came from several highranking AAF
officers, mcluding Generals Amold* and Par
tridge.®

The AA guestion was revived late in 1945 as
a result of an Army Ground Forces (AGF) re-
organization. As part of this reorganization al]
previous mstructions to the commanding generals
of the wartime Eastem and Westem Defense
Commands had been rescinded, and a new War
Department directive, making those commanders
responsible for the defense of the contmental
United States, had been 1zsued, They were
to command, train, and make plans for the
use of all army forces assigned to their com-
mands, For air defense, the Commanding
General, AAF was to designate an AAF com-
mander in each Defense Command to prepare air
defense plans “‘under the general supervision of
the Defense Commander. ™ Under this directive,
AAF had been given no conirol over AA. In Feb-
mary 1946, the Defense Commands were placed
under the control of the Commanding General,
AGF who was to assume their missions and to in-
activate them as soon as practicable,'®

Following its agsumption of responsibility for
the defense of the continental United States,

*l'n August 1945 General Arnold stated that integration
chould take place at once so that the AAF could bene-
fit from the experience of demobilizing AA to its
peacetime size and of applyng the lessons of the war
te peacetime training (memo for C/8 from CG AAF,
subj: Integraticn of Antiaircraft Artitlery into the Atmy
Air Forces, 4 Aug 45, 1n DRRB 381 War Plans *'Miscel-
tanecus?” National Defense 1945 v 2),

Headquarters, AGF submitted a proposal in
March for a revised statement of its defense
mission. Antrawcraft Attillery, according to this
proposal, would be a responsibility of the Army
Ground Forces except when part of the defense
of air and naval installations.' This assignment
of an active aur defense means to a ground service
did not agree with the interim mission that Head-
quarters, AAF had delegated to ADC a week
earlier. Nor did it coincide with the report of the
Board of Officets on the Orgamzation of the War
Department (Simpson Board). This report had
stated on 28 December 1945: “T'he Air Force is
charged with the mission of air defense and will
require antimrcraft artillery under its command to
carry out this mission.”® Although the Simpson
Board had added that it did not advocate inte-
gratiorn of AA with the AAF at that time, Head-
quarters, AAF cited this report as the basis for
1ts rejection of the proposed AGF defense mission
msofar as 1t pertained to AAF. Because the AAF
was charged with air defense and the command
of AA employed thereimn, Maj. Gen. Lautis Norstad,
Assistant Chief of Air Staff for Plans, reminded
General Spaatz that an Air Defense Command had
been activated to carry out the air defense mis-
s1on, Since that command had to be an inteprated
whole, planning for all air defense elements had
to be a function of the Commanding General,
AAF®?

Based upon the behef that it possessed the air
defense mission and would be assigned AA,
Headquarters, AAF prepared a lengthy study
setting forth its AA requirements for ar de-
fense.'® On 17 April 1946, this study was sub-
mitted to General Jacob L. Devers, Commanding
General, AGF. His reply tevealed that the two
services were not in agreement on the meaning
of the term ‘‘arr defense.’’ He desctibed the mis-
sion of the AAF as ““defense by awr;*’ therefore
he could not agree to an extension of AAF
responsibility to wnclude over-all AA operations
other than those necessary for the defense of
airfields and AAF installations, General Devers
d:d, however, agree that a unified defense com-
mand—air defense as part of over-all defense—
was a necessity,'* This Amy Ground Forces
wmterpretation, if accepted by the AAF and the
War Department, would have far-reachittg effects
not only on the status of AA in the air defense
system but on conirol of gurded missiles 1 the
future,
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The appearance of War Department Circular 138,
14 May 1946 clenfied somewhat the relationshap
between AAF and AGF in aur defense matters.
Based primanly on the reports of two War De-
partment reorgamization boards (the Simpsoz
Board and its precedessor, the Patch Board), the
circular was issued as tentativedoctring, subject
to revision as soon aspossible after 1 September.
It specifically assigned ADC the mission to pro-
vide for the air defense of the United States and
to control and train AA units assigned to it.*
Furthermore, the circular directed AAF and AGF
to cooperate in the development and determinz-
tion of those special tactics needed for the usz
of arms, especially AA, by the AAF and that the
Commanding General, AAF recommend to the Wer
Department the means, including AA units, re-
guired for air defense.’®

General Partnidge, the Assistant Chuef of Air
Staff, Operations mformed Assistant Secretary of
War for Air Stuart Symington that Circular 133
was “a step toward the eventual assumption by
the Army Air Forces of responsibility for organi-
zation and control- of all means of area air de-
fenge.’’ In particular, Partridge believed that the
assignment ta ADC of the mission to provide for
the air defense of the United States wes an indr-
cation that the War Department recognized the
need for a unified command in air defense. AA
would still be a part of AGF but umts would be
assigned or attached to ADC for control and
training. Other encouraging parts of the ciwculsr,
Pattridge told Symington, were those which gave
AAF some control over the development, tactics,
techniques, and organization of zll elements of
air defense and which designated the Command-
ing General, AAF as the primary source for rec-
ommend ationg to the War Department of the means
required for air defense. Since the circular was
tentative, Partridge recommended to the Secrs-
tary that, in the interestof air defense efficiency,
any tevision should retamn the above favorable
provisions as War Department doctrine.*®

Shottly after the appearance of WD Circulax
138, the Special Assistant for AA at Head-
quarters, AAF compiled a staff study on the
status of AAF in arr defense, He stated the situ-
atioh as follows.!” The Air Force was charged
with the migsion of air defense. It had no offis

*Assignment of these . functions to CG ADC was con-
firmed 1n AAF Reg 20-6, 11 June 1946,

cially adopted policies on the matter. War De-
pattment thinking was not crystallized. The 1ssue
was to devise a sound policy for the orgamzation
of air defense, It was unwise to stir up a contro-
versy about the integration of AA while unifica-
tion legiglation was pending, but a firm policy
ought to be adopted. Therefoie, he supgested a
series of 10 proposals as a basis for an AAF pol-
icy. The first proposal called for integration of
AA with the Aixr Force; the other nine sugpested
ways of earrying out the air defense mission if
integration of AA was not achieved.!® When the
Air Board met eatly 1n June in an attempt to clarify
the responsibilities of AAF and AGF in air de-
fense, these proposals were presented as the
views of the AAF on air defense and secunty.®
Still, no action was taken and the question of
air defense was continuted over to the next Air
Board meeting,

Soon after the Air Board meeting General
Devers submitted to General Spaatz a lenpthy
etaff study explaming the AGF posation, In eifect,
the AGF position called for a division of the air
defense mission: AGF to provide local ground
defense, while AAF was providing air defense
beyond the range of ground weapons.¥ The AGKF
position was based upon the contention that Air
Foarce control of AA durng World War I had been
meffective, and the study reasserted that air
defense should be redefined as *“defense by
arr,*?°

Headquarters, AAF replied to the AGF study
in detal; each AGF proposal was met with an
AAF counterproposal.®* The most important ob-
jection fo the AGF position, however, was stated
by General Spaatz to General Devers 1n a letter
accompenymg the AAF comments. According to
Spaatz, it appeated to AAF that the principal
divergence between the views of the services
lay in the interpretation of unity of command.
In the AAF view, zir defense was a single
mission which had to be accomplished by a
smgle commander with direct control over all
necessary weapons, The necessity for unity in
command in air defense would become greater as
offensive weapons became faster and more
powerful, Furthermore, Spaatz pointed out, umty
of command would also avord duplication 1

*For & detauled account of the AGF proposals and AAF
countetproposals see: ADC Historical Study 4, Armmy
Antiaircraft in Air Defense, pp, 3-8
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detection and communications systems. There-
fore, he suggested that the curtent system be
retained and be amended only after thorough
trial.®® Spaatz also explamned the AAF position
to the War Department General Staff and recom-
mended that the AGF proposals be disapproved.*®

The response by AGF to the Air Force com-
ments was a reaffirmation of the AGF position—
the need for umty of command was agreed on but
the Ground Forces regarded air defense as but a
patt of the over-all defenze problem, As long as
the services disagreed on this vital point, Gen-
eral Devers stated, no progress could be made
in camymg out amr defense responsibilities.
Therefore, he suggested that further discussion
be postponed until agreement could be reached,
ot anstructions issued by the War Department, on
the application of unified command tc the de-
fense mission.** Apparently AAF agreed for the
matter was not pressed further at that time.

After 1 September 1946, the War Department
General Staff emphasized the AAF-AGF contro-
versy in the consideration of a revision of War
Department Crcular 138. Although the War De-
pattment wag the only agency that could settle
the conflicting Axr Force-Army views, the Gen-
eral Staff decided to make no firm decision at
that time. Pointing out that the 1ssue of responsi-
bility for development and operational employ-
ment of guided migsiles as well as conventional
AA was inherent—even though unstated—in these
conflicting views, for the present it tecommended
that the definition of air defense and those parts
of Circular 138 pertaining to AA remained un-
changed.?® Since these sentiments were approved
by the Secretary of War and the Chief of Staff,*
it appeared that the air defense mission remained
with AAF with the solution to the problem of AA
left for future consideration. Subsequent corre-
spondence illustrated that the Ammy position had
not been abandoned; vet, settlement of the problem
was placed in abeyance during the struggle for
unification,

Some indications that the Navy and the AAF
were not it complete mccord on the air defense
mission also were seen duting the immediate
postwar period, In September 1945, representa-
tives of the two services disagreed onthe granting
of opetational control of each othet’s forces 1n
the event of an emergency.?’ Despite such dis-
agreements, General Stratemeyer, in his initial
aw defense plannmng, had contemplated using

naval forces and had authornized the ax force
commanders to make local agreements for that
purpose with their paval counterparts, Attempts

by the air force commanders to armive at agree-
ments had revealed further differences, For ex-
ample, the Navy did not tecognize the validity of
ADC’s interim mission which durected the com-
mand to be prepared to operate independently or
in cooperation with the Navy agamst seagomg
vessels or in the protection of coastwise ship-
pmng.*® Since such problems would have to be
settled at the highest level, Stratemeyer recome
mended that attempts be made to clear up the
matter with the Navy Department.*® Engrossed
st that tame in the negotiations for unification,
Headgquarters, AAF believed that such problems
would be solved by independence. However, the
general terms of the WNational Secuwrity Act and
the President’s Executive Order still left these
Navy-Air Force differences unresolved.

The Key West Agreements

The Joint Chiefs of Staff deliberated at Key
West from 11 through 14 March 1948 and reached
agreement on most of the major problems con-
cerning the three services, These decisions were
embodied 1n an official directive “‘Functions of
the Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff’’
iggued 21 April. In the main, the Functiong paper
assigned to each service a group of primary
functions as well as a collateral group of activi-
ties i which each service would support the
other services, The Joint Chrefs of Staff was set
up as the final arbiter 1n all matters pertaining
to the National Military Establishment.

Of paramount importance to air defense was
the function assigned to USAF “‘to be responsible
for defense of the United States aganst air
aftack in accordance with the policies and pro-
cedures of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.?’ This func-
tional assignment—in addition to the acceptance
of the Air Force’s definition of air defense as
“a]l measutes designed to nulhfy or reduce the
effectiveness of the attack of hostile aircraft or
guided missiles after they are airborne’—ap-
peared to assign definitely the mission of amr
defense to the USAF. Other provisions of the
paper indicated that USAF was responsible for
land-based air defense and, in coordination with
the other services, would develop doctrines,
procedures, and equipment to carmy out that
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responsibility. Sea-based air defense and sea-
based means for coordinating control of air de-
fense wete to be provided by the Navy, Both the
Navy and Army were to provide their forces “as
requnired for the defemse of the United States
against air attack, in accordence with joiat doc-
trines and procedures approved by the Jomt
Chiefs of Staff.”” Among its collateral functions,
USAF was assigned the conduct of antisubmarine
warfare, the protection of shippmg, and the inter-
diction of enemy sea power through air oper-

ations.®

Although this assignment of functions did
much to clarify the roles and missions of the
services, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had failed to
settle one controversial 1ssue—the status of AA
in air defenze. Unification had made the problem
mote complicated for USAF because indepetidenice
meant that AA was further from its reach. Hence-
forth, doctrine concerning the use of AA had to
emanate from the Departineat of Defense, From the
viewpoint of USAF, according to the Air Defense
Policy Panel in February 1948, this assignment
of AA, including ground-fo-air missiles, to the
Army was “‘contrary to good organization’’ and
“to the most efficient utilization of the weapons
in air defense.’”” The panel recommended that
USAF be given responsibility for organizimng,
manning, training, equipping, and employing AA
and ground-fo-mir missiles.’* Awr Force repre-
sentatives at the Key West meeting, in fuen,
recommended the integration of AA with the
USAF: The Joint Chiefs disagreed and stated in
the Functions paper that the Ammy was to con-
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tinue to organize, tramn, and equip AA units,
However, the JCS specifically assigned an air
defense responsibility to the Army in that it
was ““To provide Ammy forces as required for the
defense of the United States agamst air attack,
1 accordance with joint doctrine and procedures
approved by the Jomt Chief of Staff.’™® USAF
would have to acquire the needed AA from the
Army on the basis of this functional assignment.

Although the Key West agreements—and the
additions thereto decided upoa at a subsequent
meeting at Newport, Rhode Island¥*—initially en-
gendered a great deal of optimism within the
Defense Department,” later interpretation was
to cause a renewal of interservice controversies
in the field of air defense. Nevertheless, the
agreements constituted a gtep in the right ditec-
tion; further progress could result only from ac-
tion by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.’

*This meeting was held at the Naval War College 20~
22 August 1948. The ofiicial directive embodying the
results of the meeting stated that, 1n ats field of pri-
mary missions, each service had to have exclusive
responsibility for programmmng and planning, subject
only to control by higher authority, All avaitable
forces should be nsed by a service in the execution
of any of its missions (R. Earl McClendon, Unuifica-
tion of the Armed Forces: Administration and Legis-
lative Developments 1945-1949. Awr University Docu~
mentary Research Stndy, MAFB, Apr 52, p. 73).

Although it cannot be denied that these agreements
left many guestions unresolved, one of Siratemeyer’s
staff members undoubtedly exaggerated when he stated:
‘“that the mountamn has labored and brought forth a
small mouse which is Likely to increase rather than
reduce the confusiop that already exasts in this vital
subject |air defense]'’ (memo for Stratemeyer from Col
R.C. Candee, sub;: Eey West Conference, 23 Apr 48,
m Hq ADC HD 50.1).
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CHAPTER Wi

START OF AN ACTIVE AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

The fust three months of 18 witnessed a
number of events which brought World War TH
closer than at any time since the defeat of Japan.
A series of Soviet actions, including the seizute
of Czechoslovakia and the presentation of a group
of demands to winland,* began a new phase in
the Cold War and prompted President Traman to
jdentfy Russia for the first time as the “one
natron’ blocking peace efforts ! Also, dunng this
period, General Lucius D. Clay, American Mils-
tary Governot in Germany, cabled from Berlin on
5 March that he believed war might come “‘gith
dramatic suddeness™ at any moment.2 Although
Clay's feat proved unfounded, 1t llustrated the
tension of an interval during which, according to
Headquarters USAF, tgome slight danger of
hostilities with USS ” eyisted.}

Active Air Defense Begins

Because of the uncertainty of the nternatronal
gitnation, on 25 March (General Carl Spaatz di-
rected the immediate augmentation of the Alaskan
air defense system.T On the following day he
directed the Alaskan Air Command to place its
werning radar on a 74-hour opetating basis by 4
Apsil. i TOn 27 March representativesof USAF con-
ferrea with Strategic Arr Command, Tactical Au

tand, If the Soviets had been granted access to these

pe 30

T'I‘he Ajaskan netwotk was manned by the 625th and
606th ACKW sguadrons. Both squadrons began 24 hout
operations on 36 March 1948, The former continued
74 hour operations ontil 28 April while the 626th
squadron. contmued until 14 June {Hist 625 ACEW Sq,
Apr-Jun 48; Hist 626 ACKW Sa» Apr-Jun 48).

T By early 1048 fous radar sitea and a fighter control
center had been astablished in the Alaskan Alr Com-
mand area (FHist Alagkan Air Command, 1948, T 64).
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Command, and Aur Transport Command personnel
and determined on goveral actions: to gend one
fighter group to Ladd AFB, Alaska, to move a
gocond fighter group from Keamey AFB to
McChord AFB, to fly severaladar seis to Alagka
at once; to direct ADC to add four L ghiweight
radar sets to the equipment of the 505th ACEW
Group in the Neorthwestern United States (Seattle
area)* and to place the group’s radar sites on
24-hour operation.*

Headquatters USAF indicated the reason for
this sudden decision i an order to ADC to set up
an AC&W system 1 the Seattle ared. Alihough
there was no evidence that an aur attack would
occut in the near future, ADC was wmformed, such
a possibility existed and would continue to exist
for at least the next 60 dslys.,r "hetetore, General
Spaatz desied \;mmeaiate and vigorous’’ action
at once to provide the besi possible radar wam-
ing screen, He emphasized that steps were to be
taken promptly to place the air deferse system 1n
operation.® These instructions wete relayed to
the Fourth Air Force on the same day.® Three
days later the First Air Force in the Northeast
was apprised of these actions by apciiand was
told it might receive orders to occupy radas sites
in its area.’

*

The 505th AC&W Group hed been scheduled for trans=
fer to the First Air Force by 1 July 1948 (Hist1st
AF, 1 Jan-30 Jun 48, p- 40

Ton 16 Mareh Central Intelligence Apgency had sub-
mitted an estimate to President Traman that no war
was probable within 60 days. Two weeks 1ater, CIA
extended this estimate beyond the 60 day period, AAF
d1d not agree with the latter opinion (W elter M:ullis
g%dg}), The Forrestal Diatias (tew York, 1951), pp. 395,

TTThe Farst Au Force had been working leisurely ont
an au defense system along the lines indicated by
the ADC Auir Defense in DBewng Plan, Two fighter
groups were beiwng organized and trained and negotia-
tions were underway for the acqusation of radar sites
(Hist lst AF, 1 Jan-30 Jun 48, p» 3
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Prompt efforts were made in the N ortlvgest to
comply with the directive, These efforts immedj-
ately indicateq the haste involved 1n making the
decision to establish an active air defense, No
right of entry into the selected aregs b9 been
obtzined for some of the radar sites, the 1aquired
funds had not been authorized, and ne specific

Northwest A Defense Wing, which had bzen et
Bp as the tactical agency for the system, wag
teady to begin operations by 12 Apr1® Jy the
Northeast, First Air Force had been ordersd on
3 April to be ready ‘““at any time*’ to establish
an ajr defenge System similar to that sat up in
the Northwest,10 However, shortly after 12 April,
ADC recerved word that the crgis was over. On
22 April Fourty, Alr Force was Permitted to dig.
continue 24.hoyr operation of its raday stationg,
Since Headquarters USAF did not order the cmet-
Bency system broken up, ADC instructed Fcurth
Ait Force to keep 1ts ACRW sites in operation
&S much as personne| and equipment weald
allow, 12

Within three weeks after ADC recerved the
emergency order, it commander, Lt, Gen, Geuige
E. Stratemeyer, reported to Headquarters USAF
concerning the diffienlties encountered by Fourth
Air Force, Stratemeyer reviewed the handicaps
under which the attempt was made to set up gp
air defense system, He concluded his report with
4 series of recommendations, the principal cre
being that the Air Defonse Command be given the
means for carrying out its mission. 32

Brig, Gen. William 1., Richardson, Chicf,
Guided Missiles Group, teplying for Headquarters
USAF, did not specifically approve any of the

seek Satisfactory solutiong, With respect to thy
tecommendation that ADC te given the means to
accomplish jtg mission, Richardson Promised
that:** ¢The Asr Defense Command will be given
the means for accomplishing the mission to the
maximum extent that such action is consistent

be given the maximum freedom jn the utilization
of these means. * Also, Richardson informed ADC

Richardson’s reply ectually djq nothing to alleyi-
ate the command’y lack of forees, it was received
ADC. In

fact, one staff officer stated that, to accept the
reply as final, would be to eccept that an gir de-
fense in being was impossibje of achievement,
Meanwhile, Headquarters USAF approved the
tetention of the SUEIEENCY system whep it di=
tected ADC on 23 April 1948 to establish “with
current means? ACHLW systems in the following
priorsty: N otthwestern United States, N ortheastern
United States, and the Albuquerque, New Mexico,
area.’® Since the emergency net in the Northwest
Was still i place, the nucleus of an AC&W sys-
tem existed in that area.* Because it ig the near-

*
Actually, discussions concermng the air defenge of
the Hanford Engmeermg Works at Hanford, Washingtyn

matter of military ‘prateetion for vita] AREQ instalia.
tions, one of wha anford, i

tary Patterson Bfreed and designated the Plens and
Operations Division of the War Department General
S the responsible War Department agency for cop-
ducting discussions wiin the AEC, Maj Gep, Lawrig
Norstad, the director of the division, in tam requesteq
the Commanding General, AAT ¢o make sir defenge
plans for tha AEC facilifies, In addition, AAF

)
of the Uniteq States (Itr, Hg 4¢p AF to CG AAF, suhj:
Axr Defense of the Han-
ford Engineering Project, Hanford, Washingtnu, 3 Mar
45, in USAR HD 145,96.93 {111-B-5) Ity, Lalienthal 4o
4 47, in DRB 381 War Plans—M;scel.
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START OF AN ACTIVE AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 21

est part of the continental United States to
Russia and because of 1ts AEC installations, that
arez was accorded first priority, Since the Albu-
querque area was located in the interior of the
continent and therefore appeared relatively safe,
it was considered thid 1n importance,

The Northeast area was given second priority
because of 1ts population and industrial concen-
trations. The 23 April directive stated that the
first step in the implementation of plans in that
area was the establishment of a model air defense
system, nitially 1n the vicumnity of New York
Caty.!? Actually, First Air Force had been ordered
as early as 3 February 1947 to draw up plans for
the defense of Metropolttan New York. Although
1947 had been devoted largely to planning, some
conctete steps toward acquiring radar sites and
bases had been taken.!® Early in 1948air defense
activities in the Fust Ax Force area had re-
ceived added impetus because of preparations
for exercises scheduled to be held in May. Lack
of funds later caused their postponement.'® Be-
ginnings had been made, therefore, 1n both the
Northwest and the Northeast before the directive
of 23 April. However, except for the transfer of
ACZW personnel, Stratemeyer was informed in
that duective, augmentation of the resources
available to ADC for estabhshing these systems
would have to await action by Headquarters
USAF. Funds for setting up these systems would
have to come from the money currently avail-
able.®®

Because of the meagerness of resources at his
disposal, Genetal Stratemever experienced great
difficulties in attempting to carty out the direc-
tive, In fact, as he told Headquarters USAF :in
Apnl, adequate awrdefense was impossible “oven
though the total forces, resources and facilities
presently available to the United States Air Force
were placed at my disposal.’’ Although he as-
sured Headquarters USATF that he would provide
the best defense possible with what he had, he
pointed out that his task could be made easier af
USAF would approve several of his recommenda-
tiwons. He again urged Headquarters USAF to make
a firm decision to establish and maintain 1o
being an air defense system which would conform

subj: Air Defense of Vital Atomic Energy Commission
Facilities, 15 Sep 47, mn Case Hist AC&W System,
doc 52, memo for C/5 USAF from Dur P &0 WDGS,
subj* Air Defense of Vital Atomic Energy Faailities,
1 Qct 47, in DRE 381 War Plans—Miscellancous Na-
tional Defense 1946-47, v 1), )

in general with the system proposed in SU-
PREMACY and the ADC aur defense plans, In
summary, Stratemeyer stated, a sound air de-
fense system could be established more quckly
if a carefully planned program were followed.
This course wauld avoid a lowering of efficiency
and morale among air defense persannel and
would prevent ‘‘accusations of our having cried
‘Wolf? without justification. * However, if intelli-
gence avallable to Headquarters USAF but un-
knownt to him indicated that ne time remained for
orderly preparations, Stratemeyer repeated with
emphasis, ““if is essential that ADC be given im~
mediately the tesources required for such prepa-
rations ag iv possible in the time available,’®

The mnadequacy of the air defense system m
the Notthwest was soon tllustrated by maneuvers
conducted in May.?® In his report on these exer
cises, the Commanding General, Fourth Air Force
to whom the defensive forces were assigned,
stated that the tests ‘‘left hittle doubt as to the
inability of this headquarters to defend any part
of its areas agamst hostile air attack under the
present operating conditrons and using the equip-
ment now available.””™ General Stratemeyer
echoed this opmmion and, rererating that the
status of arr defense greatly disturbed him, he
once again called upon Headquarters USAF for
action to strengthen air defense. 124

This time Headquarters USAF answered
Stratemeyer’s plea by a lengthy endorsement that
exapressed the handicaps under which it was
operating.TTHeadquattets USAF shared Strate-

*l'n view of the cbviously inadedquate air defenses for
the Northwest, Chauman Lihenthal of the AEC ageir
asked the Defense Department to consider further the
defence arranpgements for the Hanford works in the
state of Washington (ltr, Lilenthal to Fortestal, 28
Jun 48, in DRB 381 National Defense~War Plans
Misc), USAF teplied that, as resoutces became aval-
able, the degree of protection afforded vital installa-
tions such as Hanford would be increased (Air Steff
Summary Sheet prepared by Dir P&O subj: Defense of
the Atomic Energy Fecilihes, Hanford, Washington,
3 Aug 48, in DRB 381 National Defense—-War Plans
Misc),

TExermses i the Northeast i June gave proof of the
inadequacy of the air defense system in that area
fitr, 1st AF to CG ADC, subj: Report on Air De-
fense Maneuvers in the Metropolitan New York Area,
14 Oct 48, in Hist ADC through June 1951, HI, doc

39),

T]?Thxsendorsement was approved by Generals Norstad
and S.E. Anderson, but was delivered unzigned to
Stratemeyer by Bng, Gen., John P. Doyle, ADC's
DC/8, Matertel (handwritten notation on 1st ind (Itr,
Hq ADC to CG USAF, suby: Awr Defense of the Conti-
nental United States, 2 Jun 48), Hq USAF to CG ADC,
7 Jun 48 1n OPD 373.24 (3 May 46)
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22 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

meyer’s ““concern for the low capabilities of the
Air Force for the defense of the Umted States
against air attack’ and was taking many steps,
such as the presentation of SUPREMACY to Con-
gress, to mmprove the situation. The underlying
cause for the inability of USAF to provide ADC
with the needed facilities had been the shortage
of personne! and materiel. When USAF had taken
uafaverable action on his tequests, Stratemeyer
was informed, 1t had not been “‘through desire,
but because our resources throughout the Ax
Force were so meager that filling your require-
ments would have cut across the missions and
responsibilities of other major Commands,” Head-
quarters USAF admitted that it had been remiss
in taking no action on ADC’s three air defense
plans,* but Stratemeyer was assured that they
were used in the preparation of SUPREMACY. In
conclusion Headquarters USAF gave Stratemeyer
a detailed accounting of the actions it had taken
or would take to aid him in the performance of
his mission.’® It was apparent that, as far as
limited funds, personnel, and materiel allowed,
Headguarters USAF had been doing ell that at
could to amprove continental air defense.

Failure of SUPREMACY

Meanwhile, Project SUPREMACY, approval of
which wonld have greatly aided the Air Force
in improving the au defense system, had en-
countered difficulties. In December 1947 Arr
Farce representatives discussed the project with
members of the Bureau of the Budget and decided
to secure congressional enabling legislation be-
fore conswlering SUFREMACY from a budgetary
standpoint. Therefore, Headquarters USAF pre-
pared legislation which was sent to the Army and
Navy for concurtence early mn Febmary 1948.
The Army agieed promptly but concurrence was
not received from the Navy until the end of April,
Consequently, the draft legislation was not sub-
mitted to the Buteau of the Budget uantil 30
April,* The Bureau of the Budget returned the

*See above pp. T-B.

Among the sigarficant steps taken during thas period
was the establishmentof the Continental Un:ited States
Defense Planning Group on § Apnt. This geoup, whreh
was directed by an Ammy officer with an Aar Force
officer as deputy, was to perform a major role in de-
fense planming at a later date (A/S Summary Sheet,
General Anderson Dir P&O to DCS/0, subj: Director,
Continental ¥S Defense Planning Group, 29 Apr 48,
in OPD 381 (11 Dec 45) sec 3}

proposed bill to the Secretary of Defense for re-
consideration. The puncipal objection of the
Bureau was that, since the program pertaired to
all agencies of the National Military Establish-
ment, it should have been tied together and re-
viewed by the Office of the Secretary of Defense
{0SD) and the Jomnt Cluefs of Staff.*” The Depart-
ment of the Air Force stated that the program had
not been presented to the OSD or the JCS as a
total program because SUPREMACY called for
only a land-based early waming system which
was the responsibility of the Air Fore, The
othet elements required in an air defense sys-
tem—fighters and AA—wete incinded in other
programs which had been approved by OSD and
JCS8. The important consideration, the Air Force
emphasized, was that, if the system was to be
completed by 1953, 1t was essential that legis-
lative authority he obtained from the Congress
then in session,®

While the Executive branch was considering
the bill, Senator Chan Gumey (R-5. Dak.) became
interested and, on 25 May, asked Secretary
Symington to submit the bill to Congress without
watting for clearance from the Bureau of the
Budget.*® Symington agreed and on 27 May Sena-
tor Gumey introduced the legislation mn the Up-
per House while on 2 June, Representative Carl
Vmrson (D-Ga.) introduced the measuwre in the
House of Represenatatives.” Before hearings
conld be held on the lepislation, the 80th Con-
gress adjourned. According to General Hoyt
Vandenberg, the delay of almost three months
while awaiting naval concurrence proved the
deciding factor in the failure of Congress to act
on the lepislation during that session!

Since failure of Congress to act meant that the
legislation could not be considered before Janu-
ary 1949, Secretary of Defense James Fomestal
submitted the program to the JCS for considera-
tion. By 1 October 1948 he wanted to know the
need, cost, and possible effectiveness of the
program and the relative prrority it should be ac-
corded.” For the Ar Force, Secretary Symington
expressed the need for SUPREMACY in his
annual report. “‘Because of its critical impor-
tance to our national secunty,” he stated, ‘‘the
Anrr Force recommends top legislative priority
consideration for the aircraft control and waming
system, '™

When it appeared that a special session of
Congress might be called by President Truman
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START OF AN ACTIVE AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 23

in the late summer of 1948, General Vandenberg
felt that the Air Force should make every effort
to get Congress to consider SUPREMACY. Con-
gressional action would not interfere with JCS
consideration of the program, he pointed out to
Symington, and passage of the legislation would
provide funds for USAF to begin the installation
of radar equipment then on hand. Genetal Vanden-
berg recommended that Symington personally ad-
vise Secretaty of Defense Forestal of the neces-
sity for prompt passage of the legislation, No
special session was called and, according to an
Air Force steff officer, SUPREMACY appeared
to be a ‘‘dead duck? until the next sesgion of
Congress,*®

Origins of the Permanent System

The postponement of SUPREMACY and the
obvicus inadequacy of the existing radar networks
as illustrated by the exercises indicated the
urgent need for some action to set vp an air de-
fense system. Thiz need was clearly reflected
within Headquarters USAF during the summer of
1948. On 1 July an A Defense Division was
established in the Directorate of Plang and Oper-
ations for the purpose of reviewing USAF ’s posi-
tion with respect to air defense. To head this
new division, Maj. Gen, Gordon P, Saville, one
of the USAF's strongest advocates of an aur de-
fense system, was recalled from his post as
Cluef, Aixr Section of the Jomt Brazil-United
States Militaty Commission 1n Rio de Janeiro.
Saville and his staff tackled the problem immed:-
ately and soon announced geveral conclusions:
(1) the Aixr Force could not discharge its re-
sponsibilities for air defense by continued waiting;
(2) SUPREMACY would have to be rephased as
a result of the delays and fund limatations; (3)
immediate and posrtive action was required to
begin the establishment of 2 limited air defense
in being pending final approval of an over-all air
defense program. With these conclusions 1 mind,
the Air Defense Division began the development
of an *‘Interim Program, *®

General Saville decided that the best way to
strengthen continental air defenses was to limit
the scope of the Interim Program to the deploy-
ment and mstallation of radar equipment, He
reasoned that additional fighter units would 1m-
piove the system little if additional early warn-
ing and control radar equipment was not on hand.

In order to make use of the available sets most
effectively, the division planned for the installa
tion of radar equipment on a Line-of-defense rather
than a defense-in-depth principle.”

The A:xr Defense Division presented the Interim
Program to the Air Staff and to representatives
of the Air Defense Command on 9 August. A
month later, when General Saville presented the
program to Secretary of Defense Forrestal, he
impressed upon Forrestal that implementation of
the program had ta begin at once. To meet any
possible objections from the Defense Department
or Congress, the program was limited to radar
equipment already on hand or under curzent pro-
curement from funds appropriated. Saville said
that he found it utterly impossible to overstate
the complete inadeguacy of the existing radar in-
stallations.* The picture of what the USAF pos-
sessed for aur defensewas “‘certainly shocking,’
and when the time factor involved in developing
and setting up rader sets was considered, the
situation was even mare startiing,

The Interim Progtam presented by Saville
called for atotal of 61 basic radars and 10
controlcenters to be deployed in 26 months, This
deployment would provide high altitude coverage
only; a system of ground obsetrvers—‘the only
practicable low cover answer for any air warning
and control system by 1952"-would be set up.
Angmenhing the radar and ground observer sys-
tem would be an Air National Guard progtam for
the manning of gap-filling and ai tramsportabls
radar. In addition, the Interim Program called for
the deployment of ten radar stations and cnre con-
trol center in Alaska. The inadequacy of the
Interim Program was cbvious, Saville stated, but
it was all that could be done by 1952, and it
would be “a preat deal better then nothing,*?

Everything needed for implementing the Interim
Program was available or approved, Saville as-
sured Forrestal, except authorization and funds
for construction, The best that the Air Force
could do in diverting funds to begin the program
at once was the small sum of $706,000. And
smce the effect of this expenditure would be
wasted 1f no additional funds were made availe

#

Before presenting the details of the Intenm Program,
General Saville descnbed the current radar situation.
Only six basic radars—one of which was Navy equip-
ment—with two control centers, were deployed mn their
permanent saites. Not only was the contnbution of ffus
radar to ar defense neglipible but it did not famish
adequate facilities for development and testing.
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24 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

able, a supplemental appropristion by Congress
of $44,300,000 would be required as soon as
possible. Saville concluded;

1t is therefore urged that the Secretary of Defense and
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget approve the
submission of this supplemental appropriation for TY
1949, and push 1t to the himit. Only in this manner can
theAir Force discharge its respons:.bxhty to the
Amorican people for air defense,??

Even when completed the Inferim Program
would not provide acceptable mmimum radar
coverage. Therefore, General Saville mcluded a
program, which he called ““First Augmentation,”
to add 15 radar stations to the Interim Program.
The First Augmentation would begin in fiscal
year 1950, would include only those radars which
conld be procured or developed and procured 1m-
mediately, and would add $41,900,000 to con-
struction costs. Because it was impossible to
foresee what future world requirements maght be,
a funding plan could not be projected beyond
fiscal year 1950.

Although future requitements were not en-
tirely clear, General Saville emphasized that
what the Air Force proposed was the establish-
ment of a system which could be improved as
required. What was set up under these programs
would be part of e permanent system; the Air
Force would neither buy nor develop radar e quip-
ment which could not be used in the system
“through the useful life of that eqmpment.”
In summary he said: ‘‘this matter is one of very
great urgency, and requures immediate action.
Nothing can be found in the world situation, in
the attitude of the people, or in any other field
which would justify continued delay. We must get
on with it.>™*

Shortly after Saville’s presentation of this
Modified Program* to Fortestal an ad hoc com-
mittee, appointed by the Jomt Chiefs of Staff to
reply to Fomestal’s memorandum of 1 July re-
garding SUPREMACY, submitted its report. The
committee indicated that 1t recognized the de-
sirability of SUPREMACY as an ultimate goal
but implied that the Modified Program should be
approved. It further implied, repoited an AuirForce
ctaff officer, ‘‘that the decision to proceed be-

Durmg the discussion stage, the Interim Program
and First Augmentation were jomnfly refetred to as the
Modified Program by Ieadquarters USAF personncl
The actnal AC&W radar network which resulted from
congressional approval of this program was the basis
for the Permanent System.

yond the fust augmentation should be determmned
in light of expernience ganed through operation
and test of the partial system, of future technical
developments, and of advanced intelligence,’’*®
In other words, the committee seemed unwilling
to go beyond an approval of the Modified Program.

In his memorandum of 1 July, Secretary For-
restal had requested the Joint Chiefs to consider
“‘possible modifications of the program
[SUPREMACY] that would schieve substantially
the desired objectives at lower costs.”* On the
basis of the ad hoc committee’s report, the Joint
Chiefs, in the opinien of Maj. Gen, S. E. Ander-
son, Ditector of Plans, seized upon the Modified
Program—if tevised to mclude naval meamrs—as
fulfilling Forrestal’s request for “possible mods-
fication” of SUPREMACY.* Therefore, although
they stated that the establishment of an aw de-
fense system should be accorded a prionty
second only to an offensive striking force, the
JCS repotted ta Forrestal in favor of the Modi-
fied Program. In addition, they recommended that
the Secretary of Defense favor early congres-
sional authorization for an over-all air defense
progtam and that he sepport budgetary requests
for 1mmediste implementation of the Modified
Program and later additions as they became
practicable.”®

The attempt to substitute the Modified Pro-
gram for SUPREMACY obviously would not meet
with USAF approval Aux Force staff officers
tock the position that SUPREMACY had repre-
sented A Force requirements for an AC&W sys-
tem. The Modified Program did not meet USAF
requirements; it represented the ‘‘irreducible
rminimum® system. Furthermore, as Anderson
pointed out to General Vandenberg, there was no
relationship between SUPREMACY and the Modi-
fied Program. The latter was complete in itself,
as far as it went, and was not to be considered
either a modification or a part of the larger pro-
gram.¥ Despite this USAF position, because
they were linked together in Depatiment of De-
fense discussions, both programs suffered, In
actuahty, the Modified Program was so named
because it indicated a reduction 1n the demands
of the Air Fotce. Nevertheless, apparently it
gradually replaced SUPREMACY as a goal as
far as the Department of Deferse was concemed.

Beginning in late October 1948 discusgions of
the Modified Program were held within the De-
pattment of Defense. As a result, abill was pre-
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. pared callhing for an appropriation of $85,500,000 bill was only for construction purpoges, the
i for radar construction purposes substantially as USAF needed congressional approval before
4 requested by General Saville in the previous  equpment and personnel could be added to the
' September.* Secretary of the Air Force Symington system. He informed his colleagues that the pro-
! sent the bill to the House of Representatives on gram had been considered and approved by intel-
‘ 8 February 1949.*° Introduced on the following  ligence experts who had studied the nation stra-
) pe
’ day, the measure was referred to the Armed tegically from the pomnt of view of a possible
! Services Committee .*® enemy. The program would not furnish absolute
. At hearings before a special subcommittee ap- protection, he cautioned, “‘but it will give us a
< pointed to consider the legrslation, Saville and reasonable degree of protection where protection
Gen. Muir 8. Fairchild, Vice Chief of Staff, testi~ is needed at a cost which the economy of this
fied for the bill 1n behalf of the Air Force. They country can sustain.’™® The measure passed the
were supported by representatives of the Army House of Representatives without further delay
and Navy. Farchild emphasized the need for an and without a recorded vote.” According to an
L early warnhing system and stated that failure to observer, ““a note of urgency was sounded 1n the
[ provide such a system “‘could result in disaster brief debate. It was a plea to get things started
on g Nation-wide scale and surely would result soon.’”™ QOn 18 March the bill passed the Senate
F = 1 unnecessary death and destruction throughout without debate or a recorded vote and was signed
f our country should we be attacked in the future.” by President Truman on 21 March.® The USAF
| Passage of the act, he asserted, was essential now had authonzation for an Aircraft Control and
¥ to the security of the nation.*? W armning Systembut 1t was to be some time before
j The major Air Force presentation in support of Congress actually appropriated the money to
g the measure was given before the Armed Serv-  establish the system.
3 1ces committees of both houses of Congress by
! General Saville, now Commanding General of the Start of a Temporary Network
Air Defense Command. Saville explamed that 1m- .
11 mediate establishment of an Ancraft Control and Neither SUPREMACY nor the Modified Pro-
P Warmmng system was essential because no ef-  §ram was designed to fumish immediate protec-
M fective defense of any sort aganst an awr attack  tion ageinst air attack. SUPREMACY had been
i was possible without such a system. He also regarded 35‘3 fl"e'yeaf‘Pl‘Ogl‘am: and the system
) explamed the costs involved in setting up the envisioned in the Modified Program would not be
i radar network and attempted to answer those completed unt1l 1952, In the meantlme., the nation
} critics who opposed buying radar equipment that ~ would be vitually defenseless against enemy
was considered obsolescent. He stated that bambers. Although those concerned with air de-
H Wath ¢ to the fat : P fense reslized that an zir defense in being was
] pA respec (] e future, we cannoi spe WL [al-20d -
/ tainty, We know that we will require new and better  Needed at once, funds, personnel, and materiel
I'4 radar equipment as it becomesdavauable;momuch the were not available. Nevertheless, before the end
i ment wnll g:v:f:: and :1?:11;‘: So far as \t:;re can 2‘22,' of 1948 a start had been made at establishing a
3 our land-based radar stations, once set ufp, thn fbe temporary radar network, designed to serve both
2 ::Lt‘:r fa,f";e".f;‘fg:‘;i';f’«" ears to come—n fact 88 BT for protection and for traming and developlzner;t.
—t
;r} Becauze of the time wmvolved in installing and i The conception of the temporary networ ©
# installation of which was called LASHUP by
perfecting an adequate control and waming sys- 1 B4 R
7 - . General Saville®—~apparently was 2 combmation
¥ tem, General Saville told the congressmen, it of Farst Air Force, Aur Defense Command, and
. . 'y ’
" ;as mie,::d thi.tlatzghorlzatxon te piven the Air Headquarters USAF thinking, The USAF direc-
orce 1 lately. tive of 23 April 1948 had authorized the esteb-
Representative Carl T, Dutham (D-N.C.) ex- . -
f jained the Aircraft Control and Warning system lishment of a model air defense system in the
H plaine e Alrcra ontro 8 sY Nottheast,* however, lack of funds had kept
¢ to the members of the House when the measure ¢ immum.*® When it became a
was considered on 9 March 1949. He pointed out ~ PFOBfess &t @ minsmum. -
i that, although the authorization included in this *
4 Since that time considerable interest had beenevinced
3»; " in 8 model air defense system, Among those who had
See above, p. _23. recommended such & system were Dn Vannevar Bush,
1
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parent that SUPREMACY could net receive con-
gressional approval before 1949, Headgquarters
USAF attempted to obtain funds for the construc-
tion of a model system, Such a system wounld he
valuable for training and would provide a measurs
of defense for that area. To aid in planning for
the Northeast system, ADC was requested to
furnish Headquarters USAF with estimates of the
funds required for its establishment.5®

While Headquarters USAF was consideriag &
mode! system for the Northeast, First Air Force,
which was responsible for the area, was drawing
up a plan for the installation of available radar
over a two-year peticd on govemmeni-owned
property. The plan was submitted to ADC along
with a request for $152,000 for construction pur-
poses,’” Apparently the construction called for
in the First Ajr Force plan would satisfy Head-

Chairman of the Research and Development Board,
Charles A, Lindbergh, who was engaged in a study of
USAF sirategic bomber forces, and Assistant Secre-
tary of the Air Force A.S. Barrows (memo for C/§
USAF from Bush, subj: Air Defense System, 10 May

quarters USAF's desire for a mcdel system for,
on 14 September, ADC was informed by Saville’s
office that the request for funds had been ap-
proved.’® Actually, the $152,000 was included in
the $706,000 requested by General Saville i his
presentation to Secretary Forrestal. Approval
was not recewed from Forrestal until early Octo-
ber,” and ADC did not fommally approve the
First Ax Force plan until 14 October.®® As a
result of the spproval of LASHUP, implementa-
tion of a temporary AC&W network could be
undertaken even though its operations would be
handicapped by the use of obsolescent rader
equpment, Also, the government-owned land that
was available often was not located in the most
practical places for rader operation. By the end
of 1948 First Air Force had begun preliminary
work on LASHUP.®

48, in Case Hist AC&W System, doc 60; lir, Lindbergh
to Symington, 2 Aug 48, in DRB Files of the Secre-
tary of the Air Force, Radar, memo for Symington from
A.S. Barrows, 10 Aup 48, in DRE Files of the Secre-
tary of the Air Force, Radar).
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CHAPTER ¥

GROWING EMPHASIS ON AR DEFENSE

During the periocd when the Air Force was
finally able to estabhsh the nucleus of an active
air defense system, its position on funds, per
sonnel, and materiel continued to be very uncer-
tain, Based upon the Finletter and the Congres-
sional Aviation Policy Commission reports, the
Air Force drew up early in 1948 several long
term expansion programs amed at a 70-groug
Air Force. The most realistic of the programs
called for a buildup from the 55-group force pro-
jected 1n January 1948 to 70 groups by Sep-
tember 1949} Shortly thercafter, Congress ap-
proved 70 groups as an ultimate goal for the Air
Force.?

Although air force planners had visualized an
establishment of 70 groupe as far back as World
War 1, that number had remained merely a target.
Now, even with congressional sanction, that
target was not to be reached. In May 1948
President Truman set a ceiling of 15 billica
dollars for the Defense Department budget for
fiscal year 1950, This amcunt represented about
half of the total Army-Navy-USAF request for the
year. Instead of expanding to the plenned 70
groups, this limitation meant that USAF would
probably have to cut back from the 59 groups
that it was scheduledto attainby December 1948,
Thetefore, the Air Force reprogrammed with a
48-group Air Force as its goal and was prepared
when the President asked for such a reduction in
his next anmual budget message to Congress.

In the face of an increasing threat of Soviet
offensive capabilities and size limjtations, the
Air Force’s only course was to concenfrate cn
the buildup of the Strategic Air Command even
at the expense of the other USAF missions. Air
defense and tachical functions, of necessity,
retained a lower prionty in the 4 8-group program
than the strategic force?

28

The Establishment of Centinental Air Command

While the Air Fotce was struggling to plan for
the fulfillment of its missions with a reduced
force, it carried out a major reorganization in-
tended in part to strengthen the nation’s ar de-
fense potential. On 15 October 1948, President
Truman issued an Executive Omder calling for
greater emphasis on the organization and training
of the Armed Forces reserve componenis.* In
order to implement this presidential directive a
new command, Continental AirCommand (ConAC),
was achvated with Lt. Gen. George E. Strate-
meyer as commander, Among its foar major
missions, ConAC was to provide for the active
air defense of the Umited States and to be re-
sponsible for the A:r National Guard and Arr
Reserve. Air Defense Command and Tactical Alr
Command weteto continue as ‘‘operational” coms
mands under ConAC.S All air defense and tactical
atr units and stations were transferred to the six
existing air forces (four ADC and two TAC) over
which ConAC assumed direct control.*

This reorganization, effective 1 December
1948 but not completed unt:l 1 February 1949,
was designed partly to make more economical
and effective use of the Regular Awr Force, As
explained 1n a USAF press release, henceforth
the Air Force could *throw the full weight of
the combined units either to the Air Defense com-
mand ot to the Tactical Alr Commend, as citcum-
stances may require.’” The air defense system
would be improved because responsibility for air
defense wonid be centralized in the Continental

ikEmli.er in the year, two of ADC's original six air
forces had been abolished; the reorgenization once
agamn made smx air forces avarleble for aiwr defense.
(1st and, (Itr, General Stratemeyet to C/5 USAF, suby
Plan for Reorgamzation of Awr Defense Command, 30
Jun 48), Hq USAF, to CG ADC, 29 Jul 48, in Hist
ConAC, 1 Dec 1948-31 Dec 1949, 1, doc 8.)
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Az Command thus allowing ADC to concentrate
on planming and the operational employment of
the air units allocatedfor air defense by ConAC.*
Trainmg, supply, and administration would be
the responsibilities of the six ConAC air forces.
The reorganization had the virtues of relieving
ADC of several minor tasks and of placing all
resources of ADC and TAC under one commander.
Such an arrangement, as noted by The New ¥ork
Times,

e+« wWould guatantee a better defense structure than
was possible under divided authority. This is what
would have to be done anyway if an emergency arose.
Such improvisations slways take some time before ope
timum efficiency 12 achieved, By making the change
now, time 18 won that could never be wholly made up
even under the gpur of emergency conditions,

On the other hand, as a result of the revrganiza-
tion, the position of the Air Defense Command
was unusual. It had maor command status yet
had only operattonal control over air defense
fori?es, no tesources were actually assigned to
it,

The Johnson Economy Program

Shortly after the USAF reorganization was
completed, two eventis, the Johnson ecoromy pro-
gram and the resultant investigation of the B-36
intercontinental bomber, added to the uncertamty
within the Defehse Department. These events fo-
cused attention on national defenmse (mcluding
air defense) and, in the mam, hindered its de-
velopment. Lours M, Johnson, who succeeded

i«

On 1 March 1949, the commandmng genercls of the six
ConAC air forces were relieved of air defense respon-
sibilities, In order to fill the vacuum thereby created,
the Air Defense Command was authorized two opera-
tiona! headquarters through which it would exercise
1ts mir defense responsibilities, It was planned that
these headquarters would be the Eastern and Weetem
Air Defense Forces which would be activated later an
1949, (They were activated on 1 September.) In the
meantime, an Eastern and Westem Air Defense Laia-
son Group were sef up to coordinate mir defense east
and west of the 103~ longitude and, mn event of air
attack, to exercise operationnl control of the sir de-
fense forces allotted to the Commanding General, ADC.
In addition, ADC would eventually be assigned erght
air defense divisions, the first two of which were to
be assigned 1 March (ltr, Hg ConAC to CG 10th AF,
suby: Air Defense Responsibilities, 1 Feb 49, in Hist
ADC through June 1951, V, doc 162; 1tr, Hq ConAC to
Chief Eastem Air Defense Liarson Group, sub); Mis-
sion and Responsibality of the Eastern Air Defense
Liaison Group, 23 Mar 49, in Hist ConAC 1 Dec 1948-
31 Dec 1949, 1, pr 2, doc 59),

TAIso. & possible source of misunderstanding was the
fact that the commanding general of ADC, Maj, Gen,
Gordon P. Saville, also served as Deputy for Air De.
fense, ConAC,

James Forrestal as Secretary of Defense in March
1949, instituted an economy program, a move that
undoubtedly met with public approval. Reduc-
tions were made in personnel, equipment, and
facilities, with all services sharing proportion.
ately n the cuts, Although its serious effects
would not be felt for many months, the Johnson
program was an additional handicap m the at-
tempt to establish an active air defense.*

Az an integrel part of his economy program,
Secretary Johuson, continuing the concentration
on strategic awrpower as the principal force upon
which the nation would rely for pratection,
stopped construction of the Navy’s supercarrer,
Also, in accord with this reaffirmation of em-
phasis on strategic arr warfare, the Awr Force
cancelled orders for 470 advanced type aircraft
in order to purchase 75 additional B-36%s, These
actwns by the Secretary of Defense and the
USAF resulted in a congressional investigation,
the so called “tevolt of the admarals,” and a
heated controversy on the merits of the B-36 and
the supercarrier, Among the many charges hurled
at the Air Force by its cntics was that air de-
fense had been neglected 1n favor of strategic
airpower, Sigmificantly, although the charge was
never answered specifically, the Air Force was
completely vindicated by the congressional
probers. Regardless, the debales 1llustrated that,
despite unification, much difference of opinion
as to the proper way to defend the nation still
existed. Considerable time, erergy, and money
were diverted from the national defense effort
during the lengthy controversy which not even the
announcement of an atomic explosien by the
Sowviete could terminate.

Impact of the Soviet Atomic Explosion

Throughout the pestwar period American
leaders 1n science and industry as well as i the
mihtary realized that Russia would eventually
develop atomic bombs and vehicles capable of
carrymg them to the North Amernican continent.
Estimates as to when the Soviets would possess
bombs and ancraft 1n sufficient quantity to nsk
a major war varied greatly. However, it appeated
to many that the United States had at least until

*The Secretary’s economy move was qumte likely a
factor in the congressional delay m appropnating the
ACEW system funds which had been voted in March
1949, See above p, 25.

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

30 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

1952 before its monopoly of atomic weapons
would be seriously threatened. Based upon the
intelligence availahle in mid-1949 the Joint
Chiefs of Staff held that viewpomnt, They stated
that the AC&W system had to be functioning by
1 July 1952 and that the remainder of the system
had to be operationally ready by 1953.* These
opmions, in addition to the occurrence of such
incidents as the economy program and the B-36
investigation, illustrated that, though the pernod
of comparative freedom from danger of atomic
attack was rapidly drawing to a cloge, no great
sense of urgency was apparent within the De-
fense Department.

In Aupust 1949 the Soviet Union set off its
first atomic explosion, No longer could the United
States rely solely upon its atomic stockpile as a
deterrent against attack. General Hoyt S. Vanden-
berg, Air FotceChief of Staff, immediately called
the attention of his colleagues on the Jomnt
Chiefs of Staff to the ““desperate need for a vastly
more effective air defense for the continental
United States.”® And the USAF, in view of the
unexpected Russian atomic explosion, advanced
from 1953 to 1950 its estimate of Soviet cape-
bulities for atomic attack and increased the em-
phasisbeing placed on air defense preparations.®®

Because of budgetary limitations and the amount
of time needed to actually make additions to the
air defense system, USAF could do Little to bring
about an immediate improvement in zir defenss
capabilities. The temporary {(LASHUP) radar net-
work had been completed in June in the North-
east and installation was progressing in the
Northwest, Since the latter area contained the
closest targets in the Umted States for Soviet-
based bombers, efforts were made to Improve its
sir defense system.*! Within Ceontinental Aw
Command headquarters, ait defense was hence-
forth recognized as the command’s most important
mission.!? ConAC began drafting manning sched-
ules based upon top priotity for air defense units.
A higher ptionty would mean mcre personnel
which would enable the air defense sysiem to

*’I'he welakness of the West Coast air defenses had
been of public concem for some time before the report
of the Soviet atomic explosion. Both the Washmgton
congressional delegation and Secretary of the Air
Force Symington reported civiian uarest in that area
dunng the summer of 1949 (memo Maj. Gen. T\DW
White, Dir L&L to Sec of the Air Force, 22 Aug 49, in
DRB Files of the Secretary of AT 3381, ltr, Whitehead
to Maj. Gen. W.F. McKee, Asst VC/S8 Hq USAF, 258
Cct 49, in Hgq ADC HD 51.3),

increase its hours of operation?® Finally, on 23
January 19590, for manning purposes Headquarters
USAF placed arr defense units on the same pri-
ority basis as SAC and the overseas bases.**

The realization that the United States no
longes possessed an atomic monopoly also afs
fected the establishment of the Permanent Sys-
tem.* Authorized by Congress in March 1949 the
AC&W program had lagged badly because of lack
of funds. Congressional approval had not been
followed by appropriation of the money needed.
Furthermore, by the end of April, imnclusion of the
funding in fiscal year 1949 had been disapproved
and USAF had been asked to re-examine the pro-
gram to see if some of the authorized amount
could be deferred until fiscal year 1951. Upon
re-examination, USAF conchided that delay until
1951 would mean that the operational readiness
date for a reasonable effective system in 1953,
as directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, could
not be met.** The decision was finally resched to
seek the authorized $85,500,000 in the fiscal
year 1950 appropriations®® but, when the measure
for that figcal year was passed in October 1949,
it did not include a specific appropriation for
radar site constriction. Instead, the bill authar-
ized the Secretaty of Defense, at his discretion,
to use for that purpose not more than $50,000,000
of the Air Force appropnations. Thus, it would
be necessary for the Air Force to take funds
away from some other project in order to begin
the anthorized construction program,'*?

Now that a source of funds had been desig-
nated, action could be taken {c bepin installa-
tion of the radar eqmipment for the Pemmanent
System. Thetefore, on 2 December 1M9 Head-
quarters USAF directed the Office of the Chief
of Engineets to proceed with the construction of
the 24 radar sites which had been accorded pri-
ority.TTThe end of 1950 was designated as the
target date for the construction of these sites®

Action within Headquarters USAF also illus-
trated the increased emphasis on ait defense.

*See above, pp. 23-25,

TActuany, specific congressional appropriations for
carrying out the AC&W progrem authorized by Con-
gress in March 1949 were not made until & September
1950 and 6 January 1351 (64 Stat, 749, 1233).

Funds for these 24 sites were available by 24 Febru-
ary 1950 (itr, Hq USAF to CG ConAC, subj: Personnel
Requrements for Awcraft Control and Warning Umts in
Accelerated Air Defense Program, 24 Feb 50, in Ha
ADC HD), |
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Gen. Muir §. Fairchild, the Vice Chief of Staff,
presented a memorandum to the USAF Screntific
Advigory Board expressing General Vandenberg®s
opion that a “vastly more effective ar de-
fense’ was needed. As a esult, Dr. George E.
Valley, a member of the Board, recommended in
November the establishment of a special commit-
tee to consider the air defense problem.'® Ven-
denberg approved the recommendation and the
Axr Defense Systems Engineenng Committee,
wath Dr. Valley as chawman, was appomted.
Formation of the committee (popularly known as
the Valley Commttee) ‘‘reflected a reahization
that the air defense problem had become so erats-
cal that every means must be employed to insure
the full utihization of scientific resources in
reaching the best solution.'™® Also, on 1 De-
cember, an Air DefenseTeam was activated under
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations.* This
group was directed to see that all steps within
thHe capabilities of the USAF were taken to speed
up the ar defense program and was to establish
requirements for means beyond the capabilities
of the Air Force. The team immediately began
plannmng on a varety of air defense subjects.®

General Whitehead's Efforts to Improve
the Air Defense System

These efforts 1n Washington to strengthen the
arr defense system notwithstanding, Lt. Gen.
Enms C. Whitehead, commander of ConAC since
15 Apnl 1949, was not satisfied. An active aur
defense system was still far from a reality and
Whitehead believed that an active system had to
be established at once, ‘‘regardless of the limi-
tations of personnel and equpment.”’® As White-
head pomted out to General Vandenberg many
population centers including Chicago, Pitisburgh,
and Washington, D.C. temaned undefended.®®
Since air defense was his responsibility, White-
head continued to urge Headquarters USAF to
providethe means to establish an active defense.

On 1 March 1950, Whitehead 1 submitting a
series of recommendations to Headquarters USAF
stated what he felt to be the major defects of the
air defense system at that time:

It 15 firmly believed that the wrgency to mobilize our

defens:ve air power based on 24-hour, 7-days a week
operation, cannot be postponed. An active air defense

*The team was headed by Col., T, J. Dayharsh,

in being must include the provision for actual inter-
ception and shooting down of umdentified aircraft
crossing our borders or penetrating our defense areas.
Our present capability, even if mobilized, lacks the
decisive authornity to shoot down an aircraft until after
the hostile act has taken place, An arcraft control
and warning net which 1s primanly a means of controle
lLing our own amrcraft has become our only means of
intelligence of Soviet intentions, Until the entre situ-
ation i1s remedied , . . the capability of ConAC to con-
duct adequately the air defense of the United States
remains mneffective, 24

Thus, continuous cperation of the anr defense
system and the armed interception of unknown

aircraft were the two pnmary requirements. In

addition, Whitehead made 22 other recommenda-
tions, approval of which would have gone far to-
ward correcting the defects of the contmental
air defense system.* Headquarters USAF person-
nel were well awate of these defects, of course,
and for the most part agreed that an active air
defense was needed. As had been the case since
World War II, however, the Air Force did not
have the resources to satisfy simultaneocusly all
of 1ts commitments, Although Whitehead consid-
ered all of his requests urgent, Headquarters
USAF could fill them only gradually.

By June 1950 much had been done to improve
the potential of the continental air defense sys-
tem. On 8 Apnl, Headquarters USAF had author-
1zed ConAC to begin ammed interceptions over
the Atomic Energy Commission installatrons and.
on the East Coast.*® Furthermcre, the temporary
AC&W network had been completed and the Jomnt
Chiefs of Staff had changed the operaticnal readr
ness date for a reasonably effective petmanent
air defense system from 1953 to the “earliest
date possible.’™ The JCS had also decided that,
1f more money was needed for completion of con-
struction for the AC&W system, they would sup-
port the request for funds as a matter of highest
prierity 7

Because of the new threat posed by Soviet pos-
session of atomicweapons, research and develop-
ment for air defense was also given increased
emphasis. Budget-wise, the fiscal year 1951 ap-
propriations for airr defense constituted 14 per-
cent of the total USAF research and development
appropriations, contrasted with only six percent
for the previous fiscal year.?® Also, acceleration
of fighter aureraft procurement was ordered, this

*Smce Whitehead’s racommendations ranged from ‘¢a??
to ‘4, ! thus letter was referred to withan the Directo-
rate of Plans and QOperations as the “‘ax' letter (in-
terview with Col, T.J. Dayhareh, Military Representa-
tive, Permanent Yomnt Board on Defense, 22 Mar 56).
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increased procurement to be brought about by
means of amendment to the fiscal year 1950 pro-
curement program.? And, mn order to use more
effectively any improvements which were made,
negotiations with Canada for agreements to ex-
tend the air defense system northward were
spurred on duning this period.* All of these ac-
tiong indicated that, aithough the stmategic
strikng force still retained priority, air defense
wastat last bemng accorded much greater empha-
sis.

The Effect of Hostilities in Korea

The invasion of the Republic of Korea by the
North Korean Communists on 25 June 1950 em-
phasized the need for the best possible cont:-
nental air defense system. Since the Umted
States, acting as a member of the United Nations,
immediately moved fo halt the aggression, the
resulting military action greatly increased the
possibility of a third World War. With hostilities
actually taking place, a major conflict between
two nations armed with atomic weapons might
easily be touched off by accident. No longer
could the nation tolerate weak and halting efforts
which produced only an ineffective air defense
system.

The existence of hostilities in the Far East
posed many new problemrs for USAF. Actual com-
bat meant that fighting units would have to be
accorded first priority in personnel and equip-
ment, Moreover, additional combat units were
needed immediately for, although the strength of
the Air Force ostensibly was 48 wings, only 45
were in being.ﬁHence, the initial Air Force ex-

*See betow rpe 140-41, Headeuarters USAE also em-

phasized planning for the air defense of Strategic A
Command bases overseas (Hist Hq USAF, 1 Jul 49-3C
un 50, pr 32)s

General Whitehead was undoubtadly overenthusiastic
when he informed his Air Force commsenders in March
that General Vendenberg and the Air Staff had come ta
realize that sir defense had become ‘‘the most impor-
tant mission assigned to the USAF.” Nothing in Head.
quarters USAF cortespondence would indicate theat
defense against air attack had replaced retaliation as
the priorzty-mission of the Air Force (Itr, Hq ConAC
to all Air Force commanders, 4 Mar 5¢, 1n ADC Specicl
Historieal Study, The Air Defense of Atomic Energy
%!;tauations, March 1946G-December 1952, supp doc

TTAFR2O-15, Organization of the Air Force Combat
Wings, isszed 13 December 1948, designated the wing
rather than the group as the basie operational unit of
the USAF. A wing was composed of a combat group
and its supporting elements.

pansion to 58 wings was intended to fill the Far
East Air Forces (FEAF) requirements. Personnel
for this expansion had to come from all sources—
volunteers, the draft, the AirNational Guard, and
the Air Resetve, while avatlable equipment was
of World War II vintage. For the moment, little
could be done to augment the air defense system
1n personnel or materiel.¥

Although FEAF was given priority in matters
of personnel and meteriel, the air defense system
benefited m other ways. ConAC immediately
placed the AC&W network on 24-hour operations
which, however, later had to be abandoned.®®
Also, control of air traffic was made easier.
ConAC had been authorized to begin armed inter-
ception in certain areas cn 8 Apnl 1950.7 Now
that the danger of air attack had increased, it
was imperative that the air defense forces be
allowed to carty out active defense operations
wherever required. Such operations entailed the
control of air traffic for purposes of identifice-
tion and, if necessary, interception.” There-
fore, shertly after the outbreak of hostilities, Air
Defenseldentification Zones (ADIZ) were created
in the most vital areas. Within these zones all
military amrcraft were requured, and civil aircraft
were requested, to file flight plans as an aid to
ident1fication.® In addition, on 24 August, Presi-
dent Truman approved a USAF policy statement
which petmitted active defense operations, The
Commandmg General of ConAC was authorized
to destroy amwcraft in flaight wathin the sovereign
boundaries of the United States which commit hostile
acts, which are manifestly hostile in intent, or which
bear the militaty insigmia of the USSR, unless prop-
erly cleared or obvicusly 1n distress,>
By September Congress had established a legal
basis for air traffic control by its passage of
Public Law 778. Henceforth, the govemnment
had the power to repulate civil aircreft and to

="Iud.i.catr.we of the increased interest in air defense
within the Defense Department was Secretary of the
Air FPorce Thomas K, Finleiter's request eerly mn
August for a requurements study by the Aar Staff. This
study was to show what would be needed, “‘regard.
less of cost,’”’ to realize as close to a 100% Ikill po-
tentral as possible against enemy bombers, According
to a staff officer, Finletter actually desired a ‘‘Man-
hattan-type project’? for aur defense (memo for DCS/0
from Col. W,S, Steei, Spec Ml Asst to OSAF, sub);
Requirements for Air Defense of the United States, 9
Aug 50, in OPD 373.24 (3 May 46) sec 3)

1‘Sae ahove p. 3L

For s atudy of the identification problem ses: ADC
HS-3, The Identification Problem in the Aiwr Defense
of the Umted States, 1946-1955.
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require the filing of flight plans by civilians
within the ADIZ ’s.3® As a result of these actions,
air traffic cantrol for purposes of identification
was made more effective and air defense forces
could thereafter undertake sctive operations any-
where in the United States without necessanly
waiting for a hostile act to take place.

Although the air defense commander now pos-
sessed authority to institute active aw defense
coperations, this authonty meant hittle if he did
not possess en adequate mterceptor force. Such
a force was not m existence m mid-1950, On 2
March 1950, Headquarters USAF had presented
its recommendations in regard to air defense to
the Jomt Chiefs of Staff, This “Package Pres-
entation’’ stated the mmimum acceptable force
requurements needed by the Air Fotce to camy
out the air defense mission.* One of the most
important of the USAF recommendations called
for 61 squadrons of interceptors to be deployed
at 52 bases,™

Even if apptoved by the JCS, thig ‘‘Package
Plan’ would not produce interceptors immeds:-
ately. Therefore, in an attempt to make better
use of its available aircraft, shortly before the
outbreak of Korean hostilities, ConAC had sub-
mitted to Headquarters USAF a plan for the re-
deployment of its fighter squadrons. ConAC had
experienced difficulty under the existing wmg-
base orgamizational shucture i deploying to
best advantage the few fighter squadrong at its
disposal. Squadrons had been located at the
same base as their wing headquarters. The
ConAC plan would allow greater dispersal by
deploying the three fighter squadrons of each
wimg at bases separate from the wing headquat-
ters. If its proposal received approval, ConAC
planned to deployts 23 squadrons on 14 bases.?
Headquarters USAF approved the plan tempo-
ranily but informed ConAC that a permanent
change of that nature would necessitate JC§ ap-
proval, By the middle of July this deployment
had been completed.’®

*

Two Air Force goals were being discussed at this
time, In the 58-wing program, 35 squadrons of inter-
ceptors were planned, while 1n the 69-wing program,
48 squadrons were included, When the Chinese Come
minists entered the Eorean straggle, the USAF raised
its goal to 95 wings including 61 squadrons of inter-
ceptors (Hist ConAC, 1 Jul-31 Dec 50, pp. 73-74;
Semiannual Repert of the Secretary of the Air Force,
1 Jan-30 Jun 51, p. 200).

Federalization of the Air National Guard™

Although this dispersal would result 1n a more
effective wse of the fighter forces, the Korean
confliet emphasized the mnadequacy of contr
nental-besed intefceptor forces, The only immedi-
ately available source of additional fiphter units
was the Air National Guard. Since the establish-
ment of the Air Defense Command early in 1946
the role of the Air National Guard in air defense
had been of much concem to the Air Force, It
had been necessary for ADC to mclude ANG
units mn its aw defense plams, yet scant rehance
could be placed on the units, This situation was
not the fault of the Axr Force, as The New York
Times’ military analyst Hanson W. Baldwm had
pointed out, “‘but 1s part and parcel of the
country’s postwarmilitary policy, which 1s based
fundamentally upon the mamtenance of relatively
small professional forces backed up by large
semi-tramned part-time forces.'™” According to
Baldwin, the A Force was handicapped in its
rehiance on the ANG because ANG personnel
were “weelrend warriors” who ‘‘despite all the
will in the world—cannot be instantly ready for
action in anemetgency, as any efficient air force
must in the atomic age.'™® Moreover, the ANG
was hampered by obsolete equipment, cumber-
some mobilization procedures, and the fact that
ADC had no control over ANG units in peace-
time except for training,

Despite these shortcomings and handicaps, in
December 1947 Headquarters USAF had desig-
nated the ANG as General Stratemeyer’s major
source of air defense strength,®® and 1n 1949,
USAF was depending upon the ANG to supply
approximately 70 percent of the mnterceptors for
1ts contmental defense M-day force.*® ‘That this
reliance was, at best, uncertain, was indicated
by an estimate made late in 1949 that it would
take from three days to two weeks to bring the
ANG mto service.®

The greatest obstacle to the use of the Air
National Guard in air defense was inherent in
its very structure, The ANG was under the con-
trol of the various states and therefore outside
of the authority of the Air Force. Without an
ANG capable of performing its mission of aug-

*For & study of the roie of the Air National Guard in
air defense see; ADC HS-5, Emergency Air Defense
Forces, 1946-1054, passim,
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menting ADC—which could not be done without
Ait Force control of ANG units—the value of the
ANG to the air defense system was limited. Be-
¢ause congressional action was required to brng
about any change, several attempts by Head-
quarters USAF to clarify the statws of the ANG
were unsuccessful m 1948 and 1949. Immedi-
ately followmng the entrance of the nation in the
Korean action, however, Congress acted to make
use of the ANG. On 30 June President Tmman
was autharized by the 81st Congress to call mnto
active sewvice for not more than twenty-one
months any member or unit of the Reserve Forces!?

Despite this legislation, which ConAC be-
lieved would provide ‘‘a basis for more realistic
planning for the atilization of ANG fighter unats
for air defense,” no immediate increase in
fighter strength for the air defense system re-
sulted. Mereover, according to exrsting plans,
the air defense fotces would not have 35 regu-
lar air force squadrons until the end of Juns
1951. To General Whitehead, this increase was
too slow and, 1n July 1950, he proposed that
Headquarters USAF authorize at ence a partial
mobilization of the ANG. Whitehead recom-
mended that 20 ANG squadrons be called to
active duty and agsigned to sir defenses.* Head-
quarters USAF considered such a step inadvisa-
ble at that time because the addition of the 12
regular air force fighter squadrons scheduled
for deployment in fiscal year 1951 to the 23
squadrons of ConAC fighters already deployed
on 14 bases was sufficient to maintain the air
defense system. Furthermore, such action would
have to be deferred while completion of the radar
net before 1 July 1951 was bemg pushed *

Genera}l Whitehead also asked Headquarters
USAF for the delegation of mobilization aurhozity
down fo the DefenseForce level. If this authomnty
were granted, ANG units could be brought imte
action much more quickly. Again Whitehead’s
tequest was refused. At that time the Secretary
of the Air Force decided to retain mobilization
authority %

The situation in Korea soon forced a recoxn-
sideration of the Air Force’s position on federal-
jzation and mobilization authonty, Although the
United Nations forces met with considerable
success during the opening months of the cam-
paign, the entrance of the Chinese Communists
into the struggle early in November altered the
military picture and forced the UN on the de-

fensive., In view of this new threat the air de-
fense system had to be strengthened and in De-
cember General Whitehead asked that his requests
for mobilization authority and for federalization
of ANG squadrons be reconsidered. For immedi-
ate federalization he listed 15 squadrons. Also
he designated¢ 23 other squadrons which, al-
though available, should not be federalized until
adequate housmg end operaticnal facilities were
available. These ANG squadrons would be mn
addition to the regular air force units scheduled
for activation i the USAF expansion program.*
In January both requests were granted. Hence-
forth, the air defemse commander could issue
mobilization orders and federalization of the
farst 15 squadrons was scheduled for 1 Febnaty
1951. Before the end of 1930, however, White-
head requested federalization of the other 23
squadrons which would give ConAC the 61 squad-
rons it eonsidered the minimum for an adequate
air defense. By 1 March 1951 all but 16 ANG
fighter squadrons had been federalized and those
squadrons were programmed for air defense®
All available mnterceptor forces had been at last
placed in the active air defense system.

Reestablishment of the Air Defense Command

Continental Air Command had been created
fate in 1948 in part to permit more economical
and efficient use of the available air defense and
ground support units. No other course was open
for, as long as the bulk of USAF resources was
devoted to the strategic air force, not enough re-
mained to provide for two other major commands,
Air Defense Command and Tactical Air Com-
mand.¥ Therefore, those commands were reduced
to “operational’’ status underConAC, In addition
to the assignment of the air defense and tactical
ar missions, the new command was also ziven a
number of lesser responsibilities.

When events of 1949-1950 forecast an expansion
of the Air Force, the inadequacy of this command
arrangement became obvious. Because of the
many missions assigned to his command, General
Whitehead found it impossible to devote attention
to the air defense and tactical air functions com-
mensurate with their growing importance, T4 Also,

="See above p, 28.

The tactical air mission received increased emphasis
dunng 1949-1950 as a result of the B-36 inveshgation
and weesknesses indicated in joint exercrses PORTREX
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the increasing emphasis placed on the develop-
ment of fighter aircraft designed specifically for
the air defense or ground support roles mdicated
that, at some future date, 1¥ would be necessary
to dwvide ConAC anto 1ts component parts,®

Because of its unwieldy composition and the
vanety of its missions, ConAC organmized an 1n-
ternal structure to supervise the available forces
and to control them in possible air battles. For
air defense, two operational headquarters (Aur
Defense Forces) and a number of air divisions
were created under Headquarters ConAC. The Air
Defense Forces, Eastern end Westem, were to
have responsibility for air defense east and west
of the 103° menidian, With the activation of EADF
and WADF on 1 September 1949, Headquarters,
ADC was reduced to record status leaving the
responsibility for air defense with General White-
head.®

While these organizational changes were
taking place, the Air Staff in Headquarters
USAF, begmning 1n the fall of 1940, studied
the problem cof increasing the emphasis on air
deferse and tactical ampower.” These studies
revived a proposal which had been made pen-
cdically since the end of World Wer Il-that a
unified defease or wnified aic defense command be
established. As had been the case previously,
these discussions, which continued throughout
1950, ind:cated that the Defense Department was
rot ready for such a step., Neather interservice
agreement nor unanumity within the Air Force
existed on the necessity for a unified organiza
tion.®* Nevertheless, Headgarters USAF orig-
nated a reorganization pfan and submitted it to
ConAC for comment. In response, ConAC pro-
posed the establishment of 2 *‘Combat Command”
having the air defense and tactical air missions.
ConAC wonld retain its other assigned missrons.
This new command and its subordinate commands,
which would be EADF, WADF, and TAC, would
have administtative and operational control over
assigned umts. Because of the shortage of per-
sonngl, the plan was not approved by Headquarters
USAF.%

and SWARMER (these exercises are discussed in:
USAFHS-80, Air Force Participation 1n Joint Army-Aur
Force Trainmng Exercises, 1947-1950, chap 3; USAFHS.
94, Air Force Participation in Jowmt Amphibious Train-
ing Exercises, 1946-1950, chaps 3 & 4).

*
See below, chap VIL

ConAC then submitted a planfor an internal re-
organization. By this plan recewed by Head-
quarters USAF in April 1950 both administrative
and operational responsibilities would be assigned
to the headguarters of the Air Defense Forces
and Tactical Air Command. All of ConAC’s regu-
lar aixr force combat nnits would be reassigned to
the Air Defense Forces or TAC, leavang ConAC
free to concentrate on the tramning and suppott of
reserve activities and the other miscellaneous
functions assigned to the command. ConAC would
continue to exercise supervision over the air
forces and to act as over-all plannmg agency for
ait defease of the continental United States.®
Since this reorganization could be accomplished
with no increase i1n personnel, Headguarters
USAF approved m May5® In July, CamAC was
finally relieved of several minor responsibilities
by transfer to other commands. As a result of this
teorganization, Headquarters, ADC was abolished,
ConAC retained primary responsibility for ar
defense, while the Eastern and Western Arr De-
fense Forces became seilf-sufficient organiza-
tions with administrative and operational control
over air defense units.>”

Shortly atter ConAC’s reorganization was ap-
proved, the Korean hostilities increased the em-
phasis on 1ts air defense mission. A need for a
separate command for air defense was strongly
indicated. Furthermore, the anticipated expansion
of the Axr Force promised to alleviate the person-
nel shortage which had mitigated aganst the
formation of such a command earlier in the year.
Now both General Whitehead and Headquarters
USAF pressed for action on reorganization. By
20 October 1950, General Vandenberg had suh-
mitted a memorandum to the JC§ proposing a
unified Arr Deferse Command. General Nathan F.
Twining, Vice Chief of Staff, explained to Gen-
eral Whitehead that such a command would be
supported by the USAF if the Army and Navy
were willing to assign forces to the command
commensurate in size to the Air Force contribu-
tion. If the other services offered only token
forces, however, the A Force would press for
the type of command recommended by ConAC %

General Whitehead responded immediately with
a renewal of his recommendation for an Air De-
fense Command separate from ConAC. He pomted
out that the new commeand should be set up by 1

January 1951 for :

Beginning the first of the year, 1951, some of our
permanent radar sites become operative, Dunng the
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course of the year, many additional new sites wall
come into being, Over the same period of time, twelve
additional Air Defense fighter squadrons are pro-
grammed for activation, To be sure that these activi-
ties receive adequate, undivided attention and super-
vision, the Hq Air Defense Command should ke
organizedimmediately and a permanent site designatad
for its headeuarters, ?

This time Whitehead’s proposal was speedily
approved. Undoubtedly the delay of the Joint
Chiefs in considering the plan for a unified com-
mand and the increasing importance of the anr de-
fense and tactical air functions spurred Hewd-
guarters USAF to action. On 10 November 1550
the Air Deferse Command* and Tactical Awr Com-

mand were redesignated major USAF commands.*®

=.‘ADC: was ‘‘re-established" on 1 January 1951 ead
was in operation 1n 1ts new location, Ent Air Force

In accordance with the recommendations of
General Whitehead—designated as commander of
the new organization—the Air Defense Eommand
was assigned but one mission, * It was to provide
for the air defense of the United States.™ Hence-
forth, air defense would take its place as one of
the most important missions of the usar.t

Base, Colorade Springs, Colorade, by 8 January (Itr,
Whitehead to T'wining, 10 Jan 51, in ECRC Hq ADC
File 312, Commanding General 1 Jan-15 Oct 51).

*The Tactical Air Command was elso accorded one
mission while ConAC retained the remamnder of the
many miscsions it had been assigned.

The status of ADC and ‘TAC were made legal by
Congress in September 1951, Thereafter their exis-
tence could be threatened only by congressional
action (65 Stat, 532).
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CHAPTER V

COMPLETION OF THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

As early as 1945, AAT leaders, including Com-
manding Genetal Henry H. Armold, had warned
that a future war probably would be opened by a
surprise air attack or the continental United
States. Primary responsibility for countenng
such an arr attack and for striking back through
the air 1n sufficient force to assure victory
belonged to the Ammy Air Forces. Since such a
war would be of extremely short duration—
possibly a matter of days—offensive and defensive
awr forces had to be in existence, ready to oper-
ate at any ttme. Thus, air force planners became
increasingly aware during the postwar years that
mere possession of the vanous weapons and
supporting elements would not be sufficient.
What was needed was a weapon system that
would combine all elements around an aircraft.
The air arm could perform 1ts basic missions only
by employing the vanous elements in a strategic,
tactical, or air defense weapon system. Such a
weapon system, of course, could not become a
reality until the required elements were developed. ?

Although its actual implementation was for the
future, the influence of the weapon system con-
cept could be seen i organizef onal changes
made by Headquarters USAF in 1950. Since
development of the weapon system elements would
increase the importance of the mwle of the
scientists, & new staff organization under a
Deputy Chief of Staff for Development was formed.
Established 1n Januaty 1950 under Maj. Gen.
Gordon P, Saville, DCS/Deveiopment was given
chief responsibility for the development of the
weapon system concept. This orgenizational
change was followed by the formation of the Air

*

One committee reported to Headquarters USAF that a
weapon system is ‘‘the complete combat awplane in-
cluding its armament and inciudmeg any speciat ground
based flight or firing confrol egmipment that will be
used as a functional item in accomplishing the mis-
sien’’ (Hist Hq USAF, 1 Jul 50-30 Jun 51, p. 38n).

37

Research and Development Command and several
other tnstallations devoted to tesearch and
develcpment, ** As a result of these innovations,
Air Force research and development were central-
ized under one directorate through which scientific
research and development and military necessity
could be closely correlated.

Emphasis on the weapon system concept
promised great 1mprovement in national defense
for the future. However, in air defense, until
such a system was developed, USAF would have
to depend on an aur defense composed of those
elements on hand or procurable 1n a reasonable
length of me. Thus, Headquarters USAF planned
that during the decade 1950-1960 the air defense
system would constst of @ manually operated Air-
craft Control and Wammng system operating with
manned allweather mterceptors. Of necessify,
these elements would be supported by a Ground
Observer Corps and Antiairéraft Artillery, Toward
the end of the decade, automatic interception
might be possible and gnided missiles wouid he
taking their place 1n the system.® By the middle
of 1954, much progress had been made 1n 1mprov-
g each of these elements and welding them
together 1nto an intenm system.

The Radar Sysfem

Completing the Permanent System

The Air Force requitements for a radar net
wotk had been stated in the ill-fated Project
SUPREMACY n 1947.1 Following the failure of
Congress to act on SUPREMACY, the Air Force

*These orgamzations included the Arnold Engineering
Pevelopment Centet, the Special Weapons Command,
and the Joint Long Range Proving Ground. These in-
novations were recommended by & Scientific Advisory
Board committee headed by Dr. Lowms N. Ridenour.
The committee reported 1n September 1949 (USAF,
R&D Quarterly Review, 30 Jun 51, p. 89),

1'See above, pp. 11-12,

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

38 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

had substituted what it called the “Modified
Program® (Interim Program plus the First Augmen-
tahon). The Modified Program did not fulfall Air
Force radar requirements but did represent the
minimum acceptable radar network. As approved
by Congress in March 1949, the Modified Program
called for & Permanent System of 75 radar statrons
and 10 control centers in the continental United
States, *

Despite the relatively modest scope of the
Modified Program, it was not scheduled for com-
plete implementation until 1952 In the meantime,
some radar for defense and training was required.
Therefore, in 1948, the Air Force undertook the
establishment of a temporary network (L ASHUP),
which was to consist of available radar sets
sited on govemment-owned land in four vital
areas (Northeast, Northwest, Albuquerque, and
the West Coast). Although it was recogmzed that
LASHUP would afford little actual protection, it
would serve as a means for training radar person-
nel. By mid-1950 the 44 radar stations of the
LASHUP network were aperational.

Meanwhile, construction of the Pemmanznt
System was pogressing slowly. P attially because
of the Department of Defense economy program of
1949, congressional approval of the program was
not accompanied by appropriation of the
$85,500,000 called for 'in the measure. Siting
work had been undertaken by the Air Defense
Command as soon as congressional authority had
been given but little else could be done without
funds. Tt Finally, in the fail of 1949, the Alr
Fosce was authorized to divert $50,000,000 from
other sources for the Permanent System. This
action was followed by the designation of 24 of
the 85 permanent sites as a first pdority group
with a target date for completion of 1 July 1951
A deadline of 1 July 1952 was set for completion
of the 85 sites of the Permanent System.

The Soviet atomic explosion in August 1943
caused the Air Force to revise its estimates of
Russian capabilities. For purposes of Air Force

*Also inclyded in the Modified Program were ten
radar stations and one control center for Alaska.

TSee shove, pp. 25-26.

11 Aprit 1049, following a study by General Savifle,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff placed the AC&W program ac
the firsttem n the Public Works construction schedule,
Such a prionty mehnt little, however, 1f funds were
not made available (memo for record, Lt Col. W.C,
Odell, Hq USA¥, P&O, in Case Hist ACLW System,
doc 157).

planming, the date that Russia could attack the
Umted States was advanced from 1953 to 1950,
Therefore, USAF accelerated the installation of
LASHUP,* Also, in March 1950, the completion
date for the first priority group of 24 permanent
stations was advanced to 31 December 1950.%

At the same time that USAF was taking this
action, General Whitehead was pressing Head-
quarters USAF to accelerate the air defense
program.! Among Whitehead’'s recommendations
was onie to speed up construction of the permanent
radar sites.® In reply General Vandenberg pointed
out several factors that might delay an acceler-
ation program. If site selections were not, com-
pleted by Whitehead’s command on schedule,
construction would be tetarded. Furthermore,
additiopal funds and authorization were heing
requested from Congress; unfavorable action on
these requests would impede progress. However,
Vandenberg assured Whitehead that Headquarters
USAF was doing afl that it could, within its
means, to speed up the radar construction program.”

The beginning of a “*hot war’’ in Korea in June
1950 made an acceleration of the construction
program imperative and early in July, Secretary of
the Air Force Thomas K, Finletter sent the Defense
Department a plan to speed up the AC&W network
construction. Finletter’s plan called for expe-
dition of the program with funds available, on the
agsumphion that the remamnder of the money voted
by Congress in 1949 would be included in-fiscal
vear 1951 appropriations. Steps were to be taken
to avoid bottlenecks and all Headquarters USAF
staff agencies were requested to cooperate in the
program.

Congressional interest in acceleration of the
program was also indicated by a request from Carl
Vinson (D-Ga.), Chairman of the House Armed
Services Committee, for periodic progress reports.
Specifically, Vinson wanted a report from the
Department of the Air Force immediately after 31
December 1950 on the status of the 24 prioidty
stations scheduled for completion by that date.®
Congressional interest was further indicated by
the appointment of subcommittees—in the House
under Vinson and in the Senate under Lyndon
Johnson (D-Tex.}-to monitor the AC&W program.
The Vinson subcommittee told the Air Force fo
push the radar buldup because “‘progress had not

l'L,See above, p. 30,
See above, p. 31-32.
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been sufficient in the light of existing world con-
ditions, "

Alfhough Finletter’s plan was not acted upon,
earlly in August the Vinson subcommittee was
informed by Bng Gen. George J. Nold, Chief of
Engineers, that for an additional $2,500,000 the
completion {beneficial occupancy®) of the first
pnionty group might be advanced to 1 November
1950.!° However, General Nold also stated, that
in any event, all of the 24 stations would not be
fully completed by the end of the year Instead,
the Air Force would have beneficial occupancy
by 31 December. Actually, construction schedules
indicated that it would be from cne to three months
after the end of 1950 before the 24 pnionty sites
conld be completed.’ In effect, this was a return
to the original target date of 1 March 1951. As a
result, on 30 August 1950, Secretary Finletter
authorized an expedited program forall 84 sites.
in the Permanent System.}?

Early in OQOctober Undersecretary of the Aur
Force Johr A, McCone mformed the Vinson sub-
committee that the 24 stations would be “in com-
plete operation, with trained men there and every-
thing going,’ by not later than 1 March 195L.** By
November, that date was officiaily designated as
the target date once again, while the date for the
completion of the entire radar network remaned
as 1 July 1951.14

Despite the efforts of the Department of the
Air Force—as well as those of a civilian expe-
diting group®—these estimates and target dates
proved overly optimistic. Stnkes and threats of
strikes slowed down progress both at the com
stmetion  sites and in the factories producing
constmetion material and radar equipment.t® Man-
power and materiel were required elsewhere

*Although there was some misunderstanding at thas
time withmn the Defense Department about the meaning
of the term ‘‘beneficial occupancy,” it apparently
meant that radar persoanel could occupy the sites and
begin installing equpment {memo for Cluef of Staif
from Maj, Gen. F.H. Gnswold, Asst DCS/Materiel,
subj: Mr. McCone'’s Testimony Regarding the Radar
Fence, 20 Oct 50, an DRB C/$ Files 1950, 27101~
27200). Later beneficial occupancy was defined as
the stage of construction when the operations bulding
was complete and installation of techmcal aquipment
could begin (ADC Hist Repott 2, doc 1),

1'I‘he Interim Program plus First Augmentation had

called for 75 radar stations and 10 control centers, &

total of B5 installations, By 1950 the total discussed

in Headquarters USAF was 84, However, 1n December

1950 a control center was added to the program bring-

;nig t.he6 ;;tal back to 85 (Hist OSAF, 1 Jul 50-31 Mar
3 Be .

because of the demands of the Korean action.}”
Furthermore, spare parts and mantenance pats
were not available when the first of the 84 sites
wag ready for operation,!®

All of these factors entered into the delay yet
probably the most important reason was a change
in Air Force plans for employment of the radar
equipment. McCone’s commitment of the Air Force
to 1 March 1951 as a completion date was based
on aplan to transfer LASHUP radar equipment to
permanent sites as goon as construction was com-
pleted, Because of the intemational situation,
this plan was abandoned in December, 1950. The
Air Force decided that rader coverage should not
be lost while equipment was being transferred,?®
Therefore, the L ASHUP sites would remain oper
atiorral until the new stations were completed.
This decision meant that the permanent sites
would have to wait for new equpment before
actual operations could begin. Since completion
would thereby be delayed from one to four months,
the target date of 1 March 1951 was replaced by
completion ‘‘as soon as possible,”’%?

Despite the combined efforts of Headquarters
USAF and the Air Defense Command, the com-
pletion date for the permanent radar sites coh-
tinued to be postponed. By the end of January
1951 no station was operstional and the farget
date for the prionty sites had been set at 1
August 1951.** Thie date also proved too opti-
rmistic and, by fall, the completion date had been
reset as I March 19522% This protracted delay
was caused primarily by the shortage of equip-
ment for, by 28 February 1951, the first prionty
group of 24 stations was ready for beneficial
occupancy.¥ Later monthly reports indicated that
construction was being completed on schedule.®®

Because of the continned delay, by October the
status of the Permanent System again occupied
the attention of the Department of the Air Force.
Since the primary difficulty lay in the shortage of
radar equpment, Under Secretades of the Air
Force R. L. Gilpatric and Eugene M. Zuckert
recommended that the Joint Chiefs of Staff be
requested to grent the AC&W program an urgency

*ln onder to use and control properly the increasmng
air defense fooilities, ConAC propoced the establich-
ment of a Central Awr Defepse Force 1n md-1950,
Headguarters USAF turmed down the reguest at first
but, at the urgent request of ConAC, reconsidersd and
approved the proposzal, Central Air Defense Force
was sctivated 1 March 1051 (Hist CADF, 1 Mar30
Jun 51, p. 1)
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classification of ‘S which would give 1t a hugher
classification than overseas umts.” When the Air
Staff disagreed, Gilpatnc and Zuckert requested
the opinion of the Air Force Chief of Staff, General
Nathan F. Twining, on the need for achange in
priority.*®* General Twining also indicated dis-
agreement with the under secietaiies,®® and they
reluctantly abandoned the idea. Gilpatric now
accepted the delay in the establishment of the
Permanent System as a calculated nsk. Within
the existing prnorities, the Air Force would do
everything possible to accelerate the completion
of the radar statians,??

In the meantime, completion of the permanent
sites posed the problem of phasing over from the
LASHUP to the Permanent System with no loss
of detection capabihty. Iff some cases, LASHUP
stabons continued operations until Permanent
System stations could replace them 1o the netwotk.
In other imnstances, LASHUP equpment and
perscnnel were moved to the new sites to operate
untit new equpment arrived. Thus duting the
final stages of the creation of the Permanent
System, the radar network was composed of three
types of stations: LASHUP, LASHUP-Permanent,
and Permanent, Although th:s situation led to
some confusion, continuous radar coverage was
maintained,**

While site construction proceeded on an *-as
soon as possible’” basis, work on the Permenent
System continued into 1952. By the end of May,
construction was completed on the sites, and al]
85 stations were operational by the end of the
yearn® Thus by 13 Aprl 1953 the so-called
Permanent System, which at the time of 1ts
approval 1n 1949 was considered an interim system
and only the mimmum acceptable, was in place
and fully operational,

Radar Equipment for the Interim System

Efforts to complete the radar network anvolved
the procurement of radar equipment as well as
the construction of the sites. When the decision
was made to install the temporary LASHUP net-
work, the Air Force had no altemative but to use
the available radar equipment even though it was
of World War II vintage. For the most part, this
radar had insufficient range and lacked height-
finding equipment. Nevertheless, its use in the
temporary system afforded at least a modicum of
protection and traming facilities.

The need for improved radar for the postwar
period had been recognized before V-] Day. In

July 1945 the Continental Air Forces had recoms
mended the development of radar equpment
capable of detecting objects at a range of 1,000
miles, at an altstude of 200 miles, and at a speed
of 1,000 miles per hour® These charactenstics,
of course, were beyond the capabilities of the
radar art at that ime, Nevertheless, as Brig. Gen.
William F. McKee, Deputy for Operations 1n Head-
quarters, AAF, pointed out, military characteris-
tics for better radar than then available would be
written as soon as requirements were determined.
However, until better radar was produced, radar
defense plans would have to be based on the
equpment 10 being,*

By January 1946, military charactenstics had
been prepared in Headqarters, AAF for improved
radar equipment, and Headquarters, CAF had
drawn up plans for a radar defense based upon
such advanced equipment.®* Ejen though CAF’'s
plan recewved some favorsble consideration,
Headquarters, AAF, Plans issued a reminder to
the command that radar defense planning had to
based on the available equipment.?? From these
discussions emanated a difference of opinion
within Headquarters, AAF (and later between AAF
and the Scientific Advisory Board) as to whether
an zir defense system chould be established with
the equpment on hand or be delayed until more
modern equipment was developed.* Late in 1947
the preparation of Project SUPREMACY indicated
that the A Fotce had decided to proceed with
the avalable e quipment.

Meanwhile, concrete steps had been taken to
inbiate the production of better radar equipment,
In the immediate postwar period, the World War II
radars onhand included the AN/CPS-1, AN/CPS-5,
and a handful of AN/CPS-6’s for early warnng!
and the AN/CPS&4 for height-finding. These sets
were of little value agamnst jet propelled aircraft
or even the faster conventonal arcraft of the
perod. Therefore, :n md-1946 Air Force officaals,
1n a conference with several leading electronics
manufacturers, explained the need for improved
search radar, The menufacturers were 1nvited to
express their mterest in the problem.*

By 1947 bids had been submitted and chatac-
tentsties had been agreed upon for an improved

*
8ee abave, pp 9-11.

These awr transportable radar sets provided primarily
range and azmmmth information, Only the CPS3-1 was
used m combat n World War 1L
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{mainly by addition of a height-finder) version of
the AN/CP&6, called the AN/CPS-6B.* A jount
development-production contract for 15 sets was
let with General Electric. Delivery of the first
set was scheduled for Febmary 1949 and for the
remaining 15 sets by December 1949.** Shortly
thereafter, production of the AN/FPS-3,T anim-
proved version of the AN/CPS-5, was awarded to
the Bendix Corporatton with delivery of the first
set scheduled for the summer of 1949 andcomplete
delivery for 1 April 1950.3° The CPS-6B and FPS-3
were destined to be the basic search radars for
the Permanent System.

Since these radars still fell short of futur=
requirements, the Air Force enlisted the aid of
several civilian groups to make certain that the
research and development effort would produce
the required equipment. In December 1946, Genersl
Car] Spaatz, Commanding General AAF, had
called upon the Scientific Advisory Board for aid
either in forming a special panel to study air
defense or 1n recommending another group for the
task. Spaatz pointed out that providing for a
complete zir defense system was “‘a costly undex-
taking in fime and funds,’’ and therefore the AAF
could not afford to implement an ill-considered
plan. Posing a series of questions, he asked, for
example, what type of radars would be on hand
and what type would be needed in the future.®” As
a result of Spaatz’s letter, the RAND Corporation
was requested to make a complete study of the
active defense of the United States apanst air
attack.

The Research and Development Board (RDB)
was also studying the air defense system from
the standpoint of radar equipment. In December
1947, General Vandenberg had asked Dr. Vannevar
Bush, chairmaa of the board, for advice on the
radar phase of SUPREMACY. Vandenberg hed
explained that the radar equpment planned for in
SUPREMACY, installation of which was to be
completed by 31 December 1952, was of World
War II vintage and, as soon as possible, had to
be replaced with improved equipment The Air
Force was greatly concemed about the develop-

*The CPS-6B is an S-band radar syctem, air trano-
portable, for early warming, ground controlled inter-
ception, and general air traffic control, It has height
Ander

TA fixed radar set which has long range end high
power. The FPS-3 hes a range of 325 miles, more
. than twice that of the CP5-6B.

ment of more medem radar, Vandenberg stated,
and Bush’s views on the current electronics and
develapment program were requested.’* Replymg
in May 1948 Bush informed the Chief of Staff that
the RDB had given preliminary consideration to
the research and development aspects of the air
defense system and had drawn up a program for
developing e quipment to detect aircraft and guded
missiles. This program could be accomplished
only if the USAF gave tesearch and development
its full support. Bush offered the support of the
board if needed by the Air Fotce in requesting
additional appropriations and personnel.*

By July 1948, acting on the recommendation of
the Research and Development Board, USAF’s
Director of Research and Development was able
to report to General Vandenberg that emphasis
was being placed on research and development
equal {o that accorded the operational aspects of
the air defense program.** Furthemore, in con-
junction wath the JCS review requested by Secre-
tary Forrestal, the RDB had cansidered
SUPREMACY in connection with ““the question of
proper research and development programs for the
evolution of more advanced equipment pertinent to
all aspects of ar defense.’”” The RDRB panel on
radar had conciuded, Dr Bush reported to
Forrestal, that no currently available early warmn-
ing equpment should be procured for use in the
air defense system since the panel members
believed that available radar was inadequate and
that minor modifications of the equpment would
not provide material impravement,*t

The panel’s conclusion revived the difference
of opinion in regard to the use of radar e quipment
in the air defense system. The divergent views
in Headquarters USAF had been reconciled and,
as indicated in Project SUPREMACY, the Aicr
Force took the posttion that there was an immedi-
ate requrement for an air defense 1n being and
that this air defense should be esteblished with
the available equipment, even though this equip
ment might be obsolescent. On the cther hand,
the panel members bhelieved that currenitly availa-
ble equipment was 1inadequate and therefore should
not be purchased for use 1n an AC&W network.
“The equipments . . . are useful for local defense
against aircraft of current types,’’ the panel con-
cluded, “but cannot comprise useful parts of a
system for early werning against the several
types of offensive weapons expected in the future.”’
In addition, the panel members felt that major
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procuremtent of the equipment then aveilable
would divert effort from the recommended research
and development program. General Fairchild, Vice
Chief of Staff, informed Secretary of the Air
Force Stuart Symington that the Air Force believed
the position of the panel to be incorrect. E stablish-
ment of an air defense in being with the equipment
on hand would not divert effort from the research
and development program. Fairchild stated that
Bagically, the Panel 12 saying that present equipment
15 not switable for use against probable future offensive
weapons. In thas they are wholly comect. The im-
pression given, Towever, 18 that present equipment 1s
almost wholly useless against enemy offensive weapons
m the immed:iate future. In this, the statement 1s not
correct. The apparent conflict ar:ses from a d#fference
in timing, The Ar Force requues an ‘‘air defense in
being” by 1952, while the Panel :s discuseing what
we hope to have 1n an awr defense system by 1957,

In 1ts efforts to obtain funds for the immediate
installation of radar equpment, the Air Force had
to take into consideration this belief as expressed
by the RDB panel.*

Regardless of diverse opinions on the feasi-
bility of the purchase of available radar equp-
ment, the Air Force decided to estsblish the
44-site LASHUP nefwork with the World War II
types on hand and to replace these sets later
with the more modern equipment of the larger
Permanent System. All told, 1t was planned that
the 75 permanent sites would consist of 26
AN/CPS-6B’s and 49 AN/FPS-3's* As seen
above, delivery of these improved sets had been
scheduled for early 1949,

From the beginnng the procurement program for
the CP3-6B and FP$3 radars was delayed. Al-
though 1mt1al delivery of the CP S-6B was scheduled
for February 1949, no gets had been delivered by
October, At that time,in view of the Soviet atomic
explosion, acceleration of the entire am defense
pIogram began.T This acceleration produced no
radar sets immediately but announcement was
made of a new delivery schedule which called for
the initial set 1n January 1950 and two sets each
month thereafter,**

The Soviet atomic explosion also had prompted
General Whitchead to begin to beseige Headquar-
ters USAF for action to improve the air defense
system.” T In addition, he called upon Lt Gen.

*Sse above pp. 23-25.
TSee above, pp. 29-31.
See shove; pp. 8132,

Benjamin W. Chidlaw, Commanding General, Au
Matertel Command, in March 1950 to ““buld a
fire under every one who has anythmg to do with
buying and bwlding the radars which go into the
[AC&W] sites.”’* Chidlaw assured ham that every
effort to expedite procurement of the radars would
be made.* And, mn Apnl, he informed Whitehead
that the firgt AN/CPS-6B had been delivered to
its radar site 1n the state of Washington.*?

This delivery ot an improved set did not mean
that the site became immediately operational.
Although Headquarters USAF appioved a proposat
from Headquarters ConAC to save time by per
forming the operational suitability testing of the
set at its permanent site, the delays which beset
the entire Permanent System also delayed the
testing,™® Consequently the set was not tested
as planned and no permanent stte wasoperationally
ready until March 1951.%

Throughout 1951 the completion of the remainder
of the Permanent System was held up largely by
the delay in procurement of the CPS-6B and
FPS-3 radars.®® Labor unon problems caused
delay 1n the last half of 1950.% Also, some manu-
facturers were reluctant to accord the production
of electronics equpment the emphasis needed if
production schedules were to be met.® Despite
the slippage 1n the program which resaited, USAF
decided in the fall of 1950 not to seek a chasge
in pnority but to place additional emphasis on
procurement and production of equpment, There~
fore, completion of the Permanent System was
geared to the availability of the new equipment.
Aswas expected,” further delays were encountered
and the 85 radar sites of the Permanent System
were not fully operational unt:l Apsil 1953.54

As mdicated above, the Air Force was under
o delusian when the decision was made to install
the temporary LASHUP radar network or the
Permanent System. The limitations of the radar
equpment, and any system composed of the
equipment, were well known. Therefore, while
the Permanent System was being installed, efforts

*A.mong the time-consuming aspects of the radar in-
statlation program were, s:te adaptation (3% months),
bid advertising (30 days); award of construction (45
days); construction (10 months for control center, 7-9
monthe for radar sites); installation of equipment (5
months); ‘‘shakedown’’ penod (4-6 months), integra-
tion into awr defense system (5-6 months). (Memo fot
tecord, Lt, Col, W.C. Odell, Headquarters USAF, P&O,
2 Msy 49, Case Hist AC&W System, doc 157.)
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to improve the equpment and the system were
undertaken. ¥

Late in 1949 the Scientific Advisory Board had
appointed the Air Defense Systems Engineenng
Commitiee (Valley Committee) to study the air
defense system aid make recommendations for
imprc.wemeﬂts.’r At first the Valley Committee
directed its study to long-range problems buf, by
late 1950, had turned its attention to the problem
of improving the existing radar equipment and the
Permanent System.”® Committee studies revealed
that available radars were not achieving the range
that they were designed to get, test equipment
was inadequate, spare parts were lacking, and
there was a shortage of trained personnel. These
findings were discussed with the Air Staff and
the Air Defense Command®™ with the result that
the committee recommended thal the Westem
Electric Company {using the Bell Telephone
L aboratories) had the scientific and engineenng
“Lnow-how to improve the air defense system.”
Acting upon this recommendation, Headquarters
USAF signed a contract on 5 January 1951 with
the Westemn Electric Company. Primarily the cor-
tract for the project—Continental Air Defenss
System {(CADS)—placed emphasis on short-term
improvements to the Pemanent System. CADS
was not to he concerned with redesigning the
equipment,®®

Secretary of the Air Force Finletter, who was
“‘deeply concemed”’ over the USAF’s limited air
defenge capability, believed that the CADS proj-
ect would be an important step in improving the
air defense system.”® The office of the Chief of
Staff also believed the pmject worthwhile. All
staff sections were told to support CADS as much
as possible for according to Gen. Nathan Twining,
the Vice Chaef of Staff, the project could make a
“yery substantial contmbution to air defense
capability.?’*°

The CADS project began with a small group of
scientists, As soon as this proup had familiarzed
itself with the problem, other specialists, military
and civilian, were added.® By the end of 1951,
the project had proved of value with its *“trouble
shooting? activities.® From that time until it
compiied its fital report late in January 1954, the
CADS project made numerous recommendations

*For efforis tc develop better equipment and extend
the Permanent System see below, chapter VL

See ahove, p. 31.

for changes in the ground eavironment of the radar
networl. According to Headquarters ADC, many
of these recommendations were adopted hy the
command with & consequent improvement of the
interim air defense system.®

The Ground Obsetver Corps

At best theintenm early warning network, known
as the Permmanent System, afforded only the
mimmum acceptable radar coverage for the conti-
nental United States. Several defects, one of
which is inherent in radar, itself, existed in the
network. Radar operates on a line-of-sight princi-
ple and is not effective in long-range detection of
low-flying aireraft. Becanse of this characteristic
of radar, gaps in coverage are unavoudable in
mountainous terrain, Although it 1s conceivable
that a radar network might be constructed with
enough radar sets to avoid these gaps, the cost
would be excessive. Until radar sets become
avalable in quantity and quality to form a com-
plete radar ‘‘fence,’ the Air Forcehasno recourse
but to depend upon civilian ground observers to
fili the gaps.

The use of civilians on a voluntary basis in a
Ground Observer Comps (GOC) to augment the
radar network had been required during World War
I, Civilian response had been satisfactory as
long as air attacks on the continental United
States seemed possible and more than 6,000
observer posts, with the necessary filter and in-
formation centers, were manned by civilians during
the war. The effectiveness of the GOC was, of
course, never tested against hostile air raids.
Nevertheless, as indicated by two postwar civil
defense reports which mcluded discussmons of a
GOC, it was expected that civihans would be
used as an integral part of the peacetime ar
defense system.

The first of these reports, that of the War De-
partment Civil Defense Board (Bull Repoit),*
jssued in February 1948, recognized the need for
a national civil defense but considered formation
of a civilian ground obssrver corps as an Air
Force responsibility and thus eliminated it as a
civil defense consideration,® The second report,
issued 1 October 1948 by the Office of Civil De-
fense Planning under Russell J. Hopley, disagreed
and stated that a civilian aircraft observer system

*Pre War Department Civil Defense Board was estab-

%sllzled 25 November 1946 under Maj, Gen. Harold R,
utl.
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should be established and orgamzed by the Office  the War Department were noted. Regardless, Col.
of Civil Defense with coordination and evaluation  John B. Cary of Stratemeyer's staff stated thathe
.« of the information gathered by the system a  did not consider the GOC to be a civil defense
responsibility of the Air Force.®® measure; provision for a GOC would be included

The expectation that civilians would be used  1n the revised short-term air defense plan.’ Thus,
in air defense was shated by the Air Defense  Air Defense Command continued to plan for
Command for according to the intemm mussion  ervilian participation m air defense in the
assigned to the command, it was to ‘‘co-ordinate  expectation that authority would be granted by
all passive means of air defense.’’ In order to  Headquarters USAF by the tame a Ground Observer
obtain autherity to include civilians 1n the air Comps was needed,
defense system, Stratemever asked Maj, Gen. Fmally Headquarters USAF specifically
b Lauris Norstad, the Deputy Chief of Staff, Oper  approved, for planning purposes, the mncluston of
b ations for a “carte blanche directive to solicit  civilians in the air defense system. In its state-
" assistance of civilian passive defense agencies  ment of air defense policies and procedures which
e as requred for air defense.””®® General Norstad was 1ssued in June 1949, Headquarters USAF
. replied on 13 June 1946 that it was not believed  declared that, in the interest of economy and
L desirable to have civilian agencies “‘actnally  conservation of manpower, a ground observer
active 1 an air defense system mn peace~time.” system would be manned by cwvilians on a part-
However, “adequate and workable’’ plans for time basis. The system would be organized and
{ integration of civilians into the system were to  maintained on a standby basis and its peacetime
|

be kept current and available,” Despite these operations would be limited to tests and exer
divergent views, ADC continued to assume ¢;5es™

civilian participation in arr defense because, as

Although specific authority for the orgamzation
General Stratemeyer stated in July 1946: &

of a Ground Observer Corps had not been granted

It will be necessary for the American public to realize by Headquarters USAF, Air Defense Command

that air defense of the United States cennot be secured and its successor, Continental Air Command
by the action of the Armed Forces alone, Continental b @ d ob .
Axr Defense will require preparations to mobihze the egan setling up a ground observer system. A

potentials of ciwvilians and industry to assist such de- test of the system in the Northeast was made 1n
fenses, They must also realize that neither time nor S ber 1949 3 s s
distance will shield them from the necessity of bemng eptember and many deficiencies were indi-

g:gﬂkﬁt mulie;ece:jt:me to co?:ﬂv{:th fti:: ﬂﬁm% ?f arr cated.” Therefore, ConAC requested Headquar-
c w e responsibility of the Air Defense .
Command to determine the necessity of eiviluan ters USAF to authonze the formation of a GOC

particzpalion 1n ax defense and when so determined to  1n those areas that were being defended against

- ii';;:ﬁ';:éeps as are necessary to secwe cwilien .0 4001 Also, ConAC asked that legislation
be sought from Congress to make the GOC an

According to Stratemeyer, ADC should be allowed official auxiliary of USAF.™

to determine the extent of civilian participation In February 1950 Headquarters USAF authortzed

and to prepare civilian agencies for their roles in  the formation of a GOC composed of volunteers

the aur defenze system.*” His interpretation of and specified that 1t would operate on a permanent

ADC’s internm mission was approved in general basis, Furthermore, Headquarters USAF stated

-

k by Headquarters, AAF, bat no specific directive that the legislation requested by ConAC would
vas forthcoming to cover actual civihan partici- be sought as soon as a detailed plan descnbing
pation in air defense, the GOC was furnished.™ Headquarters ConAC at

l Fuither efforts by ADC 1n the first half of 1947 once submitted the plan.’™
to obtam action on the use of civiliang in air Now that the requisite authority had been

defense were to no avail. In August of that year granted, ConAC immediately undertook the
Stratemeyer’s Chaef of Staff requested an opmion establishment of a Ground Observer Corps. The
' from Headquarters, AAF covenng the activation target date for the first phase of the system—about
S e of a Ground Observer Corps. The only speciftc 8,000 ground observer posts and 26 filter centers—
restriction that AAF could find was General was set at 1 July 1950, but, because of many
Noratad’s letter of 13 June 1946, However, some difficulties, resolution of most of which required
references which prohibited or appeared to pro- action by Headguarters USAF, several postpones
hibit the conduct of civil defense measures by ments were necessary. Despite publicity designed

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

46 DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

to interest sufficient volunteers to man the obser-
vation posts, the public was, 1n general, apathetic
to the needs of the GOC. The outhreak of the war
in Korea stimulated voluntecring somewhat but
interest was difficult to sustain. By the onginal
target date for the completion of the first phase
of the ground observer system, only 5 percent of
the proposed observer posts were manned.’® In-
creased publicity appeared to be the only method
of securing sufficient volunteers and Headquar-
ters USAF promsed to give wider publicity to
the GOC program.*?" However, apathy among
state officials often hindered publicity efforts
because recruiting of GOC personnel had to be
“on a mutual cooperation basis' between state
authorities and ConAC. Also, recruiting had to
be coordinated with the Office of Civil Defense
Liaison in the Office of the Secretary of Defensa. ™
Constant difficulty was encountered by USAF 1n
its attempts to recruit volunteers because the
Office of Civil Defenge Liatson had no authority
over state agencies and ConAC had no method of
exerting pressure on the states.

Another hinderance to the completion of the
GOC system arose because Headguarters USAF
had never issued ConAC detailed directives
delineating Air Force responsibilities in civil
defense and, consequently, ConAC had issued no
directives to 1ts subordinate air forces. This
deficiency was remedied in June 1950 when Head-
quarters USAF assigned mostof its responsibilities
in civil defense to ConAC, Included 1a these
responsibilities was: “‘Planmng and Operation of
an airctaft observer system involving use of
civilian volunteers as an augmentation of the
radar scteem ™" ConAC, in tum, assigned this
responsibility to the Air Defense Forces.*

Although +this assignment of responsibility
solved amajorproblem, otherdifficulties remained
There was a shortage of both civilian and milw
tary persannel for the 26 planned filter centers.
The military personnel problem was solved in
July 1950 with the assignment of one regular
officer and two airmen to full-time duty at each
center, but the number of civilians available

*In order to stimulate interest in the GOC program &c
well as to train personnel and evaluate the system,
EADF held an exercase which covered the Northeast
and Middle West mn November 1950. Although many
wezk ,spots were uncovered, the exercise was cor-
sidered a success because interest was stimulated
(EADF, Repott of Ground Observer Corps Exercise
4.5 November 1050, 27 Dec 50, in AUL M-36220-C).

temained dependent upon civilian interest in the
GOC. * Despite insufficient personnel, by the end
of 1950, considerable progtess had been made in
that the 26 filter centers were installed and oper
ating while 61 percent of the ground observer
posts were completely manned in EADF and 52
percent in WADF.*

Expansion of the ground observer system wéds
authonized on 30 March 1951 when the Secretary
of Defense approved a plan that called for the
establishment of some 11,400 cbservation posts
and 24 filter centers by 1 July 1955 This plan
was considered Phase II of the implementation of
the GOC.®

Although this progress was encouraging, the
Phase II target date was not met and the GOC
remained 1ncapable of propetly augmenting the
air defense system. During 1951 several civilian
groups reported on the deficiencies of the GOC.*
These repoirts bolstered the opinion of ADC that
two major requirements existed if the GOC was to
become an effective air defense element: a mgher
prionity for GOC equipment and around-the-clock
operation in the more vulnerable areas.* The
former change was made in December 1951 when
the Air Staff raised the support priority for the
Ground Observer Corps.®® With the solution of the
supply problem 1n sight, the second requirement
could be considered and, by March 1952, Head»
quarters USAF had zpproved ‘‘in principle’ the
placing of portiong of the GOC on twenty-four
hour operation.®

Operation SKYWATCH, as the 24-hour operation
was called, was scheduled to begin oa 17 May
19528 Ashadbeen predicted by General Chidlaw,
fuli-time operation of the GOC dunng peacetime
was not accepted without protest by civil defense
officials and the public.®® The day before the
operaticn was to stat, Secretary of Defense
Robett A. Lovett postponed SKYWATCH until
the Air Force could clarify the purpose and need
for such am innovation. To aid in this clarifi-
cation, USAF, ADC, and the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense conducted an extensive campalgn
in the summer of 1952 to convince civil defense
officials and the public of the 1mmediate need for

*In. order to improve the GOC coverape in sparsely
settled areas, the Department of Agriculture agreed to
make available the forestry sernce stations, as had
been done duning World War I (lir, Sec of Agriculture
(Brannan) to Sec of Defense, 6 Jul 50, in KCRC Hq
ADC File No. 381 National Defense 1 Jan-31 Ang 51).
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a full-time GOC.* These efforts looked promismg
and, on 14 July 1952, Operation SKYWATCH began.
In the vital areas of 27 states and the District of
Columbia, the Ground Observer Corps of 130,000
volunteers manning 6,000 observation posts and
32filter centersundertook continuons operation s,*°

With the supply problem alleviated and part of
the GOC on 24-kour duty,the Aixr Force conducted
an uninterrupted educational program throughout
the next two years. It was hoped that the public
would remain aware of the need for an effective
Ground Observer Corps, This awareness would,
in turn, stimulate volunteenng for observation
duty. The Air Force had only ‘‘fair®® success mn
the program. By 30 Apnl 1954, almost 350,000
volunteers were enrolled in the GOC, an mncrease
of about 70,000 over the previous year.”® Of these
350,000, however, only 130,000 were actively
participating :in the program.* These active
members manned 5,383 observation posts, a far
ery from the 16,000 posts deemed essential by the
Ayr Defense Command.® Although the framework
for a ground observer system was in being, the
GOC remained a weak element in the intenim axr
defense system.

The Fighter Force

Interim All-Weather Interceptors for Air Defense

The airframe which was to be the vital heart of
the defensive weapon system was under develop-
ment dunng the building of the Arrcraft Control
and Warning network., Since mummen generally
agreed that future air attacks would undoubtedly
be delivered at mpht or 1n bad weather, the
defensive weapon system had to operate 1n all
types of weather. Without an adequate all-weather
interceptot, the radarnetwork would be an 1neffec~
tive but expensive waming device,

The requirement for an all-weather interceptor
was influenced by AAF mght fighter experience
1n World War II. Although AAF night fighter oper-
ations did not achieve spectacular success during
the war (partially because the enemy offensive
capability had greatly diminished by the time
effecive mght fighters were 1an action), the
necessity for all-weatheroperations wasimpressed
on the AAF. Moreover, by 1944, an American

*At the end of July, 362,337 persons wete enrolled n
the GOC in contrast to the requred 995,983 observers.
Of the members enroiled, 147,693 were considered
active (ADC Command Data Bk, July 54, pp. 73, 75)

night fighter~the P-61-had been developed. * Ths
aircraft, called the “Black Widow,'” was the first
Allied aircraft designed specifically for night-
fighting.”

L ate an November 1945 the AAF approved mili-
tary characteristice for a jet-propelled aircraft as
a postwar successor to the P-61, At first the all-
weather 1nterceptor was conceived as an aircralt
that would be effective in daylight as well as at
night or during inclement weather. However, by
1946, Ma). Gen. Curtas LeMay, the Deputy Chief
of Staff for Research and Development, indicated
that this conception had been changed. Hence-
forth, because the heavy radarequpped all-
weather fighter would be no match for a small day
fighter, ‘‘ali-weather’’ was to mean primarly
night and/or inclement weather,® Military
characteristics were revised to conform to this
decision and designs for two expenimental all-
weather awrcraft, the XF-87 and- XF-89, were
selected for investigation.®®

Development of these arcraft would be slow
and, until such time as a jet all-weather inter-
ceptor became available, an intentm aircraft was
needed. In the immediate postwar period, the
P-61 had formed the bulk of the night fighter
force.*® As was expected, maneuvers held 11 the
Northwest early in 1948 had quickly confirmed 1ts
Iimitations. The aircraft was deemed of no tactical
value 1n defensive operations.’” To replace the
Black Widow while jets were being developed, the
P-82 ‘‘Twin Muaizug’ had been selected in
194697 By the end of 1948, some 235 of this
twin-engine, conventional interceptor were oper-
ational,*®

Since the P-82, like the P-61, was of no value
in daylight operations, jet models such as the
P-80 and P-84 were assigted to fighter-mnterceptor
units. These jet aireraft possessed the requisite
speeds fo combat bombers of the B-50 type but
lacked the electronics equipment to allow them to
operate any time other than dunng daylight. In
turn, begnning late in 1949, these early jets
were replaced by the F-86A, the best dayhmme

*The P-61 had a maximum speed of 375 mph and a
service ceilmg of 33,000 feet, It was armed with 4 X
20 mm cannon and 4 X 50-cal. machine guns. The air-
eraft required 13 minutes to climb to 25,000 feet,

The P-82, with 2 maximum speed of 475 mph and a
ceiling of 45,000 feet, was armed with 6 X ,50cal.
machmme guns and could carry 25 rocket projectiles.
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interceptor available at that time. * By the end of
1950, of the 365 aircraft agsigned to the auw
defense fighter forces, 236 were A and E models
of the F-86.1%° Thus, without a real all-weather
interceptor, the Air Force had no alternative thea
to place its reliance on a duel fighter force—jet
airgraft for daytume operations end radar-equipped
F-82's for night and bad weather interception,

During these early posiwar years, Air Force
efforts to obtain more effective fighter planes
were influenced considerably by the uncertaintieq
of Air Force programming, In the 70-group prograr,
which was drawn up in April 1948 based upon the
Fanletter and Brewster reports,’ 15% groups of
day fighters and 3 groups of all-weather fighter:
were called for while a revision of that program
approved in Augnst doubled the number of ali-
weather fighters, However, the economy program
instiluted at that time resulted in the substitution
of a 48-group USAF program. Because emphasis
had to be maintained on the strategic air force,
reductions were made in the plans for the auw
defense and tactical forces. Under the redaced
program, the goal was set at 7 groups of day
interceptors and 5 groups of all-weather fighters,'®
In addition fo delay because of the reduction in
the planned force, aircraft procurement was
impeded because when Congress provided funds,
the aitcraft industy was pootly prepared to expand
produchions® As a result, in July 1948 Headquar-
ters USAF termed the all-weather fighter situation
“critical. 1103

One step m solving the critical interceptor
problem was taken in the latter part of 1948 when
the decision on the procurement of an intenn
all.weather aircraft was made in favor of fae
XF-8G. Flight tests began on the airplane in
August and by October it had proved supertor to
both the XF-87 and the Navy XF=3D. The XF-&7
program was terminated and, in December, Heac-
quarters USAF directed the Air Materiel Command
to negotiate for 48 of the new mrcraft.!™

Although the F-89 had been selected as the
interim all-weather interceptor, it was an entirely
new aircraft and rapid production could not be
expected. In the meantime a better aircraft than
the F-82 was required and, at the same time that
the decigion was made to purchase the F-89,

*The desipnation of fighter aircraft was changed from
P (Pursuit) to F (Fighter} in mid-1948 (AFR 65-69,
11 June 48),

TSee above, p. 14

procurement of the F-24 was recommended.*®® Be-
cause this awcraft was an electronics-equipped
version of the two-place jet traner, T-33, and
therefore was based on an aircraft already oper-
ational, production could be expected to begin
shortly. Although eaily models A and B were not
all-weather, it was hoped that the F«94 would
suffice as an interim interceptor since it had
adequate speed, climb, and ceiling to operate
aganst B-50 or B-36 type bombers.'**

In May 1949 another ell~weather interceptor was
added to the ““interim’ class of defensive fighters
when the USAF Board of Senior Officers* recom«
mended the procurement of the F-86D.'°" These
aircraft—the F-89, F-94, and F-8bD~were to conste
tute the standard interceptors up to mid-1954.

While these decisions wete being made in regard
to intenm all-weather interceptors, the first
Soviet atomic explosion and the outbreak of
hostlittes in Korea occurred, These eveats
emphasized the need for a more effective fighter
force and fighter strength was increased by the
federalization of Air National Guard =squadrons.
Because modem aircraft were not available in
quahity or quantty to equip these squadrons, in
December 1949 the Board of Senior Officers revised
the aircraft procurement program to place greater
emphasis pn the modemzation of interceptors
and all-weather aircraft.!®® This meant improve-
ments in the models cumrently in production—the
F-89 and F-94, Since these models had been con-
ceived and produced hastly in view of the
incteasing international tension, many desirable
features had been sacnficed in order to get the
aircraft into the air defense system as soon as
possible.!® For this reason, and because of the
chsolescence of those fighter designs, the Air
Matetiel Command immediately objected to con-
tinued improvement of existing models,T Instead,
AMC?*s Directorate of Research and Development

*The Board of Semor Officers, composed of five of
the USAF's most senior officers, was appointed in
1948 to review Air Force procurement under the 48-
group program.

See above pp. 33-34,

General Whatehead stated early in 1950 that *‘no all
weather fighter with cepability for sustained combat
iz on ordern? He recommended, therefore, that the
B-45 lightbpmber be modified for use as an all-weather
fighter (memo forLt. Gen. Idwal H, Edwards, Chairman,
Board of Sewor Officer, Hq USAF from General White.
head, sub); All Weather Fighter Situation, 21 Apr 50,
in Hqg:ADC HD),
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wanted funds invested in new designs even if
this resulted in fewer combat-ready aircraft.’*®

Although this objection was vald, the Air
Force had no altemative. Betause of the limi-
tation of funds, a choice had to be made between
improvement of the existing models that might be
needed for combat at any time or development of
new model designs.’* Under the circumstances,
the Air Force had to keep the available inter
ceptors ag modern as possible until a better air
craft went into production.*

Although these intemm all-weather aircraft
promised to improve the air defense capamlities
considerably, actual conversion of the Air Defense
Command fighter units was consistently behind
schedule. AirForce program changes wete parhially
tesponsible for the delay. At the time of the
Korean outbreak, the Air Foice was anthorized
48 achve groups projected through fiscal year
1953. A force of this size had been the goal
since December 1948 but, because of inadequate
funds, only 45 groups actually were 1n existence
i June 1950, During the next six months the Aixr
Force program was subject to wide fluctuations,
pumarily caused by the military situation 1n the
Far East. For exampie, from July to September a
goal of 58 groups by 30 June 1951 was in force.
This goal was raised to 70 groups in September,
lowered to 62 groups the following month, and, by
the end of the year, was revised to 95 groups to
be activated by the end of fiscal year 1951.
Goals planned for future dates wete altered 1n
proportion. it

The planned number of interceptor squadrons
and the scheduled rate of delivery of new equip-
ment, as a consequence, changed accordingly.
Also, each vanation 1 the program necessitated
& budget revision. And, to complicate the situ-
atron further, much equpment had to be diverted
to the Far East Ax Forces. Under the circume
stances, it was difficult for hoth the Ar Force
and the amrcraft industry to carry out production
and procutement plans.

In October 1951 the Jeint Chiefs of Staff recom-
mended to the Bureau of the Budget an Air Force
program of 126 combat wings and 17 troop carier
wings. This 143-Wing program was to be m

*For example, the F-94A and B models lacked de-
icing equipment and therefore were not truly all-
weather aircraft, Addition of this equipment was soon
made and the enswngmodel was designated the F-04¢,

existence by December 1954, Two months later
Pregident Truman nstructed the Department of
Defense to keep fiscal year 1953 military spend-
mg below 360 billion. Since this would result in
a reduction i1n available funds, a ‘‘stretch-out’ of
the 143-Wing program to July 1955 was instituted.
Based upon the reduced funds, an iaterceptor
procurement program approved in June 1952by
the Secretary of the Au Force called for enough
tntercepiors by the end of fiscal year 1955 to
give ADC an all-weather force of 40 squadrons of
F-86-D’s, 2 of F-94C's, and 15 of F-89D7s.!*® Al-
though this poal was not attained, 52 of the 55
interceptor squadrons assigned ADC at the end of
September 1954 were equipped with all-weather
aircraft (38 squadrons of F-86D%s, 10 of F-94C’s,
and 4 of F-80D1g) 4

The delay in the changeover of interceptor
squadrons to all-weather aircraft was one result
of the slowness of aircraft deliveries which, in
turm, was caused in part by the changing Air
Force programming,* Deliveries of the F-89 to
operational umts fell behind schedule from the
beginming, and by June 1950 several deficiencies
were apparent in the expentmental models. Never-
theless, the Chairman of the Board at Northrop,
Maj. Gen. (ret.) O. P, Echols, stated his “‘studied
belzef"” that the F-89 was as good as could be
buwlt at that time and was betier than any other
awrcreft available?® Although the Air Force
temamed skeptical, the fiurst production model
was delivered at Edwards Air Force Base (Muroc),
California, on 28 September 1950.1% By June
1951 F-89’s were being delivered to operational
units.?

Air Force skephicism was justified mn late 1951
when delivery of F-89%'s was slowed considerably
as the result, according to Secretary of the Awr
Force Finletter, of ‘‘some bugs®’ in the aurcraft.’
These bugs included defects which made the
interceptor meffective above 30,000 feet.™? Since
current plans called for the F-89 tc constitute 25

»

Throughout the period of the interim air defense S5yS-
tem buildup, a shortage of all-weather interceptor
pilots and radar observers alse delayed the program.
This shortage of awcrew members wag caused by &
number of factors including the demands of the Korean
War and the lack of trainmg facidities (see ADC His-
torrcal Reports 1-7),

For an account of the many defects encountered in
the F-B2, see Hist Air Research and Development
Command, 1 Jan-31 Dec 33, I, 560-55.
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percent of the ADC interceptor force, the aircraft
had to be made combat-ready.™?

immediate improvement was not forthcoming
and, during the first s1x months of 1952, the F-89
had seven major accidents which resulted in
eight fatalities. Most of the defecis were traceable
to the attempt toincrease output before the model
had been zdequately tested!?® Although modifi-
cations were undertaken, &t a cost of $17,000,000,
the sircraft was grounded on 3 October 1952 until
the major defects were corrected.*™ The effect of
these difficulties could be seen when the Air
Force reposted only 66 ‘‘active’ F-89%s out of the
total of 164 first line aircraft on hand on 30 June
1953, %22

Several other factors entered into the delay
the F-89 procurement program. The cost of the air-
craft was triple that of an F-86D or F-94C. Thus,
when cuts i procurement were required, the F-89
program was a convement place to begin.!®®
Mareover, F-8% production lagged for the same
reasons as other aircraft programs.'r Labor
troubles took their toll while shortages of various
types of equipment caused as much as four months
difference in the acceptance and delivery dates
of completed aircraft.!** Lastly, because armament
development had remained several years behind
aircraft development throughout the postwar years,
production of the F-82% and most other air
craft was delayed by the lack of an adequate fire
control system.'*® Despite all of these delayng
factors, production of the F-89 was accelerated
during the second half of 1953 so that, by the end
of fiscal year 1954, the Air Force had on hand a
total of 349 F-89’s of vanous models,'”® Of these
aircraft, only 124 were assigned to ADC. 117

Because they were based upon models already in
production, less difficulty was experienced 1n the
procurement of the F-94 A&B's. These aircraft
began to reach operational units 1n August 1950.'*

*

Of these only 18 were combat-ready in ADC fighter
squadrons (Air Defense Command Data Bk, July 1953,
p. 35.)

1'One importantreascn for the greatly inctensed produc-
tion time required to build a modern aurcraft was the
man hours invelved, For example, 1,131,992 man
hours were needed to produce an F-86D as compared
with 41,880 man hours for an F-51 (Hist AMC, 1 Jen-
30 Juﬂ- 1952, Pe 144)n

The F-89D possesses & maxmnum speed of 552 knots,
a service ceiling of 46,500 feet, ond iz armed with
104 % 2,75 in., rockets (USAF Aircraft Charactentstics
Summary, Wright Air Development Center, Suppl. of
25 Aug 54)

DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

However, as early as the last half of 1951 pro-
duction was delayed up to five months because of
a shortage of engines.’®® By 1952 an attempt to
modify the aircraft to make it a true all-weather
interceptor had been in vain but encugh of the
meodified models—F-%4C's~had reached operational*
umite to permit their integration into the ar
defense system.*'*® By the end of fiscal year
1954, 263 F-94C's wete assigned to ADC, 138
of which were considered combat-ready.t™

The last of the three interim allsweather air-
craft—the F-86D~first was flown on 22 December
1949 and aroused considerable discussion from
the beginning, It was a single-place aircraft and
many airmen felt that all-weather interception
was too complicated for one man. However, the
superior petformance characteristics of the air-
craft augured well for it as soon as production
could:begin. T

By the end of 1951 six test versions of the
F-86D had been accepted but the procurement
program had been delayed by the lack of a suitable
enginet®® Ag a result, a year later only 86 of the
awrcraft had been accepted by the Air Force (none
of which had been assigned to ADC) a total much
below the planned level of acceptances. In
addition to the engine shoitage, the fire control
system was proving unsatisfactory.?® Although
the ptogram approved by the Secretary of the Air
Force in 1952 called for 54 squadrons of F-86D’s
by the end of fiscal year 1955, attainment of that
total looked doubtful when aircraft ordered in
fiscal year 1950 had not been delivered by the
end of 1952.'** Delivery increased somewhat in
mid-1953 but by December the F-86D had been
grounded with an engine deficiency. Because of
the grounding, labor troubles, and bad weather,
the F-86D procurement program continued to lag
badly.'*s Nevertheless, by the end of September
1954, most of the ADC 1nterceptor squedrons (38
out of 55) were equpped with ﬂle.F-SGD.TT”‘

*'he F-04C hes & masimum speed of 556 &nots, 2
cetling of 51,400 feet, and 1s armed with 48 X 2,75 in,
rockets (USAF Aircraft Characteristics Summary,
:g‘ri)ght Air Development Center, Suppl. of 25 Aug
43, -
! *W.{th a maximum egpeed of over 601 knots the F-86D
*has a service ceifing of 49,750 feet, Itz armament con-
[ sasts of 24 % 2,75 an. rockets (USAF Aurcraft Charac-

teristics Summary, Wnght Air Development Center,
Suppl of 25 Aug 1954).

iTTADC reported 350 ¥-85D7s, 138 F-94C's, and 54
F-E9D’s combate-ready (Air Defense Command Data
BL, July 1954, p. 45).
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The 1954 Interceptor

The F-86D, F-89, and F-94C all-weather mter-
ceptors were considered “‘interim?’ awrcraft; they
were developed to fill the gap between con.
ventional fighters and the semiantomatic inter
ceptor envisioned as part of the ultimate weapon
system. While these intenim interceptors were
becoming operational, the Air Force and the al-
craft industry were cooperating an the development
of their replacement, the ‘1954 Interceptor.’*

Development of this interceptor, known as
projectMX-1554, marked a new AirForceprocedure
in filling aircraft requirements, Instead of pre-
senting mdustty with a set of rigid military
characteristics, the Air Force explained its air
defense prohlems to industrial representatives at
a8 1949 meeting 1n Washington. At this meeting an
agreement was reached to treat the project of a
new semiautomatic interceptor as a complete
weapon system composed of three major parts. the
airborne electronics equpment, the arframe to
carry the equipment, and the pground environment.
Expenimental work began immediately on the
radar equipment needed 1m the system and the
Hughes Aircraft Company was awarded a confract
for the development of an electionics and control
system.'®?

In the fall of 1950, nineteen awcraft companies
were invited to submit designs for the aframe
neededin the proposed system. Only s1x compames
responded, From these six, three designs were
selected and by July 1951, the companies
submutting the designs (Republie, Convair, and
Lockheed) were awarded contracts. Developmental
wortk on the three designs was to be completed
by March 1952, buf the intetceptor was notexpected
to be operational until after 154,128

In MX-1554, for the first time, an airframe was
to be built “around” the electronics and control
system. It was anticipated that the aircraft would
employ the FALCON missile and that the inter
cept and control system could be made fully
automatic 1f desired.'*® Much was expected of the
project since performance charactenstics proposed
by each of the companies greatly exceeded the
estimates of the Air Force, 14*

Despite the optimism engendeted by project
MX-1554, by the end of 1951 it was apparent that
the “1954 Interceptor’” would not be operational
until the 1955-1956 time period. In view of this
time lag, a re-examination of the interceptor
program by the Board of Semor Officers revealed

that a gap would exist between 1953 and 1055
during which the estimated speed of enemy bombers
was Mach 0.8 to 0.85,% a speed too preat for the
tnterim interceptors, Therefore, 1t appeared that,
once again, an mtenm aircraft was needed,!4

A Headquarters USAF study of the need, which
was begun 1mmediately, resulted mn an extensive
swvey of all existing and programmed airframe
designs, Because of the time element, the usual
industrial competition was foregone.t*? In
September 1951 the decision was reached to buiid
the mntersm interceptor from the airframe preposed
by Convair for the 1954 Interceptor. The arcraft
which would result was designated the F-102A.
Although selection of this airframe was atended
to accelerate procurement of the interim inter
ceptor, delays in obtainmng the final staff action
and production difficuities hampered the F-1024
program from the start.'*?

The decision to produce an inferim version of
the Convair design of project MX-1554 affected
the final selection of an aiframe for the 1954
Interceptor, It was decided that the Lockheed
proposal was not satisfactory and that the Republic
design would be developed as a separate project
The latter design received the designation of
F-103. The remaimng desipn, that submitted by
Convair, was thereby also selected for the 1954
Interceptor pmgram and was des:ignated
F-102B. T4

The decision io produce the F-102A marked a
milestone 1n aircraft development, T he F-1024,
a single seat, delta-wing all-weather interceptor
would be the Air Force’s first truly supersonic
fighter. Furthermore, 1t was the real beginning of
the weapon system approach. The arcraft would
be integrated into the weapon system “‘as a whole
from the beginning, so that the charactenstics of
each component were compatible with the
others,'?'**

*W;th the advent of supersonic speeds, the temm
“mach’ has been used to measure speed in relation
to the speed of sound, For example Mach 1s the speed
of sound at sea level, or 741 mifes per hour,

1.'I"l:xe principal difference between the F-1024 and the
F-10ZB would be the installation of a more advanced
engmne in the latter aircraft (Hist, Directorate of Re-
quirements, 1 Jul-31 Dec 41, p. 14,)

In cese the F-102 airframe proved unsatisfactory,
Headguarters USAF directed the Air Research and
Development Command to smutiate an engineering study
project with North American Aviation regarding an in-
terceptor version of the F-100 ‘*SBuper Sabre’ (Hist
Pir R&D, 1 Jul-31 Dec 53, p. 38.)
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The first YF-102A was delivered to Edwards
Air Force Base for flight tests in October 1953,1¢¢
In delivering the aircraft on schedule, Convair
established a remarkable record for speed 1n the
manufacture of an arcraft prototype—18 months
from start to finish. Although the first YF-102
crashed after six successful flights, much satiss
faction was expressed with the aircraft.* Tests
were completed on 1 June 1954 and F-102A wes
scheduled for production beginning in December
1955,147

Thus, by mid-1954 the interceptor force for the
interim system was still not complete. Most of
the ADC fighter squadrons were equpped with
interim all-weather aircraft—F-86D’s, F-89D"s, or
F-94C's—but the petformance chamacteristics of
these aircraft were marginal at best when the
capabilities of the only potential attacker were
considered. A replacement for these aircraft—ihe
intetim vetsion of the planned 1954 Interceptor—
had been tested but this F-102A would not begin
to enter the interim air defense system for some
time. Not until the advent of the F-102B, which
would appear as soon as the improved engine was
ready, would the interceptors in the inferim aur
defense system be rep].aa«:e.-d.Tr

*

The F-1024 has a maximum speed of 680 kaots, a
combat radius of 375 nautical miles, and 2 cealing of
53,600 feet. Armamentconsists of 24 3¢ 2,00 in, rockets
and § guided air rockets (USAF Awcraft Characterice
tics Summary, Wright Air Development Center, Supp!.
of 3 Feb 56).

TAn mmproved interceptor-the Republic ¥F-103—had
been echeduled to come into the system about 1953
but was removed from the weapon system category i
1953. It was thereafter considered an experimental
medel (Hist ARDC,1 Jan-31 Dec 53, p. 585), Neverthe-
less, ADC continued to press for an aircraft of the
F-103 type (Itr, General Chidlaw to CG ARDC, 19
2Azuﬁg) 54, 1n Hist Conad and ADC, Jul-Dec 54, IV, doc

The Interim System in Mid-1954

By the middle of 1954 the interim air defense
system was almost complete and was functioning
to the best of its ability, The Permanent System
of 85 radar sites was in place and operational,
supplemented by a large Ground Observer Corps.
For the most patt, the radar system was manually
operated, leaving much to be desited from the
standpoint of speed and efficiency. In order to
extend the early waming coverage of the gystem
seawatd and to the north, plans were being made
in conjunction with the Navy and Canada.* The
interceptor force was almost entirely equipped
with all-weather aircraft. A total of 1,202 all-
weather interceptors, 551 of which were combat-
ready, was assigned to ADC.** These aircraft
were assigned to 55 squadons stationed at 41
bases throughout the continental United States,
Augmenting this interceptor force in an emergency
would be fighter aircraft of the other USAF com-
mands and the Navy. Also, antiaircraft forces of
the Army Antiaircraft Command were in place to
aid in the defense of vital target areas, Ag of 31
July 1954, combat readiness of all ADC units
except AA was estimated at 40 percent,’®

Although the interim system constituted a firm
basis for an effective air defense, a number of
deficiencies limited its operational capability.
Skilled personnel were needed and supplies of
equipment and spare parts remained inadequate;**®
these shortages could be alleviated only by in-
creaged training, development, and production.
Other deficiencies, such as poor low alfitude
coverage and inadequate datahandling, were being
corrected by the expangion of the interim s ystem.f
Much improvement was required 1f the interim air
defense system was to provide adequate pro-
tection for the continenial United States.

"See below, ¢hap. Vi
1-Sce:e below, chap., VL
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CHAPTER VI

EXPANDING THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

The Double Perimeter Concept

Air Force planners had recognized the inade-
quacies of the Permanent System and, at best,
congideted it the minimum acceptable. Also, they
realized that increasing Soviet capabilities tended
to render the system obgolescent before construe-
tion of the radar sites could be completed. With
each increase—mainly in speed and altitude—at-
tributed to the performance c¢haracteristics of the
Soviet Long Range Awr Force, a corresponding
decrease took place in the potential early wam-
ing time afforded by the Permanent System. If tha
nation’s zir defenses were to offer sufficient pro-
tection to allow the strategic forces time to
strike back at an aggressor, the interim system
had to be improved and expanded to provide the
greatest possible amount of early waming.

During the early postwar years several opin-
ions were expressed in Headquerters, AAF con-
cering the type of radar defense that would
provide the greatest amount of early warning.
These expressions ranged from a suggestion for
a defense systemthat would cover all approaches
to the United States' to the statement that no
operational system should be established until
the nature of the future threat was determined.?
The latter extreme, which amounted to accepting
a calculated risk while requirements were beinz
determined, found some favor within Headquarters,
AAF for a time and later was advocated by the
Scientific Advisory Board. Approval of Plan
SUPREMACY?* indicated that Headquarters, AAF
hed decided against that procedure,

Several factors influenced Headquarters, AAF
not to adopt the other extreme, As early as Janu-
ary 196 Continental Air Forces proposed a
radar defense plan based on the principle that it

*See above, pps 11-12,

was neither “‘feasible or practicable” to provide
a radar screen around the entite nation.® This be-
lief was emphasized by the USAF Air Defense
Policy Panel which teported in February 1948.
The panel believed that an active air defense of
the entire United States was impractical because
the cost of such a defense would endanger the
nationel economy and leave insufficient funds for
the air offensive.t During the following years,
conception of SUPREMACY and the Modified
Program indicated that the Air Force was com-
pelted to limit its air defense planning to much
less than g defense of the entire continental
United States. As proposed by the Air Force and
approved by Congress, the Modified Program
called for only a smgle line of redar mstalla-
tions defending certain vital {arget areas,*

After further consideration of the type of net-
work required, Air Force planners concluded that
since all of the nations that could menace the
United States in the foreseesble future were lo-
cated notth of the 45th parallel, at least for the
present a network facing in a southerly direction
was not needed. Danger to the nation no longer
threatened from the east or west because the
polar regions offered shorter and mote practical
routes than regions in the lower latitudes. This
was the ‘‘polar concept’” on which it was neces-
sary to base all future air defense plans.

The probability that any future major air at-
tacks on the United States would come from the
North Atlantie or polar regioms had been empha-
sized by the Joint Chiefs of Staff early in 19%46.°
Air defense plans drawn up at that time, however,
did not elways reveal an understanding of this
concept, | In fact, as late as June 1946, Secretary

*See above p, 23«

TFor an example of early recognition of the concept’s
importance at this time see ‘““Arcund the Comer? in
Alr Force, XXIX, no 3, (Mar-Apr 46), 6.
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of War for Air Stnart Symington was alarmed to
find that a member of Lt, Gen, George E. Strate-
meyer’s AirDefense Command staff, in presenting
information to the AAF Air Board on the radar
warning net, had revealed the lack of a clear
conception of the strategic importasce of the
polar frontier.® When Symington queried the AAF
Deputy Commander, Lt. Gen, Ita C. Eaker on the
matter, Eaker agreed that 2 misconception had
existed but stated that the matter had been clari-
fied and that plans were bemg made with due
regard to the polar concept.” During July General
Carl Spaatz, AAF Commander, called the atten-
tion of AAF commanders to the smportance of the
new concept.® AlsoGeneral Stratemeyer informed
ADC staff sections and air forcesthat ar defense
plans were to be based on the assumption that
arr attack might come from any direction, but that
greatest emphasis was to be placed on thedanger
of air attack across the polar regions.’

These factors—financial limitations, emphasis
on the polar concept, and prionty for the stra-
tegic forces—greatly influenced the type of radar
defense sought by the Aur Force. In mid-1946
the Air Defense Command had advocated a des
fense-an-depth mm which defenses moved toward
the enemy,T When the practieal limit of extend-
ingthe air defense line was reached, ADC planned
that a defense m depth would be constructed
extendmng back to tne objective being defended,'®
This concept was used in the preparation of the
long term air defense plan, Limited forces re-
sulted 1n the almndonment of expectations for
this type of defense. Therefore, when Maj. Gen.
Gordon P. Saville took over the Air Defense Di-
vision in Headquarters USAF on 1 July 1948, he
baged his plans—which became the Modified Pro-
gram—on the principle of a line of defense.!* The
bimited network envisioned 1n Saville*s plans was
to be located to protect only the most vulnerable
ateas. Thus, the Permanent System mcluded
only enough radar to establish a rng of radar
stations around the areas considered most vital:
the Northeast, the Northwest, and the San Fran-
cisco-L.os Angeles areas.

Installation of the Permatent System empha-
sized the defects of the radar coverage afforded.

*In order to further the understanding of this concept,
Spaatz suggested to the AAF commanders that they
substitute Polar Stereographic projections for the
Mercator projection maps commonly used.

TSee above, p. 8.

Coverage was shallow, early warningwas lacking
for the most vital approaches, 1.e. from the North
and the seaward areas, and gaps remained 1n low
altitudecoverage. Since a complete radar “*fence’?
was out of the question, a new concept was re-
quired. This ““double perimeter’’ concept, adopted
by ADC in 1952, called for the establishment of
two lines of radar around the vaital target areas,
As far as possible, interceptors would be located
within these lines so that enemy airctaft could
be detected and destroyed before they reached
the bomb release line. Other radars and inter-
ceptors would be positioned throughout the de-
fended areas, while the more isclated targets
such as SAC bases and atomic energy'installa-
tions, which were outside the double perimeter
areas, would be defended by ‘‘island type? de-
fenses. Among the additions to the interim air
defense system needed to ‘make this ““double
perimeter™ concept workable were mobile and
gap-filler radars, extension of the early-warning
radar line northward and to the sea, and mcre
Sutomatic data-handling,

Strengthening the Permanenf System

Soon after the Soviet Atomic explosion, Lt.
Gen. Ennis C. Whitehead, Commanding General
of Continental Air €ommand, began to press
Headquarters USAF for improvements in the air
defense system.* Whitehead pointed out that in-
stallation of the Pemnanent System would afford
at best less than one hour's warning of B-29 type
aircraft attacking the vital Northeast and North-
west areas. In the course of the next few months,
he proposed several solutions to the problem of
extending radar coverage northward, including
the instatlation of 25 additional AC&W sites on
both sides of the Canadian-American border.t?
Although Headquarters USAF approved White-
head’s proposal ‘‘in punciple,’® nothing conld be
done 1mmediately. International complications
had to be overcame before Americap-manned radax
stations could be mstalled in Canada® whereas
the addition of AC&W sites to the U.8, network
required funds and JCS approval, neither of which
could be obtained at that time

Meanwhile, a plan was being formulated in
Headquarters USAF for the augmentation of the
Permanent System by the addition of 44 radar

*see above, pp. 31-32.
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stations. As approved by Vice Chief of Staff
General Nathan F. Twining on 7 November 1950,
this plan called for two mobile AC&W groups to
man 20 bagic radar stations as gap fillers, These
units would he organized and trained so that they
could readily be converted to tactical air opera-
tions. The other 24 radar stations would be as-
signed to two tactical control groups to provide
radar coverage for SAC bases. Headquarters
USAF did not submit this plan to the JCS for
consideration because these 44 radar stations
were not considered additions to the JCS-approved
radar netwotk but were mobile augmentations. In
order to assist it gauning approval for this ad-
ditional radar equipment Headquarters USAF
defended the program budget-wise by emphasizing
that the stations would increase the tactical air
capability of the Air Force.'®

On 10 July 1951 the addition of the 44 rada:
stations (known as the first phase of the Mobile
Radar Program) received final approval from
Headquarters USAF end was referred to ADC for
implementation according to plan!® Air Deferse
Command immediately began siting surveys but
equipment at none of the 44 sites had been in-
stalled by the end of 1951.%7

By Jenuary 1952, because of such factors as
the increasing Soviet capabilities and the re-
gults of air defense exercises, Headquarters, ADC
had reconsidered the Mobile Radar Program and
had concluded that a reprogramming of the 44
mobile radar stations was needed to place more
emphasis on the double perimeter. Therefore, the
command recommended siting approximately half
of the 44 radars in the perimeter lines. The ad-
dition of these radars would complete the double
perimeter across the northeastern part of the
nation and wonld form a basis for completion of
a double perimeter around the other vital areas.'®
Chief of Staff Vandenberg approved this repro-
gramming on 13 Febmary 1952, subject to the
availability of funds.'® Approval was not for-
warded by Headquarters USAF until 21 March
after which ADC immediately began making the
necessary alterations.®®

Having received approval for the first phase of
the Mobile Radar Program, ADC requested as a
secand phase an additional 35 radar installa-
tions.* Most of these radars would be used to

*‘I‘he second phase was reduced to 25 sites in Febru-
ary (ADC Hast Rpt 7, pp. 73-74)

complete the double perimeter around the North-
west and the San Francisco-Los Angeles area
with the remamder placed wherever needed out-
side of those vital areas.** By the end of 1952,
Headquarters USAF had approved the second
phase of the program, subject to concurrence hy
Canada since three sites were located there??

Still a third augmentation was requested by
Headquarters, ADC late m 1953, This phase was
to consist of 25 radar mnstallations to be located
along the Gulf of Mexico, the United States-Mexi-
can border, and the United States-Canadian
border.® Four additional radars were added to
this thurd phase, and the 29 radar station program
was approved by Headquarters USAF and given
a hagh priority on 2 December 1953 .24

Although these additions to the Permanent
System would do much to fill the gaps and
strengthen the double penimeter radar network,
one outstanding weakness remained—surveillance
would continue to be inadequate below 5,000 feet.
The Ground Observer Corps would provide some
low-altitude cover but was very hmited in the
speed and accuracy of its detectioa and evalu-
ation. In order to correct thisdefictency, in Janu-
ary 1953, Headquarters, ADC submitted a re-
quirement for a system of small automatic radars.
These sets, which would have a range of 50
miles, would be sited within the radar network
to provide shortrange, low-altitude cover.*® Head-
quarters USAF approved the system in prnciple
and gave its development a high priority *®

At the same time, a study of air defense
apgainst low-altitude attack was undertaken by
the Willow Run Research Center and the Lock-
heed Azxrrcraft Corporation, The report based on
this study emphasized the need for the type of
system advocated by ADC and recommended that
the Air Force immediately place as much empha-
sis on a solution to the low-altitude problem as
it was placing on the development of medium and
high-altitude radar systems.*

By September 1953 ADC had worked ocut a
program requiring 323 small automatic radar sets
to be deployed in three phases.® The program
was approved by Headquarters USAF on 2 De-
cember and the fust phase, comsisting of 125
radars, was included in the fiscal vears 1934-
1955 programs. However, 1t was not expected that
these radars would be operaticnal until 1957.%°

These additions to the radar network promised
to mcrease greatly the detection and fracking
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capability of the aur defense system. Although it
would be months before the augmentation pro-
grams were completed, significant progress had
been made by the end of July 1954,3¢

Northward Extension of the Rador Network

Adoption of the polar concept, in addition to
the realization that Russia was the only poten-
tial threat to the United States, determined that
the continental air defense system would face the
only direction from which an air attack was likely—
northward. Actually, several approach roufes
were mvolved, each of which presented different
problems for U.S. air defense planners. Defense
agamnst an air attack through Aleske or other
U.S.-held territory mvolved only the establish-
ment of the required air defense forces. Arr de-
fense m Canadian territcry, however, required
unprecedented peacetime international agree-
ments. Defense for the other approach routes—
over the North Pacific and North Atlantic—could
be accomplished only by use of new air defense
elements; airborne early-warning amcraft, picket
ships, and Texas Towers. *

Because Alaska 1s the closest American pos-
session to Russia, its defense assumed a para-
mount role in the defense of the United States.
And, as stated by Lt. Gen. William E. Keprer,
Commander in Chief of the Alaskan Command,
‘the key to Alaskan defense 1s in the aw.”™™
Consequently, in May 1945, before the end of
World War II, a plan had been made for Alaskan
radar defenses. Postwar cuts in personnel and
funds, however, prevented the accomplishment of
the plan*® In the followmg year, the Alaska
military establishment was reorganized and
several new plans were developed for radar
coverage of the area.®® Again little progress was
made and, by 1947, only two radar installations
were opetational in the terntory ?*

Promise for improvement in Alaskan aw de-
fenses appeared late in 1947 with the presenta-
tion by Headquarters USAF of Plan SUPREMACY.
This plan called for 24-hour operation of Alaskan
tadar stations and nstallation over a five-year
period of 37 radar stations and 4 control centers
in a territorial radar netwark.®® For several
teasons Congress toock no action on SU-

PREMACY.T

*
See below p. 68.
TSee ghove pp, 22-23.

On 25 March 1948, in the mdst of increasmg
international temsion, General Carl Spaatz, Awr
Force Chief of Staff, ordered the immediate aug-
mentation of the Alaskan air defense system.
Buring the next few days he directed the Alaskan
Air Command (AAC) to place its radar on a 24-
hour basis by 4 April and to integrate ite radar
system with that of the Northwest United Statess
Spaatz also took action to strengthen the Alas-
kan awr defenses as much as possible. While
efforts were being made to comply with Spaatz’
directive, the tense period ended. *

Because of weaknesses apparent in the attempt
to set up an air defense and because it seemed
certain by the fail of 1948 that Congress would
not approve SUPREMACY, USAF decrded that
some action had to be taken to establish an e
defense system. Lowenng 1ts demands to an ir-
reducible mmimum, the Air Force presented its
Modified Program to the Secretary of Defense for
consideration. In explaining the program to the
Secretary, Maj. Gen. Gordon P. Saville pointed
out that no discussion of the air defense of the
United States was complete without reference to
the aur defense of Alaska. Therefore, the program
called for ten radar stations and one control
center for the Alaskan network, Saville admitted
that suchcoverage would obviously be madequate
but it was all that could be done before 1952.%7

The Modified Program was approved and instal-
lation of the radar equipment 1 Alaska followed
the same pattern as nstallation of the continental
radars, During the construction period a lashup
program was msfituted to give some early warn-
g, Shortages of equapment and personnel served
to delay the Permanent System scheduled for
completion n 1952.7 In addition, the severe
winter climate of the temitory often hampered
constructron®® As a result, the radar sites of the
Permanent System were not operationally ready
until early 1954, 112

*
See above, pp. 19-20.

The F-04 began joining the Alaskan air defenses :n
1950 and during the next three years was the mamstay
of the mterceptor force, By mid-1954, conversion of
Alasken Air Command’s six interceptor squadrons to
the F-89 was nearly completed (Hist AAC, Jan-Jun
54, p. 84).

Like the continental AC&W system, the Alaskan Sys-
tem was scheduled for further augmentation mn the
1955-1960 time period (Hist AAC, Jan-June 54, P
1381f),
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In the same way that plans called for the Alas-
kan airdefense network to detect attacks from the
northwest, it was anticipated that Air Force in-
stallations in the northesstern areas of Netth
America would afford early warning of attacks
from that direction. During World Wat II the United
States had acquured military bases in Newfound-
land, Labrador, and Greenland; these bases were
under the jurisdiction of the Newfoundland Bese
Command (NBC) and were used largely as stag-
ing areas for ferrying aircraft to the European
Theater of Operations, At the end of the war,
NBC was transferred to the Ammy Air Forces,
which in turn delegated jurisdiction to the Arr
Transport Command. On 1 October 1950, NBC
was relieved from control of the Military Aw
Transport Service (ATC's successor) and waz
redesignated Northeast Air Command (NEAC).*

Northeast Air Command was established prima-
rily because of the increased international ten-
sion which followed the Soviet atomic explosion
and the outbreak of the Korean war. Smce the
territory included in NEAC lay on the shortest
air line from the Russian industrial regions to
the most populous, industrialized section of North
America, it offered excellent opportunities for
early warmmng and air traffic control.* Thercfore,
when plans were made to extend continental U.S.
reder coverage in 1950, it was evident that the
extension progrem should include radar installa-
tions in NEAC.*

As continental air defense mcreased in 1mpor-
tance, NEAC’s air defense mission assumed &
greater role in the activities of the command. By
1951, 10 radar sites, which were part of a 33-
radar site Radar Extension Program agreed upcn
by the air defense commands of USAF and
RCAF,T were scheduled to be installed in NEAC,
These 10 sites were to constitute the aircraft
control and waming system for the command, ard
their construction became the command’s prinei-

*Brig. Gen, C.V, Haynes, NEC's commander, hod
proposed strengthening defenses in his area as early
as 1947. He belleved that NBEC*s defenses should ke
at least as strong as those of Alaska. Pointig omt
that the territory i NBC did net belong to the United
States, General Spastz replied: “Asyou well know, . .,
it 1s a great deal more dafficult to obtain funds and
nghts for those latter areas than for Alaska,” (itr,
Hq NBC to Spaatz, C@ USAF, 8 Dec 47; ltr, Spaatz to
Brig. Gen, C.V. Haynes, CG NEC, 31 Dec 47, ;n DRB
381 War Plans—Miscellaneous National Defence
1046-47).

Tgee below, p. 61

pal AC&W activity, By mid-1954, all but one of
the NEAC sites were operational In order to
make use of the early warning afforded by these
sites, by early 1953 NEAC had been assigned
thtee interceptor squadrons flying F-94’s. These
squadrons were scheduled to convert to F-89s
in the near future.*?

By mid-1954, installation of the air defemse
systems of the Alasken Air Command and the
Northeast Air Command hed kept pace with the
development of the mntersm continental air de-
fense system. At least some detection and con-
trol capabilities would thereby be provided
through the northeast and northwest approaches
to the United States.

In the meantime, progress was bemg made on
the Radar Extension Program which involved co-
operation between USAF and the Royal Canadian
Air Force. Cooperative defense efforts predated
World War II and were continued in the postwar
petiod by the neighboring countries when they
agread in 1947 to allow the wartime Permanent
Joint Board on Defense (PJED) to continue its
consideration of the defense of the Western Hemi-
sphere. Discussions between the nations had
continved and, in 1949, the Americen Joint Chiefs
of Staff approved the Canada-United States Emer-
gency Defense Plan calling for high-level air
defense plamning. By the middle of June 1950 an
air defense plan establishing the policy that the
Canadian and American air defense systems
should be mutually supporting in event of emer-
gency had been prepared. Questions of national
sovereignty arose, however, and delayed accept-
ance of the plan until the followmng year.**

Despite this delay in approval of the air de-
fense plan, propress was bemg made the north-
ward extension of the radar network. Several
suggestions to impreve radar coverage along the
border by Canadian-American cooperation had
been made,* General Whitehead pointed out to
Headquarters USAF the need for improved cover-
age early in 1950 when he stated:
fn my opinion, cur highly industrialized, highly popu-
lated border—which just s happens to be that border
facing the threat to our national security—is wide

open, and.will continue to be =o uptil we extend out
presently programmed rader net northward,*®

*Because of the aiwrcraft shortage, no nterceptors
were assigned to the command before early 1953.
Fighter strength had been provaded by the rotation of
interceptors through the command for training (Hist
NEAC, 1 Jan-30 Jun 51, p. 41),
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Whitehead reminded Headquarters USAF that the
Canadian JCS had approved additional radar sites
in Canada to serve as a system extension, but he
was convinced that the sites would never be
built “*unless the United States foots most of the
b1il.*** Headquarters USAF informed Whatehead
that nothing could be done until an mtemational
agreement was reached, and that such an agree-
ment was bemg sought.*’

Continned discussions were held between
Canadianrepresentatives and USAF but no action
was taken because, as the PJBD revealed on 29
May 1950, a plan was needed and a decision had
to be reached on the divisionof cost of the radars
to be located in Canada. Headquasters USAF di-
rected ConAC, in conjunction with RCAF, to
prepare the required plan.*® The ConAC plan,
subhmitted 17 July, called for a total of 32 radar
giteg, 6 to be financed by Canada, 12 by the
United States, and the remainder to be pad for
jointly.®* Operational control of the radars would
be exercised by Continental Air Command*® In
conjunction with a representative of the Canadian
JCS, ‘‘certain politically unacceptable items
were remaved’ from the plan and, at the mvita-
tion of Canada, ConAC was directed on 1 August
to proceed with s:ting the radars. Although Gen-
eral Vandenberg approved the plan on 6 Septem-
ber and Canada acquiesced on 22 September, the
JCS deferred action when they considered the
plan on the 25th.*°

Further high-level consideration of the plan
followed, and by 20 February 1951, it had been
approved by the Jomnt Chiefs of Staff of both
countries and by the Canadiancabinet.’* However,
approval (subject to availability of funds) of the
radar extension was not obtained from President
Harry 8. Truman until 14 April.*

As finally agreed upon, the extension program
(PINETREE) called for 33 AC&W sites, 22 of
which would be financed by the United States.
Of the 33 stations, 10 were to be manned by
NEAC, & by ADC, and the remainder by RCAF.,®
It was anticipated that the PINETREE radar
chain would do much to fill the gaps 1n the contr
nental Permanent System.

As had been true of the other radar programs,
PINETREE lagged badly almost from the start.5
A USAF-RCAF Readar Extension Program com-

*Exght of the sites to be financed by the United States
were to be manned by Canadians,

mittee was established to oversee the project
and a lashup propram was instziuted. Continued
delay brought about a replacement of this com-
mittee in mid-1952 by a Jomt USAF-Canadian
Project Office composed of representatives of
Headquarters USAF, ADC, NEAC, AMC, aond
RCAF.*® By the end of 1952 the target date for a
fully operational PINETREE chain had been post
poned to 1 July 1954* This target date proved
more realistic and all PINETREE sites were
operational by the end of June 1954.%

Distant Early Warning Line

As General Twining recently stated, “‘the
first nuclear explosion 1in Russia was a punctu-
ation mark—signalling the end of an era of
American safety by isolation,” Because the
Soviet atomic explosion referred to by the Chief
of Staff—which had occurred several years pnos
1o expectations—increased the danger to the
United States, it also resulted 1n greater empha-
st on continental amw defense.! Emphasis be-
came greater n mid-1950 when the Republic of
Korea was 1nvaded by North Keorea and the United
Nations moved to halt the aggtession. In the
wake of these actions, awareness of the vulner-
ability of the nation began to spread among the
people, and during the nextthreeyears the amount
and type of air defense needed for the nation’s
protection became topics of public discussion.
In the midst of these discussions came the de-
cision to build the northemmost extension of the
radar network—the Distant Early Warnmg (DEW)
line.

Background of DEW Lune

As an aftermath of the Soviet atomic explosion,
an Air Defense System Engineering Committee
(ADSEC) was formed by the USAF under the
Chairmanship of Dr. George E. Valley of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MI’.I‘).JrT
In cooperation with the Air Force Cambridge
Research Center and working part-time and week-
ends, ADSEC began a study of the problem of
air defense. In the fall of 1950 another group, the
Weapons Systems Evaluation Group (WSEG) of
the Office of Secretary of Defense, reported on

*For a discussion of the difficulties cncountered in
achieving this goal see; ADC Hist Rpt 6, pp., 86-96.

See above, pp. 29-3L
TTSee above, p. 31
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the first phase of a comprehensive air defense
study. The WSEG report indicated that the conti-
nental air defense system was 1nadequate and
that the situation would not be materially im-
preved by completion of the Permanent System,
Therefore, the Air Fotce decided to establish a
laboratory to implement the work of the part-time
ADSEC. MIT was considered ‘“almost uniquely
qualified’’ to establish the laboratory.®*

Early in January 1951 the Air Force and MIT
decided that this laboratory should undertake a
broad air defense program covering problems of
inierest to all three mifitary services. The prc-
gram would be handled in three phases: Project
CHARLES—4 short term study project to review
the problem; improvement of existing rader end
communications equpment, and establishment of
a new laboratory to carry out the work of the first
two phases. This third phase was named Project
LINCOLN by Maj. Gen. D.L. Putt, the Acting
DC/S for Development at Headquarters USAF.*

Work of the Project CHARLES group, drected
by Dr. F.W. Loomis of the University of Ilhnoeis
and composed of 28 scientists and engineers,
began 19 February 1951. By 1 August the group
had prepared its report. In the mam, Project
CHARLES confirmed the Air Force position that
the air defense system was highly vulnerable to
surpnise attack and that the eatly-warning system
was inadeguate, It was the opmion of the
CHARLES group that the addition of a few hours
warning would greatly improve the effectiveness
of the air defense system.®

Sinultanecus with the appearance of the
CHARLES report, Project LINCOLN was being
otganized. On 26 July 1951 the three services
agreed to a charter for a Project LINCOLN labe-
ratory which would have ar defense as a primary
mission. The laboratory was established, end
wotk began immediately and continued throughout
the next two years.**

LINCOLN Summer Study Group Report

In the summer of 1952 the LINCOLN Lako-
ratory (as Project LINCOLN was known after 17
April 1952) organized a special study committee,
called the Summer Study Group, “‘to review the
evolution and future development of the am de-

*Among the many problems investigated by the LIN-
COLN Laboratory was the requuement for an improved
ground electronic environment. See below p. 73.

fense of Continental North America.’”™ The Sum-
mer Study Group concentrated on three problems.
radar warning network to give three to six hours
of early warning; an interceptor force to use this
waming; and a defense against antercontmental
ballistic missiles. Its findings were made known
to representatives of the National Security Coun-
c1l and the Defense Department on 27 and 28
August 1952.%

In regard to the existing and planned arr de-
fense system the Summer Study Group presented
a number of conclusions, all of which were well
known to those concerned with air defense. The
Group’s report emphasized the nation’s vulnera
bility to air attack, particulacly to a low-altitude
surprise attack. The members of the Group be-
lieved that a strong air defense was possible, a
defense that would furnish three to six hours of
early waming. Establishment of this defense
would require measures ““of a kind and on a scale
not hitherto required” in air defense plaaning.®

Specifically, the Summer Study Group called
for the creation of a defense in depth northward,
Included in this defense would be a distant early-
warning zone, a iracking or information zone, and
a zone of advanced interception. Behind this de-
fenrse would be the double perimeter warning net-
work being established at that time.*

The section of the Group’s report that attracted
the greatest attention was its recommendation
for the immediate establishment of a distant
early-warning line. Two recent technological
advances—automatic alerting radar and VHF
scatter proPagationT—made possible the erection
of a DEW line which would be reliable and rela-
tively inexpensive.®® Installation costs for the
line, zccording to the report, would be about
$370,000,000 with an annual mamtenance cost of

*The Summer Study Group was composed of LR,
Zacharias, Isidor L Rabi, Charles Lauritsen, Charles
Oppenheimer, and other prominent scientists.

TThe autometic alerting radar would be a small set
that would sound an alarm when an object approached.
The PPI scope could then be checked, This procedure
would relieve radar technicians of 24-hour surveillance
of a radar scope thus reducing the number of person-
nel needed to operate a radar stetion. VHF scatter prop-
agation had been known since early 1951, MIT scaen-
tiste discoversd that certain VHF signals scatter
rather than continue in a straight line, Some of these
reflect from the ionosphere and can be picked up by
an antenna 500 to 1200 miles away, This discovery

atly extended the range of early-warning radar

IN&(;LN Laboratory, Projact CORRODE, 21 Jul 54,
D )
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64 DEVELOPHENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

about $100,000,000. The Group recommended that
the DEW line be located as far from the United
States as possible in crder to furnish maximum
warning time. It suggested a line running approxi-
mately along the 70th parallel and connecting the
Alaskan radar netwark with that of the Northeast
Air Command. The Group believed that the DEW
line could be operational by the end of 1954.%

The recommendations of the Summer Study
Group took on added significance in view of the
findings of Project EAST RIVER, which issued
its final report on 1 October. EAST RIVER was
organized by the Truman adminsstration to study
the problem of Civil Defense at that time and in
the immediate future. The project concluded that
an increase in military air defense was necessary
to reduce the Civil Defense problem to managea-
ble proportions. Specifically, an hour or more of
early waming was required if a Civil Defenss
program was to be effective.”” Since even that
brief waming time could not be guaranteed by the
interim air defense system, need for more early
warning was highlighted.

Although neither the Axr Force nor the Depart-
ment of Defense had officially approved 1t, the
Summer Study Group report was presented to the
National Security Resonrces Board (NSRB) in
September 1952. Because of the group’s con-
clusions relative to the nation’s vulnerahility,
the membets of the NSRB apparently were startled
into sction. On 24 September the Chairman of
NSRDB presented 2 peper to the National Secunty
Council based upon the Summer Study Group
findings. This paper advocated immediate 1mple-
mentation of the DEW line with an mitial appro-
priation of one billien dollars to cover the next
three or four years. President Truman was also
apprised of the findings; the Department of De-
fense was asked for its position, and, in tum,
the Air Force was requested to take over the
problem.®®

The Air Force acknowledged the need for a
distant early-warning radar network but stated
that the entire air defense system had to be coa-
sidered. The Air Staff believed that if funds weie
available for such a crash program, the money
might be used more advantageously to improva
other phases of the axr defense system. Further
more, the Air Staff felt that development of the
improved radar equpment needed for & DEW line
was not far enough advanced to warrant a crash
program. In consideration of the findings of the

Summer Study Group and the LINCOLN Labora-
tory, however, the Air Foce recommended the
acceleration of research and development on
components for arctic use.¥ Based upon this
recommendation, an Air Force proposal that
$20,000,000 be used for that purpose was ap-
pmved.T These opmions expressed by the Anr
Staff also became the position of the Department
of Defense on the questicn of a crash program for
the DEW line.*

The Air Force was not cpposed to the esiab-
lishment of a distant ecarly-warning line as an
element of the continental awr defense system.
Opposition to a crash implementation of the DEW
line was based on three factors. the inadequacy
of funds for such a project if the Strategic Air
Command was to be maintained at the necessary
level; the need to use any available funds for
improvements in the existing air defense network;
and the behef that the equpment needed for an
arctic line was not sufficiently developed for am-
mediate installatzon,

Despite the opposition of the Air Force to a
DEW crash program, the National Security Re-
sources Board and other govemmental agencies
continued to exert efforts to have such a program
approved. For the most part these efforts were
directed toward persnading President Truman to
approve a National Security Council policy state-
ment which included authorization for a distant
early-watning line,” TheAitForce and the Office
of the Secretary of Defense (0SD) jomned forces
i opposition to such a policy statement. Ace
cording to A Staff reasoning, no policy state-
ment should be 1ssued unless the means existed
for carrying it out.™

DEW Line Wins Approval
Air Staff snd OSD opposition notwithstanding,
President Tmman approved the disputed policy

*

In December 1952 USAF awarded a contract to West-
ern Electnic Company to build two experimental instal-
lations, to survey Distant Early Warning sites, and to
carry out research and development work (LINCOLN
Laboratory, FProject CORRODE, 21 Jul 54, p. 3;
Project LINCOLN Case History, Air Force Cambridge
Research Center, 10 Dec 52, pp. 1=3),

TThe DEW line project was immediately studied Dy
the RAND Corparation. RAND concluded that there was
no place for a DEW line in the air defense sysfem as
long as the budget level then maintsined was con-
tinved, RAND believed that if future air defense funds
were increased, and 1f a DEW line proved feasible,
the line should be consudered &s a part of the enture
continental air defense system (Project RAND, Dis-
tant Early Warmningin the Defense of the United States,
24 Nov 52),

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958

e

¥ s



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

—

EXPANDING THE INTERIM AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM €5

statement on the last day of 1952, The statement
held that continenta] defense had tc be strength-
ened and that the defense should he ready for
any eventuality not later than 31 December 1955.
Since early wammng was a key element 1n this
defense, a distant early-warning line that would
afford three to six hours waming had to be con-
structed. The statement directed the Defense De-
partment to undertake the task of developing, in-
stallng, and operating the continental defense
system. Included m the system were to be well
organized programs for civil defense, industrial
security, and rehabilitation of vatal facilities,”

Following this declaration of presidential
pelicy, Secretary of Defense Robert A. Lavett
wformed all concerned within the Defense
Department that in line with the President’s di-
rective a distant early-warning line was to be de-
veloped, mstalled, and operational by 31 Decem-
ber 1955, The testing of equipment, which Lovett
assigned to the Air Force, was to begin during
the arctic summer of 1953. The project was as-
signed the code name COUNTERCHANGE (later
changed to CORRODE).™

Meanwhile, the entire conception of the Dis-
tant Barly Warning line became the object of
much public discussion. Conflicting reports of
the value and cost of DEW appeared, with esti-
mates of the cost of the line running as high as
$150 billion. The teasons for the Air Foree reluc-
tance to accept a crash program for DEW instal-
lation wete often distorted, and sinister motives
were attributed to those whoadvocated or opposed
construction of the line, Prominent among the
objections toDEW was the fear that its existence
would promote a ‘“Magmot Lime’ psychology
among the Amencan people. Although the total
effect of the public debate on the merits of DEW
was probably harmful to Defense Department
secunty, 1t undoubtedly played a part in the
greater emphasis placed on air defense during
1953 and 1954,

Now that the DEW lmne had heen decided upon
and had been assigned to the Air Force, plans
for its construction were undertaken. According
to an ADC requirements study, the line would be
composed of waming stat1ons sited about 30
miles apart and 2 miles in depth. The DEW lme,
as desired by ADC, would actuaily extend from
Hawair through Alaska, across Canada, and
southeastward to the Azores. The seaward flanks
would be covered by zirbome early-warning air-

craft and picket ships.* The operational date for
the northern Canada porticn of DEW was set at
1 July 1957, Once the DEW line was operational,
early-warmning radar would have been placed as
close to the enemy as possible, Nevertheless,
at best DEW would provide nof mote than six
hours waming for a B-50 type bomber and two
houts for jet bombers and missiles.”

MidCanada Line

One result of President Truman’s policy direc-
tive approving the construction of a distant early-
warning line was Defense Secretary Loveit’s
decision to begin developing and installing test
equipment under arctic conditrons. This respon-
s1bility was assigned to the Air Force as Project
COUNTERCHANGE (CORRODE).” On 30 Janu-
ary 1953 American requirements for CORRODE
were presented to Canada, and approval for testing
equipment and carrying out site surveys for a
possible distant early-warning line across Canada
was requested. Canada granted conditional ap~
proval a month later. One of the conditions was
that a study group should be established to study
air defense matters of joint concern to the two
countnies. This condition was acceptable to the
United States and the Canada-United States Mili-
tary Study Group (MSG) came into bemng. One of
the group’s first tecommendations was the estab-
lishment of an early-warmag line along the 55th
parallel.'r Both govemnments approved the recom-
mendation and work began on Project CORRODE
during the arctic summer of 19537

In September 1953 Pregident Dwight D. Eisen-
hower approved a policy forimproving continental
defense. Based upon thiz policy directive, the
N ational Security Council directed the installation
of a radar line across southem Canada with all
possible speed.™ Shortly after the appearance of
this directive, the United States and Canada ap-
proved the Military Study Group’s recommendation
for the establishment of an eatly-warning radar
Line along the 55th parallel.TT The approved

*See map, p. 60.

The same recommendation had resulted from a Ca-
nadian Department of National Defense study in mid-
1952 (Dept of Nattonal Defence, Qpns Research Memo
No 22B, An Operational Assessment of a Northern
Radar Alerting Chain Employmg Equipment Now in
Process of Development by the Defense Research
Board of Canada mn Cooperation with the Mational Re-
search Council, Aug 52),

TTSee map, p. 63,
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MSG report also stated that this line—the Mid-
Canada—would be surveyed by the RCAF in con-
sultation with USAF, and that Canada would
construct the line, without prejudicing a2 later
decision on the division of costs.” This report
" was supplemented by a second MSG recommenda-
tion fo assign io USA¥ and RCAF the task of
fdeveloping the tequired equipment and making a
system engineering study.!® By the end of the
year Canada had established a Mid-Canada line
project in Headquarters RCAF and was conduc-
ting a preliminary swvey of the region in which
the line would be installed.*

Reaching a decision on the type of equipment
for the line proved a stumbling block, On 24
Febrnary 1954 the National Security Council
again called for the development of the Mid-
Canada line to ‘‘a high staie of readiness’’ as
rapidly as possible and for continuous improve-
ment of the line to keep pace with Soviet offen-
sive capabilibes. However, by mid-1954, a Sys-
tems Engineermg Group appomted to study the
equipment problem had not reported,® and USAF
and RCAF had not agreed on the method for using
the infommation fumished by the radar line*?
Nevertheless, it was anticipated by both Air
Forces that the Mid-Canada line would take its
place in the air defense system as a valunable
extension of the Permanent System and PINE-
‘TREE chain and as a backup line for the Distant
Early Warning network. 7

Greater Emphasis on Air Defense

The reports of the LINCOLN Summer Study
Group and Project EAST RIVER resulted in more
than commencement of the Distant Early Waming
line installation. As previous reports and publi-
cations had failed to do, they served to high-
light the nation’s vulnerability to an attack from
the air. Consequently, the reports focused the

*The Systems Engineermg Group did not report untal
27 August 1954 and the report was not reviewed by
USAF until S8eptember. The group cet a target date for
completion of the Mid-Canada line as 1 January 1957,
to which USAF agreed (lir, g USAF to CG ADC,
subj: Mrd-Canade Early Wamng System, 11 Dec 54, i
Hist CONAD and ADC, Jul-Dec 54, 1, doe 51).

?As onginally conceived, the Mid«Canada lmme was
to be extended by sea lines composed of AEW aircraft
and picket ships, On the Pacific the line would ran
from Hawaii to Kodaak, Alaska and on the Atlantic side
from Newfoundland to the Azeres. These extensions
were dropped from the Mid-Canada line plen late in
1954 (ADC HS-10, pp. 64-66).

attention of the Truman and Eisenhower adminis-
trations on air defense. This attention promoted
an iacrease in public awareness of the air de-
fense situation,

The combined effect of the Sunmer Study Group
and EAST RIVER reports on the civilian members
of the National Security Council and the National
Security Resonrces Board was apparently electri-
fying. NSRB members made determined efforts to
obtam presidential approval for the Summer Study
Group proposals, and the National Security
Council favored similar action. In the opinion of
a member of the Air Staff, membets of those
agencies felt that the A Force was not placing
enough emphasi¢ on air defense,®

As a result of the efforts of those two agen-
cies, President Truman directed that a review of
all programs concemed with air defense be under-
taken. Each service complied with a separate
report and the Joint Chiefs of Staff sent the com-
bined report to Secretary of Defense Lovett?*
The total picture presented by the combined re-
port was not considered satisfactory, and on 4
December 1952 Truman establicshed a committee
under the chaitmanship of Mervin S. Kelly, Presi-
dent of the Bell Telephone Laboratories, to
study continental air defense programs with par-
ticular emphasis on eatly waming.®® Furthermore,
on 31 December, President Truman approved the
NSC policy statement cajling for improved conti-
nental defense and construction of the DEW line
by 31 December 1955.%

Following the President’s demand for a more
effective continental defense, the Joint Chiefs
directed the Awr Force, Army, and Navy to form
plans for a system of air, land, and sea defense
for the continental United States as of 31 Decem-
ber 1955, These plans wete to be based on the
Key West Fuonctions paper and subsequent inter-
setvice agreements, Plang were to be submitted
by 1 July 1953 and were to be revised and sub-
mitted by 1 January of each year thereaiter, The
Continental United States Defense Plannmng
Group’ would examine the plans before they were
sent to the Joint Chiefs ¢

*See above p. 65,

TTlus combined group had been formed on 6 Apnl
1948. The Arr Force fumished the Depufy Director of
the Groun (A/S Summary Sheet, May, Gen. S.E, Ander-
gont, Dir P&Q to DCS/Q, subj: Director, Continental
US Defense Planming Group, 29 Apr 48, 1 OPD
381 (11 Dec 45), sec 3)
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Vice Chief of Staff Twmingin tum directed the  centralized authority for coordination of the de-
Air Staff to prepare by mid-April an objectives  fense of the United States.”?

ta plan for continental air defense. The Air Staff In view of theconflicting repotts of the various
’ was to work in conjunction with the Air Defense  study groups and the differences of official opm-
'i Command. According to Twining, the Ar Farce  ion of the defense probiem, the National Security
4 plan was to recogmize the increased mmportance Council created a new committee on 1 June 1953
P of air defense and the distinct probability that The Continental Defense Committee, headed by
2 future Air Force activities might be limited pr- Lt. Gen. Harold R. Bull (USA ret.), was directed
manly to two equally important-functions—ar de-  to report on the curmrent and planned continental
e fense and stragegic air operations.’” In drawing defense programs, to estimate costs, and to indi-
. up the Air Force plan, the Air Staff adhered to  cate the desired prionties. On 22 July the Ball
¢ three basic considerations, an efficient air de- Committee reported its conclusions that the de-
’*' fensesystem would be apowerful deterrent to war; fense programs, curtent and projected, were 1n-
j all parts of the air defense systemhad tobe under  adequate. Immedsate actron was requred to im-
. the operational cantrol of the commander charged  prove the defense sitnation, and as part of this
;I - with anr defense responsibality; and all forces  improvement the commttee recommended first
Ll? with an air defense capability would be employed.® pnority for catly warning and an amproved air
! General Twiming’s statement and the plan defense system®® Secretary of the Auxr Fome
. @ drawn up by the Air Staff indicated the increased Harold W. Talbot announced general agreement
f importance being placed on air defense. If air with the committee report for the Department of
! defense was to teceive greater emphasis and be the Air Force, but the Joant Chiefs of Staff ad-
! regarded, along with strategic air, as a powerful vised the National Secwiity Council against its
i deterrent to war, the proper allocation of Am acceptance until a means of financing 1ncreased
] Force resources would be more difficult., As mdi-  defense programs was determmed?*
7y cated by Lt. Gen. T.D. White, DCS/0, perhaps While the Bull report and the continental de-
the At Force would find that it had to reduce or fense plans were being considered, the need for
. elimnate some of ats legser responsibilities.® adequate ar defense became more urgent when,

Late in Apnl the Air Farce Council approved  On 12 August 1953, a thermonuciear explosion
the Aur Staff objectives plan,” and it was sent to  occutred in Russia.’® Soon thereafter, on 25 Sep-
the Continental United States Defense Planning  tember, President Dwight D. Eisenhower approved
Group (CUSDPG). In considering the plan, & new policy statement calling for increased
CUSDPG extracted the early warning provisions  emphasis on continental defense, subject to
and employed them as a basis for a separate monetary considerastions. This statement was
Joint Outline Flan for an Early Warning System.  Superseded on 24 February 1954 by a revised
Both the Air Staff plan and the extracted early  Presidential statement which formed part of the

wamnmg plan were sent to the JCS and the other Republicap ‘‘“New Look™ military program. The
services for comment.®! urgency apparent in Eisenhower’s first statement

While these defense plans were bemg consid- WS MIssing and the revised statement did not

ered within the Defense Department, the Kelly specifically call for air defense plans. Rather it

! Commiftee, appointed 1n December 1052, issued pointed out emphatically the need for complete
y coordmation of effort m continental defense and

its report. In the main, the committee buttressed f b £ def oe
the Air Force position of resistance to a crash or an orderly buildup of defense programs:
By mid-1954 emphasis on air defense had

DEW program. It recommended the immediate Hat. Th 1 {th
improvement of the existing AC&W system and leveled off somewhat. The service plans an vie
early warning plan were sfill under consideration

the mmplementation of the Mid-€Canada line and .
seaward radar extension. If funds were avalable by the jomnt Chiefs of Staff. Discussion of the

bt k\'aﬁn‘_ -y T

Ny, o

NI

\‘\"’é the committee recommended that emphasis be P lens had 1llustra::ﬂed once ag:u; d tl:)e S;ve:fent
- placed on research and develupment for a better ~ V'&WS O roles and missions held by the three
¥ air defense rather than on a crash DEW mstalla-  Services.® Actually, the new Awr Force Chief of

tion program. Also, in hine with the basic con- Staff, General Twining, believed that interservace
. (]

- siderations of the Air Staff objectives plan, the

1} Kelly group recommended the establishment of a  "See below p, 78 ff.
a8

"l
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disagreements on the roles and missions had held
up approval of the defense plans.®® It was an-
ticipated that the formation of the joint air de-
fense command then under consideration would
promote interservice hammony and aid in joint
air defense planning,

Seaward Extension of Radar Coverage

Airborne Early Warning

In addition o the need for an extension of the
continental radar network nerthward, Air Force
air defense planners recognized the requirement
for an off-shore extension. It was obvious that
the North Atlantic and the North Pacific are
ideal avenues of approach for aircraft attacking
the industrial areas of the United Siafes and
Ceanada, Not only wonld a seaward extension of
radar covering those ocean areas afford more
waming time for land-based defenders and the
civil populace, but it would allow interceptor air-
craft to operste farther from the defended areas.®®

Like the northward extension of the radar net-
work, the attempt to place radar offshore as an
addition to the air defense system began to make
substantial progress during the 1953-1954 period
of increased emphasis on air defense. Further-
more, the interservice roles and missions contro-
versy played a significant part in the attempt to
extend radar coverage by airbomne early warning
ry

(AEW) aircraft, picket ships, and ‘‘Texas Towers!

The concept of usmg aircraft to supplement
early-waming rader originated with the Navy
during World War II. Late in 193 the Japanese
began to use the “Kamikaze” attack on naval
forces in the Pacific with some success. These
suicide planes approached at a low altitude
making it impossible for the fleet radar to detect
them at any great distance. In order to extend
rader coverage, radar-equipped ships were used
as pickets, When use of the pickets proved costly
because of the ships’ vulnerability to the Kam-
kaze planes, the N avy considered patrolling radar-
equpped afrcraft near the fleet. Since equipment
was lacking, on 18 April 1944 the- Navy asked the
Massachusetis Iiistitute of Technology’s Radi-
ation Laboratory to develop ealy-waming
radar e quipment for uge in aireraft.®® By the
end of the war—but not in time for combat use—
the equpment had been developed, and some 27
Grumman torpedo bombers had been modified as
AEW eircraft (TBM-3W's). Later naval impirove-

ments in AEW aircraft involved the use of the
B-17 (FB-1W) and the Lockheed Constellation
(PO-1W) as aircraft carrying early-warning radar,1*®

Before the end of World War H the Ammy Air
Forces also hecame interested in airbome radar,
and a project was established at the Ajr Matenel
Command to investigate an Airbomne Confrol
Center System, The project members considered
the system primarily from an offensive stand-
point!® However, after reviewing the military
characteristics proposed for the aixborne center,
the Aur Stafi decided 1n 1946 that a greater need
existed for an AEW awcraft for defensive pur-
poses. Therefore, the Air Staff tecommended the
immediate development of the AEW aircraft, to
which fighter control facilities could be added
later1® This recommendation was not carried out
and AAF study of the AEW aircraft was reduced
to a consideration of only the rader components.
Since thete appeared to be some AAF-Navy du-
plication and because the Navy had two years of
experience in the field, the prablem of the AEW
aircraft was left with the Navy.2®*

The next two years found the development of

.the AEVW ajrcraft mn a state of flux within the

Air Force.* Project SUPREMACY had contained
no provision for seaward extension of the radar
network.'” However, when a JCS committee
evaluated SUPREMACY following the failure of
Congress to consider the plan in the spring of
1948, it stated a requirement for 500 miles of
seaward extension of radar consisting of O picket
ships and 16 AEW aircraft. The Air Force did not
agree. Althouph the Air Staff believed seaward

surveillance was desirable, development of AEW
arcraft and picket ships had not progressed to
the point where they weie teady for incorporation
into the system.'”® For this reason, and because
of the scareity of funds, no provigion for seaward
extension was included in the Modified Program
proposed by the Air Force late 1n 1948 and ap-
proved by Congress early in 1940,

Failure of the Afr Force to recommend exten-
sion of the radar network dad not signify opposi-
tion to the extension for planning puiposes, As
early as April 1947 the Canada-United States

*By Febrnary 1947 the Navy had drawa up the require-
mente for a cosstal early waming screen which in-
cluded AEW aircraft (Opns Evaluation Group Study
309, OCND, Discussion of Requirements for 2 Coastal
Early Wammg Sereen, 11 Fob 47, in AUX, M-31914-5,
no 309).
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Military Cooperation Committee proposed an
early-waming plan—thet was never acted upon—
which included the use of both aircraft and picket
ships to extend the early-warning line!®® More-
over, m commeating on Plan SUPREMACY, ADC
had pointed out the need for an extension of redat
coverage along both coasts.!”” ADC envisioned
an early-waming line stretching from Hawau tuw
Puerto Rico through Alaska, northern Canads,
Greenland, and Newfoundland.'*® Further support
for seaward extension came from the Air Defenss
Policy Panel, whichreporied tothe Chiet of Staff,
USAF in Febmary 1248, The panel concluded
that naval forces should be assigned to theater
commanders for the puipose of seavard swverl
lance and control. At the same time, the panel
recommended that the AxrForce obtain or develop
and test AEW awcraft.’® Despite recogmtbion by
these agencies of the need for AEW aircraft, lach
of funds and msufficient progress forced the Aw
Force to discontmue all work on the project 1n
September 1948 with the understanding that the
Navy would continue development.’’

The Air Force decision to cease work on the
AEW aircraft meant that Air Force-Navy cooperée-
tion would be mandatory if any AEW aircraft wers
added to the air defense system in the nezr
future: The foundation for such cooperation had
been laid at Key West in 1948, Among the func-
tions assigned to the Navy were provision cf
‘‘sea-based air defense and sea-based means for
coordinating control for defense against awx at-
tack' and provision of naval forces, including
naval ‘aut, as required for air defense, in accord-
ance with jointdoctrines and procedures approved
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.!** Since no jomntly
approved doctrmes or procedures were forthcome
ing from the JCS, naval participation in air de-
fense, up to mid-1954, was based on a series ¢f
policy sfatements by the successive Chiefs cf
Waval Cperations. Also, the Navy continued de-
velopment of the AEW aircraft.’*

Air Force activity in the AEW field was re-
sumed early in 1951. Within Headquarters USAF
the Air Deferise FTeam in the Directorate of Plans
urged that the Air Foiwce participate in the de-
velopment of mirborme sir defense radar.?*® Be-
canse the Navy announced that ne picket ships
would be available for air defense before 1954
the need for AEW aircraft became more urgenat.
At about the same time, General Whitchead suk-
mitted to Head quarters USAF a statement of re-

quitements calling for five squadrons of eight
AEW aircraft each to extend the aircraft control
and waming facilities seaward.*'* Because of
these factors, the Directorate of Requirements
recommended to the Air Foce Council that the
Air Force begin testing AEW aucraft and program
40 aircraft for procurement. The council turned
the problem over {o Maj. Gen, Gordon P, Saville's
Directcrate of Development.*®

In mid-1951 the Development Directorate ap-
proved a recommendation that 48 AEW aircraft be
obtamed for the Air Force as soon as possible,
Included 1n this total would be 10 C-121C (Lock-
head Super Conatellation) aircraft then in produc-
taon which could be conveited. The remainder
would be the same aircraft as converted by the
Navy and ¢alled the PO-2W. Also, Headquarters
USAF decided to make a study to determine if
the B-29 could be modified as an AEW arcraft.***

By the end of 1951 a USAF requirement for 56
Super Constellation AEW aireraft had been estab-
lished.!*” However, sice the first of these wonld
not be available until the middle of 1953, the
Directorate of Requirements had tentatively ap-
proved a proposal made by the Director of Plans
that 30 B-29%s be modified immediately to be used
by ADC untal the Super Constellations (RC-121%s)
could be produced.!’® ADC opposed this intetim
action and in Aungust Headquarters USAF can-
celled the project.

Meanwhile, ADC had prepared a plan for the
employment of AEW eircraft in two barriers some
800 miles long established approximately 225
miles off both coasts. Each barrier would be
covered by four awcraft spaced about 150 miles
apart, ADC estimated that this coverage would
afford a probability of detection of between 80
and 90 percent.!*® With this plan as a foundation,
ADC proceeded to set up the organization for
employment of the AEW aircraft, training for
personnel, and the many other plans needed for
this new element of the ar defense system.'®®
Actual operations of the AEW squadrons were de-
layed, however, largely because of aircraft and
radar production lags. The first complete RC-121
was not delivered to ADC until May 1954, and
the fust AEW squadron was not equipped until
October 195412

Delays in aitcraft deliveties resulting from
production lags were not the only difficulties
encountered mn adding AEW aircraft to the radar
network. The re-eatry of the Ajr Force into the
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field of seaward radar extension in 1951 d:d not
receive support from the Navy, Although the A
Force looked to the Navy for AEW arcraft at that
fime, it was apparent that the Navy would not
have enough axcraft for the needs of both serv-
ices ' Hence, Headquarters USAF apptoved the
ADC requirement for the procurement of AEW
aireraft,

The absence of Navalenthusiasm for Ax Force
efforts to add AEW aircraft to the ar defense
system became more serious early 1 1953, Fol-
lowing President Tmman’s policy statement of
31 December 1952 callmg for emphasis on the
early-warning system, each service was called
upon to prepare a defense plan as of 31 Decem-
ber 1955.* The plen submitted by the A Force
contained a requirement for AEW aucraft; the
Navy plan did not. Accordmng to the Navy view-
point, the Navy was responsible for the defense
agamst arr attack outside the range of the Air
Force land-based radar.'®® On the other hand, the
Air-Force regarded AEW aircraft as an extension
of the land-based radar network. Therefore, based
on the behef that provision of AEW aircraft was
its responsibility, the Air Force continued tr
plan for AEW employment,?®*

No imnterservice agreement on the use of AEW
aucraft could be reached until this doctrnal dif-
ference was resolved, and on 29 July 1953 Secre-
tary of Defense Charles Wilson was asked to
make the decision.'®® In support of the Air Force
position, General Twining pomnted out that the
seaward extension was actually a part of the
entire air defense system, which was an Air Force
responsibility. Also, as he reaffirmed, provision
for land-based aviation was an Air Force func-
tion; the Navy should pravide the necessary sea-
gomg forces.l?

Discussions of the problem continued until,
on 25 September 1953, President Eisenhower ap-
proved a National Security Council paper calling
for the earliest possible implementation of con-
tigucus seaward extension of the continental
radar network.**” Influenced by this presidential
edict, on 22 October General Twmming and Ad-
miral Robert B. Carney, Chief of Naval Opera-
tions, reached an agreement which accepted the
Air Force pogition. For contiptous extensions of
tadar coverage, the Air Force would provide the
AEW arrcraft and the Navy would fummish the re-

*See above p, 66,

quired ships,'® This agreement, which was not
signed until December, cleared the way for the
implementation of the AEW plan as scon as the
aircraft were available,

Picket Ships

There had never been any controversy over
which service would provide the ships needed to
establish a force of radar-equipped picket ships,
if such a force was deemed necessary for air
defense. Seagomng surface forces obvicusly were
the responsibility of the Navy. The principal
problem concemed the procurement of enough
shapa to fill the requirements.

Despite the vulnerability of the radarequipped
ships usged to protect naval forces dunng the
Japanese Kamikaze attacks during World War II,
the Navy continued development of the ships.
Attempts were also made in the Mediterranean
area touse radar-equipped shigs for early warming
against German attacks on Allied convoys.!™
Thus precedents existed for the picket ships
included by the Navy 1n a proposed coastal early-
warnung screen for use aganst air and submarine
attacks.™ And, early in 1948, the Navy an-
nounced that it was attempting to provide a radar
screen of picket ships which could surround the
United Statest®t

The Air Force at that time had established no
requirement for picket ships. No provision had
been made m Plan SUPREMACY for the seaward
extension of the radar network, Moreover, when
the JCS committee appointed in mid-1948 to
evaluate SUPREMACY recommended a 500-mile
Ime of picket ships and AEW arcraft, the Arxr
Staff had objected. The Air Staff considered the
use of a radar picket lime tc be of questionable
value.!*® This opinion was reflected later in the
year in the preparation of the Interim Program and
First Augmentation (Modifred Program), However,
General Saville’s planamg group believed that
picket ships should be considered later along
with cother radar needed to complete the system.
For that reason, the Fist Augmentation program
ongnally provided for three prototype ships for
testing purposes.t*® The $7,000,000 requested for
this purpose, however, was eliminated from the
program by the Bureau of the Budget.**

The Air Force did nothing further about picket
ships until early 1950 when ConAC forwarded to
Headquarters USAF 2 requwement for the use of
Navy picket ships. Air defense personnel be-
beved that picket ships would be needed to sup-
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plement the seaward extensiont of the radar net-
work by AEW asrcraft. Primanly, the picket shigs
would afford high-altitude coverage and the AEW
aircraft would provade cover for low altitude
Based upon CanAC’s recommendations, Heead-
quarters USAF presented to the JCS a regquire-
ment for ten picket ships, six on the east coast
and four on the west coast, Use of these ships
would aid in identifying inbound flights and would
add to the defense in depth around coastal tae-
gets.l36

Now that the Air Force had decided upon & te-
quirement for picket ships, efforts were made by
Headquarters USAF, ADC, and the arr defense
forces to arrange with the Navy for the use of the
ships.* The principal stumbling block was the
Navy's insistence that no ships were available
for full-time picket duty. The best that the Navy
could do was to make two destroyer-type picket
ships available on 24-hour notice off the east
coast. Further than that, 1t would be 1954 before
the Navy could furnish the required ships.'??

Since ADC believed that picket ships were
needed before 1954, it contmued to urge Heal-
quarters USAF to press for a resolation of the
problem. Fanally, on 13 March 1952, Acting Sec-
retary of the Air Force R.L. Gilpatric asked the
Secretary of the Navy o cooperate in meeting the
urgent requirement for picket ships.®® The Sectre-
tary of the Navy rephed that the Navy did not
believe the world situation warranted radar cover-
age an a continuous basis; therefore, the need
for full-time picket ship operations was not
urgent. General Vandenberg then presented the
matter to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in December,
but at the request of the Chief of Naval Opera-
tions action was deferred.'™

Although one picket ship had begun full-time
operations in September 1952, most of 1952 and
1953 was occupied by testing and trammngt®
Continued efforts by the Air Force throughout
most of 1953 failed to producea settlement of the
problem. Late m 1953 prompted by President
Eisenhower!s approval of the National Security
Council paper requiring implementation of con-
tignors seaward radar extension as soon as pos-
sible, General Twining =nd Admiral Camey

*

A RAND Corporation study completed about this time
indicated that the use of picket ships would grestly
increase the effectiveness of the interceptor squadrons
(RM-518, Fighter Effectiveness as a Functzon of Radar
Coverage, 30 Jan 51),

egreed that the Navy would provide the necessary
picket ships. The forces used in this radar ex-
tension would be diurected by the Awr Defense
Command* The foundations were thus laid for
picket ship operations, but further decisions in
regard to their use had to await the establish-
ment of a joint air defense command in 1954,

Texas Towers

The third, and mostrecently conceived, method
of extending radar coverage geaward is by use of
the so-called *‘Texas Towers.”’ The idea for
these sea-based radar platforms originated i the
LINCOLN Labotatory in the summer of 1952, In
the opmion of the LINCOLN scientists, picket
ships, though very necessary, were not an ideal
solution to the problem of contignous radar ex-
tension. The picket ships were very expensive;
they were limited fo carrymgmedium power radars
and even when anchored were not stable plat-
forms,

A LINCOLN study of the problem resulted on
1 August in a proposal ‘‘that would not eliminate
all requirements for picket ships but which, if
feasible and adopted, would greatly reduce those
requirements.’’***'The LINCOLN proposal called
for the erection of platforms on shoals off the
northeast coast to serve as radar sites. Simnce
the towets wonld resemble the oil well drilling
platforms used in the Gulf of Mexico, they were
called TexasTowers, These towers, according to
the LINCOLN conception, would be rectangular
in shape (60 feet by 120 feet) and would cost an
estimated one million dollats each to construct.
Several shoals between Nova Scotia and the New
Jersey coast were suitable,* and the towers built
on them would affard high altitude coverage 200
to 300 miles out from shore. The T exas Tower
proposal appeared so promising to the LINCOLN
Lshoratory that a staff study was prepared and
circulated among all agencies concerned with air
defense,!®

The Air Defense Command was impressed with
the LINCOLN proposal and recommended 1n Sep-
tember that Headquarters USAF corrsider the use
of the towers along with picket ships'* In the
following month Headquarters USAF agreed to
cansider the use of the towers but did not ask
ADC for its requirement estimates until March

*The Pacific offshore area had few suitable sites for
Texas Tower construction (Hist AFCRC, 1 Jul-31 Dec
53, p. 305).
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1953.*** In its reply, ADC informed Headquarters
USAF that 1t desired to make operation of the
tadar on the towers as automatic as possible in
order to conserve personnel 14

Little progress was made in the months that
followed. LINCOLN Labm:atory heard no more
about its propasal until the end of June 10953,
Because of this seemang lack of interest, Maj.
Gen. R.C. Maude, Commanding General of the
AirForceCambridge Research Center,* presented
the problem to Maj. Gen. D.L. Putt, Cemmanding
General of the Air Research and Development
Command, Also, several expedients, such as
building a tower as part of the DEW line project,
were considered and discarded. Finally, after
conferring with Head quarters USAF, General Putt
was convinced that the problem was more one of
design and installation than of research and de-
velopment, Therefore, he agreed to place the
Texas Tower project ;n the hands of the Air In-
stallations Office.t4?

At Jast, in November 1953, USAF announced in
a planning puide for Texas Towers that use of
the towers was feasible; this decision paved the
way for their construction. It was then estimated
that each tower wounld cost $4,000,000.* Head-
quarters USAF followed with approval for con-
struction of five towers—the design of which was
changed to that of an equilateral friangle, 210
feet on a side—and inclusion of their cost in the
budget programs for the fiscal years 1954 and
1955.'* By mid-1954, the Navy had been desig-
nated as the responsible apent for construction
of ‘the Texas Towers, and operational and logis-
tical plans had been prepared*® However, it
would be 2 December 1955 before the Amr Force
assumed beneficial occupancy of the first Texas
Tower. 118

The LINCOLN Transition System

Not actually a part of the radar network exten.
sion but essential to 1ts snccess was the vastly
improved equipment designed to make use
of the early waring and confrol data fumished
by the radar sets. Furthermore, an improvement

*®
The military orgamzation under which LINCOLN
Laboratory functions,

F‘or a popular account of life and cperations on the
first completed Texss Tower ceet Crarg Thompson,
‘‘Amenca’s Strangest Island,’’ The Saturday Evening
Post, CCXXIX, no 1 (7 Jul 56), 26-27.

in this equipment—the ground electronic eaviron-
ment—was needed to use effectively the projected
weapon system. As early as April 1947, Head-
quarters, AAF had drawn up specifications for
automatic radar equipment which would pick up
and relay information to an ar defense control
center,'*® Automatic operation permitted by this
equipment would reduce the human element to a
muzmum. As indicated by a2 member of the Air
Staff, this reduction was needed because there
was ‘““serious doubt that successful interceptions
of high-speed attacking airtbome objects can ever
be made by other than fully automatic means. "
By 1950 it was very evident to air defense per-
sonnel that delays resalting from handling the
data constituted one of the greatest weaknesses
of the intetim anr defense system,™

The handicap to the zir defense system result-
ing from an inadequate ground environment was
the subject of one of the first investigations made
by the Anxr Defense Systems Engmeermg Commit-
tee (ADSEC) after its formation late i 1949.%
The committee compared the air defense system
then in existence to an animal that was at once
““lame, purblind, and idiot-like.’’ ADSEC stated
that an improved grouad environment waus required
for “it makes little semse for us to strengthen
the muscles if there is no bram; and given a
brain, it needs good eyesight. 715

Turming to the scientists i order to provide
the brain, the Air Force called upon MIT to estab-
lish a laboratory to undertake a broad air defense
program, The fust phase of this program—Proj-
ect CHARLES—indicated the many improvements
that would be required for an effective future air
defense System.T CHARLES recommended erec-
tion of a centralized aircraft control and waming
system which would combine the use of the high-
speed digital computer being developed by MIT
with radar data transmission equipment from the
Air Force Cambridge Research Center.*™ Project
LINCOLN was set up in 1951 partly to continue
consideration of these CHARLES recommenda-
tions.

1"Sere above p. 31,

At the same time, the Continental Air Defense Sys-
tem (CADS) project was investigating the current air
defense system, Several CADS recommendations for
1mprovements in the mannally operated ground en-
vironment were adopted. The ground cavironment still
did not meet ADC requitements (Headguarters, ADC,
Operational Plan SAGE, 7 Mar 55, v),
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LINCOLN scientists considered the problem of
the ground electronic envionment--the bram-—
from the standpoint of what could be done at
once, in the near fufure, and ultimately. They de-
vised an immediate solution to the data-handling
problem, This solution they termed the “‘Quick
Fix"” system, Primarily, Quick Fix was designed
to simplify data handling by rearranging functions
in such a way as to eliminate the human element
as much as possible*

Quick Fix was the best that the LINCOLN
scientists could devise for the period until @
“Future System’ could be developed., Betwecn
the Quick Fix period and the completion of the
Future System, some elements of the Future Sys-
tem—including the digital computer—could be
made available. When these elements were placed
in operation, a ‘“Transition System® ‘would be in
existence 15

According to LINCOLN scientists, the Transi-
tion System would strike ‘‘a balance between
men and machines.’ Machines would be avail-
able to perform the functions that men did most
poorly, leaviig man to complete the operation by
making the besic decisions. The heert of the sys-
tem would be a computing system connected to a
number of radar stations. From the data supplied
by these radars, information would be received
and stored; and interceptors would be controlled.
The Transition System would be flexible and
could be incorporated into the Future System
when required

The LINCOLN Quick Fix system was demcn-
strated to Air Defense Command repres.entatives
on 29 September 1952,'% Although the system
offered “some potential’? for an improved manmual
system, General Benjamin W. Chidlaw, ADC’s
commander, reported that it did not meet ADC re-
quirements for an improved semiautomatic air
defenrse system.'** Testing of the equipment by
Air Proving Ground Command (APGC) confirmed
Chidlaw’s opinion. APGC reported in March 1633
that Quick Fix was “operationally undesirabla”
and recommended that the project be dizcem-
tinued. Headquartets USAF agreed and requested
LINCOLN to ‘‘phase out this program as quickly
as possible and divert . . . manpower and funds
to more urgent work. %

At about the same time, the Air Force was &x-
riving at 2 decision to support the Transiticn
System. In additten fo the LINCOLN system, the
Air Force had been interested in an Air Defensze

Integrated System (ADIS) being developed by the
University of Michigen’s Willow Run Research
Center)® As late as January 1953 the Air Force
believed that both systems should be supported
until further progress had been made.'” The
question was settled on 10 Apnl 1953 when the
Air Force decided to proceed with the Transition
System and cancel ADIS.* The LINCOLN system
was chosen in order to preventduplication or con-
fusion in development of the system and beceuse
the Air Force could not afford to sugport two
projects.'® Following the Air Force's selection
of the Transition System, as the ground electronic
environment system, two production prototypes
were programmed for fiscal years 1954 and 1955
at a cast of over $56,000,000, with the first pro-
totype to be aperational 1n the New York area by
Jannary 1957.1%

Once the decision hed been made in favor of
the LINCOLN Transition System.T planning for
installation and integration into the Air Defenss
Command was underiaken. The Westem Electric
Company was given a contractfor the installation
of the system and, by the end of 1953, had or
ganized the Air Defense Engmeering Services
(ADES) to fulfill the contract. Since ADC would
be the ultimate “customer,”’ ADES would report
to that command.!®® ADC, in turn, had made sub-
stantial progress in its planning hy mid-1954 1¢*
Although limitations in the system were already
epparent,! the Transition System held much
promise for the future end would provide ADC
‘‘with the capability to conduct ar battle effec-
tavely and flexibly,”'1%

In the wonds of the Air Force Cambridge Re-
search Center historian, the LINCOLN Transition
System looked promising because, ‘‘in associa-
tion with hetter eyes (radar) and better muscles
(deferrsive weapons) it offered a chance to make
a significpnt improvement in the effectiveness of

*In order to test the Transition System, LINCOLN
Laboratory establiched the Cape Cod System in mud.
1952, This system, which consisted of 12 radar sites
in the Boston area, began actual demonstrations in
Selptember 1953, Acting as LINCOLN’s provibg ground,
the Cape Cod system indicated the feesibility of the
Traneition System (Hist AFCRC, 1 Jul-31 Dee 53,
p. 258-62).

The Trapsition System later became known as the
Semiantomatic Ground Eavironment (SAGE) System.

TTFox- exsmple, the sysfem was subject to electromc
countermeasures, sabotage, and destruction of the
above-ground facilities,
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ar defense systems.’’*” Northward and seaward
extensions of the radar netwotk would move the
‘‘ayes?’ closer to the potential enemy, thus af-
fording the air defense system a greater period of
wannng, Theimproved interceptors and the guided
missiles still in the developmental stage would
strengthen the ‘‘muscles’ of the system. It was

expected that the combination of these improve-
ments would result in a weapon system which
would increase significently the kill potential of
the air defense forces, Nevertheless, full benefit
from these additions and improvements conld not
be derived without the proper orgatization for air
defense,
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CHAPTER VI

JOINT ORGANIZATION FOR AIR DEFENSE

Fiom the time that Headguarters, AAF began to
plan for the postwar military establishment-
before the end of Woild War Il—-until the meeting
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at Key West, Florida,
in the spnng of 1948, the Air Fotce contended
that continental airdefense was its responsibilaty.
Several crganizational plans, designed in part to
enable the Air Force to discharge this responsis
bility, were drawn up during 1945 1n Headquarters,
AAF and Headquarters, Continental Air Forces.
None of these plans were approved, but in March
1946 the AAF was teotganized along fanctional
lines with the estzblishment of three major com-
mands,; Strategic Air Command, Air Defense Com-
mand, and Tactical Air Command, * To A1r Defense
Command was assigned the mission of organizing
and administering the integrafed continental air
defense system.t

In the months following the formation of ADC,
its commander, Lt. Gen. George E. Stratemeyer,
was faced with the fact that he had no means for
fulfilling the air defense mission. His position
became more complicated in 1946 when Headquar-
ters, AAF revealed that the air defense mission
did not actually belong to the Air Force but to
the Amy Ground Forces.T! Furthermore, dise
cussion between the AAF and the AGF indicated
that the two services did not agree on a definition
of air defense. AGF maintained that air defense
was merely part of the over-all defense problem
and actually should be defined as “‘defense by
arr.”” AAF believed, on the other hand, thet
acceptance of the Army’s position would have
divided the air defense mission.'TT Pending the

=“F‘m' a diseussion of this reorganization see ADC
HS-9, Organization and Responsibiity for Air De-
fense, March 1946-September 1955,

See gbove, p. 4,
1.Seea above, p. 5.
1 See above, pp. 15-16.

outcome of the unification struggle, discussion of
this difference of opinion was suspended.

In March 1948 the Air Force contention that air
defense was an Axr Ferce responsibility was con-
firmed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff meeting at Key
West. According to the Functions Peper, which
embodied the conclusions reached by the JCS,
the USAF was assigned the mission of providing
contmental air defense in accordance with
the policies and procedures of the Joint Chuefs,
Also, the Air Force definition of air defense was
accepted. Air defense thereby became a unilateral
responsibility of USAF, though the Army and the
Navy were assigned air defense roles as collateral
functions, Whether or not the Key West agreements
would solve the problems facing General
Stratemeyer 1n his attempis to camy out has
mission was a matter for conjecture. *

Although the assignment of the air defense
mission solely to the USAF was considered
necessary by Air Force leaders, they recognized
that the resources of all the services would be
requred in an air defense system. Primarily
these resources consisted of Army anhaircraft
artillery and Navy fighter aircraft and radar equp-
ment. According to the Xey West Functions
Paper, the Army and Navy were to furmsh those
resources in keeping with JCS policies. Since no
JCS policies wete forthcoming, ADC continued to
rely on mnterservice agreements that were intended
to provide all available aur defense forces in an
emergency. Negotiations for such agreements
usually revived differences of opinion concerning
operational control of the forces.! Algo, the agree-
ments were not completely satisfactory for the air
defense commander because availability of Amny
and Navy forces would always depend upon their

*See above, pp, 17-18,
See above, pp. 6-7,
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not being required for their pnmary missions.*

While the Air Defense Command was negotiating
for augmentation forces as a means of carrying
out its mission, the War Depariment was drafting
a plan for the formation of a continental defense
commaend, War Department planners maintamed
that this would be an Ammy command which would
umfy all ground and eir defense forces under one
commander, When the WD plan was considered by
the Aar Staff [ate 1n 1946, Maj, Gen. Q. P, Weyland,
Plana Chief, stated that the proposal did not go
far enough. He undetrstood that Admiral Fomest
Sherman, the Chief of Naval Operations, had
stated that the Joint Chiefs should undertake the
establishment of a joint defense command. There-
fore, Weyland believed the time was propitious
to spproach the Navy on the subject. In Weyland’s
opimion, such a jomnt command should function
under the strategic guidance of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.!

Consideration of a joint command continued,
and on 26 March 1947, at the direction of the
Joint Chiefs, the Joint Planning Staff appointed
an ad hoc committee to study the question of a
unified defense command,’ Delibetations of the
committee indicated that Admiral Sherman had
apparently not expressed naval opirion when he
spoke in favor of a joint command, According to
the Navy member of the committee, establishment
of a unified command was
utinecessary in the lipht of potential enemy capabilities
and is undesirable in that it would concentrate excessive
guthoerity in one individual for a varety of operations
which are go diverse in character and geopgtaphic area
that they can best be performed by separate commands,
He considered the interservice cooperation agree-
ments then 1n existence sufficient for that time.
Because of this difference of opinion, the coms
mittee was unable to reach an agreement.’

By 1948 attention of Air Staff planners had been
focused on the possibility of establishing an Axr
Defense Command as a specified command of the

l.'Fnr discussions of theme problems see: ADNC HS4,
Army Antisireraft in Air Defense, 1946-1954; ADC
H8=5, Emergency Air Defense Forces, 1946-1954,

TA unified commend is identified by the USAF Diction.
ary a8 ‘s command made up of joint or combined
forees, operating under & single commander® Appar
ently during the period under discussion service plan-
nere used the terms *‘joint command!? and *‘unified
command” interchangeably, Ae herein used they are
considered to heve precisely the same meaning,

Joint Chiefs of Staff.* This solution to the coms
mand problem met with considerable opposition
both from General Stratemeyer and from some
members of the Air Staff.! Stratemeyer agreed
that respomsibility for air defense had to be
shared by all services and that umty of command
was necessary: However, he objected to a JCS
command primanly because the JCS was “‘a
rather cumbetsome body to be charged with oper
ating an active component of the Air Force" and
because the ADC commander would become
responsible to two agencies the Joint Chiefs of
Staff for air defense and the Chief of Staff, USAF
for all other functions. Moreover, Stratemeyer felt
that

there 18 no assurance that the JCS would be any more
wailling to allocate resources of the Army and Navy to
air defense by virtue of the ADC becoming a JC
specified command than they are at the present bime.
Thus, in 1948 neither the yoint command nor the
JCS specified command concept found much favor
within the Axr Force.

The next two years witnessed the formation of
the Continental Air Command, to which the air
defense mission was assigned, and the gradual
demise of the Ait Defense Command. I By means
of these orgamzational changes, more effective
use of the available USAF forces was made
possible. Also, 1 1950, the formation of the Army
Antiaircraft Command began the integration of AA
into the air defense system and paved the way
for closer coordination between the Army and the
Air Fotce 1n air defense matters.

The Soviet atomic explosion in the summer of
1949 placed new emphasis on the problem of
organization for continental air defense. Within
the Aifr Staff, orgamizational studies begun m
October 1949 revived a ptoposal for the establish-
ment of a unified defetize or unified amr defense
command, Plans wete drawn up by the Air Staff
and in Headquarters, ConAC, but none could be

*According to the USAF dictionary a specified com-
mand is “a one-service command under the strategic
Eulg-a’:’tce of the JCS8 for the performance of a specific
ag

TOne member of the A Staff stated that creation of
a JCSedirected Air Defense Command was “‘premature,
unrealistic, disadvantageous, unnecessary, reckless,
snd illogical” (memo from Col. A,J. Kinney to Col,
John B. Cary, subj; Policies Relative to Air Defense,
4 June 48, in OPD 381 (11 Dec 45), sec 3),

TSee ADC HS5-0, pp. 21-39,
5o ADC HS-4, pp. 34-45,
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approved because of the shortage of personnel.*
At the end of June 1950 the outhreak of the
Korean war drastically altered the situation. Not
only did the need for & more effective continental
air defense become more acute, but the contem-
plated buildup of the Air Force promised to
alleviate the personnel shortage to some extent.
Planning for an orgamzational change resumed.

By September a plan calling for a unified Air
Defense Command had been prepared by the Air
Staff. Submission of the plan to ConAC for com=
ments revealed that opposition to the unified
command concept still remained. Replying for the
commend, Brig. Gen. Herbert B, Thatcher, ConAC’s
Deputy for Operations, stated that application of
the concept to the Air Defense Command wes
“ynnecesseary and undesirable,” Instead, Thatcher
expressed agreement with the establishment of a
JCS8 specified command such as General Strate-
meyer had opposed two years earlier. ConAC’s
concurrence was based on the need, in the light
of international conditions, for raising the contis
nental air defense organization to a position which
would ““assure recognition commensurate with the
importance of the United States amr defensc
problem.’” Thatcher stated that the command cox-
cept desired was one involving only USAF units,
with the commander possessing operationcl
control over the units supplied by the other
services®

Despite ConAC’s opposation to the unified com-
mand concept, Chief of Steff Vandenberg in
October sent a memorandum to the JCS proposing
a unified Air Defense Command, The Air Force
proposal called for the unified commander to com=
mand all assigned forces and, within his area of
responsibility, to have operational control of all
other forces that possessed sn air defense capa-
bility.® In explaining this action to ConAC,
General Twining, the Vice Chief of Staff, stated
that, if the Army and Navy appeared willing to
assign forces tothe unified command commensurate
to the Air Force contribution, USAF would support
the unified command plan. If only token forces
were offered by the other services, the USAF
would favor the establishment of a JCS specificd
command, as recommended by ConAC.”

In reply to Twining’s explanation, General
Whitehead renewed his recommendation, madc
estlier in the year, for the formation of an Air

*See above, p. 35.

Defenge Command separate from ConAC. Such a
command was necessitated, Whitehead repeated,
by the growth of the aur defense system. Since
JC8 action on the unified commend plan was not
forthcoming, this time Whitehead’s proposal was
speedily spproved by Headquarters USAF, and the
Axr Defense Command was “‘re-established’ on
1 Jenuary 1951 as a mejor USAF command.*

Formation of the Air Defense Command did not
terminate Headmarters USAF efforts to gein
approval for its other organizational plans. When
it appeated that the unified command plan would
not receive JCS approval, General Vandenberg
sent the Joint Chiefs a plan calling for a JCS
specified commend.® Both plans remained before
the JCS, and although all agencies concered
coninued fo consmder them, divergent views
within the Air Force and between the services
precluded acceptance at that time of either a
unified or a JCS specified command,®

The question of command arrangements in air
defense orgenization arose again in 1953 dutng
the period of increased emphasis on air defense,
By that time the Air Force had ceased to advocate
a JCS specified command. Based upon an Air
Staff study, the Air Force position had become
maintenance of the status quo—an Air Defense
Command directed by the Chief of Staff and
depending upon inferservice agreements for
emergency forces. Nevertheless, on 6 August
1953, the Joint Chiefs of Staff tentatively agreed
on the establishment of a JCS specified command
and charged General Twining, who had replaced
Vandenberg as Air Force Chief of Staff, vuth
pieparation of the necessary planst?

In tum, General Twining instructed the An'
Staff to resume consideration of air defense coms
mand organization. He reminded staff members
that in view of the increasing Soviet nuclear
capshility, it was necessary for the Air Force
to keep the Joint Chiefs of Staff informed of
defense problems. As directed, the Air Staff
reconsidered but did not chenge its previous
decision in favor of retaining the present organi-
zation, In defense of its position, the Air Staff
reported that nomal JCS or umfied command
arrarigements would not be satisfactory for air
defense. Instead, the Air Staff drew up a plan
calling for the Chluef of Staff, USAF to report fo
the JCS petiodically concerung air defense

ll‘SeE above, p. 36.
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matters and to send all anr defense plans and
policies to the Joint Chiefs for approval.!!

Apparently with some reluctance, the Air Staff
aleo prepared an altemate plan calling for a JCS
specified command, In the opmion of General
Thatcher, who had been transferred to the Air
Staff as Director of Plans, the Army and Navy
favored an arrangement which would unify command
of all defense forces, Thatcher believed that
such a commend would take away from the Air
Defense Command commander the split-second
control that he needed in order to perform his
mission.* In addition, Thatcher feared that a
unified command wounld give both the Army and
the Navy, as well as the USAF, a pumary responsi
bility in air defense.t? Therefore, the alternate
pian for a JC8S sgpecified command was made
ready. The Air Staff objections to a change in the
command arrangements and the recommendation
for periodic reporting to the JCS by the Aurr Force
Chief of Staff were sent to the Joint Chiefs in
December 1953.12

Soon after the beginning of the new year,
General Twimng informed Lt Gen Earle E.
Partridge, Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations, that
a realignment of the Air Force positton on con-
tinental air defense was urgently needed. Admaral
Arthur W, Radford, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, believed that the Air Force could no
ionger afford to carry the full responsibiiity for
such an important function. He was firmly con-
vinced that some type of JCS8 command had to be
devised. Twining agieed and requested the Arr
Staff to take approptiate action to reverse its
previcus position in opposition to a JCS specified
command.

At about the same time, 1n a memorandum to the
Jotnt Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Radford expanded
his ideas on the type of command arrangement
needed for eir defense. He remmded the Joint
Chiefs that they were charged by law to establish
unified commands 1n strategie areas when such

*Col. James ¥, Whisenand, a member of Thatcher's
etaff, disagreed. He felt that unified command wouid
strengthen the Air Force mn air defease because it
wouid give the commander more influence in plenmng
and would allow more coordination in weapon system
davelopment (memo from Col. James F. Whicenand,
Aunst Dep Dir of Plans, for General Thatcher, subj,
Command Arrangements for the Defenze of the United
States, 15 Dec 53, 1n OPD 381 (11 Dec 45), sec 10),

_and Navy be requested.’

an establishment was in the interest of national
security. Radford considered that in the interest
of national security a joint command for continen-
tal ar defense was necessary. This command
would be composed of forces from esch service
and would provide fotr the coordinated efforts of
each service for continental ar defense. Accord
ing to Radford’s conception, the command would
be under a senior Axr Force officer with the Chief
of Staff, USAF as executive agent. The joint
commander would have a joint staff and would be
empowered to activate subordinate jomt commands,
The joint command would wnclude all air forces
assigned to anr defense and all antiarcraft
arhilery involved in permanent air defense. Also,
provision would be made for the joint commander
to have operational control of any units which
could augment the air defense forces. Admiral
Radford recommended that the Joint Chiefs
approve this type of organization for continental
axr defense.t’

On 22 January 1954 the Joint Chiefs of Staff
approved 1n prnciple the establishment of a JCS
command for continental air defense and directed
the Joint Strategic Plans Committee to prepate
terms of reference for the commander of such a
command. The committee report of 1 March 1ndi-
cated that a d:fference of opinton still existed,
The Air Force and the Navy now appeared to
favor a jount command with the jomnt commander
having specific guade lines to follow. On the other
hand, the Army expressed a preference for a JCS
specified commend, with the Air Force as execu-
tive agent, According to the Ammy view, terms of
reference would be broad and detailed plannmg
would be left for the 'service componeni com-
manders. The committee teport algo recommended
that the views of the Air Defense Command, Amy,

General Chidlaw replied for ADC on 11 May
1954 vath a proposed organization which was very
sumilar to that supggested by Admiral Radford.
Chidlaw proposed a joint command under the JCS,
with the Aur Force serving as executive agent,
Under the jomnt command would be three subcom-
mands; the Air Defense Command, the Army Anh-
awrcraft Command, and a Navy component. At each
level of the existing Air Defense Command Chidlaw
planned a joint headquarters commanded by ADC
officers and augmented by a small number of
Ammy, Navy, and Marine Corps personnel. The Air
Defense Command would tum over responsibility
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for air defense to the new jomnt command, which,
in an emergency, would have operationsl control
over the forces of the subcommands.*”

In an accompanying letter, General Chidlaw
explained his conception of the requirements for
this unprecedented command, Any jomnt command
established, he believed, had to have unity of
command and simplicity of operation as overridmg
considerations, Also, there had to be a clear
analysis of the threat; a simple, clear, and ditect
command structure; and—what he considered the
most impartant single item—a sound JCS-approved
air defense plan, binding on all services, Chidlaw
stated that since air defense was a functionsl
mission carned out on a geogrephical basis, the
operating air defense command had to be organized
geographically with all subcommeands having the
same mission—air defense of a peographical
area, The ““United States Air Defense Command'’
that he proposed would provide this organization.*®

When Chidlaw's views and those of the other
services were received by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, another important difference of opinion was
indicated, The Awmmy believed that 1f a joint com-
mend was established, joint headquarters below
the ADC level were not necessary or desirable,
Operational confrol, the Army maintained, should
be exercised throuph the service component com-
manders. On the other hand, the Navy agreed with
the Air Force that headquarters down to air
division should be joint end that the air defense
commander should have operational control over
all forces assigned or made avalable for air
defense,!®

By 2 August this difference of opinion had been
resolved in favor of the Navy-Air Force view and
the JCS ditected the activation of the Continen-
tal Air Defense Command (CONAD). As
established, CONAD was similar to the organi-
zation proposed by Admiral Radfod and General
Chidlaw, CONAD, a joint command ““for the air
defense of the continental United States,’” was
placed shove the existing ADC structure, with the
Department of the Air Force as executive agent,
The Aur Defense Commend, the Amy Antisircraft
Command, and naval forces of the contiguous
radar coverage system were sllocated to CONAD.,
The Commanding General, CONAD was given
operabional control of those forces and of all
augmentation forces made available duringperiods
of emergency,®”

The creation of CONAD, which was activated
1 September 1954 at Ent Air Fotce Base with
General Chidlaw as commander, was a significant
step 1n the development of continental air defense,
As patt of a JCS-duwected command, each air
defense commander would no longer have to depend
upen interservice agreements for aupgmentation
forces, Those forces were available and, during
emeargencies, the commander’s operational con-
trol of them was assured, Furthermore, the para-
mount 1mportance of continental air detense was
recogmized, Although the Air Farce would retain
the dominant position--the Department of the Air
Force was the executive agent of the command
and air defense commanders would be USAF
personnel—-henceforth the responsibility of pm-
tecting, the United States from air attack would be
shared by the Amy and the Navy.

[y

ved

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




i

This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

CHAPTER VIl

SUMMARY

Before the end of World War II, Air Force plan-
ners recognized that continental air defense
would be one of the most important missions of
the postwar mihtary establishment, These plan-
ners assumed that the United States would not be
the agpressor in any future war but would un-
doubtedly have to defend its continental limits
against an imifial surprise attack, Although this
assumption did not necessarily mean that they
advocated an air defense in being, it did mean
that they saw a requirement for arr defense plans,
In onder to f1ll this requirement, discussions mn
regard to a possible air defense system were
held throughout 1945, and several plans were
prepared. However, in the midst of the rapid de-
mobilization which followed V-] Day, the Am
Force could do Iittle to implement these plans,
Nevertheless, as part of a postwar reorganiza-
tion, an Air Defense Command was activated on
21 March 1946 as one of three major AAF com-
mands,

At the time of the AAY' reorganization, it was
apperent that Air Force resources would be in-
adequate for complete manming of each of the
major commands, Since possession of the atomic
bomb by the United States was the main deterrent
to war, the Strategic Air Command and its de-
livery vehicles had to be combat-ready at all
times. Therefore, highest priotity for manpower
and matenel was assigned to SAC. The Air De-
fense Command, allotted a heterogeneous pgroup
of responsibilities im an interim mission direc-
tive, would have to get along with as few re-
sources as poseible,

In the tield of air defense, ADC was delegated
the organization and administration of the inte-
grated air defense system. It was to exercise
direct control of all active, and to coordinate all
passive, means of air defense. Lt. Gen. George
E. Stratemeyer, ADC’s commander, gquickly dis-
covered that he did not have the means for ful-

81

filling sach a mission. In fact, the meens for
establishing an effective air defense ‘system were
not aveailable throughount the Air Force, For the
present, ADC found that without operational
forces its principal role was one of planning.

Lacking both mission directive and forces,
ADC was handicapped in iis attempts to plan for
ait defense, To f1ll this void, Stratemeyer pressed
Headquarters, AAF during 1946 for a mission die
rective, for a statement of responsibilities, and
for operational forces, Pending an end to the
struggle for unification and a buildun of its
forces, Headquarters, AAF could grant none of
his requests, Nevertheless, ADC drew up three
plans: a short term plan which was a capability
study to indicate what the command could do if
called apon to set up an air defense m the im-
mediate future; a planfor an air defense in being;
and a long term plan that was a requirement
study based on future forecasts. Although nosne
of these plens were approved by higher head-
quarters, they were used for planning purposes
for some time to come.

A major stumbling block that had prevented the
AAF from grantingm any of Stratemeyer’s requests
was overcome on 26 July 1947 with the creation
of the United States Air Force. No longer would
Air Force planners have to consider the effect of
their actions on the pending unification legisla-
tion. With independence a reality, Headaquarters
USAF could take definite steps toward establish-
ing an air defense system. One of the most im-
portant of these steps was its approval of a plan—
known as SUPREMACY~for an AC&W network
costing $388,000,000 and consisting of 411 radear
stationrs 1n the United States end Alaska, Also,
late in 1947, Headquarters USAF granted ADC a
definite mission directive assigning the air de-
fense—in an emergeticy and for planming purpoges—
of the United States to General Stratemeyet. This
clarfication of the role of ADC in air defense
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was followed, in March 1948, by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff assigning to the Air Force pumary re-
spoasibility for air defense. And, while these
significant actiors were taking place, an awak-
ening public interest in awr defewse could be
seen,

In the midst of these rather halting USAF ef-
forts to begmn an air defense system, intema-
tional events dictated an attempt to set up an
active air defense. InMarch 1948, with the *‘Cold
Wat" threatening to become a war i fact, Gen-
eral Carl Spaatz, Arr Force Chief of Staff, or-
dered the establishment of an active air defense
in Alaska and in the Northeast and Northwest
sections of the United States, Although ajr de-
fense personnel took prompt action to comply
with Spaatz’ directive, the means were not avail-
able to establish an effective defense. By the
time the tense March-April period ended, the fu-
tility of attempting to defend the nation withont
sufficient personnel or materiel had been well
illustrated.

Now that at least skeleton air defense systems
wete in place, Headquarters USAF directed ADC
to retain the systems and to set up a similar
system in the Albuquerque, New Mexico, area. In
order to assute that the nation would not be com-
pletely without air defenses 1n the future, Head-
quarters USAF also attempted to obtaimn congres-
sional sanction for Plan SUPREMACY. Despite
efforts by the Department of the Air Force, Con-
gress adjourned 1a June 1948 without acting on
the plan.

With consideration of SUPREMACY delayed at
least until the next session of Congress and the
need for air defense becommng more acute, Head-
guarters USAF reviewed the air defense situation
in the summer of 1948. An Air Defense Division,
headed by Maj. Gen. Gordon P. Saville, was es-
tablished in the Directorate of Plans and Opera-
tionrs to study the problem. General Sawville's
staff concluded that until an over-all air defense
program wag decided upon, some action had to be
taken to establish an air defense system and
that such action would be limited to the deploy-
ment and installation of radar equipment. There-
fore, terming the air defense picture ““certainly
shocking,’’ Saville presented to Secretary of De-
fense James Fomestal a plan calling for an Inter-
im Program consistmg of 61radars and 10 control
centers and a First Augmentation of 15 radars,
Termed the Modified Program it would require

sbout $ 86,000,000 and was scheduled to be opera
tional by 1952, A bill based upon the Modifred
Program was presented to Congress early in 1949,
Finally, in mid-March, this measwe—considered
by Saville as essential to the security of the
nation-was approved by Congress. Although the
“Permanent System? provided for in the Modi
fied Program would be inadequate aganst future
threats, the Air Force was at last aunthorized to
begin construction of a radar network.

Since neither SUPREMACY not the Modified
Program would furnish early warning immediately,
the nation would remain virtnally defenseless
against air attack. In order to provide some pro-
tection, air defense personnel decided to estab-
lish a temporary metwork, the mnstallation of
which was code-named LASHUP. Approval for
L ASHUP was received from Sectetary of Defense
Forrestal in Qctober 1249, and prelimmnary work
on the network began by the end of the year.

While plans were being made for establishmng
an AC&W netwotk, air defense was strengthened
by another major reorganization of the Air Force,
In October 1948, President Harry S. Truman
called for preater emphasis on the organization
and training of allreservecomponents. One of the
tesults of this presidential directive was the
formation of Continental Air Command, with Gen-
eral Stratemeyer as commander, ConAC was as-
signed the air defense mission and Air Defense
Command and Tactical Air C ommand were reduced
to ‘‘operational’® status, For air defense, this
reorganization meant that all ADC and TAC units
would be placed under one commander and counld
be used in wheatever role the situation demanded.

In the fall of 1949, continental air defense re~
ceived new emphasis following the Soviet atomic
explosion which occurred geveral years before
the time predicted by most American experts. No
longer could the nation depend sclely upen its
atomic stockpile as a deterrent against aggres-
sion. Henceforth, strong defensive measures fo
augment the offensive striking force would be
required. But thete was little that the Air Force
could do immediately to strengthen air defenses.
Nevertheless, several significant steps, includ-
ing issuance of a directive to begin construction
of the radar sites for the Permanent System wete
taken,

Despite the efforts by Headquarters USAF to
improve the air deferrse system, Lt. Gen. Ennis
Whitehead, the Commandmmpg General of ConAC,
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was not satisfied. Because continental air de-
fense was his responsibility, he began to urge
Headquarters USAF to provide the means for m
effective air defense, During the first half of
1950, USAF did all that 1t could to graat White-
head's requests; but, as had been the case smece
the end of World War II, the Air Force did not
have the resources to satisfy simultaneously all
of its commitments,

Continental air defense assumed added signif-
icance on 25 June 1950, when the North Koreans
invaded the Republic of Korea and the United
Nations, led by the United States, moved to stop
the Communist aggression. With hoshlities taking
place, a major conflict, which would undoubtedly
include ar attacks on the United States, might
easiy be touched off.

Outbreak of the Korean hostilities didnot bring
abont any immediate augmentation in personnel
or matenel for the air deferse gystem becawse,
naturally, the Far East Air Forces were accorded
a higher prienty. However, the ar defense sys-
tem benefited 1 other ways. Attempts were made
to place the AC&W network on a 24-hour cpera
tional basrs, and authonty was received to make
active interceptions of hostile aircraft. Further-
more, fighter forces for air defense were increased
by federalization of Air National Guard units.

At the sametime, the Korean war meant a great
increase m the responsibilities of ConAC. This
factor, in additionto the increase mn fighter forces
and the progress being made i construction of
the Permanent System, led to the re-establishment
of the Air Defense Command. With the formation
of ConAC, late 1n 1948, ADC had become =2n op-
etationel headquarters. On 1 September 1949 it
had been reduced to record status and a yeer
later had been abolished completely, Now, at the
end of 1950, a new Air Defense Command came
into being with one mission—provision of conti-
nental air deferrse.

The Air Defense Command appeared at a time
when Headquarters USAF was adopting a new
concept. According to this ‘‘weapen system
concept, the future Axr Force could perform its
missions best by wse of air defense, strategic,
or tactical weapon systems. In each system all
elements were to be combined aronnd an airframe,
Until the elements for these systems were de-
veloped, interim systems were required. The Air
Defense Command immediately undertook comple-
tion of the air-defense interim system.

Since the Permanent System was not scheduled
for completton until 1952, erection of a temporary
(LASHUP) radar network had been undertaken, By
mid-1950, the 44 LASHUP stations were opers
ational. Construction had also progressed slowly
on the Permanent System. Priorities had been
established for the 85 stations, with completion
of the fust pgroup scheduled for 1 July 1952,
Because completion by that date might not be soon
enough 1n view of the Soviet atamic explosion late
in 1949 and the outbreak of hostilities in Korea in
June 1950, beginning 1n 1950 Headquarters USAF
tried to accelerate the program. Despite Depart-
ment of the Air Force and congressional efforts,
however, factors outside of the control of USAF,
such as strikes and shortages of radar equipment,
contmued to delay installation of the network.
The Permanent System was not fully operational
_until Aprid 1953,

buccessful operation of the radar network de-
pended upon the quality of the radar equipment
employed, Consequently, efforts had been made
as early as July 1945 fo wnte military character-
istics for improved early-warning radat sets. By
1947 preduction of two umproved sets—AN/CPS-6B
and AN/FPS-3-was underway, with delivery of
the first sets scheduled for 1949 and 1650. Be-
cause these sets, although great improvements
over previous models, still did not meet future
requirements, research and development was con-
tinued on more powerful models. ;

The delivery program for improved search radar
was delayed from the beginning, and despite ef-
forts to accelerate the program, the Pemanent
System was not completely equipped with the
sets until April 1953, In the meantime, the Air
Force had contracted with the Westem Electric
Company for a project to investigate mmprove-
ments on the existing radar network. This proj-
ect, known as CADS (Continental Air Defense
System), recommended a number of changes which,
when adopted, impreved the ground environment
of the wterim amr defense system.

A major weakness of the Pemmanent "“ystem
was its inability to afford adequate low-altitude
coverage. Although it was anticipated that im-
proved radar sets in a future network might
remedy this defect, the Air Force had to depend
upon a cotps of pround observers to spot low-
flying arrcraft and fill gaps 1 the radar coverage.
However, it was not clear duning the :mmediate
postwar years that the Air Force had the author-
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ity to orgemze a Ground Observer Corps (GOC).
By June 1949, ADC had only been given planning
authority for a GOC; nevertheless, it began set-
ting up a ground obiserver system.Not until Febru-
ary 1950 was the farmation of a GOC anthorizad
by Headquatters USAF.

Because the GOC was to be composed of vol-
unteers, its success depended upon public in-
terest. From th? first recmiting lagged badly and
interest proved dufficult to sustamn. Although al-
most 350,000 volunteers were enrolled in the
GOC by mid-1954, only 130,000 were consxlesed
active. These observers manned some 5,400 of
the 16,000 posts deemed necessary by the Air
Defense Command. The Ground Observer Coms
remained a weak element in the interim air de-
fense system.

At the heart of the future air defense weapon
system would be the interceptor aircraft. How-
ever, an arcraft with the required performance
characteristics would be many years in develop-
ment. World War II experience had illustrated that
an all-weather interceptor was essential to air
defense, and by 1944 an Amenican night fighter
(P-61) had been developed. To replace the P-61
during the postwar peniod, the AAF planned a jet
aircraft, and two models, XF-87 and XF-89, were
selected for investigetion, While these amcreft
were being developed, an interim interceptor was
needed, and the P-82 “Twin Mustang” was se-
lected. Even though some 225 P-82's were op-
etational by the end of 1948, they were soan to
be replaced by jet aircraft, principally the F-86D
and F-04C. At about the same time, the F-89 was
selected over the XF-87 as the interim intercep-
tor. These three aircraft were destined to form
the bulk of the air defense fighter force for the
interim axr defense system.

While these interceptors were bewng phased
mto the system, the aircraft designed to consti-
tute the heart of the weapon system 1n the future
was being developed. From a design competi-
tion begun n 1950, a contract for the ‘1954 In-
terceptor’? was awarded to Convair. When it ap-
peared that this interceptor would not be
operational until the 1955-56 time period, another
interim amrcraft was needed. To meet this need,
a decision was reached to produce the amframe
of the Convair 1954 Interceptor as the F-1024;
the ultimate aucraft was designated the ¥-102B.
By mid-1954 the F-102A testshad been completed

but the aircraft wes not scheduled for production
until the end of the following year,

During the years 1951.54, while the interim
air defense system was being completed, efforts
were being made to expand the sysiem. Because
it eppeared quite certan that any future air at-
tack would come acrass the polar regions, con-
tinental air deferrses had to be oriented north-
ward. At first, the meagemess of ar defense
resources dactated that a line of defense be
established around the most vital areas. By
1952, however, the Air Defense Command had
adopted the “double perimeter’” concept whereby
the defended areas would be protected by two
lines of radar, The meaws with the preatest pos
tential for completing snd eugmenting the double
perimeter included mobile and gep-filler radar
sets, aurborne and seabome early-warning radar,
and a ground environment which would afford
moie automatic date-handling,

The method undestaken 1nitially to strengthen
the Permanent System was expansion of the ex-
isting land-based system. This sugmentation
would be accomplished in four phases, the first
three of which would consist of 98 radar sets n
the Mobile Radar program. Installation of these
radar sets had been approved and given a high
pricrity by Headauarters USAF by mid-1954. For
low-altitude coverage and gap-filling, Head«
quarters USAF had also approved a program call-
ing for 323 small automatic radar sets. Addition
of these radars to the Permanent System prom-
ized to improve greatly the land-based AC&W
network,

Northward extension of the eailly wammg nete
wotk was made possible by a combination of
factors, The Alaskan Air Commeand andthe North-
east Air Command posgessed early warning poten-
t1al and were mtegrated into the continental air
defense system. The PINETREE chain of radars
in southern Canada was installed by the coop-
erative efforts of the American and Canadian ait
defense commands, and the Mid-C snada line was
being completed primarly by the Canadians.

These northern extensions would be helpful,
but there was a need to move the early waming
line as close as possible to the potential eggtes-
sot. A radar line across the arctic regions of
Canada would fulfill this requirement. The de-
cision to build such a Distant Early Waming
(DEW) line with American funds was reached by
the Department of Defense during a period when
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public awareness of the nation’s vulnerability to
air attack was increasing. In mid-1951 the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology had re.
leased to the Air Force the report of Project
CHARLES and had organized Project LINCOLN
to investigate air deferrse, During the summer of
the following year, the LINCOLN Laboratory
organized a special study group to review conti-
nental air deferse. Most startling of the recom-
mendations of this special study group—the Sum-
mer Study Group~was one for the immediate
erection of 2 DEW line at a cost of $370,000,000
and an annual mamntenance cost of $100,000,000.
Although the Group’s report was not approved
officially by the Air Force ot the Department of
Defense, it was presented to the National Se-
cunty Council by the Chairman of the National
Secunity Resources Board. These agencies re
ceived the report with enthusiasm and President
Truman was apprised of the Summer Study Gronp's
findings.

In essence, the report of the Summer Study
Group called for a crash program in the erection
of a DEW lme. Neither the Air Force nor the
Department of Defense agreed that such a pro-
gram was feasible at that time. In the opinion of
the Air Staff, development of the radar equipment
needed for a DEW line was not far enough ad-
vanced, Furthermore, the Axr Force believed,
any available funds could be more effectively
used to improve the exrsting AC&W network.
Despite these objections, on the last day of 1952
President Truman approved construction of the
DEW liie, Duning the next two years, while the
question of the feasibility of a DEW line was
being discussed in the public press, testing of
equipment proceeded on schedule.

The entire question of the amount and type of
contmental air defenrse required also came under
discussion during this period. When the Summer
Study Group and Project EAST RIVER (Cavil
Defense) reports highlighted the nation's
vulnerability to air attack, the N ational Security
Resources Board and the National Security Coun-
cil pressed President Truman for action. The
President responded by ordering a review of all
air deferrse programs and, when the review re-
vealed unsatisfactory conditions, by appointing
the Kelly Commitiez to study the air defense
problem. Also, each service was called upon by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to submit a plan to
cover the defense situation as it was expected

to be on 31 December 1955. By mid-1953 the
plans had been prepared and were bewng con-
sidered by the Joint Chiefs.

While these plans were under consideration,
the Kelly Committes submitted a report which
opposed a crash DEW propram. Since this report
indicated that 2 difference of opinion still existed
on air deferrse, the National Security Council
appointed a new (Bull) committee which, on 22
July 1953, reported that the contmental defense
programs, curtent snd future, were inadequate.
Shortly theresfter the Bull Committee™s conclu-
sions took on added significance with the 12
August Soviet H-bomb explosion. Therefore, on
25 September, President Dwight D. Eisenhower
approved a new policy statement calling for in-
creaged emphasis on continental defense, By
eatly 1954 another policy statement had lessened
the emphasss; and by the mddle of the year, cut-
side of the Air Force, defense seemed somewhat
less urgent. Approval of the defense plans was
being delayed by the divergent views which still
existed between the services on certain phases
of air defense. It was hoped that formation of a
joint air deferrse command then being considered
would aud an resolving those mterservice dif-
ferences,

In addition to the northward expansion of the
land-based network, a seaward extemsion was
necessary. Three devices were adopted to pro-
vide seaward extension: aitbome early waming
(AEW) aircraft, picket ships, and ‘“Texas
Towers."’ Some difference of opinion existed as
to whether the Navy or the Air Force was to pro-
vide AEW aircraft, but this was resolved in Octo-
ber 1953 by an agreement between Admiral Robert
B. Camey, the Chief of Naval Operations, and
General Nathan F. Twining, the Air Force Chief
of Staff, Camey and Twining agreed that the Air
Force would provide the AEW aircraft and the
Navy weuld furnish picket ships. These seaward
extension forces would be augmented off the
Atlantic Coast by stationary platforms called
‘“Texas Towers,” By July 1954, operations by
these devices for seaward extension were being
delayed mainly by the lack of materiel.

The third factor—in addition to the land-based
and seaward extensions—in the improvement of
the air defense network was the development of
the ground electromic environment. Air defense
planners had long realized that a future defen-
sive system would require as near automatic op-
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eration as possible, When the LINCOLN scien-
tists undertook the problem, they devised both a
“Quick Fix" system as an immediate soluticn
and a plan for a *“Future System.’? The LINCOLN
Quick Fix was deemed “‘operaticnally undesuc-
ble,’? however, and an intermediate solution—
LINCOLN’S Trensition System—was proposed,
The Transition System was accepted, with the
first prototype due to be operational by Januscy
1957, Adoption of the Transition System, in con-
junction with the programmed improvements in
the air defense system and the formation of a
joint command for air defense, promised an in-
creased kill potential for the air defense forces.

Formation of a joint air defense command had
long been considered by air defense personncl
as an ultimate goal. Although Headquarters, A AF
had assigned the air defense mission to the Aifr
Defense Command upon the latter's achvation
eatly in 1946, air deferrse was not confitmed s
an Arr Force mission until the meeting of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff at Key West in March 1848.
As a result of the Key West decisions, airde~
fense became a unilateral responsibility of the
Air Force, with the Army and Navy having col-
lateralfuactions. Thus, the Air Defetnse Commend
remained an Air Force organization end continued
to negofiate with the Army and Navy for the usa,
in an emergency, of eny forces possessing ca
air defense potentizl, In the absence of a joint
command, interservice agreements were the anly
devices available to ADC.

As early as 1946, the War Department was cax-
sidering a plan for a joint continental air defensa
command. During the yearsthat followed, varicas
proposed plans came to naught, largely becenzc
of divergent interservice views. By 1953 the Ax
Force position an the question of the joint com-
mand concept was based upon maintenience of the
status quo—an Air Defense Command directed by
the Chief of Staff and depending upon interserv-
ice apgreements for emergency forces. However,

on 6 August 1953 the Joint Chiefs of Staffagreed
to the establishment of z JCS specified command
for continental air defense, USAF continved to
object to a change, but eatly in 1954 reversed
its position.

With the Air Force taking a favorable attitude
toward a joint command, several interservice dif-
ferences of opmion were ironed out dunag the
first half of 1954; and on 1 September Continen-
tal Air Defense Command was activated, sube
stantially as proposed in May by ADC?s comman-
der, General Benjamin W, Chidlaw, CONAD, a joint
command, “for the air defense of the continental
United States,’”” was placed above the existing
ADC structure, with the Department of the Air
Force as executive agent. The Air Defenrse Com-
mand, the Ammy Antiaircraft Command, and naval
forces of the contignous radar coverage system
wete allocated to CONAD. The Commanding
General (Chidlaw) of the new commend was given
operational control of all assigned forces and of
all angmentation forces made available during
periods of emergency. Although the USAF re-
tamed the dominant position in the new joint
command, henceforth the responsibility for con-
tinental air defense would be shared by the three
services.

The new joint command came into existence at
the end of a nme-year postwar period during
which a'solid framework for air defense had been
built. From the days of 1946-1949 when the na
tion was practically defenseless, a nation-wide
integrated mir defense system had become a re-
ality. The Permanent, System ,of early-warning
tadars was operational and interceptor strength
had been increased. Antiaircraft artillery and the
Ground Observer Corps had takea their places
1n the system, Also, 1n an emergency, all avail-
able forces would be used to counter an air at-
tack. Nevertheless, the Continental Air D~fense
Command took over an interim system. Much re-
maimed to be done before the nation’s defenses
would afford the protectionjneeded.
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presented with an abundance of matersal.-This
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Departmental Records Branch, Alexandria,
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Headquarters Air Defense Command; and Archives
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and its subordinate air forces were used exten-
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histories of the vanous staff sections of Head-
quarters USAF and from semannual reports of
USAF major commands, principally Air Research
and Development Command and Air Materiel
Command,

A number of monographs prepared by other
histonians in the USAF historical program contain
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wntten by the Directorate of Historical Services,
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SIGNIFICANT DATES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE

1945

27 March - Air Defense Command activated at
Mitchel Field, New York as part of AAF re-
organization.

25 April « Air National Guard organized.

1947

21 May - First postwar AC&W organization—
505th AC&W Group—activated at McChord
Field, Washington,

26 July - United States Air Force created as co-
equal of the Army and Navy.

21 November - USAF Chief of Staff approved
Plan SUPREMACY.

17 December - Headquarters USAF informed
ADC that in an emergency Air National
Guard and fighter and radar units of SAC and
TAC would be made available for air defense.

1948

1 January - President’s Air Policy (Finletter)
Commission reported.

11-14 March - Key West Conference resulted m
assignment of air defense mission to USAF.

26-27 March « ADC ordered to set up emergency
air defense system in Northwest United
States and Alaska and place it on 24-hour
operstion,

6 April - Continental United States Planning
Group formed in the Defense Department.

23 April - ADC ordered to set up AC&W systems
in Northwest, Northeast, and Albuquerque,
New Mexico areas.

27 May - SUPREMACY introduced in Senate
(introduced in House of Representatives 2
June). Congress adjournpd without taking
action.

1 July - Air Defense Division, headed by Maj.
Gen. Gordon P, Saville, formed in Headgquar-
ters USAF.

107

8 September - General Saville presented Modi-

fied Program to Secretary of Defense James
Forrestal.

October - Secretary of Defense Forrestal approved

25

21

23

use of funds for LASHUP,

October - First air division (25th Air Division)
actwvated at Silver Lake, Washington,

December - Continental Axr Command acti

vated; ADC made operational command under
ZonAC,

1949

March - Six ConAC air forces relieved of air
defense responsibilities. Eastern and Western
Air Defense Liaison Groups formed (suc-
ceeded by Eastern and Western Awr Defenze
Forces).

March - Louis Johnson replaced Forrestal as
Secretary of Defense and instituted economy
program which led to B-36 investigation.

March - President Truman signed bill author-
izing AC&W system (Modified Program).

September - Eastern and Western Axr Defense
Forces activated.

September - Presadent Truman announced that
atomic explosion had teken place in Russia
in August.

December - Headquarters USAF ordered Office

of Chief of Engineers to proceed with con-
struction of first 24 sites of Permanent

g
S

1850

February - Headquarters
authorized ConAC to set up
Corps.

April - Headquarters USAF 4
to begin armed inter:cepticI
Enetpy Commission insta
East Coast,

June - LASHUP considered ¢

01LLAWAS
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25 June - Hostilities broke out in Korea.

1 July - Air Defense Identification Zones cre-
ated in vatal areas of the United States.

1 August - Agrecment between General J.
Lawton Collins, Ay Chief of Staff and Gen-
eral Hoyt Vandenberg, USAF Chief of Staff
gave air defense commander operational con-
trol of Army Antiaircraft.

24 August - President Truman authorized inter-
ception and engagement of aircraft anywhere
in the United States.

30 August - Secretary of the A Force Thomas
K. Finletter ordered Permanent System radar
site construction expedited.

1 October - Northeast Air Command activated.

1951
1 January - Air Defense Command re-
established.

1 Febhmary - 15 ANG fighter squadrons federal-
ized and assigned to ADC.

1 March - Centrsl Air Defense Force activated.

14 April - President Truman approved Radar
Ezxtension Program (PINETREE).

21 April - ADC reached agreement with TAC for
use of TAC forces in emergency air defense.

23 May - ADC reached agreement with SAC for
use of SAC farces in emergency air defense.

10 July - Mobile Radar Program approved by
USAF.

26 July =Project LINCOLN Laboratory chartered
by USAF, Army and Navy.

1 August - Project CHARLES group submitted
1ts report.

1952
16 January - ADC proposed double perimeter
plan for air defense system.

14 July - SKYWATCH (fulltime operation of GOC
posts) began.

27.28 August - Summer Study Group repotted to
the Defense Department.

23 September - First picket ship placed on 24
hour operation.

108

31

10

13

22

12

25

22

11

22

October - Project EAST RIVER (Civil De-
fense) reported.

December « Kelly Committee set up to study
continental air defense programs (reported
early in 1953).

December - President Trmman approved
National Security Councif policy statement
calling for strengthened continental defense.

1953

April - USAF decided to adopt the LINCOLN
Transition System. Later renamed Sem-
Automatic Ground Environment (SAGE).

April « Permanent System became fully oper-
ational.

July - Continental Defense (Bull} Committee
reparted that defense programs were made-
quate.

August - Thermonuclear explosion took place
in Russia.

September - President Eisenhower approved
statement calling for increased emphasis on
continental defense.

October - First airhorne early-warning squad-
ron activated at McClellan” AFB, California.

October - General Nathan F. Twining, USAF
Chief of Staff, and Admral Robert Carney,

CNO, agreed that USAF was to provide AEW
aicraft; Navy to provide picket ships and
lighter-than-air aircraft for ait defense (agree-
ment not signed until 24 December).

November - Canada agreed to construction of
the Mid-Canada Line,

1954
January - USAF approved the construction of
five Texas Towers.

January - JCS agreed to establishment of
JCS command for continental air defense.

August - Awborpe ealy-warnng operation
began off West Coast.

September - Continental Air Defense Command
activated at Ent AFB, Colorado.
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1 AA
AAC
AAF
ACRW
AbC
ADCHD

ADES
ADIS
. ADIZ
ADSEC

AEC

AEW

AGF

AMC

ANG
APGC
AUL
CADS
CAF
CHARLES

ConAC
CONAD

CORRODE

CUsDPG

T

DEW

Glossary

Antiaircraft Artillery
Alaskan Air Command

Army Amr Forces

Aircraft Control and Wathing

Air Defense Command

Directorate of Historical
Services, Air Defense Com-
mand

AurDefense Engineering Services
Air Defense Integrated System
Air Defense Identsfication Zone

Air Defense Systems Engineer-
ing Committee

Atomic Energy Commission
Airborne Early Warming

Army Ground Forces

A:r Materiel Command .
Air National Guard

A1r Proving Ground Command
Air Umiversity Labrary
Continental Air Defense System
Continental Air Forces

A short term study project at
the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology for reviewing the air
defense problem (1951)

Continental Air Command

Continental Air Defense Come
mand

A project for developing and in-
stalling radar equipment in the
Arctic for use in early warning
lines (originally called
COUNTERCHANGE)

Continental Urited States De-
fense Planmng Group

Distant Early Warning

DRB

EADF
EAST RIVER

FEAF
GOC
JCS
KCRC

LASHUP

LINCOLN

MSG

NEC
NEAC
NSC
NSRB

OFD

asb
PINETREE

PJBD

PPI
RAND
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AGO Departmental Records
Branch, Alexandria, Virginia

Eastern Air Defense Force
A project orgamized in 1952 te

study the problem of Cirvil De-
fense

Far East Air Forces
Ground Observer Corps
Joint Chiefs of Staff

Kansas City (Missouri) Records
Ceanter

The temporary radar early warn-
ing network erected between
1948 and 1950

A laboratory established in July
1951 at the Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology to study ar
defense problems

Military Study Group (Umted
States and Canada)

Newfoundland Base Command
Nottheast Air Command
National Security Councal

National Security Resources
Board

Directorate of Plans, Headquar-

ters USAF
Office of the Secretary of Defense

A chain of radar stations built by
joiunt Canadian-American efforts
along the Canadian-American
border

Permanent Joint Boatd on De-
fense (United States-Canada)

Plan Position Indicator

A nonpgovernmental, nonprofit
orgamization dedicated to re-
search and development for the
nation’s welfare and security
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RCAF Royal Canadian Air Force

RDB Research and Development
Board, Headguarters USAF

SAC Strategic Air Command

SKYWATCH 24-hour operation of Ground Ob-
server Corps begun in 1952,

SUPREMACY  Asn Aucraft Control and Warning
plan approved by the Air Foreo
21 November 1947 but nct
passed by Congress
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TAC
USAF
USAF HD

VHF
WADF
WDGS

Tactical Air Command -
United States Air Force

Archives Branch, USAF Histori- o
cal Division, Maxwell Air Force
Base

Very High Frequency
Western Air Defense Force

War Department General Staff

»
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AAT Regulation 20-1 (15 September 1%45), 3

AAF V-] Plan, 2

AFR 20-15 (13 December 1948), 32n

Air Board, 16, 57

Air Defense, Continental: 14, 45, 67; plans for
postwar, 1-3; effect of postwar demobilization
on, 3-4; planning for by ADC, 5-8; status at
end of 1946, 8-9; AAF discussion on (1947),
9-11; SUPREMACY approved by USAF, 12;
unified command for, 1517, 35, 68; USAF as-
signed responsibility for at Key West, 17-18,
86; Congress fails to act on SUPREMACY,
22-23, 82; Modified Program approved, 23-25,
82; LASHUP begun, 25-26, 82; ConAC given
mission of, 28; effect of Soviet atomic explo-
sion on, 29-34, 82; mussion assigned to ADC,
36; double perimeter adopted, 56-57, 84; sys-
tem expanded, 59-66, 84; system extended sea-
ward, 6873, 84-85; LINCOLN Transition Sys-
tem developed for, 73-75, 85-86; juini organi-
zation for, 76-80, 85-86., See also Aircraft
Coutrol and Waming System.

Aur Defense Command (ADC): 9-11, 15-17, 23,
25-26, 33, 38, 40, 44-47, 49, 52, 54, 57-58,
60-61, 67, 7074, 76-80, 83-84, 86; activation
(1546), 3, 81; interim mission, 4, 81; plans for
air defense, 5-8, 81; given mission directive,
12; ordered to set up active air defense, 1922,
82; reduced to operational status, 28-29, 82;
redesignated major command, 34-36, 83

Air Pefense Division, 23, 57, 82

Air Defense Engineering Services (ADES), 74

Air Defense Identification Zones (ADIZ), 32-33

Air Defense in Being Plan (ADC), 8, 10-11, 19n,
81

Air Defense Integrated Systent (ADIS), 74

Air Defense Policy Panel, 14, 18, 56, 70

Air Defense Systems Engineering Commitiee
{Valley Comnittee), 31, 44, 61-62, 73

Air Defense Team, 31, 70

Air Force Cambridge Research Center, 61, 73-74

Air Force Combat Command (proposed), 3, 35

Air Force Council, 67, 70

Air Forces (numbered):
First AF, 1, 4, 19-21, 25-26
Second AF, 4
Fourth AF, 1, 4, 19-21
Tenth AF, 4
Eleventh AF, 4
Fourteenth AF, 4

Air Installations Office (USAF), 73

Air Matenel Command, 9, 48, 61, 68

Air National Guard, 2-4, 12, 23, 28, 32-34, 48, 83

Air Policy Board, 14

Air Policy (Finletter) Commission, 12-14, 28, 48

Air Proving Ground Command, 10, 74
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53n, 73

Air Reserve, 2-4, 28, 32, 34

Air Staff, 7, 11, 23, 32n, 35, 44, 46, 64, 66-68,
71, 73, 7779, 85

Air traffic control, 2, 20, 32-33, 60

Air Transport Command, 19, 60

Airborme Control Center System (proposed), 68

Airbome early warning (AEW) aurcraft, 12, 59,
65, 66n, 68-71, BS

Aircraft Control and Warning (AC&W) System:
7n, 8, 47, 57, 67; postwar proposals for, 1-2;
difference of opinion on, 9-11; SUPREMACY,
11-12, 22-23, 81-82; USAF orders active sys-
tem, 19-22; USAF proposes Modified Program,
23-25, Congress approves Modified Program,
25; LASHUP begun, 25-26, 82; effect of
Johnson Economy Program on, 29, 66; effect
of Soviet atomic ewplosion on, 30-31, 82-83;
placed on 24-hour operation, 32; Permanent
System completed, 37-41, 83; improved radar
equipment for, 41-44; augmented by GOC, 44-
47, 84; Permanent System strengthened, 57-59,
84; northward extensgion of, 59-66, 84-85, de-
velopment of LINCOLN Transition for, 73-75,
85-86. See also SUPREMACY, Modified Pro-
gram, and Air Defense, Continental,

Alaska, 11, 19, 23, 38n, 59, 60n, 65, 70, 81-82

Alaskan Air Command (AAC), 12, 19, 50-60, 84

Albuquerque, N.M. area, 20-21, 38, 82

All.weather intercepior. See fighter interceptor
and aircraft by specific type.
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22, 37, 54, 76-77, 79, 86. See also Army Anti-
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Army Air Forces (AAF): 1, 8, 19, 20n, 37, 42,
45, 47, 56, 60, 68, 73, 76, 81, B4; reorgantza-
tion (1346), 2-3; demobilization, 3-4; strength
(1946}, 4-5, 9; on ADC mssion, 5-7; differerce
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erational control of AA, 15-17; on operational
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Army, U.S.: 2n, 37, 22, 25, 35, 66, 76-80; on
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Armold, Gen. H.H., 15, 37

Arnold Engineering Development Center, 37n

Atomic Energy Commission, 20n, 21, 31

Azores, 65, 66n

B
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Bull, Lt. Gen, Harold R., 44, 67

Bull Commitiee. See Continental Defense Com-
mittee.

Bureau of the Badget, 22, 49, 71

Bush, Dr. Vannevar, 25n, 42
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Canada, 32, 54, 57-58, 61, &5-66, 68, 70, 84

Canada-United States Emergency Defense Plan,
60

Canada-United States Militaty Cooperation Com-
mittee, 68-70

Canada-United States Mihtary Study Group (MSG),
65-56

Canadian air defense system, 12, 60. See also
Canada, and Royal Canadian Air Force.

Cape Cod System, 74n

Carney, Adm, Robert B., 71-72, 85

Cary, Col. John B,, 45 ¥

Central Air Command (propaosed), 3

Central Air Defense Force, 40n

Central Intelligence Agency, 40n

CHARLES, Project, 62, 73, 85
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Chidlaw, Gen, Benjamin W., 43, 46, 74, 79-80, 86

Chaef of Naval Operations, 70, 72

Chief of Staff, USAF, 14, 44, 70, 77-79, 86. See
algo Spaatz, Vandenberg, and Twining,

Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, 17

Chinese Communists, 33n, 34

Cavil Defense, 44-46, 64-65

Clay, Gen. Lucius D., 19

Cold War, 19, 82 -

Congress: 9, 13, 14n, 28-30, 32, 34, 36n, 45, 48, -
82; fails to act on SUPREMACY, 22-23, 37,
59, 68; approves Modified Program, 24-25, 38,
56, 82; 80th Congress, 22; 81st Congress, 34

Congressional Aviation Policy (Brewster) Board,
14, 28, 48

Continental Air Command (ConAC): 40n, 43, 45-
46, 61, 71-72, 77-78, 83; activated, 28-29, 82;
attempts to increase air defense capahilities,
30-34; reorganization, 34-36

Continental Air Defense. See Air Defense, Conti-
nental,

Continental Air Defense Command (CONAD), 80,
86 '

Continental Air Defense System (CADS), 44, 73n,
83

Continental Air Forces (CAF), 1-2, §, 41, 56, 76

Continental Defense (Bull), Committee, 67, 85

Continental United States Defense Planning
Group, 22n, 66-67

Convair, 53-54, 84

CORRODE (originally COUNTER-CHANGE), 65

Czechoslovakia, 14n, 19

D

Deyharsh, Col. T, ]., 31n
Defense, National, See National Defense.
Demobitization, post-World War I, 3-4
Department of Agriculture, 46n
Department of the Air Force, 22, 38, 40, 67, 80,
82-83, 86 3
Department of Defense, 11n, 18, 21a, 23-24, 28-
30, 320, 35, 38, 40a, 49, 62, 64-65, 84-85
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Directorate of Requirements (USAF), 70
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84-85
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Double perimeter concept, 56-58, 62, 84
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E

Ealer, Lt. Gen. Ita C., 6-7, 57

Early warning, See Aircraft Control and Warning
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55-group Air Force, 9, 11n, 28

Fighter interceptor force: 7n, 33-34, 36-37, 62;
development of, 47-54. See also aircraft by
types.
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also Secretary of the Air Force,

Finletier Report, See Air Policy Commission.

First Augmentation, 24, 38, 40n, 71, 82. See also
Modified Program,

505 AC&W Gp, 19

Forrestal, Jameg, 11n, 14, 22-24, 26, 29, 42, 82,
See algo Secretary of Defensge.
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“Functions of the Armed Forces and the Joint
Chuefs of Staff’’ (Key West Functions Paper),
17-18, 66, 76, 86
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Genetral Electric Compeny, 11, 42

Gilpatric, R. L., 40-41, 72

Greenland, 70

Ground Observer Corps (GOC), 37, 44-47, 54, 58,
84, 86

Ground Observer System, 23, 44-47
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Hawaii, 65, 66n, 70

Haynes, Brig, Gen. C. V., 60n

Hinshaw, Rep. Carl, 14n

Hopley, Russell J., 45
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and awrcraft by types.

Interim air defense system: completion of, 37-55,
83-84; expansion of, 56-75, 84-85. See also
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61-62, 68, 73, 85

Maude, Maj. Gen. R.C., 73
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Military Ait Transport Service (MATS), 60

Mobile Radar Program, 57-59, 84
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11-12, 14, 17

Naticnal Security Council, 62, 64-67, 71-72, 85

National Security Resources Board (NSRB), 64,
66, 85

Navy, U.S.: 1, 4, 6-7, 17, 22, 25, 29, 35, 54, 66,
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Key West, 17-18, 76, 86.

Navy Department, 17
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45, 46n, 57, 82
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K sion of, 59-66, 84-85, See also Aurcraft Control Secretary of Defense, 22, 24, 30, 46, 69, See also
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3 Picket Ships, 12, 59, 65, 68-72, 85 Secretary of the Navy, 72
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Putt, Maj. Gen. D.L., 62, 73 Sherman, Adm. Formest, 77
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i AN/CPS-1, 41 Special Weapons Command, 37a
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b AN/CPS-6, 41-42 Strategic Aw Force (praposed), 2
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Systems Engineering Group, 60

T

T-33, 48

Tactical Air Command (TAC), 3-4, 7, 12, 19,
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